[Case Ref: ENF228458] Case Ref: ENF228458 - Cordell
Date: 11" October 2026

Subject: Stage 2 Complaint Review Request - ENF228458

The Stage 1 Review Officer was a:
Jayne Paterson

Business Development Manager
Housing and Regeneration

Dear Stage, 2 Review Officer,

| formally request a Stage 2 Review of the Stage 1 Complaint Response dated 8 October 2026.

Having carefully reviewed the response, | do not believe that Enfield Council has fairly investigated,
addressed, or answered the complaint that | gave.

The Stage 1 response appears to reduce a complex complaint consisting of seven structured complaint
files, supported by extensive documentary evidence, into a single assertion that there was insufficient
evidence of occupation. That was not the complaint | sent.

My complaint raised issues concerning succession, policy compliance, evidence managing, procedural
fairness, representations made by Council officers, disclosure of information, exclusion from the
property, consequential losses, safeguarding concerns, and the chronology of events | establish within
the evidence supplied.

The Stage 1 response fails to meaningfully engage with those issues.

Ground 1 - The Complaint Was Not Investigated Properly

Even if the Council maintains the succession refusal, the Enfield Councils Staffs Stage 1 response still
fails to investigate the number of issues raised in the complaint concerning the handling of evidence
raised during my Housing Succession application and the response the council provided also fails to
address the officer conduct during that procedure, such as: communications, safeguarding, notices,
raised in my seven core chronology, the raised points of concerns are wrongly avoided throughout my
official complaint.

Ground 2 - The Succession Decision Was Wrong

The Council has not properly explained why the evidence proving my occupation and connection to 23
Byron Terrace was insufficient.

The Enfield Councils response does not show what evidence they accepted, and/or rejected, while
explaining the merits and reasons given to each exhibited piece of evidence | provided as | requested.

Exhibited Snippet of:

Reasons Given by The Investigator That He or She
Believes | Raised to Be Investigated.

Jayne Paterson Findings

1. | Your Complaint Is That the Council Mishandled Jayne Paterson who works for the Enfield
Your Succession Request, incorrectly. Council States: She came to the conclusion
that no supporting proof can be found by her
while she conducted her investigation to find
my claims as true, while she overviewed
internal company files and My Seven-Core
Official Complaint!

2. | Stated That You Had No Confirmed Right to “The Same as Above!”
Occupy the Property,
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3. | Failed To Process the Matter Properly, “The Same as Above!”
4. | Disclosed Information to Relatives, “The Same as Above!”
5. | And Acted Concerning the Tenancy and “The Same as Above!”
Belongings While the Succession Issue Was
Being Considered.
6. | You Also Allege Misconduct by the Officer “The Same as Above!”
Involved
7. | And Hold the Council Responsible for Your “The Same as Above!”
Exclusion from The Property and The Loss of
Personal Possessions.

Reasons given by the Investigator 1.:

The complaintis not simply that Enfield Council mishandled my succession application. The realissue is
that they were provided with overwhelming documentary evidence proving my occupation of the property,
yet that evidence appears to have been repeatedly side-lined, ignored, or left unaddressed throughout the
succession process and complaints process.

The exhibits were not weak, speculative, or unsupported. They were contemporaneous records, genuine
documents, and verifiable artefacts which, when assessed fairly, provided extremely strong proof of my
claim. In simple terms, these exhibits were the type of evidence that should have carried decisive weight
the moment they were submitted.

What is concerning is that neither the officers dealing with the succession application, nor management
reviewing the matter afterwards, nor the Stage 1 investigator, have properly accounted for that evidence.
They have not explained which exhibits were accepted, which were rejected, why they were rejected, what
weight was given to them, or how they reached conclusions that appear inconsistent with the
documentary record.

That is the central problem. When multiple people, at multiple levels of the Council, arrive at the same
adverse conclusions whilst failing to engage with the strongest evidence supporting the application, it
becomes difficult to dismiss this as a simple mistake or oversight. The continued failure to address the
exhibits creates the appearance that the evidence is being avoided because it conflicts with the outcome
the Council wishes to maintain.

In layman's terms, it looks as though they are refusing to mark the exam paper because they already
decided on the result. The evidence proving my case is sitting in front of them, but instead of assessing it,
grading it, and explaining their reasoning, they keep reaching conclusions without confronting what the
exhibits actually show.

That is why the Stage 1 response is fundamentally inadequate. An investigation cannot be considered fair
where the most important evidence is left untested and unexplained. Unless Stage 2 openly addresses
every relevant exhibit, obtains explanations from the officers involved, and explains how the evidence was
weighed, it will simply repeat the same unsupported conclusions and continue the prejudice caused to
my succession application.

What makes this even more concerning is that those involved know exactly the position | am in. They know
| am a vulnerable applicant seeking housing succession whilst grieving the death of my mother. They know
the exhibits have been formally exhibited within the proceedings. They know those exhibits prove my
occupation of the property. They know those exhibits have not been properly accounted for. They also
know that any challenge to their actions remains under the control of Council employees at Stage 2 rather
than an independent third party. Despite this, they continue to leave the exhibits unanswered whilst
maintaining conclusions that have a negative effect on my succession application, wellbeing and safety.
In layman's terms, they know the evidence, they know my circumstances, they know the harm being
caused, and they know they remain in control of the process, yet the burden of their continued failure to
address the exhibits falls entirely upon me.
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Reasons given by the Investigator & My Response 2.:

4. Beingthe eldest son, | applied to succeed to my late mother’s secure tenancy. However, Georgina
Solan, the Enfield Council officer responsible for handling and managing my succession
application, misled me into believing that it was a mandatory part of the succession procedure for
my mother’s secure tenancy to be closed down and for a Section 41 Notice to be issued before my
application could continue. Had Georgina Solan correctly explained that, where a person legally
qualifies for statutory succession, the existing tenancy passes to the successor rather than a new
tenancy being created, | would have 100% required my mother’s existing tenancy to remainin
place while my right to succeed was properly determined. Instead, closing the tenancy placed me
into a separate use-and-occupation or payment arrangement during the succession process,
enabling charges to be sought from me that would otherwise have remained connected with my
late mother’s tenancy or estate. | therefore require Enfield Council to explain what legal or policy
authority Georgina Solan relied upon when representing the closure of the tenancy as mandatory,
who authorised the Section 41 Notice, and whether my mother’s tenancy agreement, the
applicable succession procedure, and my statutory or contractual succession rights were properly
assessed before that action was taken.

5.
6.
Evidential
Exhibit Category What It Proves Strength (1- Comments
10)
Independent commercial contract
issued before the dispute. Shows
Simon Cordell recorded at 23 Byron
01. Motor-Insurance Recorded residence at 23 Terrace, Hertford Road, London N9
Sc.hedule Byron Terrace and vehicle [|{9/10 7DG and confirms the vehicle was
kept at N9 7DG kept at N9 7DG. False information
could affect the validity of the
insurance, giving the address
significant evidential value.
Why not 10/10?

A 10/10 Exhibit Is Usually Something Like:
1) GP Registration Records
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Exhibit Category

What It Proves

Evidential
Strength (1-
10)

Comments

2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

DWP / Universal Credit Records
Council Tax Records

Electoral Register

Court Records

Official Government Correspondence

Why 9/10?
The Insurance Document Is Particularly Strong Because:

1)
2)
3)
4)
1)

It Predates the Succession Dispute.

It Was Created by An Independent Third Party.

It Records Your Address As 23 Byron Terrace.

It Records the Vehicle as Being Kept at N9 7DG.

There Are Financial and Contractual Consequences for Providing Inaccurate Information to an

Insurer.

Car Insurance Schedule (Score: 9/10) - This exhibit was an independently generated commercial
record created before any succession dispute arose. It records my address as 23 Byron Terrace,
Hertford Road, London N9 7DG, and further records my vehicle as being kept at the same postcode.
The document therefore provides strong third-party evidence of occupation and residence at the
property and should have been specifically accounted for by the investigator when assessing my claim.

02. Mother’s letters
concerning overnight

care

Simon Cordell was

arrangement

Council

selected and named by his
mother as an overnight
carer at 23 Byron Terrace
from 2013, with the caring

subsequently submitted
to and recorded by Enfield

10/10

This evidence proves that | was
selected and named by my mother
as an overnight carer at 23 Byron
Terrace from 2013 onward. This was
not an arrangement invented after
her death or created for my
succession application. My mother
repeatedly notified Enfield Council
of her need for overnight care,
formally named me as one of the
people staying overnight to provide
that care, and the Council later
confirmed that the overnight-carer
application was held on its own
systems. It therefore proves a
longstanding caring role and
overnight presence at 23 Byron
Terrace which was declared to,
known by and registered through
Enfield Council years before the
present succession dispute.

Why 10/10?
A 10/10 Exhibit Is Usually Something Like:

1) Contemporaneous Evidence Created Years Before the Dispute.
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Evidential
Exhibit Category What It Proves Strength (1- Comments
10)

2) Direct Evidence from The Person Receiving the Care.

3) Evidence Specifically Naming the Person Providing Overnight Care.

4) Council Records Confirming Prior Knowledge of The Arrangement.

5) Evidence Supported by Independent Medical Documentation.

6) Evidence That Could Not Reasonably Have Been Created to Support the Later Succession Claim.

Why This Evidence Is 10/10
The Mother’s Overnight-Carer Evidence Is Particularly Strong Because:

1) The Overnight-Care Arrangement Dates From 5 May 2013.
Lorraine Cordell told the Council that members of her family took turns staying overnight at 23
Byron Terrace to look after her because of her illnesses and safety needs.

2) Simon Cordell Was Specifically Named by His Mother.
In her complaint dated 9 February 2015, Lorraine Cordell identified Simon Cordell as one of the
main people who stayed overnight and helped her.

3) The Evidence Came Directly from the Tenant and Person Receiving Care.
It was Lorraine Cordell herself who described the care she required, the use of the bedroom, the
overnight arrangement and the identities of the people providing that care.

4) The Arrangement Was Submitted to Enfield Council.
The letters and overnight-carer application were provided to the Council through its official
Revenues and Benefits and housing procedures.

5) Enfield Homes confirmed the application was recorded on its systems.
In its response dated 18 February 2015, Enfield Homes stated that the overnight-carer
application was visible on its systems and awaiting processing.

6) The Arrangement Was Supported by Extensive Medical Evidence.
Medical records document serious spinal, mobility, bowel, bladder, pain and other health
conditions affecting Lorraine Cordell, supporting the genuine need for family members to provide
care and stay overnight.

7) The Evidence Was Created Many Years Before the Succession Dispute.
It could not reasonably be dismissed as evidence produced after Lorraine Cordell’s death for the
purpose of obtaining succession.

8) It Establishes a Historical Connection With 23 Byron Terrace.
It proves that Simon Cordell’s overnight presence and caring role at the property did not
suddenly begin when succession was requested. It formed part of an arrangement previously
declared to and recorded by the Council.

9) It Later Strengthens the Meaning of Other Exhibits.
When later Council correspondence was addressed to Simon Cordell care of his mother at 23
Byron Terrace, that address did not appear without explanation. The overnight-carer evidence
provides the earlier historical context showing why Simon Cordell was already officially
connected with his mother and the property.

10) The Evidence Is Cumulative.
The mother’s letters, Council acknowledgements, overnight-carer application, Council response
and medical records support one another. The grade is therefore based upon the documented
evidential chain, not merely one isolated letter.

03. Edmonton Independent judicial Independent court documentation
. . 10/10 . .
County Court Order [|recognition that Simon arising from proceedings between
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Evidential

Exhibit Category What It Proves Strength (1- Comments
10)

Cordell required a suitable Enfield Council and Simon Cordell.
two-bedroom property, The order records that the Council
including a spare room for was to deal with a housing
carers and family management transfer application as
members to provide the quickly as possible and take into
support he required account the need for a suitable two-

bedroom property so Simon could
have a spare room for carers and
family support. It also records the
dismissal of the interim injunction,
the Council’s injunction claim, two
committal applications and a further
application. This is powerful
independent evidence that Simon’s
need for carers and family support
was formally placed before the court
and recognised in the proceedings

Why 10/10?
A 10/10 Exhibit Is Usually Something Like:

1) A Sealed or Approved Court Order.

2) A Formalludicial Finding or Direction.

3) Independent Evidence Created Through Official Legal Proceedings.
4) Evidence Involving Both the Council and the Affected Person.

5) A Document Carrying Legal Authority and Procedural Consequences.
6) Evidence That Existed Years Before the Present Succession Dispute.

Why This Evidence Is 10/10
The Edmonton County Court Order Is Particularly Strong Because:
1) It Arose from Formal Court Proceedings.
The document concerns claim number EOOED049, between The London Borough of Enfield as
claimant and Simon Cordell as defendant, before District Judge Dias.
2) The Council Was Directly Involved.
This was not a statement created privately by Simon or his mother. Enfield Council was itself the
claimant and was represented during the proceedings.
3) The Court Considered Independent Medical Evidence.
The order records the court’s consideration of Dr Dhinakaran’s psychiatric report dated 8 July
2018.
4) The Proceedings Formally Recognised the Need for Family Involvement.
The order records Lorraine Cordell’s involvement in assisting with the housing management
transfer application.
5) The Council Agreed to Act Quickly.
The order records the Council’s agreement that it would deal with the housing management
transfer application as quickly as possible after it was made.
6) The Need for A Suitable Two-Bedroom Property Was Expressly Recorded.

The amended order states that, when dealing with the transfer, the Council was to take into
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Evidential
Exhibit Category What It Proves Strength (1- Comments
10)

account the need for a suitable two-bedroom property so Simon could have a spare room for
carers and family members to provide the support he required.

7) 1t Supports the Established History of Overnight and Family Care.
The court evidence is consistent with the earlier evidence showing that Simon had been selected
and named by his mother within an overnight family-care arrangement. It provides later,
independent judicial support for the continuing need for carers and family assistance.

8) The Evidence Predates the Succession Dispute by Several Years.
The hearing took place on 9 August 2018, with the approved general form of order dated 6
September 2018. It was therefore not created after Lorraine Cordell’s death to assist the
succession application.

9) The Council’s Applications Were Dismissed.
The order records that the interim injunction was discharged, and that the Council’s injunction
claim, two committal applications and its application dated 7 August 2018 stood dismissed.

10) The Order Was Officially Approved and Issued.
Edmonton County Court confirmed that the approved order was sent to both parties on 6
September 2018, including directly to the solicitors acting for Simon.

Important Accuracy About What It Proves
This court order should receive:
1) 10/10 For Proving the Established Need for Carers, Family Support and Consideration of a
Suitable Two-Bedroom Property.
2) 10/10 As Independent Judicial Documentation of Those Matters.
3) A Much Lower Grade as Direct Proof of Occupation At 23 Byron Terrace, Because the Order
Does Not State That Simon Lived At 23 Byron Terrace.
Its importance to the succession evidence is cumulative. It supports the earlier overnight-carer
evidence by showing that the need for carers and family support continued and was later formally raised
and recognised in court proceedings.

Edmonton County Court Order and Judicial Recognition of the Need for Carers and Family Support
(Score: 10/10)

This exhibit is independent judicial documentation arising from formal proceedings between Enfield
Council and myself under claim number EOOED049. The proceedings were heard before District Judge
Dias on 9 August 2018 and involved consideration of independent psychiatric evidence, my
vulnerability, my housing circumstances and my need for continuing support from carers and family
members.

The order records that Enfield Council agreed to deal with my housing management transfer application
as quickly as possible. More importantly, the amended order expressly records that, when dealing with
that transfer, the Council was to take into account the need for a suitable two-bedroom property so that
| could have a spare room for carers and family members to stay and provide the support | required.
This evidence is significant because it did not originate from me as part of the present succession
application. It arose through independent court proceedings involving Enfield Council itself, years
before my mother’s death and the current succession dispute. It confirms that my need for carers and
family support was not recently invented or raised only after the death of my mother. It formed part of a
documented and longstanding history that had already been placed before a court.

When read together with my mother’s earlier overnight-carer applications and letters, this order
provides powerful cumulative evidence of the longstanding caring arrangement within my family. My
mother had previously selected and named me as an overnight carer for her, and the later court
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Evidential
Exhibit Category What It Proves Strength (1- Comments
10)

proceedings formally recorded that | myself required a spare room so carers and family members could
stay and support me. The evidence therefore demonstrates a continuing and reciprocal family-care
arrangement extending over many years.

The Stage 1 investigator should have identified and addressed this order when considering the full
history of my connection with my mother, my caring role, my vulnerability and my dependence upon
family support. Although the order does not by itself state that | occupied 23 Byron Terrace, it provides
highly significant independent support for the wider evidential chronology. Its omission leaves an
important part of that chronology entirely unaccounted for.

Strongest central point

The court order does not independently prove my occupation of 23 Byron Terrace. What it proves at the
highest available level is that my need for carers and continuing family support had already been
formally recognised in proceedings involving Enfield Council years before the present succession
dispute.

Official Council Tax bill issued on 10
March 2026 to Mr Simon Cordell,
C/0O Mrs L Cordell, 23 Byron
Terrace, Edmonton, London N9

Enfield Council’s own 7DG. Read after the longstanding
04. Care-of records officially Overnight Carer evidence and
Address: 23 Byron connected Simon Cordell Edmonton County Court order, this

. . 10/10 . .

Terrace and with his mother at 23 cumulativel is not merely an isolated postal
Mother’s Council Byron Terrace immediately y address. Itis Enfield Council’s own
Tax Letter before the succession later record continuing the

claim documented connection between

Simon Cordell, his mother, their
caring arrangements and 23 Byron
Terrace before the succession
dispute.

Why 10/10 cumulatively?

1) It Was Created by Enfield Council Itself.

2) It Specifically Names Simon Cordell and Mrs L Cordell Together.

3) ItRecords 23 Byron Terrace as The Care-Of Address.

4) It Was Issued On 10 March 2026, Immediately Before the Succession Claim.

5) The Earlier Overnight Carer Evidence Explains the Longstanding Reason for Simon’s Connection
with His Mother at The Property.

6) The Edmonton County Court Order Adds to The Established History of Family Care and Support.

7) Read In Its Correct Evidential Order, It Supports Continuity Rather Than a Newly Created or
Temporary Postal Arrangement.

Care-of Address: 23 Byron Terrace and Mother’s Council Tax Letter (Score: 10/10 cumulatively)

This is an official Enfield Council document issued on 10 March 2026 to “Mr Simon Cordell, C/O Mrs L
Cordell, 23 Byron Terrace, Edmonton, London N9 7DG.” It directly records Enfield Council’s own
continuing association of me with my mother at 23 Byron Terrace immediately before the succession
claim.
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Evidential
Exhibit Category What It Proves Strength (1- Comments
10)

This exhibit must not be viewed in isolation. When read after the longstanding Overnight Carer evidence
and the Edmonton County Court order concerning carers and family support, the “C/O Mrs L Cordell”
entry forms part of an already documented history connecting me, my mother and 23 Byron Terrace. It
provides strong Council-generated evidence continuing that established connection shortly before my
mother’s death and should have been specifically accounted for by the investigator.

Email sent to Nightingale House
Surgery on 22 July 2024, recording
Simon Cordell’s address as 23 Byron
Terrace, Edmonton, London N9
7DG. It states that identification and

Simon Cordell declared 23 s
current and former driving licences

Byron Terrace as his

continuing address when 7/10 were attached to show that he
05. Doctors / GP seekin uf ent medical standalone; remained at that address. It was
Correspondence gurg 8/10 created before the succession

assistance and re-
registration with his
longstanding GP

cumulatively ||dispute and during a genuine
request for urgent medical
assistance. However, it is
correspondence sent to the GP
rather than a GP-produced
registration record confirming the
address.

Doctors / GP Correspondence (Score: 7/10 standalone; 8/10 cumulatively)

This email was sent to my longstanding GP surgery on 22 July 2024, recording my address as 23 Byron
Terrace and attaching identification and driving-licence evidence to demonstrate that | remained at that
address. It arose from a genuine request for urgent medical assistance, well before the succession
dispute. Although it is not itself a GP-generated registration record, it provides strong contemporaneous
supporting evidence of my declared and continuing residence at 23 Byron Terrace when read alongside
the complete evidential chronology.

On 31 March 2025, the Universal
Credit journal records twice that all
Simon Cordell’s mail went to his
mother’s address at 23 Byron

Official government Terrace, Edmonton, London N9
evidence linking Simon 7DG. The account records

06. Universal Credit Cordell with his mother at com‘pleted identity, add.ress,
23 Byron Terrace and 9/10 previous-address, housing,

Account and . . . . .

. confirming his continuing |Jcumulatively |[|household and banking processes. It

Banking . . . .
reliance upon her support also contains entries made by his
when managing official mother on his behalf, identifying
matters Simon as her son and explaining the

support she provided in managing
his official affairs. Read together
with the longstanding overnight-care
arrangement, the Edmonton County
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Exhibit Category

What It Proves

Evidential
Strength (1-
10)

Comments

Court order recording Simon’s need
for carers and family support, and
Enfield Council’s own care-of-
address record, this forms partof a
continuing evidential chain showing
the mutual care and dependence
between Simon and his mother and
his established connection with 23

Byron Terrace before the succession

dispute.

Universal Credit Account and Banking (Score: 9/10 cumulatively)

This official government account records twice on 31 March 2025 that all my mail went to my mother’s
address at 23 Byron Terrace. It also records the completion of government identity, address, previous-
address, housing, household and banking processes and contains entries made by my mother on my
behalf, identifying me as her son and demonstrating her continuing role in supporting me with official

matters.

When read with the longstanding overnight-care evidence, the Edmonton County Court order recording
my established need for carers and family support, and Enfield Council’s own later care-of-address
record, this exhibit forms part of a continuing evidential chain. That chain shows that my mother and |
had become mutually reliant upon one another for support and that my connection with 23 Byron
Terrace existed long before the succession dispute.

Confirms Simon Cordell’s
identity and British
citizenship

10/10 for
identity; 2/10
for residence

Official government identity
document. It authenticates the
identity attached to the other
exhibited records but contains no
residential address and does not
directly prove occupation of 23
Byron Terrace.

British Passport: 10/10 For Identity And 2/10 For Residence.

This official government document confirms my identity as Simon Paul Cordell and supports thatl am
the same person named throughout the exhibited occupation records. Although the passport does not
display 23 Byron Terrace or directly prove residence, it authenticates the identity attached to the
separate official, medical, financial and commercial documents recording me at that address.

08. Driving Licence

07. British Passport

Official government-
issued identification
recording Simon Paul
Cordell’s residential
address as 23 Byron
Terrace

10/10

DVLA-issued driving licence dated
20 February 2024, recording 23
Byron Terrace, Hertford Road,
London, N9 7DG as Simon Paul
Cordell’s address. It confirms both
his identity and officially declared
residential address, predates the
succession dispute, and remained
valid until 9 February 2034.

Driving Licence (Score: 10/10)

[privingLicence (scorestong ]
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Exhibit Category

What It Proves

Evidential
Strength (1-
10)

Comments

This official DVLA identity document was issued on 20 February 2024, before the succession dispute,
and records my residential address as 23 Byron Terrace, Hertford Road, London, N9 7DG. It directly
connects my verified identity with the property and provides primary government-issued evidence
supporting my residence there. The investigator should have specifically accounted for this exhibit when
assessing my occupation claim.

09. Parking Tickets
and Vehicle-
Release Records

Enfield Council’s own
records repeatedly

connected Simon Cordell

with 23 Byron Terrace,
supported by several

identification and address

documents produced

when collecting his vehicle
before his mother’s death

10/10
cumulatively

Enfield Council’s own records dated
20 January, 23 February, 11 March
and 13 March 2026 repeatedly
connect Simon Cordell with 23
Byron Terrace. The vehicle-release
record also confirms that, when
collecting the vehicle from the
police compound before his
mother’s death, Simon Cordell
produced his driving licence, motor
insurance and electricity bill as
supporting identification, with those
separate documents connecting him
to 23 Byron Terrace. The driving
licence adds particular strength
because itindependently records 23
Byron Terrace as his official
government-registered address. The
repeated use of the same address
across several Council records,
together with multiple supporting
documents produced during the
official vehicle-release process,
provides strong evidence of an
established and continuing
connection with the property
immediately before the succession
claim

Parking Tickets and Vehicle-Release Records (Score: 10/10 Cumulatively)

Enfield Council’s own records dated 20 January, 23 February, 11 March and 13 March 2026 repeatedly
connect me with 23 Byron Terrace. The vehicle-release record further confirms that, when collecting my
vehicle from the police compound before my mother’s death, | produced my driving licence, motor
insurance and electricity bill as supporting identification, with those separate documents connecting
me to 23 Byron Terrace. My driving licence adds particular strength because it independently records 23
Byron Terrace as my official government-registered address. The repeated use of the same address
across several Council records, supported by multiple documents produced during an official vehicle-
release process, provides strong evidence of my established and continuing connection with the
property immediately before the succession claim.
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Evidential

Exhibit Category What It Proves Strength (1- Comments
10)
The appointment confirmation and
discharge record issued by The Kings
Oak Hospital record Simon Paul
Cordell’s address as 23 Byron
Terrace, Hertford Road, London,
Independent healthcare N9 7DG. The discharge document
10. Kings Oak records identify Simon confirms his hospital admission and
Hospital Hernia Paul Cordell at 23 Byron 10/10 right inguinal hernia repair on 28 July
Records Terrace during his hospital 2025. The address was therefore

treatmentin July 2025

used within genuine NHS-funded
medical treatment and
communicated to his GP, providing
strong independent evidence of
residence before the succession

dispute.

Kings Oak Hospital Hernia Records (Score: 10/10)

These independent healthcare records identify me as Simon Paul Cordell and record my address as 23
Byron Terrace, Hertford Road, London, N9 7DG. The records were created during genuine NHS-funded

medical treatment, including my admission and right inguinal hernia operation on 28 July 2025, and
were intended for distribution to both me and my GP. They therefore directly connect my verified
identity, medical care and GP records with 23 Byron Terrace before my mother’s death and before the
succession dispute. The investigator should have specifically accounted for this strong independent
evidence when assessing my occupation of the property.

11. Just Eat Delivery
Record

A paid food order linked to
Simon Cordell’s digital
account and banking
details was delivered to 23
Byron Terrace as part of
ordinary domestic living
shortly before the
succession claim

9/10
standalone;
10/10
cumulatively
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The digital Just Eat record confirms
that a paid food order was delivered
to 23 Byron Terrace at
approximately 23:55 on 6 May

2026, using a Visa card ending 7011.

The account, order and payment
details are capable of verification
and matching to Simon Cordell. The
late-night delivery strongly supports
his physical presence and ordinary
domestic use of 23 Byron Terrace as
his home. The standalone score
leaves only a remote possibility that
another person used his account or
payment details. However, when
assessed alongside the remaining
exhibits independently identifying
Simon Cordell at 23 Byron Terrace,
that possibility becomes extremely
difficult to maintain, giving the
evidence a cumulative value of

10/10.




Exhibit Category

What It Proves

Evidential
Strength (1-
10)

Comments

Just Eat Delivery Record: 9/10 standalone and 10/10 cumulatively

This digital record confirms that a paid food order linked to my account and banking details was
delivered to 23 Byron Terrace at approximately 23:55 on 6 May 2026, shortly before the succession
claim. The digital account, order history and Visa card ending 7011 are capable of independent
verification and provide strong grounds for identifying me as the customer.

The timing and nature of the transaction are important. This was a late-night food delivery to 23 Byron
Terrace as part of ordinary domestic living. It therefore supports that | was physically present and using
the property as my home, rather than merely using the address for correspondence.

The standalone score of 9/10 leaves only the remote possibility that somebody else improperly used my
digital account and payment details. However, when this record is considered alongside the remaining
independent exhibits consistently identifying me at 23 Byron Terrace, that remote possibility becomes
extremely difficult to sustain. Its cumulative evidential value is therefore 10/10.

12. Giffgaff Mobile
Account Records

Simon Cordell maintained
an active mobile account
registered to 23 Byron
Terrace, supported by
continuing payments from
December 2023 to May
2026

10/10
cumulatively

The giffgaff account identifies Simon
Cordell, mobile number 07864
217519, and his address as 23 Byron
Terrace, Hertford Road, London,
N9 7DG. It also records the linked
Visa card ending 7011, the address
used for billing, and a continuous
history of completed monthly
mobile-plan payments extending
from December 2023 to May 2026.
This is not a single address entry
created shortly before the
succession claim. ltis an
established digital account showing
sustained everyday use, regular
payments and an address
connection continuing for more than
two years before Simon’s mother
died

Why 10/10 cumulatively?
1) The Account ldentifies Simon Cordell by Name.

2) It Records His Mobile Number As 07864 217519.

3) It Records His Address As 23 Byron Terrace.

4) It Contains A Linked Payment Card Ending 7011.

5) It Shows Completed Monthly Payments Dating Back to December 2023.
6) The Account and Payment Records Continued Through May 2026, Immediately Before the

Succession Claim.

7) The Address, Identity, Telephone Number, Payment Card and Payment History Can Be Digitally

Checked.

8) It Demonstrates a Continuing Pattern of Ordinary Personal and Financial Life, Rather Than a One-

Off Use of The Address.

Giffgaff Mobile Account Records (Score: 10/10 Cumulatively)
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Evidential
Exhibit Category What It Proves Strength (1- Comments
10)

This digital account identifies me as Simon Cordell, records my mobile number as 07864 217519 and
records my address as 23 Byron Terrace, Hertford Road, London, N9 7DG. It further records my linked
Visa card ending 7011 and a continuous history of completed monthly mobile-plan payments extending
from December 2023 to May 2026.

This was therefore not a single address entry created shortly before my succession application. It was
an active account connecting my identity, mobile telephone, payment card, billing arrangements and
continuing monthly expenditure with 23 Byron Terrace for more than two years before my mother’s
death. The sustained history makes this powerful evidence of an established and continuing residential
connection with the property, rather than the address being used temporarily or solely for receiving
correspondence. When assessed with the other independently verified occupation records, its
cumulative evidential value is 10/10.

As Above is the Start of How the Stage 1 Investigator Should Have Reviewed the Succession Evidence
Overall Start of the Assessment

The issue is not whether evidence existed. The issue is that this evidence appears never to have been
individually assessed, graded, or addressed.

A reasonable investigator would have been expected to identify each exhibit, state whether it was
accepted or rejected, explain what weight was given to it, and explain how the evidence supported or
failed to support the conclusion reached.

When Viewed Collectively Rather Than Individually:

| Assessment Area Gradel
|Quantity of Evidence 10/10 |
|Quality of Evidence 10/10 |

|Independent Third-Party Sources|[10/10 |

|Government Records 10/10 |
|Medical Records 10/10 |
|Financial Records 10/10 |
|Documentary Continuity 10/10 |
[overall Evidential Weight 10/10]

Argument: If an investigator intends to conclude that insufficient evidence of occupation existed, they
would be expected to explain why GP records, hospital records, driving licence records, court documents,
benefit records, banking records, insurance records, council records, and other exhibited documents
were inadequate. Simply concluding that insufficient evidence existed without accounting for each
category of evidence leaves the reasoning unsupported and impossible to properly scrutinise.

The Inherent Evidential Assessment
Although this part may not be separately labelled in the procedure, it is an essential part of any competent
investigation. The Stage 1 investigator had to:

A. Verify and classify the exhibits.
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1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

Are they genuine?

Do they relate to me?

Which address and dates do they record?
Who created them?

Can their details be independently checked?
What relevant fact does each exhibit prove?

B. Assess corroboration and cumulative weight.

1)
2)

Do the exhibits support one another?
What do they establish when considered together rather than separately?

C. Check consistency and congruence

1)

Do the names, addresses, dates, telephone numbers, account details, payment cards and other
identifying information consistently connect the same person with the same property and period of

occupation?

Applying the Evidence to the Housing Succession Test

Only after completing that evidential assessment could the Stage 1 investigator properly test whether the
original decisionmaker had applied the exhibits to:

1)
2)
3)

4)
5)
6)
7)

8)

Whether A Succession Had Already Taken Place.

Whether | Occupied the Dwelling as My Main and Principal Home.

Whether | Occupied It as My Main and Principal Home for At Least 12 Months Before My Mother’s
Death.

My Qualifying Relationship with My Mother.

Whether The Property Was Suitable for Me.

Whether | Provided Care to My Mother.

Whether | Had Accepted Responsibility for My Mother’s Needs and Needed to Live with Her to
Provide That Support.

The Terms of My Mother’s Tenancy Agreement, Against Which Each of Those Matters Had to Be
Cross-Referenced.

So, the Correct Merited Outcome Should Have Been as Follows

NUMBER TEST TO BE MET EXHIBITS SUPPORTED BY THE CLAIMANT

No claimant exhibit could finally determine this. Enfield
Whether A Succession Had ||Council was required to check my mother’s tenancy history,

1) Already Taken Place. any previous succession record and the original tenancy
agreement held within its own systems.
1. 01. Motor-Insurance Schedule: 9/10
2. 04. Care-of Address and Mother’s Council Tax Letter:
10/10 cumulatively!
3. 05. Doctors/GP Correspondence: 7/10 standalone; 8/10
Whether | Occupied the cumulatively
2) Dwelling as My Main and 4. 06. Universal Credit Account and Banking: 9/10
Principal Home. cumulatively

5. 08. Driving Licence: 10/10
6. 09. Parking Tickets and Vehicle-Release Records: 10/10

cumulatively
7. 10. Kings Oak Hospital Hernia Records: 10/10
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NUMBER

TEST TO BE MET

EXHIBITS SUPPORTED BY THE CLAIMANT

8. 11.Just Eat Delivery Record: 9/10 standalone; 10/10

cumulatively
9. 12. Giffgaff Mobile Account Records: 10/10 cumulatively

Result:

3)

Whether | Occupied It as My
Main and Principal Home
for At Least 12 Months
Before My Mother’s Death.

1. 01. Motor-Insurance Schedule: 9/10 standalone; 10/10
cumulatively

2. 02. Mother’s Letters Concerning Overnight Care: 10/10 for
the longstanding caring arrangement; supporting historical
evidence of occupation.

3. 04. Care-of Address: 23 Byron Terrace and Mother’s
Council Tax Letter: 8/10 standalone; 10/10 cumulatively.

4. 05.Doctors/ GP Correspondence: 7/10 standalone; 8/10
cumulatively

5. 06. Universal Credit Account and Banking: 8/10
standalone; 9/10 cumulatively

6. 08. Driving Licence: 10/10 standalone and cumulatively

7. 09. Parking Tickets and Vehicle-Release Records: 9/10
standalone; 10/10 cumulatively

8. 10. Kings Oak Hospital Hernia Records: 10/10 standalone
and cumulatively

9. 11.Just Eat Delivery Record: 9/10 standalone; 10/10
cumulatively

10. 12.Giffgaff Mobile Account Records: 9/10 standalone;
10/10 cumulatively

Result: These exhibits provide a continuous evidential history
extending from the longstanding overnight-care arrangement
beginning in 2013 through to May 2026. More importantly, the
dated official, medical, commercial, Council and digital
records cover the required 12 months before my mother’s
death and repeatedly connect my identity, ordinary domestic
life, healthcare, vehicle, financial arrangements and
continuing expenditure with 23 Byron Terrace. When assessed
cumulatively, the evidence strongly supports that 23 Byron
Terrace was my main and principal home throughout the
relevant period.

4)

My Qualifying Relationship
with My Mother.

1. 02. Mother’s Letters Concerning Overnight Care: 10/10

2. 04. Care-of Address and Mother’s Council Tax Letter: 8/10
standalone; 10/10 cumulatively.

3. 06. Universal Credit Account and Banking: 8/10
standalone; 9/10 cumulatively

4. 07. British Passport: 10/10 for identity; 2/10 for residence

Result: These exhibits identify me as Simon Cordell, identify

Lorraine Cordell as my mother, and establish our mother-and-

son relationship.
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NUMBER TESTTO BE MET EXHIBITS SUPPORTED BY THE CLAIMANT
1. 02. Mother’s Letters Concerning Overnight Care: 10/10.
03. Edmonton County Court Order: 10/10 for the matters
formally recorded.
3. 06. Universal Credit Account and Banking: 9/10
Whether The Property Was cumnulatively.
5) Suitable for Me.
Result: These exhibits support my need for suitable two-
bedroom accommodation at 23 Byron Terrace, where my
mother and | could continue providing each other with care
and family support.
1. 02. Mother’s Letters Concerning Overnight Care: 10/10
standalone and cumulatively.
2. 04. Care-of Address: 23 Byron Terrace and Mother’s
Council Tax Letter: 8/10 standalone; 10/10 cumulatively.
3. 06. Universal Credit Account and Banking: 8/10
6) Whether | Provided Care to standalone; 9/10 cumulatively.

My Mother.

Result: My mother’s contemporaneous letters specifically
name me as one of her overnight carers and show that the
caring arrangement was submitted to and recorded by Enfield
Councilyears before the succession dispute.

Whether | Had Accepted
Responsibility for My

1. 02. Mother’s Letters Concerning Overnight Care: 10/10
standalone and cumulatively.

2. 03. Edmonton County Court Order: 10/10 for the matters
formally recorded.

3. 04. Care-of Address: 23 Byron Terrace and Mother’s
Council Tax Letter: 8/10 standalone; 10/10 cumulatively.

4. 06. Universal Credit Account and Banking: 8/10

7) Mother’s Needs and standalone; 9/10 cumulatively.
Needed to Live with Her to
Provide That Support. Result: These exhibits establish the longstanding and
reciprocal caring arrangement between my mother and me,
her increasing care needs, my overnight presence at 23 Byron
Terrace, and our continuing reliance upon one another for
support.
The Terms of My Mother’s No claimant exhibit could. replace the original tenancy
agreement. Enfield Council held the tenancy agreement,
Tenancy Agreement, commencement date, succession clauses, tenancy history
8) Against Which Each of ’ ’

Those Matters Had to Be
Cross-Referenced.

and any previous-succession record. The original succession
officer and Stage 1 investigator were required to obtain and
cross-reference those records against the evidence | supplied.

Overall Merited Result

The claimant’s exhibits strongly supported Tests 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7. Tests 1 and 8 depended mainly upon
tenancy records held by Enfield Council itself. The correct outcome was therefore not an unexplained
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finding that my evidence was insufficient. The Council was required to identify its own tenancy records,
cross-reference them with my exhibits and make a reasoned finding against every test.

But Something Never Went Right and We Ended Up with The Following!

Reasons given by the Investigator & My Response 3.:

There was no letter sent by Georgina stating that | as an applicant did not qualify once applying for
succession but rather the opposite!
Applying for Housing Succession is not to be confused as to it stages.
| phone or write and ask for succession to start in my name, in my case | did both.
| am contacted back by way of an email by an Enfield Councils housing officer, she asks me to filla formin
and supply it back to her.
| do this and ask her if everything is fulfilled correctly,
She reviews the documents and is to also check my credentials and mothers, this leads her to all case
noted held on us attached to the address being requested for succession and any other dwellings listed!
Case handler is to attach any internal notes relevant “such as my over night living allowance for care of
address and Miss Lorraine Cordell.” To the case file being submitted and address attached.
At this stage if | did not qualify, | must be made aware and was not!
| was told everything was in check for me to succeed other than a typo and missing evidence pack of
occupation.
| provided a twelve Core Exhibited File with that other whelming evidence.
This was all reviewed and no issues were raised that | did not qualify.
| was then asked to provided Bank statements.
| provided my bank details!
At no stage before a housing panel issued decision was given to me was, | said that | did not qualify to be
able to continue after applying.
1. The Housing Panel Issued Decision 1:
e From the file, the first clear refusal reason given by Enfield Council was:
e Email 20
e Date: 26 June 2026
Time: 12:17 BST
From: Georgina Solan
Document: "20. Received 26-06-26" [00. Binder...26 up to 40 | PDF]
e The exact reason given was: "Your succession application has been reviewed by management
and has been denied as you do not fulfil the criteria for succession due to having your own
tenancy at 109 Burncroft Avenue, Enfield, EN3 7JQ."

2. The Housing Panel Issued Decision 2: Dated

e Email 23

e Date: 2 July 2026
Time: 17:24 BST
From: Georgina Solan
Document: "23. Received 02-07-26" [00. Binder...26 up to 40 | PDF]

e The position was repeated: "You Do Not Have Succession Rights to This Tenancy and
Therefore Do Not Have a Legal Right to Succeed to the Tenancy Of 23 Byron Terrace."
And
"The Council's Records Confirm That You Remain the Tenant Of 109 Burncroft Avenue."

3. The Housing Panel Issued Decision 2: Dated
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Email 26

Date: 8 July 2026

Time: 12:22 BST

From: Georgina Solan

Document: "26. Received 08-07-26" [00. Binder...26 up to 40 | PDF]

This is where the reason changed.

The Council expressly acknowledged: "Whilst We Acknowledge That the Existence of Another
Tenancy Does Not, In Itself, Automatically Prevent a Person from Succeeding to A Secure
Tenancy..."

They then replaced the original reason with:

"The Council s Not Satisfied That the Evidence Provided Demonstrates That 23 Byron Terrace
Was Your Only or Principal Home for The Purposes of a Statutory Succession Claim."

. The Housing Panel Issued Decision 2: Dated

Stage 1 Complaint Response

Date: 8 October 2026

Case Ref: ENF228458

Document: "48. Received Outlook 08-10-26" [00. Binder...26 up to 40 | PDF]

The Investigator Repeated the Second Reason: "you did not provide sufficient evidence
demonstrating your occupation of the property as your only or principal home for the required
12-month period”.

and

"The Council considered the request, sought supporting evidence and reached a decision
based on the absence of sufficient evidence that the property was your only or principal home
for the 12 months immediately before the tenant's death.”

Reasons given by the Investigator & My Response 4.:

Reasons given by the Investigator & My Response 5.:

Reasons given by the Investigator & My Response 6.:

Reasons given by the Investigator & My Response 7.:

The Investigation Is a Clear Failure to Address the Seven Core Complaint Files

| personally organised the complaint into seven core files and deliberately in order to present the evidence
clearly and allow the Enfield Councils Staff to yet again be able to re review each issue separately as fairly
examined.

The Stage 1 response does not appear to provide findings against each of those files.

Instead, Enfield Council continues to repeat the outcome of the succession decision without
demonstrating that they have overviewed the complaintin its entirety and responded to those complained
aboutissues in a well-structured and orderly manner, so that they have been addressed to fair standard
that in accordance with my stage 1 complaint. The issues | raised, | documented alongside with the
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relevant evidence so for Enfield Councils Staff not to be able to get confused otherwise than to my
evidenced statements beaning an absolute in facts, | exhibited these files of proof so that the Enfield
Councils Staff cannot ignore these facts as has now happened!

| therefore request confirmation of which officer reviewed each of the Seven Core Complaint Files, what
sections / questions or exhibit of the seven Core files they responded to and did not respond to and why,
within the Stage 1 response of theirs.

THE INVESTIGATOR FINDINGS

1. | Succession occurs only where all relevant statutory conditions are met. = “Completing an
application form does not itself create a right to succeed;”

the Council must establish whether the qualifying conditions were met at the date of the tenant’s
death.

2. | Amaterial condition in this case was whether you occupied the property as your only or principal
home throughout the 12 months immediately before the tenant’s death. = “Unfortunately, you did
not provide sufficient evidence demonstrating your occupation of the property as your only or
principal home for the required 12-month period and the succession did not take place.”

w

“l have found no evidence that the officer deliberately misrepresented the law,”

4. “l have found no evidence that the officer deliberately concealed a valid succession or acted
fraudulently.”

5. | THE CORRESPONDENCE SHOWS THAT FURTHER SUPPORTING INFORMATION WAS
REQUESTED AND THAT THE CLAIM WAS CONSIDERED AGAINST THE QUALIFYING
CONDITIONS.

@

The fact that the outcome was disputed does not demonstrate misconduct or maladministration.

7. | Your concerns about alleged criminal conduct and the actions of the police are matters for the
relevant police authorities. The Council’s complaints procedure is not the appropriate process for
investigating or reaching findings on allegations of criminal conduct or the actions of the police.

8. | acknowledge your report of missing and damaged personal property at 23 Byron Terrace,
including the comic collection, cash, generators, vehicles, tools, clothing and other belongings,
together with the reported damage to the property. The Council’s complaints process is not the
appropriate routes for claims relating to loss of or damage to personal possessions. These matters
should be pursued through your own household or contents-insurance policy. Your insurer can
assess the claimed loss under the terms of your cover.

9. | Your data protection concerns will be considered separately through the Council’s information
governance process.

END

The Investigator Findings 1.:

The Investigator Findings 2.:

The Investigator Findings 3.:

The Investigator Findings 4.:

The Investigator Findings 5.:

The Investigator Findings 6.:

The Investigator Findings 7.:
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The Investigator Findings 8.:

The Investigator Findings 9.:

The Investigator Findings 10.:

Jayne Paterson Failed to Assess File 04 - Timeline of Proven Facts
| am particularly concerned by Enfield Council's failure to engage with File 04, "Timeline of Proven
Facts".
| specifically prepared this file to provide a chronological record supported by documentary evidence,
Council correspondence, records, emails, and contemporaneous documents that stand enough weight
for Enfield Councils Reviewing staff not to be able to be put the mail administration | have suffered into
doubt and all due to the staff that are under investigation!
1) The Enfield Councils Stage 1 Response to my raised concerns Does Not Identify Any Factual
Inaccuracy Within That Timeline.
2) It Does Not Identify Any Document Within the Timeline That Enfield Council Disputes.
3) It Does Not Identify Any Event That Enfield Council Says Did Not Occur.
4) It Does Not Produce Any Alternative Chronology.
5) Instead, Enfield Council Appears to Have Ignored the Timeline Entirely.
6) | Request That the Enfield Council re review Each Chronology Disputed Fact | have shown and
provide me with a list of dates they may have Identified as questionable and then provide me with
that list!

If Enfield Council does not dispute the order and listed events in the chronology that | compiled together, |
request an explanation as to why they omitted out 99% on average of the evidence from within it once they
had stated they had finished they internal review to be able to provide me with their findings of
investigation.

The Councils Staffs Alleged Failure to Explain the Evidence they Assessed.

The Stage 1 response repeatedly says that | provided insufficient evidence that 23 Byron Terrace was my
only or principal home, when this is not the facts of the case we all hold!

However, Enfield Council does not explain how they concluded to their conclusion, when reaching for it.

Also, the Enfield Councils staff’s response does not find:

1) The Councils Staffs do not say Which Documents they Considered.

2) Which Documents Staff Accepted.

3) Which Documents Staff Rejected.

4) Why They Train Staff Rejected.

5) What Evidential Weight the Enfield Councils Employees Attributed to Each Item.

6) What Evidence Enfield Council Relied Upon in Reaching the Opposite Conclusion.
A conclusion without an explanation is not a reasoned decision.
The complaint bundle contained substantial evidence which | believe demonstrates occupation,
residence, connection to the property, caring responsibilities, Council knowledge of those arrangements,
and my longstanding involvement with the address.
The Stage 1 response fails to explain why that evidence was insufficient.

Failure to Address Representations Made by Council Staff

The complaint raised concerns regarding statements, communications, requests for evidence, and
actions taken by Enfield Council officers during the succession process.

Throughout the process, Enfield Council requested documentation, sought further information,
acknowledged submissions, and continued correspondence regarding the claim.
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The complaint specifically raised concerns that Enfield Council staff created a reasonable belief that the
application was progressing through the Council's procedures.
The Stage 1 response does not investigate those concerns.

The Investigators Response Does Not Identify:

1) What Representations he or she Made.

2) Whether Those Representations Made by Employers Are Accurate.

3) Whether the Enfield Councils staff followed their own internal policies within compliance with their
stationary obligated obligations to their clients and selves as to themselves, while mandatorily
Following protocols that other departments of theirs fairly monitored & reviewed!

Instead, the response simply restates the succession outcome.

Failure to Investigate Procedural Complaints
A succession decision and a complaint investigation are not the same thing.
As the Enfield Council maintains to refuse my housing succession claim, the Council still has a duty to
investigate whether its officers are guilty of the following:
1) The Enfield Councils Staff Never Followed Policy.
2) The Enfield Councils Staff Failed to Manage and Oversee Evidence Correctly.
3) The Enfield Councils Staff Recorded Information About Me Incorrectly.
4) The Enfield Councils Staff Communicated with Third Party Police in Joint Circular Accurately to
Procedure and Protocols.
5) The Enfield Councils Staff Never Complied with Procedures.
6) The Enfield Councils Staff Acted Unfairly Throughout the Process.

The Stage 1 response does not demonstrate that The Enfield Councils Staff treated those matters were
reviewed & not thoroughly with a fair investigation.

Instead, Enfield Council appears to assume that because they refused my legal rights to succession
based on the evidence | provided or that they failed to further ask for that, every concern raised within the
main complaint can be answered with the same reason they gave as a very late reason for refusal after |
proved they first and main reason given for months was flawed as it was inaccurate, in the hope that this
said negligent actions of theirs will help them evade responsibility for their negligence and wrong doings |
prove to be facts, will eventfully cause all issues raised to automatically fails.

The response | received from the Enfield Councils Management is not in accordance with a statutory
obligated fair complaint of any rightful management. My own properly filed stage 1 complaint has not
been Faily been adhered towards by the Enfield Council Staff, as the staff have not proved me with a
response that proofs any fair investigation occurred!

Failure to Address Consequential Harm

The complaint also raised concerns regarding exclusion from the property, inability to access belongings,
administration of my late mother's affairs, and losses which | contend followed from the actions and
decisions taken during the dispute.

The Stage 1 response merely refers me to insurance.

That does not answer the complaint.

The issue raised was whether Enfield Council's actions, omissions, decisions, failures, communications,
or handling of the matter contributed to those circumstances.

That question remains unanswered.

Failure to Provide a Reasoned Investigation

The Stage 1 response concludes that there was no service failure.

However, the response does not demonstrate how the Enfield Councils came to the conclusion that they
reached.
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The response contains conclusions, but it does not contain a detailed analysis of the evidence supplied,
the chronology presented, the representations relied upon, or the individual complaint points raised.

As aresult, | have serious concerns regarding whether the Enfield Councils independent reviewing teams
that investigated my seven-core complaint, conducted a thorough investigation that covers all the
aspects to a fair degree that | raised to them, as it does not appear to have been conducted in a
nonobjective, and independent professional manner that lays out all the correct results, as is a must for
any officially logged complaint!

Remedy Requested
| request that the Stage 2 Investigator:

1) Re reviews all seven Core Complaint Files in full.

2) Provides [professional findings in a non-bios way, against each individual complaint made in each
core section of the seven-core complaint.

3) That he or she, specifically addresses File 04, "Timeline of Proven Facts," with a fair response of
well documented conclusions that all equally to a satisfactory level of an excellent standard of
work, as | state has not happened as of the date of this official document.

4) lrequest for the investigator to clearly Explain how the Enfield Council Staff involved all assessed
the evidence submitted by myself and why they never asked me for anymore exhibits of mine?

5) For the provided person of investigating role to Identify which evidence the staff in question
accepted and also which evidence they rejected, as well as how they merited and scored the
exhibited evidence.

6) For the persons responsible to Identify the evidence relied upon by Enfield Councilin reaching its
conclusions.

7) For the reviewing officer to Addresses the conduct, communications, and representations of
Enfield Council staff during the succession process.

8) Separately, for the staff in control of these proceeding to considers procedural failures irrespective
of the final succession decision.

9) Investigators are to Investigates whether any Council actions or omissions caused me any
avoidable disadvantage, distress, loss, or prejudice.

10) Please also Explain to me as my cases designated case handler what remedies are available for
me when you identified services failures committed by Enfield Councils Staffs?

The prior investigation into the complaint | made leaves the new investigator with serious questioning to
be make!

The Enfield Councils current response gives the clear evidenced that Enfield Council has defended a bad
existing decision rather than fully investigating the complaint that | actually submitted to come to the
correct conclusions.

| Therefore Request a Full Stage 2 Review.

Yours faithfully,

Mr. Simon Paul Cordell

Stage 2 Official Claimant Attachment

File 01 - Index

Purpose

01. Index.pdf | submitted this core file as the master reference document for the complaint | made. |
created the file for persons of interest to be able to organise the complaint for ease of use, identify the
evidence relied upon, establish the complaint structure, and ultimately direct the investigator to the
underlying files, correspondence, exhibits and supporting evidence as the introduction of my
complaint.

File Structure Review
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Section

Contents

What This Required the Investigator

to Review
A. This 5 Core Complaint Files (Index, Intro
Con:l laints Email, Formal Complaint, Timeline of Review all Core Complaint Files and
ﬁrc:lexi Proven Facts, Requested Actions & provide findings against each section.
o Remedies)
B. Case Files 1 directory containing the collected Reylew the complete corre§pondence
. trail relating to the succession
Index succession correspondence ..
application.
Review the succession history in
C. Combined [|Single combined PDF binder of the chronological order and verify
Files succession correspondence chronology against underlying

correspondence.

D. Single Files

Individual correspondence files
numbered throughout the succession
process, including directories containing
additional case files

Review individual communications,
requests, responses, decisions,
reviews, and supporting documents.

Additional correspondence, recordings,

Review newly discovered evidence and

E.' Additional documents, and evidence discovered determine whether it affects earlier
Evidence Added . . .
after | assembled the original complaint |Jconclusions or demonstrates
28-08-26 . .
material. procedural failures.
F. Evidence Main housing succession evidence Review the evidence relied upon by the
Supplied To bundle provided with the succession applicant to support residence,
Georgina Solan ||application occupation, and succession.
G. Existing Core exhibits already enclosed with the ||Review all exhibits and explain what
Exhibits A-J complaint weight was attributed to each exhibit.

H. New Exhibits
A-H

Newly identified evidence discovered
after the original complaint was
prepared

Review whether the new evidence
alters findings, raises new concerns, or
supports existing complaint points.

Existing Exhibits Identified Within the Index

Exhibit

Description

Why It Required Findings

Email from Georgina
Solan to police dated 17
May 2026

reached.

Complaint alleged that housing advice provided to police
influenced subsequent actions. Stage 1 should explain whether
this communication was reviewed and what conclusion was

"We Will Review" email
dated 10 July 2026

attributed to it.

Complaint relied upon this correspondence when alleging the
succession matter remained under review. Stage 1 should explain
whether the communication was reviewed and what meaning was

Section 41 Notice
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WhatsApp message

Complaint relied upon this as supporting evidence. Stage 1 should

D ewdengmg concealment identify whether it was reviewed.
allegation
Complaint alleged warnings were provided prior to events
E Freeze warning email complained of. Stage 1 should identify whether this evidence was
considered.
Property, inventory, Complaint explicitly relied upon these exhibits. Stage 1 should
F-J ||police, bail, and court- ||explain whether they were reviewed and, if reviewed, the findings

order evidence

reached.

What The Index Demonstrates

The Index demonstrates that the complaint was not submitted as:

1)
2)

3) Asingle succession dispute.

A single email.
A single allegation.

Instead, It Was Submitted As:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

Multiple Core Complaint Files.

A Complete Correspondence History.

A Chronology.
Existing Exhibits.

Newly Discovered Exhibits.

Supporting Evidence Bundles.

Referenced Source Material.

What Stage 1 Should Have Demonstrated

The Stage 1 response should therefore have demonstrated:

| Required Finding Demonstrated Within Stage 1?|
[Which Core Complaint Files Were Reviewed Not identified. |
|Which Exhibits Were Reviewed Not identified. |
|Which Evidence Bundles Were Reviewed Not identified. |
|Which Correspondence Files Were Reviewed Not identified. |
|Which Pieces of Evidence Were Accepted Not identified. |
|Which Pieces of Evidence Were Rejected Not identified. |
|Why Evidence Was Rejected Not identified. |
|Findings Against Each Core Complaint File Not identified. |
|Findings Against the Timeline of Proven Facts Not identified. |

Stage 2 Observation

File 01 was not intended to prove a single allegation in isolation. It was intended to identify the
complete complaint structure, chronology, exhibits, correspondence, and supporting evidence relied
upon. The Stage 1 response does not demonstrate that the material identified by the Index was
reviewed in its entirety, nor does it identify findings against the individual complaint sections referenced
within it. Therefore, | remain concerned that the complaint was not investigated in the form in which it
was submitted.
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This style is far stronger because it links each section of the Index to the investigation duties it created
and what the Stage 1 response failed to show.

WHAT THE INVESTIGATOR WAS REQUIRED TO UNDERSTAND BEFORE ASSESSING MY COMPLAINT
FILE 02 - 02. INTRO EMAIL.PDF

When the complaint bundle arrived on the investigator's desk, it did not contain a series of unsupported
allegations made by a dissatisfied resident.

It contained a complete chronological record of the events that had unfolded throughout the case,
including emails, official correspondence, notices, decisions, and other documentary evidence that
had been exchanged between the parties over time. These documents were already organised within
the exhibit index so that the chronology could be followed from beginning to end.

As the person living through these events, my narrative was not intended to create evidence. The
evidence already existed within the exhibits. My role was to explain what those documents meant, how
the events unfolded from my perspective, and why the actions being taken by council officers caused
me to officially complain about them!

Every statement made throughout the Seven Core Complaints was therefore rooted in documentary
evidence already supplied to the investigator. The investigator was required to read my words alongside
the documents from which they were derived, not separately from them.

For example, where | explained that | was led to believe succession was ongoing, that was not
presented as a personal opinion detached from the evidence. It was my explanation of a sequence of
documented interactions, communications and requests made by council staff which, when
experienced in real time, would naturally lead an ordinary person to believe that their succession case
remained active and under consideration.

The investigator's responsibility was therefore to place themselves back into that moment in time and
follow the events as they actually occurred. They had to examine the documents in the order | served
them to them in, understand the position | would have believed myself to be in at each stage of the
process, and find why | reached the conclusions explained within my complaint.

Only after doing that could the investigator fairly assess whether my interpretation of events was
correct.

If the investigator disagreed with my conclusions, it was not enough simply to reject them without any
acknowledgment of them. They were required to identify the documentary evidence upon which | relied,
present that evidence to the relevant members of staff, with a fair line of investigation questions for
complainants while obtain the staffs explanations, test those explanations against the chronology, and
then provide a reasoned finding explaining why my interpretation was either accepted or rejected.
Instead, where a complaint response addresses the eventual outcome without first addressing the
documented chain of events that produced that outcome, the central issue remains unanswered. The
investigator has not examined the lived experience revealed by the chronology. They have merely
commented on where the journey ended before the complaint started! while also failing to demonstrate
any fair investigate of how the investigator reached that destination.

That distinction is fundamental because my complaint was not only about the final decision, as my
complaint was also about the conduct, communications, actions, and omissions that occurred
throughout the process and which are evidenced within the documentary record itself. Those are the
matters that required a fair a thorough investigation that is not proved to of happened by the Enfield
Councils Staff Responsible!

Issues Enfield Councils Staff Failed too Recognised.
"Georgina led me to believe succession was active.”

Page 26 0f 43



https://horrificcorruptioncom-my.sharepoint.com/personal/simoncordell_horrificcorruptioncom_onmicrosoft_com/Documents/Microsoft%20Copilot%20Chat%20Files/02.%20Intro%20Email.pdf?EntityRepresentationId=42f98fa7-4bab-4ce2-9af9-b57bad7ce966

Binder .
Document What it shows ‘

Succession application form ||She sends me a succession application and asks me to
sent by Georgina complete it.

She acknowledges receipt and says: "We can only consider
your application once we have the supporting documents.”

05 Received 18-05-26

Received 19-05-26 She says, “She requests 12 months of bank statements.” |

She says, “a Left in Occupation account will be open whilst
your application is being considered.”

09 Received 20-05-26

She requests, the official death certificate of my passed
15 Received 12-06-26 away mother, stating for reasons of the housing succession
claim to continue!

N

She states: "we will review the matter and include your
latest evidence. | will update you on the outcome."”

29 Received 10-07-26

Those are not my words. Those are the actual emails the narrative is relying on.

"l supplied all evidence requested."

Proved by:
| Binder No. Document |
| 04 Succession application submitted. |
| 06 11 folders of ID and supporting evidence sent. |
| 08 Bank statements supplied after request. |
| 12 Interim death certificate supplied. |
| 16 & 17 Official death certificate supplied and resent |
| 27.2&27.3 Extensive principal-home evidence and exhibits resubmitted. |

"Succession was refused because of Burncroft.”
Direct documentary proof:

|Binder No. Document |
20 Refusal email stating succession denied because | have my own tenancy at 109
T Burncroft Avenue.
23 Enfield Councils case management staff repeat their position again that | do not have
T succession rights as | remain the tenant of 109 Burncroft.

"The reason later changed, after Enfield Councils staff admitted | was correct when stating that |
have legal rights to be allowed 109 Burncroft Avenue in my hame and legally still be allowed to
apply for housing succession of 23 Byron Terrace as 23 Byron Terrace is my primary home as my
evidence proves."

Evidence trail:

|Binder No. Document |

| 20 "Original refusal reason = own tenancy at Burncroft. |
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26 Council later says it is not solely because of another tenancy and refers to wider
T evidence and principal home issues.

That is the actual document trail behind the allegation that the refusal basis changed.

"Georgina told police | had no occupation rights.”
Direct evidence:

| Binder No. Document

0.1 Met & Council ||Georgina's emailto police states: "Mr Cordell has no confirmed legal right
Police Cad of occupation under the tenancy."

"l was prevented from entering the property."
Evidence referred to in binder:

| Binder No. Document |

[A6 / Exhibit A1 material][Bail condition chronology. |

|32 Complaint Timeline ||Return to property only after bail variation. |

| Intro Email Records being allowed back after bail variation.l

"Section 41 was happening while | was being told review was ongoing."
This is one of the strongest chronology points because both events are dated 10 July.

I Binder No. Document |

29 Email to Mr. Simon Paul Cordell: "we will review the matter and include your
o latest evidence".

41/ Section 41 ) . .
Nz:icl;zn Notice dated 10 July 2026 warning property disposal after 9 August. ‘

These Exhibits of the clamant are exactly what the Enfield Councils investigators must use as they
provide the evidence to provide by proof, guilty convictions and must mandatorily be taken into account
within the Enfield Councils response to my seven core officially logged stage 1 complaint!

What the Stage 1 Investigator should have done
The investigator was not supposed to read:
"Georgina misled me."
Then Not questioned whether he or she:
"Believe Simon?"
Instead, they should have read:
1) Email 03
2) Email 05
3) Email 07
4) Email 09
5) Email 15
6) Email 29
and then explain:
Why was succession paperwork issued, evidence requested, bank statements requested, death
certificates requested and evidence said to be under review if the council position was as later
described?
That is a countable investigation issue because it arises directly from the exhibited chronology.

Page 28 0f 43




And importantly, The Enfield Councils Stage 1 response jumps to:
"You did not provide sufficient evidence."
without addressing the specific correspondence chains, | relied on throughout the binder.

OTHER INVESTIGATION FAILURE STATISTICS

Potential
Investigation Failure Area © -en '
Failures
Failure to investigate evidence showing council conduct repeatedly indicated that the 6
succession process remained active
Failure to investigate how a succession application could be relied upon whilst the 6
process complained of had not been properly progressed
Failure to investigate statements which communicated that the decision was final and 5
incapable of challenge
Failure to investigate whether relevant legal rights and possession procedures were 4
ever properly explained
Failure to investigate how known disability, vulnerability and safeguarding 5
responsibilities were considered throughout the process
Failure to investigate the circumstances leading to the use of the Section 41 disposal 6
process
Failure to investigate how possessions, sentimental items and property came to be 6
lost, removed, or damaged
Failure to investigate the relationship between exclusion from the property and the 4
subsequent loss of possessions
Failure to investigate the complaint as a chronology supported by exhibited evidence 6
rather than as unsupported assertions
|TOTAL POTENTIAL INVESTIGATION FAILURES IDENTIFIED 48 |

Why These Failures Exist

These figures do not arise because | as the complaint questioned forty-eight separate questions, they
arise because the complaint was supported by a chronological evidence bundle consisting of emails,
official correspondence, notices, decisions, and other documentary records.

Those exhibits established the sequence of events.

The narrative which followed did not create new evidence. It explained the significance of the evidence
already contained within the chronology.

Each time the complaint identified something important flowing from that chronology, the investigator
became responsible for examining it, obtaining explanations from the relevant officers, evaluating
those explanations against the documentary record, and to record all findings appropriately but this
has not happened!

Where that process did not occur, a separate investigation failure arose.

What The Statistics Actually Measure

The statistics do not measure disagreement between investigator and complainant.

They measure cases where documentary evidence identified a matter requiring investigation, yet no
meaningful examination, explanation, finding, or response was recorded by the investigator, which has
now led to further questioning being needed!
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In simple terms:

1) Evidence Existed.

2) The Evidence Pointed Towards a Specific Issue.

3) The Complaint Explained the Significance of That Issue.

4) The Investigator Was Expected to Address It.

5) The Response Failed to Do So
Each occurrence represents a distinct investigation failure capable of being identified, counted, and
evidenced from the complaint file itself.

File 03 - 03. Formal Complaint.pdf

Purpose
This is the first file that starts generating Actual Investigation Obligations rather than simply acting as
an index or introduction.

Sections1t0 1.3
The investigator was obligated to review these first four sections for references as for them to be able to
label and mark down identifications of persons accused and understand an introduction for the
purpose of this core section of this Seven Core Official Complaint. These sections themselves do not
prove investigative failures:
1) 1. Urgent: Formal Complaint: Identifies the Formal Status of The Document.
2) 1.1 Complainant: Identifies Mr. Simon Paul Cordell, the Home and the Direct Contact Details
Available to the Council.
3) 1.2 Respondent: Identifies Enfield Council Housing & Regeneration As the Public Authority
Responsible for Investigating and Responding.
4) 1.3 Officer Subject to Complaint: Identifies Georgina Solan As the Employee Whose
Documented Actions and Communications Required Investigation.
These sections receive zero failure points. They establish the people, roles, property losses, and the
investigators responsibility needed to understand the substantive complaint.

This Is a Main Point in The Complaint, Where the Investigators Failure Analysis Begins to Ripen!
1.4 Executive Summary
This Section Introduces Four Evidenced Complaint Conclusions:
1) What Georgina Solan Communicated to the Metropolitan Police On 17 May 2026.
2) The 10July 2026 Her Representation That the Succession Evidence Was Under Review While
Section 41 Action Was Occurring.
3) The fact that she Bypassed me unmorally by Communicating Through Estranged Relatives,
Causing:
4) The Resulting Loss and Damage Discovered at The Property, Concerning My Missing Private
Property, She Authorised for Them to Remove, With Her Management Knowing She Would Need
My Legal Consent!

At section 1.4, the investigator was to Record All of The Four Allegations with Merits but Has Not! He
or she should also not have yet given investigating totals such as 10, Out Of 10 or 0 out of 10 For
Extreme or non-existent Failures for these raised concerns. The investigator job was to trace through
the statements the supporting evidence, while gathering such intel and then to pursue the alleged
member of staff through a fair investigation of questioning for what evidence is being proved against
them and to then afterwards document their findings in their Stage 1 response. No proof of this is
exhibited in the report.

The files being Exhibited by us were to be analysed and concluded as compared with having already
been provided by us as exhibits. The files are contained in the seven Core complaints first page, as
indexed.
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1.5 Phase Heading

The heading**“The Cover-Up & Denial of My Legal Rights and Home” ** states the conclusion that
the evidence beneath it was intended to be established as proven fact for review! The heading itself is
not counted as a separate failure. The evidence placed beneath it is what is designed to prove our
substantiated conclusions.

1.5.1 Succession Evidence Table
This is where the substantive evidential testing begins.
The table’s purpose was to use the participants’ own words to show:
1) What Date | Requested for A Housing Succession Case to Be Opened in My Name.
2) What date The Enfield Councils Staff Issued the Application form to me.
3) What date | Returned the Housing application Form.
4) What date and why did the Enfield council rejected my housing succession application.
5) How the housing applications rejection was communicated to me and what was detailed
withinside of that correspondence, L.E. Dates, Officers Names, Reason Given for Refusal,
Options Given, Legal Remedies Given!
6) When Further Evidence Was Requested.
7) When Evidence Was Supplied how was it assessed alongside with meta data checks.
8) When The Application Was Described as Being Considered.
9) When A Decision Was Made and based upon scoring for each exhibited item and valid reasons.
10) What Dates | Requested for the Decision-Making Process to Be Called into Question.

Each Entry Must Therefore Be Processed Like This but is not:
1) > My Table Of/Or Entry
2) - The Original Indexed Email
3) - Staffs Under Investigation And/or My Exact Words
4) > What Those Words Proved at That Date.
5) > What Staff Had to Explain to Comply with Standards to Be Met Rather Than What Is Being
Proved.
6) > What Finding the Investigator Had to Make for The Evidence They Are Presented With.
7) = Accountability & Liability Proven Facts.
8) > What Not to Omit Out of the Stage 1 Response.

An Example of An Investigating Case Handler Using a Table and The Intel They Are Processing
Correctly, Is as Follows.
e Evidence Management and Then to Legal Observe the Civil and Criminal Movements & Actions
of the Staff Member Being Accused of Any Offences!
e The Documented Needed Will Records Those Offences and May Contain a Table for Ease of
Personal Use, l.e.
1) Georgina Solan Attached to Me a Housing Succession Application.
2) | Completed and Returned It.
3) She Said the Application Could Only Be Considered After Supporting Documents Were
Received.
4) |Supplied Those Supporting Documents.
5) She Requested Bank Statements, “With No Mention to Myself of Me Not Being Eligible to
Succeed!”
6) |Supplied Those Statements.
7) She Later Requested the Official Death Certificate, and “She Agreed to Set Me Up a Rent
Account!”
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8) |Supplied and Resent It all to her.
9) Also, The Correspondence Expressly Referred to Me as The Legal Applicant who had applied
for succession and prove | Meet the Legal Threshold of the Housing Requirements to Be Able
to Apply to Succeed for Housing Succession so that | could have my case Considered at a
Leal Housing Panel Hearing, and as a supported person by the Enfield Council Staff.
What This All Proves
This sequence proved by me is more than just the existence of isolated emails. It shows that an official
process was being conducted due to my requests, responses, and representations.
My statement that | was wrongly led to believe succession was actively continuing was therefore rooted
in Georgina Solan’s own communications and actions and therefore must be found in favour of my
complaint as the evidence proves!

What The Investigator Had to Raise Internally but Has Failed to Do So:
The investigator was needed to put the complete sequence to Georgina Solan and require her to
explain:

1) What Process She Was Conducting.

2) Why The Application and Further Evidence Were Requested.

3) Where The Application Was Logged.

4) Who Assessed the Supplied Material.

5) How The Evidence Was Used.

6) Whether Management or A Panel Considered It.

7) And Why Her Later Account Differed from The Process Represented in Her Original

Correspondence.

Findings Required
The investigator had to make findings on:
1) Whether A Live Succession Claim Existed.
2) Whether The Application Was Formally Processed.
3) Whether The Supplied Evidence Was Assessed.
4) Whether The Represented Review or Panel Procedure Occurred.
5) Whether Council Conduct Caused Me to Rely Upon the Process.
6) Whether Any Staff Failure Prevented a Proper Determination; And
7) Whether The Later Assertion That | Did Not Qualify Was Being Used to Avoid Addressing How the
Process Had Actually Been Managed.

Count Only After Comparison!
Only after reading the Stage 1 response can, we say:
1) Evidence Reviewed: Yes Or no.
2) Matter Put to Georgina: Yes or No.
3) Explanation Obtained: Yes Or no.
4) Contradiction Tested: Yes Or no.
5) Finding Recorded: Yes Or no.
6) Reasons Provided: Yes Or No.
That is what produces reliable statistics.

The final report must hold this table.
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What the completed statistics will prove

The final figures must show:
The investigators total Evidence Count of “Supported Complaint Statements, Accounted

1)

2)
3)
4)

5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

For!”

His or her Total of “Supporting Exhibits Identified and Merited!”

Total Matters Requiring Staff Explanations, “Needed, Collected & Reviewed!”

Explanations of non-liability and of liability, “Recorded & Documented by The Stage 1

Investigator.”
Contradictions Tested. “Demonstrated!”

Contradictions Left Unresolved. “Demonstrated!”

Findings Required. “Demonstrated!”

Findings Actually Made. “Demonstrated!”

Statements Answered Fully. “Demonstrated!”

10) Statements Answered Partially. “Demonstrated!”
11) Statements Not Answered. “Demonstrated!”
12) Evidence Rejected Without Reasons.

1) AndThe Total Number of Proven Investigation Failures, “Accounted For!”

2)

That is the correct purpose of the exercise:
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e To prove, through the complaint and exhibit bundle, exactly what the Enfield Council
investigator was given, what that evidence required them to investigate, what they did not
investigate, and what evidence-supported matters their response left unanswered.

e This is My Real time Statistical Data Analysis of: The Seven Core Complaint, Core [03.
Formal Complaint.pdf]

| Category Countl
|Direct Questions Asked 0
|FormalAllegations 25+
|IndividualComplaint Heads 8+

|Succession Evidence Entries Listed 40

|External Complaints Requested 4
|Categories of Loss Claimed 5

|Acts/Decisions Requiring Investigation||30+

|
|
|
|
|Officers Specifically Named 2+ |
|
|
|
|

|Supporting Evidence References 40+

Issues Raised
I would assess this file as raising approximately:

| Category Issues
|Succession handling 10+
|Evidence managing 5+

|Officer communications||5+

|Property access 3+
|Notice procedures 3+
|Complaint handling 3+
[Vutnerability 2+
|Property loss claims 5+

Total Issues Raised
35 to 40 substantive issues requiring findings.

Duties Triggered on Receipt
This is where the file becomes powerful.
Once this document was received, the investigator was effectively asked to review:

Investigation Area Required?l

|Succession process Yes |

|Correspondence history |[Yes |

|Officer actions Yes |

Evidence submitted Yes

[Evidence submited ]
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Decision making records |Yes |

|

|Review requests Yes
|Property concerns Yes

|Complaint allegations Yes

|Notice procedures Yes |

|Communications Yes
Defence Value Score

I Category Scorel

|Complaint Scope 10/10|

|Investigation Value 10/‘IO|

|Succession Process Analysis|[10/10 |

|Evidence Mapping 10/‘IO|
|Standalone Proof Value 8/10 |
|Stage 2 Importance 10/‘IO|

One-Line File Summary

File 03 contains 0 questions but 35-40 complaint issues, 40 succession evidence references,
multiple allegations, and numerous matters requiring investigation. Its purpose was not to seek
answers but to compel Enfield Council to investigate and provide findings on the issues and
evidence presented.

FILE 04: TIMELINE OF PROVEN FACTS

How The Chronology Disproved the Reasons Used to Refuse My Succession, And How the Stage 1
Investigator Failed to Recognise Those Facts

Purpose Of This File

| supplied this timeline so the Stage 1 investigator could follow the original emails, official
correspondence, applications, evidence submissions, and decisions in the exact order in which they
occurred.

The timeline was not simply background information. It showed how | entered a formal succession
process, how Georgina Solan managed that process, what evidence she requested from me, what |
supplied in response, what | was told about the continuing consideration of my application, and how
the council’s later reasons for refusing succession were contradicted by the evidence created during
that process.

The investigator was required to compare every reason used to refuse my succession against the dated
documentary record. Where the exhibits disproved a refusal reason, the investigator was required to
recognise that contradiction, put it to the relevant council staff, obtain their explanation, and make a
clear finding.

Instead, the Stage 1 response relied upon the council’s final position without properly addressing the
documentary events that showed why that position was wrong.

The central failure of the Stage 1 investigation

The Stage 1 investigator appears to have started from the council’s eventual conclusion that | did not
qualify for succession.

That was the wrong starting point.
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The investigator should have started with the original chronology and asked whether the council’s
stated reasons for reaching that conclusion remained credible when assessed against its own emails,
records, and requests for evidence.
My timeline showed that:

1) | Formally Requested Succession.

2) Georgina Solan Issued the Succession Application.

3) | Completed and Returned It.

4) She Acknowledged Receiving It.

5) She Requested Supporting Evidence.

6) | Supplied That Evidence.

7) She Requested Twelve Months of Bank Statements.

8) | Supplied Those Statements.

9) She Requested the Official Death Certificate.

10) | Supplied and Resent It.

11) She Expressly Referred to My Application as Being Considered.

12) | Supplied Further Evidence When the Original Decision Was Challenged.

13) Later Events Raised Serious Questions About Whether My Application and Evidence Had Ever

Been Put Through the Process | Had Been Led to Believe Was Taking Place.

These were not isolated facts. Together, they directly challenged the council’s later account of why my
succession failed.

Refusal Reason 1
The council treated my succession application as though it had not been properly made or
progressed.
What happened
On 11 May 2026, | formally requested commencement of the succession process. Georgina Solan
responded by sending me the council’s succession application and instructing me to return it with
supporting evidence.
On 18 May 2026, | returned the completed application, my supporting statement and occupation
evidence.
Georgina Solan then acknowledged receipt by writing:

e “Thanks for your application and supporting letter.”
She continued:

e “We can only consider your application once we have the supporting documents.”

Evidence relied upon
1) Emails 01, 01.1 and 02: formal succession request.
2) Email 03: succession application issued by Georgina Solan.
3) Emails 04, 04.1 and 04.2: completed application, supporting statement and evidence returned.
4) Email 05: receipt of my application and supporting letter acknowledged.

What this proved

The documentary record proved that | did not merely ask an informal question about succession. |
formally requested succession, received the official application, completed it, and returned it with
supporting material.

Georgina Solan’s own email confirmed that she had received my application and supporting letter.
Any later suggestion that there was no properly submitted application had to be reconciled with her
written acknowledgment.

What the investigator was required to establish
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The investigator was required to trace my completed application into the council’s records and
establish:

e Where they Logged it.

e Who Became Responsible for Assessing It.

e Where The Supporting Material Was Stored.

e Whether It Was Passed to Management and who that person is!

e And Why the Council’s Later Records Did Not Reflect the Process Confirmed In Georgina

Solan’s Own Email.

What had to be put to staff?
The investigator should have placed Emails 03, 04, 04.1, 04.2 and 05 before Georgina Solan and
required her to explain what she did with the application after acknowledging its receipt.

Stage 1 investigation failure
The Stage 1 response failed to reconcile the council’s later position with the written evidence proving
that my application had been issued, completed, returned, and acknowledged.
Countable Failures:
1) Failure To Address the Completed Succession Application.
2) Failure To Address Georgina Solan’s Acknowledgment of Receipt.
3) Failure To Identify Where the Application Was Logged.
4) Failure To Identify Who Assessed It.
5) Failure To Obtain or Record Georgina Solan’s Explanation.
Failure count: 5

Refusal Reason 2

The Council Said | Had Not Supplied Sufficient Evidence.

What Happened

After acknowledging my application, Georgina Solan told me that supporting documents were required
before it could be considered.

| responded by supplying 11 folders of identification, residence, and supporting evidence. | also made
clear that | could provide anything further immediately if required.

The following day, Georgina Solan thanked me for the additional documents and requested twelve
months of bank statements.

| supplied those statements.

She later requested the official death certificate. | supplied it and resent it.

Evidence relied upon
1) Email 05: supporting evidence requested.
2) Email 06: 11 folders of evidence supplied.
3) Email 07: twelve months of bank statements requested.
4) Email 08: bank statements supplied.
5) Email 09: receipt of the bank statements confirmed and further evidence requested.
6) Emails 15, 16 and 17: official death certificate requested, supplied, and resent.

What this proved

The correspondence proved that | repeatedly complied with the evidential requirements communicated
to me.

It also proved that Georgina Solan continued requesting increasingly detailed and private evidence as
part of the succession process.

If the council later concluded that my evidence was insufficient, the investigator was required to
identify:
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1) Precisely What Evidence Was Missing.

2) When | Was Told It Was Missing.

3) Why | Was Not Given an Opportunity to Supply It.

4) And How the Evidence | Had Already Supplied Was Assessed.

A bare statement that | had not provided sufficient evidence could not answer the fact that | supplied 11
folders, twelve months of bank statements, identification records, residence material, and the
requested death certificate.

What the investigator was required to establish
The investigator needed to identify:
1) The Contents of the 11 Folders.
2) Whether Every Folder Was Received.
3) Who Reviewed the Evidence.
4) What Conclusion Was Reached on Each Material Category.
5) Whether Any Evidential Deficiency Was Communicated to Me.
6) And Why No Assessment Record Explaining the Alleged Insufficiency Was Produced.

What Had to Be Put to Staff
Georgina Solan and the relevant decisionmaker should have been required to explain which evidence
was considered insufficient and why, with direct reference to the actual material | supplied.

Stage 1 investigation failure
The Stage 1 response relied upon alleged insufficiency without accounting for the volume and nature of
the evidence already submitted or identifying the particular evidential gap said to justify refusal.

Countable failures:

1) Failure To Examine The 11 Evidence Folders.

2) Failure To Identify What Evidence Was Allegedly Missing.

3) Failure To Identify Who Assessed the Supplied Evidence.

4) Failure To Explain How the Bank Statements Were Used.

5) Failure To Explain How the Death Certificate Was Used.

6) Failure To Identify Whether | Was Notified of Any Remaining Deficiency.

7) Failure To Obtain a Staff Explanation for Why Additional Evidence Was Requested but Later Left

Unaccounted For.

8) Failure To Make a Reasoned Finding on The Adequacy of My Evidence.

Failure count: 8

Refusal Reason 3

The Council Relied Upon 109 Burncroft Avenue to Reject My Claim

What Happened

The council later relied upon my connection with 109 Burncroft Avenue when refusing succession.

My evidence did not conceal that property. | addressed its history in my application and supporting
material. My case was that the existence of records connected to Burncroft did not, by itself, prove that
Burncroft was my principal home when my mother died.

The correct question was where | actually lived and maintained my principal home at the relevant time.

What The Timeline Was Designed to Prove
The timeline gathered the evidence connecting me to 23 Byron Terrace, including:
1) My Formal Statement That It Was My Home.
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2) Official Correspondence Sent There.

3) Council Records.

4) Evidence Of My Caring Role.

5) Evidence Of My Physical Presence.

6) Disability And Support Arrangements.

7) And The Evidence Submitted with My Application.
The investigator was required to compare that evidence with the council’s reliance upon Burncroft. The
existence of another tenancy or address record could not be treated as automatically deciding my
principal-home position without examining the facts of my actual occupation.

What the investigator was required to establish
The investigator needed to determine:
1) What Evidence the Council Relied Upon Regarding Burncroft.
2) What Period That Evidence Covered.
3) Whether The Council Distinguished Legal Tenancy Records from Actual Residence.
4) What Evidence Connected Me To 23 Byron Terrace.
5) Whether My Explanation of Burncroft Was Considered.
6) And Whether the Principal-Home Assessment Dealt with All the Relevant Evidence.

What had to be put to staff?
The decisionmaker should have been required to explain why the Burncroft records outweighed the
documentary evidence showing my occupation and life at 23 Byron Terrace.

Stage 1 investigation failure
The Stage 1 response failed to demonstrate a balanced comparison between the evidence concerning
Burncroft and the evidence showing that 23 Byron Terrace was my principal home.

Countable failures:
1) Failure To Distinguish Tenancy Records from Actual Occupation.
2) Failure To Assess My Explanation Concerning Burncroft.
3) Failure To Itemise the Evidence Connecting Me To 23 Byron Terrace.
4) Failure To Compare the Competing Address Evidence.
5) Failure To Identify the Test Applied to Principal-Home Status.
6) Failure To Explain Why the Burncroft Evidence Outweighed My Occupation Evidence.
7) Failure To Make a Reasoned Finding Based Upon the Complete Evidential Record.

Failure count: 7

Refusal Reason 4

The Council Later Relied Upon Principal-Home Evidence After Initially Relying Upon Burncroft
What Happened

The original refusal was connected to my Burncroft tenancy. The council’s later position was not
confined to that reason and placed greater reliance upon whether 23 Byron Terrace had been my
principal home.

That movement mattered because it changed what | was expected to answer.

A decision cannot be fairly defended by changing or expanding its reasoning after | provide evidence
challenging the original ground.

What the timeline proved
The timeline showed:
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1) What Reason Was First Communicated.

2) What Evidence | Supplied in Response.

3) How I Challenged That Reason.

4) What Later Reason Was Then Relied Upon.

5) And Whether | Was Given a Fair Opportunity to Answer the Changed Position.

What the investigator was required to establish
The investigator needed to compare the original refusal communication with every later explanation
and identify:

1) Whether The Refusal Reason Changed.

2) Who Authorised the Changed Reasoning.

3) What New Evidence Justified It.

4) Whether The New Ground Existed at The Date of The Original Decision.

5) And Whether | Was Given a Proper Opportunity to Respond.

Stage 1 investigation failure

The Stage 1 response failed to confront the movement between the original reason and the later
justification. Instead, it treated the final explanation as though it had always been the complete basis of
the decision.

Countable failures:

1) Failure To Identify the Original Refusal Reason.

2) Failure To Identify the Later Expanded Reason.

3) Failure To Compare the Two.

4) Failure To Determine Who Changed or Expanded the Reasoning.

5) Failure To Establish What Evidence Supported the Change.

6) Failure To Consider Whether | Had a Fair Opportunity to Respond.

7) Failure To Make a Finding on Whether the Refusal Was Being Retrospectively Justified.
Failure count: 7

Refusal Reason 5
The Council’s Final Conclusion Ignored Its Own Earlier Conduct
What Happened
The council eventually relied upon the conclusion that | did not qualify for succession.
That conclusion did not answer why Georgina Solan had:

1) Issued The Application.

2) Accepted Its Return.

3) Requested Supporting Documents.

4) Requested Bank Statements.

5) Confirmed Their Receipt.

6) Requested The Official Death Certificate.

7) Discussed A Left in Occupation Account.

8) And Expressly Stated That My Application Was Being Considered.

What this proved

The earlier communications did not automatically guarantee that succession would be granted. They
did, however, prove that the council was operating and presenting an active assessment process.

The investigator therefore needed to determine whether that process genuinely occurred and whether
the evidence collected through it was accurately assessed.
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Stage 1 investigation failure
The Stage 1 response used the final outcome to avoid examining the process that produced it.

Countable failures:

1) Failure To Examine Whether the Represented Assessment Occurred.

2) Failure To Account for The Evidence-Gathering Process.

3) Failure To Identify the Complete Decision Record.

4) Failure To Identify the Responsible Decisionmaker.

5) Failure To Evaluate the Final Conclusion Against the Earlier Correspondence.

6) Failure To Explain Why the Council’s Conduct and Final Account Were Consistent.

7) Failure To Determine Whether Staff Actions Contributed to The Refusal Outcome.
Failure Count: 7

Correct Format for The Remaining Timeline Entries

Each later entry should be kept sharp:

Date And Event

Evidence: exact email or exhibit.

What Happened

A short first-person account preserving the movement of events.
What This Disproved

The specific refusal reason contradicted by the evidence.

What The Investigator Failed to Recognise

The exact fact or contradiction left out of the Stage 1 response.
Countable Failures

Only the distinct omissions arising from that entry, without repeating failures already counted under an
earlier entry.

Refusal-Reason Audit Table

Refusal Reason or Evidence Investigator’s Omission Current
Council Position Contradicting It g Failure Count

My application was not ||Application issued,
properly made or returned, and
progressed acknowledged

No account of logging,
assessment, or decision route

Eleven folders, bank
| failed to provide statements, death No itemised assessment or
sufficient evidence certificate, and identified evidential gap

supporting material

Evidence concerning
Burncroft prevented my actual home and No balanced principal-home
succession occupation at 23 Byron ||Jassessment

Terrace

Later principal-home Chronology of original
reasoning justified and later refusal
refusal reasons

No examination of the
movement in reasoning

. Earlier council conduct .
The final refusal Process and final outcome not

. presenting an active .
answered the complaint reconciled
assessment
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Current preliminary 34
total

What This Total Means
The Present 34 is a controlled preliminary count arising from the refusal reasons identified above.
It does not include every possible administrative step. It counts the principal evidence-based
omissions that prevented the Stage 1 response from explaining:

1) Why The Council’s Refusal Reasons Remained Valid.

2) How My Submitted Evidence Was Assessed.

3) Why The Reasons Developed or Changed.

4) Whether The Promised Succession Process Actually Occurred.

5) And Why the Documentary Evidence Contradicting the Refusal Was Not Recognised.

The rest of 04. Timeline Of Proven Facts.pdf should now be processed in this same first-person form,
with each entry answering one central question:

Which reason used to refuse my succession did this evidence disprove, and how did the Stage 1
investigator fail to recognise and address that fact?

This version removes the oversized lists, keeps the focus on disproving the refusal, and makes every

counted failure directly relevant to the inadequacy of the Stage 1 investigation.

File 05. Requested Actions & Remedies.pdf

Statistical Analysis

| Category Count
|Pages 9
|Direct Questions Asked 1
|Remedies Requested 20+
[Authorities Identified 10+

|Compensation Categories ||4

|Policy Changes Requested||8

|Findings Requested Multiple

|New Evidence Introduced ||0

|Investigation Requests 5+ |

|Investigation Value High
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Conclusion

1. | do not uphold your complaint about the handling of the succession request.

2. | The Council considered the request, sought supporting evidence and reached a decision based
on the absence of sufficient evidence that the property was your only or principal home for the 12
months immediately before the tenant’s death.

3. | have therefore found no service failure in the handling of the succession matter and no basis to
recommend compensation or disciplinary action.

4. This concludes my investigation into your complaint. If you are not satisfied with the outcome,
you may request a Stage 2 review. Please explain which parts of this response you disagree with
and the outcome you are seeking.

5. | Any further documentary evidence relevant to your occupation of the property during the
qualifying 12-month period should be provided with your request.

6. | You can contact the Housing Ombudsman Service at any point during the complaint process for
guidance. Please note that it cannot investigate your complaint whilst your complaint is going
through our internal complaint’s procedure. Details can be viewed via www.housing-
ombudsman.org.uk

End
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