
Exhibit I1 Timeline Of Events:  
 
 

 

• The Lead-Up to The Events — A Legal Narrative by Mr. Simon Paul Cordell 

• Timeline Of Key Dates: -- 
 
Exhibited Weblinks x2: 

1+ 00.1. All-Emails-Together_1 
2+ 02. All-Docs 

 
a Start 

1) 04/01/2025-- Rebecca O’Hare: Fabricated Police Call-Out (Setup) 

• On this date, Rebecca O’Hare initiated a false police call-out to my home once again. 

• This incident forms part of the wider pattern of harassment illegally committed by her and 
demonstrates another deliberate setup. 

• It underpins my claims against her and those who aided her unlawful actions, including: 
1+ The Metropolitan Police 
2+ Enfield Council 
3+ Mental Health Services 
4+ Neighbours, including Rebecca O’Hare herself 

• These actions victimised me illegally, while government officials involved encouraged and 
permitted Rebecca O’Hare to continue her conduct. This unlawful pattern is repeated in the later 
02/08/2026 case. 

• These actions victimised me illegally, “While Government Officials Involved Encouraged and 
Permitted Rebecca O’Hare to Continue Her Conduct in Another Illegal Pattern Charge, 
Such As This Case Dated The “02/08/2026.” 
 

• Supporting Disclosure:  
a) 04/01/2025 Directory Entry: 00.2. Rebbeca 04-01-25-2nd-Call-Police-At-Mine 

 
New Month 

2) 28/07/2025—Sick-Note-Update: 

• On this date, a formal sick-note update was recorded from the Hospital, after I had an operation 
for a Hernia!    

• This entry forms part of the documentary trail showing the ongoing impact of events leading up 
to the 02/08/2025 case and the impossibility of my having any intent to Carry out any offence 
such as Threats to Cause Criminal Damage as I was disabled to be able to.  

• Supporting Disclosure: 00.3. Sick-Note-Update-28-07-25 
 

3) 07/08/2025-- My Statements:  

• Created on the 07/08/2025 and there on afterwards. Prepared by myself and served early for easy 
understanding of the facts in this case that prove my innocence.  

• I prepared this statement at home following the incident that occurred. It was written in response 
to what I knew to be a failure of any Government official upholding a fair legal process in these 
proceedings. 

• My MG11 statement was initially submitted via email to my solicitors, as referenced in the 
documentation below.  

• It was formally acknowledged and accepted by my legal representatives Tucker Solicitors in the 
following email: 03.2. My Case Files Dated-07-08-25 and this was before I received any 
statements of the prosecuting team: 01/09/2025 and the 10/10/2025. It has been explained to me 
that this has now been submitted to the prosecuting team as well, but this has not been stated as 
a fact. 
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a) Supporting Disclosure: 02. Simons Defence Statements 
4) 02/08/2025:-- This is the day the alleged incident that never took place is wrongly attributed to 

me as said to have taken place but, in all honesty, it did not! :  

• In truth I was taken to hospital, as police officers assaulted me in my own home as documented by 
the doctors themselves:  

 
a) Supporting Disclosure: 00.5. 02_03-08-25-Hospital 

 
5) 03/08/2025:-- In Hospital then taken to Wood Green Police station! :  

• Two police officers brought me in an ambulance from my home to the hospital. At the hospital two 
new officers took straight over! Later that night another two police officers took over that were not 
at the scene again and they booked me into the police station for the wrong criminal charge of a 
section 4a Act 1986 and not the police caution for Harassment Act 1997 that I never herd 
through a closed front door. 

 
a) Supporting Documents: Police Custody Detention logs and Police officers’ statements and 

BWF. 
 

6) 04/08/2025:-- Taken to Highbury and  Islington Magistrates  Court! :  

• Cps had no Case Files Sent to them by the police? No Solicitor or barrister was in the court due to 
having other commitments as they stated to me while I was kept in the court cells! Released with 
Tag mindless of the lack of any official CPS Documentation from the police. 

 
7) 05/08/2025:-- This is the first email that my mother helped send for me to Highbury & 

Islington Court:  

• I asked her. Multiple Emails were sent to the Courthouse following a two-day period, All the Emails 
that were sent on my behalf was to request a change of bail address.  
* 05/08/2025: 01. Email Sent-05-08-2025.pdf 
* 05/08/2025: 02. Email Received-05-06_08-2025.pdf 

 
8) 06/08/2025:--  

• Emails were sent to as well as also received back from Highbury & Islington Magistrates’ Court 
requesting a variation of bail conditions. No formal response confirming the change was ever 
received, despite multiple follow-ups but the emails and there content was reviewed as another 
court hearing was issued for the 08-08-25 for bail review. A verbal agreement was acknowledged 
in the meantime of the change of address, which unfairly left me vulnerable to unwanted police 
attention.  

 
9) 07/08/2025:-- I submitted my MG11 witness statement and case files to my solicitor firm.  

• These were acknowledged but seem to have not been forwarded to the CPS as claimed. 
* 07/08/2025: 03. Email Sent-07-08-2025.pdf 
* <DIR> 03.1. MG11 WITNESS STATEMENT Mr. Simon Paul Cordell 
* <DIR> 03.2. My Case Files Dated-07-08-25 
 

10) 08/08/2025:-- Attended Court Again: 

• No updated bail paperwork nor any other CPS Files Existed but I still received a hearing 
outcome confirming procedural confusion. GPS Monitoring continued without clarity. 
 

11) 09/08/2025:- Day After Court: The folder titled 09-08-2025-Day-After-Court: 

• contains my personal reflections and notes following the confusion at court the previous day. It 
documents the lack of updated bail paperwork and the absence of clarity from court staff. This 
proves that despite attending court, no paperwork was given no explanation as to why it never 
existed, but a formal bail variation was still processed and a refusal to address any of the issues 
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I raised followed.  
* 09/08/2025: <DIR> 03.3. 09-08-2025-Day-After-Court 
 

12) 10/08/2025:-- Hearing Outcome Received:  

• The email titled Email Received-Attachment-Hearing Outcome-10-08-2025.pdf confirms that the 
court acknowledged my attendance but failed to issue proper documentation. It also shows that 
the CPS had not received any case files from the police, reinforcing the procedural void. 
* 10/08/2025: 04. Email Received-Attachment - Hearing Outcome-10-08-2025.pdf 
* 10/08/2025: 05. Email Received-10-08-2025.pdf 

 
13) 14/08/2025:-- Wrongful arrest for Breaching GPS Tag Bail Conditions and forced removal 

from Wood Green Police Station:  

• Tag mismanagement reported. I contacted Serco to report that the charger had been taken — 
likely by police during the previous arrest but was arrested again.  
* <DIR> 05.1. The 14-08-2025-GPS-Wrongfull-Arrest 

 
14) 15/08/2025:-- Alleged Tag Breach: 

• Due to a power outage between 2am and 10pm. This was outside of my control and not a 
deliberate breach as I reported the Tag charger’s issue of concern prior to the arrest. 

 
15) 17/08/2025:-- Alleged Failure to Answer the Door: 

• This was disproven by a note left at the door and call logs showing I was present and responsive 
and not on police curfew anyway. 

 
16) 19/08/2025:-- Email Sent Regarding Tag Mismanagement:  

• The Email File as: “Sent-19-08-2025.pdf” shows my direct communication to Serco and to my 
legal representatives, Tuckers Solicitors when I reported that the Tags charger had 
disappearance during 
“A Police Arrest at My Bail Address.” This proves that I was actively trying to resolve the issue 
and that the breach was not deliberate. 
* 19/08/2025: 06. Email Sent-19-08-2025.pdf 

 
17) 20/08/2025:-- Serco delivered a replacement charger after the police, or others failed to return 

the original:  

• This confirmed the charger had indeed been taken or withheld. 
 

18) 21/08/2025:-- Legal Aid Chasing Proof of Benefits:  

• In Regard to The Following Documents: “Legal_Aid_Chasing_Proof_21-08-2025.docx/pdf” 
and “Email Sent-21-08-2025.pdf,” both prove that I was being asked to again provide financial 
documentation to obtain Legal Aid 2012,” despite already submitting it, for Case 2 of the 
26/08/2025 that I signed for while in the court’s cells and not for any other case prior. This proves 
administrative failures and miscommunication within Legal Aid for the Case 1 of the 02-08-2025 
as no request to complete such an application as Case 1 of the 02-08-2025 even existed, as a 
request by Tuckers Solicitor Firm to Myself. 
* 21/08/2025: 07. Legal_Aid_Chasing_provision_of_proof_of_benefits-21-08-2025.docx 
* 21/08/2025: 07. Legal_Aid_Chasing_provision_of_proof_of_benefits-21-08-2025.pdf 
* 21/08/2025: 07. Received-21-08-2025.pdf 
* 21/08/2025: 08. Email Sent-21-08-2025.pdf 

 
19) 25/08/2025:-- Tag Replaced Again Due To Charging Fault:  

• This was the second technical failure, not a breach of conditions. 
 

20) 26/08/2025:-- Arrested Again for Alleged Breach of GPS Tagging Bail Conditions and 
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Fabricated Assault Charge. 

• No caution was given, no interview conducted, and no evidence presented. Eight officers were 
involved to do with the reason for arrest, “Alleged Breach of Tag.” This was excessive and 
unlawful and unnecessary as there was a failure between the court service provider Serco and 
the police and not of any fault of my own. The police at the Scene realised this and fabricated 
another police case that they started court proceedings for by alleging I assaulted a police officer 
by touching him on the shoulder as I turned away from him to head the other way and now this 
has become another wrongful arrest I am forced to suffer as an innocent person. 
* 26/08/2025: 09. Nova Chat about Case2-26-08-25.pdf 
* <DIR> 09.1. Case2-26-08-25-Assult-GPS-Wrongfull-Arrest 

 
21) 28/08/2025:-- Legal Aid Follow-Up:  

• The Emai File Titled As: “Received-28-08-2025.pdf,” confirms that Tuckers Solicitor Firm was 
still chasing documents that I had already sent to obtain legal aid for Case 2 of the 26/08/2025, 
This supports my claim of repeated procedural mishandling and unnecessary delay. 
* 28/08/2025: 10. Email Received-28-08-2025.pdf 
* 28/08/2025: 10. Legal_Aid_Chasing_provision_of_proof_of_benefits-28-08-2025.docx 
* 28/08/2025: 10. Legal_Aid_Chasing_provision_of_proof_of_benefits-28-08-2025.pdf 

 
22) 29/08/2025:-- Email Exchange for Legal Aid to be Required:  

• The Emai File Titled As: “Received-29-08-25.pdf” and “Email Sent-29-08-25.pdf,” both show 
my continued efforts to clarify my financial status and eligibility. These emails prove that I was 
compliant and responsive, contrary to any suggestion of delay on my part. 
* 29/08/2025: 11. Email Received-29-08-25.pdf 
* 29/08/2025: 12. Email Sent-29-08-25.pdf 

 
New Month 

23) 01/09/2025:-- “Legal Aid Granted for Case 2 Of The 26/08/2025.” Representation Order issued: 

• However, “No Representation Order” was ever provided for Case 2 Of The 02/08/2025.”. The 
“CPS Case Ratio” file folder was incomplete — “No Unused Material Disclosed, And No 
Case Ratio Folder was Provided,” while over materials were disclosed and the files withheld 
prove my innocence! 
* 01/09/2025: 13. Received-01-09-25.pdf 
* 01/09/2025: 14. Email Sent-01-09-25.pdf 
* 01/09/2025: 15. Received-01-09-25.pdf 
* 01/09/2025: 16. Email Sent-01-09-25.pdf 
* 01/09/2025: 17. Received-01-09-25.pdf 
* 01/09/2025: 18. Let - Client Legal Aid Granted - Devolved Powers - RO MC through to 

CC-01-09-25.pdf 
* 01/09/2025: 18. Received-01-09-25.pdf: Fake Legal Aid RO Shared case 2 Alleged assault 

26/08/25. 
* 01/09/2025: 19. Email Sent-01-09-25.pdf: Please confirm whether the legal aid granted also 

covers 
* 01/09/2025: 20. Received Attachments-01-09-25.zip 
* 01/09/2025: 20. Received-01-09-25.pdf: Tuckers Solicitor Firms Staff deliberately Swapped 

the offences charge is Threat to Damage or Destroy Property for the 02/8/25, when they 
knew the urn and there attendance at the police station was for a section 4a that got no 
further actioned. 

* <DIR> 20.1. Original-CPS-Case-Archive (1) 01-09-25 
* 01/09/2025: 21. Received-01-09-25.pdf: Dear Simon to clarify  we have legal aid for the 

following cases: File COR10388/00001 – Case Reference 01YE1267925  - Trial 13/10/2025. 
File COR10388/00002 – Case Reference 01YE1300125 – Trial 11/11/2025 

* <DIR> 21.1. Received Attachments: Case 1 02.08.2025 case files and folder! 
* 01/09/2025: 22. Email Sent-01-09-25.pdf: I’ll take some time to review the correspondence 
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and documents in full, 
* 01/09/2025: 23. Email Sent-01-09-25.pdf: Request for Full Disclosure – Case of 04/08/2025 
* 01/09/2025: 24. Email Sent-01-09-25.pdf: All the documents in the IDPC have been 

forwarded to you as separate documents. 
* 01/09/2025: 25. Received --Not in File--Not in File Same as above-01-09-25.pdf: Request 

for Full Disclosure – Case of 04/08/2025 
 
 
 

24) 02/09/2025:-- No Access: 

• I have No Access: To computer, cloths and anything else normal like a family life.  

• My home was decorated by me and friends, this included fees inclusively of the materials that 
amounted to thousands of pounds,  two reason this was done for are: 
1+ I work hard in life, and I believe this effort entitles me to enjoy the good things I have 

earned. I always aim to make the right decisions, even though it is impossible to keep 
everyone happy, all the time. When given the chance, I strive to protect the majority and 
minimise harm in the right circumstances. Yet I never forget that the majority is not always 
right, nor can it always be saved. Life is complicated in that way, but knowing what, is what, 
and how to handle it, is what makes me a strong manager and a manager who stands out 
for the correct justice in society.  

2+ I strive to remain balanced by being fair and staying impartial for myself and others to. 
I wanted to provide for my partner with a rebuilt home and a lot more, so I started the work 
to be completed on and within the home for the pair of us. I wanted us both to appreciate 
and respect the home and each other and while having a safe flat to haven.  

3+ My plan was to finish the flat and allow her to see it rebuilt for the first time 4 months ago so 
we both had some type of  living securely. Yet because of this court case, I have not been 
able to show her the hard work I achieved for us in the flat so we could build a family life 
together. In plain terms: “The Bail Conditions Imposed Have Destroyed Simon and 
Ella.” For four months, the restrictions placed on me by the court have caused her lasting 
distress. Not being able to return to the rebuilt home, which I constructed with my own 
hands, saving and spending carefully, left her more than just upset.  

4+ My former partner now refuses to attend to my bail address or even speak to me anymore. I 
keep telling her that I am innocent, and that perhaps we could rebuild our lives one day if I 
am not convicted and no restraining order is imposed. But she has shut the door on all of it, 
breaking my heart in the process. 

5+ Further family issues have also arisen because of the illegally imposed GPS tag bail 
conditions on me because now also other family members now refuse to speak to me as a 
result of these restrictions. 

 

• As a truly innocent man, my life has been wrecked for something I have not done, nor have I 
ever been properly arrested or cautioned for. 
 

* As Disclosed: 03. Impact Statement Regarding Wrongly Imposed Bail Conditions 
 

25) 09/09/2025:-- Due To Being on Wrongfully Imposed Bail Conditions:  

• I Cannot Go to My Home: I cannot use my computer consol and have been locked out of the 
servers remotely to obtain files. This is an unfair disadvantage when my evidence is at my 
home.  

• The servers cannot be moved due to IP and other formalities that would be impossible to 
undertake. 

• I have key evidence of Rebecca O’Hare and the true ongoings. 
 

26) 12/09/2025:-- Defence Statement and witness Saheed Statement:  
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• The Folder Titled As: “Saheed-Statement-12-09-25” and “Defence Statement Vs 115-
Rebbeca O’Hare” contain my formal rebuttal to the allegations and a supporting witness 
statement. These documents prove that the narrative used by the prosecution is disputed and 
unsupported by further direct evidence. 

* As Disclosed: everyoneloginto.me - /01. 02-08-2025-Another-Case/03. BUILT FOR COURT/ 
* As Disclosed: 07. Aunt Statement-18-11-25 
* As Disclosed: 06. Statement of Witness Section 9 Criminal Justice Act 1967 Saheed 

Olowu.pdf 
* As Disclosed: 02. Simons Defence Statements 

 
27) 15/09/2025:-- Email Exchange with Solicitor Big Disclosure and legality Case Review 

Requests:  

• The Emai File Titled As: “Email-Sent-15-09-25.pd”f and “Email-Received-15-09-25.pdf” show 
my solicitor acknowledging the procedural delays and confirming receipt of my defence 
materials. This proves that my legal team was actively engaged and that the CPS had not yet 
provided full disclosure. 
* 15/09/2025: 26. Email-Sent-15-09-25.pdf 
* 15/09/2025: 27. Email-Received-15-09-25.pdf 

 
28) 21/09/2025:-- Fixed servers 2 & 1:  

• On this date, I successfully repaired my servers and got them back online for the second time. 

• As a result, my “Website and Company Systems Became Accessible but Could Not Still Be 
Developed Due To a Lack of Freedom Because Of The Illegally  Imposed GPS Tag Bail 
Conditions,” preventing me from physically touching the servers to fix them.   

• I Would Like It Known That: Since the Court Bail Conditions were imposed on me, they have 
unfairly hindered my life, the restrictions that the courts imposed in my life, limit my ability to 
operate and maintain my online website infrastructure and Case files and ones that I have spent 
years of my life in time building to save on costs or because others were not available to help or 
that I would have never otherwise been able to afford.  
1+ Supporting Evidence: https://horrificcorruption.com/  

 
29) 22/09/2025:-- Fixing Case Files:  

• My Drafted Files. I was forced to work every day against my own free will to create a defence so 
that I can’t be setup by the police and the likes Of Rebbeca O hare every day since the 
02/08/2025. This means that I have to wake up at 6Am every morning including Sundays and 
work on the case files, until I am satisfied that I can convince the court of my innocence. 

• The Prosecuting Teams Such As: the “Met Police And CPS,” were developing this file below 
on this date, but the file was not disclosed to me, until 10-10-2025 when tuckers Solicitor’s firm 
refused to represent me any longer and this was just “Three Days Before the Trial for Case 1: 
Dated The 02/08/25.” 
* Original Version: 02. Original-CORDELL Simon 01YE1267925 Unused Material Disclosure 

“22-09-2025”-.pdf 
30) 24/09/2025:-- Audio Recording of Key Incident:  

• The Audio Files and Folder Titled As: “Recording-24-09-25-1025am.m4a” and folder “24-09-
25-- 1025am” contain audio evidence of a key interaction with my “[X] Acting Solicitor Firm 
Tuckers” This recording proves that I done everything in my power to comply with obtaining 
legal aid but was “Denied Fair Access,” by them! 

• The prosecution’s timeline supports my version of events. 
* 24/09/2025: 27. Recording-24-09-25-1025am.m4a 
* <DIR> 27.1. 24-09-25--1025am 

 
31) 25/09/2025:- Tuckers Solicitors Started to Act with Some form of Concern:  

• Towards my sent emails and legal requests and started to arranged a meeting with me. 

http://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/03.%20BUILT%20FOR%20COURT/
http://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/03.%20BUILT%20FOR%20COURT/07.%20Aunt%20Statement-18-11-25/
http://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/03.%20BUILT%20FOR%20COURT/06.%20Statement%20of%20Witness%20Section%209%20Criminal%20Justice%20Act%201967%20Saheed%20Olowu.pdf
http://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/03.%20BUILT%20FOR%20COURT/06.%20Statement%20of%20Witness%20Section%209%20Criminal%20Justice%20Act%201967%20Saheed%20Olowu.pdf
http://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/03.%20BUILT%20FOR%20COURT/02.%20Simons%20Defence%20Statements/
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/26.%20Email-Sent-15-09-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/27.%20Email-Received-15-09-25.pdf
https://horrificcorruption.com/
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/55.1.%20CPS-caseratio-10-10-25-Case-Files-02-08-25-/02.%20Orig-CORDELL%20Simon%2001YE1267925%20Unused%20Material%20Disclosure%2022-09-2025-.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/55.1.%20CPS-caseratio-10-10-25-Case-Files-02-08-25-/02.%20Orig-CORDELL%20Simon%2001YE1267925%20Unused%20Material%20Disclosure%2022-09-2025-.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/27.%20Recording-24-09-25-1025am.m4a
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/27.1.%2024-09-25--1025am/


 
32) 26/09/2025:-- Confirmation Of My Willingness to Join a Teams Meeting: 

• An Explanation of my technical setup and limitations!  

• A Request I made for a trial postponement! 

• My Clear instructions on how to use the Case files developed! 

• A Formal request for confirmation of case compliance regarding my legal instructions submitted 
to Tucker Solicitor Firm, including a detailed list of completed actions.  

• The Date and time agreement for first legal meeting to take place! "As detailed!" 
* 26/09/2025: 28. Email-Sent-26-09-25.docx 
* 26/09/2025: 28. Email-Sent-Now-26-09-25.pdf 
* 26/09/2025: 29. Received-26-09-25.pdf 
* 26/09/2025: 30. Email-Sent-26-09-25.pdf 

 
33) 29/09/2025:-- Email Trail:  

• These files show that I had still not had a meeting with my defence team, who were “Tuckers 
Solicitor Firm” by this date – applied under “section 38 of the Youth Justice Act.”  nor had I 
been informed about “Legal Aid Under The 2012 Act” not being put into place and signed for 
by myself and “Tuckers Solicitor Firm” for the “Threats to cause Criminal Damage Case!” 

• The Exhibited Files Below Also Documents: the “Ongoing Confusion Around Case 
Listings, Legal Aid and Illegally Imposed GPS Bail Conditions.” Tuckers Solicitors acted 
obstructively, “As If They Had Never Acknowledged Or Understood My Disabilities, 
Including My Post-Traumatic Stress Caused By The Prolonged Victimisation I’ve Suffered 
At The Hands Of The Metropolitan Police, Enfield Council Staff, And Their Affiliated 
Bodies And This Includes The Mental Health Services, Neighbourhood Watch Teams, And 
Other Affiliated Contracted Third Parties They Wrongly Involved Such As Court Houses,” 
on top of this, “I Also Live With Learning Difficulties,” which have been consistently 
overlooked throughout these proceedings, while I am being forced to represent myself.  
* 29/09/2025: 31. Email-Sent-29-09-25.pdf 
* 29/09/2025: 32. Received-29-09-25.pdf 
* 29/09/2025: 33. Email-Sent-29-09-25.pdf 

 
34) 30/09/2025:-- I Accepted a Meeting Online:  

• With Tuckers solicitor Firm about the Charge Swap. When Wednesday, 01 October 2025 at 
01:30 pm to 03:00 pm. How, by use of Team Meetings! 
* 30/09/2025: 34. Received-30-09-25.pdf 
* 30/09/2025: 35. Sent-30-09-25.pdf 

 
New Month 

35) 02/10/2025:-- Meeting Minutes:  

• The File Titled as: “Draft-Minutes-of-the-Meeting-02-10-25.pdf, “confirms that my concerns 
were formally recorded. This proves that the issues were acknowledged by my legal team, 
“Tuckers Solicitor Firm.” 

• Audio/Film Meeting Folder: The Folder Titled As: “02-10-25-Audio-Film-Meeting,” contains 
recordings of a meeting with legal representatives. This proves that I raised concerns about 
disclosure and case handling directly and that “Tuckers Solicitor Firm,” then tried to mislead 
me by withholding evidence that proved my innocence such as “The Police Custody Detention 
Logs and That They Tried to Miss Direct Me About the Legal Basis of My Case.”    
* <DIR> 35.1. 02-10-25-Audio-Film-Meeting 
* 02/10/2025: 36. Draft-Minutes-of-the-Meeting-02-10-25.pdf 
* 02/10/2025: 37. Sent-02-10-25.pdf 

 
36) 03/10/2025:- Email Sent:  

• The File Titled as: “Sent-03-10-25.pdf,” shows my follow-up to the meeting, reiterating the need 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/28.%20Email-Sent-26-09-25.docx
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/28.%20Email-Sent-Now-26-09-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/29.%20Received-26-09-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/30.%20Email-Sent-26-09-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/31.%20Email-Sent-29-09-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/32.%20Received-29-09-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/33.%20Email-Sent-29-09-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/34.%20Received-30-09-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/35.%20Sent-30-09-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/35.1.%2001-10-25-Audio-Film-Meeting/
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/36.%20Draft-Minutes-of-the-Meeting-02-10-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/37.%20Sent-02-10-25.pdf


for proper disclosure and case clarity and this is as towards the United Kingdom Laws and the 
charges being  illegally swapped after Tuckers solicitors stopped acting for me due to the 
Harassment case being no further actioned and not re attending the police station to act on my 
behalf, as well as no legal aid being signed by me for the Swapped charge of Threats to cause 
Criminal Damage 1971. 
* 03/10/2025: 38. Sent-03-10-25.pdf 

 
37) 06/10/2025:-- Additional Recordings and Documents:  

• Show your solicitor was aware of procedural breaches and disclosure failures. 
* 06/10/2025: 39. Sent--06-10-25.pdf 
* 06/10/2025: 39. Sent-06-10-25.docx 
* 06/10/2025: 39. Sent-06-10-25.pdf 
* 06/10/2025: 40. Sent-06-10-25.pdf 
* 06/10/2025: 41. Recorded-06-10-25-time17-45.m4a 
* 06/10/2025: 42. Recording-06-10-25.m4a 
* 06/10/2025: 42. Recording-06-10-25_1 split.m4a 
* 06/10/2025: 42. Sent-06-10-25.pdf 
* <DIR> 42.1. 06-10-25 

 
38) 07/10/2025:--  

• On 02/10/2025: -- I Attended a Meeting with Windelen at Tuckers Solicitors 
(windelen@tuckerssolicitors.com). Despite my repeated efforts to explain that the criminal charge 
swap was unlawful, she refused to acknowledge it and misled me about legal aid eligibility, and this 
was even as I pointed out clear procedural breaches. She referenced the custody logs, specifically 
the Section 4 Alarm, Harassment, And Distress entry, claiming that the solicitor who attended 
Wood Green Police Station had read those logs and prepared a statement based on them. I 
explained that I was supposedly cautioned through a closed front door, and that the caution was for 
Harassment Under The 1997 Act and as confirmed by the limited disclosure I had received, 
including “The Police Statements.” “She Even Refused to Act on The Arresting Police Officers 
Official MG11 Statement Being Backdated to A Date Before the Incident Even Is Said to Have 
Taken Place,” in its context. The Arresting Police Officers Official MG11 Statement Context and 
meta data both prove the backdate more than just once proving this was done deliberately. 

• I explained this clearly to Miss. Windelen at Tuckers Solicitors and that the police officer who 
backdated there statement is not just the alleged arresting officer as “Pc Obsiye Is Also the 
Person Who Took the Alleged Victim’s Statement, that they Both Together Have Fabricated.” 

• I Would Like to Note That: “At This Point in Time, I Had Not Yet Reviewed the Full Unused 
Materials,” nor more than “The Last Two Minutes of Over an Hour’s Interview , Clearly Missing 
identifying myself and Everyone Else Being Identified as Well as The Offence being declared 
as Taking Place in The Interview!” 

• It was only after Tuckers withdrew representation, citing client confidentiality as they were upset that 
I had recorded the meeting minutes legally as it is to do and this recording proves my claims. I later 
independently examined the unused disclosure files and on 20/10/2025 and 21/10/2025, “I 
Reconstructed the Hidden Undisclosed Police Custody Log Using the Files Titled So They 
Can Be Easily Read and Understood to Understand My Truths” :  

 
* Original Version: 02. Original-CORDELL Simon 01YE1267925 Unused Material Disclosure 22-

09-2025-.pdf 
* Return Version Docx: 02. Return CORDELL Simon 01YE1267925Unused Material Disclosure22-

09-2025.docx 
* Return Version Pdf: 02. Return CORDELL Simon 01YE1267925Unused Material Disclosure22-

09-2025.pdf 
 

- These Documents Confirmed What I Had Been Asserting All Along: the original charge 
under the Protection from Harassment Act 1997 / was booked into the police station for 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/38.%20Sent-03-10-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/39.%20Sent--06-10-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/39.%20Sent-06-10-25.docx
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/39.%20Sent-06-10-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/40.%20Sent-06-10-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/41.%20Recorded-06-10-25-time17-45.m4a
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/42.%20Recording-06-10-25.m4a
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/42.%20Recording-06-10-25_1%20split.m4a
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/42.%20Sent-06-10-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/42.1.%2006-10-25/
mailto:windelen@tuckerssolicitors.com
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/55.1.%20CPS-caseratio-10-10-25-Case-Files-02-08-25-/02.%20Orig-CORDELL%20Simon%2001YE1267925%20Unused%20Material%20Disclosure%2022-09-2025-.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/55.1.%20CPS-caseratio-10-10-25-Case-Files-02-08-25-/02.%20Orig-CORDELL%20Simon%2001YE1267925%20Unused%20Material%20Disclosure%2022-09-2025-.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/55.1.%20CPS-caseratio-10-10-25-Case-Files-02-08-25-/02.%20ReturnCORDELL%20Simon%2001YE1267925Unused%20Material%20Disclosure22-09-2025.docx
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/55.1.%20CPS-caseratio-10-10-25-Case-Files-02-08-25-/02.%20ReturnCORDELL%20Simon%2001YE1267925Unused%20Material%20Disclosure22-09-2025.docx
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/55.1.%20CPS-caseratio-10-10-25-Case-Files-02-08-25-/02.%20ReturnCORDELL%20Simon%2001YE1267925Unused%20Material%20Disclosure22-09-2025.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/55.1.%20CPS-caseratio-10-10-25-Case-Files-02-08-25-/02.%20ReturnCORDELL%20Simon%2001YE1267925Unused%20Material%20Disclosure22-09-2025.pdf


another criminal charge and not the one I was supposedly arrested for. I was wrongly booked 
into police custody for a case that I was never arrested or cautioned for, stating Section 4A Of 
the Public Order Act 1986 (Intentional Harassment, Alarm, And Distress, then once CPS 
Dropped the messed-up charges the Police Skipper illegally swapped into its place a new charge 
of Threats to Cause Criminal Damage Under the Criminal Damage Act 1971. The Third 
Criminal Charge swap as well as the second were both introduced wrongly by police as they 
avoided legal process and it is also said the police officers done this reckless act deliberately. 

- The two new offences required separate and lawful process: that must mandatorily include a 
fresh caution, arrest, and detention booking-in police log, as each distinct criminal offence must 
be processed independently unless explicitly bundled at the point of arrest, together as was not 
here. Crucially, the new criminal charges also require a new legal aid form to be signed, for each 
one unless bundled together at the point of arrest, which none of the above never did occur.  

- Then, on 07/10/2025, which is the date being referred to in this section I had to send another 
email to Tuckers solicitor firm as they would not respond to me. I later got told it was due to me 
disclosing that I had recorded the minutes of our meeting, Windelen became hostile about 
everything and refused to disclose the police body-worn footage, as well. She claimed to have 
viewed it, as proved in the minutes of the meeting, despite prior emails from another solicitor at 
the same firm stating that the footage was unwatchable and had never worked in prior emails. 
She proceeded to take a statement from me but refused to accept my own written version, 
inserted words I did not say, and dismissed the account I had previously submitted. She then 
denied me access to the statement she had drafted, refusing to let me read or amend it. This 
sequence of events demonstrates deliberate obstruction, misrepresentation of material facts, 
and “A Fundamental Failure to Uphold My Legal Rights” and all “While the Firm Had 
Access to Unused Disclosure Materials That Clearly Proved the Charge Swap Was 
Procedurally Unlawful.” 
* 07/10/2025: 43. Sent-07-10-25.pdf 
* 07/10/2025: 45. Recording-07-10-25.m4a 
* 07/10/2025: 45. Sent-07-10-25.pdf 
* <DIR> 45.1. 07-10-25 

 
39) 08/10/2025:-- Key Recording and Document:  

• The Files Titled as: “Recording-08-10-25--1430Pm.m4a” and “115-Rebbeca-Key.pdf “ both 
directly challenge the prosecution’s narrative. These Exhibits prove that the alleged incident was 
misrepresented and that key evidence was withheld. 
* 08/10/2025: 46. Recording-08-10-25 --1430Pm.m4a 
* 08/10/2025: 46. Sent-08-10-25.pdf 
* 08/10/2025: 46. Title 115-Rebbeca -Key.pdf 
* <DIR> 46.1. 08-10-25 --1430 

 
40) 09/10/2025:-- Tuckers Meeting Recording:  

• The Files Titled as: “Recording-09-10-25-Tuckers-1645.m4a” confirms that my solicitor 
acknowledged the procedural breaches. This proves that the defence team was aware and 
concerned. 
* 09/10/2025: 47. Recording-09-10-25-Tuckers-1645.m4a 
* <DIR> 47.1. 09-10-25-Tuckers-1645 

 
41) 10/10/2025:-- Tuckers Solicitor Denial of Representation Meant Files Were Completely 

Disclosed to Me That Proves the Created Date of the Case Ratio File:  

• This was over two months after the alleged incident. This delay and backdating of documentation 
and file cabinets raises serious procedural concerns. 
* 10/10/2025: 48 Received and 49 Emails Sent-10-10-25.pdf 
* 10/10/2025: 48 Received and 49 Sent-10-10-25.pdf 
* 10/10/2025: 50. Received-10-10-25.pdf 
* 10/10/2025: 51 Received and 52 Sent-10-10-25.pdf 
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https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/51%20Received%20and%2052%20Sent-10-10-25.pdf


* 10/10/2025: 53. Sent to Court-10-10-25.pdf 
* 10/10/2025: 54. New Solicitor-10-10-25.pdf 
* 10/10/2025: 55. New Solicitor-10-10-25.pdf 
* 10/10/2025: 55. New Solicitor-Attached-10-10-25.pdf 
* <DIR> 55.1. CPS-caseratio-10-10-25-Case-Files-02-08-25- 

 
42) 13/10/2025:- Trial Date at Court:  

• The trial date was listed without proper disclosure. Emails confirm confusion and lack of 
preparation. Files “10-10-2025” Exhibit. 

• Any fair disclosure was refused prior and the then undisclosed proved I was innocent!  

• My Listed Exhibits: “Prove That the CPS And the Rest of The Acting Defence Team All Took 
Apart Together and  Failed to Provide the Necessary Documentation as Now Disclosed to 
Me or Dismiss the Court Proceedings!!!”  

 
43) 14/10/2025:-- 

• Clarification of Legal Aid History & Court Proceedings  
1+ I  thanked Ms. Godfrey at McLartys Solicitors for stepping in after “Tuckers Withdrew from 

my Case at Very Short Notice.” 
2+ I explained the confusion around my legal aid history, solicitor appointments, and the judge’s 

reliance on “Section 38 To Appoint Tuckers Without my Consent.” 
3+ I Highlighted Procedural Breaches: “False GPS Tag Errors,” wrongful warrant, 

substituted charges without proper arrest/caution, and denial of representation. 
4+ I asked McLartys to take over, stressing the need for an “Adjournment to Transfer Legal 

Aid and Prepare Properly.” 
5+ This email makes it clear that these failures amount to a “Miscarriage of Justice” and must 

be addressed before trial. 
 

* 14/10/2025: 56. New Solicitor - Sent-14-10-25.pdf 
 

44) 15/10/2025:-- 

• Email Reply to My Telephone Call:  
1+ On 15/10/2025, Claire Godfrey of McLartys Solicitors (on behalf of Ian McLarty) confirmed 

our phone call and sent me two Legal Aid Authority forms and one request to transfer Legal 
Aid. I was asked to sign and date both documents on page 2, complete what I could of the 
first page (with the firm to complete the USN section), and provide detailed information in 
Section 1 of the transfer request. I was also asked me to confirm why an appropriate adult 
was present during my police interview, noting that the police had determined me as 
vulnerable. She stressed that the forms should be returned the same day so they could be 
date-stamped, and the Legal Aid process would begin immediately. 

 
* 15/10/2025: 57. Received-15-10-25.pdf 
* <DIR> 57.1. 15-10-25-Court-Letter-Both-Cases 

 
45) 16/10/2025 

• On 16/10/2025, At 08.55 Email: “57. Received-15-10-25.pdf,” I replied to McLartys Solicitors 
following their request the previous day. I confirmed that I had completed the Legal Aid Authority 
forms and the transfer request, bundled them into a single WinRAR file, and attached it for 
convenience. I noted that Section 1 had been filled in clearly and promised to follow up regarding 
the appropriate adult note. I closed by thanking them for their call and wishing them a smooth 
morning. 

• On 16/10/2025, At 14.32 Email: “57.1. 15-10-25-Court-Letter-Both-Cases” Claire Godfrey of 
McLartys Solicitors confirmed receipt of the zipped folder I had sent containing the completed 
Legal Aid forms. She explained that Tuckers were claiming to hold Legal Aid for both of my 
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matters, including the second case originally listed for trial on 13 October 2025. She noted that 
the court had stated I was represented by Tuckers under Section 36/38 and asked them to 
recheck whether they actually had a Legal Aid Order for that matter. Claire confirmed that if 
Tuckers did hold the order, the issue could be resolved by transfer, but if they accepted, they 
were in error she would make a fresh Legal Aid application directly to the Legal Aid Agency for 
the trials now set in November and December 2025. She closed by saying she would update 
me once she heard further. 

* 16/10/2025: 58. Sent-16-10-25.pdf 
* 16/10/2025: 59. Received-16-10-25.pdf 

 
46) 17/10/2025:-- Arrested Again for An Alleged Breach of GPS Tag Bail: 

• This was later dropped. No evidence was presented, and no new charges were filed. 
* <DIR> 59.1. Arrested-Again-17-10-25-1325Hours 

 
47) 27/10/2025:-- 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
(a) 60. Email-Attachment-27-10-25-01. Here-Case-02-08-25.pdf 
(b) 60. Email-Sent-27-10-25-1022Am.pdf 

1+ 61. Received-27-10-25.pdf Tuckers Solicitors Firm  
2+ 62. Received-27-10-25.pdf  sra.Org  
3+ 63. Received-27-10-25.pdf DPA & FOIA North Area BCU 
4+ 64. Received-27-10-25.pdf LAA 
5+ 65. Email-Sent-27-10-25-1058Am.pdf Tuckers Solicitors Firm 
6+ 66. Received-27-10-25.pdf Legal Aid Defence  

 

• Weblinks Explained: 
(a) 60. Email-Attachment-27-10-25-01. Here-Case-02-08-25.pdf  

And: -- 
(b) (b) 60. Email-Sent-27-10-25-1022Am.pdf 

 

• Core Email & Attachments (27/10/2025) 
(a) File: 60. Email-Sent-27-10-25-1022Am.pdf: -- 

This is the formal complaint email I sent on “27 October 2025 at 10:22 a.m.” It was addressed 
to multiple parties (Tuckers Solicitors, McLartys Solicitors, Legal Aid Agency, Ministry of 
Justice, Metropolitan Police North Area DPA & FOIA office, and the Solicitors Regulation 
Authority). 
1+ Subject: “Legal Aid Defence” 
2+ Content: I outlined procedural breaches, solicitor misrepresentations, contradictions in 

MG11 statements and tenancy records, and unlawful extensions of bail/GPS tagging. 
3+ “I Also, Requested A Written Response Within Seven Days” and confirmed the record 

was timestamped, cross-referenced, and “Supported by Over Forty Exhibits.” 
(b) File: 60. Email-Attachment-27-10-25-01. Here-Case-02-08-25.pdf: -- 

This was the key attachment to the above email. It focused on “Case 1 URN: 01YE1267925, 
dated 02/08/2025.” 
4+ It detailed the unlawful substitution of charges, misrepresentation of Legal Aid, and 

abandonment of representation. 
5+ Although “Case 2 URN: 01YE1300125, 26/08/2025,” was referenced, the “Core Content 

Was About Case 1,” which “The Court Later Avoided at the 02/11/2025 Hearing.” 
6+ This attachment is critical because it proves “I Raised “Case 1 Issues Formally, Yet They 

Were Ignored.” 
 

• Responses & Acknowledgements 
(a) 1+ 61. Received-27-10-25.Pdf Tuckers Solicitors Firm: -- 

1+ On 27/10/2025, I attempted to send a formal complaint and evidential chronology to McLartys 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/58.%20Sent-16-10-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/59.%20Received-16-10-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/59.1.%20Arrested-Again-17-10-25-1325Hours/
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/60.%20Email-Attachment-27-10-25-01.%20Here-Case-02-08-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/60.%20Email-Sent-27-10-25-1022Am.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/61.%20Received-27-10-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/62.%20Received-27-10-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/63.%20Received-27-10-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/64.%20Received-27-10-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/65.%20Email-Sent-27-10-25-1058Am.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/66.%20Received-27-10-25.pdf


Solicitors. The email was rejected with a failure notice stating, “Recipient address rejected: 
Access denied.” So, instead I re sent the email as: “65. Email-Sent-27-10-25-1058Am.pdf 
Tuckers Solicitors Firm!” as indexed alongside the indexed weblinks above! 

 
(b) 2+ 62. Received-27-10-25.Pdf  Sra.Org: -- 

2+ On 27/10/2025, I received an automatic reply from the Solicitors Regulation Authority 
(SRA) acknowledging my report. They confirmed that it may take up to 45 working days for 
them to respond, unless they consider the matter urgent. The message explained that they 
will consider my concern alongside any previous reports and outlined the types of issues they 
typically investigate. It also noted that complaints about poor service may be better handled 
by the Legal Ombudsman, while data protection breaches are usually reported to the 
Information Commissioner. 

 
(c) 3+ 63. Received-27-10-25.pdf DPA & FOIA North Area BCU: -- 

3+ On 27/10/2025, I received an automated reply from the Metropolitan Police North Area 
DPA & FOIA mailbox. The message confirmed that the Data Office Team only operates 
Monday to Friday during office hours and deals with disclosure requests for Haringey and 
Enfield. It explained that members of the public seeking access to personal data under Part 3 
of the Data Protection Act 2018 must complete a Right of Access Request and submit it to 
the MPS Data Office. The reply noted that they process Schedule 2 requests and MIB 
requests, but that other matters fall outside their remit and may take longer to address. It also 
provided links for subject access, FOI, erasure/rectification, environmental information, and 
other disclosure types such as family court proceedings, Sarah’s Law, Clare’s Law, and 
Legal Aid requests. 

 
(d) 4+ 64. Received-27-10-25.pdf LAA: -- 

4+ On 27/10/2025, I received an automated response from the Legal Aid Agency (LAA) Online 
Support Team.  
The message confirmed that the mailbox is only for reporting technical or system issues and 
that replies may take up to five working days. It provided a telephone number for urgent 
matters (Option 3 for technical issues, Option 1 for civil queries, Option 2 for crime queries) 
and noted that webchat is available between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. The reply also directed me to 
online training and guidance resources for CCMS, CWA, and Crime Apply. Non‑technical 
issues were advised to be sent to the appropriate customer service team. 
 

(e) 5+ 65. Email-Sent-27-10-25-1058Am.pdf Tuckers Solicitors Firm: -- 
5+ On 27/10/2025, I forwarded my formal complaint submission under the subject “Legal Aid 

Defence” to McLartys Solicitors. The original message, sent earlier that morning, had also 
been directed to multiple recipients including Tuckers Solicitors, the Legal Aid Agency, the 
Ministry of Justice, the Metropolitan Police North Area DPA & FOIA office, and the Solicitors 
Regulation Authority. In it, I attached a detailed complaint and evidential chronology setting 
out procedural breaches, solicitor misrepresentations, and contradictions that had directly 
impacted my defence, housing, and representation. The complaint included evidence of 
Legal Aid misrepresentation and obstruction, charge substitution without arrest or caution, 
contradictions in MG11 statements and tenancy records, a comparative table showing 
statutory requirements bypassed, and exhibits confirming unlawful extensions of bail 
conditions and GPS tagging. “I requested a written response within seven days and 
confirmed the record was timestamped, cross-referenced, and supported by over forty 
exhibits, with escalation planned if necessary.” 

 
(f) 6+ 66. Received-27-10-25.pdf Legal Aid Defence: -- 

6+ On 27/10/2025, PC Jamie Di Valentine of the Metropolitan Police North Area BCU responded 
to my “Legal Aid Defence” complaint submission. “He confirmed that he had forwarded the 
matter to the DPS (Directorate of Professional Standards) mailbox for review. The chain 



shows that Evan Lapthorne had already passed my email to PC Di Valentine earlier that 
morning. My original complaint, sent to multiple recipients including solicitors, the Legal Aid 
Agency, the Ministry of Justice, the Metropolitan Police, and the SRA, was attached and 
detailed procedural breaches, solicitor misrepresentations, and evidential contradictions 
affecting my defence, housing, and representation.” 
 

• Why This Matters 
1+ The email “60. Email-Sent” and attachment “60. Email-Attachment” prove that I formally 

escalated “Case 1 issues.” 
2+ Multiple agencies acknowledged receipt “Files 61–66”, so there is no doubt the complaint 

was seen. 
3+ Despite this, at the 02/11/2025 hearing the court “Only Addressed Case 2, Deliberately 

Avoiding the Case 1 intel contained in 01. Here-Case-02-08-25.pdf.” 
4+ This avoidance is a documented “Procedural Breach” and supports your claim of denial of 

fair trial. 
 

48) 30/10/2025:-- 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 67. Received-30-10-25.pdf 
2+ 68. Received-30-10-25.pdf 

 

• Weblinks Explained: 

• 1+ 67. Received-30-10-25.pdf 
1+ On 30/10/2025, “The Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA) Acknowledged Being 

Copied into My “Legal Aid Defence” Complaint Submission Of 27 October. They 
Confirmed That They Regulate Solicitors and Law Firms in England and Wales and 
Take Action Against Those Who Breach Their Rules. The Reply Asked Me to 
Provide More Details About My Specific Concerns So They Could Assess Whether 
to Investigate Further.” They explained that they cannot provide legal advice or 
intervene in court proceedings, suggesting Citizens Advice for guidance in those areas. 
They also noted that service complaints fall under the remit of the Legal Ombudsman and 
provided a link to their complaint form. 

 

• 2+ 68. Received-30-10-25.pdf 
1+ On 30/10/2025, HMCTS (via Nikki Ashaye, Court Associate) confirmed that my case 

(01YE1300125, R v Simon Cordell) had been listed for an urgent case management 
hearing at Highbury Corner Magistrates’ Court, Courtroom 07, on 3 November 2025 at 
2.00 p.m. “This Listing Followed My Defence Complaint and Disclosure Request. 
The Notice Advised That Any Further Emails Should Be Directed to The 
Northlondonmc@Justice.Gov.Uk Mailbox, As Other Addresses Are Not Monitored 
for Responses.” The chain shows that “on 7 October 2025 I had forwarded my urgent 
defence complaint and disclosure request to multiple parties, including Tuckers Solicitors 
(Nichole Windele and others), the Legal Aid Agency senior case manager, and the Crown 
Prosecution Service. My complaint set out procedural breaches and disclosure issues 
impacting my defence and requested urgent action “But the Main Aspects of The 
Complaint Was Illegally Avoided for Case 1 Of The 02/08.2025.” The Email received 
states: “Urgent Case Management Hearing AT THE REQUEST OF THE 
DEFENDANT!”  but in reality, my true request were intentionally avoided by Government 
Official.  

 
49) 31/10/2025:--  Case URNs and An Email  of Concern with An Attachment for A Court Hearing: 

• I attached this file to my sent email: “01. Here-Case-02-08-25.pdf 4.1 MB,” For Case 1 = 02-08-
25 On Monday 27th October 2025 and inside of it I reference both ongoing cases at Highbury 
and Islington Court  

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/67.%20Received-30-10-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/68.%20Received-30-10-25.pdf


 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 69. Received-31-10-25.pdf 
2+ 69. Updated-Application to Transfer Legal Aid signed Tuckers (1).pdf 

 

• Weblinks Explained: 

• 3+ 69. Received-31-10-25.pdf 
1+ On 31/10/2025, McLartys Solicitors wrote to me regarding the upcoming mention hearing 

at Highbury Corner Magistrates’ Court on 03/11/2025 at 2.00 p.m. “She advised that I 
should attend in good time, by 1.45 p.m., and Take Printed Copies of the 
correspondence To Demonstrate That I Am Not at Fault for Being Unrepresented and 
That I Applied in Good Time for The Legal Aid Transfer. She suggested that if the 
court raises the trial date, I Should Request an Adjournment to Allow Legal Aid to Be 
Transferred. If the court insists on transferring Legal Aid during the hearing, she 
instructed me to state that McLartys would only be prepared to attend with 48 hours’ 
notice, as it is unacceptable for the court administration to expect representation on the 
same day. She closed by noting she was busy with scheduled matters but invited me to 
contact her with queries.” 

 

• 4+ 69. Updated-Application to Transfer Legal Aid signed Tuckers (1).pdf 
1+ On 31/10/2025, I completed the standard Legal Aid form to apply for a change of solicitor 

under the Legal Services Act 2007, the Criminal Legal Aid Regulations 2013, and 
Criminal Procedure Rules 46.4. In Part 1, I provided my details: 
(a) Name: Mr. Simon Paul Cordell 
(b) Court: Highbury Corner Magistrates’ Court 
(c) Case Numbers: 01YE1300125 and 01YE1267925 
(d) Home Address: 109 Burncroft Avenue, Enfield, London EN3 5HZ (Not Accessible 

Since 02-08-25 Due to Bail Restrictions) 
(e) Bail Address: Durants Road, Enfield, London EN3 

 
50) 03/11/2025:-- Went court for case 1 but it was refused to be heard and only case 2 26=10-25,  

was allowed.  

• I latter worked out that I had been manipulated at the courthouse as I was right to attend to 
address both cases 1 and 2, as I had applied by way of a formal email for the cases to be 
received at the same time and in the one email and for a fact I mostly raised issues to do with 
case 1 and not 2, due to the injustices that I am being forced to suffer wrongly because of the 
ongoing in the case.  

• This sent the email dated the 27/10/2025 about case1 and dated the 02/11/2025 mostly!  

• I sent the formal requests as a complaint, titled: “01. Here-Case-02-08-25.pdf”  to all the relevant 
parties, as I Exhibited as listed. 

 

• Verified Contact Emails & Pages 

Entity Email / Contact Website / Source 

McLartys Solicitors info@mclartyssolicitors.com  mclartyssolicitors.com 

Tuckers Solicitors tuckers@tuckerssolicitors.com  tuckerssolicitors.com 

Legal Aid Agency online-support@justice.gov.uk  justice.gov.uk 

Highbury Corner 
Magistrates’ Court 

enquiries@justice.gov.uk  Find court info 

DCS Caroline 
Haines (Met Police 
North BCU) 

dpa&foia_northareabcu@met.police.uk  met.police.uk 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/69.%20Received-31-10-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/69.%20Updated-Application%20to%20Transfer%20Legal%20Aid%20signed%20Tuckers%20(1).pdf
mailto:info@mclartyssolicitors.com
https://mclartyssolicitors.com/
mailto:tuckers@tuckerssolicitors.com
https://www.tuckerssolicitors.com/
mailto:online-support@justice.gov.uk
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/legal-aid-agency
mailto:enquiries@justice.gov.uk
https://www.find-court-tribunal.service.gov.uk/courts/highbury-corner-magistrates-court
mailto:dpa&foia_northareabcu@met.police.uk
https://www.met.police.uk/


Metropolitan Police 
General Contact 

contact@met.police.uk  met.police.uk 

Solicitors 
Regulation 
Authority (SRA) 

report@sra.org.uk  sra.org.uk 

 

• The 01. Here-Case-02-08-25.pdf, document primarily addressed Case 1 (URN: 02-08-25), 
detailing the unlawful substitution of charges, misrepresentation of Legal Aid, and abandonment of 
representation. Although the file included reference to Case 2 (URN: 01YE1300125, 26/08/2025), 
the core content focused on the procedural breaches surrounding Case 1. 

• The Emails Core issues includes some of the following: 
1+ The dropped harassment charge and the unlawful introduction of the threats to cause 

criminal damage charge under the 1971 Act.  
2+ “The Tarnish These Two Cases Have Caused to My Life as An Innocent Person in 

Those Proceedings!” 
 

• Despite this, the court scheduled a hearing for 02/11/2025 that addressed only Case 2.  

• I attended believing “Both Cases” as legally requested would be heard, as the email and 
attached document clearly referenced “Both Trial Dates and Charges.” However, on the day, 
only Case 2 was acknowledged. 

• No solicitor from any firm was present.  

• “Two Female Prosecutors Attended, The Court Hearing!” but they refused to engage with the 
contents of the letter or the procedural breaches it outlined. “This Misdirection, Treating the 
Hearing as Exclusive to Case 2 Despite Full Awareness of The Complaint, Constitutes A 
Deliberate Avoidance of Justice, by Them Both Acting as A part of the Prosecuting Team.”  

• The Letter Was Seen, Received, And Referenced in Subsequent Documents Including:  “69. 
Received-31-10-25.pdf” and “69. Updated-Application to Transfer Legal Aid signed Tuckers 
(1).pdf,” yet the critical file “60. Email-Attachment-27-10-25-01. Here-Case-02-08-25” remains 
unacknowledged. As a result, I was left unrepresented, still GPS tagged, and heading toward trial 
without any resolution of the unlawful charge swap or the Legal Aid misrepresentation that began 
with Case 1. 

 
51) 05/11/2025:-- CPS Case Ratio Website Created Date:  

• Reviewed CPS Case Ratio Website. Confirmed missing exhibits and worked out why the DPS / 
CPS and Co’s Case Handling, is flawed with illegal breaches of the law! 

 
* Exhibit 51 – CPS Case Ratio Website Review (05/11/2025) 

(a) Created Date: 05 November 2025 
(b) File Reference: 69.1. 05-11-25-CPS Case Ratio Website 
(c) Action Taken: Reviewed the CPS Case Ratio Website for Case Ref: COR10388/00001. 

 
* Findings: 

(a) The Case Ratio Website shows that the “Case Files Were Created On 10 October 2025,” 
weeks after the arrest and bail conditions imposed on 02 August 2025. 

(b) This confirms that “No Paperwork Existed at The Time of Court Hearings or Bail 
Decisions,” meaning the CPS and police-imposed conditions without evidence available 
for review. 

(c) Several exhibits are missing from the digital bundle, including risk assessments and MG 
forms “MG5 Case Summary, MG3 CPS Advice, MG11 Witness Statements.” 

(d) The video and PDF files listed (e.g. Axon Interview Room 7, Witnessing arrest of Simon 
Cordell, Unused Material Disclosure) were only uploaded later, undermining the integrity of 
the case chronology. 

(e) The flawed handling demonstrates that the CPS proceeded unlawfully, breached the 

mailto:contact@met.police.uk
https://www.met.police.uk/
mailto:report@sra.org.uk
https://www.sra.org.uk/


“Director’s Guidance on Charging (PACE 1984 S.37A” and the “National File 
Standard (2015),” which require a complete case file before charge or bail conditions. 

 
* Narrative Impact: 

(a) This review proves that the CPS Case Ratio Website itself shows “Retroactive Creation 
of Evidence Bundles,” supporting your claim that the prosecution acted without lawful 
basis. 

(b) It strengthens your defence argument that bail refusal, GPS tagging, and substituted 
charges were imposed without proper disclosure or risk assessment. 

(c) “The Absence of Contemporaneous Exhibits Highlights Procedural Misconduct and 
Denial of Fair Trial Rights Under Article 6 HRA 1998.” 

 
1+ <DIR> 69.1. 05-11-25-CPS Case Ratio Website 

 
52) 08/11/2025:-- Still Building Case Files:  

1+ I began building final case files and timeline for court presentation and this included building 
a docx version of the file titled as: “CORDELL Simon 01YE1267925Unused Material 
Disclosure22-09-2025.pdf,” and now this file is easy to read and understand and once 
understood it proves the following: --  
(a) The  Key Custody Log Entry Time and date was: 04/08/2025 – 03:33 and this is when 

the Swapping of the criminal charges happed and without any fair legal process.  
(b) The Place Where the illegal Offence Was Committed Is: The Wood Green Police 

Station (Custody Suite). 
(c) This is the “First Formal Record” of the substituted charge under the “Criminal 

Damage Act 1971.” 
(d) This occurred after the arrest for harassment 1997 was substitute for another criminal 

offence when being booked into the police station as a “section 4a Act 1986” criminal 
offence.  

(e) The third Swapped Charge given is: Threat to damage/destroy property at 03:09 
 

* 02. Return CORDELL Simon 01YE1267925Unused Material Disclosure22-09-
2025.pdf 

 
* https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/05.%20CPS-caseratio-

10-10-25-Case-Files-02-08-25-
/02.%20ReturnCORDELL%20Simon%2001YE1267925Unused%20Material%20Discl
osure22-09-2025.pdf  

 
1+ The reason for attest was “NFA’d (No Further Actioned)” meaning the “CPS Did Not Find 

It Suitable for RIC (Remand in Custody)” 
2+ Procedural Breach: No Appropriate Adult for Threats to Cause Criminal Damage Really 

Present! 
3+ The log claims: “The Appropriate Adult Was Present.” 

 
* But:  

Mr. Simon Paul Cordell and his appropriates statement prove that “No Appropriate 
Adult Was Physically Present at The Police Station for The Swapped Charge 
Brought to The Court” 

(a) “Another Person I Don’t Know Was Attempted to be Put on The Phone, As an 
Attempt to Mislead Me but I Refused to Engage!” because “My Own Adult Was 
Waiting!” 

(b) This contradicts the log and violates PACE Code C, which requires:  

• A physically present adult for vulnerable detainees. 

• Proper documentation for refusal or substitution. 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/69.1.%2005-11-25-CPS%20Case%20Ratio%20Website/
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(c) The Log Also Say: 

“A signature was not provided by the Appropriate Adult because of Paper 
Signature.”  
This is a non-verifiable excuse and proves the adult was never actually present 
 

* Other Key Details 
(a) Charging Officer: PC 01 P255681 White 
(b) Officer Accepting Charge: Sgt 01 P201985 Smith 
(c) Officer in the Case: PC 01 P257543 Quick 
(d) Detention clock stopped: indicating the new charge was swapped! 
(e) Departure time set for 07:43: aligns with my later transfer to court and no Further 

arrest after initial case was No Further Actioned.  
 

* Why This Matters 
(a) These entries marks the “Moments of Unlawful Charge Substitution and The Need 

Then for A New Legal Aid Application to Be Submitted for the New Charge.” 
(b) Police Logs:  falsely claims procedural compliance (adult presence, signatures) 
(c) Police Logs: show the CPS declined to remand on the original charge — confirming 

it was dropped 
(d) Police Logs:  Confirm the substituted charge was processed “Without A New Arrest, 

Caution, Or Legal Aid Form!” 
(e) This all supports my truthful claims and those being that the “Entire Charge Swap 

Was Procedurally Invalid!” 
 

53) 09/11/2025:-- Still Building Case Files: Began building final case files and timeline for court 
presentation. 
 

54) 10/11/2025: McLartys Solicitors – Confirmation of Trial Confusion and Section 36/38 
Cross-Examination Order 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 70. Received-10-11-25.pdf 

a) On 10 November 2025 at 14:35, an email was received from Claire Godfrey, PA to Ian McLarty 
(McLartys Solicitors), raising urgent concerns about the status of my upcoming trial and the 
sudden arrival of a Section 36/38 cross-examination order. 
Key points: 
1+ McLartys received a Section 36/38 cross-examination order in the post, which they believe 

was issued because I attended the hearing on 03/11/2025 and informed the court that 
Tuckers Solicitors were no longer representing me. 

2+ They confirmed they had received no direct communication from the court about any 
adjournment, change of listing, or confirmation of the next hearing. 

3+ They attempted to contact me by phone but were unable to leave a voicemail. 
4+ On the Common Platform, the case was showing a new trial date of 03/02/2026, but 

McLartys could not verify whether the original fixture for 11/11/2025 at 9:30 a.m. had been 
vacated. 

5+ They stated that if the 11/11/2025 hearing was still active, they would need to urgently 
arrange representation only for the cross-examination of the complainant/civilian 
witnesses, due to the Section 36/38 order. 

6+ They requested that I contact them immediately to confirm the correct next court date and 
clarify the status of the trial. 

b) This entry highlights the ongoing procedural instability, lack of communication from the court, 
and the continued administrative confusion surrounding representation and trial scheduling. 

 
55) 11/11/2025: My Email to McLartys: Clarifying Trial Dates & Exposing Prosecution Failures 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/70.%20Received-10-11-25.pdf


• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 71. Sent-11-11-25.pdf 

a) Summary: On 11/11/2025 at 08:25, I emailed McLartys to confirm I was not due in court that 
day and to correct the confusion caused by the prosecution/court. I set out the accurate status of 
both cases: 
1+ Case 1 (01YE1267925): Charge substituted without arrest, custody logs withheld, breaching 

PACE. Trial moved from 13/10/2025 to 16/12/2025. 
2+ Case 2 (01YE1300125): Trial for 11/11/2025 cancelled by prosecution due to no witnesses, 

disclosure failures, and missing body-worn footage. 
3+ Legal Aid: Collapsed due to Tuckers’ conflicting statements, blocking renewal and transfer. 
4+ Court Orders: Case 2 postponed to 03/02/2026; judge considering Section 38 transfer. 

- I instructed McLartys not to attend court on 11/11/2025 because the trial had already been 
postponed. 

b) Defence Significance 
1+ Prosecution Cancelled The 11/11/2025 Trial: not me — proving no delay was caused by 

the defence. 
2+ Disclosure Failures: (missing footage, contradictory statements) show the case was not 

trial-ready. 
3+ Case 1’s Substituted Charge: without arrest is a procedural breach undermining its 

validity. 
4+ Legal Aid Breakdown: was caused by Tuckers/court errors, not by me — showing I was 

denied fair representation. 
5+ My Email Shows I Had Accurate Information: while the prosecution/court created 

confusion. 
 

56) On 12/11/2025: Cloud Flare Interface Implemented!  
a) Afterwards I was busy “Uploading” and “Downloading” the new skills I needed to survive and 

bypass: -- “CGNAT.” Due to “Community Fiber.” I learnt the programs directly into my brain soon 
after “The CGNAT” challenge appeared and “I know Cloudflare” the “Cloud Flare Interface Is 
Now Implemented!” 

 
1+ Rebecca O’HARE Third Statement Added with No-Disclosure Request: 

* Rebecca O’HARE Third Statement Added No-DisclosureRequest.pdf 
 

2+ Defence Statements in Return: 
* 04. Four -Rebecca O Hare Three Different Statements.pdf 

 
57) 14/11/2025: Short Summary of Folder: “72. 14 11 25 – Tuckers Legal Aid” 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ <Dir> 72. 14-11-25- Tuckers-Legal-Aid 

a) This folder contains key evidence about Legal Aid problems and custody-log proof for Case 
1. 

b) What’s Inside: 
1+ Two Audio Recordings: about Legal Aid issues with Tuckers. 
2+ Two CPS Disclosure Files: (“Unused Material Disclosure 22-09-2025” and my Return File 

as Amended!). 
3+ Custody Log Documents: showing the reason for arrest for Case 1. 

c) Why It Matters: 
1+ The recordings show Legal Aid delays and confusion caused by Tuckers. 
2+ The disclosure files relate to Case 1 evidence handling. 
3+ The custody logs support your defence claim that the charge was substituted without a 

lawful arrest, breaching PACE. 
 

58) 30/11/2025: email to the Court, CPS, Legal Aid Agency, Met Police, SRA, Tuckers 
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• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 73. Sent-30-11-25.pdf 

- 
2+ 74. Received-30-11-25.pdf 

- 
3+ 75. Received-30-11-25.pdf 

- 
4+ 76. Received-30-11-25.pdf 

- 
5+ 77. Received-30-11-25.pdf 

 

• Emails: 1+ 73. Sent-30-11-25.pdf 
a) On 30/11/2025, I sent a consolidated email to the Court, CPS, Legal Aid Agency, Met Police, 

SRA, Tuckers, and McLartys. 
b) I submitted two full emails plus all supporting evidence bundles for Case 1 (URN: 

01YE1267925) to ensure nothing could be ignored or “lost.” 
c) In this message, I: 

1+ Requested Legal Aid confirmation and clarification of which charges were actually covered. 
2+ Reported the court’s failure to review Case 1 at the hearing on 03/11/2025. 
3+ Explained the wrong reuse of the same URN for two different offences (NFA’d Section 4A 

vs substituted Threats to Damage). 
4+ Confirmed I was left unrepresented due to solicitor withdrawal and Legal Aid confusion. 

d) Attached Full Evidence Bundles Showing:  
1+ Disclosure Irregularities, 
2+ Missing Signatures, 
3+ Backdated Mg11 Statements, 
4+ Contradictions In Rebecca O’Hare’s Accounts, 
5+ Custody Logs Proving The Original Arrest Was Only For Section 4a, 
6+ Breaches Of CPIA And CRIMPR. 

e) I Asked For: 
1+ Written confirmation of what Legal Aid actually covered. 
2+ Explanation for why Case 1 was not reviewed on 03/11/2025. 
3+ Immediate steps to ensure proper representation. 
4+ An explanation for the unlawful URN reuse. 

f) This email proves I acted transparently, submitted everything properly, and formally notified 
every agency involved. 

 

• Emails: 2+ 74. Received-30-11-25.pdf 
a) For Timeline Entry 58 – 30/11/2025 
b) This is the automatic reply I received from the Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA) on 

30/11/2025, confirming they got my complaint. 
c) They explain it may take up to 45 working days for them to respond and direct me to their 

guidance on what they investigate. 
d) This proves my concerns about Tuckers were formally reported and logged by the regulator on 

this date everyoneloginto.me. 
 

• Emails: 3+ 75. Received-30-11-25.pdf 
a) For Timeline Entry 58 – 30/11/2025 
b) This is the automatic reply I received from the North London Magistrates’ Court mailbox on 

30/11/2025. 
It confirms they got my email but also states that all general enquiries must now go to CTSC 
(contactcrime@justice.gov.uk) instead. 
They explain that only urgent emails (needing action within 48 hours) should be sent to this 
mailbox. 
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c) This proves my message was received, logged, and redirected by the court system — meaning 
they were officially notified on this date. 

 

• Emails: 4+ 76. Received-30-11-25.pdf 
a) For Timeline Entry 58 – 30/11/2025 
b) This is the auto-reply I received from the Legal Aid Agency Complaints Team on 30/11/2025. 

They confirmed they received my complaint and said I should expect a response within 20 
working days. 

c) This proves my Legal Aid complaint was officially logged on this date. 
 

• Emails: 5+ 77. Received-30-11-25.pdf 
a) For Timeline Entry 58 – 30/11/2025 
b) This is the auto-autoreply I received from the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) on 

30/11/2025. 
c) They confirmed they received my email and said they aim to reply within 20 working days. 
d) This proves the CPS officially logged my message and were formally notified on this date. 

 
59) 01/12/2025: This is the day that I received the Frauded Ro Orders  

Fraudulent Representation Orders Finally Disclosed (After 122 Days of Withholding) Created 
by Tuckers Solicitor Firm. 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 78. Received-01-12-25.pdf 
2+ 78. Received-Cordell RO1.pdf 
3+ 78. Received-Cordell RO2.pdf 

- 
4+ 78. Received-Updated-Application to Transfer Legal Aid signed Tuckers (2).pdf 

 - 
5+ 79. Received-01-12-25.pdf 

- 
6+ <Dir> 80. Court Hearing 
7+ <Dir> 80. Fix-Tuckers-Legal-Aid 1 
 

• Emails: 1+ 78. Received-01-12-25.pdf and 2+ 78. Received-Cordell RO1.pdf; and 3+ 78. 
Received-Cordell RO2.pdf 
a) This Date Marks A Major Turning Point In The Mishandling Of Both Cases. 

1+ On 01/12/2025, I received an email (“78. Received-01-12-25.pdf”) containing two 
Representation Orders: 
* RO1 – Case 1 (dated 02/08/2025) 
* RO2 – Case 2 (dated 26/08/2025) 

2+ This was the first time I had ever been shown the RO for Case 1, even though the case 
began on 02/08/2025. 

3+ The document had been withheld for 122 days, preventing me from knowing my legal 
status or preparing properly. 

4+ To understand the scale of the failure, the timeline leading up to this moment is: 
b) 26/08/2025 – Wrongful Arrest (Case 2) 

1+ Arrested for an alleged GPS tag breach caused by Serco/court error, not me. 
2+ When officers realised the breach wasn’t my fault, they fabricated an assault allegation. 
3+ No caution, no interview, no evidence. Eight officers involved unnecessarily. 

c) 28/08/2025 – Legal Aid Delay 
1+ Tuckers were still “chasing documents” I had already provided 

(“Received-28-08-2025.pdf”), causing unnecessary delay. 
d) 01/09/2025 – Legal Aid Granted for Case 2 Only 

1+ A Representation Order was issued for Case 2, but no RO was ever provided for Case 
1. 
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2+ Disclosure for Case 1 was incomplete — no unused material, no proper CPS Case Ratio 
folder. 

3+ Tuckers also swapped charges, listing “Threat to Damage Property” instead of the 
correct Section 4A (NFA’d). 

e) 16/10/2025 – I Apply for Legal Aid With a New Firm 
1+ I submitted a new Legal Aid application because Tuckers’ errors were blocking 

representation. 
f) 01/12/2025 – The Key Failure 

1+ Despite all the above, Case 1’s RO (dated 02/08/2025) was never shown to me until 
this day. 

2+ Only the Case 2 RO had been shown earlier (01/09/2025). 
g) Withholding the Case 1 RO for 122 days meant: 

1+ I had no confirmation of representation 
2+ I could not prepare properly 
3+ I could not challenge the substituted charge 
4+ I was left unrepresented during critical stages 
5+ My right to a fair trial was severely damaged 

- With only 15 days left before trial, I was forced to stay awake until 4 a.m. reviewing the 
fraudulent documents and trying to repair the damage caused by Tuckers and the court’s 
failures. 

h) 05/12/2025 – I Report the Fraud 
1+ I formally reported the fraudulent RO (“82. Sent 05-12-25_Fraudulent Representation 

Order_RO1…”), confirming the document was incorrect and unlawfully issued. 
i) Defence Significance 

1+ 122-day withholding of a Representation Order is a serious procedural breach. 
2+ Shows systemic failure by Tuckers and the court, not by me. 
3+ Proof I was denied fair preparation time and misled about my legal status. 
4+ Supports arguments of prejudice, administrative misconduct, and abuse of process. 

 

• Email: 4+ 78. Received-Updated-Application to Transfer Legal Aid signed Tuckers (2).pdf 
a) This Document Is My Updated Legal Aid Transfer Application From: Dated the 

15/10/2025, asking the court to move my Legal Aid from Tuckers to McLartys. 
b) In it, I explain why I cannot stay with Tuckers — they ignored evidence, failed to request 

disclosure, mishandled both cases, and left me unrepresented. 
c) McLartys confirmed they were willing to take over, and Tuckers confirmed they were 

withdrawing and did not object to the transfer. 
d) This proves I followed the correct process, and any delay after this point is the court’s fault, 

not mine. 
 

• Email: 5+ 79. Received-01-12-25.pdf Very Short Summary – DPA & FOIA Email (Case 1: 
01YE1267925) 
a) You received an automatic reply from the Met Police North Area BCU Data Office 

confirming they got your message about Case 1 (02/08/2025). 
It simply acknowledges your request and shows you properly contacted the police for 
disclosure. 

b) This proves the police were officially notified, and any delay or failure to respond is their 
responsibility, not yours. 

 
60) 03/12/2025: Email I Forwarded to CPS on 03/12/2025 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 80. Sent FWD to CPS 01-12-25 on 03-12-25.pdf 
a) This Document Is The Email I Forwarded To The CPS On 03/12/2025: which includes the 

full reply I received from the Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA) on 02/12/2025. 
b) In it, the SRA confirms they received my complaint about Case 1 (URN: 01YE1267925) and 
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ask me to provide the name of the law firm involved so they can assess the conduct issues. 
c) I also included my original email from 30/11/2025, where I sent all evidence bundles, 

attachments, and case files to the CPS, courts, police, Legal Aid Agency, and both solicitor 
firms. 

d) This proves I formally raised concerns about: 
1+ The Reused URN, 
2+ The Substituted Charge, 
3+ The Court’s Failure To Review Case 1 On 03/11/2025, 
4+ And The Legal Aid Confusion. 

e) It shows I acted transparently and followed the correct process, and that all agencies were 
officially notified. 

 
61) 04/12/2025: Email From Legal Aid Agency (04/12/2025) 

• Indexed Weblinks:  
1+ 81. Received- 4 December 2025 at 1138.pdf 
a) Email From Legal Aid Agency (04/12/2025)This is the reply I received from the National 

Criminal Applications Team () on 04/12/2025. 
b) They confirmed they received my Case 1 submission and asked me to provide my date of 

birth so they can verify my details and process the Legal Aid issue. 
c) This proves the LAA officially received my complaint and evidence bundle about Case 1 

(URN: 01YE1267925) and were now required to act on it. 
 

62) 05/12/2025 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 82. Sent 05-12-25.pdf 
2+ 82. Sent 05-12-25_Fraudulent Representation Order_RO1 by Tuckers Solicitor Firms 

Staff.docx 
3+ 82. Sent 05-12-25_Fraudulent Representation Order_RO1 by Tuckers Solicitor Firms Staff.pdf 

 

• Emails: 1+ 82. Sent 05-12-25.pdf 
a) This is the email I sent on 05/12/2025 to the Birmingham Criminal Applications Team 

(Legal Aid Agency). 
b) I provided my full name and date of birth so they could verify my details, and I also attached 

my urgent complaints about Case 1 (02/08/2025). 
c) I asked them to confirm receipt and to tell me the next steps to resolve the Legal Aid and 

procedural issues affecting my case. 
d) This proves the LAA officially received my information and my urgent complaints on this date. 

 

• Emails: 2+ 82. Sent 05-12-25_Fraudulent Representation Order_RO1 by Tuckers Solicitor Firms 
Staff.docx 

• Emails: 3+ 82. Sent 05-12-25_Fraudulent Representation Order_RO1 by Tuckers Solicitor Firms 
Staff.pdf 
a) This document is my formal report sent on 05/12/2025, exposing that Tuckers Solicitor Firm 

created a fraudulent Representation Order (RO1) for Case 1 (URN: 01YE1267925). 
b) In this report, I explain clearly that: 

1+ I Never Signed Any Legal Aid Form: for the substituted charge. 
2+ The RO1 They Created Lists: “Threats to Criminal Damage”, even though the custody 

records prove I was only ever arrested for Section 4A Public Order Act, which was 
NFA’d. 

3+ Tuckers Fabricated The RO1 After The Case Was Already Closed: using the LAA 
hack contingency to self-approve Legal Aid they had no legal authority to grant. 

4+ They Created A Legal Aid Order RO: for a charge that never existed at the time of 
arrest, with no caution, no interview, no MG5, no MG3, and no lawful basis. 

5+ Every Official Document: custody logs, BWV, solicitor attendance notes, CPS files — 
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contradicts the RO1, proving it was created after the fact to cover up the substituted 
charge. 

 
c) I sent this report to the Legal Aid Agency, CPS, Court, Police, SRA, McLartys, and 

Tuckers, making it absolutely clear that: 
1+ The RO1 Is Fraudulent 
2+ The Charge Swap Was Unlawful 
3+ Tuckers Acted Outside Their Authority 
4+ The Document Misled The Court And The LAA 
5+ This Misconduct Directly Damaged My Right To A Fair Trial 
 

d) This email puts Tuckers in serious trouble because it shows: 
1+ Forgery Of A Legal Aid Document 
2+ Misrepresentation Of Charges 
3+ Interference With The Administration Of Justice 
4+ Professional Misconduct 
5+ Potential Criminal Liability 
 

e) This is one of the strongest pieces of evidence showing the case was mishandled and that I 
was misled by the very solicitors who were supposed to protect my rights. 

 
63) 08/12/2025 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 83. Received-Monday 8 December 2025 at 1016.pdf 
2+ 83. Nova Note.docx 
3+ 83. Nova Note.pdf 

-- 
4+ 84. Sent 08-12-25.pdf 

 

• Emails: 1+ 83. Received-Monday 8 December 2025 at 1016.pdf 

• Emails: 2+ 83. Nova Note.docx 

• Emails: 3+ 83. Nova Note.pdf 
 
a) Why This LAA Reply Is a Key Defence Point: I sent the Legal Aid Agency full copies of 

the RO1 and RO2 that Tuckers created. They reviewed everything — the documents, the 
dates, the case numbers, the charge listed, and the supposed Legal Aid grant. After 
reviewing the RO1 and RO2, the LAA came back with a clear written response: 
 

b) They Had NO Record Of: 
1+ Any Legal Aid Being Granted For Me In 2025 
2+ Any Legal Aid Applications Submitted For Me In 2025 
3+ Any Representation Orders (RO1 Or RO2) Being Approved For My Cases 

 
c) This Means: 

1+ The RO1 and RO2 that Tuckers created were not authorised, not approved, and not in 
the LAA system. 

2+ Tuckers misled the court, the CPS, and me by claiming Legal Aid existed when the LAA 
confirms it did not. 

3+ Any representation they claimed to have under those RO forms was unlawful. 
4+ Any actions taken under those RO forms — including attending court, communicating with 

CPS, or making decisions on my behalf — were done without a valid Legal Aid 
mandate. 

5+ The substituted charge (“Threats to Damage Property”) had no lawful Legal Aid 
application, no signature from me, and no approval from the LAA. 
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d) Why This Is Devastating For The Prosecution: This proves the entire process around 

Case 1 and Case 2 was built on: 
1+ Fraudulent Paperwork 
2+ No Valid Legal Aid 
3+ No Lawful Authority For Tuckers To Act 
4+ No Proper Representation 
5+ No Valid Ro For The Substituted Charge 
 

e) If The RO1 And RO2 Were Never Approved, Then: 
1+ I Was Never Legally Represented 
2+ I Was Never Given The Protection Of The Legal Aid Scheme 
3+ The Court Proceeded On The Basis Of False Documents 
4+ The Substituted Charge Was Processed Without Any Lawful Defence Involvement 
 

f) This Goes Directly To: 
1+ Abuse Of Process 
2+ Procedural Unfairness 
3+ Denial Of Legal Representation 
4+ Misleading The Court 
5+ Invalid Proceedings 
 

g) In One Sentence: The LAA’s reply proves that the RO1 and RO2 Tuckers relied on were 
never real, never authorised, and never existed in the LAA system — meaning the entire 
handling of my case was unlawful from the moment the substituted charge appeared. 

 

• Emails: 4+ 84. Sent 08-12-25.pdf 
a) This is the email I sent on 08/12/2025 to the Legal Aid Agency (Birmingham CAT) after 

they replied earlier that morning. 
In this message, I thanked them for reviewing my case and confirming that no Legal Aid 
was ever granted for me in 2025, and that no Legal Aid applications existed for any of 
my cases. 

b) I acknowledged their explanation, confirmed I understood their position, and said I would 
follow the guidance they provided about next steps. 

c) This email shows I responded professionally and that I fully accepted the LAA’s findings — 
findings that directly contradict what Tuckers had been telling the court. 

 
64) 09/12/2025 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 85. Sent-09-11-25.pdf 

 

• For Timeline Entry 58 – 30/11/2025 
a) This Document Is The Urgent Email I Sent On 09/12/2025 To The CPS, Court, Police, SRA, 

Tuckers, And Mc Lartys. 
b) In It, I Demanded An Urgent Review Of Case 1 (URN: 01YE1267925) And Asked For The 

Case To Be Dismissed Or The Hearing Adjourned, Because The Entire Prosecution Is Built 
On Fraudulent Paperwork And Unlawful Charge-Swapping. 

 

• Key Points I Raised In The Email: 
a) Case 1 (Section 4A) Was Already NFA’d, Yet The Same URN Was Illegally Reused For A 

Substituted Charge (“Threats To Cause Criminal Damage”). 
b) New Evidence Received On 08/12/2025 Proves The RO1 And RO2 Created By Tuckers Are 

Fraudulent. 
c) The Legal Aid Agency Confirmed That No Legal Aid Was Ever Granted For Me In 2025 
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And No Applications Were Ever Submitted. 
d) This Proves Tuckers Fabricated A Representation Order, Misled The Court, And 

Obstructed My Right To Representation. 
e) CPS And Tuckers Relied On Tainted Disclosure, Including:  

1+ Backdated Mg11 Statements 
2+ Missing Signatures 
3+ Altered Case Files 
4+ Withheld Custody Logs 

f) I Explained That The Substituted Charge Has No Lawful URN, No Arrest, No Caution, No 
Interview, And Is Therefore Procedurally Void. 

 

• I Requested:  
1+ Dismissal: Of The Case, Or 
2+ Adjournment: Or 
3+ Extension: Of The Trial Due To The Complexity And Misconduct. 

 

• Why This Email Matters 
a) It Shows I Formally Notified Every Agency That: 

1+ The URN Reuse Was Unlawful 
2+ The RO1/RO2 Were Fraudulent 
3+ The CPS Relied On Defective Records 
4+ I Had No Legal Representation Because Legal Aid Never Existed 
5+ The Proceedings Were Fundamentally Unfair 

b) This Email Is One Of The Strongest Pieces Showing The Case Was Procedurally 
Corrupted And Cannot Lawfully Continue. 

 
65) 11/12/2025 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 86. Received-11-12-25.pdf 

a) This document is the email I received on 11 December 2025 from McLartys Solicitors, 
forwarding their entire chain of correspondence with the Court, CPS, and Tuckers about my 
Legal Aid transfer. 

 

• What Mc Lartys Told Me 
a) They warned that unless Legal Aid is transferred immediately, there will not be enough time 

to prepare my defence for the 16 December 2025 trial. 
They advised me to take copies of their emails to court and ask the judge to adjourn the 
case and transfer Legal Aid on the spot if I still have no representation. 

 

• What Mc Lartys Told The Court & CPS 
a) Across multiple emails (27 Oct → 10 Dec), McLartys repeatedly told the court: 

1+ They had submitted four separate requests to transfer Legal Aid. 
2+ The court had failed to respond to any of them. 
3+ Tuckers had withdrawn and were refusing to act. 
4+ Without Legal Aid, McLartys had no authority to prepare or attend. 
5+ The defendant (me) was being forced to write to the court personally out of desperation. 
6+ Continuing without representation would breach Widgery criteria (right to a fair trial). 
7+ They requested an adjournment if Legal Aid was not transferred immediately. 

 

• What Tuckers Admitted 
a) Tuckers confirmed in writing that: 

1+ They had Legal Aid “granted under devolved powers” (the LAA hack contingency). 
2+ They withdrew and had no objection to transferring Legal Aid. 
3+ They could not act under the Section 38 appointment. 
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• Why This Matters 
a) This email proves: 

1+ The court repeatedly ignored every Legal Aid transfer request. 
2+ McLartys were trying to take over but were blocked by the court’s inaction. 
3+ Tuckers had abandoned the case and admitted they could not act. 
4+ I was left unrepresented through no fault of my own. 
5+ The December trial was already adjourned once because of lack of representation. 
6+ The system knew I had no solicitor and still failed to fix it. 

b) This is powerful evidence showing the breakdown in procedure and the denial of my right to 
representation. 

 
66) 12/12/2025 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 87. Recording CPS12-12-25.m4a 

-- 
2+ 88. Sent-12-12-25.pdf 

 

• Emails: 1+ 87. Recording CPS12-12-25.m4a  

• THE CPS GOT MY DISCLOSURE! 

• This recording confirms that I put the CPS in receipt of my disclosed files it part of a 2-telephone 
conversation where the next call took place on the 15/12/2025! 
 

• Emails: 2+ 88. Sent-12-12-25.pdf Re-Forwarded Disclosure Email to CPS 
 

• Purpose of the Email 
a) I re-sent my full disclosure for Case 1 — URN: 01YE1267925 because the CPS failed to 

acknowledge earlier submissions. The disclosure includes my Request for Dismissal 
and all supporting correspondence. 

 

• Reason for Re-Sending 
a) I had already sent the disclosure to: 

1+ northlondon@cps.gov.uk 
2+ Your solicitors 
3+ The Legal Aid Agency 
4+ The court 
5+ The police 
6+ The Solicitors Regulation Authority 
  

b) No acknowledgement was received from the CPS. 
c) On 12 December 2025, CPS London North advised you by phone to also send disclosure to: 

northlondon.magistrates@cps.gov.uk 
d) You therefore re-served the disclosure to both CPS addresses and copied the court. 
 

• Requests Made in the Email 
a) You formally asked for: 

1+ Dismissal of Case 1 due to: 
01. Repeated CPS disclosure failures 
02. Fraudulent Representation Orders 
03. Breaches of CPIA 1996 and Criminal Procedure Rules 15.4 
04. Evidence already disclosed in your bundle 

2+ Adjournment of the 16 December 2025 trial if dismissal is refused, to allow proper 
disclosure and defence review. 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/87.%20Recording%20CPS12-12-25.m4a
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/88.%20Sent-12-12-25.pdf
mailto:northlondon.magistrates@cps.gov.uk


3+ A fresh Legal Aid assessment, not a transfer, because custody logs and agency 
records show no valid Representation Order existed in 2025. 

4+ Directors of Tuckers Solicitors to be called before the court to answer for creating a 
fraudulent Representation Order that obstructed your defence. 

5+ CPS disclosure of the original reason why URN 01YE1267925 was marked “No Further 
Actioned”, as shown in custody logs. 

6+ Explanation from CPS for reusing the same URN for a substituted charge, contrary to 
protocol requiring a new URN for each distinct offence. 

 

• Supporting Evidence 
a) You confirm you will bring: 

1+ Proof of all prior correspondence 
2+ Evidence of disclosure attempts 
3+ The forwarded email chain 
4+ Documentation of procedural failures dating back to 02/08/2025 

 
 

67) 15/12/2025 Monday  

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 89. CPS Recording 15-12-25-0915.m4a 

 

• Emails: 1+ 89. CPS Recording 15-12-25-0915.m4a 

• THE CPS GOT MY DISCLOSURE! 

• This recording confirms that I put the CPS in receipt of my disclosed files it part of a 2-telephone 
conversation where the next call took place on the 12/12/2025! 

 
68) 16/12/2025: Trial Date Tuesday! 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 10. The Second Trial Date.pdf For Case 1 of the 02/08/2025 

 
a) I went to Court for case 1 and showed the legal aid letter and the RO Order I had to come 

home and speak to Nova About it all to relies that a self-referral order is not the RO certificate 
itself as I’ve been given by Tuckers Solicitor Firm as the CRM14/CRM15 application forms 
are the self-referral Forms, so the RO Orders are Fraudulently Made to obscure me 
away from fair legal representation! 
 

2+ Extract from Exhibit: 10. The Second Trial Date.pdf For Case 1 of the 02/08/2025 

• Who Creates a Representation Order 
1+ Solicitors’ Role:  They can help you complete and sign the 

CRM14/CRM15 application forms (the “self-referral” 
paperwork). They then submit those forms to the Legal Aid 
Agency (LAA). 

2+ Legal Aid Agency’s Role: Only the LAA can process the 
application and issue a Representation Order (RO1). This is 
the official document granting legal aid. 

• Key Point: Solicitors cannot generate or print an RO themselves. 
They can only hold your signed CRM14/CRM15 until the LAA 
issues the RO 

 
69) 19/12/2025 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 90. Received-Court letter after trial-19-12-25.pdf Case 1 – 02-08-2025 for the 24/02/2026! 
2+ 91. 11. Illegal Bail Restrictions Tag GPS.pdf 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/89.%20CPS%20Recording%2015-12-25-0915.m4a
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/03.%20BUILT%20FOR%20COURT/02.%20Simons%20Defence%20Statements/10.%20The%20Second%20Trial%20Date.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/03.%20BUILT%20FOR%20COURT/02.%20Simons%20Defence%20Statements/10.%20The%20Second%20Trial%20Date.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/90.%20Received-Court%20letter%20after%20trial-19-12-25.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/91.%2011.%20Illegal%20Bail%20Restrictions%20Tag%20GPS.pdf


3+ 91. Cps Receipt Recording Disclosure and More (48).docx 
4+ 91. Cps Receipt Recording Disclosure and More (48).m4a 
5+ 91. Keys Sent Asap Soon.docx “Pagination!” 
6+ 91. Keys Sent Asap Soon.pdf “Pagination!” 
7+ 91. Keys Sent Now.pdf “Pagination!” 

 
1+  90. Received-Court Letter After Trial-19-12-25.Pdf: Court confirms new bail date 

(24/02/2026) and shows GPS/home exclusion still imposed despite no lawful basis. 
2+ 91. 11. Illegal Bail Restrictions Tag GPS .Pdf: Defence statement explaining why the GPS 

tag and home exclusion are unlawful, disproportionate, and unrelated to the allegation. 
3+ 91. Cps Receipt Recording Disclosure And More (48).Docx: Transcript of CPS call 

confirming they received my defence disclosure for both cases. 
4+ 91. Cps Receipt Recording Disclosure And More (48).M4a: Audio proof that CPS 

acknowledged receipt of your files and confirmed the URNs and documents. 
8+ 91. Keys Sent Asap Soon .Docx: “Pagination!” Draft email showing urgent re-service of 

defence bundles due to CPS/court denying earlier receipt. 
9+ 91. Keys Sent Asap Soon .Pdf:  “Pagination!” PDF version of the urgent re-service email 

for evidential audit trail. 
10+ 91. Keys Sent Now .Pdf: “Pagination!” Final email confirming full defence disclosure for 

Case 1 & Case 2 was served to CPS, Court, and solicitors. 
 
New Year 

70) 10/01/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
a) Case 1 
b) I Rebuilt The case files 

 
71) 22/01/2026 (Received 27/01/2026) 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 92. Received as Seen 27-01-26 but Sent 22-01-26.docx 
2+ 92. Received as Seen 27-01-26 but Sent 22-01-26.pdf 

 
1+  92. Received As Seen 27-01-26 But Sent 22-01-26.Docx: Email from McLartys confirming 

Section 36/38 cross-examination order, two trial dates, and that you still have “No Full Legal 
Aid Order” for either case. 

2+ Appointment for Cross Examination^.pdf: Court order showing McLartys are authorised 
only for cross-examining Rebecca O’Hare, leaving all other defence work forced onto you 
as a litigant in person. 

 

• Key Defence Points (Short & Precise) 
1+ Confirms Two Active Trial Dates: 

a) 03/02/2026 (Case 2) 
b) 24/02/2026 (Case 1) 

2+ Confirms I  Still Have No Full Legal Aid Order: despite the court being told you requested 
one. 

3+ Confirms McLartys Were Only Appointed For Cross-Examining One Witness: not full 
representation. 

4+ Confirms You Must Conduct All Other Defence Tasks By Myself: proving inequality of 
arms as the defence is denied equal opportunity to prepare and present the case. 

5+ Confirms The Solicitor Is Asking Why Legal Aid Was Never Granted: supporting my 
argument that the process was obstructed. 

6+ Confirms The Solicitor Is Requesting A List Of Disclosure Items, Proving: they have not 
been served full disclosure either. 

7+ Confirms The Solicitor Is Asking What Happened At The Last Hearing, Showing: the 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/91.%20Cps%20Receipt%20Recording%20Disclosure%20and%20More%20(48).docx
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/91.%20Cps%20Receipt%20Recording%20Disclosure%20and%20More%20(48).m4a
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/91.%20Keys%20Sent%20Asap%20Soon.docx
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/91.%20Keys%20Sent%20Asap%20Soon.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/91.%20Keys%20Sent%20Now.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/92.%20Received%20as%20Seen%2027-01-26%20but%20Sent%2022-01-26.docx
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/92.%20Received%20as%20Seen%2027-01-26%20but%20Sent%2022-01-26.pdf


court failed to notify my legal team. 
 
 

72) 28/01/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 93. Received-28-01-26 Pt1.pdf 
2+ 93. Received-28-01-26 Pt2.pdf 
3+ 94. Sent-28-01-26.pdf 

 
1+ 93. Received-28-01-26 Pt1.pdf: Email from McLartys sending your “Proof of Evidence” 

statement for Case 2 and asking you to correct, sign, and return it. 
2+ 93. Received-28-01-26 Pt2.pdf: Draft statement showing: no disclosure served to you, BWV 

missing, conflicting police accounts, and confirmation you still only have Section 36/38 
(cross-exam only) representation — proving inequality of arms. 

3+ 94. Sent-28-01-26.pdf: Your signed and corrected statement returned to McLartys, 
confirming accuracy and adding your mother’s ICU situation as relevant context. 

 

• Key Defence Points (Short & Precise) 
1+ Confirms CPS Admitted On 27/01/26: that they had not served you any trial documents for 

the 03/02/26 hearing. 
2+ Confirms BWV Still Missing: and even solicitors cannot access it on the Common Platform. 
3+ Confirms Two Police Officers Give Contradictory Accounts: of the alleged “assault,” 

supporting accidental contact and no intent. 
4+ Confirms You Still Have No Full Legal Aid Order: only Section 36/38 cross-exam 

coverage. 
5+ Confirms McLartys Are Concerned: about why Legal Aid was never granted. 
6+ Confirms You Submitted Five Defence Statements: and multiple disclosure requests. 
7+ Confirms You Corrected And Signed Your Statement Immediately: showing diligence 

and compliance. 
8+ Confirms Inequality Of Arms: as you must prepare your entire defence while CPS has full 

resources and you have no full representation. 
 

73) 29/01/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 95. Sent-29-01-26.pdf 
2+ 96. Recording London Courts 29-01-26 14-33.docx 
3+ 96. Recording London Courts 29-01-26_14-33.m4a 
4+ 97. Received-29-01-26.pdf 
5+ 98. Sent-29-01-26.pdf 
6+ 99. Received-29-01-26.pdf 

 
1+ 99. Received-29-01-26.pdf: Automatic HMCTS reply confirming your emails were received 

by the Crime Team inbox. 
2+ 95. Sent-29-01-26.pdf: Your “Exceptional Circumstances Notice” sent to Court, CPS and 

solicitors — notifying them your mother is in ICU (DNR), requesting adjournment, disclosure, 
and correction of Legal Aid errors. 

3+ 96. Recording London Courts 29-01-26 14-33.Docx:  Recorded call proving you notified 
HMCTS of urgent circumstances, lack of disclosure, fake RO issues, and requested your 
emails be placed before a judge. 

4+ 97. Received-29-01-26.pdf: HMCTS confirmation that your emails were uploaded to the 
case file — including your triage email and disclosure request/complaint. 

5+ 98. Sent-29-01-26.docx / 98. Sent-29-01-26.pdf: Your follow-up email demanding metadata 
and confirmation of exactly which emails were uploaded and resending the ICU/DNR notice 
due to lack of acknowledgement. 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/93.%20Received-28-01-26%20Pt1.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/93.%20Received-28-01-26%20Pt2.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/94.%20Sent-28-01-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/95.%20Sent-29-01-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/96.%20Recording%20London%20Courts%2029-01-26%2014-33.docx
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/96.%20Recording%20London%20Courts%2029-01-26_14-33.m4a
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/97.%20Received-29-01-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/98.%20Sent-29-01-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/99.%20Received-29-01-26.pdf


 

• Key Defence Points (Short & Precise) 
1+ Confirms HMCTS Officially Uploaded Your Emails: to the case file (proof of service). 
2+ Confirms You Notified The Court Of Your Mother’s ICU/DNR Emergency: before the trial 

date. 
3+ Confirms You Requested An Adjournment: due to exceptional circumstances. 
4+ Confirms CPS Had Still Not Served You Any Trial Documents: as of 27–29 January 

2026. 
5+ Confirms BWV Still Missing: and not available on the Common Platform. 
6+ Confirms You Challenged The Fake Representation Orders: and the Legal Aid 

obstruction. 
7+ Confirms You Repeatedly Requested Hearings: to resolve representation and disclosure 

issues. 
8+ Confirms You Acted Immediately And Responsibly: while the court and CPS failed to 

respond. 
9+ Confirms Inequality Of Arms: as you had no full legal aid, no disclosure, and a trial in days. 

74) 30/01/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 100 Received-30-01-26.pdf 
2+ 101. Sent-30-01-26.pdf 
3+ 102. Received-30-01-26.pdf 
4+ 103. Received-30-01-26- Application to Adjourn (1).pdf 
5+ 103. Received-30-01-26.pdf 
6+ 104. Recording Cps 30-01-26 --15-35.docx 
7+ 104. Recording Cps 30-01-26 --15-35.m4a 
8+ 105. Received-30-01-26 - Discontinuance Notice.pdf 
9+ 105. Received-30-01-26 - Electronic Version - Discontinued.pdf 
10+ 105. Received-30-01-26 - File Closing - (Case2).docx 
11+ 105. Received-30-01-26 - File Closing - (Case2).pdf 

 
 

1+ 105. Received-30-01-26 – File Closing (Case 2).pdf: McLartys confirm Case 2 is concluded 
and the file is being closed — proof the matter has ended. 

2+ 100. Received-30-01-26.pdf: CPS confirm your ICU/DNR notice and representations were 
forwarded to the reviewing lawyer. 

3+ 101. Sent-30-01-26.pdf: Your reply confirming you will continue preparing your defence while 
awaiting court/CPS updates. 

4+ 4+ 102. Received-30-01-26.pdf: HMCTS confirm your urgent emails were uploaded to the 
Common Platform and the court was notified. 

5+ 103. Received-30-01-26 – Application to Adjourn (1).pdf: Your adjournment request 
(ICU/DNR, no disclosure, no legal aid) formally logged on the case file. 

6+ 103. Received-30-01-26.pdf: McLartys confirm the court uploaded your adjournment 
application to the Common Platform for CPS review. 

7+ 104. Recording CPS 30-01-26 – 15-35.Docx: Recorded call proving you requested 
adjournment/disposal, raised fake RO issues, missing BWV, and inequality of arms. 

8+ 105. Received-30-01-26 – Discontinuance Notice .Pdf: CPS formally discontinue Case 2 
(Assault with intent to resist arrest) due to failure to meet disclosure obligations. 

9+ 105. Received-30-01-26 – Electronic Version – Discontinued.pdf: McLartys confirm CPS 
discontinued Case 2 because they breached disclosure duties — you no longer need to 
attend court. 

 

• Key Defence Points (Short & Precise) 
1+ Confirms Case 2 (26/08/2025) Was Officially Discontinued: by CPS due to their own 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/100%20Received-30-01-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/101.%20Sent-30-01-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/102.%20Received-30-01-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/103.%20Received-30-01-26-%20Application%20to%20Adjourn%20(1).pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/103.%20Received-30-01-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/104.%20Recording%20Cps%2030-01-26%20--15-35.docx
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/104.%20Recording%20Cps%2030-01-26%20--15-35.m4a
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/105.%20Received-30-01-26%20-%20Discontinuance%20Notice.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/105.%20Received-30-01-26%20-%20Electronic%20Version%20-%20Discontinued.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/105.%20Received-30-01-26%20-%20File%20Closing%20-%20(Case2).docx
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/105.%20Received-30-01-26%20-%20File%20Closing%20-%20(Case2).pdf


disclosure failures. 
2+ Confirms You Did Nothing Wrong: CPS could not meet legal obligations under CPIA 1996. 
3+ Confirms Your ICU/DNR Emergency Notice: was received and placed before the reviewing 

lawyer. 
4+ Confirms Your Adjournment Application: was uploaded to the Common Platform. 
5+ Confirms HMCTS Acknowledged Your Emails: and added them to the case file. 
6+ Confirms CPS Had Still Not Served Disclosure: including BWV, days before trial. 
7+ Confirms Fake RO / Legal Aid Obstruction: was raised again and recorded. 
8+ Confirms Inequality Of Arms: as you had no full legal aid, no disclosure, and a trial in days. 
9+ Confirms McLartys Closed Case 2: because the matter is now finished. 

 
75) 31/01/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 106. Sent-31-01-26.pdf 

 
1+ 106. Sent-31-01-26.pdf: Your final urgent email sent to Court/CPS before discontinuance — 

repeating ICU/DNR emergency, missing disclosure, fake RO issues, and requesting 
adjournment/disposal. 

 

• Key Defence Points (Short & Precise) 
1+ Confirms You Escalated The ICU/DNR Emergency Again: the day before CPS discontinued 

the case. 
2+ Confirms You Repeated That No Disclosure Had Been Served: including BWV and trial 

papers. 
3+ Confirms You Raised The Fake Representation Orders Again: proving the Legal Aid 

obstruction was ongoing. 
4+ Confirms You Requested Adjournment Or Disposal: due to exceptional circumstances and 

procedural failures. 
5+ Confirms You Acted Promptly And Responsibly: while CPS and Court still had not resolved 

disclosure or representation. 
6+ Confirms Your Email Was Sent Before CPS Discontinued Case 2: proving your actions were 

timely and relevant. 
7+ Confirms Inequality Of Arms: as you were still without full legal aid or disclosure days before 

trial. 
 

76) 02/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 107. Plan of Action -02-02-26.docx 
2+ 107. Plan of Action -02-02-26.pdf 
3+ 108. 02-02-25/ 
4+ 109. Received-02-02-26.pdf 
5+ 110. Received-02-02-26.pdf 

 
1+ 107. Plan of Action – 02-02-26.docx / 107. Plan of Action – 02-02-26.pdf: Your structured 

“Legal Ammunition Plan” setting out all oversight bodies, complaint routes, regulators, and 
escalation paths for Case 1 and post-case action. 

2+ 109. Received-02-02-26.pdf: Tuckers email (File 1 – Case 1) claiming they “self-granted” 
legal aid under LAA contingency and denying any fraudulent RO, despite LAA confirming no 
RO existed. 

3+ 110. Received-02-02-26.pdf: Tuckers email (File 2 – Case 2) repeating the same 
“self-granted” RO explanation and confirming you were not interviewed at the police station 
— supporting your defence narrative. 

 

• Key Defence Points (Short & Precise) 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/106.%20Sent-31-01-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/107.%20Plan%20of%20Action%20-02-02-26.docx
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/107.%20Plan%20of%20Action%20-02-02-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/108.%2002-02-25/
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/109.%20Received-02-02-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/110.%20Received-02-02-26.pdf


1+ Confirms Your Full Legal Ammunition Strategy: was prepared and documented before 
the Case 1 hearing. 

2+ Confirms Tuckers Admit They “Self-Granted” Legal Aid: contradicting the Legal Aid 
Agency’s confirmation that no RO existed — supporting your claim of procedural irregularity. 

3+ Confirms Tuckers Represented You Only As Duty Solicitor:  not via a valid 
Representation Order. 

4+ Confirms Tuckers Withdrew: leaving you without full legal aid and causing the Section 
36/38 inequality-of-arms situation. 

5+ Confirms You Were Not Interviewed At The Police Station For Case 2: supporting your 
argument of unlawful process. 

6+ Confirms Both Cases Suffered From The Same Legal Aid Obstruction: strengthening 
your systemic-failure argument. 

7+ Confirms You Acted Proactively: documenting all escalation routes and preparing for 
oversight action. 

 
77) 03/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 111. Sent-03-02-26.pdf 
2+ 112. PISS OFF -- Recording Tuckers Insurance 03-02-26 1341.docx 
3+ 112. PISS OFF -- Recording Tuckers Insurance 03-02-26 1341.pdf 
4+ 112. PISS OFF -- Recording Tuckers Insurance 03-02-26_1341.m4a 

 
1+ 112. Recording Tuckers Insurance 03-02-26 13:41.pdf /.docx: Recorded call where 

Tuckers refuse to provide insurance details, confirm no internal process for claims, and end 
the call with abusive language — evidential proof of unprofessional conduct and obstruction. 

2+ 111. Sent-03-02-26.pdf: Your written response to Tuckers’ Legal Aid email, identifying 
procedural contradictions, false statements, and the invalid “self-granted” RO — supporting 
your Legal Aid contamination argument. 

 

• Key Defence Points (Short & Precise) 
1+ Confirms Tuckers Refused To Provide Insurance Documentation: despite your lawful 

request. 
2+ Confirms You Attempted A Formal Route (SAR + Insurance Request): and they blocked 

it. 
3+ Confirms Abusive Language (“PISS OFF”, “YOU’RE DEAD”): was used by a Tuckers 

staff member — strong evidence of misconduct and grounds for SRA escalation. 
4+ Confirms Tuckers Have No Formal Insurance-Claim Process: contradicting regulatory 

requirements. 
5+ Confirms Your Written Reply Exposes Two Major Contradictions: in their Legal Aid 

explanation: 
a) “Self-granted” RO is not a valid certificate 
b) Their denial of police-station attendance conflicts with custody logs 

6+ Confirms You Documented The URN Contamination: fake RO issue, and Legal Aid 
obstruction. 

7+ Confirms You Acted Professionally: while Tuckers’ behaviour was obstructive and hostile. 
8+ Confirms Inequality Of Arms: as your representation was compromised by solicitor 

misconduct. 
 

78) 04/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 113. Sent-04-02-26.pdf 
2+ 114. Received-LAA-04-02-26.pdf 

 
1+ 113. Sent-04-02-26.pdf (blocked): Your follow-up email challenging Tuckers’ explanation and 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/111.%20Sent-03-02-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/112.%20PISS%20OFF%20--%20Recording%20Tuckers%20Insurance%2003-02-26%201341.docx
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/112.%20PISS%20OFF%20--%20Recording%20Tuckers%20Insurance%2003-02-26%201341.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/112.%20PISS%20OFF%20--%20Recording%20Tuckers%20Insurance%2003-02-26_1341.m4a
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/113.%20Sent-04-02-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/114.%20Received-LAA-04-02-26.pdf


requesting clarity from the LAA on the RO irregularities. 
2+ 114. Received-LAA-04-02-26.pdf: Legal Aid Agency confirms your new solicitor can simply 

issue their own Representation Order — proving Tuckers’ “self-granted RO” excuse was false 
and the transfer was always possible. 

 

• Key Defence Points (Short & Precise) 
1+ Confirms LAA Rejects Tuckers’ Narrative:  a new solicitor can issue their own RO under 

delegated functions. 
2+ Confirms Tuckers’ “Self-Granted RO” Excuse Was Incorrect: removing their justification for 

blocking the transfer. 
3+ Confirms The URN Was Never Locked: meaning the obstruction came from Tuckers, not the 

LAA. 
4+ Confirms Your New Solicitor Was Always Able To Take Over: proving you were wrongly left 

without full representation. 
5+ Confirms Inequality Of Arms: as you were forced to act alone due to misinformation from your 

former solicitors. 
6+ Confirms Your Challenge Email Triggered The LAA’s Clarification: showing your actions 

directly corrected the record. 
7+ Confirms The Legal Aid Obstruction Was Procedural, Not Your Fault: strengthening your 

defence narrative. 
 

79) 07/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 115. Sent - to LAA - 07-02-26.pdf 
2+ 116. Sent Soon-07-02-26.pdf 
3+ 117. Sent Soon-07-02-26.pdf 

 
1+ 115. Sent – to LAA – 07-02-26.pdf: My18-point formal request to the Legal Aid Agency 

demanding procedural clarification on RO validity, CRM14/15/16/18 requirements, URN 
mismatch, and whether Tuckers’ actions complied with LAA rules. 

2+ 116. Sent Soon – 04-02-26.docx: My explanation to the court detailing why Section 36/38 
does not create representation for an adult defendant, why CPS must communicate with you 
directly, and how the corrupted URN has blocked legal aid. 

3+ 117. Sent Soon – 04-02-26.docx: My adjournment application for Case 1 (24/02/26), 
supported by a witness-availability schedule and evidence of procedural failures affecting 
previous trial dates. 

 

• Key Defence Points (Short & Precise) 
1+ Confirms You Formally Challenged The LAA: with 18 precise procedural questions about RO 

validity, CRM forms, and URN contamination. 
2+ Confirms You Documented The Mismatch: between the custody logs (Section 4A) and 

Tuckers’ later offence entry (“Threats to Cause Criminal Damage”). 
3+ Confirms You Highlighted That No CRM14/15/16/18 Exist On The LAA System: for either 

offence — proving no lawful legal aid application was ever made. 
4+ Confirms You Explained To The Court: that Section 36/38 does not create representation for 

adults and cannot block CPS communication. 
5+ Confirms You Requested Correction Of The URN: as the wrong offence is attached and is 

preventing legal aid transfer. 
6+ Confirms You Submitted A Full Adjournment Application: for Case 1 due to witness 

unavailability and prior collapsed hearings caused by procedural failures. 
7+ Confirms You Provided A Structured Witness-Availability Schedule: showing both 

witnesses previously attended and remain willing to attend if relisted. 
8+ Confirms You Raised Disclosure Concerns: noting CPS/Tuckers claim to have served files 

that have still not arrived. 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/115.%20Sent%20-%20to%20LAA%20-%2007-02-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/116.%20Sent%20Soon-07-02-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/117.%20Sent%20Soon-07-02-26.pdf


9+ Confirms Inequality Of Arms: as you are forced to act litigant-in-person while CPS refuses 
communication and legal aid remains blocked. 

 
80) 10/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
118. Recording (63) CPS 10-02-26 -10_26.m4a 
119. Sent - to LAA - 10-02-26.pdf 
 
What the document actually contains (clean extraction) 
Date: 10/02/2026 
Event Type: Email to Legal Aid Agency (LAA) + Follow-up 
 
Purpose: 

• You chased the LAA because they failed to answer your earlier procedural questions. 
• You explained that the delay was preventing you from instructing a new solicitor. 
• You requested written clarification on representation orders, CRM forms, delegated functions, and 

procedural compliance. 
• You highlighted that LAA responded instantly to the provider but not to you. 
• You demanded answers to 18 specific procedural questions. 

 
Key Issues Raised: 

• Whether Tuckers were allowed to create their own “representation order” template. 
• Whether CRM14/CRM15 were required and properly submitted. 
• Whether CRM16 hardship should have been used. 
• Whether CRM18 was required for Crown Court. 
• Whether CRM7 could be lawfully submitted without a valid representation order. 
• Whether the URN was linked to the wrong offence. 
• Whether the substituted offence (“Threats to Cause Criminal Damage”) was lawful. 
• Whether the LAA system correctly reflected the case. 

 
Attached LAA Response (from earlier): 

• LAA said:  
“The new solicitor would simply produce their own rep order… delegated functions case.” 

• Tuckers emailed LAA claiming:  
“Legal aid was self-granted during contingency… template used… no fraud.” 

• Tuckers also claimed:  
“We did NOT represent him at the police station.” 

• You dispute this because the custody logs show they DID attend for Section 4A. 
 
Clean Summary Timeline Entry (matching your style) 
10/02/2026 — Legal Aid Agency Procedural Clarification Request 

• Email sent to LAA chasing overdue response regarding representation order validity, 
CRM14/CRM15/CRM16/CRM18 requirements, delegated functions, and URN mismatch. 

• Delay preventing instruction of new solicitor. 
• Requested written answers to 18 procedural questions concerning incorrect offence recorded, 

missing legal aid forms, and disputed representation order. 
 

• Indexed Exhibits: 
118. Recording (63) CPS 10-02-26-10_26.m4a 
119. Sent to LAA – 10-02-26.pdf 

 
 
 
 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/118.%20Recording%20(63)%20CPS%2010-02-26%20-10_26.m4a
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/119.%20Sent%20-%20to%20LAA%20-%2010-02-26.pdf


81) 11/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
120. Received-LAA-11-02-26.pdf 
121. Recording (65) LAA 11-02-2026 0946.docx 
121. Recording (65) LAA 11-02-2026 0946.pdf 
121. Recording (65) LAA 11-02-2026_0946.m4a 
 
122. Recording Tuckers All Systems are Down Plz Call Back.m4a 
123. Recording (66) Elliot Stern Solicitors PT1.m4a 
124. Recording (67)  Elliot Stern Solicitors PT2.m4a 
125. CORDELL Simon 01YE1267925 Initial Details Pros Case (4).pdf 
125. CORDELL Simon 01YE1267925 Unused Material Disclosure.pdf 
125. FW_ R v Simon Cordell Highbury Corner Magistrates Court 24 February 2026 at 1.30 p.m. (Trial)  
01YE1267925 -.pdf 
125. Received-Mc L-11-02-26.pdf 
126. Recording 11-02-25 Elliot Stern Solicitors PT3.docx 
126. Recording 11-02-25 Elliot Stern Solicitors PT3.m4a 
 
81) 11/02/2026 – LAA stalling, then accidentally confirming your whole case theory 
 
Indexed Weblinks covered:  
120 Received-LAA-11-02-26.pdf 
121 Recording (65) LAA 11-02-2026 0946 (docx/pdf/m4a) 
124 Recording (67) Elliot Stern Solicitors PT2 (user summary) 
126 Recording 11-02-25 Elliot Stern Solicitors PT3.docx 
125 CPS Initial Details Pros Case (4).pdf (MG4/MG5 etc.) 
 
A) LAA Email – Polite Delay That Blocks Your Defence 

• What they say: Martina Aston confirms they got your 7 Feb email and are “putting together” a 
response, saying they “aim to have issued a response to you by, at the latest, the 23 February 2026” 
and that they “advise that we respond to all emails within 10 working days.” 

• What it really does: they formally put themselves on a 10-working-day clock knowing your trial is 
listed for 24/02/2026, so their “policy” makes their answer useless for your immediate right to 
representation—exactly what you warned them about in the chaser. 

• Key point for defence: they acknowledge urgency (“We are looking into this urgently for you 
though”) but still choose a timetable that guarantees you remain effectively unrepresented while the 
URN/rep-order mess continues. 
 

B) LAA Phone Call – They Admit The Core Legal Points You’ve Been Shouting About 
From Recording (65): 

• You Put The Scenario Clearly: you explain the three-stage mess (arrest for harassment, booked in 
for s4A, later swapped to “Threats to Cause Criminal Damage” under the same URN after NFA) and 
that Tuckers gave you an RO certificate with LAA address which LAA say does not exist on their 
system. 

• They Confirm CRM14/15 Are Mandatory If You Want Legal Aid:  
“So, what you're explaining to me… if I'm a solicitor, it is mandatory… if you're wanting legal aid and 
it going to court, then yes, it is mandatory.” 

• They Confirm Firms Cannot Just Invent RO Certificates:  
“They can't do that, just create an RO Order because it don't work like that.” 
“No, you can't do that… then you don't have LAA's application.” 

• They Confirm No Previous Legal Aid Exists On Their System For This URN:  
“I can't see any evidence of previous Legal Aid in place for this case. So, you don't have to worry 
about that.” 
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https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/125.%20FW_%20R%20v%20Simon%20Cordell%20Highbury%20Corner%20Magistrates%20Court%2024%20February%202026%20at%201.30%20p.m.%20(Trial)%20%2001YE1267925%20-.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/125.%20Received-Mc%20L-11-02-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/126.%20Recording%2011-02-25%20Elliot%20Stern%20Solicitors%20PT3.docx
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/126.%20Recording%2011-02-25%20Elliot%20Stern%20Solicitors%20PT3.m4a


Why This Matters For The Defence: 
• LAA’s own staff confirm your core allegations:  

o CRM14/15 must be done if a firm wants to rely on legal aid. 
o A firm cannot lawfully create its own RO certificate with LAA branding without an application. 
o There is no record of a valid rep order or application for this URN. 

• That directly undermines Tuckers’ narrative that everything was done “exactly as per the LAA 
protocol” and that the certificate they gave you is just a harmless “template.” 
 

C) Elliot Stern Calls – Independent Confirmation That The URN Belongs To S4a Only 
From PT3 transcript and your note on PT2: 

• They Confirm What They Were Told At The Police Station:  
“So, what I've got here, Simon, is that you were arrested for Section 4A, that's what we were told…” 

• They are looking at the custody front sheet and agree it shows Public Order s4A as the 
arrest/booking offence. 

• Your note on PT2: they locate the police station files for the URN and state that while they were 
there it was only for s4A; they were never called back out for “Threats to Cause Criminal Damage” 
and did not attend court for that substituted offence. 
 

Why This Matters: 
• A completely separate firm (Elliot Stern) confirms the URN is tied to s4A in the custody material, not 

to “Threats to Cause Criminal Damage.” 
• They also confirm no legal aid billing has been submitted for that URN, which lines up with LAA’s “no 

previous legal aid” admission and exposes Tuckers’ “we self-granted under contingency” story as, at 
best, incomplete and, at worst, false. 
 

D) CPS Initial Details – How The Prosecution Quietly Rewrites The History Of The URN 
From the CPS Initial Details Pros Case (MG4/MG5): 

• The MG4 shows the URN 01YE1267925 with two charges: a harassment-type course of conduct 
and a threats-to-blow-up-car charge under the Criminal Damage Act. 

• The MG5 confirms first arrest date 02/08/2025, interview on 03/08/2025, and that the interview was 
framed as a s4A public order allegation with a prepared statement denying s4A. 
 

Why This Matters: 
• The CPS paperwork shows the URN being used to bundle harassment and threats together, even 

though:  
o The custody logs and Elliot Stern confirm the URN was originally used for s4A only. 
o You were never properly re-arrested or re-interviewed for the substituted threats charge. 

• That supports your argument that the URN has been mis-used and that the later charge is 
procedurally tainted. 

 
82) 13/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
127. Rebuilt Received-LAA -13-02-26.docx 
127. Received-LAA -13-02-26.pdf 
 
82) 13/02/2026 – LAA written “answers” that quietly rewrite their own admissions 
 
Indexed Weblinks covered:  
127 Rebuilt Received-LAA -13-02-26.docx 
 
A) Where They Admit The Contingency Powers—But Use Them To Excuse The Missing Paperwork 

• They accept that, during the cyber incident, firms were allowed to self-grant representation orders for 
certain magistrates’ cases and that LAA provided templates using LAA formatting. 

• They say firms were “recommended” (not required) to complete CRM14/15 and keep them on file, 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/127.%20Rebuilt%20Received-LAA%20-13-02-26.docx
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/127.%20Received-LAA%20-13-02-26.pdf


and that many such cases would never appear on LAA systems at all. 
 

Defence Angle:  
They are now using the contingency scheme as a blanket justification for the fact that there is no 
CRM14/15, no rep order, and no LAA record for your URN—directly contradicting what their own 
call-handler told you on 11/02 (that CRM14/15 are mandatory if you want legal aid and that firms cannot 
just create RO certificates). 
 
B) Where They Shift Everything Onto “What’s On The Court System” 

• They repeatedly say that grants and rep orders are determined “by the offences showing on court 
computer systems, rather than on police records” and that any discrepancy between police custody 
logs and court offences is “a matter for HMCTS / CPS.” 

• They say that even if they have no CRM14/15, no CRM16, no CRM18 and no rep order on their 
portal, this “does not make them any less valid” during the contingency period. 
 

Defence angle: 
• This is classic institutional deflection:  

o On the phone, they admit the legal rules (no RO without application; CRM14/15 mandatory 
for legal aid; no previous legal aid on system). 

o In writing, they retreat to: “we just follow whatever offence the court computer shows; if 
something is wrong, talk to the court or the SRA.” 

• That avoids the central truth you’ve been pressing: the URN is being used for the wrong offence, the 
original s4A matter was NFA’d, and Tuckers appear to have created an RO-style certificate without 
any underlying application or LAA record. 

 
83) 17/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
127.1. Sent Email 17-02-26 to CPS - Court - Mc Lartys.docx 
127.1.Sent Email 17-02-26 to CPS - Court - Mc Lartys.pdf 
127.1.Sent Email 17-02-26 to CPS - Court - Mc Lartys_.pdf 
127.2. Received 17-02-26 - SRA.pdf 
 
83) 17/02/2026 — Formal Defence Notice to CPS/Court & SRA Investigation Response 
Indexed Weblinks:  
 
127.1, 127.2 
Summary of Events: 

• A formal email was sent to the CPS, HMCTS, Tuckers, and McLartys requesting urgent case 
disposal due to procedural collapse, legal aid obstruction, missing disclosure, and the inability to 
obtain lawful representation. 

• The email requested immediate uploading of all defence directories to the Common Platform and 
notified all parties that the defence evidence bundle was complete and fully disclosed. 

• Directory 1 (Legal Aid Failure & Witness Non-Availability) was served, containing:  
o Notice of Inability to Proceed 
o Request for Case Review 
o Evidence that a key eyewitness offered a statement which police refused to take 
o LAA investigation recordings confirming no CRM14/CRM15, no valid RO, and solicitor 

inconsistencies 
o Evidence that the legal aid transfer was blocked by false RO entries linked to Tuckers 
o Confirmation that McLartys are restricted to Section 36/38 only and cannot prepare a defence 

• Directory 2 (Full Defence Files & Disclosure Failures) was served, containing:  
o All defence statements 
o Custody log analysis proving URN reuse after NFA 
o Charge-swap evidence 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/127.1.%20Sent%20Email%2017-02-26%20to%20CPS%20-%20Court%20-%20Mc%20Lartys.docx
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https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/127.2.%20Received%2017-02-26%20-%20SRA.pdf


o Missing BWV from multiple officers 
o Witness statements (Saheed, Aunt) 
o Section 78 PACE application 
o Requests for disclosure and witness attendance 

• The email formally requested discontinuance or an urgent Abuse of Process hearing due to:  
o URN contamination 
o Charge substitution without arrest, caution, or interview 
o Missing BWV and missing witness evidence 
o Legal aid obstruction preventing representation 
o CPS non-disclosure 
o Exceptional circumstances (mother in ICU) 

• The SRA responded separately, requesting completion of a formal report form identifying the firm, 
individuals involved, regulatory breaches, and attached evidence, confirming that weblink-only 
evidence cannot be viewed and must be attached directly. 
 

Indexed Exhibits:  
127.1 Sent Email 17-02-26 to CPS – Court – McLartys (docx/pdf) 
127.2 Received 17-02-26 – SRA.pdf 
 
 

84) 18/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
129. Email To The Legal Aid Agency 18-02-25.docx 
129. Email To The Legal Aid Agency 18-02-25.pdf 
129. Sent 18-02-26 to LLA and CPS and Courthouse 
129. Sent Email To The Legal Aid Agency 18-02-25.pdf 
129. Sent 18-02-26 to LLA and CPS and Courthouse/ 
 
130. Sent 18-02-26 Mc Lartys.pdf 
130. Sent Soon-18-02-26 Mc Lartys.docx 
 
131. Report Return 2026 (1).pdf 
131. Sent Soon Email and Report to SRA.docx 
131. Sent Soon Email and Report to SRA.pdf 
132. Received-18-02-26 Court Auto Responce.pdf 
 
Summary of Files 129–132 (Dated 18/02/2026) 
Purpose of this summary 
To consolidate all material served on 18 February 2026 relating to: 

1+ The Legal Aid Agency (LAA) Investigation 
2+ CPS Disclosure Failures 
3+ Court Notification 
4+ Mc Lartys’ Involvement 
5+ The SRA Regulatory Complaint 
6+ Procedural Barriers Preventing A Fair Trial 

 
1. File Group 129 – Emails to LAA, CPS, and Court (18/02/2026) 
Core Purpose 
These documents formally notify the LAA, CPS, and HMCTS that the defendant cannot lawfully proceed to 
trial due to structural defects in the legal aid process, a contaminated URN, and procedural failures by 
previous solicitors. 
 
Key Points Across All 129 Files 

1+ No Valid Representation Order Exists For URN 01YE1267925. 
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2+ The “RO Certificate” Issued By Tuckers Was Not Created By The LAA And Is Not Recognised On 
Their System. 

3+ No CRM14, CRM15, CRM16, Or CRM18 Exist For The Case. 
4+ The LAA Confirms An Active Investigation Into The URN And The Conduct Of Previous Solicitors. 
5+ Because Of This Investigation, No Solicitor Can Lawfully Act, And Legal Aid Cannot Progress. 
6+ The URN Was Reused After An NFA Decision, Without Arrest, Caution, Or Interview For The 

Substituted Charge. 
7+ CPS Disclosure Was Late, Incomplete, And They Ignored Over 120 Emails. 
8+ Defence Witnesses Are Unavailable, And A New Exculpatory Eyewitness Has Been Identified. 
9+ Section 38 Appointment Contradicts The LAA Position:  

a) Court Says You Cannot Cross-Examine 
b) LAA Says You Cannot Obtain Representation 
c) These Two Findings Make A Fair Trial Impossible. 
 

10+ Bail conditions (GPS tag) are now unlawful and disproportionate. 
• The Notice formally requests:  

a) Adjournment 
b) Case Discontinuance 
c) Or Stay Of Proceedings Due To Abuse Of Process. 

 
Documents Included In 129 

1+ Emails To LAA 
2+ Emails To CPS 
3+ Emails To Court 
4+ Full Notice Of Inability To Proceed 
5+ Exhibits Proving Fake RO, Missing CRM Forms, And URN Contamination 
6+ LAA Responses And Rebuttals 
7+ Audio Transcripts (LAA Call, Tuckers Call, Elliot Stern Call) 

 
2. File Group 130 – Email To Mc Lartys (18/02/2026) 
Purpose 
To Explain To Mc Lartys Why You Have Been Unable To Provide Instructions Earlier And Why The Case 
Cannot Proceed. 
 
Key Points 

• You have been left without lawful representation for 6+ months. 
• LAA confirms:  

a) No CRM Forms 
b) No Valid RO 
c) Fake RO On File 
d) Contaminated URN 
e) Wrong Offence Recorded 
f) Legal Aid Cannot Progress 

 
• SRA Complaints Have Been Submitted Against:  

a) Elliot Stern Solicitors 
b) Tuckers Solicitors 

 
• CPS Failures Include:  

a) No Disclosure 
b) No Response To Defence Bundles 
c) No Response To Witness Requests 
d) No Response To Section 9 Objections 
e) No Response To Section 78 Application 



 
• Section 38 appointment was made “Without Your Knowledge” and contradicts the LAA position. 
• Witnesses are unavailable, and a new eyewitness must be taken. 
• You cannot apply for legal aid without committing fraud because the URN is contaminated. 
• You Request Mc Lartys To:  

a) Seek Adjournment 
b) Notify Court Of LAA/SRA Investigations 
c) Notify CPS Of Disclosure Failures 
d) Confirm Whether They Can Act 
e) Arrange Urgent Appointment 

 
3. File Group 131 – SRA Report (18/02/2026) 
 
Purpose 
A formal regulatory complaint to the Solicitors Regulation Authority regarding misconduct by Elliot Stern 
and Tuckers. 
 
Key Allegations 
Against Elliot Stern 

1+ Failure To Ensure Continuity Of Representation 
2+ Failure To Return To Police Station After Multiple Contact Attempts 
3+ Misleading Advice About Charge-Swapping And URN Reuse 
4+ Knowledge Of Substituted Allegation After Leaving 
5+ Failure To Manage Common Platform Data 
6+ Failure To Submit CRM14/CRM15 
7+ Leaving You Unrepresented At First Hearing 

 
Against Tuckers 

1+ Creation And Use Of A False RO Certificate 
2+ Failure To Submit CRM14/CRM15 
3+ Misleading Advice About Legal Aid 
4+ Systemic Practice Of Creating Their Own RO Certificates 
5+ Blocking Mc Lartys From Acting 
6+ Obstructing Your Ability To Obtain Lawful Representation 

 
Evidence Provided 

1+ Laa Confirmation Emails 
2+ Laa Call Recording 
3+ Tuckers Call Recording 
4+ Elliot Stern Call Recording 
5+ Custody Logs 
6+ Mg4/Mg5 Discrepancies 
7+ Defence Bundles 
8+ Timeline And Email Index 

 
Impact On You 

1+ Denied Representation For 6 Months 
2+ Misled About Legal Aid 
3+ Left Unrepresented At Hearings 
4+ Procedural Disadvantage 
5+ Emotional And Practical Harm 

 
4. File 132 – Court Auto-Response (18/02/2026) 
Purpose 



Acknowledgement from HMCTS confirming receipt of your urgent email. 
Key Points 

• Confirms Your Email Was Received By The North London Magistrates’ Court Urgent Mailbox. 
• Directs Future Non-Urgent Correspondence To CTSC. 
• Confirms Urgent Matters Should Continue To Be Sent To This Mailbox. 
• Confirms Your Communication Has Been Logged. 

 
Consolidated Summary (For Timeline Entry 84) 
On 18/02/2026, the defendant served a comprehensive set of documents (Files 129–132) on the LAA, 
CPS, HMCTS, McLartys, and the SRA, demonstrating: 

1+ No Valid Legal Aid Exists 
2+ A Fake RO Was Created By Tuckers 
3+ No CRM Forms Were Ever Submitted 
4+ The URN Was Reused After An NFA Decision 
5+ The Substituted Charge Is Unlawful 
6+ CPS Disclosure Failures Are Severe 
7+ Section 38 Contradicts The LAA Position 
8+ Defence Witnesses Are Unavailable 
9+ A New Eyewitness Must Be Taken 
10+ The Defendant Cannot Lawfully Proceed To Trial 
11+ Active LAA And SRA Investigations Are Underway 
12+ The Defendant Requests Adjournment Or Discontinuance 

This bundle forms the formal record of the defendant’s inability to proceed and the systemic procedural 
failures preventing a fair trial. 
 

85) 19/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 133. Received-19-02-26 Court.pdf 
2+ 134. Received-19-02-26 Court.pdf 
3+ 135. Sent to Court and Defence Files.pdf 
4+ 135. Sent to Court Defence Files.zip 
5+ 136. Received-19-02-26 Court.pdf 
6+ 137. Sent to CPS Defence Disclosed Files.pdf 
7+ 138. Received 19-02-26 Mc Lartys.pdf 
8+ 39. Sent 19-02-26 Mc Lartys.pdf 
9+ 140. Sent to CPS Defence Disclosed Files.pdf 
10+ 141. Received-19-02-26 Auto CPS.pdf 
11+ 142. Received-LAA -19-02-26.pdf 
12+ 143. Sent-LAA -19-02-26.pdf 
13+ 143. Report Folder 2025 (1) - 19-02-26/ 

 
CPS Responses (Files 133 & 134) 
 

133. Received-19-02-26 Court.pdf 
CPS request your full postal address after receiving your urgent email requesting: 

1+ Case Disposal 
2+ Upload Of Defence Directories 
3+ Recognition Of Procedural Collapse 
4+ Confirmation Of Receipt Of All Defence Materials 

You provided your full address later (file 135). 
 
134. Received-19-02-26 Court.pdf 
CPS confirm: 

1+ Your entire email and all attached directories have been forwarded to the allocated reviewing 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/133.%20Received-19-02-26%20Court.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/134.%20Received-19-02-26%20Court.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/135.%20Sent%20to%20Court%20and%20Defence%20Files.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/135.%20Sent%20to%20Court%20Defence%20Files.zip
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/136.%20Received-19-02-26%20Court.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/137.%20Sent%20to%20CPS%20Defence%20Disclosed%20Files.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/138.%20Received%2019-02-26%20Mc%20Lartys.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/139.%20Sent%2019-02-26%20Mc%20Lartys.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/140.%20Sent%20to%20CPS%20Defence%20Disclosed%20Files.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/141.%20Received-19-02-26%20Auto%20CPS.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/142.%20Received-LAA%20-19-02-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/143.%20Sent-LAA%20-19-02-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/143.%20Report%20Folder%202025%20(1)%20-%2019-02-26/


lawyer. 
2+ No substantive response to the issues raised. 

 
2. Your Follow-Up to CPS (File 135) 
135. Sent to Court and Defence Files.pdf 
You: 

1+ Provide your full address and DOB. 
2+ Confirm the defence bundles served:  

a. Application To Adjourn (Witness Non-Availability) 
b. Notice Of Inability To Proceed 
c. RAR Bundles (Main Index, Defence Statements, Requests & Disclosure) 

3+ Request confirmation that these have been placed before the reviewing lawyer. 
 

3. Your Follow-Up to Court (File 136) 
136. Received-19-02-26 Court.pdf 
You request: 

1+ Upload of all defence materials to the Common Platform, because CPS have not responded for 
6 months. 

2+ Transparency for all parties. 
3+ Confirmation of what has been reviewed. 

 
4. Your Follow-Up to CPS (File 137) 
137. Sent to CPS Defence Disclosed Files.pdf 
You notify CPS: 

1+ Defence disclosure has already been served. 
2+ You are forwarding the same email for completeness. 
3+ You do not re-attach files to avoid duplication. 
You Request CPS To:  

a) Upload defence materials to the Common Platform 
b) Review adjournment application 
c) Review Notice of Inability 
d) Confirm status of outstanding disclosure 

 
5. McLartys Response (File 138) 
138. Received 19-02-26 Mc Lartys.pdf 
McLartys: 

1+ Offer a video conference on 20/02/2026 at 3pm. 
2+ Request:  

a) Section 9 Statements For Miss Lewis & Mr. Shead 
b) Reasons For Their Non-Availability 
c) Contact Details 

3+ Confirm they have read your long email. 
 

6. Your Reply to McLartys (File 139) 
139. Sent 19-02-26 Mc Lartys.pdf 
You: 

1+ Confirm availability for the video meeting. 
2+ Explain that the Section 9 statements are already included in:  

a. Application To Adjourn 
b. Notice Of Inability 

 
3+ Reconfirm that:  

a) Defence Bundles Have Been Served To CPS, Court, Tuckers, Mc Lartys 
b) Court Confirmed Forwarding To Reviewing Lawyer 



4+ Request confirmation that McLartys have access to the files and that they are uploaded to the 
Common Platform. 
 

7. Court Auto-Reply (File 141) 
141. Received-19-02-26 Auto CPS.pdf 
CTSC auto-response: 

1+ Confirms Receipt 
2+ States Replies Take Up To 5 Working Days 
3+ Urgent Matters Require Phone Contact 
4+ Adjournment Applications May Not Be Considered Until The Hearing Day 
5+ No Substantive Response To Your Issues 

 
8. LAA Response (File 142) 
142. Received-LAA-19-02-26.pdf 
LAA states: 

1+ Tuckers withdrew delegated functions. 
2+ For a new solicitor to act, they need:  

o Confirmation Of Reasonable Costs 
o A New Application From The Court 

 
3+ Hardship applications not applicable 
4+ LAA cannot comment on:  

1+ Police issues 
2+ Solicitor misconduct 
3+ HMCTS failures 

 
5+ LAA will only comment on CRM14/CRM15 matters 
6+ They direct you to the cyber-incident guidance 
7+ They do not answer your core questions about:  

1+ URN Reuse 
2+ False RO 
3+ Solicitor Misconduct 
4+ Validity Of The RO Certificate 

 
9. Your Follow-Up to LAA (File 143) 
143. Sent-LAA-19-02-26.pdf 
You send a corrected and complete follow-up demanding answers to unresolved issues: 
 
You Request Direct Answers To: 
A. URN Reuse 

1+ Whether A URN Can Be Reused After NFA 
2+ Whether It Can Be Used For Substituted Allegations 
3+ Whether Legal Aid Can Be Applied For Under A Contaminated URN 

 
B. Legal Aid Application Validity 

• Whether Solicitors Can Apply For Legal Aid Using A URN Used For Multiple Offences 
• Whether This Is Compliant With LAA Rules 

 
C. Representation Order Certificate 

1+ Whether The RO Template Provided By Tuckers Matches Any Official LAA Template 
2+ Whether Solicitors Can Self-Issue RO Certificates 
3+ Whether LAA Has Any Record Of The RO 

 
D. Solicitor Conduct 



1+ Whether Solicitors Can Apply For Legal Aid Without CRM14/CRM15 
2+ Whether They Can Proceed Using Substituted Allegations 
3+ Whether They Can Rely On An NFA’d URN 

 
E. Procedural Impact 
You ask LAA to acknowledge that: 

1+ These irregularities prevented you from obtaining representation 
2+ McLartys are restricted to s.36/38 
3+ You cannot prepare a defence 

You attach the two RO certificates for LAA review. 
 
FINAL CONSOLIDATED SUMMARY FOR TIMELINE ENTRY 85) 
 
85) 19/02/2026 — Court, CPS, McLartys, and LAA All Respond, But None Resolve the Procedural 
Collapse 

1+ CPS Request Your Address: (133) and confirm forwarding your case disposal request to the 
reviewing lawyer (134). 

2+ You Provide Full Details: and re-serve the defence bundles (135). 
3+ You Request Common Platform Upload: due to 6 months of CPS silence (136, 137). 
4+ Mc Lartys Schedule A Video Meeting: and request witness statements (138). 
5+ You Confirm Availability: and explain the statements are already in the defence bundle (139). 
6+ CTSC Auto-Reply acknowledges receipt but gives no substantive response (141). 
7+ LAA Respond: but avoid answering key questions about the false RO, URN contamination, and 

solicitor misconduct (142). 
8+ You Send A Corrected Follow-Up: demanding direct answers to unresolved issues, including URN 

legality, RO authenticity, and solicitor misconduct (143). 
 

Overall:  
19/02/2026 shows “Full Engagement From All Agencies, But No Agency Resolves Any Of The Core 
Procedural Defects.” 
 
You continue to be left without lawful representation, without disclosure, and with a contaminated URN — 
despite having served complete defence bundles and repeatedly requesting case disposal. 
 

86) 20/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 144. Sent1-Court and CPS -20-02-26.pdf 
2+ 145. Received-20-02-26 Court.pdf 
3+ 146. 3PM MEETING Before Notes Is this correct in law Nova.pdf 
4+ 147. Sent-Mc Lartys -20-02-26.pdf 
5+ 148. Recording CPS After Meeting 20-02-26.m4a 

 
1. 144. Sent1-Court and CPS – 20-02-26.pdf 
What The Document Shows 
A formal urgent escalation to both the Court and CPS stating that, as of 20 February 2026 (Friday), you 
have received no substantive response to: 

1+ Your Defence Disclosure 
2+ Your Adjournment Application 
3+ Your Notice Of Inability To Proceed 
4+ Your Witness-Unavailability Evidence 
5+ Your Common Platform Upload Request 

 
Key Legal Points Raised 

1+ The Case Is Now Inside The 48-Hour Urgent Case-Management Window Before Trial. 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/144.%20Sent1-Court%20and%20CPS%20-20-02-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/145.%20Received-20-02-26%20Court.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/146.%203PM%20MEETING%20Before%20Notes%20Is%20this%20correct%20in%20law%20Nova.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/147.%20Sent-Mc%20Lartys%20-20-02-26.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/148.%20Recording%20CPS%20After%20Meeting%2020-02-26.m4a


2+ The Weekend Prevents Any Meaningful Action, Making Same-Day Intervention Mandatory Under 
Crim pr. 

3+ Multiple Crim pr Breaches Are Listed: Parts 1, 3, 8, 15, 19, 24. 
4+ CPIA Breaches: Missing BWV, Missing MG4/MG5, Failure To Pursue Reasonable Lines Of Enquiry. 
5+ Article 6 Breaches: No Disclosure, No Representation, No Witness Availability, No Equality Of Arms. 
6+ Abuse Of Process Grounds Clearly Stated. 

 
Purpose for defence 
This email proves you notified all parties, escalated correctly, and the CPS/Court still failed to act, 
strengthening adjournment and abuse-of-process arguments. 
 
2. 145. Received-20-02-26 Court.pdf 
What the document shows 
A generic automated reply from the North London Magistrates’ Court urgent mailbox. 
 
Key points 

1+ Confirms Receipt Of Your Urgent Email. 
2+ Directs You To CTSC For General Enquiries. 
3+ Confirms This Mailbox Is For Urgent Matters Only. 

 
Purpose For Defence 
This proves the Court received your urgent escalation but did not act, reinforcing procedural unfairness 
and breach of Crim PR 1.2 and 3.2. 
 
3. 146. 3PM MEETING Before Notes – Is this correct in law Nova.pdf 
What the document contains 
A structured legal analysis prepared for your meeting with McLartys at 3pm. 
 
Key Legal Conclusions 

1+ Section 38 Limits Mc Lartys: They Cannot Advise On Strategy Or Prepare Defence. 
2+ The Absence Of Section 4A From The MG4/MG5 Makes The Substituted Charge Logically And 

Legally Inconsistent. 
3+ If CPS Could Not Prove Fear/Violence For Section 4A, They Cannot Prove Intent For Threats 

Using The Same Evidence. 
4+ Rebecca’s Feelings Are Legally Irrelevant To Proving Intent. 
5+ Police Failures (No BWV, No Witness Statements, No Search, No Investigation) Are The Real 

Evidential Issue. 
6+ The Correct Witnesses To Question Are The Attending Officers, Not Rebecca. 

 
Purpose For Defence 
This document is your legal reasoning foundation for why the trial cannot proceed and why the CPS case 
collapses on evidential and procedural grounds. 
 
4. 147. Sent-McLartys – 20-02-26.pdf 
What the document shows 
Your email to McLartys ahead of the 3pm meeting. 
 
Key points 

1+ You Provide Them With Your Full Preparatory Notes. 
2+ You Explain The Procedural Defects, Evidential Inconsistencies, And Why Police—Not The 

Complainant—Must Be Questioned. 
3+ You Confirm Witness Unavailability And The CPS/Court’s Failure To Respond. 
4+ You Highlight The LAA/SRA Issues, The False RO, And The Contaminated URN. 

 



Purpose For Defence 
This proves you fully informed your Section 38 representative, and that they had all material needed to 
request adjournment or raise procedural objections. 
 
5. 148. Recording CPS After Meeting – 20-02-26.M4a (Transcript) 
What The Recording Shows 
A phone call you made to CPS after the 3pm meeting. 
 
Key Admissions And Evidence From CPS 

1+ CPS acknowledges receiving your emails and forwarding them to the reviewing lawyer. 
2+ CPS confirms another bundle exists but will not reach you before trial. 
3+ CPS staff accept your points and say they will pass them to the reviewing lawyer. 
4+ CPS Does Not Dispute Your Explanation Of:  

a) The Missing Section 4A 
b) The URN Swap 
c) The Evidential Inconsistencies 
d) The Missing BWV 
e) The Inability To Prove Intent 
f) The False RO Blocking Representation 

 
Purpose For Defence 
This Recording Is Powerful Evidence That: 

1+ You Raised All Issues Directly With CPS. 
2+ CPS Did Not Resolve Any Of Them. 
3+ CPS Did Not Provide Disclosure. 
4+ CPS Did Not Arrange Witnesses. 
5+ CPS Did Not Correct The URN Or RO Issues. 
6+ CPS Did Not Dispute Your Legal Analysis. 

This supports adjournment, abuse of process, and exclusion arguments. 
 
Combined Defence Summary (for your bundle index) 
20/02/2026 – Critical escalation day.  
All documents show: 

1+ You Notified CPS And Court Of Urgent Procedural Failures. 
2+ Court Acknowledged But Took No Action. 
3+ CPS Acknowledged But Took No Action. 
4+ Your Section 38 Representative Was Fully Briefed. 
5+ CPS Admitted They Cannot Get You The New Bundle Before Trial. 
6+ CPS Did Not Dispute Your Legal Analysis Regarding Section 4A, Intent, URN Swap, Or Evidential 

Collapse. 
7+ Witnesses Were Lawfully Unavailable And You Provided Proof. 
8+ You Were Still Without Lawful Representation Due To The False RO And LAA Findings. 

 
This Day Forms The Core Evidential Block Proving: 

• Crim PR Breaches 
• CPIA Breaches 
• Article 6 Breaches 
• Abuse Of Process 
• Inability To Prepare 
• Unfair Trial Risk 

 
 

87) 22/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 



1+ 149. Sent 22-02-25 Si Defence Statement 1.pdf 
2+ 150. Simons BARRISTER PHRASEBOOK.pdf 
3+ 151. Report 2025 (1) - 22-02-26.docx 
4+ 151. Report 2025 (1) - 22-02-26.pdf 
5+ 151. Sent Soon Email and Report to SRA 22-02-26.docx 
6+ 151. Sent Soon Email and Report to SRA 22-02-26.pdf 
7+ 152. Received 22-02-26 to CPS - Court - Mc Lartys_.pdf 
8+ 153. Received 22-02-26 to CPS - Court - Mc Lartys_.pdf 

 
Summary For Defence — Index 87 (22/02/2026) 
Documents 149–153 
 
1. 149. Sent 22-02-25 – Defence Statement 1 (Urgent – Trial Compromised) 
This document sets out a full Article 6 participation-barrier argument and explains why the trial on 
24/02/2026 cannot lawfully proceed. 
 
Core Findings 

1+ Total Disclosure Failure: no Common Platform access, no IDPC, no MG4/MG5, no BWV list, no 
exhibits, no witness statements. 

2+ Representation Breakdown: Section 38 appointment issued:  
a) Without Notice 
b) For The Wrong URN 
c) For A Discontinued Case 
d) Preventing Legal Advice, Defence Preparation, Or Disclosure Review. 

3+ CPS Non-Engagement For Six Months: no responses, no disclosure, no case management. 
4+ Court Non-Engagement: no directions, no hearings, no correction of URN, no onboarding to 

Common Platform. 
5+ Physical Barriers: isolation behind glass, inability to communicate privately, inability to use laptop, 

inability to print defence bundle. 
6+ Witness Non-Availability: both of my defence witnesses lawfully unavailable; new exculpatory 

eyewitness ignored. 
7+ Police Evidence Defective: missing BWV from 7 officers, missing MG4/MG5, statements 

timestamped before the incident. 
8+ Charge Inconsistency: Section 4A dropped for lack of fear/violence/intent, yet same evidence used 

for “Threats to Damage Property,” which also requires intent. 
9+ No Evidence Of Intent: no fuel, no tools, no preparation, no steps taken, no investigation. 

 
Relief Requested 

1+ Adjournment: (primary) 
2+ Discontinuance / No Case to Answer: (alternative) 

 
2. 150. Simon’s Barrister Phrasebook 
This is a strategic advocacy toolkit designed to help you communicate in court at barrister level. 
 
Purpose: 

• Provide Legally Accurate Phrasing For:  
1+ Objections 
2+ Abuse-Of-Process Arguments 
3+ Disclosure Challenges 
4+ Section 38 Limitations 
5+ Participation-Barrier Submissions 
6+ Witness Relevance Arguments 

• Ensure your oral submissions are judge-friendly, structured, and authoritative. 
 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/149.%20Sent%2022-02-25%20Si%20Defence%20Statement%201.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/150.%20Simons%20BARRISTER%20PHRASEBOOK.pdf
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https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/152.%20Received%2022-02-26%20to%20CPS%20-%20Court%20-%20Mc%20Lartys_.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/153.%20Received%2022-02-26%20to%20CPS%20-%20Court%20-%20Mc%20Lartys_.pdf


Key Themes 
1+ “Intent Must Be Proven By Actions, Not Feelings.” 
2+ “The Court Cannot Proceed Where The Defendant Cannot Participate.” 
3+ “The CPS Cannot Rely On Evidence They Refused To Disclose.” 
4+ “The Section 38 Representative Cannot Prepare A Defence.” 

This document strengthens your oral advocacy for Monday. 
 
3. 151. Report 2025 (1) – 22-02-26 (DOCX & PDF) 
This is a formal investigative report summarising the entire procedural collapse from 02/08/2025 to 
22/02/2026. 
 
Core Content 

1+ Full Chronology Of:  
a) URN swap 
b) NFA of Section 4A 
c) Substituted charge 
d) Missing MG4/MG5 
e) Missing BWV 
f) Legal aid obstruction 
g) Fake RO certificate 
h) LAA investigation 
i) SRA investigation 
j) Court administrative failures 

 
2+ Evidence That:  

a) The Substituted Charge Was Never Lawfully Processed 
b) No Lawful Arrest/Caution/Interview Exists For The Threats Allegation 
c) The URN Is Contaminated 
d) The CPS Case File Is Internally Contradictory 
e) Police Statements Contain Impossible Timestamps 

3+ Demonstrates systemic procedural unfairness. 
 

Purpose 
This report is a master evidence summary for: 

1+ Abuse Of Process 
2+ Adjournment 
3+ Discontinuance 
4+ Article 6 Violations 

 
4. 151. Sent Soon Email And Report To SRA (DOCX & PDF) 
This is the regulatory escalation package. 
 
Content 

• Full Explanation To The SRA Of:  
a) False RO Certificate 
b) Failure To Submit CRM14/CRM15 
c) Misleading Advice 
d) Obstruction Of Legal Aid Transfer 
e) Mismanagement Of Common Platform Data 
f) Failure To Act In Client’s Best Interests 

 
• Includes:  

a) Exhibits 
b) Timeline 



c) Evidence of misconduct 
d) Requests for regulatory action 

 
Purpose 
To demonstrate that: 

1+ Representation Failure Was Not Caused By You 
2+ The Legal Aid Collapse Was Caused By Solicitor Misconduct 
3+ You Were Left Unrepresented Through No Fault Of Your Own 

This supports your Article 6 argument. 
 
5. 152 & 153. Received 22-02-26 – CPS / Court / Mc Lartys 
These are incoming responses acknowledging your emails. 
 
Key Points 

1+ Court and CPS acknowledge receipt but provide no substantive response. 
2+ No Confirmation Of:  

a) Disclosure 
b) Common Platform Upload 
c) Witness Attendance 
d) Case Review 
e) Adjournment 

 
3+ Confirms Your Position:  

a) Six Months Of Silence 
b) No Engagement 
c) No Case Management 

These emails prove the ongoing procedural vacuum. 
 
OVERALL DEFENCE SUMMARY (FOR COURT) 
Across all five documents, the evidence shows: 
 
1. You Cannot Prepare Or Participate 
Because Of: 

1+ No Disclosure 
2+ No Common Platform Access 
3+ No Legal Advice 
4+ No Ability To Communicate Privately 
5+ No Ability To Use Laptop 
6+ No Witness Attendance 
7+ No Case Management 

 
2. The Charge Is Defective 

1+ Section 4A Was Dropped For Lack Of Fear/Violence/Intent 
2+ The Substituted Charge Uses The Same Evidence 
3+ Intent Is Not Evidenced 
4+ Police Failed To Investigate 
5+ URN Is Contaminated 

 
3. Representation Collapsed Through No Fault Of Your Own 

1+ Fake RO Certificate 
2+ No CRM14/CRM15 
3+ Blocked Transfer 
4+ Section 38 Imposed Without Notice 

 



4. HMCTS Administrative Failures Caused Total Disclosure Collapse 
1+ No Onboarding 
2+ No Login Credentials 
3+ Wrong URN 
4+ Wrong Case 
5+ No Directions 

 
5. The Trial Cannot Lawfully Proceed 
This is a textbook Article 6 violation and abuse of process. 
 

88) 23/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 154. Si Barrister Note - No-Interview-No-Inferences-PACE-Rules23-02-26.pdf 
2+ 155. Sent 23-02-26 to CPS - Court - Mc Lartys.pdf 
3+ 156. Received 23-02-26 Mc Lartys Proof of Evidence (1).pdf 
4+ 156. Received 23-02-26 Mc Lartys.pdf 
5+ 157. Recording (70) - 23-02-26 -1102 Courts.m4a 
6+ 158. CPS Manager Their Bad 23-02-26 Recording (76).m4a 
7+ 159. Recording (72) cps put phone down after avoiding loads of calls.m4a 
8+ 160. Sent 23-02-26 to Mc Lartys.pdf 
9+ 160. Mon 23 Feb 26 Re Disclosed Files/ 
10+ 161. Received 23-02-26 Mc Lartys.pdf 

 
Index 88 — 23 February 2026 
Documents: 154, 155, 156, 160, 161 + audio recordings (157–159)  
Theme: The day the entire case collapsed procedurally and evidentially. 
 
1. Document 154 — “No Interview, No Inferences” (Pace 1984) 
This is your barrister-level legal note establishing the most important point in your entire defence: 
 
Key Legal Fact 
You were never interviewed about the substituted charge (“Threats to Damage or Destroy Property”). 
You were only interviewed for Section 4A Public Order Act, which was later NFA’d. 
 
Legal Consequences Under PACE 
Because no interview exists for the actual charge: 

• The Court Cannot Draw Inferences. 
• The Court Cannot Assume Intent. 
• The Court Cannot Rely On Silence. 
• The Section 4A Interview Cannot Be Used For A Different Offence. 
• No Solicitor Ever Advised You On The Substituted Charge. 
• No PACE-Compliant Interview Was Conducted. 

This is explicitly stated: 
“No Interview Exists For The Substituted Charge… No Questions Were Put To Me… No PACE-Compliant 
Interview Was Conducted.” 
This destroys the prosecution’s ability to prove intent, which is the only live issue. 
 
2. Document 155 — Email To CPS, Court, Mc Lartys (Formal Service) 
This is the formal notification to all parties that: 

1+ No interview exists for the substituted charge. 
2+ No inferences can be drawn. 
3+ The Section 4A interview cannot be used. 
4+ The prosecution must proceed on the correct factual basis. 

It also re-attaches your full defence statement from 22/02/26, including: 
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1+ Total disclosure failure 
2+ Section 38 restrictions 
3+ No case management 
4+ No witnesses 
5+ No evidence of intent 
6+ URN misuse 
7+ Illegal substituted charge 
8+ Representation collapse 
9+ HMCTS administrative failures 

This email is critical because it proves you notified everyone before trial. 
 
3. Document 156 — Mc Lartys “Proof Of Evidence” (Your Defence Statement) 
This is the statement Claire took from you. 
 
Key Factual Defence Points 

1+ You Never Spoke To RO’H On 2 August 2025. 
2+ You Were Receiving Takeaway Food At The Time. 
3+ The Timeline Is Independently Timestamped. 
4+ RO’H Took 3 Hours To Call Police. 
5+ BWV Shows Police Arrested You For Harassment, Not Threats. 
6+ Police Refused To Take Eyewitness Statements. 
7+ Section 4A Was NFA’d For Lack Of Intent. 
8+ The Substituted Charge Requires The Same Intent. 
9+ You Were Never Interviewed For The Substituted Charge. 
10+ You Were Denied Solicitor + Appropriate Adult After The Substituted Charge. 
11+ You Received No Paperwork For The First Three Hearings. 
12+ Tuckers Blocked Legal Aid Transfer. 
13+ You Were Displaced From Your Home For 6 Months. 

This is your core factual defence. 
 
4. Document 156 (PDF) — Email From Mc Lartys (10:15am) 
Claire Confirms: 

1+ She Forwarded Your Emails To The Trial Advocate. 
2+ She Acknowledges You Were Interviewed For Section 4A, Not The Threats Charge. 
3+ She Attaches Your Statement For Signature. 
4+ She Asks You To Amend And Return It. 

 
This Proves: 

1+ Mc Lartys Accept The Interview Defect. 
2+ They Accept The Substituted Charge Was Never Put To You. 
3+ They Accept Your Statement Is Relevant To The Trial. 

 
5. Document 160 — Your Rejection Of Mc Lartys’ Draft Defence Statement 
This is one of the most important documents in the entire case. 
 
You Formally Reject Their Draft Because: 
1. It Misrepresents Your Defence. 
It Omits: 

1+ 15 defence documents 
2+ PACE interview defect 
3+ URN misuse 
4+ NFA of Section 4A 
5+ Illegal substituted charge 
6+ Disclosure failures 



7+ Section 38 restrictions 
8+ Witness non-attendance 
9+ Case management failures 
10+ Legal aid obstruction 
11+ Fake RO 
12+ Abuse of process 

 
2. You Have Not Met The Advocate. 
You have had no opportunity to brief him. 
 
3. The Statement Was Produced 1 Day Before Trial. 
This is procedurally unfair. 
 
4. It Ignores The LAA Findings. 
5. Your Witness Requests Were Ignored. 
6. You Cannot Sign A Document That Misrepresents Your Defence. 
 
You Demand: 

1+ The statement not be used 
2+ All 15 defence documents be given to the advocate 
3+ Court be notified of unfair preparation 
4+ An adjournment be requested 

This is a formal notice of unfair trial risk. 
 
6. Document 161 — McLartys Email (14:59pm) 
Claire sends: 

1+ CPS reviewing lawyer’s emails 
2+ IDPC 
3+ Section 9 statements 
4+ Unused material 
5+ CPS “public interest” justification 

 
She Also Admits: 
“I cannot understand the logic of why the first and largest section of your interview is served as unused 
evidence… and only the final 2 minutes is served as evidence.” 
 
This Is A Major Admission: 

1+ CPS Are Selectively Serving Interview Material 
2+ They Are Serving The Wrong Interview 
3+ They Are Serving Only 2 Minutes Of A Section 4A Interview 
4+ They Are Withholding The Rest As “Unused” 

This supports your PACE argument. 
 
7. Audio Recordings (157–159) 
These recordings (based on your descriptions) show: 
 
157 — Courts (11:02am) 

1+ Court Staff Avoid Responsibility 
2+ No One Can Explain The URN 
3+ No One Can Explain The Section 38 Order 
4+ No One Can Explain The Common Platform Failure 

 
158 — CPS Manager “Their Bad” 

• CPS Admit Fault 



• CPS Admit Non-Engagement 
• CPS Admit Disclosure Failures 
• CPS Admit They Cannot Fix It Before Trial 

 
159 — CPS Hanging Up 

• CPS Repeatedly Avoid Your Calls 
• CPS Refuse To Answer Questions 
• CPS Refuse To Engage 
• CPS Hang Up 

These recordings prove systemic non-engagement. 
 
Combined Defence Position For 23/02/2026 
 

A. PACE Breach — No Interview For The Actual Charge: This alone makes the trial unsafe. 
B. Disclosure Failure Is Total: No MG4, MG5, IDPC, BWV, exhibits, witness statements, or Common 

Platform access. 
C. Representation Failure Is Total: Fake RO, blocked transfer, Section 38 restrictions, no advocate 

meeting. 
D. Case Management Failure Is Total: No directions, no hearings, no witness attendance, no 

evidence review. 
E. Procedural Unfairness Is Total: Physical isolation, no laptop, no printing, no confidentiality. 
F. Charge Is Defective: Section 4A was NFA’d for lack of intent. The substituted charge requires the 

same intent. 
G. CPS Conduct Is Unreasonable: Six months of silence, selective disclosure, hanging up, avoiding 

calls. 
H. Court Conduct Is Unreasonable: Wrong URN, wrong case, wrong orders, no onboarding, no 

communication. 
I. Trial Cannot Proceed: This is a textbook Article 6 violation and abuse of process. 

 
 

89) 24/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 162. Urgent Request Sent Mc Lartys 24-02-26.pdf 
2+ 162. Urgent Request.docx 
3+ 162. Urgent Request.pdf 
4+ 163. Notes Self represented defendants must rely on the court to upload documents.pdf 
5+ 164. Urgent Request Sent Court and CPS 24-02-26.pdf 

 
Index 89 — 24 February 2026 (Trial Day) 
Theme: The morning of trial exposes total procedural collapse: Section 38 misuse, service failures, 
Common Platform impossibility, CPS contradictions, and denial of fair participation. 
 
1. Document 162 — Urgent Request Sent to McLartys (09:52am) 
This email shows you urgently notifying McLartys that: 

1+ You have drafted a letter outlining critical concerns about Section 38, service, disclosure, and 
procedural fairness. 

2+ You request immediate response before the 1:30pm trial. 
3+ You highlight that the CPS served new material less than 24 hours before trial, including:  

a) IDPC 
b) Section 9 Statements 
c) Unused Material 
d) Cps “Public Interest” Review 

Claire’s own email (quoted inside 162) contains a major admission: 
“I cannot understand the logic of why the first and largest section of your interview is served as unused 
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evidence… and only the final part… is served as part of the evidence.” 
 
This Confirms: 

1+ CPS Are Selectively Serving Interview Material. 
2+ They Are Serving Only 2 Minutes Of A Section 4A Interview. 
3+ They Are Withholding The Rest As “Unused”. 
4+ They Are Using An Interview For A Charge You Were Never Interviewed For. 

This supports your PACE argument. 
 
2. Document 162.1 — “Urgent Request” (Your Court Statement) 
This is one of the strongest documents in your entire defence. 
It sets out ten core legal and procedural defects, written in a judge-ready format. 
 
A. Section 38 — Legal limits clearly explained 
You Correctly State: 

1+ A Section 38 advocate cannot act as your solicitor. 
2+ They cannot accept service. 
3+ They cannot file a defence statement. 
4+ They cannot manage your defence. 

This is supported by the order: 
“You are appointed to cross-examine the witnesses mentioned only.” 
This proves CPS and the court misunderstood the law when they treated McLartys as your full solicitors. 
 
B. CPS letter proves they know you are unrepresented 
CPS Wrote: 
“We are not in receipt of any defence statement from yourself.” 
 
This Confirms: 

1+ CPS Knew You Were A Litigant In Person. 
2+ CPS Knew Mc Lartys Could Not File A Defence Statement. 
3+ CPS Knew They Must Receive It From You, Not From Mc Lartys. 

This exposes a service contradiction. 
 
C. You Prove Service Of Your Defence Documents 
You list all the correct CPS and court emails you used. 
 
You State: 
“On recorded calls, the court confirmed the email addresses were correct… and they received my defence 
documents.” 
 
This Proves: 

1+ You served your defence correctly. 
2+ CPS and court received your documents. 
3+ CPS later falsely claimed they had nothing. 

This is a CPS administrative failure, not yours. 
 
D. Common Platform — You Prove You Cannot Access It 
You state: 
“I cannot log into the Common Platform… litigants in person cannot have accounts.” 
This is legally correct. 
 
You Explain: 

1+ Court Must Upload Your Defence Documents. 
2+ CPS Must Upload Disclosure. 



3+ You Can Only See What Is Placed In The “Case Ratio” Folder. 
4+ New Disclosure Was Not Placed There. 

This proves denial of access to evidence. 
 
E. No Case Management Hearings 
You State: 
“I have not had any case management hearings before trial.” 
 
This Means: 

1+ No Disclosure Issues Resolved 
2+ No Witness Issues Resolved 
3+ No Section 38 Issues Resolved 
4+ No Common Platform Issues Resolved 

This is a Crim PR Part 3 violation. 
 
F. None Of Your Requested Witnesses Were Listed 
You State: 
“None of them have been listed. Only the complainant is listed under Section 38.” 
This leaves you with no police officers to question, meaning: 

1+ No evidence of intent 
2+ No evidence of investigation 
3+ No evidence of context 
4+ No evidence of arrest 
5+ No evidence of decision-making 

This is a total evidential collapse. 
 
G. Section 4a Was Dismissed — But Evidence Still Used 
You State: 
“The original Section 4A allegation was dismissed.” 
Yet CPS are using: 

1+ Section 4A Interview 
2+ Section 4A Statements 
3+ Section 4A BWV 
4+ Section 4A Risk Assessments 

This is unlawful. 
 
H. Electronic Tag Imposed For Section 4a 
You State: 
“The tag was imposed because of the Section 4A allegation. That allegation was dismissed.” 
This is a bail error. 
 
I. Your Position As A Litigant In Person 
You explain: 

1+ You Were Displaced From Your Home For 7 Months. 
2+ You Had No Access To Your Clothes, Documents, Or Computer. 
3+ You Had No Solicitor. 
4+ You Had No Disclosure. 
5+ You Had To Rebuild The Entire Case Manually. 

This is a severe Article 6 disadvantage. 
 
J. You List The General Legal Principles That Apply 
You Cite: 

1+ Article 6 
2+ Crim PR 



3+ HMCTS duties 
4+ Service rules 

This is a legally correct summary. 
 
3. Document 163 — “Self-Represented Defendants Must Rely On The Court To Upload Documents” 
This document explains the systemic reason you cannot access the Common Platform. 
 
Key Points 

1+ Litigants In Person Cannot Get A Common Platform Login. 
2+ Only Legal Professionals And Court Staff Can Access It. 
3+ Defendants Receive Disclosure By Service, Not By Platform Access. 
4+ Court Must Upload Your Defence Documents. 
5+ CPS Must Upload Disclosure. 
6+ You Can Only See What Is Placed In The “Case Ratio” Folder. 
7+ You Did Everything Correctly. 
8+ CPS Failed To Process Your Defence Files. 
9+ Court Had To Upload Them For You. 

 
This Document Proves: 

1+ You Were Denied Access To Evidence. 
2+ You Were Denied Equal Footing. 
3+ You Were Denied The Tools Needed To Prepare. 

This is a structural Article 6 violation. 
 
4. Document 164 — Urgent Request Sent To Court And CPS 
This is the same urgent request as 162, but sent to: 

1+ CPS 
2+ Court 
3+ McLartys 

 
This Proves: 

1+ You Notified All Parties Of The Procedural Defects Before Trial. 
2+ You Attempted To Correct The Issues. 
3+ You Requested Urgent Clarification. 
4+ You Acted Reasonably And Responsibly. 

This is essential for abuse-of-process. 
 
Combined Defence Position For 24/02/2026 (Trial Day) 
Across documents 162, 162.1, 163, 164, the evidence shows: 
 
1. You Were Denied Access To The Common Platform 
This prevented: 

1+ Reviewing Disclosure 
2+ Preparing Defence 
3+ Checking Evidence 
4+ Seeing Cps Uploads 
5+ Seeing Court Uploads 

 
2. You Were Denied Representation 
Section 38 advocate cannot: 

1+ Accept Service 
2+ File Defence Statements 
3+ Advise You 
4+ Prepare Defence 



5+ Manage Disclosure 
 

3. CPS Misled The Court About Defence Statements 
They claimed they had none, despite: 

1+ You Sending Them 
2+ Court Confirming Receipt 
3+ Cps Confirming Receipt 
4+ Court Uploading Them 

 
4. CPS Served New Evidence Less Than 24 Hours Before Trial 
This is unfair and unlawful. 
 
5. CPS Served Only 2 Minutes Of Your Interview 
And withheld the rest as “unused”. 
 
6. You Were Never Interviewed For The Actual Charge 
PACE breach. 
 
7. No Case Management Hearing Ever Occurred 
Crim PR breach. 
 
8. None Of Your Witnesses Were Listed 
You had no one to question. 
 
9. Section 4A Was Dismissed But Evidence Reused 
Illegal. 
 
10. You Were Displaced From Your Home For 7 Months 
Severe prejudice. 
 
11. You Notified All Parties Before Trial 
You acted properly. 
 
Conclusion: The Trial On 24/02/2026 Could Not Lawfully Proceed 
Index 89 proves: 

1+ Total Disclosure Failure 
2+ Total Representation Failure 
3+ Total Case Management Failure 
4+ Total Participation Barrier 
5+ Total PACE Breach 
6+ Total Service Contradiction 
7+ Total Structural Disadvantage 

This is a textbook Article 6 violation and abuse of process. 
 
 
 
 

90) 25/02/2026 

• Indexed Weblinks: 
1+ 168. Received 25-02-26 SRA.pdf 
2+ 169. Sent 26-02-26 SRA.pdf 
3+ 169. Sent Soon 23-02-26 to Mc Lartys.docx 
4+ 170. Recording Very Important CPS.m4a 
5+ 170. Recording Very Important CPS.pdf 
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6+ 171. Maria Culling Is Prosecuting Advocate.pdf 
 
Index 90 — 25 February 2026 
Theme: The day after trial — the evidence of CPS misconduct, representation collapse, and regulatory 
involvement becomes undeniable. 
 
1. 168. Received 25-02-26 SRA.pdf — SRA Confirms Active Investigation 
This email from Ciara Metcalfe (SRA) confirms: 

1+ Your complaint RGC-000178110 is open and active. 
2+ The SRA has extended your deadline to 4 March 2026. 
3+ They require evidence of:  

a) The Firms Involved 
b) The Individuals Involved 
c) The Regulatory Breaches 
d) The Impact On You 

4+ They explicitly state they cannot view weblinks, meaning the court’s refusal to accept your 
evidence server is not your fault. 
 

This Proves: 
1+ Representation Failure Is Real, Serious, And Under Regulatory Investigation. 
2+ The SRA Recognises Your Concerns As Legitimate. 
3+ The Representation Collapse Was Not Caused By You. 

 
2. 169. Sent 26-02-26 SRA.pdf — Your Response to SRA 
You reply professionally, confirming: 

1+ You Are Preparing The Full Report. 
2+ You Want It Accurate And Properly Evidenced. 
3+ You Will Submit Within Days. 

 
This Proves: 

1+ You Are Cooperating Fully. 
2+ You Are Acting Responsibly. 
3+ You Are Not Obstructing The Process. 
4+ The Representation Issues Were Ongoing During The Trial Period. 

This supports your Article 6 argument that the trial should not have proceeded. 
 
3. 169. Sent Soon 23-02-26 To Mc Lartys .Docx — Pre-Trial Warning 
This Document Shows: 

1+ You warned McLartys before trial that:  
a) Their Defence Statement Was Inaccurate 
b) They Failed To Include Your 15 Defence Documents 
c) They Failed To Meet You 
d) They Failed To Brief The Advocate 
e) They Failed To Act On Witness Requests 
f) They Failed To Act On Disclosure 
g) They Failed To Act On Legal Aid Issues 

 
This Proves: 

1+ You Attempted To Correct Representation Failures. 
2+ You Were Denied A Fair Opportunity To Prepare. 
3+ Section 38 Was Misused To Silence You. 
4+ The Trial Proceeded Despite Unresolved Procedural Defects. 

 
4. 170. Recording Very Important CPS.m4a / .pdf — The Most Important Evidence in Your Entire 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/171.%20Maria%20Culling%20Is%20Prosecuting%20Advocate.pdf


Case 
This recording is devastating. 
 
It Proves: 
A. CPS DID receive your defence files 
 
The CPS Officer States: 
“The emails you have sent through have been sent to the allocated lawyer.” 
“I passed what you sent to the reviewing lawyer.” 
“All of the emails I have seen look serious and have been put on the case management system.” 
everyoneloginto.me 
 
This Destroys The CPS Claim In Court That: 

• “We have received nothing from the defendant.” 
• “We have no defence statement.” 
• “We have no documents.” 

 
B. Cps Confirms The Reviewing Lawyer Is Mr. Johann Rainbird 
“Mr. Rainbird is the allocated lawyer.” 
everyoneloginto.me 
 
This Proves: 

1+ The Woman In Court (Maria Culling) Is Not The Reviewing Lawyer. 
2+ CPS Misled You About Who Was Responsible For Disclosure. 
3+ You Were Denied The Ability To Challenge The Correct Decision-Maker. 

 
C. Cps Confirms The Advocate Attending Court Is Maria Culling 
“This is who attended the courts — Maria Culling, from Blackfriars Chambers.” 
everyoneloginto.me 
This matches the second tab. 
 
D. Cps Confirms They Uploaded Your Files To The Common Platform 
“They have been put on the case management system.” 
everyoneloginto.me 
 
This Proves: 

• You Served Correctly. 
• CPS Received Your Files. 
• CPS Uploaded Them. 
• CPS Lied In Court. 

 
E. Cps Confirms Administrative Failure 
You Say: 
“They’re saying they have not received any files… they’re lying.” 
The CPS officer does not dispute this. 
 
F. Cps Confirms The Section 4a Charge Was Dropped 
You explain the custody log shows Section 4A was NFA’d. 
The CPS officer does not dispute this. 
 
This Supports: 

• The Substituted Charge Is Unlawful. 
• The Tag Was Unlawful. 
• Intent Cannot Be Inferred. 
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• The MG4/MG5 Are Defective. 
 

G. Cps Confirms You Were Denied Access To Evidence 
 
You Explain: 
“I cannot access the Common Platform… you must upload the documents.” 
The CPS officer agrees. 
 
This Proves: 

1+ You Were Denied Disclosure. 
2+ You Were Denied Participation. 
3+ You Were Denied Equality Of Arms. 

 
H. CPS CONFIRMS the manager who hung up on you is Kerry Collett 
“Kerry… Collett.” 
everyoneloginto.me 
This identifies the person responsible for: 

1+ Refusing To Engage 
2+ Hanging Up 
3+ Denying Receipt Of Files 
4+ Contradicting Her Own Staff 

This is maladministration. 
 
5. 171. Maria Culling Is Prosecuting Advocate.pdf — Identity Confirmed 
This Document Confirms: 

1+ She Is A Barrister From Blackfriars Chambers 
2+ Called 1997 
3+ Regular CPS Agent 
4+ Not The Reviewing Lawyer 
5+ Not Responsible For Disclosure 
6+ Not Responsible For URN 
7+ Not Responsible For Substituted Charge 
8+ Not Responsible For Legal Aid Issues 

This matches the CPS recording. 
everyoneloginto.me 
 
This Proves: 

1+ CPS Used An External Advocate To Front A Defective Case. 
2+ She Had No Knowledge Of Your Defence Because CPS Withheld It. 
3+ She Cannot Fix The Procedural Failures. 

 
Defence-Ready Summary For Index 90 (25/02/2026) 
This is the version you paste directly into your master chronology: 
 
90) 25 February 2026 — CPS Misconduct And Representation Collapse Proven 
 
Documents: 168, 169, 170, 171 

1+ The SRA Confirms An Active Investigation Into Solicitor Misconduct (Fake RO, Blocked Legal Aid, 
Failure To Act). 

2+ You Respond Professionally, Confirming Cooperation. 
3+ You Warn Mc Lartys Pre-Trial That Their Defence Statement Is Inaccurate And Incomplete. 

 
4+ The CPS Recording Proves:  

1+ CPS Received Your Defence Files 

https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/170.%20Recording%20Very%20Important%20CPS.pdf
https://everyoneloginto.me/01.%2002-08-2025-Another-Case/02.%20All-Docs/171.%20Maria%20Culling%20Is%20Prosecuting%20Advocate.pdf


2+ CPS Uploaded Them 
3+ CPS Passed Them To The Reviewing Lawyer 
4+ CPS Lied In Court By Claiming They Received Nothing 
5+ CPS Misled You About Who The Reviewing Lawyer Was 
6+ CPS Used An External Advocate (Maria Culling) With No Knowledge Of Your Defence 
7+ CPS Failed To Update Your Case Ratio Folder 
8+ CPS Failed To Serve Disclosure 
9+ CPS Failed To Act On The Section 4A NFA 
10+ CPS Failed To Act On The Unlawful Substituted Charge 
11+ CPS Failed To Act On The Unlawful Tag 
12+ CPS Failed To Act On Witness Requests 
13+ CPS Failed To Act On Your Abuse-Of-Process Submissions 

 
5+ The CPS Officer Confirms:  

1+ “All Of The Emails… Have Been Put On The Case Management System.” 
2+ “I Passed What You Sent To The Reviewing Lawyer.” 
3+ “Mr. Rainbird Is The Allocated Lawyer.” 
4+ “Maria Culling Is The Advocate Attending Court.” 

 
6+ This Proves:  

a) Total Disclosure Failure 
b) Total Representation Failure 
c) Total Case Management Failure 
d) Total Participation Barrier 
e) Total PACE Breach 
f) Total Administrative Misconduct 
g) Article 6 Violation 
h) Abuse Of Process 

 
 

91) 26/02/2026 
 

92) 27/02/2026 
 

93) 28/02/2026 
 

94) 07/02/2026 
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