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The truth can watit, for it lives a long life.

Schopenhauer

..personal prejudice and financial greed are the two great evils
that threaten courts of law, and once they get the upper hand they

immediately hamstring society, by destroying all justice.

St Thomas More
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Prologue

The website britishinjustice.com came into being
followingasequence of crimes unprecedentedin British
law. Misplaced trust and respect for the powers-that-
be in the eyes of the ignorant British layperson such as
myself left me all but a corpse — but | have now risen
from the dead to tell this true story to mankind.

From the 1970s through to the 1990s the biggest ever
country-wide property fraud took place through the
vehicle of Victorian-erahouses being converted into flats.
Unscrupulous small-time operators started operating in
towns like Richmond and Twickenham in England.

A new criminal cabal emerged to exploit this property
bonanza comprising property speculators, surveyors
andsolicitorsonfirstnametermswiththemanagement
of local government and their legal sections with a
direct line to the local police Chief Superintendent
and the head clerks of the local civil and magistrates’
courts.

A financial windfall ensued for banks: - with
endowment insurance policies and mortgages being
signed off by legal firms and small-time solicitors
utilizing tame building surveyors. Thousands of leases
were negotiated through solicitors administered —
deliberately defective in title but unknown to the
purchaser -

deliberate poisoned chalices to provoke future disputes
to force original objectives — breach of the lease
used as coercion. Of course, local governments were
implicated in ALL of these scams since these projects
would require planning permission overseen by their
in-house Legal Sections.

As campaigner Mr Richard Meacock found out
(Richmond Ice Rink fraud) in his ignorance of legalese
for which he paid with his life - that if you take on Local
authorities such as the London Borough of Richmond
upon Thames council it will turn out to be a fool's
errand. They are protected by a spider’'s web of titled
officers of the British High Court, legal sections in
corporate money lending, the police and all aspects of
the British courts services up to the Judiciary.

Meacock diedapremature death under this systemthat
wore him down and robbed him of a million pounds in
legal costs with the full complicity of Dr Vincent Cable
MP of the Liberal Democrats. As Minister for Business
Cable also turned his back on some 50 local sub-
postmasters during the infamous Horizon post office
scandal. He also turned his back on me and many other
residents even in written communiques whom he
thusly forced into bankruptcy - brought about by anin-
house protection racket operated by the Law Society
and the Bar Council in their hallowed residences of the
British courts. These operators being on first name
terms with presiding Judges.

A case in point is Mr David Keegan, Civil Servant of the
Brighton Legal Aid Board, who implemented against
me the biggest ever Insurance fraud ever inflicted on
the British public. That the Legal Aid board and the
Solicitors Indemnity Insurance Fund were co-founded
in 1947 by Law Society was no fluke — the purpose being
to exonerate fraud by solicitors in collusion with local
government-mortgage companies, banks, property
developers and the Inland Revenue. britishinjustice.
com exposes the evidence that proves that these
bodies were set up in a partnership with the British
Legal Aid Boards and the Government department of
Official Receivers, both aligned with the High Court in
bankruptcy civil section of the Thomas More Building
of the grandiose Royal Courts of Justice in London.

We present evidence that all Legal Aid certificates in
respect of solicitor negligence cases (that is, criminal
cases) are themselves an act of criminal deception
against many thousands of British litigants. All these
litigants were criminally deceived to believe they were
being assisted butinreality were being put to the sword
after a two year standard litigation period so solicitors
could line their pockets under a pre-perfected system.
The Legal Aid certificate in these cases was nothing
more than a blackmail tool to be used after typically
a two-year period to shut down victims for a derisory
settlement. This perfected methodology invariably
covered up evidence — of which the victim was generally
oblivious - of solicitor’s criminal malfeasance.

Just as a fly becomes trapped in a spider's web there
was to be no escape - any refusal to comply carried
the blackmail threat of withdrawal of the legal Aid
certificate with the then-inevitable oblivion to follow.
Resistance — as in my case — triggered the nuclear
option of a specialist civil court such as Kingston
County Court in Surrey England, the latter with court
manager Mr Lionel Davies overseeing the slaughter.
Court managers such as this individual operate as
intermediaries between Judges and barristers to
smooth the passage of the “Legally Aided"” victims to
the slow death of anonymous poverty.

This individual also orchestrated an illegal Police raid
on my home in 2006 on spurious charges - which were
never in fact tried — with the real purpose of searching
for and stealing what they believed to be the only
extant copy of building plans proving fraud on the part
of Richmond Council. This episode is detailed in Section
6 of this dossier.

The Epilogue to this dossier contains final proof — which
has only recently come to light — of this widespread
criminal conspiracy against my person initiated in
Richmond Council which has taken some twenty vears
of research to finally uncover. A letter from my local MP
Munira Wilson constitutes the “smoking gun” in which
she inadvertently reveals the extent of the criminal
conspiracy against my person. Having received from
me a copy of this dossier, the reader might reasonably
think that my local MP Munira Wilson would work
vigorously on my behalf to assist me in attaining
justice. Instead, having realized her mistake, she is now
ignoring all correspondence from me in violation of her
constitutional obligations as a Member of Parliament
to represent her constituents.

This scandal is at least as profound and as far-reaching
in it's implications as the Post Office Horizon scandal
currently being played out in Parliament and courts of
law — and like a plurality of courageous postmasters
and mistresses - my fight for justice goes on.
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Introduction

The following true story begins with the inner workings of the
London Borough Richmond upon Thames. It is a template for all
local governments across the country based on factual evidence. In
the 1960s to the 1990s the biggest transformation of housing took
place in the splitting of houses into leasehold flats and with it the
biggest wave of leasehold fraud ever inflicted on unsuspecting new
leaseholders. Thousands of legal sitting tenants were subject to (illegal)
solicitor notices to quit. Operating these multiple frauds were solicitors
and planning sections of local government using outside civil sections
such as the Guilford and Telford Land registry in league with banks and
mortgage lenders. The boiler room being the legal sections of local
government that connects with the legal establishment including the
courts. It is for the stimulation of new money whereby the general
public blindly take all the financial risk (and in some cases suffer criminal
coercion) to feed the economy, with the establishment orchestrators
profiting regardless of the final outcome.

| was brought up to believe that we are all equal in the eyes of the
law and Parliament. | was wrong. In 1988 | purchased a property in
Haggard Road Twickenham that led me to take a particular interest in
the introduction of C.P.Z (parking restrictions) in Twickenham for which
residents had a vote. This included Haggard and Amyand Park Road -
who voted a resounding NO.

In 1990 LBRUT set about crushing the NO vote. It installed a limited
section of parking pay meters to Haggard Road and Amyand Park
Road. Six years later in 1996 — despite another NO vote - it extended
bays and parking restrictions the whole length of both roads. It gave
the lie that “No challenge” had been made to the first phase installed
(under the six-year rule).

Upon investigation by myself to Bob Alker (head of transport) |
uncovered that LBRUT had NOT applied in 1989 to the Secretary of

State for planning permission. Effectively LBRUT had obtained parking
revenue for six years from residents and visitors and parking permits
illegally as it still does today. Its guardian is its legal section with its foot
in the door of the British County Courts and the Magistrates courts.
This was the same system that took command of my life for fifteen
years (and my ex-partner). My evidence shows that the County Courts
and the Magistrates Courts are used as a filtering system by the civil
and legal establishment which includes Local Government and the
Metropolitan police.

There are half a million ageing British citizens still alive today who
will resonate with this true story who were fraudulently robbed by
the legal profession using the British Legal Aid boards and the British
courts. This state of affairs is why High Court Judiciary has now washed
its dirty hands from association with bankruptcy operating through
the Government Department of Official Receivers run by In-house
protection racketeer barristers masquerading as High Court registrars
and deputies. This system is analogous to the Metropolitan police who
withdrew from front line scrutiny in police stations employing local
government “civils” to man their reception desks.

| challenge the following organisations to face me in a public debate
to refute my evidence and writings against a charge of Treason and
subversive acts against Parliamentary Law: Barlow Lyle and Gilbert
solicitors, David Keegan of the Brighton Legal Aid Board, Kingston Court
managers Lionel Davies and Stephen Piggot. Lord Chancellor & Justice
Secretary Alex Chalk MP. LBRUT council and the Halifax PLC and the
Government Department of Official Receivers. The Metropolitan Police
and the Justice Ministry that runs the British Courts. This system has
been protected by the British mainstream media who have refused to
report on my true writings - until now...
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Section 1
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This dossier is presented by Mr Paul Jeager of 3 Trinity Court, Vicarage
Road, Twickenham, Middlesex. This treatise uses evidence taken from
actual conveyancefiles writtenin 1988 by Stone Rowe Brewer Solicitors
(Twickenham) that was further used by solicitor Sean Jeremy Wilkins of
Owen White & Catlin in bringing the case Jeager-v-Bates (1996)

Additionally new evidence was inadvertently supplied to me on 19th
August 2018 by the planning department of the London Borough of
Richmond upon Thames (LBRUT) Council and its Legal Section. It was
this evidence purposely withheld from the case files of Jeager-v-Bates
that proves LBRUT and my conveyance solicitors did in 1988 enter me
into a fraudulent property purchase of a basement property using the
LBRUT planning department in 1988 in a sophisticated planning fraud.
This evidence is now on the record and consequently should lead to a
police criminal investigation.

For me the evidence presented here closes what is a 32 year-old case
history during which my suspicions of malfeasance have finally been
proven correct.

In 1988 two firms of Twickenham solicitors, Stone Rowe Brewer and
Edward Fail Neil & Co, along with the LBRUT planning department,
entered me into a fraudulent property purchase conveyance.

They did so by using peer inducement techniques, which constitutes
criminal coercion. Subsequently, they produced illegal documentation
to coerce me to purchase a basement property to the main house
situated at 2 Haggard Road, Twickenham. The freehold of the property
was owned at the time by Mrs Dorothy Bates.

From September 1987 to September 1998 | spent some twenty
thousand pounds on building works and structural alterations
incorrectly believing | had a legal entitlement to do so.

In September 1989 | moved into the property | had converted to a
bedsit flat with my partner Sarah Monkton which was then falsely
ascribed as 2A Haggard Road Twickenham. | could not fully complete
the internal conversion works due to major building works agreed to
take place in the freeholder's back garden. The brief in the contract was
to excavate in volume and build two new basement brick extensions
and to construct a self-contained back courtyard with a side-staircase
to the upper level.

In 1985 | was already acquainted with Mrs Dorothy (Dot) Bates who was
the mother of a close friend. | was already aware she owned a house
containing a basement to the upper house which was in a dilapidated
condition. | had previously carried out some maintenance work to her
home including to the basement.

The basement had no separate amenities to sustain life and was void of
mains electricity, gas, water, orinternal-run sewage pipe. The basement
front window and entrance door had been bricked-up in 1960 and the
front stairwell to the basement had been infilled with earth, becoming
part of the front garden to the upper house. Entrance to the basement
was from the back garden down a shallow stairwell to a back door of a
small scullery kitchen containing just a Victorian-era sink.

Unbeknown to me at this time the basement property had been
condemned as unfit for human habitation by LBRUT and consequently
was zero-rated for local authority rates from 1961. On 22th May 1987
| drew up an agreement on my headed note paper Jeager General
Building to purchase the basement property to the upper house.
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Attachment 1: The agreement dated 22.5.87 with Mrs Bates.

Under contract law, such an agreement is binding between all parties
as established in case law (Steadman v Steadman, 1974). Ms Bates
went on holiday in August 1987 for three weeks with family. After
consultation with her three sons, Mrs Bates accepted the agreement
On 2nd September 1987.

During August 1987 | also went on a holiday for two weeks with a
friend (Mr Roger May) using Holidayfax Airlines travel agency — the
relevance of this coincidence is discussed below.

The return flight home on the last Saturday of the month was over-
booked. We were consequently left stranded in Spain for 48 hours. We
arrived at South End Airport instead of Gatwick the following Sunday
evening getting a taxi back to Twickenham.

| phoned Stone Rowe Brewer Saolicitors in Twickenham to speak with
solicitor Mr Paul McNutt. | was acquainted with Mr McNutt since he
had advised me during mid-1987 on the proposal - which was to
become a legally binding contract - agreed with Mrs Bates for approval
of purchase of the basement of the house. | spoke to Secretary Gina
Rosemary Bassett who was the legal secretary to the four senior
partners of Stone Rowe Brewer solicitors.

Solicitor McNutt was on holiday at the time so an appointment was
made to discuss my Holidayfax Airlines claim on 11 November 1987.
Mrs Bates arrived back from holiday on 2nd September 1987. She
agreed my proposal to purchase the basement flat having discussed it
with her sons.

Section 1: Contractual Fraud
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Mrs Bates instructed her solicitor Mr Thomas Bluet of the firm Edward
Fail Neil & Co that same week to proceed with the contract to purchase.
lin turn again phoned Secretary Gina Rosemary Bassett asking her for
a further appointment with Paul McNutt to instruct on the property
purchase of the basement to 2 Haggard Road. Ms Bassett asked me to
come in to the office with the agreement and she stated that solicitor
Paul McNutt would deal with it during the same appointment of 11th
November 1987 made for the Holiday Fax case. This is against Law
Society regulations.

Also in September Mrs Bates instructed me to clear the basement of
various accumulated debris. Accordingly, | purchased a shed and also
paid for two builders skips employing two men to clear the basement
that including the blown concrete floors and plaster coverings to the
basement flat. The bricks were collected from collapsed walls and part
chimney breasts to be re-used in the internal building re-development.

| duly met with Paul McNutt on the agreed date during which meeting
| instructed McNutt on both matters. He subsequently executed
my instructions relating to the travel agency but failed to record
the instructions relating to the property purchase as detailed in my
proposal to Mrs Bates of 22/5/87 (Attachment 1). This again violates
Law Society regulations.

By the time of this meeting it was already known to McNutt that | had
begun work the previous month with substantial outlays of money. He
should have informed me that in fact there was no legal framework
to bring the contract to fruition but deliberately failed to do so. What
McNutt purposely concealed was that under the law contracts relating
to freehold developments and leasehold agreements are MUTUALLY
exclusive — which McNutt was forced to reveal some 3 years later, as
discussed in this dossier.
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Mrs Bates had by this time also decided to renege on the contractual
agreement for my ownership of a substantial proportion of the land
referred to in the contract. The conspiracy to conceal all work relating
to the contract and to formulate a false leasehold agreement began at
this point. The plan was to have me complete all of the works illegally
so that a new lease could eventually be drawn up for a property entity
which at that time did not exist.

Parking zonation was about to be introduced by LBRUT council at this
time and Mrs Bates instructed for her front garden to be excavated for
the laying of a concrete hardstanding for car parking as agreed in my
contract. At the same time the front entrance stairwell was dug out
exposing the bricked up front door and window. | paid LBRUT traffic
department the costs of installing a vehicular pavement crossing to
the front hardstanding of 2 Haggard Road. Prior to the 11th November
1987 meeting with solicitor McNutt, | had already spent some £1,500
in pursuance of the contract (see Attachment 2).

The law states that no leasehold agreement can be formulated on a
property unless the said property is fully habitable with all necessary
amenities already in place and registered for the purpose of assessment
of rateable value. In this case no valid leasehold agreement existed.

It is now clear that a necessarily fraudulent leasehold agreement was
drawn up by Stone Rowe Brewer. The property was not habitable and
in any event the infrastructure referred to in the lease plan did not then
exist. The motive for drawing up this invalid lease — a full year after the
contract was agreed — was evidently to deny me ownership of 2 plots
of land referred to in the contract. Additionally, execution of any part
of the contract would then be an automatic breach of this fraudulent
leasehold agreement!

These recorded works were completed to the instruction of Ms Bates
directly after she had instructed her solicitors with the contract
(Attachment 1). The listed works constitute a record of mutually-
agreed effort undertaken between September 1987 and November
1987. It was agreed with Mrs Bates in good faith at the time that these
works would form part-payment in lieu of a deposit for the purchase
price of basement property.

Section 1: Contractual Fraud

Solicitors had verbally agreed to deduct these costs by my submitting
invoices to be deducted from the mortgage purchase cheque. In fact,
this proved to be another deception and | was never reimbursed for
an outlay of some £5,000 relating to these works, in breach of my
contractual rights.

] ] ) 9 -1a lcam -4 L0
[ 3“_‘*__5’:&?%&"&9_;&?“%“& e R
t=_-—'—-‘\ﬁ:.=flu=|—___]_—=._
1 jEﬂnH‘r MOADE % ; -

I P‘.{”;‘ET“‘* el T eTude .'1}.:5.*"- =0 | SR ties BAves Srodiatofa Lot B

skars §l 26 = oo |

ﬂ--"‘r_ [ e ma

ft’:ﬂl-l-' T P . 3. _'bl.-.|l;_ I.i“'l_lﬂ _—- _.rlilhp:_ I ] [ "
A T N YVTY Y I RN P [ A

# . . : [ 1 ey Rallny
1 [T —— e A Doy luo] Ho- Tow o pugeal 3 =
{H Ln A “FEoLE £ it ol | R ) ==
I S b . & Sl ]
Widow | Poeaa 1 9oy :EEJ_ S j?-a._.h Ehih": defiledermico
Bl Tooue.  dows [te] b < loo v Bous bodener | ——
! +—r—
- P || T Covabi y TR
¥ i - 2 A
Ih_ .E_l.q.'q_ ...:Ei_{._-\_ ——e — ]

; | _I?-au i J-'I'E_ _Lﬂ: ] I‘In'tq.'t-_.‘ |4 Ll }h—:&_MhﬁL
-".il { Tposcaabai | | §s oo & in.q.-.::a Doeg vfu,
dr Bl- L —

—— iRl e e Lo 'F;:v"l.-'.k_r:I ATEYY

iy 9 | E aiily WU T gt 300 g - e At
gl (-8 eF {7 R L
Farrsy Bt d Flecie, = ! - B

h® Dude 13000 TA{50 To—— 3
|-mEs ie —lh = I ] AR R I T
™ w“?_::_hhﬁ” f ':,l"£_ _m ﬂ g’_"'_ﬁ" lh’iji&.--

T Peer Frea Tl B  —
,'f'_“r';‘-'“i:, inl- %l—lﬁ\...“;:rl T =TT

<l ol "1 —1
1% £ % 7w u ey
= i = St st it | ol ] e i
7T\ W L2 f_*e _il S i —
P g P Ty o (I S L, WYY
Do M Sanergs pin fae B | | I35 = t ] 8 DAY e by T
E*-‘? D s LT LT S y—g—— g1 wm | 000 L.t | i aam AT =3
e Tl = e © e o MR -— ] e
e T ' 7] i T . I
= P e X a1 —_—
E""‘:"’"_‘.'Hz [ Rl ln ‘l"-&-—_- e | 52"5 o { | e
Butod Fuwretpfismpmet | | 260 oo 757 dok] [
Mlastit Missges Pors el | §ve o5 | X [ reres 70 & T
N | e R 4 | Wi e . = b
8 ikl --!f-l'_w-_-ﬂ,- Epouefiie Pere (i Lea ﬁ:m S : z
Attachment 2 |

i .
© Copyright PK. Jeager 10




Section 1: Contractual Fraud

Invoice dated 15th October 1987 for the installation of a vehicular
crossing = £446. 45.

LONDON BOROUGH OF
- RICHMOND UPON THAMES Any ancpicie may be Tade w
Munkipal Oiices
Finance Degaririent Tvisantarn
TW1 184
Talaghenn O1-B81 149
JAESEE BUILDIMG Extenslon rumber To34
C/D 2 HAGGARD ROAD. Deparimuet LoF
TWICKENHMAA , EFHSPCY
T JaAF Cur Ralararss FFCAEFH
¥our Reterence 2BASALS
Arcount Relerence nEATETA
VAT Reglatration 222 MORE T
INVOICE COey e B SR ;:;h;-;;w; ARt
DATE DATE
15/99/8% MIT.DEBTORT IMCOME 11/82/08

COHETRUCTION OF A FOOTPATH CROSIIHG MO 2948 AT & COST OF £445.4% LEST
A DEPOSIT OF &74.40.THE BALARCE Or £372.0% IS TO DL PAID IN % EQUAL
HONTHLY IMSTALMENTS OF £74.41 COMMENCING MaRCH 1988,

@TY  UNIT BRICE DERT DESCRIFTIOM

FOOTPATH CROSSING NO 29548 123,52
VAT B 15.00 4B.53 372
Attachment 3
TOTAL AHOUMT DUE 172,

© Copyright PK. Jeager




All these works were specified in the contract. The vehicular crossing
was installed on 11/02/88 by the LBRUT traffic department. The
address "C/0 2 Haggard Road"” on this invoice shows clear collusion of
LBRUT in the conspiracy to defraud my person.

Attachment 4 is an invoice issued by Solicitor Paul McNutt for his legal
fees to my instructions pertaining to litigation with Holidayfax Airlines
in a meeting on 11th November 1987. On the same day, the basement
property purchase was also instructed by me. That both matters were
discussed at the same meeting — in violation of law society regulations
- was a deliberate ploy by McNutt to use the Holidayfax dispute as
an ongoing cover to conceal formal discussion and works relating to
the basement property. In fact, this invoice was not issued for more
than 3 years to use the passage of time to aid in this concealment -
appropriately on April Fool's Day 1991.

Thereis no reference whatsoever on this invoice to the more important
discussions which took place on 11th November or the later date of
17th February 1988 mentioned in the invoice on the subject of the
basement property on which | had already started working. It is now
clear that this constitutes the beginning of a premeditated fraud to
avoid formal documentation of the basement development including
repeated failure to record progress of the building work, expenses, or
a sequence of multiple plans. McNutt also did nothing to progress the
purchase of the basement — not least because no such entity existed
under any legal framework.

All these facts were finally revealed some nine years later in 1996 in
the Jaeger v Bates case files. The intervening years constitute a litany
of essentially continuous fraud. The deception continued in 1996 with
the cynical invention of false letters from solicitor McNutt.

| reproduce here one of two letters concocted in 1996 by Stone Rowe
Brewer solicitors Twickenham on the instructions of Barlow Lyde

& Gilbert solicitors London who were
Indemnity Insurance Fund, London.

P.EK. JEAGER ES{.

to Stone Rowe Brewer

Section 1: Contractual Fraud
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One of two falsified letters dated 20th November 1987 which
were in fact concocted nearly a decade later in 1996. The reader
will note the absence of letterhead, reference or signature on
this false document. In fact, there is not one conveyance letter
on file that carries a header or is signed by solicitor Paul Mc Nutt.
Other documents from solicitor McNutt around this time bear an
identical typeface, indicating that the same typewriter — evidently
faulty after the passage of time — was used to concoct this letter.

¢ HCNUTT

Section 1: Contractual Fraud
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The letter was instructed by Barrister Marc Beaumont to solicitor Sean
Jeremy Wilkins whose firm was agreed to act as "banker” liaising with
the Solicitors Indemnity Insurance Fund, London. These false letters
were written for the case files of Jeager-v-Bates in 1996 to falsely
claim that instructions were made over the phone which were in fact
made during the same physical meeting on 11th November 1987.

In 1988/9 a civil court case of Wopshott-v-Davies was in progress
that later went to the High Court in London under an appeal. The case
was very similar to my own, brought under the same procedure of
the solicitors Indemnity Insurance Fund using a Legal Aid certificate
and involving the same professional personnel. The High Court appeal
judgementin Wopshott-v-Davis Donovan is the most widely used case
law in court appeals across the land by the legal profession seeking to
secure costs and damages in county court judgments.

Attachment 6 (below) : Front cover of Appeal Judgement in the case
of Wopshott-v-Davies Donavan.

Davis Donovan was a local Twickenham solicitor who handled the sale
of a flat but failed to carry out a search on title for the flat at the Land
Registry. The upper overhang of the flat was built over the boundary to
the next-door property. He admitted liability for these failings and took
early retirement. Mr & Mrs Wopshott applied and received legal aid. A
Legal Aid certificate unbeknown to them was already in force to INNS
& Co solicitors London also contracted to the Solicitors Indemnity Fund
London. In the case of Wopshott-v-Davies Donavan the District Judge
found against Mr & Mrs Wopshott on the testimony of surveyor Mr
Lee May — who was also used in my case (Jeager v Bates). Mr Le-May
had been routinely used over many years by the Solicitors Indemnity
Insurance Fund London to provide false testimony. Mr & Mrs Wopshott
then self-financed an appeal to the High Court.

In the appeal court judgement the Right Honourable Judge severely
criticized the testimony of surveyor Mr Lee May. He also rebuked
the district Judge who presided in Wopshott-v-Davis Donovan.

Section 1: Contractual Fraud

Consequently, Mr & Ms Wopshott received the full current market
value sale price of their flat and were further awarded full costs
and damages.

A WarsHoTT v. Daves Dosiovan & Co. 3481

WAPSHOTT AND ANOR v. DAVIS =
DONOVAN & CO. (A Firm):
KIDD AND ANOR v. NEWBURY (A Firm)

Court oF Arreal (Beldam, Hobhouse and Aldous LJ].):
December 14, 1995 5

=oeicitor—neglipence—feilure to spot defect in title—demages—date of
assessmeni—effec! of subsequent eventp—distress and inconventence,

In 1986 the plaintifis K and H bought a leasshold flat from G, who had
extended a house owned by him (No. 12 Bulstrode Road) 80 as to provide &
‘iree new apartments. The price paid was £38000 and the defendant
solicitors were instructed in connection with the purchase. In 1988, by
which time the value of the Aat had risen to £58,000, the plaintify’ first
F]'“_‘]-d had been born and they wished to sell the fAlat in order to move to
‘arger accommodation. [t then came to light that part of the extension ]
ncorporating the flat had been built on land belonging to the neighbouring
nouse (No. 10, then In the ownership of 5. As & result the flat was then =
unsaleable. A further child arrived in 1991, :

Mearwhile, in 1987 a property company, 5.0, had bought the freehold
of Nos. 10 and 12 from 5 and G respectively; however, owing to logs of
certain titie deeds, 5.0 was anable to obtain registration of the freehold
sitle until 1990, In or about late 1992 the plaintiffs succssstully registered
their leasehold title to the flat, g

The plaintiffs brought an sction against the defendants alleging negli-
gence in failing to notice the defect in dile. The action was heard in 1992
when the flat was worth £45,000. It being admitted that the defendants had
e at fault, the only issue was as to damages. Master Trench held that (a)
the correct time for the assessment of damages was the date of purchase in
1986 and not that of the attempted sale in 1988; () in 1986 the defect In titls
rendered the flats worthless, and no account should be aken of actual o F
hypothetical events thereafter; (c) the plaintiffs were not entitled b
damages for disappointment or inconvenience. He accordingly awarded
£38.930 plus conveyancing costs. The defendants appealed and the
plaintiffs cross-appealed

Held, varying the master’s decision: (1) The correct date for assessment
of damages was 1586, since there were no special circumstances calling for G
:]ua substitution of a later date in order properly to quantify the plaintiffs’
‘oss (County Personnel v, Alan 5. Pulper [19871 1 W.LE 918 Enmddemdjl; (2}
Lhe master's finding that in 1988 the flats were worthless would not be

|Tee] PR Puri 3 8 et i el
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Section 2
Planning Fraud and
L ocal Government




In September of 1987 | employed a Mr Richard Hood, an architect
affiliated Dip Arch, F.R.I.C to prepare building plans for the creation
of a new basement flat. The plans would be subject to a planning

application with the LBRUT planning Dept. Twickenham.

This amounted to major internal structural alterations of a basement
property. | would also undertake excavation of the back garden down
to basement level to build two new brick extensions named as a
bedroom and a bathroom in the plans. It also entailed excavation
and construction of a self-contained back garden courtyard with a
side staircase for exit to the upper garden level of the house side
passageway. The Head of Planning at LBRUT, Mr Roy Summers,
sent me the relevant documents and instructed me to approach Mrs
Bates to sign over power of attorney to me to apply for planning
permissions with the London Borough Richmond upon Thames
planningdepartment. He did thisin the fullknowledge that I mistakenly
believed the basement of the property would have an independent
legal existence at the end of the planning process.

By this time a conspiracy to try to get me to abandon the project was
already in place. Richard Hood then produced from my initial sketch a
full set of Arch D plans ref: 9871/02 dated January 1988 knowing full
well it would fail a planning application — which duly occurred.

He then produced another set of building Plans ref: 9871/03 dated
February 1988 which were again rejected by Mr Roy Summers of the
LBRUT planning Dept (See Attachment 7a).

It is now clear that Richard Hood was colluding with the conveyance
solicitors and LBRUT at an early stage to coerce me to surrender the
rights conferred to me under my contract with Mrs Bates. They were
exploiting my ignorance of planning law in order to achieve this goal.

The one and only invoice written by Mr Richard Hood Architect Dip
Arch- R.I.B. dated 13th February 1988 (See Attachment 7).

Total Due: £230.00. Prompt payment would be appreciated

RICHARD HOOD-ARCHITECT-

Eaf Q87T
FEE ACCOINT INWCICE Be. 273
I3 e Fabruary IS8E,

Peul Jeager
I, Baggasrd Eoad
T cleankam,

Iaveldce for surveying bapieent of abova preparty,
praparing two altemative schesas, Sanely as shown
of skarck deawings 9871101 and OF dated Btk Sept
I987 snd for prepating fizal drewing 871703 te
#how axiscizg end proposed end supplying 6o coples
of sass for use by clisoc,sll as guotation daced
§cth ESept IAY and in sccovdance with imszruerions

to procssd recsived on ITth Jemasry TO8S8 200, D0
Flup V.A.T. at I3% £330, 00 3
TOTA £3% i}
'A. T, K&, 458 TBLI BB
Froopt paveant would ba sgpreciaced.
Attachment 7
Tl 1080 -Riphk 134
..... - Y e B B AL o
THER i LOERON IW il o U
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Section 2: Planning Fraud and Local Government

Plans 9871/03
Rejected by Mr Roy Summers LBRUT planning Department.
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At this time there ensued a co-ordinated effort to pressurise me to give
up my rights of tenure. Richard Hood used his professional status to
fast-track a court summons for non-payment of an invoice in a matter
of DAYS from the date of this invoice. Fourteen days from the date
of the invoice from Hood | received a court summons from Brentford
County Court ordering me to appear at the courtin the first week of April
1988. To add pressure the conveyance solicitors had used Ms Dorothy
Bates to increase the purchase price of the basement by £2000 to
£25000 in clear breach of our contract. With the works added to the
purchase price my exposure totalled £30,000. (Solicitor Paul McNutt
had instructed me to keep records of contractor invoices and material
receipts for reimbursement of my monies spent in lieu of a deposit.
As said, these were to be deducted from the purchase price payment
mortgage cheque back to me) | was never to be reimbursed for these
recorded outlays having effectively paid £30,000 for the basement
property and not £25,000 as recorded by the conveyance solicitors in
the subsequent leasehold agreement.

A primary motive for Hood's actions was that the solicitors knew that
a court C.C.J on my record would prevent my obtaining a mortgage.
They were trying to coerce me to submit in @ manner which would
obviate a breach of contract on their part. | decided to persevere so
| met Mr Richard Hood at Brentford County Court and paid him his
invoice in cash. | also re-negotiated pre-payment for Hood to draw up
building plans again which could pass a planning application with the
LBRUT planning dept. The conspiracy therefore continued — albeit in
an increasingly subtle manner.

The rejection of plan versions 2 and 3 should have under planning law
requiredthattheplansbesentbacktotheapplicantwithaletteroutlining
the default and the required amendments needed for ratification.
The following evidence shows that three further sets of plans were
produced in a further sophisticated planning fraud in which again no

letter of rejection or reason would be recorded or filed by LBRUT. The
conveyance solicitors now in a conspiracy with my architect Mr Richard
Hood and MrRoy Summers of LBRUT now set forth to produce a further
three versions of the plans all dated April 1988.

Following the resolution of the CCJ, a new phase in the deception
began. Hood proceeded to produce a new set of plans ref: 9871/04,
April 1988. They were substantially the same as plans version 03 still
showing the second extension drawn as a bathroom but with a few
more details added.

| submitted version 04 to LBRUT Planning Dept. on 13th April. From
this point | liaised frequently with Mr Roy Summers over the phone
concerning the remaining plans which were drawn.

Roy Summers registered the plans drawn under 9871/04 — without
my knowledge - dated April 1988 ink-stamped as 88-13-04 (13th April
1988). This was the LBRUT ink stamp reference to the fraud exposed
in 2018.

At that point, Ms Dorothy Bates then colluded with my solicitors to
insist on a swap-around of the internal kitchen, with the 2nd extension
bathroom. The falsely cited reason was a potential fire hazard. In
fact, such an alteration would create an equally serious fire hazard
elsewhere in the building! In reality the motive was the reduction of
the floor area of the property to preclude the development of the 2nd
kitchen extension and courtyard so as to reduce the property to a one-
bedroom dwelling.

Mr Richard Hood then produced the next set of plans in May 1988 that
he referenced again as drawn in April 1988 with reference 4A with the
kitchenand bathroom duly reversed. | submitted these plans referenced
as 9871/04A to Roy Summers in the second week in May 1988.

© Copyright PK. Jeager 18




Summers then contacted me by phone and said quote: “LBRUT are not
allowing planning permissions to two-bedroom properties in split houses
as they attract two cars usage that is adding to the parking congestion in
Twickenham. | would suggest you pick up the plans from reception and get
your architect Mr Richard Hood to alter the second internal bedroom to a
dining room that could be altered at a later stage back to a bedroom after
planning permissions have been granted.”

In reality, the true motive for Summer's suggestion — having already
reduced the floor area using the fire hazard as a pretext — was to
surreptitiously reduce the flat to a single bedroom falsely citing a car
parking congestion issue. The suggestion to create a dining room was a
deception. In reality, they wanted this space for an internal kitchen. This
suggestion concealed their surreptitious plan to deny my contractual
right to building an external kitchen extension and the construction of
a courtvard.

| phoned Mr Richard Hood of the new requirements made by Roy
Summers to which he replied that he would carry out the alterations.
Hood thereafter sent 6 copies of 9871/4A April 1988 plans on the 3rd
June 1988 with no invoice or letter of contents. The motive for the
absence of either a cover letter or an invoice for these latest drawings
became apparent many vears later. | submitted the plans straight away
to Mr Roy Summers of the LBRUT planning Dept.

Roy Summers passed this version of the plan with an ink stamp
APPROVED dated 3rd June 1988 without my knowledge. An “"OFFICE
COPY" stamp also appears on the document to signify it is not for
general circulation. It also features a "“DEPT OF TECHNICAL SERVICES”
stamp indicating that no structural alteration had been approved.
These plans would remain off public records for the next 30 years, only
coming to light on 19th August 2018 (Attachment 8). In fact, the "4A"
version number is necessarily invalid because the HANDWRITTEN “A”
suffix violates the councils’ nomenclature system — the progression

should have been to version 9871/5 — this alone is sufficient to
demonstrate fraud. The intent behind this fraud was to create TWO
versions of the plan 4A (which should have been versions 5 and 6 — the
latter version containing structural information falsely labelled “4B" by
Judge Morgan in his later judgement against me) which differed in key
technical areas as discussed below — had the correct nomenclature
protocol been used the fraud would have been impossible to execute.

Attachment 8 (plan 9871 / 04A — was ink stamped 3rd June with the
3" tippexed out and an ink pen hand 10th June inserted. See sleeved
reduced A3 plan, attached and top right corner.

| acquired this version of the plan from LBRUT — the only version ever
receiving approval — on 19th August 2018 which was the last piece of
the puzzle enabling me to piece together the complete planning fraud.

The Technical Services ink stamp is routinely applied to a change of
usage that in this case was the separation of the basement property
from the upper house for rateable purposes of a new proposed address.
This set of plans were totally insufficient to have passed for the planned
major structural alterations. It is also significant that this set of plans
were passed on a property that was unfit for human habitation.

LBRUT planning and conveyance solicitors then conspired to get me to
carry out the works without legal planning permissions. The Power of
Attorney document authorising me to proceed with planning, signed
by the freeholder was destroyed due its illegality. Additionally, no legal
rights of way over surrounding property existed in order for me to
complete any of the works recorded in the plans.

Having approved the first 9871/04A version of the plans WITHOUT
MY KNOWLEDGE, Roy Summers then committed another fraud by
phoning me stating the following;

© Copyright PK. Jeager 19



Attachement 8: Plans 9871/04A
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"The plans are insufficient to pass a planning application. You will need to
get a stress bearing report of downloads to determine the sizes to RS.J. s
to be fitted throughout the project. These have to be written into the plans
with diagram especially to the back flank wall of the house. To be taken
out. Would I ask the architect to include specialist foundation information?
| have left the plans (No Ink Stamps) with reception for you to pick up. If you
could get them back to me as soon as possible we can then finally pass the
plans under your application.”

| phoned architect Mr Richard Hood who falsely said he did not do
stress bearing reports — he obviously knew that this illegal version of
the plans would NEVER been passed in legality and did not want any
related stress bearing report assigned to his signature.

Hood recommended that | get the stress bearings report done and to
send it to him. He indicated he would then insert the written R.S.J data
together with technical foundation drawing information into the new
set of plans and get them back to me with 6 copies.

| obtained the report in 24 hours using a recommended Hounslow
Council-employed Architect. | sent Hood the plans using a
motorbike courier pre-paid both ways so he could complete the
plans and send them back to me which he did with the same
reference (9871/04A). In reality these plans were the sixth version
of the plan — a version with structural information which was NOT
passed by the planning department.

On 27th July 1988 Roy Summers fraudulently sent me the letter below
(Attachment 9) ostensibly giving planning consent together with a set
of 6 duplicates of these plans labelled “4a" for distribution to various
parties including the mortgage lender. These plans carried no approval
ink stamps. The letter in fact gave consent for the OTHER version of
plan “4a" which had no structural alteration information since this
would be illegal under the terms of my leasehold agreement.

LBRUT LETTER OF 27/07/1988) withheld from Jeager-v-Bates case
files. Attachment 10 (plan version of 9871/04A WITHOUT stamps but
with stress bearing reports.

= r R
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Attachment 10: Plan version of 9871/04A WITHOUT stamps but with stress bearing reports.
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Section 3
Building Control Document




Section 3: Building Control Document

Building Control documents are Local Authority planning department documents which provide a traceable history of building work and major
structural alteration in accordance with authorised plans at a given address location. | obtained the Building Control Document from LBRUT archives
in 1996 but would have to wait until 19th August 2018 - THREE DECADES LATER - to unravel this fraud that took place in 1988.

Dhignreci Poat Caodde, WS Ghaws,
EP Haooann Roar, TS epacmre- .
Extik Doss, Plan o, *ase Complated, Cwalnage.  COVED
| Bullees Plan b, S E::‘_"‘.:"'m",,“ Aselisetion
| Drwinage Fan Ho, (] gf:w L, = imnprovesant Giant.
| '-:“u' BC. Aut. Mo | TP, e Brief Dascripsion m'ﬂfﬂlﬂ PSR,
| k| o boroom. | P- rma-m R ey
B iouyles Toso esBieng g
b-btw- \?i“&‘*% u{'hnm:q} R?"’Aﬁ& mﬁm
LT .
QHT] 275 -5& Jiﬂ{"fﬂ'f £ blue]
10| 6-1-59 lo W[ &Y p [ali=t
F’E}«-: A7 10 71y
Attachment 11
s

ATTACHMENT 11 - copy of the original Building Control document dated 1960/1 relating to the property at
No 2 Haggard Road Twickenham owned by Ms Dorothy Bates.
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Mrs Dorothy Bates purchased an end of terrace 1850s bomb-damaged
Victorian house in 1960 with her third partner moving into the property
with two of her three sons.

In 1961 Mrs Bates applied to have a box back bedroom over her kitchen
changed into a bathroom.

On moving in she had the front window and door bricked up to the
detached basement of the property and the front entrance stairwell
down to the front door filled in with earth which then became part of
the front garden.

The internal hallway stairs down to the basement had been taken out
and the hallway floor was then boarded over. Ms Bates also obtained a
condemned notice of habitation to the basement of her property from
LBRUT council. The basement premises from then on was zero-rated
for council taxes.

The attached BC document (Attachment 11) faithfully records the
alterations done in 1960/671 however in 1988 it became necessary for
the council to falsify the house name on this document as discussed
below since a new BC document could not be created for a legally non-
existent basement flat.

| acquired the BC document in 1996 when | was a self-representing
litigant in the Jeager v Bates case. | obtained this document from LBRUT
microfiche records along with other documents relevant to the case.

The significance of the BCdocument was revealed to me on 19th August
2018 when | finally saw the various plan versions. The document
pertains to 2 Haggard Rd. but has been falsified by adding “A" ABOVE
the original “2." in the Name section — there was no room to put the
‘A" before the original full stop!. The suffix "A” refers to the basement
however no such legally valid concept even existed before 1987 or
indeed for the entire length of time this was my dwelling until my illegal
eviction in 2004,

The crucial record in this document is dated 3.6.88. This one record
within the BC document amounts to a microscopic distillation of all the
contemporaneous and subsequent fraud which took place up to and
including my ultimate illegal bankruptcy in the High Court.

This record on the BC document post-dates the 3rd version of the plans
(February 1988) after | refused to walk away from my legitimate original
contract with Mrs Bates despite their intensive efforts to force me to do
so. A fourth version of the plan was produced on 13th April 1988. As
discussed earlier in this dossier this revision was insisted upon with the
surreptitious motive to deny me the land area my contract entitled me
to as part of the originally agreed development. This fourth version was
the foundation for the final two versions of the plan which constituted
the main implementation of the planning fraud. The first field in this
crucial record (row) under the title “"B.C Ref. No.” is 1044/88 which
alludes in code to multiple versions of the plan. This cynical deception
condenses into a single record the existence of TWO versions of the
fourth revision which differed in key technical areas: one version with
no major structural alterations which could (and did) receive approval
and the other which documented substantial structural alteration — the
work | was actually carrying out — which totally violated the terms of the
leasehold agreement which was never passed but was presented to me
by the lying conspirators so that | would proceed with the creation of
the new basement flat.

Attachment 8 is the plan version which complied with regulations and
was passed on the 3rd of June. The "Dept. of Technical Services” stamp
(top right hand corner) clearly shows that the original date of the 3rd
June has been altered by hand with correction fluid to 10th June — this
was done to deceive me into thinking that this was the final plan version
in the mistaken belief that | no longer had a copy of the final plans dated
10th June which were stolen from my flatin a raid on my premises by the
police in 2006 (see Section 6 for a detailed discussion of the concocted
police raid).
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Returning to the key record in the BC document, under the “brief
description” heading Roy “Winnie the Pooh” Summers mentions the
substantial illegal works that | (poor dumb Eeyore) was undertaking with
the goal of presenting me with an empty honey jar at the end of it. The
honey would of course be distributed amongst the conspirators. The
record dated "3.6.88" — refers to the approved plan of the same date
which specifically outlaws these structural alterations. As an aside,
Judge Morgan invented the false nomenclature “9871/4B" in the case
over which he presided to conceal the two different plan versions so as
to play his part in the overall conspiracy.

The next entry in this row in the BC document is a Relaxation Notice
(Denoted “R"). A relaxation notice can be applied in order to remove
onerous restrictions during agreed building works. No such notice can
be issued without an application presented to the planning department
with the relevant plans by the party performing the works with the
permission of the access-land freeholder. | made no such request.

This relaxation notice (“R"”) was inserted by Roy Summers into the
document for reasons of self-protection to give the false impression to
LBRUT internal parties — such as surveyors - that access was required
and being granted for legitimate works despite his full knowledge that
NOT ONLY were the works | was undertaking illegal but | was trespassing
AS WELL. This was done without my knowledge since to involve me
would have had risked the illegality of the entire development being
exposed. In fact a relaxation notice is a complete non-sequitur in any
leasehold situation.

The entry in the Remarks section opposite this Relaxation record
“Basement using No. 2A" unequivocally demonstrates the fraudulent
invention of the "2A" basement flat entity from the very outset. This
comment is in fact shorthand for "Basement fraudulently using No.
2A nomenclature as a deception”. This fraudulent entry PREDATES all
preparation and implementation of the lease subsequently presented
to me and proves that all activity by the conveyancing solicitors and

the Halifax plc (formerly Leeds PBS) from this date (3/6/88) - if not
earlier — is quite simply criminal fraud.

Over the following year | would invest thousands of pounds in the
internal conversion of the basement property, moving in with my partner
Sarah in September 1989. | then started paying full council-levied taxes
(rates) for the property as well as an ongoing mortgage (incorporating
a building loan) — the latter violating the building society’s constitution,

LBRUT agreed to “waive"” rates before | moved in when in fact rates were
not applicable to the uninhabitable basement property in any event.
After | moved in, LBRUT were forced to levy me rates - in full knowledge
that this was fraud - since to do otherwise would have alerted me to
the fact that at that time no independent legal basement entity existed
at 2 Haggard Rd — as had been the case since 1961 as documented in
the BC document,

The council estimated rateable value by taking an arbitrary proportion
of the rest of the house which was (and remains in 2023) in a LOWER
band than adjacent properties due to the fact that the basement was
uninhabitable! They did this despite their full knowledge that the
works were far from complete — and that no one-bedroom flat legally
existed — so implicating the individuals who set the rates in this multi-
faceted fraud.

In fact, | was twice refused a request to the council ombudsman for
a reduction in my domestic rates since to do otherwise would have
implicated him personally in the fraud. The Epilogue to this dossier
contains recently-acquired evidence revealing the duplicity of LBRUT in
respect of the rates (and subsequently council tax) taxes | paid from
1989 through to 1999.

If the reader is wondering why the BC document is littered with spurious
entries and blatant clues to the planning fraud it is because the crooks
involved never expected anyone outside their council headquarters den
of iniquity — myself included — to acquire and srutinise this document,
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In May 1988 | was contacted on the phone by Gina Rosemary Bassett,
secretary to probation solicitor Paul McNutt of Stone Rowe Brewer
solicitors. Ms Bassett was also secretary to the eponymous senior
solicitor partnersin Messrs Stone, Rowe and Brewer. | was asked to sign
the Original lease on a fraudulent blank back page in an alleged legal
exchange with the Counterpart lease countersigned by Ms Dorothy
Bates next to my signature. The back page of the original lease | signed
was then destroyed shortly after my signing and the counterpart lease
signed by Ms Dorothy Bates would then become the only extant lease
document.

Mrs Bates (the freeholder) signed this lease on a new added back page,
the page | signed having been destroyed. She signed the lease on the
premises of my solicitors Stone Rowe Brewer, Twickenham in front of
Secretary Gina Rosemary Bassett and my solicitor Paul McNutt. Gina
Bassett then obtained the signature of Bates' solicitor Thomas Bluetin
person on the same page.

The new back page — which | never saw and therefore never signed —
had had two crucial clauses added to it (see Attachment 12A) which
rendered ALL of the work | was undertaking an automatic breach of
the lease! In fact, such clauses are necessarily included in all British
lease agreements to inform the lease tenant of limitations to allowable
works. The added clauses (15, 16) were deliberately concealed from
me at that time since | would likely have realised the potential default
because of my works. It should also be pointed out here that both the
mortgage and the building loan extended to me by Halifax Plc were
illegal because they were secured by the basement flat which did not
legally exist.

In order to give the false impression that | had seen and agreed this
version of the lease, another fraud planned from the start was enacted.
The front page of this lease had had one of Bates' middle names

(Mary) deliberately omitted and | was requested by letter to INITIAL
the correction (see Attachment 12). They cleverly only presented the
front page for me to initial so | would remain unaware of the fraudulent
alterations to the back page having previously signed the first lease.

The trap was duly set for me to commit to expending a large amount
of effort and expenditure so that once completed | could thus be
blackmailed by threatening to invoke the clauses rendering these
works in breach of the lease but not of the original contract. | could
thus be faced with potentially being evicted and losing all the added
value | had created.
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Attachment 12 is the front page from the final certified lease. It
carries the final ink-stamps not only of the soalicitors but of the
Inland Revenue as well. All parties were fully aware that the
documentdid NOT carry my signature next to the other signatories
on the back page of the document.

However, the crucial issue here is the non-existence under the law
of a basement flat property.

Section 4: The Leasehold Fraud
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Attachment 12
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Solicitor McNutt was obligated to do a search as part of the
groundwork for a new lease - which he did — and therefore knew
he was committing fraud in failing to inform my ignorance in law
to the illegality that no registered separate basement flat property
entity existed.

In fact, the lease is clearly made out for the whole No. 2 Haggard
Rd property because no separate basement flat existed. The
conspiracy was to fool me into creating a physical basement
premises with my money and effort which could in future be used
to blackmail me into accepting a new lease for the said — as yet
non-existent - new flat re-numbered to 2A.

Section 4: The Leasehold Fraud

13, Hot tc make any alteration in the incernal EfFangessnt or
external appesrance of nor make any addition to the demised premises
other than such as shall have previously been approved of in writing
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SIGNED SEALED and DELIVERZD ) B
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(a1 /le/ﬂlﬂéﬁﬁ{ Wm;
lardoane. W0 Ox 7

0 LIUZ L.‘[I;}J’E, Attachment 12A
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Thelease was then presented by hand (secretary) to the Inland Revenue
who stamped it and a few weeks later McNutt stamped the document
(top left-hand corner) demonstrably confirming that the lease was for
the whole 2 Haggard Rd property. It was then sent to HM Land Registry
office who stamped the lease but as | will show later in this dossier |
was never included in the updated record of proprietorship register as
the lessee for 2 Haggard Rd that affected the freehold property in law.

The solicitors now turned their minds to get me to finance and carry out
the building works to the "basement flat” — whilst carefully withholding
the lease document from me for some thirteen months — lest | should
discover their treachery during execution of the project.

So at the same time further pressure was added to me to proceed
with the works relating to the originally-agreed contract (Attachment
1). This was executed in the form of a one-page contract drawn up
by the solicitors. The operative clause in this contract (clause 9) citing
my original contract was placed in the margin of this document so as
to strengthen the perception in my mind that | could commence work
immediately — and to pressurise me to do so.

The letter from Duke-Cohen in the Prologue to this dossier mentions
“Licences” Such phraseology is in fact a fraudulent rhetorical device
using coded language as previously used by the conveyancing solicitors
in this case - which was well understood by other solicitors conspiring
against me later. No such concept exists under the law. On the strength
of this document | paid a 5% deposit of the contract price — £1250 —
which amounts to criminal extortion.

The REAL motive was to continue to conceal my contractual ownership
of the three parts of land in the back garden and to invent a spurious
concept of a “Licence” as a mechanism to contractually formalise
curtailment of part of these rights. This effort to conceal my ownership
rights from me started from the very beginning when | first instructed
McNutt in 1987 right through to my bankruptcy and eviction in 2004.
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A new agreement dated 12th September 1988 (Attachment 13)
incorporating my original contract dated 22nd May 1987 (Attachment 1)

On the same day | signed and paid the deposit, McNutt wrote a letter to
me which refers to a mortgage with Leeds Permanent which he knew
full well was illegal.
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Letter from my solicitor citing illegal mortgage activity.
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Attachment 14
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Attachment 15 is a report compiled by surveyor Mr W G Barnett
of the firm Colleys Surveyors contracted to the LEEDS PBS who
joined a partnership with the HALIFAX Plc in the 1990s.

As a professional surveyor, Barnett would be well aware that
the plans to which he refers in this document (9871/4A) were
spurious, as is his statement “Obtain all necessary legal consents
and permissions for the work." He knew perfectly well as a qualified
surveyor that no legally valid permissions existed for the scope of
work to which he himself referred.
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Following on from this fraud solicitor McNutt committed a further
fraud: Conveyance solicitor Paul McNutt report on title for a
basement flat at 2 Haggard Road (Non-existent flat) for release of
my mortgage cheque off The Leeds Permanent Building Society.
The lease was registered against the freehold title SGL48537
making attachment 34 criminal fraud.

Section 4: The Leasehold Fraud

= y
Ou TITLL [eve— H
AD K.~WEST PORADVANCECNEQUE | - | 08 T3I3710%4 Ll :
I e O
1/ e vt Eba HE B ThE R Ty el ke nad rmin i falleen
8. Pl MAMEEE OF
SCRARGUARIE  PAUL IEITE JEAGER
&5 i Boagestn w1 B van ol i @ e o wall by T8 veee o age By s caeme Soned dor cxempiwnan
1 ADOREESOF N
FRCEEETY
Bassnant flat, 2 Haggard Boad, Tvickenbam, Middxz. TW] 3AF
Tra cemcrsgmor of Thy BrpgsTy = P s derdy sgren ¥ ST TIT = rep RoLETy 1 ST LT
3. FURCHASE FEICE '3 m
i TITLE * Py o U Lind Pagieey, weier T b SOLAESST Mo be ropsst/ ot svsc i et
B TENUAE + Mk e e et N e e Ll asinaLn
! & cfapyipamiey fryereed R el i 30 pa o by iy -t |
w Dorothy Mary Asslis Batss |
AWy e Capatid g ST moain T her e .
7. LEABEMOLED T Tewmgl e ]398 rentes  rapnistion

PROMERTY BHLY 72 ﬂv‘ﬁﬁ“lﬂ—rl

¢y Bpry porpiedl ¢ i Fae e e R el el il T Tip End L vy
T3 Conginagmy 17 penl riieeng ol Samear B sy |in wrioresd o S jeisiy
Landlord to insurs
Td P! rna brsheoiome 1 ST A D0 B BN g P ey, PR Tl fvre pead meidines B B0 Frpetepiter

Frissnds “rovident

IR T DR FART [ MOOWEENT SONTGAGE ORLY:

iy [ e L] A o e

T Py 1
RAE205E 3,000 |30,000 |2013%

T R ©F Tep cRae

#“ﬂ*—ihi'—vhiﬂrwm“\“ﬂ“hﬂ“ 1 -8

et e o e G LT T
L L] " Tre Fodappl ol mEAS MOT  HALE KA E R -'l—--—-i-|m-ql_-
il B P ful st Pl i e o e gy e |
i Gewwrnpd  J3pd Septeambar, 1968 T wbemrarn oo .| ey by ey R
for complanon, R Pl i e ] |t Wk ety

uquarid lersa
Ui eeernien (1] prompey t oflact ol sacenry Mgitvatiaes of B
ik, P

“ll“‘_-“hﬁﬂlﬂ-lll_l'- e i i g ol b P,
R P, B S Wil B

e Canmily 1] H‘iﬂ B et pwporTy b e ol tewdily markeably pod what the Borrov—zl wlll b satited s the pragTy 58 enpietise,

ol iy prv phargs o
= 4] ﬁnh“ﬂﬂhl-u-ﬂhﬂd-—# ke welll by rwplefiing b Fio s pery o e plessrpad e [H
ﬂlﬂ“ﬂmvﬂﬁm-hﬂiﬂ-—--lﬂ“-hmﬂ“
ol i haps (yoen g by ol omech e o oot aad - -
“ﬂﬁt* fervnrd Erclary
meglrtion oF b el s o 85 B8 I R0l s PaanI it

e
1 s o
- iﬂlﬂ'ihlﬂh‘r#ﬂ-ﬂ-—ﬂ“j“

rid TR Ea T b T desemars which
uibed t mpon n
wl

oy b hond, i ke e e e b e T s et BLBLIL . Agromntt s MLMLILC. Carsifioms o
Sresdard Beten ol [smerusss Covar (HEE TITHL Lo
Bodiianct iudvad pied ssbiepi W
% !i. awer wpe
e . Steas Rove Brawer & Davass '
2f4& Heath Road, Twicksnbas,
Hiddxz, TW1l 4BE

[T P e— | i

© Copyright PK. Jeager

34



The statements and certifications in this document are all false. In
particular:

(1) I/We certify (1) that the title to the property is good and readily
marketable and that the borrower will be entitled to the property on
completion free of any prior charge or incumbrancer.

This is a falsehood, plain and simple.

(2) (2) To deliver to the Society with the documents of title all consents,
planning permissions, road agreements

The various permissions referred to were either false or non-existent.

In September 1989 after twelve months of effort working on the flat
and instructing contractors using my own money, my partner Sarah
and | moved into the basement flat | had completed to a temporary
bedsit. The flat | built comprised a full width wall to wall front room plus
hallway with a bathroom and a second bedroom (dining room). | and my
partner lived for five years without a kitchen (myself for a further nine
years) since my plan to build the kitchen extension was contrary to the
surreptitious motives of the other involved parties.

The following letter is dated 4th December 1990. It was written by Paul
McNutt to Mrs Bates' solicitors in response to a request for assistance
by me. The letter is Index numbered 173 and is taken from the case
files of Barlow, Lyde & Gilbert v Jeager reversed in title for the record.
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Letter written 4th December 1990 by solicitor Paul McNutt to EFN
& Co solicitors.
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This letter is of the utmost significance — my request to McNutt to
help resolve a worsening dispute over the ongoing works forced him
to reveal his hand and try to conceal his role in this rapidly unravelling
fraudulent conspiracy.

This is the first correspondence in which he refers to “2A Haggard Rd"
in the subject line of the letter —in the third paragraph McNutt refers to
".the flat known as 2a" effectively admitting that no such flat 2A legally
existed — a fraud to which he was central from the beginning.

The “Contract” to which he refers is my original contract with Bates.
The “specification” to which he repeatedly refers is in fact the scope
of work in my original contract (Attachment 1) and the accompanying
unauthorised plans | was given.

In the third paragraph he states that the Contract and the Lease are
“irreconcilable” which constitutes a “substantial miscarriage of justice”
as he himself knew FROM THE OUTSET and which by this time he was
forced to reveal.

He then goes on to twice use the conditional tense in admitting that |
had neither a legal right of way nor a legal right to carry out the works
— the conditional tense used to falsely imply he was unaware of these
facts. In reality he was at the centre of the conspiracy to deceive me
into breaching The terms of the fraudulent lease and to undertake
substantial expenditure with a view to blackmailing me at the point of
constructing bedroom. This pre-plan was to eliminate the court vard
and kitchen extension for a new lease to 2A Haggard Road that | could
then sell openly with no restrictions.

It is clear from this letter McNutt had lost his nerve and was seeking
to offload blame to his partners- in-crime. This was a turning point in
the whole fraudulent scheme. McNutt had to decide whether to come

clean or continue the fraud using the machinery of Legal Aid effectively
underwritten by the solicitor's indemnity fund. The honourable thing to
do at this point would have been to admit the fraud and my consequent
entitlement not only to a 125 year lease to the whole property but also
the freehold entitlement to land at the rear of the property. Instead,
after consultation with the senior partners, they opted for the path of
deception in the full knowledge that | was gullible and vulnerable to
being deceived.

The various parties from this point on intensified their collective efforts
to embroil me in an increasingly Byzantine legal and administrative
maelstrom to conceal their wrongdoing and protect their various
reputations by using these Kafkaesque means to destroy me. The
chosen mechanism was to misuse existing legal machinery in the
form of Law Society-administered systems — namely Legal Aid and
the Solicitors Indemnity Insurance Fund. lllicit use of these systems is
hardly routine because of the risk to the legal establishment of exposure.
Nevertheless, it is commonly used by unscrupulous lawyers — some of
whom are quite practiced in this mode of deception - as in my case.
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Legal Aid was set up in the late 1940's by the Law Society ostensibly
to assist with the legal costs for individuals in civil and criminal cases.
Around the same time the Solicitors Indemnity Insurance Fund was set
up to cover claims against solicitors for malpractice.

Legal Aid is frequently invoked by individuals in disputes over property
and in particular disputes involving leasehold agreements. In reality,
leasehold legislation is the vestigial rump of the feudal system in
England whose primary goal is to perpetuate inequality of land
ownership among the populous. It is virtually non-existent elsewhere
in the world including in Scotland where the remnants of feudalism
have now been abolished. It has complicated and arcane rules which are
opaque to the layman and is therefore open to abuse by unscrupulous
involved professionals — often colluding and conspiring together to
the detriment of the lessee. There are many thousands of instances
of criminal fraud in England in recent decades in leasehold situations,
funded by the abuse of Legal Aid of which my case is but one.

It is clear in this case that a conspiracy existed from the very beginning
involving conveyancing solicitors, council planning department
surveyors, architects, mortgage lenders and the land registry. The legal
services commission working with the solicitor's indemnity fund and
ultimately even the British Courts including judges and barristers. What
is exposed here is a long-standing fraudulent mechanism necessarily
involving these disparate professional and legal bodies working in
collusion to exploit an archaic and fundamentally unjust leasehold
system. The very existence of such a system invites abuse by parasites
surreptitiously exploiting labyrinthine leasehold law to profit from the
wealth creation of ignorant “useful idiots” such as myself,

The reader needs to understand that in cases between layman litigants
versus the legal profession involving a promise of justice — in reality a
poisoned chalice — the misuse of Legal Aid is akin to some demonic

possession, zombifying individuals for a pre-determined time (typically
2 years) who are exploited during this time by parasitic lawyers being
paid throughout (ostensibly funded through Legal Aid) with the cynical
connivance of the solicitors indemnity fund. The hapless victim is then
callously blackmailed when the litigation period runs out: either accept
a settlement which exonerates the malfeasance of a solicitor or get
nothing AND be denied any future Legal Aid entitlement!

The criminal fraud and hardship | and others close to me endured
for decades would simply not have happened absent this archaic
legislation. Multiple misuses of legal aid are central to the entire fraud
in my case and the essential details and timeline of these events are
presented below. As time progressed the various parties became more
and more embroiled in a morass of ever-worsening fraud culminating
in the virtual destruction of my life.

In my case, the Mad Hatter's tea party began in earnest after the letter
of 4th December 1990, with the feast on the table donated by the
Solicitor's Indemnity Insurance Fund through the vehicle of the Legal Aid
Board. At this point, the senior partners in McNutt's law practice (Stone
Rowe Brewer) informed the Solicitor's Indemnity Fund of a potential
action against them for malpractice. In turn, the Solicitors Indemnity
Fund instructed Barlow Lyde and Gilbert (one of the three contracted
firms to the SIF) to oversee the case. Owen White and Caitlin of Feltham
were selected by Barlow Lyde and Gilbert to manage a potential
malpractice lawsuit since they were specialists in this area and were
already involved in a similar case. They also assigned Barrister Marc
Beaumontin 1991 — a proven “fixer’, well-connected in the courts — to
use his expertise to mitigate the historical malfeasance up to that point
and to seek a settlement which | would accept and which ABOVE ALL
would avoid an escalation which could be disastrous for the reputation
of the London Borough of Richmond-upon-
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Thames Council. (Unbeknown to all parties at this time, the Wopshott
v Davis Donovan case was to become a crucial legal precedent in this
type of case involving leasehold fraud.)

In Civil cases in England & Wales all solicitors are bound by Law
Society regulations to record all expenditure relevant to a case in a
“taxation document’, which provides full traceability for the perusal of
ajudgein chambers. This procedure ensures transparency and may be
challenged by either a judge or involved litigants. In my case, taxation
documents which came to light many years later reveal a continuous
record of legal effort (designed to cover up fraud) between 1991 —
long before any Legal Aid certificate was set up — through to 2001.
The solicitors in question did not expect this trail of breadcrumbs to
survive butin due course these breadcrumbs fossilised and formed a
vestigium waiting to be exposed by the winds of time.

Front cover taxation document written by Wilkins of Owen White &
Catlin (Attachment 18).

The above document s very revealing and shows the effort expended
between 1991 and 1996 on the first Barlow Lyde & Gilbert obtained
legal aid Certificate for out of court settlement. The second BLG legal
aid certificate was for Sean Jeremy Wilkins of Owen White & Caitlin to
write case files in 1996 and used in Jeager-v-Bates to 1998.

The entry indicates that Barlow, Lyde & Gilbert instructed Owen
White & Caitlin to act and within a month had appointed Barrister
Beaumont as an advisor. Beaumont's invoice (Attachment 19) shows
that he commenced work on the same day as his appointment — 2nd
July 1991 — "perusing papers".

Section 5: Legal Aid and Court Cases
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The papers in question being the conveyancing file (referenced
later in the same invoice on 24th Feb 1992). This unequivocally
shows collusion relationship between Owen White & Caitlin
and the

conveyancing solicitors Stone Rowe Brewer. This expenditure on
the 24th Feb was OMITTED from the Owen White & Caitlin taxation
document since to include it would expose the conspiracy.

Section 5: Legal Aid and Court Cases
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| was at that time totally unaware of the fact that all the solicitors
were colluding with the goal that all these costs absent a blackmailed
settlement would ultimately be borne by me in my gullibility through
the misuse of Legal Aid. Around this time | was pressing on with the
work detailed in my contract with Mrs Bates. | instructed contractors
to excavate the back garden area down to basement level and built the
bedroom one extension in accordance with my contract, an expenditure
amounting to some £7000 in addition to my own labour.

The 2nd February 1992 the entry in the Owen White and Caitlin taxation
document reveals they were closely monitoring my activity at this
time with a site visit by Beaumont and surveyor Mr Petter affiliated to
Owen White & Catlin). The sole purpose of their efforts was to further
a conspiracy to get me to accept a new lease of greatly reduced scope
(omitting much of the back garden area | was excavating) — which could
not be legally initiated until the COMPLETION of the relevant (primarily
internal) works.

The taxation document clearly states that no legal aid was in place to
cover the costof all this legal effort — but legal costs were being incurred
nonetheless by the conspirators which they fully intended failing a
settlement to offload onto me by abusing the relationship between
Legal Aid and the Salicitors Indemnity Fund. The methodology they
planned to use was tried and tested and it would deliver them all from
culpability and cover up the original lease fraud — or so they thought.

Nonetheless, by 1992 there was an additional urgency because the
6-year statute of limitations forcivilactionin tort cases was approaching.
The dispute could therefore escalate into a criminal case involving
multiple parties with the attendant risk to careers and reputations.

Their cunning plan was essentially matured by the end of 1992 and the
stage was set by early 1993 for Barlow Lyde & Gilbert to initiate a Legal
Aid Certificate in my name and date of birth without my knowledge — an
illegal act which was as grossly unethical as it was morally repugnant.
A document proving this outrageous fraud came into my possession in
1998 after | approached yet another solicitor (Weerakoon, Hounslow)
(Attachment 20) which proves beyond question the REAL purpose
of the certificate set up by BLG without my knowledge to which Mr
David Keegan of the Brighton Legal Aid office falsely ascribes to me
(incorporating my initials and birth year: EAEJGPKYCC46AV1). As stated
above it was in fact created to surreptitiously fund an undisclosed
action between myself and Stone Rowe Brewer. This certificate - which
| reproduce below - had nothing to do with Jeager v Bates because
solicitor Paul McNutt of SRB solicitors was always the real defendant
— concealed behind the Legal Aid smokescreen..
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It was initially ascribed the code 02/01/9314246/P. The certificate
set up by Barlow Lyde & Gilbert was changed on 14th July 1993 to
the following code: EAEJGPKYCC46AV/1. This coincided with my
hiring of a new lawyer of which more below. The reader will see

i
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[ —
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oo ) Axzzicied Person's Details Solicitor's Details
that my name, initials and birth year (P K Jeager, born 12/12/46) i S R
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specilied in the "Certilicate Soopse™ Ben overleal. 1t covers the pracoedings listed everleal’ and s sabject wo the
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| first phoned solicitor Mr Johnathan Walsh of Lancaster’s solicitors
Chiswick London in May 1992 on other matters. | mentioned the
worsening boundary dispute and he indicated he would be willing to
act on my behalf since he undertook Legal Aid cases. | indicated to
Walsh that | had been accused by Mrs Bates' solicitors (Owen White &
Caitlin) of exceeding my entitlement to land from the perspective of the
lease agreement by my excavation work to prepare for an extension
construction — in the furtherance of my original contract.

The dispute continued to escalate and so | arranged an appointment
with Walsh for myself and my partner Sarah on 14th September 1993.
By this time | was short of money because of my various expenditures
so | applied for Legal Aid during this meeting. By the time of my meeting
with Walsh, the Legal Aid certificate produced in my name without my
knowledge by Barlow Lyde & Gilbertassigned to the Solicitor's Indemnity
Insurance Fund had already been in place for some eight months. Walsh
by this time was well aware of the existence of the certificate having
liaised with Owen White & Caitlin who were to be his payees.

Walsh then joined the conspiracy and deceived me by initiating a new
dummy certificate with David Keegan to code ref: 01-01-94-00498V
so that he did not have to reveal to me the existence of the original
certificate —which I only found outabout many years later. Animportant
aspect of the ongoing conspiracy is that the original certificate was set
up at the Legal Aid Office 85 Greys Inn Rd, London. The second bogus
certificate was set up by the Brighton Legal Aid Board, a conveniently
safe distance from London: Inreality Walsh's legal aid dummy certificate
was a facade using the Brighton hinterland for the purposes of reaching
a settlement and thereby burying the rotting corpse of the planning
fraud in a sealed tomb never to be discovered. But like in the case of
Sweeney Todd whose downfall was caused by the stench of rotting
corpses, my olfactory senses were awakening.

It later came to my attention that by late 1992 (barristers report by Mr
Timmins 1998) a plot had come to maturity whereby Mrs Bates was to
be offered £10,000 in adeal to resell me the land (courtyard and kitchen
extension) which | was currently working by creating a lease for a new
basement entity — to be named “2A" incorporating the new rights of
way which | was currently unwittingly violating with my construction.
The works would have to be completed first in order for a new lease
to be executed - but this mechanism would for the first time legitimise
the creation of a "2A" leasehold property and serve to finally bury all
of the planning and conveyance fraud which had hitherto taken place.
This offer for a significantly diminished lease constituted the second
attempt to deny me my contractual rights to land in my original contract
with Mrs Bates and to obviate a legitimate claim for damages on my
part and my leasehold rights for the whole property. The solicitors on
all sides knew that at that time | was ignorant of my rights and sought
to collude in a labyrinthine plot to exploit my ignorance.

The period 1992 — 1994 constituted a continuous cynical effort to
wear me and my partner down physically, financially and mentally
using a plethora of instruments of torture: endless harassment as well
as crime both petty and serious against us including three attempts of
murder by the Bates family with the Police under instruction from the
legal department of LBRUT to stand down. During this time my partner
was diagnosed with a nervous breakdown. Our relationship broke down
and by April 1994 she fled the property in fear of her life. Revealingly,
my solicitor Johnathan Walsh refused to take out an injunction against
the Bates family to seek a halt to their many criminal behaviours. The
object of this Machiavellian plot was to torture me to the point where |
would readily sign away my rights to be released from the rack.
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In April 1994 the pressure ramped up because the six-year statute rule
of limitations was approaching. At that time. Walsh gave me spurious
advice recommending he issue (S.J Wilkins instructed) a summons
for a case against Mrs Bates as a precursor to a case against the
conveyancing solicitors (Stone Rowe Brewer). This cynical device
was designed to deceive me into believing that this course of action
would ultimately lead to an action against SRB in a court case. The real
reason as plotted by the various conspirators was in fact to offer me
the already-conceived replacement lease by way of settlement with
the veiled threat of removal of Legal Aid entitlement: a device of which
Nicollo Machiavelli would have been proud.

| was duly led by the carrot of the prospect of a court case unaware
of the attached stick (the threat to remove Legal Aid) due a year and
a half later — when the potential cessation of Legal Aid was looming
— a court hearing (Jeager v Bates) to finally take place. A precursor
to the forced settlement by blackmail was to include an order made
by Judge Sturdy of pure theatre to a non-event trial — see attached
below. (Attachment 21)

The statement made by Sturdy in this missive “upon hearing solicitors
for both parties” is a flat lie. In reality Walsh was the only solicitor
present and he was surreptitiously acting as an agent for Wilkins of
Owen White & Catlin. NO other solicitors were present including BLG
solicitors or were formally heard by the judge at all — in fact on the
day | was herded into an ante-room with my solicitor Walsh and never
even saw the Judge. A clerk simply delivered this fairy-tale document
to us with my solicitor managing to conceal his mirth from me.

Section 5: Legal Aid and Court Cases

LA il s adda Al wil sl

judgment or order NDNGSTON | (RN

THRMES

Case Mo,

LTG0 307

Flmincls sidrees

Cousty Coart

LA ST RS Pustll O3t Loy TR Bt

PXF0Y 1 S—CHGMACL
| Deftsdant AN ADTRAY Ao, y

X Plaladifs ref. 2PTLS T By
Defendast's ref, Less I_-"II_'_T;_
AT
Fir g l-x-p'c-:- FRepaty ) DistTict :-'l'-‘fﬂ‘__.-." LA f A
v -amg At Flngeton Upsn Thames County Court A o )
- 4
On the (g day of SATHISS 135\ —
UPN  hearing SEOLALs T ONS AL B0 T3 FRTIL, NN
IT IS (RDERED THAT:
|) TR AATTRLSE SA= Ly AW Pt 1O
EATAALL THAY 30 AVOURMES (G- Wi Tl ATTAS KT AT P A

Td TTlA1E A

MY m—
r‘!'_,..-' F by THLEE ¢

;A AR AT T A
A ey e et T PR AT T L O A, R
-:;:‘- Tl FAdEmLa A G grs Thoael Ay [ st Pliree
PN 1T BAPE [ AB e, [N IS AE i T B —
A A - AVMEEa, et Gt leola A 1L AERNP 8T s Ry

T,

rﬁ-|__.-|._-|-l"_

L ) COSTY rev TS il

Attachment 21

Diafendast’s address

i
| _ \ e
) -_g._-'.l"-;.q__." Lﬁ_.-:-f.-i o i T T AL Diaed .'}.- .-'{i.-"é",a-
. £ o e P P
Pr i ro% /
]
The Court Office o Sepplons Bovss, 17, Besll Read | "-h:t'-u':.l-ﬁ. SirTey  KT6 6AQ
B opn (rom 13 ke e & e Mssday 15 Fridiy. Whn rsevspes i

Cht b iy = B s pleass sddim faii o e 5 e Chit Clerl 4 qes G

o TRy S i N ——

© Copyright PK. Jeager

Ly



Judge Sturdy also refers to the solicitors case number KT404030" —
a false concoction intended to deceive me into thinking that such a
case (myself against the solicitor for malpractice) existed — it didn't. No
summons was ever issued for such a case. The intention all along was
to force me to settle out of court using the Jeager v Bates case as a
facade to cover up the cornucopia of malfeasance and crimes relating
to the lease and planning fraud.

In accordance with Judge Sturdy’s order, Walsh took a statement from
me — albeit after the 31st October deadline. By this time | had begun to
realise the seriousness of the lease fraud which I duly documented in my
statement. Walsh removed the passages in my statement discussing
the fraud — namely the switching of the back page and references to
my original contract with Mrs Bates. Additionally, in violation of Sturdy’s
order, no statement by Mrs Bates was ever issued to me outside of an
internal court.

Walsh repaired to a meeting along with ringmaster Wilkins with Barlow
Lyde & Gilbert to arrange the final sting. At a meeting of February 1996
held at my flat accompanied by another solicitor and a barrister (highly
irregular, done to avoid written documentation) Walsh duly proffered a
derisory offer which could easily have been made over two years earlier
and which would have obviated all of my suffering in the interim. | was
offered the back garden land | already owned under the original contract
with Bates as a solution in silence of the spurious rights-of-way issue
which would enable me to complete the agreed works. Walsh knew
that | was still unaware of the lease fraud (rights of way) and that the
real design was to have me complete the works so that a new lease
for a new property entity (to be called “2A") would then be created. The
key point is that no such lease was possible under leasehold law until
such time as | had completed the back garden works.

The proposed deal, needless to say, would neatly coerce me into
surrendering my leasehold rights to the whole property. The leverage
used to get me to accept this derisory settlement was the threat of
withdrawal of a Legal Aid certificate if | refused what was deemed a
reasonable offer on the table. Any future Legal Aid would thus be denied
me unless | accepted the offer — a standard ploy in such circumstances.

At this meeting Walsh readily admitted to the assembled parties thathe
had enriched himself to the tune of some £ 13K during this purgatorial
period in my and my partner's life. This grotesque bias between
solicitors funded under the guise of Legal Aid (in reality the Solicitors
Indemnity Fund) and the legally-aided, reduces the administration
of justice in such circumstances to little more than a business with
guaranteed profit to the solicitor — thus incentivising them to draw out
proceedings for the maximum time available.

| was so incensed that | decided there and then to sack Walsh. | wrote in
February 1996 to Walsh explaining how poorly he had represented me
and sacked him. After my sacking him, by law Walsh was compelled to
inform Kingston Court that he no longer represented me. He did not do
so and moreover he did not cancel the Legal Aid Certificate either — no
doubt waiting to see my next move.

The case Jeager v Bates was scheduled for June 1996, so now as a self-
representing ignorant litigant | set about garnering the documentation
which I thought might help me in the case. | went to the LBRUT archives
and | obtained the Building Control document and other information
taken from microfiche film. No witness statements had been exchanged
and it emerged that Walsh had NOT officially informed Kingston court
that he was no longer representing me. Accordingly, Kingston court did
not contact me advising of a legal obligation to seek court permission
from a Judge to represent myself.
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My sacking of Walsh created an immediate crisis — the expectation W o LEGAL AID CERTIFICATE —?
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Therefore, BLG set up a new Legal Aid Certificate through Mr David | AccwuniNe  OATISC

Keegan of the Brighton Legal Aid Board in order to maintain the facade e e Oppentnt Detalls Dt Erciuded
that the case was a civil dispute between myself and Mrs Bates. The ; i"—‘;h B o i a s
real purpose of this new certificate was of course to fund Wilkins | Solisicor

to produce case files. From this point on all costs by Wilkins were 4 ﬂfﬁf’““ A il

ascribed to this new code, the original certificate created under my
name without my knowledge having served its purpose to a failed out
of court settlement. In fact, Wilkins should never have been writing
up case files — he was the putative proxy defendant'’s solicitor in the

) o ’ Snbetaative Cerifioas iEgeed o . i 26000954 |
case — but was in fact surreptitiously acting on behalf of Stone Rowe oo Gurrent Eertiﬂ::ata Status . [__!'\.-'E
Brewer who delivered all of the necessary documents to him to write AL o e ._.;., S A T T e AT T

i B e e I "1"""--_“—‘. e Sy et vt B T o s
Up the Case fl|€S ~ RN, o ! = m—ﬂ‘;—l“"‘ﬂ: ""'"'i'iﬂﬁ.‘-‘._.-—' 5

The code ascribed to this new certificate (See Attachment 22) -
YLIGBMAY9623/A/Q/1 (which includes the coded reference to
Barlow Lyde & Gilbert along with the date it was set up) — reveals that
its true purpose was to fund continuation of the perennial legal effort
required to force me to settle — this time escalated to a court case :

with a wig-and-gown Judge presiding. The reader will see that Wilkins ;
Attachment 22

of Owen White & Catlin now selected Mrs Bates as the patsy for this
latest continuation of the Legal Aid farce.
rffocms
MUCK-A AIERRERARURARENANGD
1300T3ER L, *Fei0RB0DCOTIS00IR
Woarm A =f THILS 15 AN IMPORTANT DOCUMMEINT, HETP IT SAFELY
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The above letter to my brother, signed by the Brighton Area
manager David Keegan (Attachment 22A) unequivocally
demonstrates his collusion in the conspiracy. The headings at the
beginning of the letter ascribe the two stated codes to myself and
Mrs Bates respectively. This gives the false impression that Mrs
Bates was a genuine recipient of Legal Aid when in fact Barlow
Lyde and Gilbert represented NEITHER Mrs Bates nor myself —
these associations to the litigants are nonsensical under the law.
The new certificate dated 23rd May 1996 initiated a court hearing
and preparation of case files.

Attachment 22A

Section 5: Legal Aid and Court Cases

A% LEGAL AID BOARD
i Brighton Area Office

Eregmngl Bie] VR

Ievach Houss, Sxidi Finon, Tredsgar Pince, Brighion e Sussex 341 4F7 DX 27ER Beighion 1
g’ C1ETH BEGEE? Fraees: D177 STH20 Fanchising: 01773 ET0E00
i Lbtaaamant 0027 BUERTY

Mr. BAO. Moore-Josger Cner Reft DMK/ JAG
Chardattown Cottaoge Your Rif!
Letves Raceoourse Date: & Cofobar 1900

LEWES BN7ILR

Lear Mr. Moore-Jasger,

Paul Jeager - EAEJGPETCOYE/A/N/] - 93/14346
Mrs. Dorothy Bates - TLIGBMAY96334/0/] - 94/12170

Thank yoti for your lefter of 28 nd Septemiber 1993,

I nead to make clear my vews of the case in relation to your brother!
legal aid. d

If your brother and Mrs. Bates signed different versions of the controce,
then there will be a need to make a new Wwﬂifhﬂdw
udll be void This will depend on evidence that the contracts are differern:
?m:hm.?flmhdmmbdiwaﬂwh.m% version of the controct hasg
pet to be disclosed. [ that is so, this needs to be done.

If the contracts are the same, then agreement needs fo be reached on

ressiving the detmiesd bousndery, completing the works and the purehase
any additional rights from Mrs. Bofes. o

_ Once completed, your brother's loss can be re-evaluated. You can either
mwﬁmm%%wmrhmmmmyﬁrmwﬁr
coungel fo reconsider My loas. This will not owercome counsel’s reduction in
the estimatad seftlement dise to the risk of losing any cowrt case because of the
solicifors" note,

Counsel based the loss on the cost of purchasing the right of acoess as
mrmwg_m_m L850, K ia of nofe that this assessment
does not take into consideration the dispute over the boundary kne,

In summary, legal aid in the negligence case has been dischanged. |
wmdtrﬂhgt‘-_lim&mﬂhﬂm Bates should be seffled wéthout proceeding 1o
eourt. If this is dore pour brother's less con be reassessed and your brother
couid reapply for legal aid on the action against Song Rowe Brewser.
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Not only do these associations carry no legal validity, in fact these two
legal aid certificates NEVER functioned at the same time. The two
certificates had entirely different functions and the latter certificate
actually REPLACED the former for the purpose of funding legal effort
by Wilkins in seeking to reach a settlement with me — this time in a full
court case — so as to continue the concealment of the original lease
and planning fraud.

With the new certificate in place ready to be used in the ongoing
conspiracy, events began to move quickly. Walsh sent me the
original conveyance file compiled by McNutt with no supporting
documentation to give the false impression that Sturdy's orders were
being implemented (in fact none of the directives ordered by Sturdy
had been complied with).

By this time the Judge Sturdy order had lapsed and in order to initiate
any renewed action it would have been necessary to apply to Kingston
County Court in front of a Judge to give good reason as to why the
Jeager \/ Bates case should be revived for a hearing given that the 6
year statute relating to the 1988 lease had expired. | was ignorant
of my responsibility to seek permission from a judge to act as a self-
representing litigant.

In June 1996 Wilkins sent me 3 case files (via a third party) which he
wrote himselfinthe livery of Barlow Lyde & Gilbert being the supposed
case of Jeager-v- Stone Rowe Brewer to fool me into thinking that
this suit was also being progressed in accordance with Sturdy's order.
Wilkins then wrote 3x3 copy sets to Jeager-v-Bates and delivered
one set to the court manager at Kingston Mr Lionel Davies in OWC
livery! The proof of these various deceptions is revealed in Wilkins
taxation documents.

In July 1996 the court hearing duly went ahead. | turned up like the
proverbial lamb to the slaughter to the courtroom abattoir armed with
the single casefile provided by Walsh however discussion quickly turned
to evidence not contained in this case file and which | was therefore
ill-prepared to discuss. | objected so the Judge who then asked the
defendants if they had spare copies of the relevant case files which
they duly deigned to supply me with — the very case files sent to me by
Wilkins only this time in the OWC livery! It is the responsibility in such
cases for the plaintiff — NOT the defendant - to produce case files. By
his actions Judge Morgan fundamentally undermined the due process
of constitutional English law.

lwas thus notthe only sheep present: The entire Jeager v Bates case had
always been nothing more than afleece concealing the malpractice wolf
as a way of preventing the true dispute being heard by higher authority
in a criminal court — with all the attendant risks and consequences it
would have entailed for the numerous criminals involved.

Nevertheless, the commingling ploy worked and after being battered for
three days by legalese from the other side, | accepted the compromise
proposal bartered by Judge Morgan in which | made several genuine
concessions in return for the land at the rear of the property which |
already legally owned prior to the hearing.

On reflection | recognised | was making too many concessions with
nothing in return and decided to reject the deal — which had merely
regurgitated a deal which had essentially been on the table for several
years. Accordingly, | wrote to Kingston Court and the court arranged an
audience for me with Judge Morgan, who told me to get a barrister — to
give the impression that | would enjoy proper representation - and he
agreed to reopen the case.

© Copyright PK. Jeager 48



In the autumn of 1996 | employed a new solicitor Mr ] Slater of Slater
Bradley & Co in Putney | found in the phone book whom | informed that
| wished to pursue the conveyancing solicitors for malpractice.

In order to progress my instructions a new Legal Aid Certificate would
have been required by solicitor Slater who failed to implement it. He
did in fact illegally operate under the existing certificate set up by
Walsh which was always still aimed at an out of court settlement. Like
solicitor Walsh he tried to coerce me into a settlement with the threat
that I would otherwise be liable for the ballooning legal aid costs. | was
incensed by Slater’s diversionary tactics and sacked him at our final
meeting in December 1996.

My sacking of Slater forced the conspirators to realise that | would
not accept a settlement so they made the decision to ratchet up
the pressure and resort to a contrived court case to coerce me into
accepting the settlement offer | rejected from Walsh — but all of these
approaches continued to surreptitiously conceal the REAL underlying
issues — the contract, planning and leasehold frauds.

A new solicitor was then recommended by a friend: Solicitor Charles
Terry, London. Terry agreed to take the case. He made contact with
Wilkins and promptly joined the conspiracy. They hired barrister
Maynard to represent me with my old antagonist barrister Beaumont
lurking in background. The case took place in July 1997.

Terry and his appointed barrister cheerfully utilised the same case
files as previously to bring the case — knowing full well they had been
compiled for and in the interests of SRB solicitors! Evidently the wolf
was still in rude health and swathed in sufficient sheep's clothing to at
least fool me.

In the middle of this case, and with impeccable timing to add pressure
and despite being the putative defendant in this case, Wilkins of OWC
initiated an injunction to force me using Judge Morgan to construct
the court yard and side staircase to the back garden on my land. This
injunction had no legal grounding whatsoever to which was illegally
operated outside of these designated proceedings. Morgan should
have terminated the now-corrupted proceedings forthwith but instead
endorsed this horrendous abuse of my personand carried onregardless.

Judge Morgan’s Judgement is reproduced below in Attachment 23.
Morgan in fact contradicts himself in the first two sentences of this
judgement. He states that the Defendant (Mrs Bates) leased the
property to the Plaintiff (myself) and goes on to describe me as the
freeholder. This ridiculous falsehood has myself as freeholder granted
a lease to my own property! It is thus a deliberate mendacious
concoction demonstrating Morgan’s collusion in the whole conspiracy
against my person. These first two sentences in this judgement render
it false and invalid. It also renders all future action against me including
my bankruptcy false and invalidates all the subsequent spurious costs
falsely ascribed against me or my assets.

The judgement unsurprisingly makes no reference whatsoever to
the "2A" basement flat nomenclature given its non-existence under
the law. The other nomenclature sleight-of-hand in this document is
that the fraudulent plans attached to the case files had now been re-
incarnated as 9871/04B in the judge Morgan Judgement. Evidently
Morgan believed this manoeuvre would divert attention away from the
previous criminal creation of two DIFFERENT versions of the plan both
labelled with the suffix "4A"
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In order to comply with the injunction imperatives | was forced to raise
funds to the tune of £7,000. | did this by borrowing £5,000 from my
sister — which | was never able to repay — and a further £2,000

from Halifax Plc which amounted to the final instalment of a £10,000
loan agreed in 1988 for the pursuance of my contract works. | hired
contractors to do the extensive excavation work and the construction of
the courtyard and staircase from basement to upper ground level — this
was completed by the middle of 1998. In compliance with the injunction
| laid foundations for the kitchen beneath the concrete courtyard area
but | did not have sufficient funds to proceed with the building of the
kitchen. The garden kitchen extension was in fact never completed.

At this juncture | had a burning sense of injustice and wished to pursue
McNutt of SRB for the malpractice | had endured — believing that my
case was still alive. | recalled that Mrs Bates had been represented by
a barrister based at Inns Court in London, so | decided to investigate
the geographical area knowing that there were several barrister's
chambers in the vicinity.

%

Section 5: Legal Aid and Court Cases

This acton arises out of 3 gramt of Seplamber 1888 of a leass by the
Oefercant to the Plaintifi of the Basement flat ot 2 Haggard Road,
Twickenham. The Plainti is the fresholder owner of the houss at that
preparty. | is & property with the grownd fioor, a first flcor and 8 besemant
Tha bassement prior to 1888 was unused for many years. The action bEcama
bafora me over 8 perod of 3 days in July last year. H was thought to be
satitad on the thind day but tha! has tumed out not 1o be 0. After Dirsctiar®
Hearings the matier has bean restored for hearing for the begiming of this
Wl

On Wednesday (20" August 1967) there was insufficient time to give &
Judgemsnt and so | do 5o today. This is pof & reserved Judgement.

The background to the aclion maybe briefly summarised In 1083, the
Plaintiff who had been staying at the property of one of the Dafendant’s adul:
30ng nen wernt to stay et 2 Haggerd Road. Inifally this was to be a brief stay
but in fact he ived thers in 1887 and 1983. During 1987 and 1588
negotiations took place betwsen the Flainti® and the Defendant for the
granting of a lsase to the Plaintift for the besemant of the premises and for
works 10 be carmied out 1o convert the basemani inlo a habitable condition
Both parties had Soliciors acting for them.

Matters came to @ head in the Summer of 1988. On 27 July 1988 the
Flamtiff got plewning permission In respect of the conversion of the
basament. The relevant plan [s $871/04E al page 148 of the Trial Bundie.

The negotlations between tha, paries cuiminaled in two letiers betwean the
respeciive Soliciiors In Sepiqriber 1988. The first was from the Plaintitfs
Solicitors dated 5" Septembes 1588, ot page 219 o tha Trigl Bundle. The
istter encicsed an amendsd leass plan indicating a demised area eiched red
and a parking arsa shown a8 yeliow io refiect the lease agresment. More
imponanty | refer 10 paragraph 2 of that letler. [The Jucge read this outl.

The reply of the Defendant's than Sclicitors is cated 5™ September 1988, and
is found &t page 220 of the Trial Bundle. The relevant paragraphs are thete:-

Attachment 23

Fi3
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In August | visited the locality and intuition told me to knock on the door
of one of the chambers — Cartier & Co - and | was duly introduced to a
barrister called Saunders who agreed to look over the extant Jeager v
SRB solicitors case files for £250 cash-in-hand. | returned several days
later to be told by Saunders that the case was outside his expertise
but recommended a suitable solicitor firm Koskey Seal & Co. in Harrow.
Koskey himself first made an appointment for me to attend a meeting
with Barrister Jamie Riley at 11 Stone Buildings in Lincolns Inn. | duly
attended at the appointed time and was introduced to Mr Riley who
stated he could not act for me due to a conflict of interest — he had
previously represented and was retained by OWC solicitors of Feltham
as clients.

In March 1999 by appointment | met Barrister Beaumont who
coincidentally had chambers in both Harrow and London. The reader
will recall that Beaumont also had previous dealings with OWC — direct
involvement in my case in fact. Another meeting was arranged at 11
Stone Buildings. | Waited in there reception and the rotund Beaumont
appeared — without introducing himself. He asked me what | wanted
out of the case. | replied | wanted my contractual rights to be upheld
and my life back. He did not even bother replying, turned on his heel
and walked out.

Two weeks later | again attended 11 Stone Buildings for an appointment
with vet another barrister — Mr Timmins - | attended with Koskey
solicitor Ms Simone. Timmins arrived and we were led to another
nearby chambers — to an attic storeroom a clandestine venue for a
clandestine meeting to produce a clandestine barristers report to
supposedly pursue SRB but in reality to surreptitiously protect them.
This report stated Bates was to be bribed with £ 10K by the SIF to drop
her objection to giving up the land | owned by contract — to continue
to stifle this legal contract and cover up the extant lease with a new
lease — a variation to the original to protect the land registry who were
fraudulently implicated in the original lease.

The report also downplayed the possible success of a suit against SRB
— an obvious lie because | had proof of malpractice. The £10k bribe
readily explains the vicious abuses and harassment | received at the
hands of the Bates family over a five-year period 1991 — 1996 during
my excavations. Had | completed the works the £10k bounty would
have been forfeited by Bates — but Wilkins injunction forced the work
to take place and Bates never really bothered me again — knowing full
well she would get in trouble if she had interfered with the execution
by me of the injunction imperatives.

As an aside, another barrister Ms Raquel Agnello also sat at 11 Stone
Buildings in Lincolns Inns- unbeknown to me at the time — our paths
would cross again 4 years later when she produced a bogus high court
order for me vacate and surrender up my property.

Dissatisfied with the experience with barristers, | decided to sack Koskey
Seal and sought out a new solicitor in the phone book - Weerakoon in
Hounslow. | made little progress with this new solicitor in the pursuance
of my lawsuit against SRB however this brief encounter did yield one
useful outcome. | obtained from Weerakoon a copy of the dynamite
legal aid certificate (Attachment 20 above). This document is the only
true production of a Legal Aid Certificate | ever saw — it is a genuine
Rosetta Stone revealing a history of multiple frauds in the application
of Legal Aid in my case.

By early 1999 | suffered a mental breakdown and | was referred to a
clinical psychologist at St Johns Clinic in Twickenham who diagnosed
me with a serious case of PTSD — a decade of being subject to lies,
duplicity and blatant fraud having taken its toll. Kingston Court was
informed of this. In the summer due to my state of diminished mental
acuity | enlisted the help of my brother to act for me, who on advice
from Court Manager Lionel Davis applied in writing to act for me. My
brother went before Judge Morgan and was given permission to act
in any further proceedings on my behalf, an option which was not
afforded me in 1996 in bringing Jeager v Bates.
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In a later hearing with Morgan my brother raised various anomalies in
Morgan's 1997 judgement —including the plan nomenclature alteration
to version "4B" as a judgement “error”. Judge Morgan unsurprisingly
refused leave to appeal.

Shortly thereafter BLG showed their hand by writing to my brother
and me inviting us to a settlement meeting at their offices. My brother
and | duly trotted off to their illustrious offices in London. | was offered
£13,000 to settle — conveniently below the £15,000 threshold which
would have had to be signed off by a High Court Judge. A sum higher
than this would have precipitated a Law Society investigation with a
predictable outcome for McNutt and LBRUT. The £13000 shrivelled
carrot came — needless to say — with a Jonson gagging order which
would have prevented further action on my part after the inevitable
subsequent revelation of the lease fraud — and with no tenure to a
basement flat property. | decided to reject the offer.

Consequently, Lionel Davis then launched new proceedings for Jeager
v SRB — without any summons and long after the expiry of the six-
year statute - this time in Epsom. Naturally, the case could not have
proceeded in Kingston since it would immediately have revealed
multiple counts of fraud. Judge Morgan refused to take the case so
Davis picked a soon-to-retire Judge to hear the sham case. My brother
was given very little time to prepare files for the case based on contract
—abouta week leading up to Christmas 1999. Nonetheless, my brother
succeeded in couriering documents by the 4pm Christmas Eve deadline.

We went to court on 2nd January also hand-carrying the files, which
Judge Hull unsurprisingly rendered inadmissible - with the false excuse
that the documents were not presented to the court by the deadline.
The Judge proceeded through the looking-glass, asking the defence
barrister acting for BLG representing SRB, for his case file! Judge Hull
then suffered a road to Damascus moment and addressed the defence
barrister Seitler saying “I do not think | can put my name to this case”
Evidently. Hull had not been satisfactorily briefed prior to taking on the

case. In light of the rejection of our case file, | did on the second day
bring in some important documents from the file for which | swore in
on an affidavit. The key document proved to be the irrefutable 1990
McNutt letter citing the “irreconcilable” nature of my original contract
with Bates and the leasehold agreement. As a result of this crucial
evidence Hull found in my favour. He found McNutt's actions had been
seriously negligent. We walked away suitably elated. Nevertheless,
Hull was duty bound to clarify the implications of his own findings —
that the contract and lease were irreconcilable — but pointedly failed
to do so.

My and my brother’s elation was short-lived — unbeknown to both of
us there was a legal howitzer trained on me in the form of a liability
hearing. The outcome of this hearing in the Spring of 2000 was that
although I had clearly been wronged, the Judge speculated in his ruling
that | had suffered no financial loss because | would have bought the
lease regardless of perceived flaws — conveniently omitting to correct
my delusion that the lease was not for a non-existent flat but in fact for
the whole property at 2 Haggard Rd. To add insult to injury, the Judge
awarded costs to SRB represented by BLG (financed by the Solicitors
Indemnity Insurance Fund). In reality, tame Judge Hull's awarding of
costs to SRB was an inevitability given that no summons was ever
issued against SRB in the case. Hull retired around a year later.

Now that all avenues to creating a new lease for a new “2A" property
with associated settlement were exhausted and the fact that no
substantial costs were awarded in the judgement of Jeager v Bates
case, Wilkins needed a new mechanism to recover his costs. A plot was
hatched whereby Mrs Bates would claim that my works had caused
her to suffer opportunity cost in respect of letting out her property
whilst she was on holiday in Australia.

Her claim conveniently overlooked the fact that she had no right to
let any part of the house since | owned the leasehold for the whole
property — a fact of which | remained blissfully ignorant at the time.

© Copyright PK. Jeager 52



Nonetheless this false claim was progressed and compliant Judge
Morgan duly awarded £ 15Kin costs to Mrs Bates. Wilkins was then
able to utilise this illegitimate precedent as a pretext to further
inflate the sum to some £112Kto cover his legal costs incurred in
the ongoing fraudulent conspiracy to deny me my rights.

The £15k claim was cemented by a charging order by Judge Trigg
on 1st October 2001 (Attachment 23B).

Charging Order Absolute In the &
Kingston-Lipon- Thames

Claimant County Court

Paul Keith Jeager Case Mo, st per ey | R THI3074

Ta the defendunt Claimant's Ref,

Mes Duncthy Bates T,

2 Haggard R4 it a0

Twsckenhum - """{"-lﬂ‘-r ot

sivcr! iy )

A
-
i

Before DEPUTY DHSTRICT JUDGE TRIGG sining & Kingsion-Upan-Thames Comnty Court, 5t James Foad,
Kingston Uipon Thimes, Surrey, KT1 ZAD

iy Tl Cadinpanst haFbRScns Ans S ieenat it s DErmasany
i T
Hh-l:-n-ﬂr-[ Bans

Om the applicati

and on resding the affidavits of Sein Inﬁlﬁu’_ Michael Wilkins filed herein and the crder nisi made on the 21 Jume

2001 Sram e s, "
- T dmoeanr B kmdgase -

It is ordered that the beneficial inm'_m:ﬁ = Ly B lamdd : i the pehedule
below siand charged with the payment of £15405,15 the smoust due from ihe 1o the an arder
af this court dated 1 October 2001 together 'with any ingerest® l.ndl__,{l'.“.ﬁl:'l costs of this spplication., the costs 1o be
addad 1o the judgment debi. . -

[ s

ey
Il\ 4 Dated; 1 October 2001

*Where judgmend is entered for more than L3000 or inchedes & sum ia respect of contractuil of late payment isteness,

the claimand may be entitled to fenher inseresd.

Schedule

Basement Flal .22 Haggard Road
Twickenham

Middlesax, |

TW1 ZAF
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Section 5: Legal Aid and Court Cases

The following month Court Administrator Lionel Davis then issued
a charging order "Nisi” the following month (Attachment 24)
ludicrously claiming that OF the £15525.15 claim £112005.33 -a
sum about 7 times higher evidently accurate to the last penny -
remained unpaid!

Charging Order Nisi In the
Kingston-Upon-Thames

i County Courl
Faul Keith Jeager Case Novem g an | KTA03074
To the defendant Claimant's Bef,
Mirs Doothy Hates 3
2 Haggard Rd ,-"':'""‘ o
Twickenham /’ \
Middx i

L e N

On the application of Peslbebbdenper s DodoTHy GATES T

i
and ¢n reading the affidavit of % kn%ﬁ Hicﬂ;g:l gilgrﬁrig ap a%l E:Eb}l & jud ﬁ 2
February 2000 in this [\ o pay b the -
m!-‘.!Eﬁ'."S.ISE&ﬁ- :'Fl.‘;ﬂjik% Teriaing due aud unpaid, and that the I§11-::11:ti~[:ia.1 I 3 '

in the assel specified in the schedule below: s
It & ordered that unless safficient reasons to (he contrary are shown before

Kingston-Upon-Thames County Coart St James Road Kingston Upon Thames Sarrey KT1 2AD on the
7 January 2002 at 12:00 PM ¥ TR,

. : : Gt i gt LT o . TN _
when this matter will be funber considered, the dafandant’s btnrrliial inlere the|assed shall, and it is
ardered that in the meantime it do, stand charged with the paymeet of £1 including any incerest®
due on the judgment wageiber with the costs of this application, =

Dated; 12 November 2001

“Where j el is enjered fgr more than £5000 or inclisdes a sum in respect of contractual or lats payment
interest, the niitled o furiher interest. AT

[ E N PR - ""-'M MI,TﬂhNﬁtlﬂ 'E"i .II|

To the
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{aggard Rd Attachment 24
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The timing of these actions is no coincidence — they both come shortly
after my petition for bankruptcy which | entered on 24th September.
This second document is littered with officially-stamped “corrections”
typically juxtaposing the claimant with the defendant, these stamps to
give the illusion of legitimacy. The original Schedule in this document
is of course for 2 Haggard Rd (with the correct Land Registry Title No
522469), falsified to the non-existent “2A Basement Flat” by Davies
with this fraudulent entry stamped with the court stamp. The reader
will recall other instances of the falsification of the house number — a
necessary part of the whole fraud — notably in the Building Control
document where Roy Summers squeezed in an “A” after the original 2
(Haggard Rd) entry in the “No./Name” field (see Attachment 11)

The official-looking charging order “Nisi” (Latin: Unless | object)
nevertheless succeeded in fooling me and Davis conspiring with Wilkins
succeeded in inflating the claim to the £112K figure — their cynical
purpose being to ratchet the pressure on me to the point where they
could achieve their long-held ambition of depriving me of my legitimate
lease to 2 Haggard Rd.

It will come as no surprise to the reader that this latest episode
rendered me suicidal and destitute and in total ignorance of the
reasons for destruction of my life. | suffered a mental breakdown, but
| nonetheless decided that | had to act and virtually the only option |
felt I had left was to put what remained of my faith in the Government
Department of the Official Receiver — | decided to initiate bankruptcy
proceedings in the belief that a fraud had been perpetrated against me
and would be investigated.
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Section 6
Bankruptcy and Eviction




On 24th September 2001 | applied for bankruptcy at the High
Court. (See Attachment 25) The resulting Bankruptcy Order on a
Debtor’s Petition is shown in Attachment 26. All officials in the
High Court as well as the Receivers were well aware this address

did not exist.

ol R
DEBTORS BANKRUPTCY PETITION
rec:-oz|mefige
IM THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE MO, 7250 of 2001
M BANKRUPTCY
%;ﬁ-ﬁ:} 11T -0 -a7aT
RE: Paul Kelth Jeager E:EET SHGHSTT DR METITION 28004

jj_"ll:'r-; Keith Jeager of Basersers Flat, 2a Hibburd Rosd, Twickenham, Greater Losdon
AF currencly unempioyed nequest the court that & Bankrupicy Order be made sgainst
me wnd gay as follow: . -
1. Ihnfarﬂuﬂmrplrfﬂiliﬂmﬂuimmt}- i
- : precading ithe presentasion of
this petion resided &2 Basemert Flat, 20 Habbard Rosd. Twickenham, Greater
Landon, TW1 JAF, within the district of this Cosri :
F [ o unsble o piy my debis
L Thst within the perad of five years ending with the date of this petition
1B I have net been adjudged bankrupg

0 I have nct [made & composition with my in satisfacts
_ t ¥ ereditars in stisfaction of my (5 16
debish or [entered into & scheme of arrangement with crechions] BA. 1914)

D 1 have mot enered o o voluntiry Erfangement

{iw) Ihmu:lbunwtjmmlﬁldmmmurdﬂmdquﬂurm o
Couniy Act 1084 {,-é;.:g;-?n::?#h
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4, A mmement of my affales is filed with this petiticn ’/\/g“;j’} - f‘:\
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Date: 24 September 2001

Presented and filed on e 24 Sepremiber 2001

Attachment 25

Section 6: Bankruptcy and Eviction

It was also tampered with at a later date with the entry “Lately trading
as a builder under the style Jeager General Builders” to give the false
impression that the bankruptcy related to a company rather than an
individual. This was done to assist with the deceptions relating to the
bankruptcy which were to follow.

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE

I BANKRUPTCY
¥

il 'y EEF

UPON THE PETITION of the sbove named debtor whith was prestaied om

24 September, 2001 O
- T,
‘!’_" T Er S HE, - ;
8 Wl HPUIN READING the petiticn and the Statement of Affairs 2L
L i AEAAD

IT IS ORDERED THAT Paul Keith Jeager of Bussment Fli, 23 Habbesd Road,

Twickenham, Greater London, TW1 3AF unemployed *be acjudged bankrupt -

*LATEEY DAV Ab'ﬁqﬁwﬂ U THESTWRL . J
- -1-\;"' : J

_ . GevatAl fdu/cpots, i
[And it is ordersd thes

[And it i3 alss erdered thas

Q DATED THE 24 September, 2001
:
TME: [] 7% hoen

[The][One of the] Official Receiver(s) aached 1o the Court i by virtse of this Order
receiver and manager of the Bankrupt's Estate. You are required 1o attend upon the Official
Attachment 26  Receiver of the Count at THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER, 21 BLOOMSEURY STREET,
LONDON, WCIB 358 immedistely after you Eave received thiz Order. The Official
Receiver's offices are open Mondsy to Friday (except on holidays) freen 1000 1 1600 hours,
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| met with the receiver allocated to me and explained the background
to the case. The receiver consequently contacted the High Court civil
section who contacted the Kingston Court civil section down the line
to my antagonist Sean Jeremy Wilkins. A creditors meeting was then
arranged without my participationinvolving Wilkins, BLG and the Halifax
Plc and a puppet elect trustee Kevin Ashley Goldfarb (who worked for
licensed liquidators Griffins) was appointed - with Wilkins pulling the
strings behind the scenes. It transpired years later that it was agreed
that Goldfarb's costs (eventually £6493.72) would be covered by
cashing my endowment policy after the dirty deed had been done.

The conspiratorial effort to deprive me of my leasehold rights and my
dwelling continued.

In May 2003 Goldfarb applied for a notice for me to quit the property.
| appeared before Deputy Registrar Raquel Agnello (lamb by name but
not by nature - for it was | who was to be slaughtered) on 26th June.
Agnello was a close associate of barrister's chambers at 11 Stone
Buildings who had represented OWC for many years.

Onthe day | was kept waiting for over 3 hours frustrated and angry until
a chamber became available — Ms Agnello and the civil section waited
until lunchtime when the chambers planned to use was empty and so
could be used illicitly and “off the record” for this spurious hearing.

The resulting Order (Attachment 27) is unsurprisingly anomalous, in
particular:

1. Theorder falsely states that Agnello heard from the Trustee, Solicitor
for Halifax and myself. In fact apart from three court security guards |
was the only relevant party present;

2. | was ordered to vacate "Basement Flat 2A" which Agnello well
knew did not legally exist;

3. Corrections to the document were NOT stamped with a registrar’s
stamp — the latter being unavailable due to the opportunistic and illicit
use of chambers during a recess for lunch.

| complied with the order - unaware of my tenure of the whole property
under the law - by the deadline of 7th August and was rehoused into
social housing in Twickenham in a destitute state..

TN
| 3 Y IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE MNO: 7253 - 2001
e -
. 1IN BANERUPTCY
(s 0
MISS DEFUTY REGISTRAR AGNELLO - 5"““&'“1':',
g Le 1% vk 1 8
RE: PAUL EEITH JEAGER
ETI’UF THE APPFLICATION OF Eevin Ashley Goldfarb ofo Alan
Tayior & Co of Mynott House 14 Bowling Green Lane Clarkemwell
London EC1R OBD for &n order as set out in the Notice of Application
iled on the 20th May 2003
AND UPON HEARING Soliciter for the Trustee, Solizior for Halifax
PLC (the morigagers) and the Debtor in person
™y
AND UPON READING Mr Goldfarb's affidavit of the Oth May 2003
énd the extubit thereto and Paul Jeager's statement in reply dated Sth
Jupe 1003 and the documents attached thersto and the letter from the
Legal Serviees Commission dated the 5th of June 2003
rl Is ORDERED THAT Panl Ke=ith ]'4133__-.? do on or before tha Tth
August 2003 vacate and deliver up possession of the Basement Elat 2A
haggand Road Twickernham London TW1 3AF to Kevin Ashley Goldfark
ey - _—— =l
DATED THIS: 264 Jupe 2003
Attachment 27
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Wilkins then turned his attention to realising cash from the property by the
instrument of a Lease Variation which allocated the “unexpired residue” of my
lease (some 110 years) for 2 Haggard Rd (the entire property) to one Farhang
Najafipoor - a property developer — for a sum in the region of £220K. These
proceeds were disbursed to cover Wilkins' £112K spurious legal fees as well as
£40k to the Halifax (including a £10k loan illegally added to the mortgage) and
a large payment of £68K to the SIF. This latter payment demonstrates that the
SIF underwrote the entire legal effort and shows in this case that the role of the
Legal Service Commission as expressed through Legal Aid is deliberate deception
to give the false impression to an ignorant layman that he is enjoying genuine
legal assistance.

Some two years after my contrived bankruptcy and increasingly angry as my
renaissance unfolded | decided to start investigating. | began with the Plan
nomenclature fraud — despite being uncertain of the detail of the fraud | knew
Judge Morgan’s invention of version 4B was false and | was determined to get to
the bottom of it. On 9th Feb 2005 | decided to visit Kingston Court and met with
the new court manager Mr Stephen Piggott. My purpose was to scrutinise the
case files as used by Morgan during the case. Piggott was not able to find the
full original case files, but returned with partial remnants of Lancaster solicitor's
case file which CRUCIALLY contained a copy of the building works plans that were
identical to those used by Judge Morgan in the Jeager-v-Bates case. This version
became the smoking gun.

| asked Piggott to stamp (red ink court stamp) and date (by hand) the corner of the
plan which he duly did thereby unwittingly incriminating himself. (See Attachment
28, carner detail). limmediately recognised anomalies: not least that the architect
Hood's name and address and the plan reference number were concealed by being
covered by blank paper prior to being photocopied. The motive for this nefarious
action — a conspiracy to deceive me hatched by Wilkins of OWC and the PREVIOUS
court manager Mr Lionel Davies — was to conceal the treachery of both architect
Hood and Judge Morgan.

For the rest of that year | became a nuisance to Kingston County Court and
repeatedly lobbied Stephen Piggott as | sought to uncover more detail in respect
of the planning fraud. (In fact | only finally pieced together the whole truthin 2018
when | finally acquired ALL versions of the plan).

The attached emails (Attachment 29) are instructive since they show the combined
efforts of a large number of involved individuals — including two Judges — to utilise
their combined legal expertise to thwart my pursuit of the truth. By April 2006
their efforts were focussed on gaining an injunction against me to neutralise me.

Events took a radical turn on 31st May 2006 — | sealed my fate by putting up a
poster on a front window of the court claiming fraud relating to the plans. My
antagonists then realised | was getting too close to the truth and would be able
to overturn all the false convictions against me and my bankruptcy. They then
abandoned notions of an injunction and instead immediately hatched a plot to
recover and extinguish the smoking gun — the fraudulent plan version given to me
by Piggot. They at once contacted the Chief Superintendent of Kingston police.
The latter realised that “the game was up” and | had proof that Richmond Council
is riddled top-to-bottom with criminal fraudsters so the imperative became to
steal back the evidence by whatever means necessary. They chose to use the
frivolous trumped-up charges displayed in Attachment 31 as an excuse to raid
my home.

Two days later on the 2nd June, Kingston AND Twickenham Police raided my home
at around 06:20am — the timing witnessed by two witnesses. Three police cars
and a holding van arrived outside containing 7 police officers who surrounded my
flat. | was told to get dressed then | was immediately gratuitously handcuffed and
arrested by PC Lance Hooper 725 VK. The putative charge was criminal damage
by putting a poster up outside Kingston County Court. Police records show that
Hooper FALSELY recorded the arrest on his Evidence Sheet later as 7.48am (See
Attachment 30) a full hour after the actual arrest. The missing hour was in fact
spent at my flat to search for and steal the illicit plan | obtained from Piggott while
| languished bewildered in the van like a caged animal. They duly found the plan
but failed to find the copy | had made — (Attachment 28) — a prime example of
bungling incompetence for which | am most grateful.
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Section 6: Bankruptcy and Eviction

Pc Hooper's witness statement relating to my arrest is attached below (Attachment 31), written some two months
after the arrest. The reader will note the heavy redactions in this document. After some investigation | succeeded

in recovering the unredacted original — they are shown side-by-side.

RKESTHRICTELR iwhen o

s Hhireel )

— == -

WITNESS STATEMENT

(S8 Azt 1947, 1.9, MIC Act 1980, m YA Ma) aad SE: MOC Roglea 1981, r 90 |

Statiinsned ol -Daﬂniﬂ PETEEW ...

Orrger 18

Ues: | | | I

Podice Officar.. ...

Age | andey 13 (i et 21 ot g 10y DiScupation

pape sach signed by ma) in e = the ben of my knowisige ind balisf and |
o evidenoe, | shall b liabis 1o gesdemtion o | bave wilflally rated anything ia ir

This mxlerwst (comdintieg of .2
maake ik knceawdng e, ik B
wikhzhi 1 kmow o ba

Tick il witnass avidenos [s vieaDy seooeded | gty witnesr dpssily oo rear)

On Friday 2™ Juse 2006 [ was an duty in full aniform in company with other officen in 2 maked
Police vehicle, V2, in respocse to an cogong investigazion of harsssment and lasterly criminal ;j.arn_-r_;:-
| =t Kingnon Coonty Court  The sespect, Paul JAEGER of 3 Telmioy Court, Vicarsge Road|
Twickepham, who wia & former litigact in geveral cases at Klingstor County Court which had fuiled

U e abdre date ad 07 48 housy JAEGER having|
| et mysalf and colleagues into his fla, was arested by me. 1 sald *Mr JAEGER [ am piscing vou -J_q.d.e:!
ervest for criminal dasnage and harassment |s that you have persistently vished Kingston Coonty Coan
tnd acted in an aggressive manner and oo Wedsesday 31" Muy 2006 you glued some posters of a
slanderons natare coto the feont wisdews of Kingston Cownity Court and hive sent susserous beters of 8

* 1 1bea cautioned JAEGER, and ke replicd

I plaged JAEGER in cuffs = o front s2ack position _
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The purpose of the redactions was to conceal from a court of law the various
parties involved in the conspiracy to thieve documents during the illegal raid
on my flat which incriminated Richmond Council. The conspirators included
Court Managers Lionel Davies and Stephen Piggot as well as Hooper —
whose identity as Arresting Officer is also concealed thereby rendering the
witness statement invalid. There is of course no justification under the law
whatsoever for such redactions — in fact it is a criminal offence. Hooper
of course ensured that after | was safely convicted that only the redacted
version witness statement remained in the official record.

Hooper's statement admits that multiple “colleagues” entered my flat that
morning — several of whom were from the Twickenham station and asked to
be relieved since their shift was ending BEFORE 7:00 am — their departure
witnessed by myself and two others at this time — which falsifies Hooper's
repeated stated claim that all these events took place an hour later.

| discovered later that day (by this time on Police bail) that in addition to
damage they caused to my computer, that the officers who searched my
flat had stolen the plans they were looking for. The following day | wrote a
complaint to Chief Superintendent Kingston police relating to the damage to
my computer and the theft of the plans, blissfully ignorant at the time that
the conspiracy to force a guilty pleain my subsequent trial was already at an
advanced stage. Non-coincidentally PC Lance Hooper was a liaison officer
to Kingston Crown court and its civil section.

Returning briefly to the role of the architect in the fraud the attached letter
(Attachment 32) below written by Colleys surveyor W. G. Barnett illustrates
that multiple parties were seeking to protect architect Richard Hood from
exposure to his central involvement in the deception. He is referred to as
“Richard Ford” - Richard Fraud would have been more apposite. Although
Surveyor Barnett refers to plans 9871-03 the letter in fact alludes to detail
relating to the unauthorised version of the plan fraudulently labelled “4B" by
Judge Morgan. This was why Kingston police were instructed to steal back
what was thought to be the only extant copy of the “4B" plans.

Tellingly, the letter from Colleys was NOT signed by its author — Surveyor
Mr. W. G. Barnett — who was implicated in the fraudulent Halifax mortgage
from beginning to end (1988 through 2002).
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| have already presented sufficient evidence in this dossier that my
antagonists could not afford to risk my appearance before a jury
because their case was fatally undermined by the connivance between
the department of constitutional affairs and the British courts, which
would have been exposed by such a trial. The tactics used therefore
were to coerce me to plead guilty without a hearing taking place by
exploiting my vulnerability (still suffering from PTSD), my ignorance of
procedure and due process of law and my fundamental human rights.

On 8th Feb 2007, the day set for the trial, my legal team arrived and
promptly walked out on me in a farcical display of which Noél Coward
would have been proud. | was left with no alternative but to plead
guilty to more serious trumped-up charges invented by Pc Hooper after
my arrest of “putting a person in fear of their safety” under the Public
Order Act — NOT harassment NOR criminal damage for which | was
originally arrested - without my case even being heard. My barrister Mr
Darren Sammat (ex CPS) interestingly did not leave with the rest of my
legal team and was unsurprisingly ready to accept a guilty plea on my
behalf when requested to do so by Judge Ms King. Two weeks later on
16th Feb 2007 and without being referred back to magistrate’s court
for sentencing, | received the following sentence:

Restraining Order (protection from Harassment Act 1997 S5) the
defendant is prohibited from contacting directly or indirectly Stephen
Piggott of Kingston County Court for the next 5 years.

12 weeks imprisonment suspended for 12 months.

On my way out of the court reception area with my brother, barrister
Sammat appeared behind me and asked with an air of finality “Mr
Jeager - how much did they take you for?” — referring to my travails
over the previous decade. | replied “"£300,000" and he then departed
with a knowing smirk on his face.

My recent attempts to obtain more detail of the events on the day
of my arrest by copious correspondence with the Independent Office
of Police Conduct (IOPC), the Police Professional Standards Office
(PPSO) and other bureaucratic quangos have vielded very little useful
information except that Pc Hooper took “early retirement” after facing
investigation relating to complaints against him by colleagues in the
police. Whether this very convenient early retirement had anything to
do with his conduct in relation to my case is lost in the sands of time.
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Section 7/

The Role of the
Land Registry in the Fraud




This section documents a timeline of fraud within the Land

Registry documentation which begins with the date of my lease e U N ST SEmANAF pev s s, g

— 23 September 1988 through to the current time. The freehold S VS S

of 2 Haggard Rd was acquired by Mr Edward John & Mrs Dorothy A H M. LAND REGISTRY SREATER Loy
Mary Amelia Bates on 22nd August 1967 at a price of £5150. The vl ) e sy L6 S )
property had been built in the late 19th century and was bomb- e T T '_ TR
damaged during WWII. P P e Pt R

The document (Attachment 33) is a copy of the original Land ':—TI-m-.,-“.-:'-’-";s:-=::'-.'g;;L-'.-..'.-':-;":‘;H:._.J;-'-.f.' addes, ¢ .
Registry document (SGL 48537) updated and current as of 27th 2

July 1992. This document has a series of record entries in the : g

Proprietorship Register. The original purchase is recorded in the “’ . ~

first entry and Mr Bates death in March 1984 constitutes the . 4 .

second entry. In the "Application Number and Remarks” section

opposite this entry is a spurious date of 28.9.1988 appears in g il
the next data field which is also officially stamped. This date is _ kil : g

an obligue reference to my Leasehold Agreement for 2 Haggard - bar— —_— =

Rd completed 5 days earlier on 23rd September 1988 — which _'.'E_":'--.;--;.._“:.:!-":..;T; e fi}f,iih“;liéf;_l-.';‘:_‘:ii;ﬁ;f"'r:L A otk s e ate, | et
was obviously NOT added to the Proprietorship Register in direct CETAY ST . 4
contravention of property law. /| e LT T

The Charges Register for the property is shown in Attachment 34,
which was currentas of 27th July 1992. The first two entries relate :

to a mortgage with Goldhawk Building Society in accordance with |
usual practice. ,,.F;.H
7A)
:}_‘____‘.-"
) )
Attachment 33
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The next entry is made on 21st November — 3 days after SRB
solicitors sent the lease to the land registry. This entry should
therefore have been made in the Proprietorship Register. Instead
only an obligue reference to the Leasehold Agreement is made.

Section 7: The Role of the Land Registry in the Fraud
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Section 7: The Role of the Land Registry in the Fraud
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It is also the case that there is neither reference to my mortgage
with Leeds Permanent Building Society — nor is recorded the pRmiEn BT TrLeoRD DETeecT LARD MERETTHY Sk mio SeciEro s ok e ensii ol 30 gL AL
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multiple instalments of a building loan ADDED to the mortgage e —— e
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The document (Attachment 35) makes the tacit admission (s |fokemas Kiak) : -

that there was freehold contract land involved — relating to 1 Dt | | ™ |
my building contract — which is outside the real legal extent of |

the leasehold agreement.
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Paul McNutt solicitor in his letter (Attachment 17) described this as a
“substantial miscarriage of justice” — which then implicated the Land
Registry. This document also fraudulently refers to a "basement flat”
which in law had no independent legal existence ever from 2 Haggard
Rd as a flat.

Attachment 36 that follows is alleged as was produced on 21.11.1988
contains particulars of my lease which demonstrates the deliberate
pre-meditated exclusion of the lease on the Proprietorship Register in
Attachment 33 for reason the flat 2A never existed in title until fraud
of a title in 2005.

This document was written up years later after | had spent 1988 and
1989 converting the basement of the house unfinished into a bedsit
flat moving in with my partner Sarah in September 1989.

Attachment 16 proved this beyond doubt that the fraudulent lease
mortgage was advanced on the freehold house and not the basement
shell under the Freehold title SGL48537.

Attachment 36 that follows was written years later. It starts at the
beginning giving a false new Land Registry Title Number SGL522469
to a NON-existent basement property lease missing from the original
Proprietor Register. This is blatant fraudulent pre-planned alteration
of these documents by the Telford civil land registry office anticipating
the creation of a new “2a" leasehold property - which never took place.
My bankruptcy thwarted these plans — instead ultimately a variation
order was used after my bankruptcy to enable a third party to live in
the basement and to raise money to reimburse the Solicitors Indemnity
Fund and Halifax Building Society for my mortgage.

The lease for the basement flat today in circulation 2023 is a fraudulent
document. The lease | still hold today is for the whole house 2 Haggard
Road, which includes the basement as part of this property. It is still in
law legal with eighty years remained un-expired to run.

A lease that could not be legitimised until the flat was free of boundary
dispute brought about by the corruption of The London Borough
Richmond upon Thames council and conveyance solicitors.
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Attachment 37 is fraudulent and seeks to commingle entries for 2
Haggard Rd and to a non-existent 2A basement property in order
to try to legitimise my mortgage with Leeds Permanent Building
society: the Title is clearly stated as SGL 522469, which is to say
for the whole 2 Haggard Rd property.

Section 7: The Role of the Land Registry in the Fraud
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The final attachment (Attachment 38) in this dossier putatively
records Proprietorships and Charges for the whole 2 Haggard Rd
property (SGL522469)

The Proprietorship Register falsely refers to “Basement Flat, 2
Haggard Rd" to which Title SGL522469 DOES NOT apply.)

Inthe Charges Register, Items 1 &2 refer toacharge onthe property
by Halifax which is pointedly excluded from Attachment 36.

ltems 3 & 4 relate to a crass cash-grab by Wilkins and David
Keegan legal aid in tow with the motive of trying to recover his
costs (some £112K) relating to the spurious Legal Aid certificate
set up by Barlow Lyde & Gilbert working in cahoots with McNutt
and without my knowledge.

Thefinal entry comesamonth after my petitionfor bankruptcy (and
is therefore invalid) — a final desperate lunge to try to legitimise
the charge by Judge Trigg of £15,000 morphed into £112,000 by
way of a spurious fraudulent document - a Charging order Nisi
produced by court manager Lionel Davies in conspiracy with Sean
Jeremy Wilkins of Owen White & Catlin of Feltham Middlesex.
Wilkins, with his specialist expertise in such cases, was the elected
“banker” for the Solicitors Indemnity Fund, with the whole case
overseen by Barlow Lyde & Gilbert in the City of London.

Section 7: The Role of the Land Registry in the Fraud
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Epilogue
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"Oh, what a tangled web we weave when first we
practice to deceive”
Sir Water Scott

"..personal prejudice and financial greed are the two
great evils that threaten courts of law, and once
they get the upper hand they immediately hamstring
society, by destroying all justice”

St Thomas More

The front page of this dossier quotes the great Sir Thomas More warning of
the dangers of financial greed corrupting justice. Today, the Thomas More
Building named for him is home to the Central London County Court, part
of the Royal Courts of Justice which have indeed become corrupted in the
manner he feared as | show in this document.

More was condemned by the lies of Richard Rich, who was rewarded for
his perjury, despite More correctly invoking the ancient legal principle “qui
tacet consentire videtur” (he who is silent is seen to consent).

This document shows that civil law in particular in this country has become
heavily compromised by its actions in respect of legal aid and the solicitor's
indemnity fund as administered by the law society. There are large parts of
the legal system and the civil service which require root-and-branch reform
or to abolished altogether.

A prime example of this is archaic leasehold law which has been abused
since its inception and which continues to this day — at the time of writing
of this dossier legislation is passing through the British parliament to
reform leasehold law. Needless to say, it goes nowhere near far enough.
Immediate abolishment is the only solution to this particular Augean
stable so that crooked solicitors will answer for their criminal actions the
same as the rest of us. The ruination of 30 years of my life would not
have happened absent this cynical legislation which could scarcely be
better designed to encourage corruption by parasitic legal and civil service
“professionals”. The reader will note that essentially all the abuses |
suffered also happened under the auspices of civil and not criminal law
— including my ultimate bankruptcy. The reason for this is because my
abusers were correspondingly covered for what in reality were criminal
actions by the Solicitor's Indemnity Insurance Fund — a body which exists
purely to exonerate legal professionals from criminal culpability. Another
trickremorselessly used againstignorantlaypersonsis the six-year statute
of limitations. This dossier is peppered with examples of this statute used
cynically against me — even by legal professionals who were being paid to
act on my behalf!

Having now conducted over twenty years of research culminating in the
production of this dossier, | attach below two items of unequivocal proof of
the profound injustice | suffered at the hands of the various establishment
crooks whose nefarious actions in their conspiratorial collusion against
my person are detailed in this document. Both have only recently come to
light as a result of my ongoing investigative efforts.
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Attachment E1 Attachment E1 below is a letter from Munira Wilson
MP in which she inadvertently reveals the reality that | was being
charged council taxes illegally by them for the best part of a decade.
This letter reproduced below from Resolutions Officer Mr Duffy in
response to a query by me to Munira Wilson admits that the 2 Haggard
Rd property was classified as Band C for tax purposes in stark contrast
to architecturally near-identical adjacent properties classified as
Band F — the difference being the legally non-existent and officially
uninhabitable basement | was actually living in and paying rates
charged by LBRUT.

Council taxes were of course not applicable to this officially non-
existent property and taxes were only levied to avoid alerting me to
the planning fraud to which ALL involved are criminally liable. Wilson
of course was not involved in the original conspiracy and its various
ramifications which is why she accidentally revealed the truth. Upon
realising her error she has ignored all further correspondence from
me — no doubt after frantic consultation with her REAL masters in
Richmond council — and is therefore an accessory to the many crimes
against my person.

T: 020 T219 6474
E: munira. wilson, mpEparlismentuk
Mewslerner: wuw muniraong. wkiemail sign ap

Epilogue

MUNIRA WILSON MP
Member of Parliament for Twickenham
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Attachment E2 (right) is a communique | recently secured from the
Insolvency Service which shows that the bankruptcy proceedings
against me were in fact totally false. This proves unequivocally that
a multiplicity comprising conveyancing solicitors, surveyors, the Legal
Aid boards, Richmond Council, the Police and barristers and judges in
various Courts of Law up to and including the High Court in Bankruptcy
were all criminally colluding in my case.

There is scarcely a governance authority in this country which is NOT
involved in the criminal conspiracy which destroyed my life.

Epilogue

Attachment E2
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Leasehold law and the six-year rule are but two of many legal mechanisms
which are increasingly rotten in the State of England — "to be or not to be” in
respect of these (not to mention the Legal Aid chimera - a misnomer if ever
there was one) - is an easy question to answer so far as | am concerned.

| repeat the challenges made in the Introduction to this document and
| also call on an urgent basis for a public enquiry into this and similar cases.

| do swear that this written statement is a true in-depth analytical
investigation into the conspiracy of fraud and theft that was committed
against my person from 1988 to 2004. .

© Copyright Notice: This document is protected by UK copyright law. All
rights are vested in PS Jeager. No part of this document may be reproduced
without written permission of the copyright holder.

In Memoriam:

ADA OAKLEY

17th June 1917 — 25th December 1983
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