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WITNESS STATEMENT
Criminal Procedure Rules, r27. 2; Criminal Justice Act 1967, s. 9; Magistrates’ Courts Act 1930, s.5B
	URN
	
	
	
	


  
Statement of: Mr. Simon Paul Cordell
Age if under 18: Over (if over 18 insert ‘over 18')                       Occupation: News Reporter!

	
This statement (Consisting Of 8 Page{s) all signed by me) is true to the best of my knowledge and belief and I make it knowing that, if it is tendered in evidence, I shall be liable to prosecution if I have wilfully stated in it anything which I know to be false, or do not believe to be true.
Dated: 25/01/2026
	

(Signed) 

(On behalf of Mr. Simon Paul CORDELL)                                                               (Dated) 25/01/2026




	
I, Mr Simon Paul Cordell, of 109 Burncroft Avenue PO BOX EN3 7JQ.
· WILL SAY AS FOLLOWS
1+ Date of Incident: 02/08/2025 
2+ Location: Bail Address!
3+ Date of Charge Swap: 04/08/2025
4+ Background: As detailed below!
5+ I am a secure tenant living on the ground floor of Address: 109 Burncroft Avenue Enfield En3 7jq, Since 2006.

· DEFENCE STATEMENT 

Mr. Simon Paul Cordell’s Morning 09/03/2026 — The Lead up & True Narrative Exactly As It Happened!

I woke up already tired from the night before, due to being as good as punished for a crime I did not commit by being restricted from my own home for seven months with the illegal use of an electronic tag issued by Highbury & Islington Magistrates’ Court for the charge of threats to cause criminal damage — a charge that was never legally got processed, through the police, CPS  and now The Courts, The tag must be placed for a allegation against a person, not one against property, and the allegation against me concerns a car not a person as I will continue to explain!

What makes matters worse is that I was booked into the police station only for a Section 4A Public Order Act offence, and both the CPS and the Metropolitan Police dropped that offence without any further arrest for the new allegation of “Threats To Cause Criminal Damage,” The No further action {NFA} is proved as the Section 4A is not in the MG4 charge sheet as it would be and also because their is no cps decision in the police custody detention logs!

It correct to say that the Crowns Case, represented by the Prosecuting Team, becomes even more of a legal muck up as its unlawfulness got continued to be processed mindless of the legal process to be followed by the official persons involved and their continuance caused the matter to become even more complex with additional procedural concerns that we as the defending team now rise such as the following:

I was never arrested for Section 4A at all, as the 1 Disclosed BWV proves that is released by the CPS as viewable. I was arrested for Harassment (Protection from Harassment Act 1997), but due to a police administrative error, I was booked into custody for the wrong offence. I did not know this until 10/10/2025, when I received the unused material in the police and CPS case folder.

The arrest took place on 02/08/2025 for harassment. I was taken to hospital, interviewed on 03/08/2025, and NFA’d on 04/08/2025, all with Pc Obsiye as the Officer in the Case (OIC). After this was disposed of, A Police Sergeant Manually Entered A New Criminal Charge Of Threats To Cause Criminal Damage Into The Police Detention Custody Log With A New OIC Named As PC Quick — someone no one has ever met from the defense team before.
I repeatedly asked for a solicitor and they and my own appropriate adult were both denied, as the custody logs prove. 

When Reviewing the MG4 charge sheet — which by Law was supposed to be processed at the time of charge but was not by the CPS Reviewing Lawer makes the Prosecuting Crowns Teams - Case deliberately continued situation even worse.
This letter shows the court failed to acknowledge CCCJS Offence Code PH97009, even though they knew it as well as the CPS, Also supported everything I had been explaining after the CPS failed to intervene and prevent a miscarriage of justice against me making them liable for their actions.
The MG4 charge sheet has been ignored by government staff with deliberate intent. They act as if they cannot see the harassment charge re‑entered, even though it is not in the Police custody logs and that it is clear that SGT Smith & Co Created an illegal entry to gain an illegal conviction against me the defendant.
What also needs to be made clear is that the only people who did not know about the harassment arrest were the officers who transported me from the hospital to the police station and the custody officer who booked me in. Everyone else — I, and the officers at the scene, as well as Sgt Smith — already knew the real reason for arrest was for the Harassment Act 1997, but I still had not noticed.
At some point, the police must have realised the administrative error, but instead of correcting it, they continued processing the case under Section 4A, through the CPS even though that was not the offence I had been arrested for. They then tried to mislead me by presenting the paperwork in a way that made it look like the interview was for Section 4A, when in reality the interview was for their own administrative mistake.
When Sgt Smith later realised the error, instead of correcting it properly, he added the harassment charge into the MG4 without any CPS review for it, and at the same time added the “Threats To Cause Criminal Damage Charge, also without any fair CPS Review” The only reason I discovered this was because I read the CPS & Police Case Paperwork myself contained in the undisclosed section and worked out exactly what had happened.

Sgt Smith took advantage of the situation and tried to manipulate the process, and now none of the officials — the court, the police, or the CPS — will acknowledge what is plainly written in their own records. The court letters I have exhibited prove this, and I have several of them. They all say the same thing, as do the emails from Tuckers Solicitors. Every official communication leads me towards a miscarriage of justice by pretending the administrative error does not exist.

Exhibit A1
Is just one of the many official case correspondences that the court and Tuckers solicitors have sent to me and prove that they deliberately avoid the Harassment charge and its modifications of dates to be changed to be just one date as disclosed by them in the Official MG4 Charge sheet as follows and if more Exhibits of the same kind are requested as evidence please ask and we will be happy to provided them as disclosed Materials: 

	North London Magistrates' Court
Code 2572
Sitting at Highbury Corner Magistrates' Court

                                                                                               Case reference 01YE1267925
                                                                                               Defendant Simon CORDELL
Simon CORDELL                                                                                      Date of birth 26 January 1981
280 DURANTE ROAD
ENFIELD
EN37AZ
Notice of Grant of Bail

Date of notice 27 August 2025 the court has granted you bail.
You must attend court where and when required to do so.

	Details of your next hearing
	

	Date and time:
	Location:

	13 October 2025 at 10:00
	Courtroom Courtroom 04 Highbury Corner Magistrates' Court 51 Holloway Road London N7 8JA
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	North London Magistrates' Court
Code 2572
Sitting at Highbury Corner Magistrates' Court

Conditions:
You must live and sleep each night at 280 Durante Road, Enfield, Middlesex, London, EN3 7AZ.
You must not enter Burncroft Avenue, .
Your exclusion condition will be electronically monitored with a GPS tag. .
You must not remove or interfere with the equipment in any way, and you must keep the battery charged, as instructed.
You must not contact directly or indirectly Rebecca O'Hare. .
Reasons:
To prevent offending, to ensure appearance

Warning
If you do not keep any of these conditions, you can be arrested and brought back to court. You must attend court when and where required to do so.
Unless your attendance has been excused at the next hearing and recorded above, you will commit an offence if you do not attend court on the date and at the time and place as instructed, as shown above or on any other date and time as directed by the court. If you do not attend when told a warrant may be issued for your arrest.
[bookmark: bookmark1]
Note
You should attend Court 30 minutes before the time shown above and have seen your Solicitor (if you have one), in good time before the date of hearing.
[bookmark: bookmark2]Case reference: 01YE1267925
On 02/08/2025 at Enfield in the Borough of Enfield, without lawful excuse, threatened Rebecca O'Hare that he would blow up the vehicle belonging to her intending that she would fear that the threat would be carried out
Contrary to sections 2(a) and 4 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971.
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What this letter proves is the court fail to acknowledge : “CCCJS Offence Code
PH97009” as they knew it proves everything I as the defendant acting as a part of the defending team have been explaining is true proved by exemplary evidence and this goes alongside with everything else I been proving:

Charges
You are charged with the offence(s) shown below. You do not have to say anything, but it may harm your defence if you do not mention now something which you later rely on in court. Anything you do say may be given in evidence.

Charges Table
	Charge
	CCCJS Offence Code

	On 02/08/2025 at ENFIELD in the Borough of Enfield caused Rebecca O'Hare to fear that violence would be used against her by your course of conduct which you knew or ought to have known would cause fear of violence to her on each occasion in that January and 02/08/25
	PH97009

	On 02/08/2025 at Enfield in the Borough of Enfield, without lawful excuse, threatened Rebecca O'Hare that he would blow up the vehicle belonging to her intending that she would fear that the threat would be carried out. Contrary to sections 2(a) and 4 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971.
	CD71043



Charge 1 — CCCJS Offence Code PH97009
“On 02/08/2025 at Enfield in the Borough of Enfield caused Rebecca O’Hare to fear that violence would be used against her by your course of conduct which you knew or ought to have known would cause fear of violence to her on each occasion in that January and 02/08/25.”
PH97009 = Harassment (1997 Act)
This offence requires two or more incidents, but the MG4 lists only one, showing the charge was unlawfully amended and cannot stand.

Charge 2 — CCCJS Code CD71043 (Threats to Cause Criminal Damage)
“On 02/08/2025 at Enfield… threatened Rebecca O’Hare that he would blow up the vehicle belonging to her intending that she would fear that the threat would be carried out.”
This is an offence against property, not a person.
A GPS tag cannot be imposed for this type of allegation.
Because Section 4A is missing from the MG4 charge sheet, it proves the lower threshold for distress or fear of violence was never met. When the police later substituted the allegation to threats to cause criminal damage — without new evidence, without a new arrest, and without following proper legal process — the case could never meet the higher threshold required for a criminal damage‑type allegation.
In simple terms:
1+ The Lower Threshold (Section 4A) Was Never Met,
2+ So The Higher Threshold (Criminal Damage Threat) Could Never Be Met,
3+ And The MG4 And Custody Logs Prove This In Real Time.
When Sgt Smith disposed of the Section 4A, it also disposed of the administrative error of the harassment offence I was arrested for but never booked in for. I was told in the first half of the interview that I could not talk about harassment because I had not been booked in for it. Now the CPS refuses to disclose the working video footage because they know it proves I am right and proves my innocence.
Instead, Sgt Smith released the error, knowing CPS had NFA’d the Section 4A, but still added the original reason for arrest. I request an immediate formal investigation into this.
The court and CPS are ignoring this MG4 entry to avoid culpability. The exhibits I disclosed show they only discuss Charge 2 (CD71043) to try to find me guilty, hoping I do not understand the law or that my learning difficulties make me vulnerable.
My solicitor, Elliot Sterns, who attended on 03/08/25 at Wood Green Police Station, confirms the only reason for attendance was Section 4A. This means only myself, the officers at the scene, and Sgt Smith would have known about the harassment charge after I was booked in for Section 4A.
For it to later appear on the MG4 without CPS review shows deliberate intent to conceal an article used in fraud (Fraud Act 2006).

Fraud Act 2006 – Relevant Sections
	Fraud Type
	Section
	Explanation

	Fraud by failing to disclose information
	Section 3
	When a person dishonestly fails to disclose information, they are legally required to disclose, intending to make a gain or cause a loss.

	Fraud by abuse of position
	Section 4
	When a person in a position of trust abuses that position dishonestly to gain or cause loss.

	Making or supplying articles for use in fraud
	Section 7
	When someone makes, adapts, supplies, or offers any article (including documents) knowing it is designed or adapted for use in fraud.


Sources: Fraud Act 2006 sections 3, 4, and 7.

Back to My Morning
Because the tag cannot be charged while I sleep at nights due to the charger disconnecting from the tag  whenever I turnaround or move my leg, while laying down so the battery tends to be flat in the mornings 
again — as it always is in the morning. I needed at least an hour and a half to charge it before I could safely leave the house.

I was downstairs having a bath, and when I went back upstairs, I saw a missed call from my mother around 8 a.m. By then it was about 8:30 a.m. That alone was unusual — she never calls that early unless something serious has happened.

I called her back immediately, knowing she was still in the Royal Free Hospital. But my aunt answered instead. Her voice was rushed and worried. She said my mother wasn’t well and couldn’t speak, then the call ended suddenly. I tried calling back, but there was no answer.
And at that exact moment, the tag on my leg was flat.
I couldn’t leave the house.
Not because I didn’t want to.
Not because I was ignoring the situation.
But because the tag system makes it impossible to respond to emergencies safely.
If I walked out with a flat battery, it would trigger a “battery flat” breach — the same type that already led to four unlawful arrests, including the one on 09/03/26. The CPS dropped that breach at court, but the case lawyer still added it into the file to make me look bad, using police statements, while ignoring that the tag should never have been on me in the first place.
I was trapped in my own home during a medical emergency.
I messaged Mc Larty’s because Ian had told me on the 10th he would put in a bail variation due to my mother’s illness. I also wanted the entire case reviewed because the tag had been illegally placed on me for seven months.
I kept emailing him, the courts, the CPS, and Tuckers’ staff.
I kept calling.
Most calls went to admin staff and were passed around.
Eventually, I was told an email had been sent — the one I showed you — but it didn’t address the emergency, the risk, or the reality of what I was dealing with. It was just a standard administrative message about the hearing date.
(Nova’s explanation added here, exactly where requested.)
The email from Mc Larty’s didn’t mention anything about my mother’s emergency, the flat tag, the unlawful arrests, the seven‑month misuse of the tag, the missing disclosure, the substituted charge, the procedural collapse, or any of the issues I had been raising. It only confirmed the hearing date, the advocate’s name, and that Ian was going on holiday. It treated my situation like nothing urgent was happening — like my family didn’t matter.
This meant I was stuck waiting until court, unable to leave, unable to get to my mother, and forced to sit with the fear of not knowing what was happening.
Even if I had left, the journey would have been another ordeal. Travelling from Enfield to the Royal Free with a low‑battery tag means carrying the charger, finding somewhere to plug it in, and asking strangers for electricity. I would have had to sit in public with my leg out, charging the tag while people stared. It’s humiliating, and something no innocent person should ever experience.
By the time I returned home, I would still have had to cook, wash, do casework, and prepare for court — all while knowing the tag could breach again at any moment.
And all of this is happening while I know I am innocent, while the case is built on procedural errors, missing evidence, and an unlawful substituted charge, and while the professionals who should be protecting me are ignoring everything I’ve raised.
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(Signed) 

(On behalf of Mr. Simon Paul CORDELL) (Dated Signed) 25/01/2026



Signature witnessed by:

	




Page 2 of 2

image4.jpeg




image5.png




image1.png
OFFICIAL - SENSITIVE [when complete]




image2.png
\W




image3.jpeg




