
OURT SUMMARY
INTRODUCTION 

1* [bookmark: _Hlk147329140]INTRODUCTION: --
A. In this document, we present two files, labelled “File A” and “File B,” which contain critical information relevant to the Now Claimants legal matter under consideration. 
· The purpose of comparing these two files is to assess their contents, identify any discrepancies, similarities, or variations between them, and draw legal conclusions or make informed decisions based on your findings.
1+ File A: “Robs-The-Prosecutors-Work-Out-File.docx”
2+ File B: “The-Crown-Prosecution-Teams-ASBO-Skeleton-Argument.”
· Both files are integral to the legal matter at hand, and a thorough comparison is essential for achieving clarity, and resolving these Asbo Case File Disputes, so that we can determine the appropriate courses of actions. 
We encourage Legal professionals, experts, or relevant stakeholders and other persons to meticulously review and analyse the contents of both files, while keeping in mind the specific legal context and the right objectives.
· Please note that the comparison process may involve scrutinizing various aspects, such as facts, evidence, contracts, agreements, or other legal documents. It is imperative to approach this task with diligence and attention to detail, so, that we all can ensure that this legal assessment is accurate and comprehensive.

2* THE ORIGINAL FIRST HALF 1 OF 2: --
A. [bookmark: _Hlk147329300]The Modified version is below “The Original First Half 1 of 2” then the next Original 2nd Half is next and last but least the 2nd Document Modified.
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IN THE WOOD GREEN CROWN COURT

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPEAL AGAINST AN ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR ORDER
BETWEEN:

SIMON CORDELL 
Appellant
-and-
THE COMMISSIONER OF POLICE OF THE METROPOLIS
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SKELETON ARGUMENT FOR THE RESPONDENT

References to page numbers are in [square brackets], [AX] being the Appellant’s bundle and [RX] being the Respondent’s bundle.

1\

Listing; For appeal hearing, 22-24/02/2016 for Three-days.

Issues: 
a) Whether The Appellant Has Acted in An Anti-Social Manner
b) Whether An ASBO Necessary Recommended

Pre-Reading: 
· For an Application for The ASBO [Rl-3]
· The ASBO Made On 04/08/2015 [R13]
a) The Statements of DC Elsmore, The OIC [R14-35]
b) Statements Of  “R’s” Witnesses [R 36-66]
c) “A’s” Statements [A1-X5]
d) Statements Of “A’s” Witnesses [A16-30, A 258-272]

INTRODUCTION
1) The Appellant is appealing against a decision made by the district judge at Highbury Corner Magistrates’ Court on 04th of August 2015 pursuant to S.1 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (“the 1998 Act”) to make him subject to an anti-social behaviour order (ASBO) To Last For 5 Years.
2) The facts relied upon by the Respondent are set out in the Bundle of Evidence placed before the court and, in particular, the Witness Statements of The Respondent’s Officers [R.14-35]. The Appellant Has Also Provided a Bundle for This Appeal Hearing [A],
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3) The Respondent’s case is that the Appellant has been integrally involved in the organisation of raves in London, particularly Enfield, and/or the supply of sound equipment to those raves. 
4) The Respondent relies on each incident set out in the application notice to support his case [Rl-3].
5) The Respondent submits that it is necessary for an ASBO to be in place to protect the public from further anti-social acts, specifically the organisation of raves, done by the Appellant.
6) A chronology of events is appended to this Skeleton Argument.

LEGAL FRAMEWORK
7) Whilst the relevant provisions of the 1998 Act were repealed by the Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014, s.21 of that Act provides that these proceedings are unaffected except that, on 23rd of March 2020, the Appellant’s ASBO will automatically become an Injunction under as if made under S.1 of that Act.
8) Section 4 of the 1998 Act provides that an appeal against the making of an ASBO lies to the Crown Court.
9) Section 79(3) of the Senior Courts Act 1981 provides that an appeal to the Crown Court is by way of a re-hearing. 
10) The relevant test, therefore, is that set out in S.1 of the Act.
11) Pursuant to S.1 (4) of the 1998 Act, the court may exercise it discretion and make an ASBO if the two-part test set: out in S.1(l) is satisfied. Section 1(1) states:
a) An application for an order under this section may be made by a relevant: authority if it: appears to the authority that the following conditions are fulfilled with respect to any person aged ID or over, namely that the person has acted, since the commencement date, in an and-social manner, that is to say, in a manner that caused or was likely to cause harassment: alarm or distress to one or more persons not of the same household as himself; and that such an order is necessary to protect relevant persons from further antisocial acts by him.
2
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12) It is for the Respondent to satisfy the court to the criminal standard that the Appellant has acted in a manner that caused or was likely to cause harassment, alarm, or distress to one or more persons not of the same household as himself. 
13) However, the second limb of the test “does not involve a standard of proof: it is an exercise of judgment or evaluation” (R (McCann) v Manchester Crown Court [2003] l A.C. 787 at [371).
14) In R v Dean lioness [2006] 1 Cr. App. II. (S.) 120, the Court of Appeal provided general guidance as to the creation of prohibitions forming an ASBO, the court held that:
a) prohibitions should be individually tailored to the individual and that each individual prohibition must be necessary [28].
b) An ASBO can include prohibitions not to undertake minor criminal activity that may be covered under separate legislation [30-1]. 
c) However, an ASBO should seek to prevent a person from being able to commit that offence, rather than further penalise him when he does commit it [35]; and:
d) the terms of the ASBO must be proportionate so as to be commensurate with the risk identified [37],

SUBMISSIONS
· The First Limb of The Test Under S. 1 (L)(A) Of The 1998 Act
15) The organisation of large-scale raves, whether or not they fall within the parameters of s.63 of the Criminal justice and Public Order Act 1994 and whether on private property or common land, fall within the definition of anti-social behaviour. 
16) The Home Office Guidance: ‘A Guide to antisocial beamer orders’ specifies noise nuisance, particularly when late at night, as an example of anti-social behaviour.
17) It is submitted that, a person who helps organise or supplies equipment for a rave, where there is loud music late at night (except where there is a licence to do so and/or the music is played on licensed premises), has prana jade done an act in contravention of S.1(l)(a) of the 1998 Act.
3
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18) The Respondent relies on the evidence provided in die witness statements provided by various officers as well as supporting intelligence reports, the page references for this evidence are set out in the appended chronology. 
19) The court is invited to take particular note of the evidence supporting the conclusion that the Appellant was integrally involved in the organization of raves and/or the supply of equipment:
a) The Appellant was identified by gate security as the organizer of a rave of about 300 people on 07th & 08th of June 2014.
b) (See evidence of Insp. Hamill JR38] and supporting evidence of PS Miles [R36]).
c) The Appellant admitted to Insp. Skinner that he was the organiser of the rave on 7/8 June 2014 [R41].
d) The Appellant admitted to Insp. Skinner that he was the organiser of the rave organised and prevented on 19th of July 2014 [R39, R41].
e) The Appellant admitted to PC Edgoose that he lent his sound equipment for use at raves and that he could get a significant number of people to turn out for a rave [R48, R88]
f) And the Appellant was the organiser of the rave on 09th of August 2014 and provided the sound equipment as well as laughing gas [R42, R44-5, R47]. 
g) When a crowd turned up and tried to force entry, the Appellant encouraged them to break the police line [R43, R45-6].
20) The Respondent further relies on the information set out in the intelligence reports and the documents provided to the court in the Respondent’s bundle.
21)  The evidence show the Appellant has witnessed by many different police officers supplying equipment for or helping to organise a rave.
22) The court will be invited to reject the Appellant’s account as to his activities on the relevant, days as not credible.
· The Second Limb of The Test Under Section 1 Of the Act
23) It is first submitted that an ASBO is, in general terms, necessary.
4
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24) There is a significant body of evidence showing the impact of raves on people who live near where they occur [R51-66, R155-298]. The level of distress that these individuals suffered as a result of the raves organised by the Appellant was high. 'There is a need to prevent these events occurring in the future.
25) The ASBO (and interim ASBO beforehand) have been effective. The only time where the. Appellant’s behaviour has improved is when these proceedings were commenced, and it was made clear to the Appellant that his actions could not be tolerated.
26) "The Appellant has denied the acts alleged by the Respondent. He has shown no acknowledgment or desire to change his ways that might make an ASBO unnecessary.
27) As to the particular prohibitions on the ASBO, significant effort was made by the Respondent and by the court to ensure that any legitimate business activities that the Appellant wished to undertake would in no way be inhibited by this order. 
28) For the Appellant to provide recorded music to a gathering of people he would either need to have a licence for that event or to provide the music on a licensed premise for fewer than 500 people with, a general licence to play recorded music (See S. 1 And Sch. L Of the Licensing Act 2003). 
29) This order specifically does not preclude him from providing regulated entertainment under the auspices of a valid licence.
30) The only amendment that the Respondent would seek is that the words “or S.63(L. A)” be added after the words “S.63(L)” in prohibitions a, b, and c of the ASBO.
31) It is submitted that the terms of the ASBO as drafted are necessary and proportionate in that they should have minimal impact on the Appellant’s life and legitimate business activities.

ROBERT TALALAY Chambers of 1 'torus Barton OC 5 Essex Court 
31st January 2016

5







3* THE 1ST MODIFIED VERSION: --

	[bookmark: _Hlk147325719]
· Part 1 of **


	[bookmark: _Hlk147325535]Numb
1= A
	THE ORIGINAL ABSTRACT

	[bookmark: _Hlk147325543]Simon Cordell’s Skeleton Argument (2) Pdf
Case No A2Q150064
Case No A2Q150064

IN THE WOOD GREEN CROWN COURT

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPEAL AGAINST AN ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR ORDER
BETWEEN:

SIMON CORDELL 
Appellant
-and-
THE COMMISSIONER OF POLICE OF THE METROPOLIS
Respondent
SKELETON ARGUMENT FOR THE RESPONDENT

References to page numbers are in [Square Brackets], [AX] being the Appellant’s bundle and [RX] being the Respondent’s bundle.

1- Listing; For appeal hearing, 22-24/02/2016 for Three-days.

End Of Page

	Numb
1= 
	THE NOW CLAIMANTS AMENDED VERSION

	
0+ A Walk into the Listing: --
A. Before we indulge into the “Amended Version of The Listing” that is provided by the Now Claimant, it is Highly Important to Understand the Rolls of the Persons involved, so, as a brief introduction we will explain the “Training Process for Officially Qualified (CPS) Lawyers,” as their Staffs Training, Plays a Major Role in these Asbo Proceedings.
B. Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) Lawyers and Barristers in the UK, Undergo Extensive Legal Training, Which Includes the Following Key Steps: --
1* Academic Qualifications: They first complete a qualifying law degree “LLB” or a non-law degree followed by a conversion course, such as the Graduate Diploma in Law “GDL”.
2* Legal Practice Course (LPC): After obtaining an “LLB” or “GDL,” aspiring barristers complete the “LPC” if they intend to become solicitors. This course focuses on practical legal skills.
3* Bar Professional Training Course (BPTC): Those aspiring to become barristers undertake the “BPTC,” which provides specialized training in advocacy, legal research, and other essential skills. This step is specific to barristers.
4* Pupillage (Barristers): After completing the “BPTC,” barristers undergo a period of pupillage, which is practical training under the supervision of experienced barristers or chambers. This offers hands-on experience in legal practice.
5* Qualified Lawyers Transfer Scheme (QLTS): For lawyers qualified in other jurisdictions who wish to practice in England and Wales, they tend to need to complete the “QLTS” to gain recognition and authorization to practice in the UK.
6* Continuous Professional Development (CPD): Lawyers and barristers are required to engage in ongoing training and development throughout their careers to stay updated on changes in the law and legal practice.
C. These steps ensure that “CPS Lawyers” and barristers are well-prepared and qualified to handle legal cases and provide legal advice in the UK. 

1+ The Amended “Listing”
A. “The Asbo Appeal Hearing was scheduled for three days from 22nd to 24th February 2016.”
· The Enfield Council, Metropolitan Police, and Crown Prosecution brought an Asbo Application against the Now Claimant, accusing him of “Organisation of Illegal Raves, ” which the Now Claimant vehemently disputed. 
· The three-day Crown Court Appeal Trial Hearing did not proceed as planned due to the absence of the Now Claimant and his Litigation Team and/or Support Network. 
· The reason for their absence was their desire to review and retry the Asbo application, yet again primarily to: --
1+ Address Concerns Regarding Their Treatment in The Crown Court.
2+ Be Able to Ensure a Fair Review of The Highbury Corner Magistrates Courts Proceedings Related to The Asbo.

B. The Now Claimant and his Litigation Team and/or Support Network believed that justice was elusive within the constraints of the judicial system at Wood Green Court, given the mistreatment they experienced during the Magistrates and Crown Court proceedings. 
1+ “Access To Justice Is a Fundamental Human Right in The United Kingdom and A Common Law Principle That Is Integral to Upholding the Rule of Law and Safeguarding Citizens' Rights to Seek Legal Remedies for Unlawful Acts Perpetrated Against Them &  This Right of The Now Claimants the Officials Maliciously Infringed.”
2+ “The United Kingdom's Laws Must Be Enforceable to All; Every Individual Must Have the Means to Seek Legal Redress for any unlawful acts committed against them & without feeling victimized, this sadly is not apparent in the Asbo Brought against the Now Claimant”.

End Of the Now Claimants Amended Page!
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1- Issues: 
1- Whether The Appellant Has Acted in An Anti-Social Manner
2- Whether An ASBO Necessary Recommended

2- Pre-Reading: 
A. For an Application for The ASBO [Rl-3]
B. The ASBO Made On 04/08/2015 [R13]
C. The Statements of DC Elsmore, The OIC [R14-35]
D. Statements Of  “R’s” Witnesses [R 36-66]
E. “A’s” Statements [A1-X5]
F. Statements Of “A’s” Witnesses [A16-30, A 258-272]
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1+ Issues a) and b)
A. The Crown Prosecution bore the burden of proof in a two-stage test at the Highbury and Islington Magistrates' Court, with the two stages to be found being: --
· Example: --
1* Whether The Now Claimant Had Acted in An Anti-Social Manner.
2* Whether An Asbo Was Necessary and Recommended.
· Aloe, the Courts found the Now Claimant guilty; their decision Now Raises Concern as to whether their decision was made in all fairness and with the evidence presented to themselves being taken into fair consideration, which is a key aspect of this claim..

2+ Pre-Reading: a) and b) and c)
A. Part  (A) 1 of 1)

	FOR AN APPLICATION FOR THE ASBO [R1-3]



· The Now Claimant contests against the evidence the Crown Prosecuting team presented within their Asbo application of the evidence actually holding any weight of evidence  what so, ever and requests a fair review.
· [bookmark: _Hlk148293512]It is evidenced within this document and its affiliated materials that the Crown Prosecution team and the Representing Magistrates Court Judges should have all never of met the required standards needed to obtain an Asbo Application against the Now Claimant.
· It is said that the Judges in the Lower Courts did not pay due diligence in the Asbo Court Proceedings while they were being observant to the evidence presented by the Now Claimant and his Soliciting Team & Co.
· In plain light of the facts to which we instate, The Judges did not take the Evidence in the Case into Account Fairly and if they had the following would have been rectified to the corrects standards within accordance of the law but they were not, or the Asbo Case brought against the Now Claimant would have led to a Non-Guilty Conviction: --
· Example: --
1* No Disclosure
2* Lack Of Sustainable Evidence Based Upon the Balance of Sustainable Probability. 
3* Disputes Of Officially Regulated Service of The Court Orders.
4* Elements Of Fabricated Evidence Being Established in The Crown Prosecutions Case of Evidence Being Distinguished & Raised as Concerns, Not Being Apprehended.
5* No Victims or Witness Available to be Questioned, When Requested to Attend Court.
6* The Now Claimant Stating His Innocence in Concern to The Dates in Question, From the Start of The Proceedings.
· We can also, provide a more conclusive list of many more Established Reasons of Ours, that any person can Shirley Attained if they required of us or by simply going through the Asbo Case files themselves.

	The ASBO Made On 04/08/2015 [R13]


B. Part  (B) 1 of 1)
· The Guilty Verdict that the Judges within the Highbury and Islington Magistrates' Court, issued against the Now Claimant On 04/08/2015, was brought to the High Court of Wood Green for an Appeal and this Court attempts to Justify Justice within Accordance of the Law failed the Now Claimant in respect of the Asbo as well.
· As a part of when this failure of a High Court’s Appeal happened to occur is when the Crown Prosecutor provided the very same Skeleton Argument, Statement that is being Revised by Yourselves Right Now that he as the Prosecutor Wrote Himself in respect of this Asbo Case.
· The Crown Prosecutor a Robert Talalay was allowed by Judges of the Wood Green High Court to get away with Maliciously Manipulating an Official Document as A  High Court Official Document that he produced them as the Judges in the Asbo Case proceedings, as his Answer to a Skeleton Argument against the Now Claimant.
· Within the Skeleton Argument Robert Talalay the Crowns Prosecutor had compiled the files that he induced by photocopying the pages From a Book named as “*****” and he done this, in such a lame way that no person could read, the texted he had photocopied as his Asbo Official Documentation and due to this fact of the text being so, bad and that of the other files he induced into the Skeleton Bundle not being in an organised enough manner, it became hard to find his statement that he contained in the pages of the Crowns Asbo Skeleton Bundle or understand any of the files he as the prosecutor had created.
· The Now Claimant had to find the books online and rebuild the Crowns Skeleton Argument Bundles word for word to understand what was contained within the files and after months of much endured work, he had finally managed to doing an excellent job at decoding the application to clear English Text as he as the Now Claimant had reversed Engineered the shambles of a bundle and also that of Robert Talalay Official Statement as a Skeleton Argument.
· The Now Claimant alongside with his solicitor firm and Support Network were all complaining to the Judges in the High Court about the Documents in The Official Asbo Application Being Frauded and this is a part of the very same reason to why they were all having an Appeal, at the very well know High Court of Wood Green, by initiating the Appeal Proceedings but the Judges handlings of the Asbo case Failed in the Law, for the Public and Now Claimant when they as the Judges Never Managed to Uphold The Law in the Right of the Now Claimant based upon his and others Evidenced facts and even worse, once they had raised Concerns to the Judges in the High Court about the malicious Frauded treatment and failed Government Services they received: –
· Example: --
1* The New Fraud Being Displayed in The New Skeleton Argument and Within Its Files.
2* The Acknowledgment of The Lack of Witness and Victims That Were Continuously Requested to Attend but Did Not Show in Court or Video Link.
3* While Not Forgetting the Addition of Even More Fake Witness Statements That Were Also, Not Signed the Same as the 1st Lot in the 1st Asbo Bundle, Highlighting Points of The Appeal by Showing More Inconsistencies.
· It is ridiculous that it is more than once that the Judges Failed to manage to take into account for the new and modified evidence being induced into the Asbo Appeal Stage Court Proceedings by the prosecutor.
· And it was more than just one of those additional documents that the judges failed to Substantiate the same traits of data being maliciously put together and then afterwards administered as frauded Official Documents in their proceedings and of the same very kind that the Appeal was established for, even when pointed out by the Now Claimants Legal Team and Inclusively of Co.
· More Exhibits were being frauded by the Prosecuting Team and should have not been submitted into the Appeal stage even if not frauded in the first place, as no request to the Judge was submitted by themselves to see if the Defending Team opposed to their request and this did not happen before it was too late.
· Not Only Was This Intimidating and Undermining for The Defending Team as a whole but it also, Endangered Life & While Depriving the Now Claimant of his Legal Rights to Access to Justice and many more of his Legal Rights but it prevented him from any Fair & Speedy Remedies taking place.
·  Even more so, to the points, inclusively if had the Judges of the Courts been observant of the Evidence they were constantly presented with, they would have taken into account for the controversial evidence that the prosecutor provided in the “Crowns Pre-Reading” due to reasons, documented and produced throughout the Courts to themselves and that is now shown in this Official Document as Exhibits and Text.
· The Crown Prosecutions Team and Court Judges Failed the Now Claimant Unfairly when they as the Administrators of the Law never took into account for any of the evidence presented to themselves by the Now Claimants & his Legal Team, Inclusively of Co, from what was presented at the Magistrates Highbury and Islington Court, such as the Now Claimants Response to an Asbo Application, as the Judges in the Hight Court failed to take into account for not even one piece of evidence contained within its official documents was accounted for as this would have led to cases being taken out of the Asbo Application itself and moreover to the points 
· Through the Asbo case being presented throughout its routes in and out of the Justice Systems Court Houses & Court Rooms justice never prevailed and the Manipulativeness Traits of Official Documents being created to gain an unfair conviction against the Now Claimant continued to develop as the Pre-Reading was created and then on afterwards held unaccounted for facts, such as: --
· Example: --
1* A Failure of Easy to Spot, Claims, In Regard to Foul Play That They as All of The Court  Judges Failed to Fairly Spot While Overviewing the Asbo Proceedings  Due to Not Taking the Case Seriously and All While Despite of The Justice Systems Mandatory Strict Protocols.
2* The United Kingdom’s Laws Are Mandatory to Be Followed While in Pursuit of Accordance of The Law and The Failure of Any Fair Investigation Taking a Place When Requested Has Now Lead the Now Claimant to No Fair Investigation Taking a Place as If in So, Far in These Asbo Proceedings”
· When being a bit more specific about parts of Our evidence that proves our initial points, we dully state the following: --
· Example: --
1* When The Now Claimants Legal Team and Inclusively of Co, All Showed the Opposing Prosecuting Teams Official Persons Our Immediate Requests of a Complete  Review of All Our Findings the Following Evidence Was Not Considered Fairly, As We Now Exhibits as Our Included: --

· Contained Inside of  The Asbo Application, Is Element: --
C. Section  (C) & Here Is Our Amended Version as Part 1 of 1 of that Part)

	The Statements of DC Elsmore, The OIC [R14-35]


· Proof: --
1* Breaches Of Protocols as Mentioned Above by Prosecuting Case Handlers Inclusive of Judges.
2* Fraudulent Files Made Inbound to Government Based Systems and Externally.
3* The Asbo That Was Made On 04/08/2015, Is Time Stamped with DC Steven Elsmore, Name Who Is the OIC Asbo Case Developer and It Is His Computer Logging Details and Print Details That Are Used in Every Page of The Asbo Application.
4* The Asbo that was Made On 04/08/2015 [R13] Contains Fraudulent Statements of DC Steven Elsmore, The OIC [R14-35]
5* The OIC A DC Steven Elsmore Had Frauded His Own Statement When Developing the Asbo Application Against the Now Claimant and Then Afterwards Placed That Frauded Statement Alongside with Many More Frauded Documents to Manipulate The Courts Into Believing The Now Claimant Had Committed The Crimes / Civil Offences He Demonstrated As True To The Judges And All While Trying To Manipulate The Defence Team Of The Same, The OIC A DC Steven Elsmore Also, While Accomplishing His Illegal Tasks As An Official Police Officer / Official Council Officer Had Clearly In His Mind Set To Tarnish The Now Claimants Life By Setting Him Up By Doing What He Was Doing.
6* The OIC A DC Steven Elsmore Also, Allowed Other Police Officer to Be Fraud While He Him Himself Took a Place in The Modifying of Those Police Officers Statements in Knowing That They Were All Illegally Modifying Government Protected Data.

D. Section  (D) & Here Is Our Amended Version as Part 1 of 1 of that Part)

	Statements Of  “R’s” Witnesses [R 36-66]


· Proof: --
7* A Substantial Proportion Of The Asbo Is Exceptionally Frauded Material And Is Set Out In Law By The: ******** And By The High Standard Of Proof That We Contain As Our Exhibited Files Of Evidence, Easily, Display That The Enfield Council And Metropolitan Police And The Crown Prosecution Teams Involved, Intentionally Painted The Now Claimant In A Bad Light To Gain A Wrongful Guilty Conviction That Has Led To A List Of Wrongfully Imposed Restraints And Has Led To The Demoralising Of The Now Claimant Life And The Asbo’s Frauded Material Includes The Statements Of “R’s” Witnesses [R 36-66]

E. Section  (E) & Here Is Our Amended Version as Part 1 of 1 of that Part)

	“A’s” Statements [A1-X5]


· Proof: --
8* The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and The Crown Prosecution “A’s” Statements [A1-X5] That Are Statements Of “A’s” Witnesses [A16-30, A 258-272] Are Also, Frauded Material That They Created  and Must Hold No Weight as Evidence Before a Court.
9* When The Crown Prosecution Teams, Asbo That of Their Cases Handler’s Inclusively of a Robert Talalay [Bracketed] The Skeleton Argument or In Other Words Paginated and Chronologically Entered Specifics, He as The Prosecutor Understood by Being Able to See the Prosecutions Files Pertaining Towards the Asbo That: -
· Please Read Below: --

F. Section  (F) & Here Is Our Amended Version as Part 1 of 1)

	Statements Of “A’s” Witnesses [A16-30, A 258-272]


· Proof: --
10* [bookmark: _Hlk118202310][“R’s” Witnesses R 36-66], [“A’s” Statements], [“A’s” Witnesses], Are Signed Soly By Police And Not Members Of The Public Who Were Victims Of The Public And This Is Why The Judges And Prosecuting Team Should Have Mandatory Held No Bearing In The Courts Process As To Their Weight As Evidence, All Statements Without Victims Or Witness Of The Public Are In Fact Unsigned Statement Of Unsigned People That Could Not Attend Court To Be Tested By The Now Claimants And His Litigation Team And/or Support-Network In These Asbo Proceedings That Were Held In Front Of A Judges Of The United Kingdom’s Lands. 1. [“R’s” Witnesses R 36-66],  2. [“A’s” Statements], 3. [“A’s” Witnesses]” Proves That the Integrity of The Asbo’s Official Documentation That Is Supposed to Contain Official Evidence Is a Hoax as It Contains No Real Victims of Anti-Social-Behaviour That Any Person Could Established as Committed Within the Days Accused in The Asbo Application Itself. A Robert Talalay working  Since August 2022 as a Member of The Attorney General’s B Panel of Barristers and Solicitors, Clearly Understood the Probations Permitting the Abuse Of “Public Law Sectors,” in respect of these matters & what his intentional Actions would consequence towards for The Now Claimant, But Sadly He Choose Like Other Involved In This Case To Further The Fraud By Abruptly Forging Room For An Extra Passage As His “Skeleton Argument” To Help Gain A Miscarriage Of Justice To Obtain An Illegal Guilty Conviction In The Asbo Proceedings Against The Now Claimant..

3+ It Is Important to Remember All Key Factors to Learn from Such as Abuse: --
· When the Crown Prosecution's Asbo Case handler, a Robert Talalay, he himself “[Bracketed]” the “Skeleton Argument,” indicating his understanding that “R's” witnesses, were just Police Officers who attended a location, and most importantly “A's” Statements, And “A's” Witnesses Were Not Real Individuals, who could attend court, to provide the Crowns Evidence, he also, missed the fact of their being inside of  his “Skeleton Argument,” Any Public Victims, Meaning that he always knew that the Now Claimants Legal Team and Inclusively of Co, could “Never Stand A Fair Trial” as the United Kingdom Laws Require as they as the Prosecuting Team could Never Stand The Test Of Time Of Our Scrutiny Of Their Victims And/or Witness From The Public Who Beard The Weight Of Their Evidence. The Crown Prosecuting Team who Represented the Asbo against the Now Claimant Understood that the Matter Was that there Victims were and still are Fake and/or Unwilling to Attend Court If Ever Did They Exist.
· In Law, it is One of the Fundamental Principles that all “MG11 Officially Documented Statements,” are signed by the “Victim of A Crime and The Official Observer of The Statement, Who Is a Witness to The Statement Being Taken” and/or other  the “Witness of A Crime and The Official Observer of The Statement, Who Is a Witness to The Statement Being Took.” It is Easy to Be Sure that Robert Talalay understood this fact of Law as its primary Protocol, as required by Law. 
· Robert Talalay Reckless Actions as An Official Person Cannot and Must Not Be Tolerated Within or Modern Societies of Britin and/or it’s States. The actions of  Robert Talalay as an “Acting Member of The Attorney General's B Panel of Barristers and Solicitors, is Disgraceful Behaviour and allowed for the abuse of “Public Law Sectors” and All While He Intentionally plotted Out as if he was Criminal Master Mind that could easy evade the very Same Laws of the Justice system to which he was instated for to upkeep and behold the Law. 
· Robberts Deliberate Actions of Criminal Wrong Doings & Civil Wrongdoing that he Committed against the Now Claimant Must Not Be Tolerated, whin any Society. 

End Of the Now Claimants Amended Page!
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3- INTRODUCTION
A. The Appellant is appealing against a decision made by the district judge at Highbury Corner Magistrates’ Court on 04th of August 2015 pursuant to S.1 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (“the 1998 Act”) to make him subject to an anti-social behaviour order (ASBO) to last for 5 years.
B. The facts relied upon by the Respondent are set out in the bundle of evidence placed before the court and, in particular, the Witness Statements of the Respondent’s Officers [R.14-35]. The Appellant has also provided a bundle for this appeal hearing [A],
89,

C. The Respondent’s case is that the Appellant has been integrally involved in the organisation of raves in London, particularly Enfield, and/or the supply of sound equipment to those raves. 
D. The Respondent relies on each incident set out in the application notice to support his case [Rl-3].
E. The Respondent submits that it is necessary for an ASBO to be in place to protect the public from further anti-social acts, specifically the organisation of raves, done by the Appellant.
F. A chronology of events is appended to this Skeleton Argument.

End Of Page

	Numb
2= A
	THE NOW CLAIMANTS AMENDED VERSION

	
0+ Introduction: --

	THIS IS AN ADDED  PART TO THE
SKELETON ARGUMENT 



A. By Reading The Next Chapter of Robert Talalay It Is to Be Sure of The Following: --
· Throughout the stages of the Asbo Proceedings it was a Robert Talalay as the Crown Prosecutor who had been the Prosecutor at the Highbury Corner Magistrates’ Court and it was he who was the same Barrister who would be Acting in the Crown Court and as prior demonstrated by ourselves it is he who is the prosecutor whom is Trained in Law and yet, while the Now Claimant & his Legal Team, while still Inclusive of Co, Continued to make him Personally aware of Our Complaints as the Defending Team, He Personally Continued to Refuse To Act In Accordance To the law to which he was Situated, as We Demonstrate: -- 
· Example: --
1* In The Now Claimants Response to An Asbo Bundle and This Official Document and Its Affiliated Materials, We Provided Undoubtable Evidence to The Contrary That He Was Submitted.
· He as the prosecutor a Robert Talalay Intentionally Faild to Oblige to Law and he done this by refusing to account in an acknowledgement of the Evidence we Continually presented to him. 
· Being in the Position Of Law that Robert Talalay is in he had ample of opportunity given to him to study over the Asbo Cases Laws and Files and he was ordered by the Judge to demonstrate that the Case Files and its artifacts were in tacked and it now becomes extremely hard to believe in any sense that when he was preparing his Skeleton Argument and in fact before this time he as a Barrister of the Law of the Land, did not know or understand the Asbo Applications Complete Lack of Evidence.
· The nature of Robert Talalay position in the Crown Prosecutions Chambers is a position of trust that he failed to comply with as he abused his position.
· It is said that he as Robert Talalay who was the Acting Crowns Prosecutor who was representing in the case of the Asbo Brought by the Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police Force against the Now Claimant had ample of access to the Laws Pertaining to the Asbo Case that he was representing and instead of just dismissing the case as he knew he Must Merit, he Committed to Crime by Demoralising the case Proceedings, Standards and with the use of Fraud in Official Documentation.

3+ Part  (A) 1 of 4)

	THIS IS THE START OF THE AMENDED TEXT
A. The Appellant is appealing against a decision made by the district judge at Highbury Corner Magistrates’ Court on 04th of August 2015 pursuant to S.1 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (“the 1998 Act”) to make him subject to an anti-social behaviour order (ASBO) to last for 5 years.



A. [bookmark: _Hlk118801370]The Now Claimant is appealing against the decision made by the district Judge in Light of the Asbo Cases Ongoings as of this far, at Highbury Corner Magistrates’ Court on 04th of August 2015 pursuant to S.1 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (“The 1998 Act”) to make him subject to an anti-social behaviour order “Asbo” to last for “Five Years” and Not to Run Concurrent with Prior Preliminary Lost Court Time: --

B. We Have Listed the Dates of Court as The Exhibited Below!
· Exhibit [****]
	DATE
	JUDGE S NAME:
	DETAILS

	12/09/2014
	
	The police attended Mr Cordell’s home address of 109 Burncroft Avenue, Enfield, EN3 7JQ and Left the Asbo Folder on the Floor.

	[bookmark: _Hlk118801234]06/10/2014
	Defendant Judge Pigott?
Defendant Judge Cordell?
Defendant Judge Williams?

	The 1st Lower Court Appearance at Highbury & Islington.

	22/10/2014


	
	The 2nd Lower Court Appearance at Highbury & Islington.

	[bookmark: _Hlk118801246]05/11/2014


	District Judge Newham
	The 3rd Lower Court Appearance at Highbury & Islington.

	10/03/2015


	District Judge Williams
	The 4th Lower Court Appearance at Highbury & Islington.

	03/08/2015 & 04/08/2015 Mag Trial


	Defendant Judge Pigott

	The 5th Lower Court Appearance at Highbury & Islington.

	End



4+ Part  (A) 2 of 4 
C. At The Wood Green Crown Court: -- The Now Claimant also, appealed against a decision made by the Judges at Wood Green Crown Court on 26th October 2015, pursuant to S.1 Of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998. 

D. We Have Listed the Dates of Court as The Exhibited Below!

· Exhibit [****]
	DATE
	JUDGE S NAME: 
	DETAILS

	[bookmark: _Hlk118801271]26/10/2015
	His Honour Judge Shaun Lyons CBE

	The 1st High Court Appearance at Wood & Green.

	09/11/2015
	
	The 2nd Lower Court Appearance at Wood & Green.

	[bookmark: _Hlk118801289]19/02/2016
	HHJ Sean Morris
	The 3rd Lower Court Appearance at Wood & Green.

	22/02/2016
	HHJ Pawlak
	The 4th Lower Court Appearance at Wood & Green.

	04/04/2016
	HHJ Pawlak
	The 5th Lower Court Appearance at Wood & Green.

	[bookmark: _Hlk118801300]16/09/2016
	HHJ Noel Lucas KC
	The 6th Lower Court Appearance at Wood & Green.

	21/09/2016 + 22/09/2016
	HHJ Pawlak
	The 7th Lower Court Appearance at Wood & Green.

	26/09/2016
	HHJ Pawlak
	The 8th Lower Court Appearance at Wood & Green.

	14/10/2016
	HHJ Pawlak
	The 9th Lower Court Appearance at Wood & Green.

	19/10/2016
	HHJ Pawlak
	The 10th Lower Court Appearance at Wood & Green.

	25/10/2016
	HHJ Pawlak]

	The 11th Lower Court Appearance at Wood & Green.

	17/01/2017 + 18/01/2017 + 19/01/2017

	
HHJ Pawlak
Raja Bashhm
Allan Bevon


	The 12th Lower Court Appearance at Wood & Green.

	[bookmark: _Hlk118801310]End



5+ Part  (A) 3 of 4
E. [bookmark: _Hlk118801320]At the JR Stage: -- The Now Claimant is appealing against the decision made by the Judges at JR Stage’ Court on **** pursuant to S.1 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 “The 1998 Act.”

F. We Have Listed the Dates of Court as The Exhibited Below!

· Exhibit [****]
	DATE
	JUDGE S NAME: 
	DETAILS

	
	
	

	End



6+ Part  (A) 4 of 4
G. When the Judges at the Highbury and Islington Courts, Issued an Asbo to Last For 5 Years: -
· Against the Now Claimant they failed to consider the sentencing guidelines for an Asbo’s, as several factors were not taken into account fairly: --
· Example: --
1* The Nature and Severity of the Defendants Behaviour: -- did not display acts of Anti-Social Behaviour that was committed by himself or premeditated. The court Failed when issuing “The Asbo to Last For 5 Years” to consider the time in Length given as to the nature and seriousness of the Anti-Social Behaviour Acts that could be proved to be committed by the Now Claimant, and as a principle of Law typically within these aspects of law the more a person refuses to listen the more they find themselves in trouble, as did not occur in these Asbo Proceedings. As a first offence with no prior warnings. “The Asbo to Last For 5 Years” was a lot more than just an Asbo on steroids it was over Selous while excessively stringent in its probationary orders,  that condemned the very same principles that govern a modern society.
2* Impact on the Community: -- When the court Judges assessed on how the behaviour of the Now Claimant affected the local community, including individuals and property, they should have easily in the time they took of come to the only understanding in theses Asbo Case Proceedings and that was  that The Now Claimant never committed any Anti-Social-Behaviour that affected the local community, because there was none who attended to prove they were upset or even worse to the fact that non would neither sign their own statements that were supposedly taken in front of and by acting police officers, that the Prosecution cannot prove Now or then to be real People.
3* Criminal Record: -- If The defendant's Previous Criminal Record And Any History Of Anti-Social Behaviour Were to have gotten Considered Fairly by the Judges, they as Judges would have noticed the Complete Absinthe of similar offences and then afterwards took from their drafted notes their conclusion that would have showed that they as a Judge’s took into account that the Now Claimant was a first-time offender for this offence and that he did not breach the probations through the lengthy trials and his sentencing should  have demonstrated these facts but does not
4* It is True: -- That the Now Claimant has never been arrested once as the Asbo’s Official Charge  Sheets Documents Suggest, by them stating the word “Illegal” and this leads to whether or not should have the Judges issued a lower sentence than “The Asbo to Last For 5 Years” as, to when the Judges took into account for the Now Claimants “Criminal Record,” after Our Official Complaints were issued to themselves, it should have Brought the Crowns Evidence to light as despicable to Those Judges Involved.
5* Protection of Victims: Asbo’s are to include provisions to protect victims or the community as a whole, but their needs to be victims within the community that have faced Anti-Social Behaviour of an individual person, music accounting for one night that no person would attend Court or Give Complete Statements to that effect must not amount to a Judge issuing “The Asbo to Last For 5 Years.” It is also, True that the Now Claimant Had not even been talked to by Any Official Person Prior for them to be able to even explain to him that he may have been causing Anti-Social Behaviour, Neither, had any Official Person tried simply Arresting him, as Law states, Nor, had they tried Restraining orders and/or a curfew as an enforced alternative.

7+ Part  (B) 1 of 1

	B. The facts relied upon by the Respondent are set out in the bundle of evidence placed before the court and, in particular, the witness statements of the Respondent’s officers [R.14-35]. The Appellant has also provided a bundle for this appeal hearing [A],



B. The facts relied upon by the Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and Crown Prosecution were outlined in the Asbo Bundle of evidence presented before the court.
· In particular, the Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and Crown Prosecution Teams all together relied upon [R.14-35].
· Notably, the Witness Statements were questioned, by the defending Team for their authenticity due to some of the  reasons as noted above and below and they all till date: --
1) Prove: --
1* The Witness Statements Are Not Real as Are Not the Victim Statements and All Statements Police Officers Made Alone.
2* A Couple of The Police Officers’ Statements Are of Police Officers That Were Not Present at The Wrongly Accused Incidents. 
3* The Police Are the Only Persons Who Signed the Victim’s Statements So, They Are Not Real.
4* No Person Was a Victim of Any Anti-Social-Behaviour Caused by The Now Claimant.
· The Now Claimants and his Litigation Team and/or Support Network provided a Response to an Asbo Bundle for both the:  - “The Highbury Corner Magistrates Court 51 Holloway Road London N7 8JA,” and: - “The Wood Green Crown Court Lordship Ln, London N22 5LF,” containing vital elements to support the Now Claimant's defence, including conclusive summaries of true events, relevant items, and undeniable evidence of his innocence.

2) Example: --
· [bookmark: _Hlk118205469]No Evidence Was Accounted For: -- within the Now Claimant Response to Asbo Bundle, or else this Evidence would have provided a fair trial as if to explain: - “A Non-Guilty Verdict,” as the Response to an Asbo Bundle contained the following vital elements within its factual and therefore true evidence: 
· Proof: --
1* A Conclusive Summery of True Events That Took Place.
2* Items that are Relevant to the Contrary.
3* Important Material That Shows Unquestionable Stability in Truth.
4* Un-Doubtable Evidence on All Pages.
5* Non-Doubtable Factors That Display in Large the Now Claimant Innocence.
6* Safe To Say Document that Are True and Correct to their Artefacts That Are Relevant to The Asbo Proceedings.
7* Correspondence that are Certain in Stability & Evident the Now Claimants True Guiltlessness.
8* Easy To Read Incontrovertible Facts, Leaving the Crown Prosecution Team in A Situation That They Are Unable to Deny or Dispute Against, As the Files Contained in The Now Claimant Response to Asbo Bundle Guarantee His Innocence. 
· The Now Claimant Response to Asbo Bundle contains Overwhelming Evidence, which the Crown Prosecution Case handler a Robert Talalay was in receipt of and therefore fully aware of, but he failed to consider, Potentially Infringing on the Now Claimant's Civil Liberties as has Now happened.

3) Proof: --
1* Evidence By the Now Claimant and His Support Network, Shows That Robert Talalay Refused to Act in Accordance to Law as The Prosecutor of The Asbo Case by Not Accounting for These Evidenced Factors Inside of The Now Claimant Response to Asbo Bundle: -- “Pages One till the End….”

8+ Part  (C)

	[bookmark: _Hlk147562154]89,
C. The Respondent’s case is that the Appellant has been “Integrally Involved in The Organisation of Raves” in London, particularly Enfield, and/or the supply of sound equipment to those raves. 



INTEGRALLY INVOLVED IN THE ORGANISATION OF RAVES
Part  (C)
1 of 4

C. [bookmark: _Hlk148275479]The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Teams; “Illegally Altered The Directions,” of the Asbo Case throughout the Asbo Case Proceedings to suit their own Illegal needs & wrongful Self-Gains as, when the Now Claimants and his Litigation Team and Support Network frequently demonstrated to The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team inclusively of the Judges that: -- “The Prosecuting Team,” had filed the Asbo Court Order erroneously and that they had also, failed to file a new Asbo Application fulfilling the requirements accurately to the Courts and then on the Now Claimant, nothing was done.
· The Crown Prosecution Case handler a Robert Talalay clearly understood the above comments when he changed the name from: - “The Organisation of Illegal Raves,” to: - “The Organisation of Raves,” within his copy of the: - “Skeleton Argument” that is “Indexed” under the: - “Introduction,” Sections: - “Three,” that he created and he created to mislead the Judge and also, lead the Now Claimant into a Wrongful Loss so, for the Crown Prosecution to gain an Illegal Victory and he done this when he knew the Now Claimant & his Legal Team & while Inclusive of Co, were all Complaining and were Legally Right about the Case being Filed with the “Wrong Charge,” as the Asbo Case Files stated “Illegal Raves,” This meant that he as the Case Prosecutor, & with the knowledge of a Prosecutor, surely knew that by him: - “Adapting the Charge / To A Civil Wrong” just to Continue an Appeal against the Now Claimant: -- “Was Illegal Of Him To Do So,” Robert Talalay awful Actions while he was acting as the Crown Prosecutions Case Handler against the Now Claimant in the Asbo Case Proceedings should have been of one of a person that was compulsory following the Laws that guides him as the “Representing Crowns Prosecutor of the United Kingdom Laws” and his actions were more than just merely not that of such a reputable person. 
· Robert Talalay did not endorse the law as he refused to comply within them, or otherwise he would have followed protocol of the Law and: -- “Immediately & with Law Abiding Affect Dismissed the Asbo Case in The Now Claimants Favour,” as a Supervisor Regarding the Supervision of the Asbo Case Files, Rather Than Commit Crimes of a Worse Kind Himself.
· As for another fact the “Defending Team Where Continually Complaining” to all of the Official Persons of Relevance, who are involved in these Asbo Proceedings that went in & Out of All of the Court Rooms that they did as they were used for the Asbo Proceedings and as the “Defending Team Where Continually Complaining” they Done So, by demonstrating Evidence In Support Of Their Claims that We Now Contain in the Supported Files that are affiliated to this Asbo Case, and that are till this very same day, more than just Rudely Ignored by the Government Officials as they Clearly Intentionally Ignore the facts of the Asbo Case and their Negative Effects that they have on the Now Claimant and the Public so, for those involved Corrupt Officials to be able to Avoid Justice Of The Laws Themselves.
· Due To The Charges Made In The 1st Asbo Bundle: --  the Now Claimant & his Legal Team, while Inclusively of Co, all went to The Highbury & Islington Court, to Defend The Defendant who is Now the Now Claimant in these proceedings against “The Organisation of Illegal Raves,” & throughout & by the time of the day of the Asbo trial, that the Judges still held in their Courts and against all of the odds of the Judges Allowing a Case in such a Bad State to Continue, it is correct to say that still None of the Official Persons Involved, would do Right by Rectifying The Raised Issues of the Defending Teams Concerns as they still allowed the Trial to go ahead and still with the Asbo Case being Wrongly Filed as the “The Organisation of Illegal Raves.”
· On The Day of The Asbo Trial: -- in the Lower Courts it was still the “Wrong Charges Filed in The Asbo Case Files” that the Defending Team were Still Fighting Against and that they as the Defending Team had: -- “Prepared Their Defence in Aid Of, Due to The Judge’s Discretion.” 
· On The Day Of The Trial: --  the Judge Agreed In Her Submissions at the Summing up of the Trial that She: -- “Could Not Find Any Illegality That Can Be Proved Against the Now Claimant in the Asbo Case” and therefore she as the Judge Must Not Have Convicted the Now Claimant, as she did and especially due to the fact that she had allowed the Asbo Case to Continue based upon all the evidence that She Was Granted and not to forget that there was also, Other Judges that held some of the other Court Hearings in regards to the Asbo Case Proceedings as well and they Failed to Condemn The Misuse Of The Justice System As Did The Judge On The Day Of The Trial And All While There Were Easy To Spot Illegal Ongoings Or Wrongs That Are Prejudicial To The Law That Were Happening In Their Own Courts As We Continue To Prove.
· The Judges Failed: --  to Pass their “Bench Notes” or “Judicial Bench Notes,” to one and other to an Extent that Oversaw the Asbo Case Proceedings Were Managed by Themselves Fairly or else Our Exhibits that We Prior Demonstrated to them, Would Have Stopped the Court Proceedings and this never happened, the Judges Failed to Immediately Act Within Accordance of The Law, & Straight Away when the Now Claimant & his Legal Team, while inclusively of Co, all showed them the Illegal Activity’s The Prosecuting Team & Their Case Members Had Been Committing.
· As the Judges Failed Us, All: --  by Not Apprehending the Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team as, we as the Defending Team were forced to allow their Malicious & Reckless Behaviour to Continue to Happen, we could do nothing but watch as this Continued Even as We Complained to The Judges and: -- “They Watched But Still Could Not Find Even In Their Own Findings Any Of Our Raised Facts To Be Of A Concern.”  
1+ The Judge's Conduct in The Asbo Cases Proceedings Become More Than Seriously Impugned as They All Ignored All Our Presented Exhibits That Are the Correct Official Findings of Facts.
2+ The Asbo Dates: -- Throughout the Court Dates the Judges Failed to Be Observant to The Prosecuting Teams Crimes Taking a Place in The Asbo Case Files and The Asbo Case Ongoings, And Even Once They Were Put into An Official Receipt of Them Crimes or Witnessed Them Crimes Taking a Place.
3+ It Is Said That -- on Multiple Different Occasions the Defending Team Submitted Multiple Different Documents to Those Involved Judges That Evidenced Weighty Strengths of Their findings of Crimes That the Prosecuting Teams had Committed and The  Judges Failed to Stop Those Miscarriages of Justice Taking a Place.
· We Soon Below Demonstrate: --  All of the Opposing and Official Persons & Judges dates that they Failed to uphold the Law Fairly within and due to these failed mandatory actions being failed it is said that the Now Claimant Wrongly Suffered and this still continues, yet still nothing has been done to Amended the wrongs that would run within the Principles of the Law that they were Billed & Set Out to Be Governed Towards.
· It Is Also, Said That Those Who Were Governing the Laws: -- of the Asbo Case Brought Wrongly Against the Now Claimant All Refused to Keep the Very Same Principles that they are there to Govern in Mind for themselves, and that they have all have now Broke those very same Laws that they Once Governed throughout the Dates of This Asbo as Listed Below: --
· The Court Dates: --  
1* 12/09/2014: -- The Police Attended Mr Cordell’s Home Address Of 109 Burncroft Avenue, Enfield, EN3 7JQ And Left the Asbo Folder on The Floor, causing him not to be Served.
2* 06/10/2014: -- Initial Court Appearance, The First Hearing for The Claimant's Case.
3* 22/10/2014: -- Another Court Date, For A Case Review & Procedural Matters.
4* 05/11/2014: -- A Follow-Up Hearing to Discuss the Case's Progress & Address Any Preliminary Issues.
5* 10/03/2015: -- This Date Demonstrates a Significant Gap in Court Appearances, Indicating A Longer Period for Case Preparation, Negotiation, While Awaiting Trial but Was Mainly Due to The Exhibited as In the Now Claimants Statement that is Attached to These Case File Proceedings as Exhibit in: ****.
6* 03/08/2015 & 04/08/2015: -- These Dates Represent the Trial Itself (Mag Trial), Where the Claimant's Case Was Heard, Evidence Presented, And A Wrongful Judgment Was Issued.
· We make note that it is also, as Particularly important when accounting for the above to also take into account for the dates that were in-between the “Court Dates,” and they are as follows: --
· The Durations that are Between the Court Dates: --
1* 12/09/2014 to 06/10/2014: -- 24 Days,
2* 06/10/2014 to 22/10/2014: -- 16 Days,
3* 22/10/2014 to 05/11/2014: -- 14 Days,
4* 05/11/2014 to 10/03/2015: -- 125 Days,
5* 10/03/2015 to 03/08/2015: -- 146 Days,
6* 03/08/2015 to 04/08/2015: -- 1 Day.
· The Dates We Have Just Listed in Total Caused: --  the Now Claimant & Co to have No Fair Legal Public Services within the Justice System of the United Kingdom and Caused a Total Waiting Time Just in the Lower Court of the Highbury & Islington to be: --
1* 326 Days.  “And This Clearly Does Not Account for The Appeal Stage or The Judges Sentencing.”
· To Assuredly Assume That It Was No Wonder: --  that the Now Claimant & his Legal Team, while Inclusively of Co, were all Unfairly Dazzled by the Dreadful Directions & Decisions of the Justice System’s Official Person’s complete absinth of abundancy to attribute the Law fairly within the United Kingdom,  is more than fair a statement to believe in, as it is an easy while yet,  right Judgment To Make And Especially After Reading This Official Document and its Affiliated Materials as to what they Prove.
· The Now Claimant & Co Were All Forced To Become Victims: --  “Of The Very Same Laws That Are There To Protect Them Due To Officials And Their Corruption,” and by those Official Persons doing what they have been Caught For they have now made it easy & safe to say that throughout all the Lower Court proceedings in respect of the Asbo Case Proceedings that they Brought Against the Now Claimant they all allowed all of the Official Complaints To Go Amiss And Any Other Crimes Of A Similar Kind To Still Be Allowed To Be Committed and They Therefore Caused a  Miscarriage Of Justice Causing a Place Were Crime & Civil Wrongs were Allowed To Flourish By Themselves and the Prosecuting Team Against the Now Claimant.

	THIS SECTION IS  STILL APART OF [C]
C. The Respondent’s case is that the Appellant has been integrally involved in the organisation of “Raves in London, Particularly Enfield,” and/or the supply of sound equipment to those raves.



RAVES IN LONDON, PARTICULARLY ENFIELD,
Part  (C)
2 of 4

· We Prior Explained About Robert Talalay Wording That He Used in His Skeleton Argument That Is Now Contained Here: --
1* “Integrally Involved in The Organisation of Raves,”
· but then, Robert Talalay Continues with the following: -- 
2* “In London  Particularly Enfield.” 
· The word choosing of Robert Talalay vocabulary shows, that he as the Prosecutor knew that the Now Claimant was Right and with his Legal Team and Inclusively of Co, about the Asbo Application Being Filed Wrongly and not only as a: -- 
1* “Wrongly Labelled Criminal Charge,” 
· but also, because of the: -
2* “Geological Location,” 
· being to “Wide-Spread” by the Probation Conditions Imposed on the Now Claimant and this is why Robert Talalay Maliciously Manipulated the wording for the Appeal Stage to include: --
3* “London,”
· to be able to win the case and even if that means he himself had to Take Apart or Commit Crime Himself, as We Continue to Prove.

BELOW WE HAVE INCLUDED
SOME EXHIBITS THAT EXAMPLE
OUR CLAIMS EVEN FURTHER
Part  (C)
3 of 4
1) Proof One: --
· A Snippet Out of One of Our Exhibited Files!
· Whin the Now Claimants Response to an Asbo Bundle is a file Titled as the “Index-12-Pg-415-To-444 - Issues of Concern.Doc” and this file contains the following: --

· Exhibit [****]
	
· This Is an Abstracted Snippet from The Original Document We Exhibit.

THE 1ST ASBO
LOWER COURT PROCEEDINGS, 
RESPONSE TO AN ASBO BUNDLE

a. The File Is a: Index.Html Flipbook

b. The File Complete File Path Is: 
1* The-Asbo-Files-10-09-2023 -15-10-23\
1. Fresh the Asbo's Original Files & Indexes\
“8. Asbo-FlipBooks-10-09-23\3) Response Bundle.”

c. The File Folder Name: 
2* Index-12-Pg-415-To-444 - Issues of Concern.Doc.

d. The Page Number Is: 
3* 434

e. The Keyword to Search for Is: 
4* Wales.

f. Or The File Can Be Found in This  File Path as A Microsoft Word.docx, Here: 
5* The-Asbo-Files-10-09-2023 -15-10-23\
1. Fresh the Asbo's Original Files & Indexes\
5. Simon-Bundle-New\Simon-Bundle-New
“Index-12-Pg-415-To-444 - Issues of Concern.Doc.”

End Of the Above’s Notes!

	
g. The Exhibited Snippet Is: --
6* “Please also take note to Page Number 15 (Taking A Strategic Approach) which States: The more serious the behaviour, the greater the likelihood that the court will grant a Geographically Wide Order, order’s that seek to operate in the whole of England and Wales will not get granted without evidence to the actual or potential geographical extent of the problem. Further detail about further effective prohibitions got Given in Chapter 7.  For the applicant legally to have any conditions imposed, of such a wide scale of areas without correct proof to that extent, is another Breach of Applicant’s Human Right.”

End



· What The Key Points from The Exhibited Snippet Prove: --
1* We Supply this piece of evidence at this present time to demonstrate that the Prosecuting Team were given documents that showed that the: -- “Asbo Case File Charges” brought against the Now Claimant were not: -- “Efficient To Prosecute With And In The Slightest Able To Gain A Fair Guilty Conviction” against the Now Claimant so, the Prosecutor a Robert Talalay Modified the Official Court Documentation to gain an Illegal Guilty Convention in the Appeal Stage in knowing that what he was do was Prejudicial to the Proceedings and Morally Wrong, and Illegal. 
2* And About the Asbo’s Case File Handling: In general, the Asbo Case Files Must not have been modified by any person without the permission of the Judges of the Court, Permission But Onstead all changes and/or amendments to the Asbo Case file between the dates of 00/0/00/0000 & 00/0/00/0000 were done illegally and were not  made through the proper legal procedures, which in Law is by an  application that gets made to the Judge’s or made through the Courts proper channels so, Where Clearly Not Law Abiding.

2) Proof Three: --
· A Snippet Out of One of Our Exhibited Files!
· Whin the Now Claimants Response to an Asbo Bundle is a file Titled as the“Index-12-Pg-415-To-444 - Issues of Concern.Doc”  and this file contains the following: --

· Exhibit [****]
	
· This Is an Abstracted Snippet from The Original Document We Exhibit.

THE 1ST ASBO
LOWER COURT PROCEEDINGS, 
RESPONSE TO AN ASBO BUNDLE

a. The File Is a: 
1* Microsoft Word.docx

b. The File is Named As: 
2* Index-12-Pg-415-To-444 - Issues of Concern.Doc.

c. The File Complete File Path Is: 
3* The-Asbo-Files-10-09-2023 -15-10-23\
1. Fresh the Asbo's Original Files & Indexes\
5. Simon-Bundle-New\Simon-Bundle-New
“Index-12-Pg-415-To-444 - Issues of Concern.Doc.”

d. The Keyword to Search for Is:
4* Any of the Below within the Next Exhibited Snippet ….

End Of the Above’s Notes!

	
a. The Exhibited Snippet Is: --
1* “Another issue of concern that I raise within this letter, is in regards to a vast majority of incidents, otherwise known as Cads that have been inter Linked with unrelated incidents and information, that is to say from what I am being accused of at court and that information being supported as hearsay evidence, which has a true Outcome Of Containing Incorrect Geological Address information relating to the Antisocial Behaviour Order (ASBO) application, where on the dates that I do take reference towards, was on the 08th June 2014 at Progress Way Enfield London, where in any sense it would have been impossible for the incident the applicant has been accused of to have played a role that had a negative effect on any other persons way of life. Due to them locations distance being so far apart from one another, as can been seen by the Distance as the Crow Flies and Distance by Land Transport, which does in fact show that the distance between progress way and the initial location of the CFS emergency 999 callers, are too far apart for the respondent accusations for truth to be found upon, so because of this reason they have now been calculated into miles of distance as detailed below and them places are as follows, With Geological Markers Supplied From:--
· https://www.freemaptools.com/how-far-is-it-between.htm
	Num
	Name of 999 CFS Location Grid X to Y
	Accused Location of Event Grid X to Y
	Distance Between Both Locations in Miles

	1.
	Hardy Way Enfield
X. 531438
Y. 197711
	Progress Way
X. 534380
Y. 195513
	Distance as the Crow Flies: 2.280 Miles
Distance by Land Transport: 2.788 Miles

	2.
	Tynemouth Dr, Enfield
X. 534375 
Y. 198125
	Progress Way
X. 534380
Y. 195513
	Distance as the Crow Flies: 1.700 Miles
Distance by Land Transport: 1.808 Miles

	3.
	899 Great Cambridge Road, Enfield
X. 534396, 
Y. 197692
	Progress Way
X. 534380
Y. 195513
	Distance as the Crow Flies: 1.354 Miles
Distance by Land Transport: 1.450 Miles

	4.
	Albury Walk
X. 535375
Y. 202125
	Progress Way
X. 534380
Y. 195513
	Distance as the Crow Flies: 4.105 Miles
Distance by Land Transport: 4.619 Miles

	5.
	Crown Road Enfield
X. 534960 
Y. 196240
	Progress Way
X. 534380
Y. 195513
	Distance as the Crow Flies: 0.751 Miles
Distance by Land Transport: 1.021 Miles

	6.
	93 Broadlands Ave, Enfield
X. 534981
Y. 196790
	Progress Way
X. 534380
Y. 195513
	Distance as the Crow Flies: 0.874 Miles
Distance by Land Transport: 1.537 Miles

	7.
	Lincoln Road, Enfield
X. 534152 
Y. 195940
	Progress Way
X. 534380
Y. 195513
	Distance as the Crow Flies: 0.302 Miles
Distance by Land Transport 0.372 Miles

	8.
	Woodstock Crescent, Enfield
X. 534657
Y. 195453
	Progress Way
X. 534380
Y. 195513
	Distance as the Crow Flies: 0.201 Miles
Distance by Land Transport 0.795 Miles

	9.
	Leighton Road, Enfield
X. 534144
Y. 195627
	Progress Way
X. 534380
Y. 195513
	Distance as the Crow Flies: 0.231 Miles
Distance by Land Transport 0.641 Miles

	10.
	Mayfield Crescent, Enfield
X. 
Y.
	Progress Way
X. 534380
Y. 195513
	Distance as the Crow Flies: 0.239 Miles
Distance by Land Transport 0.692 Miles

	End


--
· The above table lists some of the locations from the CADs giving mileage, 
· There are CADs that have all of the MAP ref blocked out, so these cannot be researched and them Cad’s incident numbers are as follows: -
1. 1722:7JUN14: -
2. 5206:7JUN14: -
3. 340:8JUN14: -
4. 793:8JUN14: -
5. 2410JUN14.
· The appellant requests, the reply to why would there be a need to block out any cad/ Map data? And for such redactions to be fully disclosed served in a non-edited format.”

End



· What Some of The Key Points from The Exhibited Snippet Above Prove: --
1* Within The Official Snippet Above Clearly Is a Lot More Evidence That Supports the Now Claimants Claim but We  Won’t Be Covering All of The Details That Can Be Proved from Our Exhibit in This Section of This Claim in Regard to The Exhibited Matters but We Will Be Otherwise in Our Other Sections That Are Officially Contained in This Official  Document.
2* This Piece of Evidence Is the Same as The Last as Exhibited but Still Proves That Robert Talalay and Co Were All Served and There for Very Well Indeed of Receipt of The Evidence Supplied to Themselves Inside of The Now Claimant’s Response to An Asbo Bundle and That the Same Highly Important and Relevant Claims Were Drawn to Their Attention More Than Once.

3) Proof Two: --
· Another Snippet Out of Another of Our Exhibited Files!
· Whin the Now Claimants File Structure is a file titled as “46. Tel-Calls-Summary,” and this file contains the following: --

· Exhibit [****]

	
· This Is an Abstracted Snippet from The Original MP3 We Exhibit.

THE 1ST ASBO
 OUTER COURT = EXTERNALLY, 
LOWER COURT PROCEEDINGS, 
EXHIBITED MP3’S

a. The File Is a: 
1* MP3”
b. The File is Named As: 
2* The 1st Police Call Recording!

c. The File Complete File Path Is: 
3* The-Asbo-Files-10-09-2023 -15-10-23\
1. Fresh the Asbo's Original Files & Indexes\
5. Simon-Bundle-New\Simon-Bundle-New
“Index-12-Pg-415-To-444 - Issues of Concern.Doc.”

d. The File Web Links Are as Follows:
4* Simon Cordell’s MP3’S Indexed
Stage 1
1x Recording
1st POLICE CALL Recording!
The 1st Asbo
01m. 1st POLICE CALL Recording 06_11_2014
Page Number:  Update Page Number 1,
1+ 01m. 1st  Police Call Recording 06_11_2014.Docx
2+ 01m. 1st  Police Call Recording 06_11_2014.Htm
3+ 01m. 1st  Police Call Recording 06_11_2014.Mp3
End!

e. The Keyword to Search for Is:
5* Any of the Below within the Next Exhibited Snippet ….

End Of the Above’s Notes!

	
a. The Exhibited Snippet Is: --
1* “Simon; I proved in that article six: - the time stamps, I time stamped every think I time stamped every time stamp that went backwards every Geological Location; I proved all of the things.” 

End



· What The Key Points from The Exhibited Snippet Prove: --
1* Within This Official Snippet Is a Lot More Evidence Than What We Will Be Talking About Here: -- 
2* Not Only Was Their Official Court Prepared Text Contained Documents That Demonstrated the Geological Location Aspect Pertaining to The Now Claimants Defence Served to The Prosecuting Team but The Now Claimant Also, Spoke to Police by Contacting Them on Their 101 Number as Exhibited Above in Our “Exhibited MP3’s”.
3* Within The “Exhibited MP3’s,” The Now Claimant Is Expressing His Concerns About the Officials Handling of The Case, As You Can Ascertain to Be Also, True in The Court House Whenever He Could Sneak a Vocabulary Word into Whomever Was Listening as To His Defence.

4) Proof Four: --
· A Snippet Out of One of Our Exhibited Files!
· The Exhibited is a copy of the Probations imposed against the Now Claimant that are contained in the 1st Asbo Proceedings That was heard at the Highbury Lower Court.

· Exhibit [****]
	
· This Is an Abstracted Snippet from The Original Document We Exhibit.

THE 1ST ASBO
 LOWER COURT
 PROBATIONS

a. The File Is a: 
1* Official Court Application for an Asbo Adobe.pdf . Section Microsoft.Word.docx

b. The File is Named As: 
2* The 1st Asbo Application

c. The File Complete File Path Is: 
3* The-Asbo-Files-10-09-2023 -15-10-23\
1. Fresh the Asbo's Original Files & Indexes\
1. 1st-Folder-Asbo-1-Mag-Court\
“1st-Bundle-2014.”

d. The Page Number Is: 
4* Section-02-Of-Book (Page 2)

e. The Keyword to Search for Is:
5* Any of the Below within the Next Exhibited Snippet ….

End Of the Above’s Notes!

	
a. The Exhibited Snippet Is: --
1* The  Defendant is prohibited from: --
1) Attending a rave as defined  by s.63  of the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994.
2) Being  concerned in the organisation of a rave as defined  by s.63  of the Criminal Justice  and Public  Order Act 1994.
3) Knowingly using or supplying property, personal or otherwise, for use in a rave as defined  by s.63  of the Criminal Justice  and Public  Order Act 1994.
4) Entering or remaining in any disused  or abandoned building.
5) Entering or remaining on non-residential private property on an industrial estate between the hours  of 10pm  and 7am  without written permission from  the owner and/ or leaseholder of the property; and
6) Engaging in any licensable activity in an unlicensed premises.

End



· What The Key Points from The Exhibited Snippet Prove: --
1* Yet Again, Within This Official Snippet of Our Evidence Is a Lot More Evidence Than We Want  to Address in These Sections of This Claim at This Moment but  We Will Be Covering the Required Necessities in Our Other Sections, Of These Asbo Claim Proceedings.
2* Once Read Through, It Becomes Easier to Notice That the Asbo Probation Conditions Are Not Regulated By “Districts That Are Based Upon Geological Locations” And That This Has Been Raised Both in Courts and Out of The Courtrooms.
3* Robert Talalay And Co All “Illegally Reverse Engineered Their Skeleton Argument” In Light of The Appeal and What They Had Wrongly Forced Through the Courts as an Asbo Application in Aid of The Crown Prosecution Winning the Asbo Case Against the Now Claimant, No Matter the Cost.

C. Keeping to Part C “Illegally Altered The Directions,” as Bearley mentioned in: -- “Our Prior Paragraphs,” by Robert Talalay Redacting the words “In London” out of his Newly Prepared Official “Skeleton Argument” of a Document, that he prepared makes these Asbo Court Proceedings an Even Worse, Situation, for the Now Claimant as for a fact it makes the Asbo Case Proceedings its self a  Shambles and as to another fact to the points it also, Proves  that The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Teams all alike, “Deliberately Submitted Hindering Crimes That They Committed Themselves,” in the Asbo Bundles in believing they stood above the United Kingdom’s Laws.
· Hold Up Wait a Moment: “Theirs More!” 


	THIS SECTION IS  STILL APART OF [C]
D. The Respondent’s case is that the Appellant has been integrally involved in the organisation of raves in London, particularly Enfield, “And/Or the Supply of Sound Equipment to Those Raves.”



AND/OR THE SUPPLY OF SOUND EQUIPMENT TO THOSE RAVES
Part  (C)
4 of 4

· That the Now Claimant “Intentionally Supplied Sound Equipment in Knowing It to Be Illegally or With the Provocation of Causing Anti-Social Behaviour  to These Events,” which the prosecution failed to substantiate.

· We are all able to prove that it was Robert Talalay the Crowns Prosecutor who had frauded even more Official Documentation became when he personally prepared the Skeleton Argument Bundle for the High Court of Wood Green, as a Cover Up, and by him doing this “Illegal- Cover Up,” he Criminalised, Modifications of this sort, as by the Crowns Prosecutor and himself.

· Modifying the wording in Official Case Proceedings of any Charges Sort is a “No-Do,” if not signed and agreed by The Judges, especially if the defending team is brought to a place where they don’t know what their defending themselves for as it takes minor altercations to completely demoralise the Fair standards & Practices of the Law.

· The Now Claimant had been complaining about the Asbo Probations “And/Or the Supply of Sound Equipment to Those Raves.” due to: --
1+ the

· and the Crowns Team then tried to provoke, havoc out of the Law as they showed their true criminal intentions & modding   became our next challenge in the Appeal to overcome. The Crowns alterations to the Appeal Documents provoke, havoc till date.
· The Judges Refused to Talk or Demonstrate Any Control Over the Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Teams deliberately Submitted while & after Frauded Official Documents no matter how many of them there became and that’s not that any of a sort should exist but neither the less the Judges of the Courts Wrongly Granted the Asbo against the Now Claimant under these facts of Grounds.


· Robert Talalay Awful actions did not stop their as he as the Crowns Prosecutor also, choose to continue to allow the words of “And/Or the Supply of Sound Equipment to Those Raves.”        In be in complete acknowledgment of the Facts & Lasw Pertaining to the Asbo Application already but had choose to 

· As to when we asked the eyes of the law to take note of what they could see  their action were as if they just  did not want to see or listen or do anything about what we said and showed we could all prove.  Our Efforts to uphold Justice in the Asbo Case Proceedings, showed us Spite back as we faced the Official Persons of importance ignorance to Law to which they situate. 


· The Officials Behaviour was worse than worse because the Officials Persons made the Now Claimants Life become dreadful to live.
1+ 12.01/2013 Canary Wharf: --
a- **
b- **

2+ 24/05/2013 Was Looking for Venues  to Set Up “An Illegal Rave.”: --
a- **
b- **

3+ 25/05/2014 Unit  5, St George's Industrial Estate, White Hart Lane,  N17: --
a- **
b- **

4+ 07/06/2014 Empty  Warehouse on Progress Way, Enfield: --
a- **
b- **

5+ 20/06/2014 1   Falcon  Park,  Neasden Lane,  Nw10: --
a- **
b- **

6+ 19/07/2014 Carpetright Showroom on  The Al0: --
a- **
b- **

7+ 24/07/2014 Admitted to Police  Officers  That He Organised “Illegal Rave.”: --
a- **
b- **

8+ 27/07/2014 Warehouse on Millmarsh Lane, Enfield: --
a- **
b- **

9+ 09-10/08/2014 Warehouse on Millmarsh Lane, Enfield: --
a- **
b- **



· END OF: Part (C)


9+ Part  (D) 1 of 1

	E. The Respondent relies on each incident set out in the application notice to support his case [Rl-3].



D. The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team relied on each incident they set out in the Asbo applications notice to support their case as follows: --

1) Proof One: --
· Example: --
1* “For an Application for The ASBO [Rl-3]”
2* “The ASBO Made On 04/08/2015 [R13]”
· But as the Prosecuting Team “Failed to Provide Any Victims or Witness” other than police officers at Court the Asbo Court Order as [Rl-3] is a device that acts as a Smoke Screen to blind the Now Claimant and any untrained member of the public into believing the Official Persons involved as to their knowledge in law, when really they are being misleading, or made a bad judgment but also  in their Officially Qualified Guidance of Law


· in the Asbo Proceedings knew the Now Claimant was not an Officially Qualified Lawyer who was qualified with the law degrees Covering: --
2) Proof Two: --
· Example: --
1* LLB - Bachelor of Laws: 3 Years (Undergraduate Degree)
2* GDL - Graduate Diploma in Law: 1 Year (Conversion Course for Non-Law Graduates)
3* LPC - Legal Practice Course: 1 Year (Vocational Course for Aspiring Solicitors)
4* BPTC - Bar Professional Training Course: 1 Year (Vocational Course for Aspiring Barristers)
5* QLTS - Qualified Lawyers Transfer Scheme: 6 Months To 1 Year (For Foreign-Qualified Lawyers Seeking to Practice in the UK)
6* CPD - Continuing Professional Development: Ongoing (Mandatory Training and Development for Legal Professionals)
7* JD - Juris Doctor: 3 Years (Postgraduate Law Degree, Typically Used in the US)
8* LLM - Master of Laws: 1 Year (Postgraduate Law Degree, Often Pursued for Specialization)
· and this is why they as the officials believed that they could all get away with illegally submitting [Rl-3] and  not suppling any real victims yet alone get away with *******

3) Proof Three: --
· A Snippet Out of One of Our Exhibited Files!

· Exhibit [****]
	
THE 1ST ASBO LOWER COURT TRANSCRIPTS

File Name Is: Clerk-Court-Notes-03-and-04-Aug-2015 

The File Location Is:

The Page Number Are:

The Exhibited Snippet Is: --

The Key Points from The Exhibited Snippet Are: --
1* This piece of evidence is supplied at this present time to demonstrate that the Now Claimant had Clearly.


	Page: 2456,
R v CORDELL 
-3-

· Closing Subs.
· Prosecution 
· Statutory Test Key: 
· Whether D has acted in an Anti-Social Manner: Alarm / Distress.  
· Astonishing of council to make that Whole 11 Officers were wrong.  
· “D’s” evidence is also not merit able and neither his witness statements.  
· “D’s” Mothers evidence – Totally Irrelevant – her Evidence Is Based on Conspiracy Police Have Against Her Family.  
· 7th June 
WITNESS 
Inspector Hamill and 
SOS. Miles 
witness Cordell “D” 
--
Inspector Hamill and 
SOS. Miles 
Points To “D” Being the Organiser.  
· Disruption And Concern Rave Caused Outlined by Cad Reports and Officers’ Statements.   
· 19th July Inspector Skinner describes a rave and Cordell being organiser, another statement as far as “D” is concerned, which is totally wrong,  Crimit’s Reports Show “D” as organiser of large raves According to Officers’ Statements.  
· Test mode out of submissions above.  
· Consistent Pattern of Behaviour as by of “D” concerned. 
· Test of ??Nuisance?? –Does not ??req.??    ??delaminates?? of fact, but from Cad Re: Alarm Distress Etc. Shows This Has Happened.  
· The Impact This Has on Police Resources looking @ noise levels and potentially speculating out of control. – Disorder Due to Shutting Events Down. 


	Page: 2457,

· PC Elesmore: Description levels other D was subject to order has reduced – only 3 – when D was active was significant more. 
· The order is necessary, and attention drawn to carefully word interim order.  
· Defence Closing subs. 
· Test to be passed can allegations be proved.
· Deceived That Alleged It May Be Illegal, it does not need to cause Alarm or Distress. 
· Page 2 and 3 Hearsay from Steve Elesmore copy and paste job. 
· PC Parcell not correct to file evidence, of Crimit’s, which contained Incorrect Evidence That Can’t Be Backed Up, of D known for class A drugs and or supply – info is widely inaccurate. 
· Totality Of Evidence Is Hearsay as well as reports at Cannery Wharf.
· No Proof This Was an Illegal Rave, as S.63 CJO 1994, No proof of Tress Pass – determination not proved to Criminal Legal Standards.
· I did XEX Officer of @ No Time Did He Indicate Where Info Had Come From. 

· 24/05/2014 
· 2nd Allegations – App relies on Hearsay again and Crim Pages 104 – 107 noted from evidence.
· 2nd Could Hearsay from Josher Holyfield who allegedly confessed that was looking to set up raves --- Crim. Steward Not Her Again. 
· Page 98-100 – Hearsay – From A PC Again – all in 3rd person, no indication that PC attended himself.
· No Evidence That It Was Illegal Rave. 
· To Show determination in view of illegal rave and No Proof Has Been Submitted or Covers Witness as Victim.
· No allegations Where App. Produced 1st Hand Evidence.
· The particular?? Of allegations states illegal rave and no proof of required standards has been submitted, nothing adduced.
· It may be unlikely for Presumption that given But It’s Possible.
· In XEX. App? del failed to Enfield Council who did not pursue.
· Does it show the organiser or just someone getting involved in things he shouldn’t? 
· Hearsay means the grounds are not here. 
· No evidence police confirmed “D” to be organiser. 
· “D” spoke to police – he gives reasonable Intel calming he can’t keep his mouth shut. 
· A man was stating his someone else’s lawyer.
· This is a rave said to have Lasted 3 Days, but Evidence Is Weak.
· Tyrone’s presence was untrue due to life threatening injuries – No Competent Evidence. 
· Police had Intel Re: Every Decibel Matters of with No Further Line of Investigation. 
· Additional Hearsay, only evidence of van of equipment of hired equipment for free. 

· 19/07/2014 
· Carpet Right – Inspector Skinners evidence – Indoor Test of Legality Is Proof of Trespass, And Nothing Abducted. 
· Mystery why No Statement Taken from Owner of Keys?? And Whether or Not Consultations Had Been Given to Access the Premises.

R V CORDELL 
-5-

· On Another Occasion: Mr Cordell Gave Explanations to His Presents. 

· 24/07/14 
· “D Accepted He Organised”, PC Edgoose Page 50 – statement said he “Did Organise Illegal Raves” Admissions alleged from evidence, Entirely of Conversations of Others, Not Clear.

· 27/07/14
· Same on Mill-marsh Lane. Hearsay Evidence of number of PC's called and gave evidence.
· Interesting that someone other than D? Led a??? Evidence of people living and potentially others on the land treating it as home. 
· Further evidence inaccurate Shoplifters. 

· 9/10 August
· Evidence of Pc officers does not match up with allegations in application – on his duties odd their being squatters, also did not try to contact owner while on duty suggesting D there at private party – due to lack of suitable equipment, evidence D was attending a private party.

· DJ
· Councillor? 

· Defence
· General credibility of witnesses? Are errors because of hearsay and of Crimit’s of no prominence, consider weight of statement. Page 32?  day and event 2.
· Inconsistencies that are bios for officers to include evidence that favours Application by being unreadable.
· Allegation of 15 – 10 boys?  to talk un-relative of conduct. 
· Fear of reprisals. 
· LTC when given evidence was to prove sound organisation possibly which D accepts. If? D was polite on his case.
· Investigation not performed with measurements as it should have been. 
· Vendetta families highlighted.
· Inconsistencies between start of Crimit’s.
· complete absinth of follow up is simply worrying. 
· What other info is wrong that we have not been able to check? 


	Page: 2458,

· DJ 
· Mr Justino Frictions – sum Up and finish.

· Defence
· Test of? – Not related to police resources. 
· Was ASBO serious and persistent? 
· Decrease in activity – “huge decrees since Interim ASBO “but no indication of trends: before – after and previous years.
· Pc Elesmore couldn’t say why decrease in raves.
· Correspondence of consultation - so far these raves relay wrongfully weak evidence.
· Met on points of how Statutory test in relation to raves into what is required.




· What The Key Points from The Exhibited Snippet Prove: --
1* Within this Official Snippet is a lot more evidence that we will not be covering in this section of this Claim.in regard to theses Asbo Claim Proceedings but we will be otherwise in other Sections.
2* Robert Talalay and Co all knew that  A

· In Light of the Exhibited above, we believe that it is also important to understand a Judges Role as well: -- Within the 

4) Proof Four: --
· One of Our Exhibited Files!

· Exhibit [****]
	
THE JUDGES

File Name Is: Clerk-Court-Notes-03-and-04-Aug-2015 

The File Location Is:

The Page Number Are:

The Exhibited Snippet Is: --

The Key Points from The Exhibited Snippet Are: --
2* This piece of evidence is supplied at this present time to demonstrate that the Now Claimant had Clearly.

Judges: 
Here's a complete list of stages in the legal education and career path for individuals aiming to become judges in the UK, along with the typical years of study or training for each:
1* LLB - Bachelor of Laws: 3 years (undergraduate degree)
2* GDL - Graduate Diploma in Law: 1 year (conversion course for non-law graduates)
3* LPC - Legal Practice Course: 1 year (vocational course for aspiring solicitors)
4* BPTC - Bar Professional Training Course: 1 year (vocational course for aspiring barristers)
5* QLTS - Qualified Lawyers Transfer Scheme: 6 months to 1 year (for foreign-qualified lawyers seeking to practice in the UK)
6* CPD - Continuing Professional Development: Ongoing (mandatory training and development for legal professionals)
7* JD - Juris Doctor: 2 years (postgraduate law degree, typically used in the US)
8* LLM - Master of Laws: 1 year (postgraduate law degree, often pursued for specialization)
Please note that the path to becoming a judge in the UK can vary, and additional qualifications, experience, and appointments may be required depending on the specific judicial role and level.

End



· What The Key Points from The Exhibited Snippet Prove: --
1* Robert Talalay and Co all knew that  A
2* Robert Talalay and Co all knew that  A

A. Part  (E) 1 of 1

	E. The Respondent submits that it is necessary for an ASBO to be in place To Protect the Public from further anti-social acts, specifically the organisation of raves, done by the Appellant.



· The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team argued to the Judge  that it was necessary for them all to place an Asbo Order upon the Now Claimant in knowing that the Now Claimant was innocent in the accusations of what they accused him of and at no time or date of the accused offences or civil wrongs was the Now Claimant guilty as the organiser of the wrongly accused incidents they chronology listed as, events he illegally organised.
· The Crown Prosecution Case handler a Robert Talalay altered the wording of the allegations when he: --  Wrote skeleton Argument at chapter (Introduction 5) to pursue the Now Claimant into confusing him for what he was defending himself against.

B. Part  (F) 1 of 1

	F. A chronology of events is appended to this Skeleton Argument.



· The prosecutor adduced a chronology list of events appended to their Skeleton Argument and this list the Now Claimant has amended as below. 

In the UK, a formal application to the court is made through a legal document called a "Notice of Application" or "Application Notice." This document outlines the details of the application, the relief or order sought, and the legal basis for the application and this file failed to be served by the prosecution teams as they hindered the law by placing more statements of forged witness within the Asbo application for the Appeal Stage.
As for how you would know about an application, you, as the defendant, should receive notice of any applications made by the prosecution or other parties in your case. The notice will typically be served on you through formal court procedures, such as by mail, hand delivery, or electronic communication, depending on the court's practices.
After court proceedings, you should stay in close contact with your legal representative, as they will keep you informed about any applications, court orders, and developments in your case. They will ensure that you receive the necessary legal documents and notifications, and they will guide you through the process.
If you are representing yourself (i.e., without a solicitor), it's essential to communicate with the court and attend court hearings to stay informed about the progress of your case and any applications that may be relevant to your situation. Additionally, you can check with the court's administrative office or online case management systems for updates on your case.


· Example: --
5) Proof Five: --

· Exhibit [****]
	
THE 1st ASBO BUNDLES
ALLEGED INCIDENTS 


	
	
	

	1+ [bookmark: _Hlk148514723]
	12.01.13
	Was involved in  the organisation  of and/ or supplied  equipment for and/ or attended  “An Illegal Rave” at Canary Wharf 


	2+ 
	24.05.13

	Was looking for venues  to set up “An Illegal Rave.”

	3+ 
	25.05.14
	Was involved in the organisation of and/ or supplied equipment for and/ or attended “An Illegal Rave” at Unit  5, St George's Industrial Estate, White Hart Lane,  N17


	4+ 
	07.06.14
	Was involved in the organisation of and/ or supplied equipment  for and/ or attended  “An Illegal Rave” at an empty  warehouse on Progress Way, Enfield 


	5+ 
	20.06.14

	Was involved  in the organisation of and/ or supplied  equipment for and/ or attended “An Illegal Rave” at 1   Falcon  Park,  Neasden Lane,  NW10 


	6+ 
	19.07.14
	Was involved  in the organisation of and/or supplied  equipment for and/or attended  “An Illegal Rave” at the Carpetright Showroom on  the Al O  Great Cambridge Road,  Enfield


	7+ [bookmark: _Hlk147853855]
	24.07.14
	Admitted to police  officers  that he organised “Illegal Rave.”


	8+ 
	27.07.14
	Was involved  in the organisation  of and/or supplied equipment for and/or attended  “An Illegal Rave” at an empty  warehouse on Millmarsh Lane, Enfield


	9+ 
	09-10.08.14
	1+ Was involved  in the organisation of and/ or supplied  equipment for and/ or attended “An Illegal Rave” at an empty  warehouse on Millmarsh Lane,  Enfield. 

2+ The Defendant  further actively sought to encourage a large group of people to breach the peace.


	END




	2+ The Defendant  further actively sought to encourage a large group of people to breach the peace.

	
The other 11 people would have become witness.
The Now Claimant was never Arrested for this on the day or after.

Robert Talalay also covers this in the files he photocopied and put in the Skeleton Argument: as they talk about UK History and the Football Riots & ASBOS…. I will sort that bit out soon & the rest…….

· Riots
· Violent disorder

Act of Law: Public Order Act 1986.  “Also Covers T.V’s…….”

File Location: The-Asbo-Files-10-09-2023 -15-10-23\
3. Broken-Laws-&-Regs for the Asbo
“1 New Laws UK 1.docx”

Ctrl + F: Where 12 or more persons who are present together.




· What The Key Points from The Exhibited Snippet Prove: --
1* Within this Official Snippet is a lot more evidence that we will not be covering in this section of this Claim.in regard to theses Asbo Claim Proceedings but we will be otherwise in other Sections.
2* Robert Talalay and Co all knew that  A

6) Proof Six: --
· A Snippet Out of One of Our Exhibited Files!

· Exhibit [****]
	
THE NOW CLAIMANTS’ RESPONSE TO AN ASBO BUNDLE
INDEX & FILES


	
	
	
	

	1+ [bookmark: _Hlk147854550]
	STATEMENT OF SIMON CORDELL DATED 24.02.2015.

	
	Pg 1 -7

	2+ 
	STATEMENT OF SIMON CORDELL DATED 22.12.2015, 

	
	Pg 8 -15

	3+ 
	STATEMENT  OF LORRAINE CORDELL DATED 
	
	24.02.2015, Pg 16 - 30

	4+ 
	STATEMENT  OF LORRAINE CORDELL DATED 
	
	10.02.2016, 31A – 36A



· What The Key Points from The Exhibited Snippet Prove: --
1* Within this Official Snippet is a lot more evidence that we will not be covering in this section of this Claim.in regard to theses Asbo Claim Proceedings but we will be otherwise in other Sections.
2* Robert Talalay and Co all knew that  A


A Complete Failure to date of this Official Document Continues persists as all the requested  disclosed & unredacted Case Material stays failed to be served upon the Now Claimant but yet even when writing his Skeleton Argument  Robert Talalay Boasted in the full well of knowing that. 


Section Summary: --
· The Management of Asbo Case Files in the context of the Asbo & it’s Appeal Stage that were brought over from the Magistrates' Court to the Crown Court as an Appeal are/were governed by various Legal Rules that are covered by Clear Guidelines, with the most prominent, being the: -“Criminal Procedure Rules-CRIM-PR.”
· The Exhibited Evidence that we bring to your attention above and below while inclusively of its affiliated materials demonstrates a series of significant breaches of the “Criminal Procedure Rules-CRIM-PR” that occurred during the Asbo Case proceedings. These breaches we raise shows serious concerns about the integrity and fairness of the Asbo Case process, necessitating an urgent review of the Case Proceedings and enforces superb reasons for the Asbo Case to be overturn.

1+ Criminal Procedure Rules “CRIM-PR” Breach: --
· The Criminal Procedure Rules are an essential framework designed to ensure the efficient, fair, and Lawful Management Of Criminal & Civil Cases within the Courts of England and Wales and Unfortunately, in the case brought against the Now Claimant have been marred by The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team inclusively of the Judges due to multiple violations of the “CRIM-PR,” that have now Compromised the Fundamental Principles Of Justice System That They Underpin.

2+ Maintenance and Integrity of Case Files “CRIM-PR” Breach: --
· The core of the Now Claimant’s appeal hinges on the integrity of the case files and his innocence as the files demonstrate his innocence and they serve as the repository for all relevant documents, evidence, and trial transcripts from the original proceedings but shockingly, unauthorised alterations have been made to my case files, by Robert Talalay and Others casting serious doubt on the accuracy and reliability of the evidence presented. Such unauthorised modifications are a clear violation of the “CRIM-PR” and are a breach of the principles of transparency and accountability.

3+ Disclosure of Case Material “CRIM-PR” Breach: --
· The “CRIM-PR” impose strict obligations on both the prosecution and the defence inclusive of the Court Official Persons to make sure that all evidence is fully disclosed to all persons and this is to mandatory include all relevant case material to each other, so, to promote a fair and transparent appeal process but yet again it is easy to say that it is Regrettable, that crucial evidence that should have been disclosed in accordance with the rules has been withheld, and has now caused a seriously Miscarriage Of Justice as the Failure of the  Highly relevant Disclosure               has impeded the Now Claimant & his Legal Team, while inclusively of Co’s ability’s to be able to present a robust defence as they maliciously denied disclosure of materials that would undoubtedly undermining The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team fairness of the proceedings.

4+ Legal Representation “CRIM-PR” Breach: --
· Throughout the appeals process, legal representation plays a pivotal role in managing and handling case files to ensure a just and equitable outcome, however, my legal representatives have been obstructed in their efforts to access and manage the case files effectively due to systemic breaches of the “CRIM-PR,” which has impaired their ability to represent me adequately.

5+ Applications to the Court “CRIM-PR” Breach: --
· In the event of legitimate needs to modify or amend the case file, such changes are expected to be made through formal applications to the court. Alas, the process has been tainted by a lack of adherence to established procedures and a failure to record and document changes, further compromising transparency and accountability.

6+ Judicial Oversight “CRIM-PR” Breach: --
· The handling of my case files was conducted with a notable absence of appropriate judicial oversight, a fundamental requirement under the “CRIM-PR,” This lack of oversight has allowed for unauthorised alterations and omissions in the Official Asbo Case Files, undermining the integrity and adherence to the legal rules their Governed by.

7+ Transparency and Fairness “CRIM-PR” Breach: --
· The principles of transparency and fairness are the bedrock of the Criminal Justice System, that is set to Ensure that all parties have access to the necessary information and that appeals are conducted in an open and just manner, but unfortunately, the series of breaches in the Now Claimants case Brought Against him has significantly eroded the transparency and fairness that should underpin our legal system.

· Given the severity of these breaches and their collective impact on the proceedings, we hereby request an immediate review of the Asbo Case Proceedings brought against the Now Claimant by The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team and the overturning of the Judges original decision. 
· The extent to which the “CRIM-PR” has been violated necessitates urgent corrective action to restore justice and fairness to this Case.
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4- LEGAL FRAMEWORK
A. Whilst the relevant provisions of the 1998 Act were repealed by the Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014, s.21 of that Act provides that these proceedings are unaffected except that, on 23rd of March 2020, the Appellant’s ASBO will automatically become an Injunction under as if made under S.1 of that Act.
B. Section 4 of the 1998 Act provides that an appeal against the making of an ASBO lies to the Crown Court.
C. Section 79(3) of the Senior Courts Act 1981 provides that an appeal to the Crown Court is by way of a re-hearing. 
D. The relevant test, therefore, is that set out in S.1 of the Act.
E. Pursuant to S.1 (4) of the 1998 Act, the court may exercise it discretion and make an ASBO if the two-part test set: out in S.1(l) is satisfied. Section 1(1) states:
a) An application for an order under this section may be made by a relevant: authority if it: appears to the authority that the following conditions are fulfilled with respect to any person aged ID or over, namely that the person has acted, since the commencement date, in an and-social manner, that is to say, in a manner that caused or was likely to cause harassment: alarm or distress to one or more persons not of the same household as himself; and that such an order is necessary to protect relevant persons from further antisocial acts by him.
90,
F. It is for the Respondent to satisfy the court to the criminal standard that the Appellant has acted in a manner that caused or was likely to cause harassment, alarm, or distress to one or more persons not of the same household as himself. 
G. However, the second limb of the test “does not involve a standard of proof: it is an exercise of judgment or evaluation” (R (McCann) v Manchester Crown Court [2003] l A.C. 787 at [371).
H. In R v Dean lioness [2006] 1 Cr. App. II. (S.) 120, the Court of Appeal provided general guidance as to the creation of prohibitions forming an ASBO, the court held that:
a) Prohibitions Should Be Individually Tailored to The Individual and That Each Individual Prohibition Must Be Necessary [28].
b) An Asbo Can Include Prohibitions Not to Undertake Minor Criminal Activity That May Be Covered Under Separate Legislation [30-1]. 
c) However, An Asbo Should Seek to Prevent a Person from Being Able to Commit That Offence, Rather Than Further Penalise Him When He Does Commit It [35]; And:
d) The Terms of The Asbo Must Be Proportionate So as To Be Commensurate with The Risk Identified [37],

End Of Page
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4+ Legal Framework 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13  & 14)
A. Part  (A) 1 of 1

	LEGAL FRAMEWORK
A. Whilst the relevant provisions of the 1998 Act were repealed by the Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014, s.21 of that Act provides that these proceedings are unaffected except that, on 23rd of March 2020, the Appellant’s ASBO will automatically become an Injunction under as if made under S.1 of that Act.



· The Crown Prosecution Case handler a Robert Talalay referenced by stating that: - “Whilst the relevant provisions of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 were repealed by the Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014, s.21 of that Act provides that these proceedings are unaffected except that, on 23rd of March 2020, the Now Claimant’s ASBO will automatically become an Injunction under as if made under S.1 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998.”
· By The Crown Prosecution Case handler, a Robert Talalay stating the above he clearly was knowledgeable about how the: - “Laws,” pertaining to the: - “REPEALED Anti-Social Behaviour Crime and Disorder Act 1998,” of past stationery obligations to which the Asbo case was wrongly appended to, while he as the case Prosecutor knew he should have been in pursuit of the: - “Crime-&-Policing-Act-2014,” and all: --
· Due to him Being a Specialist in The Area s of: -
1* Police Law,
2* Public Law,
3* Human Rights And 
4* Civil Liberties,
5* Data Protection And 
6* Information Law,
7* Malfeasance Claims,
8* Prison Law,
9* Inquests,
10* Personal Injury Claims,
11* Employment Law And: --------------- 
12* Professional Misconduct.
· How could The Crown Prosecution Case handler a Robert Talalay of deliberately manipulated & ignored the facts that he so, surly knew of as his own text show he has?               
· When the government repealed the relevant provisions of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, the Crown Prosecution was aware of these facts, as for when the amendments took place towards the Anti-social Behaviour policy it was the Government who replaced the provisions to the Crime and Policing Act 2014, to which he worked for, so, how could the Crown Prosecution still have used the repealed Act when another policy had been passed through Royal Assent?
· The New Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 received royal assent on: - “13/03/2014.”
· The Act introduced simpler and: - “More Effective Powers,” to: - “Tackle Anti-Social Behaviour,” and it was the Government who said that the New Policy of the Bill of Acts would: - “Provide Better Protection for Victims and Communities.”
· One significant aspect of the Crime and Policing Act 2014 is that it replaced the anti-social behaviour orders, what was the primary civil order in the United Kingdom since 1998, with (CBO) Criminal Behaviour Orders.
1* Within the Data that the police classify as the Now Claimants PNC Record they themselves classified the Asbo Order as a Criminal Order, “CBO”  which represents a Criminal CBO Order, With the police in the police knowing that the Now Claimant and his Support Network inclusively of his legal representation continuance efforts to raise the following concerns: --
a. The Police Never Arrested the Now Claimant, What Would Be Necessary for Them When Following Protocol. 
b. The Now Claimant Was Never ****
c. The Now Claimant Made Telephone Calls to The Case Handlers And 999 System Which He Recorded and Transcribed into Text That We Submit as EXHIBIT   **** These Artifacts Prove ******.
d. The Now Claimant Was Never ****
· The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police Failed Service of the: - “Asbo Stand Alone” Court Order Application; on the 12/09/2014 and this is well after the date of the 13/03/2014 when the Crime and Policing Act 2014 came into force.
· The Crown Prosecution Asbo Case handler a Robert Talalay knew that by continuing the Asbo proceedings that the Now Claimant  would suffer by the affect from the new amended changes brought in by The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 as the Asbo Application was filed wrong as a  “Asbo Stand Alone” Court Order Application; and not the new correct CBO Court Order Application as they must apply to the court for.
· The Crown Prosecution Asbo Case handler a Robert Talalay continued by saying: - “Except that, on 23rd of March 2020, the Now Claimant’s ASBO will automatically become an Injunction under as if made under S.1 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998.” And by him stating the quoted he clearly realised the date of the Asbo Order being past the date of the 23rd of March 2020 and would have also known that it continued till the 04/08/2020.
· The two-year time limit the Now Claimant wrongly endured breached his civil liberties while awaiting trial and seems to have solved nothing.
· The Asbo Order caused a five-year sentence the prosecutor Robert Talalay could have easily avoided had he paid attention to the Now Claimants Response Bundle but was not…..
· Robert Talalay also, requested of the Judge for a lifetime Ban upon the Now Claimant which shows his attitude to an offence to which he knew the Police Failed to Arrest or Interview the Now Claimant for, while he himself as the prosecutor was not able to show any sustainable grounds that head any weight in any sort towards the Offence being pursued.

B. Part  (B) 1 of 1
· Legal Framework 8)

	B. Section 4 of the 1998 Act provides that an appeal against the making of an ASBO lies to the Crown Court.



· The Crown Prosecution Asbo Case handler a Robert Talalay implied that: - Section 4 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 placed the burden on the Crown Court for an appeal against the making of the Asbo Order.
· This provision should have given the Now Claimant the opportunity to appeal the Magistrates Court's decision fairly under Section 4 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, thereby allowing an overview by the Crown Court regarding the construction and fairness of the ASBO Court Order made by the Magistrates Court.
a. However, the Crown Court failed in its obligation to the Now Claimant when reviewing the key factors related to the ASBO Court Order.
b. The Prosecuting Team consistently reminded the court and others that it was the responsibility of the Crown Court to determine if the burden of proof was met according to the legal requirements when reviewing the validity of the guilty verdict against the Now Claimant on 04/00/2014 during the pursuit of the ASBO held at the Magistrates Court, Highbury, and Islington Corner.
c. On the following dates listed below, the Now Claimant attended Wood Green Courthouse to appeal the decision made in the lower court:
1* On The 26/10/2015 The Now Claimant Attended the Wood Green Courthouse for A Fair Appeal Hearing.
2* On The 09/11/2015 
3* On The 19/02/2016 
4* On The 22/02/2016 
5* On The 04/04/2016 
6* On The 16/09/2016 
7* On The 21/09/2016 + 22/09/2016
8* On The 26/09/2016
9* On The 14/10/2016
10* On The 19/10/2016
11* On The 25/10/2016
12* On The 17/01/2017 + 18/01/2017 + 19/01/2017 The Now Claimant: - “Did Not Attend,” The Wood Green Courthouse: - “Due to Not Getting a Fair Appeal Hearing.”
· And as Section 79(3) of the Senior Courts Act 1981 stipulated the Now Claimant's appeal started and was to involve a re-hearing at the Crown Court. 
· The Crown Court and the Crown Prosecution Team needed to follow the relevant test to have conducted the Asbo proceedings and that is Section 1 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998. However, throughout all the listed court dates, the Crown Court Judges and the Crown Prosecution Team members failed to balance the principles set out in the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 and this included: --
1* On 26/10/2015 At the Crown Court, The Judges and The Crown Prosecution Team Did Not Prevent the ASBO From Continuing Once the Now Claimant Hand His Soliciting Team All Demonstrated the Corruption Within the Asbo Case Proceedings as Pointed Out in This Official Document , Which Have Now Caused Lifelong Damages to The Now Claimant's Life.
2* On 09/11/2015 At the Crown Court, The Judges and The Crown Prosecution Team Failed to Raise Concerns.
3* On 19/02/2016 At the Crown Court, The Judges and The Crown Prosecution Team Did Not Take Appropriate Action.
4* On 22/02/2016 At the Crown Court, The Judges and The Crown Prosecution Team Continued Without Addressing the Issues.
5* On 04/04/2016 At the Crown Court, The Judges and The Crown Prosecution Team Diminished the Significance of The Matter.
6* On 16/09/2016 At the Crown Court, The Judges and The Crown Prosecution Team Refused to Acknowledge the Concerns Raised.
· Grounds 
· The Grounds made for an Appel, were and still are the following: -
· An Asbo order must only be issued for: - “Two Years” maximum and if breached then the Asbo becomes a Criminal Offence, and the Maxim sentence is then: - “Five Years.”
· The Now Claimants suffered wrongly for: - “Two Years” wating for a trial and then after received: - “Five Years” to run none consecutively totalling: - “Seven Years” and this happened without the Now Claimant breaching the Asbo Order.
· If police had arrested the Now Claimant for the arrestable charge of: - “The Organisation of Illegal Raves” and the Judge found the Now Claimant guilty, then the Maximum Sentence is imprisonment for a term not exceeding: - “Three Month” and/or a fine not exceeding: - “Level Four” of the standard, which means the Government will follow the: - “Three Month” sentence with half time equalling the Now Claimant to: - “One Half Month” and with good behaviour or an overpopulated prison the Now Claimant would receive an advance release licence and/or with an Electronic Tag Totalling to: - “One Month,” in prison.
· By the Asbo Case continuing for: - “Two Years” till the Trial took Place and then the Jude sentencing the now claimant to: - “Five Years.” And refusing to run both times consecutively, inadvertently the Now Claimant received “Seven Years” and without no half time and basically if he had served: - “Seven Years” in jail he would have served a: - “Fourteen Year Sentence.”
· The Government never Served the Now Claimant in accordance with Service.
· The Now Claimant showed the Judges unmistakable evidence of corruption taken out by the prosecuting team and refused to act upon these facts.
· The prosecutor and Judges all refused to release disclosure to the Now Claimant in knowing it would prove his innocence.
· At no time did police or the council alongside the Prosecution team account for the Pace Code of Practice “Code D” Identification as no victims or witness identified him as an offender. 
· The Judge refused to order the prosecution team to strike out of the Asbo application even with everything we proved to be inaccurate to its contents.

C. Part  (C) 1 of 1
· Legal Framework 9)

	C. Section 79(3) of the Senior Courts Act 1981 provides that an appeal to the Crown Court is by way of a re-hearing. 



· “Section 79(3) of the Senior Courts Act 1981 provides that an appeal to the Crown Court is by way of a re-hearing.”
· The definition, of a second Court Hearing was not adhered to by the Crown Court in a fair manner.
· The evidence and arguments that the Now Claimant brought before the Court due to the Asbo Case being frauded was not overviewed or listened to fairly.
· Under Section 79(3) of the Senior Courts Act 1981 the Judges was to:
1* Check That the Service of The Asbo Application Was in Accordance with The Law. 
2* Overview The Respondent’s Notices Served for The Magistrates Court
3* Manage The Now Claimants Form of Appeal and Respondent’s Notices
4* Outline The Duty of Magistrates’ Court Officer
5* Run-Through the Duty of the prosecutor keeping the exhibits.
6* Reference By the Criminal Standards A Case Review of The Commissioning Court Order.
7* Go Over the Preparation for The Asbo Appeal
8* Manage The Asbo Appeal Hearings So, A Fair Trial Could Take Place by Making the Right Decisions
9* With Reasonable Cause Abandon the Asbo Appeal.
10* With Reasonable Cause Strike Out the Asbo Application.
11* Enforce The Court’s Powers to Vary Requirements Under This Part of Law.
12* But the Crown Court Judges failed to meet the required standards as listed above.

A. Causing: --
· The relevant test was set out in Section 1 of the Senior Courts Act 1981 not to be complied with.

D. Part  (D) 1 of 1
· Legal Framework 10)

	D. The relevant test, therefore, is that set out in S.1 of the Act.



· The relevant test, therefore, is: - “Set Out in S.1 Of the Senior Courts Act 1981.”
· The Courts emphasized that the Now Claimant had to satisfy the two-part test outlined in Section 1(1) of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 to warrant the issuance of not receiving an ASBO. However, despite meeting the required criteria, the court did not find him not guilty, which, in the eyes of the law, should have been easy to entail with a thorough assessment of all evidence presented on the balance of probability to themselves.

E. Part  (E) 1 of 1
· Legal Framework 11) a) 

	E. Pursuant to S.1 (4) of the 1998 Act, the court may exercise it discretion and make an ASBO if the two-part test set: out in S.1(l) is satisfied. Section 1(1) states:
a) An application for an order under this section may be made by a relevant: authority if it: appears to the authority that the following conditions are fulfilled with respect to any person aged ID or over, namely that the person has acted, since the commencement date, in an and-social manner, that is to say, in a manner that caused or was likely to cause harassment: alarm or distress to one or more persons not of the same household as himself; and that such an order is necessary to protect relevant persons from further antisocial acts by him.
90,
F. It is for the Respondent to satisfy the court to the criminal standard that the Appellant has acted in a manner that caused or was likely to cause harassment, alarm, or distress to one or more persons not of the same household as himself. 



· Pursuant to S.1 (4) of the 1998 Act, the court may exercise it discretion and make an ASBO if the two-part test set: out in S.1(l) is satisfied. Section 1(1) states:
· “An application for an order under this section may be made by a relevant: authority if it: appears to the authority that the following conditions are fulfilled with respect to any person aged and  ID and, namely that the accused person has acted, since the commencement date of an incident , in an anti-social manner, that is to say, in a manner that caused or was likely to cause harassment: alarm or distress to one or more persons not of the same household as himself; and that such an order is necessary to protect the relevant persons from further antisocial acts by him.”
· The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 primary objectives are to give more responsibility to local authorities so authorities can implement strategic approaches to help with the reduction of crime and public disorder within the local communities.
· The Government passed the bill of rights for the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 through royal assent with its key elements put into place to be able to tackle areas of the Government concern with those primarily areas objectives being as follows:
1* Anti-Social Behaviour: -These orders are issued by the government against people who have conducted anti-social behaviour which has caused (or is likely to cause), distress, Harassment, or alarm to a person(s) who do not reside in the same household as the alleged offender him or herself. In other words, the Government deem an Asbo necessary to protect people from potential further anti-social acts conducted by the alleged offender.
2* Abolishment Of the Death Penalty: - The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 abolished the death penalty for piracy and treason, alongside with the Human Rights Act 1998.
3* Child Under 10 Years: - The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 also, abolished the presumption that a child under 10 years of age could be incapable of committing a criminal offence.
4* Sex Offender Orders
5* Parenting Orders 
6* Racially Aggravated Offences.

· In Pursuant to S.1 (4) of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (“The 1998 Act”) the court had the right to exercise it powers of discretion if the prosecuting team could meet the two-parts of the Asbo test as set out in S.1(l). of (“The 1998 Act”)
· Part one of the test to be meet is a requirement of all authorities involved in the Asbo Application to 
1) is satisfied. Section 1(1) states:
2) Everything that The Crown Prosecution Case handler a Robert Talalay wrote is Deception at its best offered.
a. “No Evidence of a Past Durations of Times Relating to Any Arrests of My Person for A Similar Natured Offence.”
3) The Reasons as To Why the Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and The Crown Prosecution Team Did Not Use the New Crime and Policing Act 2014 was to deliberately conspire to mislead any person in what the laws are set out to establish.
· The 1998 Crime and Disorder Act provides a definition of antisocial behaviour as. 'Acting in a manner that caused or was.
· Civil liberties groups argue that Asbo’s mark an unacceptable blurring of criminal and civil law because while they are issued on a civil burden of proof (the "balance of probabilities"), a breach can incur criminal penalties.

F. Part  (F) 1 of 1
· Legal Framework 13) 
· “The Second Limb of The Asbo Test!”

	G. However, the second limb of the test “does not involve a standard of proof: it is an exercise of judgment or evaluation” (R (McCann) v Manchester Crown Court [2003] l A.C. 787 at [371).



· The second limb of the Asbo test “Does Not Involve a Standard of Proof: It Is an Exercise of Judgment or Evaluation” (R (McCann) v Manchester Crown Court [2003] l A.C. 787 at [371).

G. Part  (G) 1 of 1
· Legal Framework 14) a) and b) and c) and d)

	H. In R v Dean lioness [2006] 1 Cr. App. II. (S.) 120, the Court of Appeal provided general guidance as to the creation of prohibitions forming an ASBO, the court held that:
a) prohibitions should be individually tailored to the individual and that each individual prohibition must be necessary [28].
b) An ASBO can include prohibitions not to undertake minor criminal activity that may be covered under separate legislation [30-1]. 
c) However, an ASBO should seek to prevent a person from being able to commit that offence, rather than further penalise him when he does commit it [35]; and:
d) the terms of the ASBO must be proportionate so as to be commensurate with the risk identified [37],



· The Crown Prosecution Asbo Case handler a Robert Talalay also, submitted in case law: - R v Dean lioness [2006] 1 Cr. App. II. (S.) 120, were the Court of Appeal provided general guidance as to the creation of prohibitions forming an ASBO, and 
· Within their guidance the court ruled the following occurrences as prohibited: -
· For Asbo Prohibitions not to be harshly Tailored against the Now Claimant as they were. 
· Asbo Prohibitions set out against a defendant to be necessary, but they were not.
· The prosecuting team Asbo and its probations were based on illegal Criminal Activities rather than civil case law.
· The Asbo Application Penalised the Now Claimant as if he were a hardened Criminal when he Did not Commit any Crime and Government Law prohibits these actions. 
· The Risk the Enfield Council and Metropolitan police state they Identified the Now Claimant committing did not occur and the probations the Enfield Council and Metropolitan police commissioned are and were too widespread as they did not correspond to the correct extent of the geological locations of the incidents that they contained in the Asbo Application and therefore the proportions were unbalanced in degree.
· The Asbo Terms Must Be Proportionate So as To Be Commensurate with but they were not. [37],

End Of the Now Claimants Amended Page!
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5- SUBMISSIONS
· The first limb of the test under S. 1 (l)(a) of the 1998 Act
A. The organisation of large-scale raves, whether or not they fall within the parameters of S.63 Of the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994 and whether on private property or common land, fall within the definition of anti-social behaviour. 
B. The Home Office Guidance: ‘A Guide to antisocial beamer orders’ specifies noise nuisance, particularly when late at night, as an example of anti-social behaviour.
C. It is submitted that, a person who helps organise or supplies equipment for a rave, where there is loud music late at night (except where there is a licence to do so and/or the music is played on licensed premises), has prana jade done an act in contravention of S.1(L)(A) Of The 1998 Act.
91,
D. The Respondent relies on the evidence provided in die witness statements provided by various officers as well as supporting intelligence reports, the page references for this evidence are set out in the appended chronology. 
E. The court is invited to take particular note of the evidence supporting the conclusion that the Appellant was integrally involved in the organization of raves and/or the supply of equipment:
a) The Appellant was identified by gate security as the organizer of a rave of about 300 people on 07th & 08th of June 2014.
b) (See Evidence of Insp. Hamill JR38] and supporting evidence of PS Miles [R36]).
c) The Appellant admitted to Insp. Skinner that he was the organiser of the rave on 7/8 June 2014 [R41].
d) The Appellant admitted to Insp. Skinner that he was the organiser of the rave organised and prevented on 19th of July 2014 [R39, R41].
e) The Appellant admitted to PC Edgoose that he lent his sound equipment for use at raves and that he could get a significant number of people to turn out for a rave [R48, R88]
f) And the Appellant was the organiser of the rave on 09th of August 2014 and provided the sound equipment as well as laughing gas [R42, R44-5, R47]. 
g) When a crowd turned up and tried to force entry, the Appellant encouraged them to break the police line [R43, R45-6].
F. The Respondent further relies on the information set out in the Intelligence Reports and the documents provided to the court in the Respondent’s bundle.
G.  The evidence show the Appellant has Witnessed by Many Different Police Officers supplying equipment for or helping to organise a rave.
H. The court will be invited to reject the Appellant’s account as to his activities on the relevant, days as not credible.






· The Second Limb of The Test Under Section 1 Of the Act
I. It is first submitted that an ASBO is, in general terms, necessary.
92,
J. There is a significant body of evidence showing the impact of raves on people who live near where they occur [R51-66, R155-298]. The level of distress that these individuals suffered as a result of the raves organised by the Appellant was high. 'There is a need to prevent these events occurring in the future.
K. The ASBO (and interim ASBO beforehand) have been effective. The only time where the. Appellant’s behaviour has improved is when these proceedings were commenced, and it was made clear to the Appellant that his actions could not be tolerated.
L. "The Appellant has denied the acts alleged by the Respondent. He has shown no acknowledgment or desire to change his ways that might make an ASBO unnecessary.
M. As to the particular prohibitions on the ASBO, significant effort was made by the Respondent and by the court to ensure that any legitimate business activities that the Appellant wished to undertake would in no way be inhibited by this order. 
N. For the Appellant to provide recorded music to a gathering of people he would either need to have a licence for that event or to provide the music on a licensed premise for fewer than 500 people with, a general licence to play recorded music (See S. 1 And Sch. L Of the Licensing Act 2003). 
O. This order specifically does not preclude him from providing regulated entertainment under the auspices of a valid licence.
P. The only amendment that the Respondent would seek is that the words “or S.63(L. A)” be added after the words “S.63(L)” in prohibitions a, b, and c of the ASBO.
Q. It is submitted that the terms of the ASBO as drafted are necessary and proportionate in that they should have minimal impact on the Appellant’s life and legitimate business activities.

ROBERT TALALAY Chambers of 1 'torus Barton OC 5 Essex Court 
31st January 2016

End Of Document 
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	SUBMISSIONS
· The first limb of the test under S. 1 (l)(a) of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998
A. The organisation of large-scale raves, whether or not they fall within the parameters of s.63 of the Criminal justice and Public Order Act 1994 and whether on private property or common land, fall within the definition of anti-social behaviour.



· Bringing The Laws, the Prosecutor and Court Used Together and How They Work.
· The Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994 Section 63.
· For an illegal rave to take place it must be on open air land, and this includes whether the land is private or not.
· The Government and its servants are not to use the words: - “Illegal Rave” by law when accounting for indoor events.
· In the Asbo Case pages none of the accused event’s was on open air land as required by Section 63 of the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994.
· The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team wrongly prosecuted and then penalised the Now Claimant under Section 63 Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994 as printed in the Asbo on page 7.
· https://serverone.hopto.org/A)%20New%20Website%20Page%204%20Flip%20
Books%20%20x4colums.html
· Through the Asbo Application there is no evidence that supports the Crown Prosecution Case proving the Now Claimant planned to or did play music during the night.
· The Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994 Section 63 also, States
· The Victims and/or officers must experience loud music due to the alleged incident but
· The prosecuting team needs to prove the duration and the time at which a person plays music as this evidence is a crucial factor to prove Section 63.
· Where a gathering must extend over days, in law believe is not merely enough for a conviction. 
· No raves or private parties were setup within the following 24hrs of any police directions given and this happened even aloe the police never confiscated any equipment. 

· The Licencing Act 2003.
· Exhibited Below is Exhibit ***** which is an attribute of the Licencing Act 2003 which prohibits certain outdoor events from not being licenced.
· If an organisers event falls into the permeators of an event that the Licencing Act 2003 requires for them to regulate and the organisers do not obtain a license then that event is an: - “Illegal Rave,” that is taking a place and without Legal Authorisation.
· The 2003 Licencing Act also, provides for entertainment in buildings to be abstained as a regulated provision when providing entertainment in spathic circumstances.
· In the Licencing Act 2003 the Government clearly explain that in door events are licensable activity’s and prosecutable under the Licensing Act 2003 but only if the organiser has a view of making a profit and the officers apprehend the circumstances in an official investigation.
· The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police gave the Crown Prosecutor a Asbo Case that showed no intentions of the Now Claimant being ambiguous to make profit and the Asbo File Pages the Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police submitted they filled wrongly for laws that cover outdoor event and not indoor events that the Government may or may not require any organiser to be licenced for under the Licencing Act 2003.
· A private party that is on private land and that is Not in The Open Air is a civil dispute & for the Council to give warning for whereas trespass is also a civil dispute but can become an arrestable offence under Section 63 Of the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994.
· The organisation of a private party on private land while in a building does not amount to an illegal rave.

Please See [EXHIBIT J37]

A Snippet from the Licencing Act 2003


This part is a table: --

	
PROVIDED FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENTERTAINMENT
APPENDIX 4


	
The Descriptions of Regulated Entertainment:
· Plays “Both Performance and Rehearsal.”
· The showing of films (or any exhibition of moving pictures including videos.)
· All indoor “Inside A Building” sporting events “In Which Physical Skill Is the Main Factor E.G., Tennis.”
· Outdoor boxing and wrestling matches; “No Other Form of Outdoor Sport Is Regulated.”
· Music “Both for Public Performance of Live Music and Public Playing of Recorded Music.”
· The performance of dance; or
· Entertainment of a similar description to any of the above.


	Venues
	Licensable Entertainment
	Not Licensable
	Special Considerations

	Restaurant
	
1+ Recorded music not incidental to eating or drinking.

2+ Playing of live music.

3+ Unamplified music in a pub.
	
1+ “Where satellite TV is provided, or recorded music that is incidental to drinking or eating, no licence conditions can be imposed on the premises.”
2+ “Piano music played in the background in a restaurant.”
3+ “Music played in lifts.”


	
1+ Any pub may obtain permission to stage live musical events at no extra cost when obtaining permission to sell alcohol.





	Community Centres and Village and Parish Halls
	
1* Live music.
2* Singing and Dancing.
	
1* “The installation of big screens and a large sound system, and provided no alcohol is sold on the premises and there is no singing or dancing.”
	
1+ Benefits from a more informal system of permitted temporary activities. Anyone can notify up to five of these per year, or fifty if they are a personal licence holder. Each event can last up to a maximum of 96 hours and up to twelve events can take place at anyone premises in any year where maximum five hundred people attend at any one time.



	Entertainment in Schools and Colleges
	
1* Where there is public admittance.
2* “If those attending are charged with the aim of making a profit including raising funds for charity.”
	
1* A concert or other performance which takes place for parents and students without payment.
2* Charging parents and students but only to cover costs.
3* “Any performance of music, dancing, e.g., that is being performed for students as part of their education.”


	
1* Charging simply to recover costs is not licensable.

	[bookmark: _Hlk119426695]Licences/DBC Guides/Entertainment





	
REGULATED ENTERTAINMENT
APPENDIX 4

· Provided For the Purpose of Entertainment


	Venues
	Licensable Entertainment
	Not Licensable
	Special Considerations

	Private Homes and Gardens
	
	
1* “Private parties and weddings will not be licensable unless the host takes the unusual step of charging the guests to attend with a view to making a profit.”


	
1* “Charging simply to recover costs is not licensable.”

	Churches, Synagogues, Mosques, and other places of worship
	
	
1* If incidental to, a religious meeting or service.
2* Engagement by any faith in worship or any form of religious meeting.
3* “Rave held in a Church providing no alcohol Is sold.”
4* Classical concerts.
5* Singing of hymns or other religious material events.

	

	Sports Clubs
	
1* Where there is public admittance.
2* “If those attending are charged with the aim of making a profit including raising funds for charity.”


	
	

	Music and Dance Studios
	
1* “Studio is being used to provide entertainment to the public.”
2* People take part in the entertainment.
3* “A dress rehearsal is provided for the public.”


	
1* Performances in a rehearsal studio or broadcasting studio where there is no audience /spectators present.
2* A broadcasting studio recording a programme without an audience/spectator.


	

	Licences/DBC Guides/Entertainment
End




· Supported in the Asbo Bundles context is proof that when asked the event stopped when police first asked. 
· The behaviour of other persons arriving 
· It is obvious that no person agreed to the police that they were the organiser on the dates in question or as standard police protocol the officers present would have arrested this or these persons, but the police have left no trace of this happening in the Asbo Application.
· The police and council showed no intent of the Now Claimant deliberately organising a rave be it legal or not.
· Neither did the police or council show in their Asbo application that the Now Claimant in person acted in an anti-social manner.
· Playing music in a private property on a first occasion is not Anti-Social Behaviour especially if the accused complies with any fair request.
· No persons in any household suffered with Anti-Social Behaviour due to the Now Claimant putting himself within line of the Anti-Social Behaviour orders scope.
· The Prosecution team failed to show evidence of the Now Claimant organising any large-scale raves.
· Police officers finding five hundred people together and persecuting one person out of the five hundred people present is not correct practice and especially without any evidence of the one person actually organising the rave is not justice.
· The Police and council did not contain any evidence displaying whether the parties were legal private parties held by squatters or actorly illegal raves promoted by a person.
· In different police accounts the police accuse the Now Claimant of being the Sound Equipment provider and therefore the organiser but within the police statements it is clear that he is in his car and Police done checks on any vans present.
· Within the parameters of S.63 Of the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994 the act of law clearly gives officers the powers to arrest and seize any organiser of an illegal rave, but the Police Officers did not arrest the Now Claimant on these dates.
· Whether or not they are arrestable
· Whether on private property or common land
· Each location the police and council officers believed a rave to be taking place those officers are to give the accused occupier of the premises a noise abatement notice in the form of a verbal and written warning of notice and no police officer gave any warning notice to the Now Claimant, as he was not the organiser of any event but even so, whomever the police supplied with a Notice and verbale warning complied with the police officers first request and stopped what they called their private party and due to this their behaviour was reasonable with the police officer requests or the police would have arrest their suspect but no police arrest took place
· Whatever reported nuisance police officers become aware of and then afterwards speculated the incident to be an illegal rave taking place the occupiers never continued whether on private land o?


Submissions 16)

	B. The Home Office Guidance: ‘A Guide to antisocial beamer orders’ specifies noise nuisance, particularly when late at night, as an example of anti-social behaviour.



· The Home Office Guidance: ‘A Guide to antisocial beamer orders’ specifies noise nuisance, particularly when late at night, as an example of anti-social behaviour.
· The home office guidance
· Guide to antisocial beamer orders
· Noise nuisance particularly when late at nigh


Submissions 17)

	C. It is submitted that, a person who helps organise or supplies equipment for a rave, where there is loud music late at night (except where there is a licence to do so and/or the music is played on licensed premises), has prana jade done an act in contravention of S.1(l)(a) of the 1998 Act.



· The prosecution has submitted that, a person who helps organise or supplies equipment for a rave, where there is loud music late at night (except where there is a licence to do so and/or the music is played on licensed premises), has prana jade done an act in contravention of S.1(l)(a) of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998.


	Si Notes

	

A. Stand-Alone Applications for ASBOs
· The Government and their victims can apply for an Asbo Order in the "Magistrates' Court Acting in Its Civil Capacity." These orders they can seek "During Related Proceedings in The County Court" and they can request "Without the Need for A Formal Application" and if the Judge Convicts the defendant of an offense in the criminal courts, importantly, regardless of the issuing court, the Asbo remains a Civil Court Order.
· The civil status of ASBOs has implications for the type of court proceedings at which a Judge hears an application. Being civil in nature, these orders allow for the consideration of hearsay and professional witness evidence, a critical feature in protecting those affected by anti-social behaviour.

B. Legal Definition of Anti-Social Behaviour for Obtaining an Order
· Under the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, the Agency seeking the order must Demonstrate Two Key Points:
1+ The defendant behaved in an anti-social manner.
2+ An order is necessary to protect individuals from further anti-social behaviour by the defendant.
· This constitutes the "Two-Stage Test." The Government define a person acting in an "Anti-Social Manner" as behaviour causing or likely to cause harassment, alarm, or distress to persons not of the same household as the perpetrator, a deliberately broad definition to accommodate various circumstances.
· The expression "likely to cause" enables anyone, other than victims, to provide evidence of the behaviour, acknowledging the reluctance of targets to come forward due to fear or intimidation.

C. Standard of Proof
· The House of Lords clarified that ASBOs are civil orders and, therefore, require the criminal standard of proof concerning past acts of anti-social behaviour. This means magistrates must be sure that the defendant acted in an anti-social manner, causing harassment, alarm, or distress to others.
· However, for the second limb of the ASBO test, determining whether an order is necessary to protect people from further anti-social acts, no standard of proof applies. It involves an exercise of judgment or evaluation based on the effect or effect of the behaviour on others. The agency seeking the order need not prove the defendant's intention to cause harassment, alarm, or distress but can disregard behaviour deemed reasonable in the circumstances.

D. The Second Limb of The ASBO Test
· The second limb of the ASBO test "Does Not Involve a Standard of Proof; It Is an Exercise of Judgment or Evaluation" (R (McCann) v Manchester Crown Court [2003] l A.C. 787 at [371]).

E. Case Law and Prohibitions in ASBOs
· The Crown Prosecution ASBO Case handler, Robert Talalay, referenced case law (R v Dean Lioness [2006] 1 Cr. App. II. (S.) 120), where the Court of Appeal provided general guidance on the creation of ASBO prohibitions. Within this guidance, the court specified various occurrences as prohibited. However, the Asbo prohibitions applied by the Judges on the Now Claimant we consider overly harsh and not necessary. The prosecuting team's ASBO and its provisions were based on illegal criminal activities rather than civil case law, treating the Now Claimant as a hardened criminal despite the absence of any criminal activity. Additionally, the risk identified by the Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police did not align with the geographical locations specified in the Asbo Application, rendering the proportions unbalanced.

F. The Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994, Section 63
· The Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994, Section 63, defines the conditions for illegal raves, emphasizing that they must occur on open-air land. Notably, the term "illegal rave" we should not use for indoor events. The prosecution team in the ASBO Case failed to provide evidence that the Now Claimant intended to play music during the night at any of the events in question, a crucial aspect of Section 63. The police also failed to arrest the Now Claimant despite no evidence of him organizing any large-scale raves. The ASBO File Pages submitted by the Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police inaccurately categorized events under laws applicable to outdoor events, not indoor ones.

G. The Licensing Act 2003
· The Licensing Act 2003 governs licensable activities, including certain outdoor events. Events covered by this act must obtain licenses. However, the ASBO Case lacked evidence to suggest the Now Claimant had the intention of making a profit or conducting licensable activities. The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police misapplied the Licensing Act 2003, erroneously applying laws meant for outdoor events to indoor ones. Additionally, private parties on private property within a building do not qualify as illegal raves.

H. Home Office Guidance on Noise Nuisance
· The Home Office Guidance highlights noise nuisance, particularly late at night, as an example of anti-social behaviour.

I. Conclusion on Organizing Raves and Supplying Equipment
· The prosecution asserted that organizing or supplying equipment for a rave with loud music late at night, except where licensed or on licensed premises, constitutes a contravention of Section 1(l)(a) of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998.







Submissions 18)

	D. The Respondent relies on the evidence provided in die witness statements provided by various officers as well as supporting intelligence reports, the page references for this evidence are set out in the appended chronology. 



· The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team relies on the evidence provided in the witness statements provided by various officers as well as supporting intelligence reports, the page references for this evidence are set out in the appended chronology. 
· How can the Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team rely on the evidence provided in the witness statements provided by various officers?
· Then how can the Crown Prosecution Case handler a Robert Talalay use the wording: - “Supporting,” and knowingly continue with no victims after all the Now Claimant had been saying.
· Did a Robert Talalay not find it funny when the Now Claimants and his Litigation Team and/or Support Network were asking him to be able to evaluate the victims at court and he could not provide them.
· The Crown Prosecution knew what they were doing was wrong to the Now Claimant when they were using their supported while fabricated intelligence reports that the Now Claimant and his Litigation Team and/or Support Network were continually pointing out to be frauded. 


Submissions 19)

	E. The court is invited to take particular note of the evidence supporting the conclusion that the Appellant was integrally involved in the organization of raves and/or the supply of equipment:
h) The Appellant was identified by gate security as the organizer of a rave of about 300 people on 07th & 08th of June 2014.
i) (See evidence of Insp. Hamill JR38] and supporting evidence of PS Miles [R36]).
j) The Appellant admitted to Insp. Skinner that he was the organiser of the rave on 7/8 June 2014 [R41].
k) The Appellant admitted to Insp. Skinner that he was the organiser of the rave organised and prevented on 19th of July 2014 [R39, R41].
l) The Appellant admitted to PC Edgoose that he lent his sound equipment for use at raves and that he could get a significant number of people to turn out for a rave [R48, R88]
m) And the Appellant was the organiser of the rave on 09th of August 2014 and provided the sound equipment as well as laughing gas [R42, R44-5, R47]. 
n) When a crowd turned up and tried to force entry, the Appellant encouraged them to break the police line [R43, R45-6].



· “The court is invited to take particular note of the evidence supporting the conclusion that the Now Claimant was integrally involved in the organization of raves and/or the supply of equipment:” -
· The police officers stated that they spoke to people at a gate on the 07th & 08th of June 2014. And ever since y police the persons said this the persons, they spoke to at the gate became invisible and even when the Now Claimant asked for them to be present in the court so, for questioning.
· No gate security names were present in the Asbo Files or Police Notes.

(See evidence of Insp. Hamill JR38] and supporting evidence of PS Miles [R36]).
Insp. Hamill JR38] evidence
PS Miles [R36]) so, called and supporting evidence.

The Now Claimant admitted to Insp. Skinner that he was the organiser of the rave on 7/8 June 2014 [R41].
Another police office and with a high rank named as, an Insp. Skinner

The Now Claimant admitted to Insp. Skinner that he was the organiser of the rave organised and prevented on 19th of July 2014 [R39, R41].
Insp. Skinner again with his higher rank 

The Now Claimant admitted to PC Edgoose that he lent his sound equipment for use at raves and that he could get a considerable number of people to turn out for a rave [R48, R88]
The Now Claimant yet again set up by police. 

And the Now Claimant was the organiser of the rave on 09th of August 2014 and provided the sound equipment as well as laughing gas [R42, R44-5, R47]. 
This is an example of the Crown Prosecution Team making wild speculated guess again when there is no evidence to support his test case claims.

When a crowd turned up and tried to force entry, the Now Claimant encouraged them to break the police line [R43, R45-6].
The Now Claimant Was Wrongly Accused Of encouraged a crowd to break the police line [R43, R45-6]. And gave a good statement of the true fact.
No police provide any form of evidence to support their claims or that of their victims.
Only one police officer says he heard this statement made aloud and he believed it to be the Now Claimants voice out of different people when not in a close vicinity.
Aloe police were wearing police body cams no police officers supplied any video evidence supporting or enforcing this claim.
The police never arrested the Now Claimant for the organisation of illegal raves as they should have because it is a Criminal Offence.


Submissions 20)

	F. The Respondent further relies on the information set out in the intelligence reports and the documents provided to the court in the Respondent’s bundle.



The Crown Prosecution Team further relies on the information set out in the intelligence reports and the documents provided to the court in the Crown Prosecution Team Asbo bundle.
Intelligence Reports
Documents Provided to The Court in The 


Submissions 21)

	G. The evidence show the Appellant has witnessed by many different police officers supplying equipment for or helping to organise a rave.



The evidence show the Now Claimant has witnessed by different police officers supplying equipment for or helping to organise a rave.
witnessed by “Many Different Police Officers” supplying equipment for or helping to organise a rave.

Submissions 22)

	H. The court will be invited to reject the Appellant’s account as to his activities on the relevant, days as not credible.



“The court will be invited to reject the Now Claimant’s account as to his activities on the relevant, days as not credible.”
The prosecutor Robert Talalay invited the court to reject all accounts of the Now Claimant as creditable in a bid to undermine the evidence that the Now Claimants and his Litigation Team and/or Support Network put before himself to aid in a wrongful guilty conviction.


Submissions 23)
The Second Limb of The Test Under Section 1 Of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998

	· The Second Limb of The Test Under Section 1 Of the Act
I. It is first submitted that an ASBO is, in general terms, necessary.
92,



The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team submitted that an ASBO is, in general terms, necessary against The Now Claimant and this is not true because he 
***** 


Submissions 24)

	J. There is a significant body of evidence showing the impact of raves on people who live near where they occur [R51-66, R155-298]. The level of distress that these individuals suffered as a result of the raves organised by the Appellant was high. 'There is a need to prevent these events occurring in the future.



There is a significant body of evidence showing the impact of raves on people who live near where they occur [R51-66, R155-298]. 
The level of distress that these individuals suffered as a result of the raves organised by the Now Claimant was high. 'There is a need to prevent these events occurring in the future.
The Prosecutor states that there is a significant body of evidence that show that the Now Claimants Guilty and this is not true. For a start.
The Frauded Asbo Application is supposed to Show the impact of raves on people who live near where they occur but at no time has the Now Claimant or his litigation team or support network had the opportunity to question the integrity of these none show to Court Supposed to be victims,


Submissions 25)

	K. The ASBO (and interim ASBO beforehand) have been effective. The only time where the. Appellant’s behaviour has improved is when these proceedings were commenced, and it was made clear to the Appellant that his actions could not be tolerated.



The ASBO (and interim ASBO beforehand) have been effective. 
“The only time where the Now Claimant’s behaviour has improved is when these proceedings were commenced, and it was made clear to the Now Claimant that his actions could not be tolerated.”
The Crown Prosecution Team lied when they submitted that the Now Claimant’s behaviour had improved as for a fact, they knew he was innocent of the offences they set him up for and he was on bail conditions for another case for a year prior and stayed in doors on police curfew by order of the Court. 
Arrested on the 25/06/2013 and brought to the “Police Station” and Court.
Won the case on the 01/07/2014 and No more Bail Conditions.


Submissions 26)

	L. "The Appellant has denied the acts alleged by the Respondent. He has shown no acknowledgment or desire to change his ways that might make an ASBO unnecessary.



"The Now Claimant has denied the acts alleged by the Respondent. 
He has shown no acknowledgment or desire to change his ways that might make an ASBO unnecessary.
***** 


Submissions 27)

	M. As to the particular prohibitions on the ASBO, significant effort was made by the Respondent and by the court to ensure that any legitimate business activities that the Appellant wished to undertake would in no way be inhibited by this order. 



The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team submitted: - that as to the particular prohibitions on the ASBO, significant effort was made by themselves and by the court to ensure that any legitimate business activities that the Now Claimant wished to undertake would in no way be inhibited by this order and this is also, not true because it has destroyed his life and company. The Enfield Council and Metropolitan police force understood the fraud they committed against the Now Claimant would have everlasting damaging effects and has damaged any close working relationship they need to have to protect lives at a music event.


Submissions 28)

	N. For the Appellant to provide recorded music to a gathering of people he would either need to have a licence for that event or to provide the music on a licensed premise for fewer than 500 people with, a general licence to play recorded music (see s. 1 and Sch. l of the Licensing Act 2003). 



For the Now Claimant to provide recorded music to a gathering of people he would either need to have a licence for that event or to provide the music on a licensed premise for fewer than five hundred people with, a general licence to play recorded music (see s. 1 and Sch. l of the Licensing Act 2003). 
***** 


Submissions 29)

	O. This order specifically does not preclude him from providing regulated entertainment under the auspices of a valid licence.



This order specifically does not preclude him from providing regulated entertainment under the auspices of a valid licence.
***** 


Submissions 30)

	P. The only amendment that the Respondent would seek is that the words “or s.63(l. A)” be added after the words “s.63(l)” in prohibitions a, b, and c of the ASBO.



“The only amendment that the Respondent would seek is that the words “or s.63(l. A)” be added after the words “s.63(l)” in prohibitions a, b, and c of the ASBO.”
***** 


Submissions 31)

	Q. It is submitted that the terms of the ASBO as drafted are necessary and proportionate in that they should have minimal impact on the Appellant’s life and legitimate business activities.



The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team submitted that the terms of the ASBO as drafted are necessary, and they set them proportionately so, that they: – “Should Have Minimal Impact on The Now Claimant’s Life and Legitimate Business Activities,” and this clearly has not been the case as for a fact the conditions were. 
***** 

	



Robert Talalay at the Chambers of: -
5 Essex Court
Temple, London, EC4Y 9AH
020 7410 2000
clerks@5essexcourt.co.uk
Dated: - 29th January 2016

Who is Robert Talalay?

Hugh Giles (Director)
Metropolitan Police Service
Directorate of Legal Services
New Scotland Yard
Broadway
London
SW1H OBG

Part Two Chronology
Chronology 12/01/2013: a)
Chronology 24/05/2013: a) and b)
Chronology 25/05/2014: a) and b) and c) and d)
Chronology 06+07+08/06/2014: a) and b) and c)
Chronology 20/06/2014: a) and b)
Chronology 19/07/2014: a) and b)
Chronology 24/07/2014: a) and b)
Chronology 27/07/2014: a) and b)
Chronology 09/10/08/14: a) and b) and c)

END



EXTRA PARTS TO FIX

	


Please See [EXHIBIT J37]
a) A
	
The Crime and Disorder Act 1998: General Anti-Social Behaviour Orders.


	
1. – “An application for an order under this section may be made by a relevant authority if it appears to the authority that the following conditions are fulfilled with respect to any person aged ten or over, namely:”-
(a) that the person has acted, since the commencement date, in an anti-social manner, that is to say, in a manner that caused or was likely to cause harassment, alarm or distress to one or more persons not of the same household as himself; and: -
(b) “That such an order is necessary to protect persons in the local government area in which the harassment, alarm or distress was caused or was likely to be caused from further anti-social acts by him:” -

and in this section "relevant authority" means the: - “Council for The Local Government Area,” or any: - “Chief Officer of Police Any Part of Whose Police Area Lies Within That Area.” 
(1) A: - “relevant authority,” shall: - “Not Make Such an Application Without Consulting Each Other Relevant Authority.”
(2) “Such an application shall be made by complaint to the magistrates' court whose commission area includes the place where it is alleged that the harassment, alarm, or distress was caused or was likely to be caused.”
(3) “If, the judge proves such an Asbo application, then the conditions mentioned in subsection (1) as above become fulfilled and the Judge may make an ("anti-social behaviour order") order which then will prohibit the defendant from doing anything described in the Judge’s order ruled.” 
(4) For the purpose of determining whether the prosecuting team has fulfilled the condition mentioned in subsection (1)(a) above, the court shall disregard any act of the defendant which he shows was reasonable in those circumstances. 
(5) “The prohibitions that may be imposed by an anti-social behaviour order are those necessary for the purpose of protecting from further anti-social acts by the defendant”-  
a. persons in the local government area; are.
b. persons in any adjoining local government area specified in the application for the order.
and a relevant authority shall not specify an adjoining local government area in the application without consulting the council for that area and each chief officer of police any part of whose police area lies within that area. 
(6) An anti-social behaviour order shall have effect for a period (not less than two years) specified in the order or until further order. 
(7) Subject to subsection (9) below, the applicant or the defendant may apply by complaint to the court which made an anti-social behaviour order for it to be varied or discharged by a further order. 
(8) “Except with the consent of both parties, no anti-social behaviour order shall be discharged before the end of the period of two years beginning with the date of service of the order.” 
(9) “If without reasonable excuse a person does anything which he is prohibited from doing by an antisocial behaviour order, he shall be liable:”-  
a. on summary conviction, to imprisonment for a term not exceeding six months or to a fine not exceeding the statutory maximum, or to both; and: -
b. “On conviction on indictment, to imprisonment for a term not exceeding five years or to a fine, or to both.”
(10) Where a person is convicted of an offence under subsection (10) above, it shall not be open to the court by or before which he is so convicted to make an order under subsection (1)(b) (conditional discharge) of section 1A of the Powers of Criminal Courts Act 1973 ("the 1973 Act") in respect of the offence.




Please See [EXHIBIT J37]
	
The Now Claimants New Response Dated 07/11/2022.
The Crime and Disorder Act 1998: General Anti-Social Behaviour Orders.


	
1. The Crime and Disorder Act 1998: General Anti-Social Behaviour Orders.
a) Neither the less [ Section 1. ]of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 states: - “That for an Asbo Order to be made it must be accomplished with the following: – “Conditions That Are Fulfilled Withinside of the Asbo Application Are Done So, By Authorities with Respect,” but in the case of The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Teams Vs the Now Claimant the: - “fraud they committed against the Now Claimant and with malicious process does not amount to respect.”
b) [ Section 1a] of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 the Act states that: -
1) The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team are stating that: - “they caught with fake victims the Now Claimant acting in in an anti-social manner and at no point in time did they induce any evidence proving this.
2) In between the commencement date, of their Asbo Application and this would mean that. 
3) The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team are stating that: - “Victims with the police and Enfield Council caught the Now Claimant acting in a manner that caused or was likely to cause harassment, to one or more persons not of the same household as himself.
4) The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team are stating they: - “caught the Now Claimant acting in a manner that caused or was likely to cause harassment, alarm to one or more persons not of the same household as himself and this is untrue or why would they make up fake victims.
5) Or The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team are stating: - “The police and or Council with caught the Now Claimant with fake victims acting in a manner that caused or was likely to cause harassment, distress to one or more persons not of the same household as himself.
c) [ Section 1b ]of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 the Act states that: - “That such an order is necessary to protect persons in the local government area in which the harassment, alarm or distress was caused or was likely to be caused from further anti-social acts by him: and in this section "relevant authority" means the: - “Council for The Local Government Area ,”or any: - “Chief Officer of Police Any Part of Whose Police Area Lies Within That Area.”
1) A
d) [ Section 2] of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 the Act states: - “A: - relevant authority,” shall: - “Not Make Such an Application Without Consulting Each Other Relevant Authority.”
1) A
e) [ Section 3] of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 the Act states: - “Such an application shall be made by complaint to the magistrates' court whose commission area includes the place where it is alleged that the harassment, alarm, or distress was caused or was likely to be caused.”
1) A
f) [ Section 4 ]of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 the Act states: - “If, on such an application, it is proved that the conditions mentioned in subsection (1) above are fulfilled, the magistrates' court may make an order under this section (an "anti-social behaviour order") which prohibits the defendant from doing anything described in the order.”
1) Throughout the Asbo application, the prosecuting team knew that the application was heavily frauded but continued to pursue the Now Claimant. The Judge played a blind eye to all the relevant facts in the case, so, he and the prosecutor with police and Council could wrongly prove the Asbo application against the Now Claimant in Knowing what he was doing with others was illegal. The conditions mentioned in subsection (1) a Judge would understand the Asbo proceedings filed as they were could never fulfil the criteria necessary, in any fair trial.
g) [ Section 5] of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 the Act states: - “For the purpose of determining whether the condition mentioned in subsection (1)(a) above is fulfilled, the court shall disregard any act of the defendant which he shows was reasonable in the circumstances.”
1) A
h) [ Section 6 a & b] of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 the Act states: - “
1) The prohibitions that the Court imposed for an anti-social behaviour order were not necessary for the purpose of protecting victims as the victims are fake people.
 
(a)	persons in the local government area; are
(b)	persons in any adjoining local government area specified in the application for the order.
and a relevant authority shall not specify an adjoining local government area in the application without consulting the council for that area and each chief officer of police any part of whose police area lies within that area.

i) [ Section 7] of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 the Act states: - “An anti-social behaviour order shall have effect for a period (not less than two years) specified in the order or until further order.”
1) A

j) [ Section 8] of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 the Act states: - “Subject to subsection (9) below, the applicant or the defendant may apply by complaint to the court which made an anti-social behaviour order for it to be varied or discharged by a further order.”
1) A

k) [ Section 9] of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 the Act states: - “
1) A
“Except without the consent of both parties:
one. The Enfield Council and 
Two. The Metropolitan Police Force, 
It is against the rule of the law for an anti-social behaviour to “be discharged” before the end of: - “The Period of Two Years,” beginning with the date of service of the order.”

l) [ Section 10 a & b] of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 the Act states: - “
1) A
(10)	If without reasonable excuse a person does anything to which the Asbo prohibits him or her from doing they shall be liable-  
(a)	on summary conviction, to imprisonment for a term not exceeding six months or to a fine not exceeding the statutory maximum, or to both; and:
(b)	“on conviction on indictment, to imprisonment for a term not exceeding five years or to a fine, or to both.”

m) [ Section 11 ]of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 the Act states: - “Where a person is convicted of an offence under subsection (10) above, it shall not be open to the court by or before which he is so convicted to make an order under subsection (1)(b) (conditional discharge) of section 1A of the Powers of Criminal Courts Act 1973 ("the 1973 Act") in respect of the offence.”
1) A

The Document Below IS Headlined As: = “Asbo’s Are Dead, Long Live Asbo’s.”
Which Is Dated The: - “CJM no. 86 December 2011,”
And Published By: - “Centre for Crime and Justice Studies, 2 Langley Lane, Vauxhall, London SW8 1GB.”
1/ On 20th of October 2014, the Government introduced new anti-social behaviour (ASB) sanctions as a Criminal Behaviour Orders (CBOs), and they replaced post-conviction anti-social behaviour orders (ASBOs).
2/ But the Anti-Social Behaviour was already well-known to breach Human Rights.
3/ By the year of 2010, The United Kingdom Government Members Such as Theresa May had already agreed that Asbo infringed civil liberties and pushed for them to as phased out.
4/ The Anti-Social Behaviour: - “Crime and Policing Act 2014,” transferred much of the Court Cases relating to anti-social behaviour from the criminal courts to the civil courts. 
Under the: - “Crime and Policing Act 2014,” Anti-Social Behaviour Orders (Asbo’s) are replaced by: - “ASBIs,” which the Government intended to better tackle the root causes of anti-social behaviour.

Please See [EXHIBIT J37]
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The Document Below IS Headlined As: = “Asbo’s Are Dead, Long Live Asbo’s.”
Which Is Dated The: - “CJM no. 86 December 2011,”
And Published By: - “Centre for Crime and Justice Studies, 2 Langley Lane, Vauxhall, London SW8 1GB.”
5/ Quoted: - “In July 2010 Theresa May, the New Home Secretary in the Coalition government, announced a review of Anti-Social Behaviour Orders (ASBOs),”
6/ Quoted by: - “Theresa May arguing in May 2010 that under New Labour the sanctions against anti- social behaviour were: -
a) Too Complex And:
b) Bureaucratic.
c) There Were Too Many of Them.
d) They Were Too Time Consuming And:
e) Expensive And:
f) They Too Often Criminalised Young People Unnecessarily, Acting as A Conveyor Belt to Serious Crime and Prison’”
7/ Quoted by: - “Theresa Mays speech therefore: - “Held Out a Promise of a Fundamental Reform of Asbo’s,” one that might address: - “Serious Criticisms,” regarding their: - 
a) Effectiveness.
b) Application To Inappropriate Groups and.
8/  Asbo’s due process problems relating to: - 
a) The Use of Hearsay, And:
b) Counterproductive Effects.
9/ Quoted: - “In the Centre for Crime and Justice Study it states: - “It is questionable whether the move from the magistrates’ court to the county court will in itself make a great deal of difference either to recipients of orders or communities.”
10/ Quoted: - “In the Centre for Crime and Justice Study it states: - “The academics have argued for: - “move from the magistrates’ court to the county court, “on the basis that: - “Magistrates pay insufficient regard to the statutory test of necessity when deciding whether to make an order’ and that ‘prohibitions contained in ASBOs made by magistrates are often formulaic and poorly targeted.”
11/ Quoted: - “In the Centre for Crime and Justice Study it states: - “The academics have said the latter failing of ASBOs is in large part due to the orders being granted wholly or largely in the form in which they have been drafted by applicants,” and: - “Since it is likely that applicant local authorities and police forces would continue to draft CPIs, the county court would have to be relied upon to take a restrictive approach, removing overbroad  prohibitions and requirements where appropriate.” 
12/ Quoted: - “In the Centre for Crime and Justice Study it states: - “the change to the proposed standard of proof is more than likely to affect the Judicial system even further, as under the consultation’s proposals, the relevant past anti- social behaviour for a CPI – the same as that necessary for an ASBO, and not necessarily ‘crime’ at all would have to be proved to the civil standard, on the balance of probabilities.
13/ Quoted: - “In the Centre for Crime and Justice Study it states: - “In the  well-known case of McCann (R v Manchester Crown Court, Ex p McCann and others, [2002] UKHL 39), in the face of statutory silence in the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 on the question of the standard of proof, the House of Lords read in the requirement that, as a matter of pragmatism, anti-social behaviour founding an ASBO application should be proved to the criminal standard – that is, beyond reasonable doubt. However, if legislation specified that, for CPIs, the standard was to be the balance of probabilities, the courts would be unlikely to issue a declaration of incompatibility under the Human Rights Act 1998, meaning that the civil standard would apply. The requirement to prove past behaviour to the criminal standard is a high hurdle; its removal will, it is suggested, mean that CPIs will be easier to obtain on limited evidence from professional witnesses, e.g., police officers.”
14/ Quoted: - “***”




· 23 After the Christmas and the New Year's Holidays; 01/01/2016 till the 19/02/2016
1/ On Page Number 5
2/ In (Shane Tony) [2004] 2 Cr. App. R. (S.) 63 (p.343) the Court had stated that the terms of the order: - “Must Be Precise And Capable Of Being Understood By The Offender,” the findings of fact giving rise to the making of the order must be recorded: - “The Order Must Be Explained To The Offender,” the exact terms of the order must be pronounced in open court and a: - “Written Order Must Accurately Reflect The Order As Pronounced.”
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IN THE MATTER OF AN APPEAL AGAINST AN ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR ORDER
BETWEEN:
SIMON CORDELL
Appellant
-and-
THE COMMISSIONER OF POLICE OF THE METROPOLIS
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SKELETON ARGUMENT FOR THE RESPONDENT

· 1C Essex Court
· Hugh Giles (Director)
· Metropolitan Police Service
Directorate of Legal Services
New Scotland Yard
Broadway
London
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Case No A20150064

IN THE WOOD GREEN CROWN COURT
IN THE MATTER OF AN APPEAL AGAINST AN ANTI-SOCIAL
BEHAVIOUR ORDER
BETWEEN:
SIMON CORDELL
Appellant
-and-
THE COMMISSIONER OF POLICE OF THE METROPOLIS
Respondent

CHRONOLOGY
1- 12/01/2013
a) Information pertaining to this date entered by PC Purcell that a vehicle belonging to the Appellant (Ford hocus Silver MA57LDY) was supplying equipment for a rave in Canary Wharf [R152-4]. Appellant accepts attendance but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A3]

2- 24/05/2013
a) Information pertaining to this date entered by PC- Jackson that the Appellant was seen with another individual who told PC- Jackson that they were looking for a place to set up a rave over the ban holiday [R118- 120]. 
b) Appellant’s account at [A4]

3- 25/05/2014
a) Information pertaining to this date entered by PC Hoodless concerning a
b) report that there were trespassers on private premises. 
c) The Appellant was spoken to and had a set of large speakers in his van (White Ford I transit CX52JPZ) [R112-4]. 
d) Appellant accepts attendance but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A4]

4- 06th till the 08/06/2014
a) Police attended and broke up a rave at Progress Way, Enfield. 
b) Evidence of the Appellant’s alleged organisational involvement [R36-41, 110]; impact statements [R51-66]; CAD reports [R155-298]. 
c) Appellant denies attendance on 6 or 8 June 2014 and admits attendance on 7 June 2014 but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A5]
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5- 20/06/2014
a) Rave in Neasden closed down. White Fold Transit CX52JRZ removed from the site [R102]. 
b) Appellant’s account is that he provided sound equipment for a gentleman’s birthday party and was informed the following day that his equipment had been seized [A5, A253-6]

6- 19/07/2014
a) Police attended and closed down a putative rave on Great Cambridge Road, Enfield. Evidence of the Appellant’s alleged organisational involvement [R39-41, R91]. 
b) Appellant’s account is that stopped his car to help a homeless person from being arrested when he was arrested for a breach of the peace; he denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A6]

7- 24/07/2014
a) Conversation reported by PC Edgoose in which the Appellant is alleged to have bragged about organising raves [R48, R88]. 
b) The Appellant’s account is at [A6-7]

8- 27/07/2014
a) Information pertaining to this date entered by PC Chandler that the Appellant driving a White herd transit CX52JRZ was present at powering speakers at a rave on Millmarsh Lane, Enfield [R83-6J.
b) Appellant, accepts attendance at a birthday party but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A7]

9- 09/10/08/14
a) Police attended and broke up a rave on Millmarsh Lane, Pm field.
b) Evidence of the Appellant’s alleged organisational involvement [R42-7, R80-1]. 
c) Appellant accepts attendance at a birthday dinner but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave.
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IN THE WOOD GREEN CROWN COURT
IN THE MATTER OF AN APPEAL AGAINST AN ANTI-SOCIAL
BEHAVIOUR ORDER
BETWEEN:
SIMON CORDELL
Appellant
-and-
THE COMMISSIONER OF POLICE OF THE METROPOLIS
Respondent

CHRONOLOGY
10- 12/01/2013
b) Information pertaining to this date entered by PC Purcell that a vehicle belonging to the Appellant (Ford hocus Silver MA57LDY) was supplying equipment for a rave in Canary Wharf [R152-4]. Appellant accepts attendance but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A3]

11- 24/05/2013
c) Information pertaining to this date entered by PC- Jackson that the Appellant was seen with another individual who told PC- Jackson that they were looking for a place to set up a rave over the ban holiday [R118- 120]. 
d) Appellant’s account at [A4]

12- 25/05/2014
e) Information pertaining to this date entered by PC Hoodless concerning a
f) report that there were trespassers on private premises. 
g) The Appellant was spoken to and had a set of large speakers in his van (White Ford I transit CX52JPZ) [R112-4]. 
h) Appellant accepts attendance but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A4]

13- 06th till the 08/06/2014
d) Police attended and broke up a rave at Progress Way, Enfield. 
e) Evidence of the Appellant’s alleged organisational involvement [R36-41, 110]; impact statements [R51-66]; CAD reports [R155-298]. 
f) Appellant denies attendance on 6 or 8 June 2014 and admits attendance on 7 June 2014 but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A5]

End Of Page
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14- 20/06/2014
c) Rave in Neasden closed down. White Fold Transit CX52JRZ removed from the site [R102]. 
d) Appellant’s account is that he provided sound equipment for a gentleman’s birthday party and was informed the following day that his equipment had been seized [A5, A253-6]

15- 19/07/2014
c) Police attended and closed down a putative rave on Great Cambridge Road, Enfield. Evidence of the Appellant’s alleged organisational involvement [R39-41, R91]. 
d) Appellant’s account is that stopped his car to help a homeless person from being arrested when he was arrested for a breach of the peace; he denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A6]

16- 24/07/2014
c) Conversation reported by PC Edgoose in which the Appellant is alleged to have bragged about organising raves [R48, R88]. 
d) The Appellant’s account is at [A6-7]

17- 27/07/2014
c) Information pertaining to this date entered by PC Chandler that the Appellant driving a White herd transit CX52JRZ was present at powering speakers at a rave on Millmarsh Lane, Enfield [R83-6J.
d) Appellant, accepts attendance at a birthday party but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A7]

18- 09/10/08/14
d) Police attended and broke up a rave on Millmarsh Lane, Pm field.
e) Evidence of the Appellant’s alleged organisational involvement [R42-7, R80-1]. 
f) Appellant accepts attendance at a birthday dinner but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave.

End Of Document
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IN THE WOOD GREEN CROWN COURT

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPEAL AGAINST AN ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR ORDER
BETWEEN:

SIMON CORDELL 
Appellant
-and-
THE COMMISSIONER OF POLICE OF THE METROPOLIS
Respondent
SKELETON ARGUMENT FOR THE RESPONDENT

· References to page numbers are in [square brackets], [AX] being the Appellant’s bundle and [RX] being the Respondent’s bundle.

In response to: -
Robert Talalay at the Chambers of: -
5 Essex Court
Temple, London, EC4Y 9AH
020 7410 2000
· clerks@5essexcourt.co.uk 
· https://5essexcourt.co.uk/our-people/profile/robert-talalay.
Skeleton Argument Dated: - 31st January 2016

Bobby specialises in the areas of: -
a) “Police Law,”
b) “Public Law,”
c) “Human Rights” And 
d) “Civil Liberties,”
e) “Data Protection” And 
f) “Information Law,” 
g) “Malfeasance Claims,” 
h) “Prison Law,” 
i) “Inquests,” 
j) “Personal Injury Claims,” 
k) “Employment Law” And 
l) “Professional Misconduct.”

He accepts instructions in all of Chambers’ main practice areas.

Bobby’s Recent Cases Include: 
· An appeal to the Court of Appeal concerning civil restraint orders and 
a) “Access to Justice.”

· Multiple jury trials for: - “various police forces (including the MPS and GMP) in claims for: - 
a) “False Imprisonment,” 
b) “Data Protection Breaches” And: -
c) “Assault.”

· A high value trial on causation, apportionment, and prognosis in respect of: -
a) “Lifelong Personal Injury.”

· A contested judicial review, led by Jason Beer KC acting for the NPCC, concerning: - 
a) “Police Retention of Criminal Records.”

· An Upper Tribunal information law appeal for the Metropolitan Police concerning the: -
a) “Application Of S.23 FOIA 2000.”

· An appeal to the Court of Appeal, led by Jason Beer KC acting for the NPCC, concerning: -
a) “Police Vetting and Recruitment.”

· A contested judicial review concerning retention by the Metropolitan Police of: - 
a) “A Child’s Data” and 
b) “The Prevent Duty.”

· A contested judicial review on behalf of the prison service concerning: - 
a) “Re-Categorisation of Prisoners.”

· A six-week art.2 inquest for Surrey Police (led by Jason Beer KC) where: -  
a) “A Man Murdered Two Women Using a Shotgun for Which He Had a Licence.”

· An art.2 jury inquest for the Ministry of Justice touching upon: - 
a) “The Death of a Prisoner.”

· Bobby also regularly provides lectures and training on a range of topics including, recently: -
a)  “Claims For Stress at Work,” 
b) “Public Order Policing,” And 
c) “Police Misconduct.”

· Bobby was appointed to the Attorney General’s B Panel of Counsel in August 2022.

· Hugh Giles 
· Now Works For: -
· https://www.capsticks.com/our-people/hugh-giles 
· Hugh Giles was the (Main Director) of Law and Governance and  he did manage the Asbo when he worked for the: -
Metropolitan Police Service
Directorate of Legal Services
New Scotland Yard
Broadway
London
SW1H OBG
· This name being inside of the Prosecution Teams Skeleton proves this and he is therefore responsible. 

AAAAAAAAA

1/ The listing for the Asbo Appeal Hearing, was on the 22-24/02/2016 for three-days.

2/ The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution brought an Asbo Application against the Now Claimant for the “Organisation of Illegal Raves,” the Now Claimant disputed their clams to be true.

3/ The Crown Prosecution had to prove the burden of proof in the two-stage test at the HMM Court Highbury and Islington and with them two stages in the test being:
a) Whether The Appellant Has Acted in An Anti-Social Manner.
b) Whether An ASBO Necessary Recommended.

4/ The Now Claimant Contended that the two-stage test could not be met to the required standards due to:
a) The Application for The ASBO [Rl-3] Being. 

b) The ASBO Made On 04/08/2015 [R13] contained fraudulent Statements of DC Steven Elsmore, The OIC [R14-35]

c) The OIC a DC Steven Elsmore had evidently  frauded his own statement and allowed the submission of other frauded police officers statements inclusive of modifying government protected data.

e) [bookmark: _Hlk118198326]A very large proportion of the Asbo is frauded material set out by the Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution to paint the Now Claimant in a bad light to gain a wrongful guilty conviction that has led to restraints and the demoralising of the now Claimant and this frauded material includes the Statements Of  “R’s” Witnesses [R 36-66]

f) The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution “A’s” Statements [A1-X5] ^ Statements Of “A’s” Witnesses [A16-30, A 258-272] are also, frauded material that they created.

g) [bookmark: _Hlk118201195]When The Crown Prosecution Teams, Asbo Case handler a Robert Talalay [Bracketed] the Skeleton Argument or in other words paginated, chronologically.

Bobby specialises in the areas of: -
m) “Police Law,”
n) “Public Law,”
o) “Human Rights” And 
p) “Civil Liberties,”
q) “Data Protection” And 
r) “Information Law,” 
s) “Malfeasance Claims,” 
t) “Prison Law,” 
u) “Inquests,” 
v) “Personal Injury Claims,” 
w) “Employment Law” And 
x) “Professional Misconduct.”
y) –
z) “False Imprisonment,” 
aa) “Data Protection Breaches” And: -
ab) “Assault.”
ac) “Lifelong Personal Injury.”
ad) “Police Retention of Criminal Records.”
ae) “Application Of S.23 FOIA 2000.”
af) “Police Vetting and Recruitment.”
ag) “A Child’s Data” and 
ah) “The Prevent Duty.”
ai) “Re-Categorisation of Prisoners.”
aj) “A Man Murdered Two Women Using a Shotgun for Which He Had a Licence.”
ak) “The Death of a Prisoner.”
al) “Claims For Stress at Work,” 
am) “Public Order Policing,” And 
an) “Police Misconduct.”

INTRODUCTION
A. The Appellant is appealing against a decision made by the district judge at Highbury Corner Magistrates’ Court on 04th of August 2015 pursuant to S.1 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (“the 1998 Act”) to make him subject to an anti-social behaviour order (ASBO) to last for 5 years.

B. The facts relied upon by the Respondent are set out in the bundle of evidence placed before the court and, in particular, the witness statements of the Respondent’s officers [R.14-35]. 

C. The Appellant has also provided a bundle for this appeal hearing [A],
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D. The Respondent’s case is that the Appellant has been integrally involved in the organisation of raves in London, particularly Enfield, and/or the supply of sound equipment to those raves. 

E. The Respondent relies on each incident set out in the application notice to support his case [Rl-3].
 
F. The Respondent submits that it is necessary for an ASBO to be in place to protect the public from further anti-social acts, specifically the organisation of raves, done by the Appellant.

G. A chronology of events is appended to this Skeleton Argument.



LEGAL FRAMEWORK
THE CROWN PROSECUTION TEAM MEBER A 

H. Whilst the relevant provisions of the 1998 Act were repealed by the Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014, s.21 of that Act provides that these proceedings are unaffected except that, on 23rd of March 2020, the Appellant’s ASBO will automatically become an Injunction under as if made under S.1 of that Act.

I. Section 4 of the 1998 Act provides that an appeal against the making of an ASBO lies to the Crown Court.

J. Section 79(3) of the Senior Courts Act 1981 provides that an appeal to the Crown Court is by way of a re-hearing. 

K. The relevant test, therefore, is that set out in S.1 of the Act.

L. Pursuant to S.1 (4) of the 1998 Act, the court may exercise it discretion and make an ASBO if the two-part test set: out in S.1(l) is satisfied. Section 1(1) states:
b) An application for an order under this section may be made by a relevant: authority if it: appears to the authority that the following conditions are fulfilled with respect to any person aged ID or over, namely that the person has acted, since the commencement date, in an and-social manner, that is to say, in a manner that caused or was likely to cause harassment: alarm or distress to one or more persons not of the same household as himself; and that such an order is necessary to protect relevant persons from further antisocial acts by him.
1. 
2
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M. It is for the Respondent to satisfy the court to the criminal standard that the Appellant has acted in a manner that caused or was likely to cause harassment, alarm, or distress to one or more persons not of the same household as himself. 

N. However, the second limb of the test “does not involve a standard of proof: it is an exercise of judgment or evaluation” (R (McCann) v Manchester Crown Court [2003] l A.C. 787 at [371).

O. In R v Dean lioness [2006] 1 Cr. App. II. (S.) 120, the Court of Appeal provided general guidance as to the creation of prohibitions forming an ASBO, the court held that:
e) prohibitions should be individually tailored to the individual and that each individual prohibition must be necessary [28].
f) An ASBO can include prohibitions not to undertake minor criminal activity that may be covered under separate legislation [30-1]. 
g) However, an ASBO should seek to prevent a person from being able to commit that offence, rather than further penalise him when he does commit it [35]; and:
h) the terms of the ASBO must be proportionate so as to be commensurate with the risk identified [37],

SUBMISSIONS
· The first limb of the test under S. 1 (l)(a) of the 1998 Act
P. The organisation of large-scale raves, whether or not they fall within the parameters of s.63 of the Criminal justice and Public Order Act 1994 and whether on private property or common land, fall within the definition of anti-social behaviour. 

Q. The Home Office Guidance: ‘A Guide to antisocial beamer orders’ specifies noise nuisance, particularly when late at night, as an example of anti-social behaviour.

R. It is submitted that, a person who helps organise or supplies equipment for a rave, where there is loud music late at night (except where there is a licence to do so and/or the music is played on licensed premises), has prana jade done an act in contravention of S.1(l)(a) of the 1998 Act.
3
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S. The Respondent relies on the evidence provided in die witness statements provided by various officers as well as supporting intelligence reports, the page references for this evidence are set out in the appended chronology. 

T. The court is invited to take particular note of the evidence supporting the conclusion that the Appellant was integrally involved in the organization of raves and/or the supply of equipment:
o) The Appellant was identified by gate security as the organizer of a rave of about 300 people on 07th & 08th of June 2014.

p) (See evidence of Insp. Hamill JR38] and supporting evidence of PS Miles [R36]).

q) The Appellant admitted to Insp. Skinner that he was the organiser of the rave on 7/8 June 2014 [R41].

r) The Appellant admitted to Insp. Skinner that he was the organiser of the rave organised and prevented on 19th of July 2014 [R39, R41].

s) The Appellant admitted to PC Edgoose that he lent his sound equipment for use at raves and that he could get a significant number of people to turn out for a rave [R48, R88]

t) And the Appellant was the organiser of the rave on 09th of August 2014 and provided the sound equipment as well as laughing gas [R42, R44-5, R47]. 

u) When a crowd turned up and tried to force entry, the Appellant encouraged them to break the police line [R43, R45-6].

U. The Respondent further relies on the information set out in the intelligence reports and the documents provided to the court in the Respondent’s bundle.

V.  The evidence show the Appellant has witnessed by many different police officers supplying equipment for or helping to organise a rave.

W. The court will be invited to reject the Appellant’s account as to his activities on the relevant, days as not credible.

· The second limb of the test under section 1 of the Act
X. It is first submitted that an ASBO is, in general terms, necessary.
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Y. There is a significant body of evidence showing the impact of raves on people who live near where they occur [R51-66, R155-298]. The level of distress that these individuals suffered as a result of the raves organised by the Appellant was high. 'There is a need to prevent these events occurring in the future.

Z. The ASBO (and interim ASBO beforehand) have been effective. The only time where the. Appellant’s behaviour has improved is when these proceedings were commenced, and it was made clear to the Appellant that his actions could not be tolerated.

AA. "The Appellant has denied the acts alleged by the Respondent. He has shown no acknowledgment or desire to change his ways that might make an ASBO unnecessary.

AB. As to the particular prohibitions on the ASBO, significant effort was made by the Respondent and by the court to ensure that any legitimate business activities that the Appellant wished to undertake would in no way be inhibited by this order. 

AC. For the Appellant to provide recorded music to a gathering of people he would either need to have a licence for that event or to provide the music on a licensed premise for fewer than 500 people with, a general licence to play recorded music (see s. 1 and Sch. l of the Licensing Act 2003). 

AD. This order specifically does not preclude him from providing regulated entertainment under the auspices of a valid licence.

AE. The only amendment that the Respondent would seek is that the words “or s.63(l. A)” be added after the words “s.63(l)” in prohibitions a, b, and c of the ASBO.

AF. It is submitted that the terms of the ASBO as drafted are necessary and proportionate in that they should have minimal impact on the Appellant’s life and legitimate business activities.

[bookmark: _Hlk118198375]Robert Talalay at the Chambers of: -
5 Essex Court
Temple, London, EC4Y 9AH
020 7410 2000
clerks@5essexcourt.co.uk

Dated: - 31st January 2016
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Case No A20150064

IN THE WOOD GREEN CROWN COURT
IN THE MATTER OF AN APPEAL AGAINST AN ANTI-SOCIAL
BEHAVIOUR ORDER
BETWEEN:
SIMON CORDELL
Appellant
-and-
THE COMMISSIONER OF POLICE OF THE METROPOLIS
Respondent

CHRONOLOGY
19- 12/01/2013
c) Information pertaining to this date entered by PC Purcell that a vehicle belonging to the Appellant (Ford hocus Silver MA57LDY) was supplying equipment for a rave in Canary Wharf [R152-4]. Appellant accepts attendance but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A3]

20- 24/05/2013
e) Information pertaining to this date entered by PC- Jackson that the Appellant was seen with another individual who told PC- Jackson that they were looking for a place to set up a rave over the ban holiday [R118- 120]. 
f) Appellant’s account at [A4]

21- 25/05/2014
i) Information pertaining to this date entered by PC Hoodless concerning a
j) report that there were trespassers on private premises. 
k) The Appellant was spoken to and had a set of large speakers in his van (White Ford I transit CX52JPZ) [R112-4]. 
l) Appellant accepts attendance but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A4]

22- 06th till the 08/06/2014
g) Police attended and broke up a rave at Progress Way, Enfield. 
h) Evidence of the Appellant’s alleged organisational involvement [R36-41, 110]; impact statements [R51-66]; CAD reports [R155-298]. 
i) Appellant denies attendance on 6 or 8 June 2014 and admits attendance on 7 June 2014 but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A5]
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23- 20/06/2014
e) Rave in Neasden closed down. White Fold Transit CX52JRZ removed from the site [R102]. 
f) Appellant’s account is that he provided sound equipment for a gentleman’s birthday party and was informed the following day that his equipment had been seized [A5, A253-6]

24- 19/07/2014
e) Police attended and closed down a putative rave on Great Cambridge Road, Enfield. Evidence of the Appellant’s alleged organisational involvement [R39-41, R91]. 
f) Appellant’s account is that stopped his car to help a homeless person from being arrested when he was arrested for a breach of the peace; he denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A6]

25- 24/07/2014
e) Conversation reported by PC Edgoose in which the Appellant is alleged to have bragged about organising raves [R48, R88]. 
f) The Appellant’s account is at [A6-7]

26- 27/07/2014
e) Information pertaining to this date entered by PC Chandler that the Appellant driving a White herd transit CX52JRZ was present at powering speakers at a rave on Millmarsh Lane, Enfield [R83-6J.
f) Appellant, accepts attendance at a birthday party but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave [A7]

27- 09/10/08/14
g) Police attended and broke up a rave on Millmarsh Lane, Pm field.
h) Evidence of the Appellant’s alleged organisational involvement [R42-7, R80-1]. 
i) Appellant accepts attendance at a birthday dinner but denies any organisational/supply role for a rave.
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