


	
1. 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, primarily to: --
1) Address concerns regarding their treatment.
2) 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.”
2+ “The United Kingdom's Laws Must Be Enforceable; Every Individual Should Have the Means to Seek Legal Redress for any unlawful acts committed against them without feeling victimized.”

2. 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: --
1+ Whether The Now Claimant Had Acted in An Anti-Social Manner.
2+ Whether An Asbo Was Necessary and Recommended.
B. Aloe the Courts found the now Claimant guilty; their decision raises concerns as to whether  their decision was made in all fairness of the evidence presented to themselves and this is the reason in part for this claim.

3. Pre-Reading: a) and b) and c)
A. The Now Claimant contested that the prosecution and Court Judges could meet the required standards of the two-stage test due to reasons, including: --
B. Unfairly for the Now Claimant none of these easy to spot claims of his were taken into account no matter how relevant of potential these claims were raised in light of the Court Proceedings and Judicial System, “No Fair Protocols Were Followed Leading to No Fair Mandatory Investigation Taking Place.”
C. When being more specific about of the frauded elements contained inside of Asbo application, that the Now Claimant & Co showed to Official Persons requesting an immediate review, they, and we all Now include the following: --
1+ The Asbo Made On 04/08/2015 [R13] Contained Fraudulent Statements of DC Steven Elsmore, The OIC [R14-35]
2+ The OIC A DC Steven Elsmore Had Frauded His Own Statement When Developing an 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 He as The Police Officer Had Set Him Up For.
3+ The OIC A DC Steven Elsmore Also, Allowed Other Police Officer to Fraud or Him Himself Took a Place in The Modifying of Those Police Officers Statements in Knowing That He Was Illegally Modifying Government Protected Data.



4+ An exceptionally large proportion of the Asbo is substantial frauded as material set out in the 



5+ [bookmark: _Hlk118198326] 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]
6+ 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.
7+ [bookmark: _Hlk118201195]When The Crown Prosecution Teams, Asbo Case handler 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: -
8+ [bookmark: _Hlk118202310][“R’s” Witnesses R 36-66], [“A’s” Statements], [“A’s” Witnesses], were all not in fact real people that could attend court to be tested by The Now Claimants and his Litigation Team and/or Support Network in front of a Judge or Jury and as a member of the Attorney General’s B Panel and therefore acting on behalf of that Counsel Robert Talalay working since August 2022 must have understood the probations permitting the abuse of “Public Law Sectors.” 

D. It Is Important to Remember All Key Factors of Abuse Such As: --
· The Crown Prosecution's ASBO Case handler, Robert Talalay, bracketed the Skeleton Argument, indicating his understanding that "R's" witnesses, "A's" statements, and "A's" witnesses were not real individuals who could attend court for scrutiny by the Now Claimant and his Litigation Team and/or Support Network. 
· Robert Talalay actions as a member of the Attorney General's B Panel allowed for the abuse of "Public Law Sectors."

4. Introduction 1)
A. [bookmark: _Hlk118801370]The Now Claimant is appealing against the 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 and not to run concurrent with prior preliminary lost court time .
	[bookmark: _Hlk118801234]Judge s Name: 06/10/2014
	Defendant Judge Pigott?
Defendant Judge Cordell?
Defendant Judge Williams?

	Judge s Name: 22/10/2014
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk118801246]Judge s Name: 05/11/2014
	District Judge Newham

	Judge s Name: 10/03/2015

	District Judge Williams

	Judge s Name:
03/08/2015 & 04/08/2015 Mag Trial
	Defendant Judge Pigott



· 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. 
	[bookmark: _Hlk118801271]Judge s Name: 26/10/2015
	His Honour Judge Shaun Lyons CBE


	Judge s Name: 09/11/2015
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk118801289]Judge s Name: 19/02/2016
	HHJ Sean Morris

	Judge s Name: 22/02/2016
	HHJ Pawlak

	Judge s Name: 04/04/2016
	HHJ Pawlak

	[bookmark: _Hlk118801300]Judge s Name: 16/09/2016
	HHJ Noel Lucas KC

	Judge s Name:
21/09/2016 + 22/09/2016
	HHJ Pawlak

	Judge s Name: 26/09/2016
	HHJ Pawlak

	Judge s Name: 14/10/2016
	HHJ Pawlak

	Judge s Name: 19/10/2016
	HHJ Pawlak

	Judge s Name: 25/10/2016
	HHJ Pawlak]


	Judge s Name:
17/01/2017 + 18/01/2017 + 19/01/2017
	HHJ Pawlak


	[bookmark: _Hlk118801310]Judge Justice 1:
	Raja Bashhm

	Judge Justice 2:
	Allan Bevon



· [bookmark: _Hlk118801320]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.”) 
	Judge s Name:
	



5. Introduction 2)
A. “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 relied upon in [R.14-35].
· “Notably, the Witness Statements were questioned, for their authenticity due to some of the  reasons as noted below”: --
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.
· The Now Claimants and his Litigation Team and/or Support Network provided a response 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.
· [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 explaining: - “A Non-Guilty Verdict,” as the response to Asbo Bundle contained the following vital elements within its factual and therefore true evidence: 
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 made aware of but failed to consider, potentially infringing on the Now Claimant's civil liberties as has happened.
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.

6. Introduction 3)
A. The Enfield Council and Metropolitan Police and the Crown Prosecution Team altered the direction of the Asbo case throughout proceeding to suit their own needs, as, when the Now Claimants and his Litigation Team and Support Network frequently demonstrated to the  Council and Police that they had filed the Asbo Court Order erroneously they failed to file a new Asbo Application fulfilling the requirements accurately to the Courts and then on the Now Claimant.
· 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 indexed under: - “Introduction,” Sections: - “Three,” to mislead the Judge and Now Claimant.
· Police And Council Provided False Claims & Frauded Documents: -- 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.

7. Introduction 4)
A. 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 [Rl-3,] but failed to provide victims or witness other than police officers at Court.

8. Introduction 5)
A. 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.
9. Introduction 6)
A. The prosecutor adduced a chronology list of events appended to their Skeleton Argument and this list the Now Claimant has amended as below. 

10. Legal Framework 7 & 8 & 9)
A. The Crown Prosecution Case handler a Robert Talalay referenced: - “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 how about the: - “Laws,” pertaining to the: - repealed Anti-social Behaviour Acts of stationery obligations in pursuit of the: - “Crime and Disorder Act 1998,”
· Due to Being a Specialist in The Areas 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 missed the facts listed below and contained in this document?
· 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 pol\icy as it was the Government who replaced the provisions to the Crime and Policing Act 2014, 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 with: - “More Effective Powers,” to: - “Tackle Anti-Social Behaviour,” that the Government said 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 artifact 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.

11. Legal Framework 8)
A. 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.
B. 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.”
C. 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.

12. Grounds 
A. 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.

13. Legal Framework 9) 
A. “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.

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

14. Legal Framework 10)
A. 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.

15. Legal Framework 11) a) 
A. 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.

Legal Framework 11) 
• The prosecutor, Robert Talalay, relied on the now repealed 1998 Act rather than the 2014 Act.

16. Legal Framework 12)
A. “It is for the Respondent to satisfy the court to the criminal standard.”
· It is for the Respondent to satisfy the court to the criminal standard that the Now Claimant 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 but no persons from any other households would attend court for the Now Claimants Legal team to Contend against. 
· The criminal standard would mean that officers warned, fined, or arrested a person but officers never done any of the past tense to the Now Claimant.
· The balance of probabilities only applies to civil law matters. 
· You will have heard of the more-famous criminal law standard of proof: beyond reasonable doubt. 
· Just as it sounds, it is a much higher standard of proof than the balance of probabilities civil law has to meet.

17. Published By the: - “Home Office Communication Directorate March 2003.”
A. The Document Below IS Headlined As: - “A Guide to Anti-Social Behaviour Orders and Acceptable Behaviour Contracts.”
--
1) ASBOs are civil orders that exist to protect the public from behaviour that causes or is likely to cause harassment, alarm, or distress. 
2) An order contains conditions prohibiting the offender from specific anti-social acts or entering: - “Defined Areas” and is: - “Effective for A Minimum of Two Years.” 
3) The orders are not criminal penalties and: - “Are Not Intended to Punish the Offender.” 
4) Officials should not view an Order as a last resort option.


P. Legal Framework 13) 
• The Now Claimant presented evidence to counter the allegations made against him.

Q. Legal Framework 15 & 16) 
• The prosecutor, Robert Talalay, claimed the Now Claimant could not appeal the decision made by the Highbury Corner Magistrates' Court.
R. Legal Framework 16) 
• The Now Claimants Soliciting Team reiterated that the Now Claimant should have had a proper opportunity to appeal.
S. Legal Framework 19) 
• The Now Claimant contended that the court should not have imposed an ASBO without meeting the two-stage test.
T. Legal Framework 21)
 • The Now Claimant highlighted the significance to the police of them making him aware of the nature of the case they brought to Court against him.
U. Legal Framework 22) 
• The Now Claimant questioned the impartiality of the Magistrates Court proceedings.
V. Legal Framework 23)
 • The Now Claimant questioned the impartiality of the Crown Court proceedings.
W. Legal Framework 24) 
• The Now Claimant contended that the prosecutor, Robert Talalay, failed to fulfil his obligations.
X. Legal Framework 27) 
• The Now Claimant questioned the reliance on unverified and fraudulent statements in the ASBO application.
Y. Legal Framework 28) 
• The Now Claimant questioned the inclusion of inaccurate and prejudicial material in the ASBO application.
Z. Legal Framework 29) 
• The Now Claimant questioned the prosecutor's judgment and the risk of creating a dangerous precedent by allowing unverified material to influence a court's decision.
AA. Legal Framework 30) 
• The Now Claimant contended that the prosecutor, Robert Talalay, ought to have struck out the misleading elements of the ASBO application.
BB. Legal Framework 31) 
• The Now Claimant questioned the prosecutor's judgment in continuing the ASBO application despite knowledge of inaccuracies.
CC. Legal Framework 32)
 • The Now Claimant contended that the prosecutor, Robert Talalay, ought to have corrected the ASBO application.
DD. Legal Framework 33) 
• The Now Claimant challenged the authenticity of "R's" witnesses and "A's" statements and witnesses.
EE. Legal Framework 34) 
• The Now Claimant raised concerns over the genuineness of the ASBO application.
FF. Legal Framework 35)
 • The Now Claimant questioned the prosecutor's judgment and whether he allowed an abuse of the "Public Law Sectors."
GG. Legal Framework 36) 
• The Now Claimant argued that there may have been a violation of his human rights.
HH. Legal Framework 37) 
• The Now Claimant contended that it was the prosecutor's duty to strike out elements of the ASBO application that were misleading or untrue.
II. Legal Framework 38) 
• The Now Claimant contended that the prosecutor's judgment in allowing misleading elements to stand was questionable.
JJ. Legal Framework 39) 
• The Now Claimant questioned the prosecutor's willingness to continue with the ASBO application.
KK. Legal Framework 40) 
• The Now Claimant questioned the Crown Prosecution Team's conduct in the matter.
LL. Conclusion 
• The Now Claimant maintained that the Courts and alike had all not maintained justice as fairly served and that they have by finding him wrongly guilty entitled him to a fair and impartial hearing.
MM. Comments on the Skeleton Argument 
•We must critique the prosecutor, Robert Talalay for the inaccuracies and bias actions in the Skeleton Argument.
NN. Next Steps
 • The Now Claimant indicated his intention to appeal the decision of the Highbury Corner Magistrates' Court, but also expressed concerns over the impartiality of the judicial process.
OO. Appendices 
• The Now Claimant submitted evidence in support of his claims.
Simon Cordell's Response to the Crown Prosecution Team Skeleton Argument provides a detailed overview of the issues surrounding the ASBO application and the Now Claimant's appeal. It highlights various grounds for appeal, questions the authenticity and accuracy of evidence presented, and raises concerns about potential bias and misconduct on the part of the Crown Prosecution Team. The response emphasizes the importance of upholding justice and protecting the rights of individuals within the legal system.



· Stand-Alone Applications for ASBOs the Government and victims make to the: - “Magistrates’ Court Acting in Its Civil Capacity.” 
· The Stand-Alone Asbo Application Official & Civil Persons can apply for: - in The County Court;” and request: - “Without the Need for A Formal Application” if: - “A Defendant Is Convicted of An Offence in The Criminal Courts.” 
· “It Remains a Civil Order Irrespective of The Issuing Court.”

· The: - “Civil Status of Asbo’s” has: - “Implications” for the: - “Type of Court Proceedings at Which Applications Are Heard.” 
· The civil nature of the order means that the courts can here hearsay and professional witness evidence but they cannot rely solely on hearsay.
· This is an extremely important feature of ASBOs because those subjected to the anti-social behaviour or those reporting the behaviour the Government can protected (see page 28).

Legal definition of anti-social behaviour for the purpose of obtaining an order
· Under the terms of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 the agency applying for the order must show that:
· the defendant behaved in an anti-social manner and
· an order is necessary for the protection of persons from further anti-social behaviour by the defendant.

· This is the “Two Stage Test.” Section 1(1) of the Act defines acting in an “Anti-Social Manner” as “A Manner That Caused or Was Likely to Cause Harassment, Alarm or Distress to One Or More Persons Not of The Same Household” as the perpetrator. The definition is intentionally wide ranging in its definition of use by official persons to allow for the orders they use to withstand the test of time against case brought to the Court but this does not mean that it defines all categories brought to the court correctly, as has happened in the case of the Now Claimant raised in this document.

· The expression “Likely to Cause” has the effect that someone other than a victim of the anti-social behaviour can give evidence of its occurrence. “This is intended specifically to validate the use of professionals as witnesses where those targeted by the behaviour feel unable to come forward, for example, for fear of reprisals or intimidation.”

Standard of Proof
· The House of Lords confirmed in the case of McCann3 that ASBOs were civil orders and set out the law on the standard of proof as follows: “They [Magistrates] Must in All Cases Under Section 1 Apply the Criminal Standard… It Will Be Sufficient for The Magistrates, When Applying Section 1(1)(A) To Be Sure That the Defendant Has Acted in An Anti-Social Manner, Which Is to Say in A Manner Which Caused or Was Likely to Cause Harassment, Alarm, Or Distress to One Or More Persons Not of The Same Household as Himself.” (Lord Steyn, paragraph 37)

· This means that the criminal standard of proof applies to the past acts of anti-social behaviour alleged against the defendant.

· House of Lords, Clingham (formerly C (a minor)) v Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (on Appeal from a Divisional Court of the Queen’s Bench Division); Regina v Crown Court at Manchester Ex p McCann (FC) and Others (FC), October 2002

· However, Lord Steyn went on to explain, “The Inquiry Under Section 1(1)(B), Namely That Such an Order Is Necessary to Protect Persons from Further Anti-Social Acts by Him, Does Not Involve a Standard of Proof: It Is an Exercise of Judgement or Evaluation.”
· The Lord Steyn noted that it is the: - “Effect or Likely Effect” of the behaviour on other people that determines whether the behaviour is anti-social. The agency applying for the order does not have to prove an intention on the part of the defendant to cause harassment, alarm, or distress.

· The Court will, however, disregard any behaviour shown to be reasonable in the circumstances under section 1(5) of the 1998 Act.

“The Second Limb of The Asbo Test!”
Legal Framework 13)
· 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).

Legal Framework 14) a) and b) and c) and d)
· 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],

Submissions 15)
· The first limb of the test under S. 1 (l)(a) of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998
· 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%20
Page%204%20Flip%20Books%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.
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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


This is the end of the table: --


· 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 a 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)
· 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)
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.



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.
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:
The defendant behaved in an anti-social manner.
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.
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.
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]).
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.
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.
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.
Home Office Guidance on Noise Nuisance
The Home Office Guidance highlights noise nuisance, particularly late at night, as an example of anti-social behaviour.
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)
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)
“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)
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)
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)
“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.

The Second Limb of The Test Under Section 1 Of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998
Submissions 23)
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)
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)
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)
"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)
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)
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)
This order specifically does not preclude him from providing regulated entertainment under the auspices of a valid licence.
***** 
Submissions 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.”
***** 
Submissions 31)
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. 
***** 

[bookmark: _Hlk118198375]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)
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