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and fact.
fact and truth on and for the record.

¢) An un-rebutted Affidavit stands as the truth
d) An un-rebutted Affidavit is the documented
e) All matters must be expressed to be resolved.
f) He who does not rebut the Affidavit agrees to it by default.
g) He who does anything by another’s hand is culpable for the actions of the other’s hand.
h) A security by way of a lien is, first and foremost, an agreement between the parties, as there is no disagreement between the
parties.
i) That he who stands as surety, by providing the security by way of a lien, stands in honour, as that surety is undertaken by
agreement, without coercion, duress, or protest, and without the threat of harm, loss, or injury, and, as such, stands in honour
for the harm, loss, or injury by their own hand.
That a security by way of a lien, which is a commercial process (including this Affidavit), is non-judicial and pre judicial,
and:

That no judge, court, government, or any agencies thereof, or any third parties whatsoever, can abrogate the Affidavit of Truth
and Statement of Fact of another, and;

That only a party affected by an Affidavit can speak and act for himself and is solely responsible for responding with his own
Affidavit of Truth and Statement of Fact, which no one else can do for him, where there is material, physical, and tangible
evidence and substance in fact, which definitively is a firm foundation to rebut the rebutted affidavit.

That these facts, which form the main body of this Affidavit of Truth and Statement of Fact, are as follows, and that the ma-
terial, physical, and tangible evidence and substance to support these facts is provided as exhibits and material, physical, and
tangible evidence and substance as a foundation of these facts.

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity as of the 3 March 2024 that this is a formal agreement between MRS
YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PLC Corporation/State whereby CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to stand as a surety for a security by the way of a lien for restoration for the crim-
inal offences of fraud and malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State.

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has never, at any time provided valid, presentable material evidence to suppaort the
claim of authority under UK Public General Acts—for which the mandatory requirement for HM Government
Corporation/State before any Acts and statutes can be legally acted upon—being the getting of the wet-ink consents of the
64.1 million 'governed' is required and that you had these consents, even if previously concealed, as presentable, material fact
before you brought your charges or made your claims..

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has never, at any time provided valid, presentable material evidence to support the
claim of exemption from the 1689 Bill of Rights Act & ; &. And exemption from the Abuse of Court Process ; &. And
exemption from the 1998 Public Interest Disclosure Act, for the acts of contempt perpetrated against us—including
concealment, that refusal to complete disclosure/discovery—*to interfere with justice® and that you had these consents as
presentable, material fact before you brought your charges or made your claims..

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has never, at any time provided valid, presentable material evidence to support the
claim of exemption from the 1677 Statutes of Frauds Act with a grant of Power of Attorney or contract for the trespass not
declared in signed writing—176 Anno vicefimo nono...or any uncertain Interest of, in, to, or out of any Messuages, Manors,
Lands, Tenements or hereditaments made or created by Libery and Seisin onely, or by parole, and not put in Writing, and
Signed by the parties to making or creating the same, or their Agents thereunto lawfully authorized by Writing, shall have the
force and effect of Leases, or Estates at Will only, and shall not either in Law or Equity be deemed or taken to have any other
or greater force or effect ; And of exemption—from the UK 1882 Bills of Exchange Act Section 23—Signature essential to
liability ; .

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has never, at any time provided valid, presentable material evidence to suppart the
claim of exemption under 1989 UK Law of Property (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act c.34, s.2—Contracts for sale etc. of land
to be made by signed writing .

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has never, at any time provided valid, presentable material evidence to support the
claim of exemption from the UK 2006 Companies Act, including section 44, the Execution of documents ; .

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has never, at any time provided valid, presentable material evidence to support the
claim of exemption under UK Public General Acts—from the UK 1998 Public Interest Disclosure Act, section 43B (1) ; he
disclosure, tends to show one or more of the following—(a)that a criminal offence has been committed, is being committed or
is likely to be committed, (b)that a person has failed, is failing or is likely to fail to comply with any legal obligation to which
he is subject, (c)that a miscarriage of justice has occurred, is occurring or is likely to occur ; And 2006 Fraud Act, including
sections 2-Failing to disclose information ; And 4-Abuse of position.

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO
OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has never, at any time provided valid, presentable
material evidence to support the claim of exemption under UK Public General Acts—1862 Conveyance of
Real Estates Act not least sections 138, 106 107 and 105— If in an Proceeding to obtain the Registration of
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an Land or any Land Certificate or Certificate of Title, or otherwise in any Transaction relating to
Land which is or is to be put upon the Registry, any Person acting either as Principal or Agent shall,
knowingly and with Intent to deceive, make or assist or join in or be privy to the making of any
material false Statement or Representation, or suppress, conceal, or assist or join in or be privy to the suppressing,
withholding, or concealing from any Judge, or the Registrar, or any Person employed by or assisting the Registrar, any
material Document, Fact, or Matter of Information, every Person so acting shall be deemed to be guilty of a Misdemeanor. ..
The Act or Thing done or obtained by means of such Fraud or Falsehood shall be null and void to all Intents and Purposes :

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has never, at any time provided valid, presentable material evidence to support the
claim

of exemption under UK Public General Acts—1862 Conveyance of Real Estates Act not least sections 105, 106 107 and 138
—If any Person fraudulently procures, assists in fraudulently procuring, or is privy to the fraudulent Procurement of any
Order of the Court of Chancery in relation to registered Land, or fraudulently procures, assists in fraudulently procuring, or is
privy to the fraudulent Procurement of the Entry on the Register of any Caveat or Notice of a Charge, or of the Erasure from
the Register or Alteration on the Register of any Caveator Notice of a Charge, such Person shall be deemed to be guilty of a
Misdemeanor ;and any Order procured by Fraud, and any Act consequent on such Order, and any Entry, Erasure, or
Alteration so made by Fraud, shall be void as between all Parties or Privies to such Fraud including concealment of any
Agreement, Or any collateral agreement Or promise Or Contract including for Sale of Land, of an accounting ledger showing
detail of a Contract/Agreement/Obligation, of mutual consideration shewn, all wet-ink signed to include an Outstanding
balance, balance due, Bills raised, outstanding, missed payments made, owed on your account, arrears—for us to peruse and
rebut.

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has never, at any time provided valid, presentable material evidence to support the
claim That the HM Courts & Tribunal Services Corporation/State is not inferior to or one sub-office of HM Government plc ;
And that the statement by the Hon. Sir Jack Beatson FBA, at that time the head of the judiciary, was false, in his address to
Nottingham University, the private corporations/states of the Executive and legislature are superior to the judiciary by way of
re-examination of the relationship.

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has never, at any time provided valid, presentable material evidence to support the
claim contra the statement made by Chandran Kukathas in possiting that HM Government plc is an entity, a
Corporation/State.

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has never, at any time provided valid, presentable material evidence to support the
claim of right to act in contempt of court—in concealment of valid, presentable material evidence—including that data
requested through Subject Access Requests, wet ink signed contracts, presenting signed Bills, all accounting documents,
ledgering AND HMCTS Case Management File—for the principal legal embodiment of us to peruse and rebut to the bias to
the detriment of MRS YVONNE HOBBS.

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has never, at any time provided valid, presentable material evidence to suppaort the
claim there is authority for MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Cor-
poration/State to wilfully and premeditatedly Act to cause alarm and distress which is a formally recognised act of terrorism
which is also a recognised criminal offence upon MRS YVONNE HOBBS without the presentment of the wet ink signed
consent of the 64.1 upon this land and including the wet ink signature of MRS YVONNE HOBBS and that you had these
consents as presentable, material fact before you brought your charges or made your claims.

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has chosen to enter into a lasting and binding tacit agreement through acquiescence
by not negating the facts presented in Exhibit (A), and MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to the criminal offences documented on and for the record in this
correspondence, thus establishing a formal agreement between the parties MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of
CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State and MRS YVONNE HOBBS on and for the public record.
Since there is no disagreement between the parties, this is a non-judicial matter by default.

It is now on and for the record and in perpetuity that all matters must be expressed to be resolved and MR CHARLES ALAN
NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State was offered an opportunity to resolve
(see Exhibit (B) as material, physical, and tangible evidence and substance and a foundation to this fact). Since it is MRS
YVONNE HOBBS who is the victim of these agreed criminal offences of MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of
CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State, then MRS YVONNE HOBBS has the right to redress and
choose the remedy for these agreed criminal offences.

It can be noted here, for and on the record, that the remedy for the criminal offence of fraud is seven to ten years’
incarceration, the latter where there are multiple instances of fraud. MRS YVONNE HOBBS is under no legal or statutory
obligation to observe and act upon the State policy regarding this matter and would consider that this extensive term of
incarceration would be an insurmountable encumbrance on the public purse. For these reasons, it is decided by MRS
YVONNE HOBBS to offer alternative remedy by way of a charge.

A second option was also proposed, which is by standing as a surety and, therefore, providing a security by
way of a lien, allowing MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State to regain honour without any cause for distress to MR CHARLES ALAN




NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
Exhibit (B)).

27. It is important to note here on and for the record that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the
position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has chosen by their actions not to resolve their debt
by way of personal cheque or a commercial instrument. It is also important to state here on and for the record that MR
CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has not
communicated by any means reluctance or objection to stand as surety and provide security by way of a lien on the estate and
future earnings of MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State extended to the future generations of MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State where the sins of the father are the sins of the sons to the seventh generation, and
where there may be an attachment of earnings on future generations of CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT).

28. MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has not
disagreed by any means of communication or correspondence to stand as surety for a security by way of a lien for their
criminal offences, which have been fully documented and declared by way of this affidavit. As a consequence of not
disagreeing with this proposed remedy, has formally agreed to this remedy to stand as surety, and agrees to be a security by
way of a lien, and once again stands in honour by their actions by accepting the proposed remedy in full knowledge and
understanding, without coercion or deception, and without the threat of harm, loss, or injury.

LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State. (see

To this effect, the following is now true and on and for the record that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEQ
OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to stand as surety and security by way of a lien to MRS
YVONNE HOBBS as follows:

Surety and security by way of a lien
—_—————————————

1. For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) of authority under UK Public General Acts—for which the man-
datory requirement for HM Government Corporation/State before any Acts and statutes can be legally acted
upon—being the getting of the wet-ink consents of the 64.1 million 'governed' is required and that you had
these consents, even if previously concealed, as presentable, material fact before you brought your charges
or made your claims. is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresenta-
tion. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES
ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million
Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00

2. For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00

3. For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that of exemption from the 1689 Bill of Rights Act & ; &. And
exemption from the Abuse of Court Process ; &. And exemption from the 1998 Public Interest Disclosure
Act, for the acts of contempt perpetrated against us—including concealment, that refusal to complete dis-
closure/discovery—‘to interfere with justice’ and that you had these consents as presentable, material fact
before you brought your charges or made your claims. is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and pre-
meditated fraud by misrepresentation. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to
formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00

4. Tor the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00

5. For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that of exemption from the 1677 Statutes of Frauds Act with a
grant of Power of Attorney or contract for the trespass not declared in signed writing—176 Anno vice-
fimo nono...or any uncertain Interest of, in, to, or out of any Messuages, Manors, Lands, Tenements or
hereditaments made or created by Libery and Seisin onely, or by parole, and not put in Writing, and
Signed by the parties to making or creating the same, or their Agents thereunto lawfully authorized by
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Writing, shall have the force and effect of Leases, or Estates at Will only, and
shall not either in Law or Equity be deemed or taken to have any other or
greater force or effect ; And of exemption —from the UK 1882 Bills of Exchange
Act Section 23—Signature essential to liability ; is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premedit-
ated fraud by misrepresentation. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to form-
ally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this is
an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the
position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that of exemption under 1989 UK Law of Property (Miscel-
laneous Provisions) Act c.34, s.2—Contracts for sale etc. of land to be made by signed writing is fraudulent
in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation. Where this is an agreed
chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position
of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that of exemption from the UK 2006 Companies Act, including
section 44, the Execution of documents ; is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud
by misrepresentation. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge
MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/
State Five Million Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) of exemption under UK Public General Acts—from the UK 1998
Public Interest Disclosure Act, section 43B (1) ; he disclosure, tends to show one or more of the following—
(a)that a criminal offence has been committed, is being committed or is likely to be committed, (b)that a per-
son has failed, is failing or is likely to fail to comply with any legal obligation to which he is subject, (c)that
a miscarriage of justice has occurred, is occurring or is likely to occur ; And 2006 Fraud Act, including sec-
tions 2-Failing to disclose information ; And 4-Abuse of position is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful
and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will
elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that of exemption under UK Public General Acts—1862 Convey-
ance of Real Estates Act not least sections 138, 106 107 and 105— If in an Proceeding to obtain the Regis-
tration of an Land or any Land Certificate or Certificate of Title, or otherwise in any Transaction relating to
Land which is or is to be put upon the Registry, any Person acting either as Principal or Agent shall, know-
ingly and with Intent to deceive, make or assist or join in or be privy to the making of any material false
Statement or Representation, or suppress, conceal, or assist or join in or be privy to the suppressing, with-
holding, or concealing from any Judge, or the Registrar, or any Person employed by or assisting the Re-
gistrar, any material Document, Fact, or Matter of Information, every Person so acting shall be deemed to
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be guilty of a Misdemeanor... The Act or Thing done or obtained by means of
such Fraud or Falsehood shall be null and void to all Intents and Purposes : is
fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepres-
entation. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR
CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State
Five Million Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that of exemption under UK Public General Acts—1862 Convey-
ance of Real Estates Act not least sections 105, 106 107 and 138—If any Person fraudulently procures, as-
sists in fraudulently procuring, or is privy to the fraudulent Procurement of any Order of the Court of Chan-
cery in relation to registered Land, or fraudulently procures, assists in fraudulently procuring, or is privy to
the fraudulent Procurement of the Entry on the Register of any Caveat or Notice of a Charge, or of the Eras-
ure from the Register or Alteration on the Register of any Caveator Notice of a Charge, such Person shall be
deemed to be guilty of a Misdemeanor ;and any Order procured by Fraud, and any Act consequent on such
Order, and any Entry, Erasure, or Alteration so made by Fraud, shall be void as between all Parties or Privies
to such Fraud including concealment of any Agreement, Or any collateral agreement Or promise Or Con-
tract including for Sale of Land, of an accounting ledger showing detail of a Contract/Agreement/Obligation,
of mutual consideration shewn, all wet-ink signed to include an Outstanding balance, balance due, Bills
raised, outstanding, missed payments made, owed on your account, arrears—for us to peruse and rebut is
fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation. Where this is an
agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the
position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) That the HM Courts & Tribunal Services Corporation/State is not
inferior to or one sub-office of HM Government plc ; And that the statement by the Hon. Sir Jack Beatson
FBA, at that time the head of the judiciary, was false, in his address to Nottingham University, the private
corporations/states of the Executive and legislature are superior to the judiciary by way of re-examination of
the relationship is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation.
Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES
ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million
Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corparation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this is
an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the
position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that the claim contra the statement made by Chandran Kukathas
in possiting that HM Government plc is an entity, a Corporation/State is fraudulent in nature which is also
wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we
will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Mil




lion Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
21. For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that of right to act in contempt of court—in concealment of valid,
presentable material evidence—including that data requested through Subject Access Requests, wet ink
signed contracts, presenting signed Bills, all accounting documents, ledgering AND HMCTS Case Manage-
ment File—for the principal legal embodiment of us to peruse and rebut to the bias to the detriment of MRS
YVONNE HOBBS is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation.
Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES
ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million
Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
22. For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
23. TFor the formally agreed wilful and premeditated Act of causing alarm and distress which is a formally recog-
nised act of terrorism which is also a recognised criminal offence. Where this is an agreed chargeable crim-
inal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OF-
FICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State A Hundred and Ten Million Pounds GBP
£110,000,000.00
24. For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00

Total agreed debt as resolution for the above listed criminal offences equals Two Hundred and Twenty Five million
pounds GBP
£225,000,000.00

29. In accordance with the traditions of this land and as this is a lien then this will be published in all the necessary places.

30. Ignorance is no defence for committing criminal acts. Considering the position of MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the posi-
tion of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State, MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEOQ
OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State should have shown more diligence and accountability in the office. It
is our considered opinion, due to the severity of the most grievous agreed criminal offences, that MR CHARLES ALAN
NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State is no longer a fit and proper person to
hold any trusted position in service in the office.

31. It can also be considered that since these most grievous agreed criminal offences have been committed in the office of
LLOYDS BANK PLC Caorporation/State which is detrimental to the function and the interests of LLOYDS BANK PLC Cor-
poration/State and that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PLC Corporation/State has acted in an ultra vires capacity in the position as CEO OFFICER for VLLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State and without the legal authority to do so, thus it can be concluded that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the
position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State could be held culpable for their actions as not in the
best interests of LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State

32. Let it be known on and for the record that MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has chosen, of their own free will, to stand as surety for a security by the way of a lien to the
amount of Two Hundred and Twenty Five million pounds GBP (225,000,000.00 GBP). From Exhibit (C) of this Affidavit,
in the House of Ward Affidavit of Truth and Statement of Fact, which is on and for the record, it is noted that the legal
tender or fiscal currency, which ever term is used, is representative of confidence, faith, and belief, so this surety for a secur-
ity by way of a lien is equal to Two Hundred and Twenty Five million pounds GBP (225,000,000.00 GBP) of confidence,
faith, and belief.

33. Let it be known on and for the record that confidence, faith, and belief are nothing of any material, physical, or tangible sub-
stance or evidence in fact.

34. Let it be known on and for the record that since MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this remedy of their own free will, in full knowledge
and understanding, without coercion or deception, and without threat of harm, loss, or injury, that MR
CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State
stands in honour, and their dignity is restored by their own hand in the community regarding this matter.

Silence creates a binding agreement.




Without ill will or vexation

So let it be said.
So let it be written.
So let it be done.

For and on behalf of the Principal legal embodiment by the title of MRS YVONNE HOBBS.
For and on behalf of the Attorney General of the House of Hobbs.

For and on behalf of Baroness Yvonne of the House of Hobbs

All rights reserved.




> House of Hobbs <

Keeper of the Keys

Exhibit (A)

Material evidence of claim by CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the

position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State.

and

Also Respondents correspondence By MRS YVONNE HOBBS




Guidance Notes for the Notice Appointment (with Bailiff) for Execution of Warrant of
Possession or Delivery

The entitlement to use force comes from the authority given by the person entitled to
possession, and not by virtue of the issue of the Warrant of Possession.

Whilst the claimant can authorise the bailiff to use reasonable force to carry out the eviction,
they are not empowered to instruct or order the balliff to use such force, reasonable or
otherwise.

Where the use of reascnable force becomes necessary, the bailiff will assess the situation
based on the Court Service Risk Assessment guidelines and use his/her judgment in
determining whether or not to proceed with the eviction.

If the bailiff decides that the use of force would be necessary, the bailiff will ask the
claimant/agent {in accordance with the confirmation slip on the EX96) to sign the
possession warrant giving authority to use force. If the authority is not forthcoming then the
bailiff will decide the appropriate action to take.

In the event of the bailiff deciding, in the interests of health and safety net to use reasonable
force sfhe will withdraw the eviction.

If the occupier(s) fail to vacate the premiges, the claimant mav aoply to the court for the

occupier's committal for disobedience of the possession order. (oee Bedl v Tuchy CA NJL

18 April p 587} {2002].
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13696813 10304/ 0000697

Notice of Appointment (with Bailiff)

for Execution of Warrant of Possession or Delivery

In the

County Court at Nuneaton

To the Claimant (or authorised representative)

Aberdein Considine
Merchant House
30 Cloth Market

The Court Office at
Warwickshire Justice Centra, PO Box 3878,
Vicarage Street, Nuneaton, CV11 4WX,
open between 10am and 4pm

Nuwicaste Uson Toiie Telephone | 0300 123 5577
NE1 1EE Number Fax: 02476 352835
Court Ref/ | 287/
| Balliff No. 2
Date 30 October 2023
Take notice that the undermentioned warrant will be executed by the bailiff of the court:
On 13 November 2023 (commencing} at 11:00
Appointmant:
Case No Warrant No. Clalmant's Name/ref Defandant Address (for appointment)
K1PP4006 5A365906 Lloyds Bank PLC / Mrs Yvonne Hobbs | 33 Lea Close
VREC/973545/Hobbs Comprised Under Title Number

LT148945

LE9 6NW

Broughton Astley

below)

*« A possassion warrant by itself does not give a county court bailiff authority to use force to
evict. However, the landlord or the landlord's agent can authorise the bailiff (and the Police,
if necessary) to use REASONABLE FORCE, if it becomes necessary.

« I you have any reascn to believe that the Balliff will encounter any difficulties that may
perhaps require additional bailiffs police assistance, please contact the Court Manager or
Bailiff Manager at the court immediately. (This must be a minimum of at least 5 working days
before the appointment to avoid postponement - *Please indicate that you have done so on the siip

. The appointment must be conflrmed by completing and returning the tear off slip below, to arrive at the court at

Confirmation of Bailiff's appointment
gnmg and returning to the court

the appointment on the date shown.
Any agent attending on my behalf will have my authority to authorise the bailiff

{and the police, if necessary) to use reasonable force to carry out the eviction.

Please compiete this slip in full befora si
| confirm that |, or my agent, will attend

Signed

least 3 warking days before the appointment date otherwise the appolntmant will be cancelled.
You may alse confirm your appalntment by logging onto hitps: : jalm. i
You should mest the balllff outside the premises at the address and time sta'lad

You should be able to provide him with evidencea of your identity.
In the case of a warrant of possession you should arrange to secure the premises against re-antry.

Dated

Claimant (or his authorised representative)

[:I *I consider that the bailiff may require assistance
in respect of Warrant No. 5A365906
and | confirm | have spoken to;

The Court Manager

Bailiff Manager

Oog

Other Court Office (Please specify)

In the

County Court at Nuneaton

Court Ref/ 28712

Bailiff No.

Claimant Lloyds Bank PLC
Claimant's Ref VREC/973545/Hobbs
Claimant's Tel No. |01916078460
Land Agent

Land Agent's Tel

No.

Appointment Date | 13 November 2023
Time 11:00

Pana 1 »f 2




Guidance Notes for the Notice Appointment (with Bailiff) for Execution of Warrant of
Possession or Delivery

The entitlement to use force comes from the authority given by the person entitled to
possession, and not by virtue of the issue of the Warrant of Possession.

Whilst the claimant can authorise the baliliff to use reasonable force to carry out the eviction,
they are not empowered to instruct or order the balliff to use such force, reasonable or
otherwise.

Where the use of reasenable force becomes necessary, the bailiff will assess the situation
based on the Court Service Risk Assessment guidelines and use his/her judgment in
determining whether or not to proceed with the eviction.

If the bailiff decides that the use of force would be necessary, the bailiff will ask the
claimant/agent {in accordance with the confirmation slip on the EX96) to sign the
possession warrant giving authority to use force. [f the autherity is not forthcoming then the
bailiff will decide the appropriate action to take.

In the event of the bailiff deciding, in the interests of health and safety net to use reasonable
force sfhe will withdraw the eviction.

If the occupier(s) fail to vacate the premises, the claimant may apply to the court for the
occupier's committal for disocbedience of the possession order. (See Bell v Tuohy CA NJL
18 April p 587){2002).
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.LOYDS BANK

Mrs Yvonne Hobbs : Lioyds DSAR Team
33 Lea Close Chariton Place (C42)
Leicester Andover,
LE9 BNW Hampshijre
SP10 1RE
16/10/2019

Our Ref: DSAR-80965

Data Subject Access Request (DSAR)
Dear Mrs Hobbs,

Thank you for Your request for the Personal data we hold for you. We have not been able 1o Process
your request because:

above address. Please alsg indicata what information ¥ou are lookin, for,
¥ g

We provide Personal Information held by Lloyds Bank BLE; relating to bank accounts, credjt cards,
loans ang mortgages, :

Data Subject ccess Request Team
Enclosures:

0913

(339



SUBJECT ACCESS NON-COMPLIANCE

(s45 Data Protection Act 2018)

To: Lloyds DSAR Team, Charlton Place (C42), ANDOVER, Hants., SP10 1RE [ Lloyds Bank plc,
Barnett Way, GLOUCESTER, GL4 3RL]

Ref: 42|0040|02
Requester Name: Yvonne Hobbs Date of Birth:

Address: 33, LE9 6NW

Dear Data Controller,
A valid subject access request was sent to you on 13" September 2019

You have failed to supply the data | requested within the statutory 1 month limit. | have
attached my original request with this letter. Please explain why you have failed to fully
comply with my subject access request. [It is noted that your letter seeking signatory
confirmation is only made on the deadline; the remainder of your letter breaches ICO
guidelines]. The data types you have failed to supply are listed below:

Each and any record of data in respect of the above requester.

| will allow you a further 7 days to respond, in full, to the original request or to provide me
with an explanation as to why my SAR has not been fulfilled.

If I do not receive any response from you, then | reserve the right under s51(1)(b) and
51(2)(a) of the Data Protection Act 2018 to ask the Information Commissioner to check
that the restriction imposed is lawful.

| also reserve the right to issue proceedings under s169 of the Act to seek compensation
for any damage (including distress) caused by your failure to comply.

Signed: Y. Hobbs Date: 27.10.19



42/@@4_0{04

12/NOV/19
Dear Sirs, Kira Kason,
REF: DSAR-80968

Please note the contents of your letter of 31.10.19 [received 12.11.19] are incorrect:-

1* ICO guidelines [refer to SAR request of 13.09.19] does not necessitate the requester to
complete your forms

% My full requirements were on the original request [refer to SAR request of 13.09.19] [and
also on the non-compliance] so the deadline remains in force from 13.09.19.

I shall be informing the ICO of your actions and will be taking up the matter as advised on my SAR &
Non-compliance complaint.

Yours sincerely,

Y. Hobbs



B iy ~—

Lioyds DSAR Team

Charlton Place (C42)
Ahdover #
“Hampshire
@ ; SR10 1RE
" A MSYV ne Hobbs & k.
22 Lea@lose ;
| Broughton Astley : : : R
~ LE96NW : »
: T : ' 15/10/2021
§ ; :
. RS Our Ref: DSAR-288454"
i} q & e e » “
E ___;’::;. . [ i e ol s 4
'/ ... Your Data Subject AEcess Request (DSAR) e '
§ R =
. Dear Ms Hobbs®
We acknowledge receipt of ygur request and will contact you in due course..
We have started requesting information on the account listed below: .
- eMortgage. .5_0@000536905984
[# el ™ To g:'dr‘ﬁply wifh th;%;téﬁdtec{c;ﬁ A& 2615_,{‘54; _iﬁ-{;rvmation requested will be sent fé-you
- by 05/11/2021. The due date may change if your request is identified as a complex but we will
F let you know before 05/11/2021. ' -

If you are registered as part of the Foreign Account Tax Compliance Act (FATCA) and would
like the data we hold regarding this, please call us on 0345 0707124. This will not be included
as part of your BPSAR request unless you contact us.

IF YOU WOULD LIKE THIS LETTER IN BRAILLE, LARGE PRINT OR AUDIO PLEASE CALL US ON:

e S == 0345 0707124

- ! If you have a hearing or spee'@ﬁ»impairmentyo'ij can contact us on 0345 732 3436 using Next Generation Text
. Relay ora text phone. Lines are open 24 hours a day, 7 days-aweek

.J

fa %
PP Lloy ds Banking Group plo is registered in $goﬂén5 no. SCBE00. Registered Qffice The Mound Edinburgh EH1 1YZ. Lioyds Bankis a trading name df Lloyds
_:"#‘ A" Bank plc, Bank of Scol nd pleand LIOyds’EankComcra'Le Markes plc. Liovds Bank plc. Registered Office: 25 Gresham Street. Londen EC2V THM. Regsteredn
- England and Wales no. o ! i : Th ind, Edinburgh EH1 1YZ. Registeredin Scotlend no. 5C327000. Lioyds Bank
! ) Carporate Marketspic. Regist ales no. 10399850 Authorised by the Prudential
o e Regulation Authority and regu Prudential Regulation Authority under registration number 119278, 169628and
i 763256 res%:gptivem e : : . '




Yvonne Hobbs

33 Lea Close BROUGHTON ASTLEY
LE9 BNW

bastleyellenine@protonmail.com

PRIVATE & CONFIDENTIAL

DAVID WILLIAM LEON CHALMERS (CEO)

LLOYDS BANK PLC

REGISTERED OFFICE: 25 GRESHAM STREET LONDON EC2V 7HN

DATE 04 December 2021
NOTICE OF CONDITIONAL ACCEPTANCE
NOTICE TO AGENT IS NOTICE TO PRINCIPAL NOTICE TO PRINCIPAL IS NOTICE TO AGENT

Dear LLOYDS BANK FPLC,
Re: 50000066905984

| hereby serve notice that | conditionally accept the alleged debt and will use my very best
endeavours to settle and close the account in the most expedient manner possible, upon receipt of
copies of the following items:

1. The original mortgage contract, signed by both parties and including all the individually negotiated
terms and conditions, as per section 2 of the Law of Property (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1989.
2. All bookkeeping entries associated with the alleged loan.

3. The original mortgage deed associated with the alleged loan, which must comply with section 1 of
the 1989 Act.

4. The insurance policy on the borrowers’ note associated with the alleged loan.

5. The call reports for the period covering the alleged loan.

6. The deposit slip for the deposit of the borrower's note associated with the alleged loan.

7. The order authorising the withdrawal of funds from borrower's note deposit account.

8. The account number from which the money came to fund the alleged loan to the borrower.

9. Any allenge, front and back, affixed to the borrower’s note for endorsements.

10. Verification that the borrower's note was a free gift to the alleged lender from the alleged
borrower.

11. The name and mailing location of the current holder of the borrower’s note.

12. The name and mailing location of the lender's chartered accountant and auditor for the period
covering the alleged loan.

Please deliver these reasonably requested items within 7 days of your receipt of this notice at the
mailing location provided herein. Failure to do so will comprise the tacit procuration of your agreement
that your company is unable to verify and validate the alleged loan, which may result in the initiation of
a commercial injury claim to cure the injury done to YVONNE HOBBS.

With sincerity and honour,

By: Yvonne Hobbs

Authorized Representative for YVONNE HOBBS

All Rights Reserved — Without Prejudice — Without Recourse — Non-Assumpsit
Errors & Omissions Excepted — Strictly no rights of Usufruct



 Yvonne : Hobbs
33 Lea Close BROUGHTOM ASTLEY LES9 6MNW

DOMINIC RAAB MP LORD CHANCELLOR and SECRETARY of STATE for JUSTICE and DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER
MINISTRY OF JUSTICE, 102 PETTY FRANCE LONDON SW1H 9AJ

DATE: 24" day of July 2022

GDPR - DPA 2018 Subject Access Request
Reference: 4PB36838 LLOYDS MALA IN SE CLAIMS
Our reference number 14-00-00-YMD 42-0040-05 LLOYDS MALA IN SE CLAIMS, EXCOMMUNICATION

INSTRUMENT from publick officer at QBD or OTHER PUBLICK COURT & contra law,RAIS'd & HELD COURT of EQUITY dispens'd mala in
se

Dear Sir or Madam,

I/we am/exe writing, formally, to make a ‘Subject Access Request’ for a copy of information that you hold and have held about me/us which Ise
am/gse entitled under the General Data Protection Regulation 2018.

You can identify my/esr records using the following information:

Full name: : Yvonne : Hobbs i
Address: 33 Lea Close BROUGHTON ASTLEY LES 6NW o

Please supply me/ss-the data about me/ss that I'swe am/ese entitled to under the data protection law includi\ng:”

Confirmation of the jurisdiction of ROYAL COURTS of JUSTICE to have the prayers of men laid befgre it, impeded and put to formality.
Confirmation of authority of THE RT HON SIR IAN DUNCAN BURNETT, KNIGHT, LORD CHIEF JUSTICE to deny men lay their prayers at
ROYAL COURTS of JUSTICE.

Confirmation the mala in se laid in prayer 4PB36838 LLOYDS MALA IN SE CLAIMS is dispensable by MASTER or sovereign or
any.

Confirmation the mala in se laid in prayer 4PB36838 LLOYDS MALA IN _SE CLAIMS dispens’d by MASTER is civil/equity matter.
Confirmation the mala in se laid in prayer 4PB36838 LLOYDS MALA IN SE CLAIMS is jurisdiction of MASTER and/or to dispense to
body corporate of COUNTY COURT to raise a court of equity.

Confirmation of the existence of data and information contained within the ¢ommon law court case management file.

Confirmation of the existence of data and information contained within the court case of case progression officer.

Confirmation of the obligation *existence’ of mala in se [criminal offence] to be heard as other to common law trespass.

Confirmation of the existence of your Section 151 officer and their details;

Confirmation of the authority of, MASTER and/or OTHERs ROYAL COURTS of JUSTICE at the sovereign’s court to trespass the Bills of Exchange Act
1882.

Please supply complete administrative and financial transactions; A copy of the instrument laid, its lawful consideration and rejection of my prayers; a
copy of my personal data and information comajneﬂ within the court case management file. A copy of the appointment of a case progression officer AND
A copy of all relevant law used in the pursuante of the alleged obligation AND a copy of obligation/ put forth by the body corporate named THE RT
HON SIR IAN DUNCAN BURNETT, KNIGHT, LORD CHIEF JUSTICE that contract usurp common law and binds men and the publick record
/LettersPatent/Charter for MASTER and OTHERS at QBD.

Please also supply the name of the processor of Data Subject Access Requests [DSAR] within your body corporate and, where a DSAR has previously
been made, the reason for failing to supply the requested information.

Please provide the mapping management process involved in the data usage;

Include the regulatory compliance process used to ensure sufficient governance is in place including proof of the Duties, Responsibilities and Obligations
of office anddicluding your Oath of office..

Include the'same for any third parties you provide/ have provided access to my/es data;

Include what your legal reason for holding such data, and any data you do not/did not have a legal reason to hold,

Please delete and provide necessary regulatory requirements to evidence the deletion of said data.

/s look forward to receiving your response to this request for data within one calendar month, per the General Data Protection Regulation.

With sincerity and honour,

By: : Yvonne : Hobbs Authorized

Representative for MRS ¥ HOBBS
All Rights Reserved — Without Prejudice — Without Recourse — Non-Assumpsit
Errors & Omissions Excepted — Strictly no rights of Usufruct



: Yvonne : Hobbs
33 Lea Close B ASTLEY LES 6NW

07 August 2022

Information Commissioner's Office
REGISTERED OFFICE:
Wycliffe House Water Lane Wilmslow Cheshire SK9 5AF

Dear Sirs,

—
I write to raise claims about ,-\(.\/
A7

MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN CEO LLOYDS BANK PLC CEO LLOYDS BANK PLC—DATA / SAR of
12 April 2021 d

\l
REGISTERED OFFICE: 25 GRESHAM STREET LONDON EC2V 7HN

This body corporate without authority, trespassed upon my property
#19 [unlawful taking of property
#24 contra law, taken my property under the protection of the sovereign and given it to others

#3d contra law has trespass'd causing harm and loss :( \\'
By: Yvonne : Hobbs Authorized \%
( A\

Representative for Yvonne : Hobbs
All Rights Reserved — Without Prejudice — Without Recourse — Non-Assumpsit
Errors & Omissions Excepted — Strictly no rights of Usufruct

-
I understand that the ICO may need to share the information I have provided so they can look into my
complaint, and have indicated any information or documents that I don't want the ICO to share. I understand
the ICO will keep the information relating to my complaint, including any documents for two years, or longer if
we both agree this to be necessary.y

#14 Claim they can trespass upon my property at will—have not shown me the law where my
property is theirs to usurp/take

Y

Enc. DATA / SAR of 12 April 2021
iR
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} A person is guilty of fraud if he is in breach of any of the sections listed on
subsection | 2) {which provide for different wavs of committing the offence).

(2) The sections are -

{a) section 2 (fraud by false representation},

{b) section 3 {fraud by failing to disclose information}, and
{¢) section 4 [fraud by abuse of position).

Private & International Law UNIDROIT PRINCIPLES OF INTERNATIONAL
COMMERCIAL CONTRACTS

Article 3.8 - Fraud

A party may avoid the contract when it has been led to conclude the contract by the
other party’s fraudulent representation, including language, practices, or fraudulent
nondisclosure of circumstances which, according to reasonable standards of fair
dealing, the latter party should have disclosed.

Article 5.1.3 - Cooperation between the parties

Each party shali cooperate with the other party when such co-operation may reasonably
be expected for the performance of that party’s obligations.

Article 7.3.4 - Adequate Assurance of Due Performance

A party who reasonably believes that there will be a fundamental non-performance by
the other party may meanwhile withhold its performance. Where this assurance is not
provided within a reasonable time the party demanding it may terminate the contract.

Article 7.4.1 - Right to damages

Any non-performance gives the aggrieved party a right to damages either exclusively or
in conjunction with any other remedies except where the non-performance is excused
under these principles.

Article 7.4.2 - Full compensation

(1) The aggrieved party is entitled to full compensation for harm sustained as a result of

the non-performance. Such harm includes both any loss which it suffered and any gain

af which it was deprived, taking into account any gain to the aggrieved party resulting

from its avoidance of cost or harm

{2) Such harm may be nonpecuniary and includes, for instance, physical suffering and s
emaotional distress,

Allegations: MIGEL MAURICE PUGH
Naotary Pulilic
37 Southgata Stresl
Winchagler
8023 9k
England
Unitad Kingdom
S B30, TVT BTTO32
nigel@notarywinchester.com




he following allegations arise from the conduct of Lien Debtor & the Agents af,

indirectly and/or directly, in relation to an alleged agreement between the parties,

having regard to ACCOUNT NUMBER 50000066905984.

1. There is no evidence to suggest that a legally enforceable original agreement is in
existence between the parties, and Lien Claimant believes that no such evidence exists.

2. There is no evidence to suggest that the allegedly outstanding balance £ 101,755.28
GHP on the above referenced account can be verified by Lien Debtor, and Lien Claimant
balieves that no such evidence exists.

3. There is no evidence to suggest that Lien Debtor’s valuable consideration pertaining
to the alleged debt can be validated upon reasonable request by Lien Claimant, and Lien
Claimant believes that no such evidence exists.

4. There is no evidence to suggest that Lien Debtor is not in multiple breaches of the
Office of Fair Trading’s Final Guidance on Unfair Business Practices (updated December
2006).

§. There is no evidence to suggest that Lien Debtor, by its dishonour of Lien

Claimant’s NOTICE OF CONDITIONAL ACCEPTANCE dated 04 December 2021, as well
as OPPORTUNITY TO CURE dated 11 December 2021 and NOTEICE OF

DISHONOUR dated 18 December 2021 respectively, is not concealing material facts

pertaining to any existing ang 1egally enforceables agreement between the parties. ar

Lien Claimant believes that no such evidencs £xisis.

6. There is no evidence to suggest that Lien Debtor lent its own money as adequate
cansideration to purchase the note (loan agreement) from Lien Claimant, and Lien
Claimant believes that no such evidence exists.

7. There is no evidence to suggest that Lien Claimant did not provide valuable
consideration to fund the alleged loan(s) from Lien Debtor, and Lien Claimant believes
that ne such evidence exists.

8. There is no evidence to suggest that Lien Debtor did not accept an item of value from
Lien Claimant that was used to give value to a cheque, electronic transfer or similar
instrument, of approximately the same value of the alleged loan{s), and Lien Claimant
believes that no such evidence exists,

9. There is no evidence to suggest that Lien Debtor followed UK GAAP {the Generally
Accepted Accounting Principles of the United Kingdom) in the execution of the alleged
lvan(s), and Lien Claimant believes that no such evidence exists.

10. There is no evidence to suggest that Lien Debtor’s chartered accountant and auditor
at the time of the alleged loan(s) can confirm that Lien Debtor followed UK GAAP in the
execution of the alleged loan{s), and Lien Claimant believes that no such evidence exists.

NIGEL MAURICE PUGH
fotary Putls
37 Southoets Shiset
Winsnest

5

+44{0VT7T1 BTT02E

nigel@natarywinchesier com




A
// 11. There is no evidence to suggest that the intent of the alleged loan agreement is that
// the party who funded the loan(s) is not the party that is to be repaid the money, and
/ Lien Claimant believes that no such evidence exists.

o
P
12, There is no evidence to suggest that all the material facts of the alleged loan(s}
agreement have been disclosed to Lien Claimant, and Lien Claimant believes that no

such evidence exists.

13. There is no evidence to suggest that Lien Claimant was obliged to lend the note to
Lien Debtor or another financial institution, in order to fund the alleged loan(s}, and
Lien Claimant believes that no such evidence exists.

14. There is no evidence to suggest that the original agreement (purported mortgage
note) has not been sold, altered or stolen, and Lien Claimant believes that no such
evidence exists.

15. There is no evidence to suggest that the alleged borrower (Lien Claimant] did not
provide the funds that the alleged lender (Lien Debtor) claims it lent to Lien Claimant,
and Lien Claimant believes that no such evidence exists.

16. There is na evidence to suggest that Lien Debtor does not owe Lien Claimant a sum
of money treble the value of Lien Debtor's invalid claim, plus the alleged amount

outstanding and Lien Claimant believes that no such svidence exists.

17. There is no evidence to suggest that Lien Claimant has not already procured the tacit
agreement of Lien Debtor that all of the allegations set forth in this Affidavit are
factually correct, true and complete, and Lien Claimant believes that no such evidence
exists.

LEDGERING

~ For the avoidance of doubt, this document is a security interest expressing the value of
Lien Claimant's natural, equitable and legal rights over all the property, income and
assets of Lien Debtor, to the value expressed within. Lien Claimant hereby charges this
instrument in the sum of TOTAL LIEN VALUE: GBP £ 334,595.91 GBP, subject to
additional default charges.

DEFAULT CONDMTIONS

Lien Debtor is given 21 days to deliver to Lien Claimant material evidence in support of

an appropriate point-for-point rebuttal under oath or affirmation of the foregoing
allegations. Failure to repudiate or rebut with material evidence every allegation made

will result in Lien Debtor becoming immediateiy liable for the payment of £ 334,595.91
GBP. Triple Damages of £ £ 1,003,787.73 GBP will also be added to the debt if Lien

Debtor's defauit is not cured. In the event that it is not cured within 90 days, Lien

Debtor becomes liable for Exemplary Damages of € £ 33,459,591.00 GEP 7

NIGEL MAURICE PUGH
Nolary Ful' s

802 i
Englamd

United Raadsm
Ay iV 87082
nigel@motarywinchestar.com

-




AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE & NON-RESPONSE
A Verified Plain Statement of Fact

I, Yvonne Hobbs, an adult flesh and blood man of sound mind, do state unequivocally
that I served the following documents on DAVID WILLIAM LEON CHALMERS, CEO of
LLOYDS BANK PLC (Respondent), by Royal Mail Recorded or Special Delivery:

1. NOTICE OF CONDITIONAL ACCEPTANCE DATED 04 December 2021, ROYAL MAIL
RECORDED DELIVERY BN255816615GB;

2. NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY TO CURE DATED 11 December 2021, ROYAL MAIL
RECORDED DELIVERY BN544097735GB;

3. NOTICE OF DISHONOUR DATED 18 December 2021, ROYAL MAIL RECORDED
DELIVERY BN544097749GB;

4. NOTICE OF LIEN INTEREST DATED 18 December 2021, ROYAL MAIL RECORDED
DELIVERY BN544097752GB

5. AFFIDAVIT OF OBLIGATION DATED 25 December 2021, ROYAL MAIL SPECIAL
RECORDED DELIVERY NY515446190GE;

6. NOTICE OF FAULT & OPPORTUNITY TO CURE DATED 15 January 2022, ROYAL MAIL
RECORDED DELIVERY BN544097770GB;

7. NOTICE OF DEFAULT DATED 05 February 2022, ROYAL MAIL RECORDED DELIVERY
BN544097766GB.

The Respondent has subsequently failed to deliver appropriate and timely responses to
any of the documents listed above.

AFFIRMATION

I hereby affirm and declare upon my own unlimited commercial liability and under
penalty of perjury, that the foregoing is true, complete and correct, and not misleading.

r..f sy L2 _-'f--\t",'.’z{,l-jf
w

By: Yvonne Hobbs Authorized

Representative for YVONNE HOBBS (Lien Claimant)

All Rights Reserved — Without Prejudice - Without Recourse — Non-Assumpsit
Errors & Omissions Excepted

VERIFICATION

Affirmed, autographed and sealed before me, R AEL MAv e PUGH

onthe <% day of the month of @Kﬂvé,“ﬁn the year two thousand and TWE~TY

Tt
Signed & Sealed By: /‘i\jﬁ- NIGEL MAURICE PUGH

fotary Pubhc

Notary Public N t §€ L mguvilice P UVGH

England

United Kinadem
+4UDTTY 977002

nigei@notanywinchester com

R RS, B 1 1.



Baroness.oftheHouseof+Hobbs_175_0L503@gmail.com
: 19 July 2023
To: CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT)
CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State
25 GRESHAM STREET LONDON [EC2V 7HN]

Lloyds Bank Secured Collections,
PO Box 548 LEEDS [LS1 1WU]

Lloyds Bank Central Bank -

pmstgo@lloydsbanking.com , pmstgmo@lloydsbanking.com ,

Your Ref: 50000066905984 “30 00 00 00353019"Co Reg ID:Corps reg ID}2065 , FCA 1D}119278

cc. King Charles, c¢/o Lord of the Privy Counsel Penny Mordaunt MP penny.mordaunt.mp@parliament.uk , GCT-
MiddleOffice@lloydsbanking.com, , rob.nixon@leics.police.uk , rob.nixon@leicestershire.pnu.police.uk ,
andrew.griffith.mp@parliament.uk , Lord Chief Justice contactholmember@parliament.uk ,
andrew.bridgen.mp@parliament.uk , alberto.costa.mp@parliament.uk, claudia.webbe.mp@parliament.uk
jon.ashworth.mp@parliament.uk , liz.kendallmp@parliament.uk ,

Our Ref: HOH—CHARLES ALAN NUNN LLOYDS BANK PLC CEO OFFICER—HOHO0175 05/MAY/23 Bill of £xchange
44543 /01 £33,459,591.00 ; And Promissory Note 45126-0L503 £108,960.61 19/JULY /23

By email and post
Dear MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN,
Please find enclosed payment and final settlement for reference 50000066905984.

We have noted as of this day the 19 July 2023 you have not paid the Bill of Exchange and should be obliged to receive same
by return post. Please could you advise if the payment is en route and to be made from your ‘central bank’ in Great Britain
of ‘Bank of England’?

No Assured Value. No Liability. No Errors and Omissions Accepted.
Without ill will or vexation

For and on behalf of the Principal legal embodiment by the title of MRS YVONNE HOBBS.
For and on behalf of the Attorney General of the House of Hobbs.
For and on behalf of Baroness Yvonne of the House of Hobbs.
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Order f . In the
rder for possession County Court at Nuneaton

Claim No. | K1PP4006

iC B )

AL

1st Claimant:  Lloyds Bank PLC

Ref: VREC/973545/Hobbs
1st Defendant: Mrs Yvonne Hobbs
Ref:

On the 20 July 2023, Deputy District Judge Oakes,
at the County Court at Nuneaton, Warwickshire Justice Centre, Po Box 3878, Vicarage

Street, Nuneaton, CV11 4WX.

Upon hearing Solicitor's Agent representing Lloyds Bank PLC

and upon Mrs Yvonne Hobbs not attending

This order has been made on discretionary grounds and the court orders that

1. The defendant give the claimant possession of 33 Lea Close, Comprised Under Title
Number, LT148945, Broughton Astley, LE9 6NW on or before 17 August 2023. '

2. The defendant pay the claimant £109,561.12 for Outstanding Mortgage Balance.
Dated 20 July 2023

To the defendant
The court has ordered you to leave the property by the date stated in paragraph 1 above.
If you do not do so, the claimant can ask the court, without a further hearing, to authorise a bailiff or High
Court Enforcement Officer to evict you. (In that case, you can apply to the court to stay the eviction; a
judge will decide if there are grounds for doing s0.)

The claimant will send you a copy of the bill of costs with a notice telling you what to do if you object to
this amount. If you do object, the claimant will ask the court to fix a hearing to assess the amount.
Payments should be made to the claimant, not to the court. If you need more information about making
payments, you should contact the claimant.

If you do not pay the money owed when it is due and the claimant takes steps to enforce payment, the
order will be registered in the Register of Judgments, Orders and Fines. This may make it difficult for you
to get credit. Further information about registration is available in a leaflet which you can get from any
county court office.

Need help with your problem?
You may qualify for help with the costs of legal advice or getting someone to speak or negotiate for you from Civil

Legal Aid. For further information please refer to www gov.uk/legal-aid.

N26 Order for possession Page 1 of 2

The court office at Nuneaton, Warwickshire Justice Centre, PO Box 3878, Vicarage Street, Nuneaton, CV11 4WX is open between 10am and
4pm Monday to Friday. When corresponding with the court, please address forms or letters to the Court Manager and quote the claim
number. Tel: 0300 123 5577.
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1348636/ 0104/ 0000335

HM Courts
& Tribunals
Service

Mrs Yvonne Hobbs
33 Lea Close
Broughton Astley 0000335

LE9 BNW @ -*

25 July 2023

Dear SirfMadam,

The County Court at Nuneaton
Warwickshire Justice Centre
PO Box 3878

Vicarage Street

Nuneaton

CV11 4WX

DX 701940 Nuneaton 2

Tel: 0300 123 5577

Fax: 02476 352835

Minicom VII: 0191 4781476

(Helpline for deaf and hard of hearing)
www.hmcourts-service.gov.uk

Our Ref: K1PP4006

Your Ref:

Please find enclosed documents relating to possession claim number K1 PP4006.

Yours Sincerely,

On behalf of the Court Manager of the County Court at Nuneaton

W
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INVESTOR IN PEOPLE
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33 Lea Close
County Palatine of Leicestershire {LE9 6NW}

Baroness.oftheHouseof+Hobbs_868_0L503@gmail.com
28 January 2024

To: MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN

CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Corporation/State

25 GRESHAM STREET LONDON [EC2V 7HN]

pmstgmo@lloydsbanking.com, GCT-MiddleOffice@lloydsbanking.com , Lloyds Bank Board member and HoL.
rep Huptonj@parliament.uk ,

Those with knowledge} Attorney General to King Charles}victoria.prentis.mp@parliament.uk,
Contempt.SharedMailbox@attorneygeneral.gov.uk , King Charles, c/o Lord of the Privy Counsel Penny Mordaunt

MP theenquiries@parliament.uk , Lady Chief Justice Sue Lascelles Carr c/o} contactholmember@parliament.uk ,
hlinfo@parliament.uk , Sir Geotfrey Charles Vos , Sir Julian Martin Flaux , Sir Antony James Zacaroli Court of Chancery c/o
rcjcompanies.orders@justice.gov.uk , rolls.ICL.hearings1@justice.gov.uk , Rishi Sunak's Anti-Fraud Champion Simon Fell MP
c/o} simon.fell. mp@parliament.uk ,Alex Chalk Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor c/o}

alex.chalk. mp@parliament.uk ,Leicestershire MPs c/o} andrew.bridgen.mp@parliament.uk , alberto.costa.mp@parliament.uk ,
claudia.webbe mp@parliament.uk , jon.ashworth.mp@parliament.uk , liz.kendall. mp@parliament.uk ,Chief constable
Leicestershire police c/o} rob.nixon@]leicestershire.pnn.police.uk , Lord Ken Macdonald } info@howardleague.org ,

Claire. Than@rcl.ac.uk , Lord Sumption c/o } oforig3@lsbu.ac.uk , beaumoca@lsbu.ac.uk , firm.queries@fca.org.uk , ico

Corps reg 1D}2065

STOCK EXCHANGE ID} FCA ID}119278

Your ref} Acts to interfere with justice thro use of HMCTS as private prosecutors, Wrongful entering of judgment, Abuse of court
process & of refusal to complete disclosure contra

Our Ref} HOH—CHARLES ALAN NUNN LLOYDS BANK PLC CEO OFFICER—HOHO868

Dear MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN,

Thank you for Under Your Ref} K1PP4006 Fraud, trespass and acts of violence upon our property real and corporeal Acts to
interfere with justice thro use of HMCTS as private prosecutors, Wrongful entering of judgment, Abuse of court process & of
refusal to complete disclosure/discovery—Acts with knowledge to interfere with justice contra, inc., the Abuse of the court system
—use of the processes of the court as a tool of extortion. We cite here Lord Sumption Crawford Adjusters v Sagicor General
Insurance , 1838 GRAINGER v. HILL and 1861 GILDING v EYRE which shews a malicious employment of the process of the
court ; &. And Acts contra the 1998 Public Interest Disclosure Act, section 43B (1), In this Part a “qualifying disclosure” means
any disclosure of information which, in the reasonable belief of the worker making the disclosure, tends to show one or more of
the following—(a)that a criminal offence has been committed, is being committed or is likely to be committed, (b)that a person
has failed, is failing or is likely to fail to comply with any legal obligation to which he is subject, (c)that a miscarriage of justice
has occurred, is occurring or is likely to occur ; &. &. And Acts contra the 1861 Forgery Act—Whosoever, without lawful
authority or excuse (the proof whereof shall lie on the party accused), shall in the name of any other person acknowledge any
recognizance or bail, or any cognovit, actionem, or judgment, or any deed or other instrument, before any court, judge, or other
person lawfully authorized in that behalf, shall be guilty of felony ; &. And Acts by claiming the solicitor—Abderdein Considine
? and you have the authority/Power of Attorney which you claim, intitules a disregarding of our right of peaceful enjoyment of
our property as owner per Land Registry, and constitutes wet ink signed contractual obligation upon us to you ; &. And Acts
contra the 1861 Forgery Act—Whosoever, without lawful authority or excuse (the proof whereof shall lie on the party accused),
shall in the name of any other person acknowledge any recognizance or bail, or any cognovit, actionem, or judgment, or any deed
or other instrument, before any court, judge, or other person lawfully authorized in that behalf, shall be guilty of felony thro
Lloyds thro Abderdein Considine thro HMCTS Nuneaton un named judge thro HMCTS Nuneaton bailiffs thro Leicestershire
police claim—in order to subjugate us in terrorem—thro instrument upon which there is claim of right to the “committal” of our
corporeal property ; & And acts of right of Lloyds thro Abderdein Considine thro HMCTS Nuneaton un named judge to use the
HMCTS Nuneaton un named judge as private prosecution service ; Here we cite from the 2019 case Bates and Others versus Post
Office Limited and 2021 case Josephine Hamilton and Others versus Post Office Limited whereby fraud by concealment of data
by Post Office Limited was found “no examination of the data, bugs, errors or defects...there was no proof of an actual loss as
opposed to an Horizon generated shortage. Even more alarming POL’s own investigator has reported there was no evidence of a
theft. We conclude Mrs Hamilton’s prosecution was unfair and an affront to justice.” ; & The judgment in Bates
v Post Office Ltd (No.3: Common Issues) [2019] EWHC 606 (QB) delivered by Mr Justice Fraser was highly
critical of the Post Office stating that it showed ‘oppressive behaviour’ in response to claimants who had been
dismissed for accounting errors they blamed on the Horizon system [§517]. He went on to say that the submissions




provided by the Post Office paid ‘no attention to the actual evidence, and seem to have their origin in a parallel world’ [§138], that
the Post Office ‘seemed to adopt an extraordinarily narrow approach to relevance, generally along the lines that any evidence that
is unfavourable to the Post Office is not relevant’ [§34], feared “objective scrutiny of its behaviour’ [§28] and operated with a
‘culture of secrecy and confidentiality’ [§36] ; We would refer you to the 1885 Weller versus Stone case which, drawing on the
Statutes 13E of Usury and 27E of Fraud whereby all the Judges of England agreed “yet where there is usury, or fraud, or covin ;
they may be averred so to be against any act whatsoever." ; &., Acts contra 1677 Statute of Frauds Act, 1882 Bills of Exchange
Act, 1989 Law of Property Act, 2006 Fraud Act—to cause us loss by concealment of data financial instruments to record and
show the receipt of our Notes, Bills, Liens and Affidavits. And acts of concealment contra 2006 Fraud Act by omission of the wet
ink signed contract , collateral agreements, Bills—Part 35, section 2 (1)A person is in breach of this section if he—(a) occupies a
position in which he is expected to safeguard, or not to act against, the financial interests of another person, (b) dishonestly abuses
that position, and (c) intends, by means of the abuse of that position—(i) to make a gain for himself or anather, or (ii) to cause loss
to another or to expose another to a risk of loss ; Citing a case before Sir John Stuart and discrete case before Lord Denning
1954, Lazarus v. Beasley “Fraud unravels everything” ; And acts contra the 1677 Statute of Frauds Act and 1689 Bill of Rights
Act for the acts of contempt perpetrated against—*to interfere with justice’ to proceed in oppression to sale— we cite Sir John
Stuart “when tender has been made the mortgagee has not entitlement to proceed to sale ‘ and we are alert again to the Post Office
Limited cases above where it was found similarly the “interference with justice AND oppression ; And we cite 1982 1 KB 245, 2
GIFF. 99 Where a mortgagee, after tender of his principal and interest... the Court set the sale aside against him and a person who
had bought with knowledge of the tender, 2. A purchaser who buys with knowledge of circumstances sufficient against the
mortgagee to invalidate the sale, becomes a party to the transaction and is not protected by the proviso that the purchaser need
make no inquiry. 3. Where the costs are unascertained and the security ample, a mortgagee, after a tender of principal and interest,
is not entitled to proceed with the sale ;  And the 1677 Statute of Frauds Act—176 Anno vicefimo nono ... or any uncertain
Interest of, in, to, or out of any Messuages, Manors, Lands, Tenements or hereditaments made or created by Libery and Seisin
onely, or by parole, and not put in Writing, and Signed by the parties to making or creating the same, or their Agents thereunto
lawfully authorized by Writing, shall have the force and effect of Leases, or Estates at Will only, and shall not either in Law or
Equity be deemed or taken to have any other or greater force or effect; &. And Acts contra 2006 Fraud Act Part 35, section 3—
Fraud by failing to disclose information A person is in breach of this section if he—(a) dishonestly fails to disclose to another
person information which he is under a legal duty to disclose, and (b) intends, by failing to disclose the information—(i)to make a
gain for himself or another, or (ii)to cause loss to another or to expose another to a risk of loss ; &. And Acts contra 1677 Statute
of Frauds Act, 1882 Bills of Exchange Act, 1989 Law of Property Act, 2006 Fraud Act—to cause us loss by concealment of data
financial instruments to record and show the receipt of our Notes, Bills, Liens and Affidavits ; &. And Acts of concealment
contra 2006 Fraud Act by omission of the wet ink signed contract , collateral agreements, Bills—Part 35, section 2 (1)A person is
in breach of this section if he—(a) occupies a position in which he is expected to safeguard, or not to act against, the financial
interests of another person, (b) dishonestly abuses that position, and (c) intends, by means of the abuse of that position—(i) to
make a gain for himself or another, or (ii) to cause loss to another or to expose another to a risk of loss ; &. And Acts to claim
power of attorney and authority contra, not least ,the 1862 Conveyance of Real Estates Act section 107—Nothing in this Act
contained shall entitle any Person to refuse to make a complete Discovery by Answer to any Bill in Equity, or to answer any
Question or Interrogatory in any Civil Proceeding, in any Court of Law or Equity, or in the Court of Bankruptcy ; &. And section
105— If in an Proceeding to obtain the Registration of an Land or any Land Certificate or Certificate of Title, or otherwise in any
Transaction relating to Land which is or is to be put upon the Registry, any Person acting either as Principal or Agent shall,
knowingly and with Intent to deceive, make or assist or join in or be privy to the making of any material false Statement or
Representation, or suppress, conceal, or assist or join in or be privy to the suppressing, withholding, or concealing from any Judge,
or the Registrar, or any Person employed by or assisting the Registrar, any material Document, Fact, or Matter of Information,
every Person so acting shall be deemed to be guilty of a Misdemeanor... The Act or Thing done or obtained by means of such
Fraud or Falsehood shall be null and void to all Intents and Purposes ; &. And Acts contra section 106—No Proceeding or
Conviction for any Act hereby declared to be a Misdemeanor shall affect any Remedy which any Person aggrieved by such Act
may be entitled to, either at Law or in Equity, against the Person who has committed such Act ; &. And Acts contra section 138—
If any Person fraudulently procures, assists in fraudulently procuring, or is privy to the fraudulent Procurement of any Order of the
Court of Chancery in relation to registered Land, or fraudulently procures, assists in fraudulently procuring, or is privy to the
fraudulent Procurement of the Entry on the Register of any Caveat or Notice of a Charge, or of the Erasure from the Register or
Alteration on the Register of any Caveator Notice of a Charge, such Person shall be deemed to be guilty of a Misdemeanor ; &.
And any Order procured by Fraud, and any Act consequent on such Order, and any Entry, Erasure, or Alteration so made by
Fraud, shall be void as between all Parties or Privies to such Fraud ; &. And claims of first hand knowledge of our indebtedness
by concealment of data contra 2018 GDPR Act ; And the consideration




not being stated ; &, And Acts contra the 1882 Bills of Exchange Act by omission granting of Our power of attorney” whereby
Our consent is not required ; &, And Bills to be predicated upon a wet ink signed contract and to be in Writing and signed ; &,
And acts contra 1989 Law of Property Act—Contracts for sale etc. of land to be made by signed writing ; &, And concealment
contra the 2006 Fraud Act , including section 2-Fraud by false representation, Failing to disclose information and s.7—making or
supplying articles for use in frauds ; &, And of perpetuating claims made thro WPC742 Caroline of WPC Charlotte speaking with
Councillor Kristofer David Wilson by “contacting the court for paperwork to sort this out” and them having the authority to say
the ‘paperwork “ is in order ; &, And Acts contra 2006 Companies Act—by omission of company documents bearing the
company seal or the wet ink signatures of the parties ; And acts contra 1984 County Courts Act 28 s.135—°Any person who—(a)
delivers or causes to be delivered to any other person any paper falsely purporting to be a copy of any summeons or other process
of [ the county court] , knowing it to be false; or (b) acts or professes to act under any false colour or pretence of the process or
authority of [ the county court]’ ; &, And Acts contra 2015 Criminal Justice and Courts Act—claiming authority for the use of
violence for securing entry may be granted by Lloyds Bank plc (claimant), claiming authority for the use of violence for securing
entry may be conferred to Bailiff 1-Lynne Chapman, 2-Ed Pearson, 3-Bailiff ; &. And claiming that having the use of HMCTS as
private prosecutor and wrongfully entering judgment, which is abuse of the court process but that you have authority to instruct
violence be committed against us and the HMCTS bailiffs have the power of violence and arrest which is a further abuse of
process &. And here we cite 1838 Grainger v Hill “ if the bailiff touch the person it is an arrest “ and we cite Lord Sumption 2014
Crawford Adjusters v Sagicor General Insurance ;

1. We have noted that Mr CHARLES ALAN NUNN is the claimant.

2.  We have noted a claim that Mr Charles Alan Nunn an employed officer within the Corporation/State intituled Lloyds Bank
has authority over our property corporeal, real, tangibile or property intangible.

3. We have noted a claim of a First hand knowledge.

4.  We have noted a claim of Power of Attorney, of authority upon and over Our private property of property including real, our
property of treasure and intangible property ; &. We have noted a claim of Power of Attorney, of authority upon by Steven
Morish, negotiator to auction upon and over Our private property to auction when you have been made cognizant and are in
full knowledge of ontra the 1677 Statute of Frauds Act and 1689 Bill of Rights Act for the acts of contempt perpetrated
against—*to interfere with justice’ to proceed in oppression to sale— we cite Sir John Stuart “when tender has been made the
mortgagee has not entitlement to proceed to sale * ; And Where a mortgagee, after tender of his principal and interest... the
Court set the sale aside against him and a person who had bought with knowledge of the tender, 2. A purchaser who buys
with knowledge of circumstances sufficient against the mortgagee to invalidate the sale, becomes a party to the transaction
and is not protected by the proviso that the purchaser need make no inquiry. 3. Where the costs are unascertained and the
security ample, a mortgagee, after a tender of principal and interest, is not entitled to proceed with the sale ;

5. We have noted a claim of exemption from the getting of wet ink autographed contract between the parties—and without
contract or agreement we become liable or beholden and must subjugate ourselves and be unto a Power of Attorney with your
corporation to have you dispose or sell at will our property ; And by your authority you create detrimental contracts which are
binding upon us ; And have exemption from disclosing, from where, if not us, you have obtain this authority, this Power of
Attorney.

6. We have noted a claim of exemption under the 1677, Statues of Frauds Act—upon any Agreement, Or any collateral
agreement Or promise Or Contract for Sale of Lands, &c. unless Agreement, &c. be in Writing and signed.;

7.  We have noted a claim of exemption—inc 1998 Disclosure Act 5.43b whereby admission of no evidence ‘disclosure’
whereby it tends to show—(a)that a criminal offence has been committed, is being committed or is likely to be committed,
(b)that a person has failed, is failing or is likely to fail to comply with any legal abligation to which he is subject, (c)that a
miscarriage of justice has occurred, is occurring or is likely to occur from where there is no material evidence —to support a
claim then the claim would be fraudulent in nature which is recognized fraud by misrepresentation, a known criminal offence
that is chargeable.

8. We have noted a claim of exemption under the 1862 Conveyance of Real Estates Act section 107 to make a complete
Discovery by Answer to any Bill in Equity, or to answer any Question or Interrogatory in any Civil Proceeding, in any Court
of Law or Equity—omissions including of instruments of wet ink sign’d seal’d court orders, warrants, our personal data
property Subject access [GDPR], shewing of indebtedness thro Bills predicated upon contracts, instruments of mutual
consideration, agreements, collateral agreements, Contracts for sale of our real property, Notes, financial instrument of tender,
Affidavits, Liens.

9. We have noted a claim of exemption under the 1862 Conveyance of Real Estates Act section 105 to put upon the Registry,
any Person acting either as Principal or Agent shall, knowingly and with Intent to deceive, make or assist or join in or be
privy to the making of any material false Statement or Representation, or suppress, conceal, or assist or join in
or be privy to the suppressing, withholding, or concealing from any Judge, or the Registrar, or any Person
employed by or assisting the Registrar, any material Document, Fact, or Matter of Information.
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We have noted a claim of exemption under the 1989 UK Law of Property (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act c.34, s.2—
Contracts for sale etc. of land to be made by signed writing.

We have noted a claim of exemption from the UK 1882 Bills of Exchange Act including Section 23--Signature essential to
liability

We have noted a claim of exemption from the 1677 Statute of Frauds Act and 1689 Bill of Rights Act and the 1862
Conveyance of Real Estates Act for the acts of where a mortgagee, after tender of his principal and interest and being a
person with knowledge of the tender, and to entice/collude with others to ‘buy’ our property

We have noted a claim of exemption from the 1677 Statute of Frauds Act and 1689 Bill of Rights Act for the acts of being a
person with knowledge of circumstances sufficient against the mortgagee to invalidate the sale—becomes a party to the
transaction and is not protected by the proviso that the purchaser need make no inquiry.

We have noted a claim of exemption from the 1677 Statute of Frauds Act and 1689 Bill of Rights Act for the acts of being a
person with knowledge of circumstances—where the costs are unascertained and the security ample, a mortgagee, after a
tender of principal and interest, is not entitled to proceed with the sale.

We have noted a claim of exemption from The Magistrates' Courts Rules 1981 Rule 95—every warrant under the Act of 1980
shall be signed by the justice issuing it ;

We have noted a claim of exemption from the UK 2006 Companies Act, section 44, the Execution of documents—the getting
of the wet-ink consent of MRS YVONNE HOBBS before any of their private charter ; OR the superior branches of Executive
or Legislature Acts or Statutes can be acted upon.

We have noted a claim of exemption from the UK 2006 Fraud Act, including section 2—Fraud by false representation ; And
section 7—Making or supplying articles for use in frauds

We have noted a claim of exemption from the UK 2006 Fraud Act, including Part 35 section 22 (1)}—A person is in breach
of this section if he—(a) occupies a position in which he is expected to safeguard, or not to act against, the financial interests
of another person, (b) dishonestly abuses that position, and (c) intends, by means of the abuse of that position—(i) to make a
gain for himself or another, or (ii) to cause loss to another or to expose another to a risk of loss ;

We have noted the omissions Under the UK 2018 Data Protection Act—Consents Protection of personal data. ;

We have noted a claim of exemption from providing equal contract or agreement consideration under their private charter
terms or articles.

We have noted a claim of exemption from the UK 2000 Terrorism Act for the repeated threats demanding payment for a
proscribed organization and, for the threats of the taking of our property including by the use of enforcers.

We have noted a claim made via Nuneaton bailiff Lynn Chapman of having spoken to —“the claimant”—and continuing we
have not paid when we made tender and were refused.

We have noted a claim made via unknown armed police man NL-A23 that the 1677 Statute of Frauds Act and the 1882 Bills
of Exchange Act are too old to be longer relevant

We have noted a claim made via unknown armed police man NL-A23 that the necessity for wet ink signatures upon contracts,
agreements or obligations is not relevant with his saying “we don’t do that any more”.

We have noted a claim made via unknown armed police man NL-A23 that the 2006 Fraud act has no bearing upon the matter
We have noted a claim made via WPC742 Caroline of “contacting the court for paperwork to sort this out” and them having
the authority to say the paperwork is in order.

We have noted a claim of exemption from providing a wet ink signed court order.

We have noted a claim made via armed police officer PCNL-E86 saying they were “not there to take sides but you owe the
bank and it is not for you to challenge a court order”.

We have noted a claim made via officer PC4186 upon being told of the fraud and collusion being committed that they “have
done an investigation” and then there is “no need to investigate as we know by knowledge”.

We have noted a claim made via armed police officer PCNL-E86 “they are empowered by the court, the court paperwork
empowers them to use force” against our corporeal property and our real property.

We have noted a claim of exemption for all disclosure including for the withholding under the UK 2018 Data Protection Act-
Subject Access Requests any and all requests for 'evidence’ including that ‘evidence' not used—including Consents Protection
of personal data and provision of personal data taken.

We have noted a claim that officers of the County Court Nuneaton Corporation/State, or any “court”, of HM Courts Tribunal
Services, of Ministry of Justice Corporation/State is not a sub-office of HM Government plc ; And We have noted a claim of
exemption from law of—Disagreements arising from ‘contracts'—being non-judicial and outside the scope of the private
courts of the judiciary.

We have noted a claim of exemption from the UK 2006 Fraud Act, including section 2-Failing to
disclose information
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34. We have noted a claim of exemption in presenting to us any and all valid, presentable material evidence including and all
wet-ink signed—contracts/obligations/agreements, Ledgering, indebtedness, mortgage account, breakdown of the total
amounts, credit scores, all Notes, Bills—and exemption from presenting this material evidence to the principal legal
embodiment of Mrs Yvonne Hobbs for their perusal and rebuttal.

35. We have noted a claim of exemption from the UK GDPR Act, including section 169—(ii)has acted outside, or contrary to, the
controller’s lawful instructions.;

36. We have noted a claim of exemption from the getting of the wet-ink consent of the 64.1 million 'governed' before any of HM
Government plc Corporation/state private charter, Acts or Statutes can be acted upon.

37. We have noted a claim of right to act in contempt of court to bias to the detriment of MRS YVONNE HOBBS

38. We have noted the further claims upon the documents hereto attached AND/OR omissions.

It is a Maxim of the rule of law that he who makes a claim also carries the obligation by way of the fact that a claim has been
made to present as material evidence, the material and factual substance of that claim. We would note that where there is no
material evidence to support a claim then the claim would be fraudulent in nature which is recognized fraud by misrepresentation,
a known criminal offence that is chargeable.

We would also draw to the attention of MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PLC Corporation/State the Baron David Ward Affidavit, served upon every MP in the office of HM Parliament Corporation/State.
This is a formal and legal process where, when left unrebutted on a point by point basis leads to a formal, legal agreement in fact
and law and we shall refer to it in detail from hereonin. The self intituled MPs who are employees of a private corporation, were
served the Affidavit again—in October 2022—without rebuttal. The link to the public notices is given here:
https://justpaste.ittMP SECURITISED LIENs And https:/tinyurl.com/BIT-LY-LINKS-LIENS-UptoDate

We have also noted and it is fact, that a Chief Executive Officer is culpable and liable for the activities of the staff of that
corporation which is why we write to you Charles Alan Nunn.

There is established a clear and noted obligation of service for MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER
for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State to provide the valid and presentable material evidence to support the claims being
made.

1. We have noted a claim of authority under UK Public General Acts—for which the mandatory requirement for HM
Government Corporation/State before any Acts and statutes can be legally acted upon—being the getting of the wet-ink
consents of the 64.1 million 'governed' is required and that you had these consents, even if previously concealed, as
presentable, material fact before you brought your charges or made your claims. MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the
position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO
OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this
claim.

From Exhibit (B). —Case Authority WI-05257F David Ward V Warrington Borough Council, 30thDay of May 2013.
Which is a case at court tribunal undertaken by recognised due process.

It is evident David Ward did not challenge the PCN or the traffic Management Act 2004 section 82 but the presumption of the
consent of the governed.

What is a mandatory requirement before the Acts and statutes can be legally acted upon is for the consent of the governed to
be valid and that it can be presented as material fact before any charges or claims can be brought.

It is clear from this case authority undertaken by due process that: -(1) It is illegal to act upon any of the Acts or statutes
without the consent of the governed [where the governed have actually given their consent] and that consent is presentable as
material physical evidence of the fact that the governed have given their consent. (2) Where the Acts and statutes are acted
upon then this is illegal and a criminal action by the Corporation/State. (3) The criminal action is Malfeasance in a public
office and fraud. (4) Where there is no consent of the governed on and for the public record then there is no governed and
where there is no governed then there is no government. The one cannot exist without the other-they are mutually exclusive.
(5) As this criminal activity is observed to be standard practice and has been for nearly 800 years, then this is clear observable
evidence to the fact that LAW is a presumption and there is no such thing as LAW. See Exhibit (A) the twelve presumptions
of law.

Without this legal consent—the circa 64.1 million wet ink signed consents of the Governed—there is
no legal authority under which there is a recognised officer of the Private Corporation/State that
carries the necessary legal authority to create culpability, liability or agreement or otherwise enforce




private corporate policy.

We refer you to the Baron David Ward unrebutted Affidavit Exhibit A—Formal challenge to the twelve presumptions of law.
We have challenged all the Presumptions of Law. We have since obtained Securitized liens, lawful instruments, without
most importantly any rebuttal and to this day not one piece of evidence of Corporate/State authority of Us has been presented.

We repeat, We formally challenge all presumptions of law and as we have formally challenged all the twelve presumptions of
law then the presumption of law formally has no substance in material FACT.

We will recognise the rule of law, when and only when there is the material evidence of that assumed rule of law has some
material evidence of substance in presentable material fact.

We refer you to Exhibit C of the David Ward Affidavit where Chandran Kukathas PhD details over 7 pages that the State is a
private corporation and specifically a legal embodiment by act of registration; And of no material substance.

Fraud however has been defined as a criminal act with full knowledge and intent to engage in criminal behaviour to benefit
one, at the expense of another. To bring about by an act of force, support of this fraud is also recognised as an act of
terrorism.

From Exhibit (C)}—The Material evidence of the FACTS.

In order to interfere with justice it is shown that, with knowledge, of the Fraud, trespass and acts of violence upon our
property real and corporeal is accomplished with the aid of others who become as culpable including thro the use of HM
Courts and Tribunal Services as private prosecutors.

In full knowledge of the process of the court and a deliberate abuse of that process—to have HMCTS act as a personal private
prosecution service, cheaper than the Royal Courts constitutes ABUSE of PROCESS for he has maliciously employed the
process of the court. We,cite the 2014 Lord Sumption Crawford Adjusters v Sagicor General Insurance, 1838 GRAINGER v.
HILL and here draw to the attention “but if the bailiff touch the person it is an arrest” akin to the POL cases , whereby
2019,2021 and since 1680s Post Office Limited, a corps, claims to have authority over people to investigate them, arrest them
and prosecute them and then wrest from those said prosecuted as much and any property of their choosing POL wishes and
1861 GILDING v EYRE “has maliciously employed the process of the court”™. This abuse applies to the 1677 Statutes of
Frauds Act and the failure to disclose or by omission, the concealment in for unjust enrichment.

It has been confirmed by the Rt. Hon. Lord Chief Justice Sir Jack Beatson FBA, on and for the record that:- (1) Whilst there
is no material and physical evidence presented to the fact that the governed have given their consent then the office of the
Judiciary has no greater authority than the manageress of McDonalds being as the office of the Judiciary is a sub office of a
legal embodiment by an act of registration where this act of registration creates nothing of physical material substance and
which is also fraud by default. Any objection to this observation of fact should be taken up with the Rt. Hon. Lord |Chief
Justice Sir Jack Beatson FBA, whereupon the Rt. Hon. Lord Chief Justice Sir Jack Beatson FBA would then have to present
the material and physical evidence that the governed have given their consents.

As the office of the Judiciary is nothing more than a private commercial and fraudulent enterprise built upon fraud and
criminal intent. This is by no stretch of the imagination a valid government by the people for the people as it is by default a
private company providing a judicial service for profit and gain but where there is also and always a conflict of interests—
where there is a conflict of interests between the needs of the people and the state (Corporate) Policy which has no obligation
to the people or even the needs and wellbeing of corporation staff. This has been confirmed by Chandran Kukathas of the
London School of Economics and state office titled the Department of Government.

Disagreements arising from ‘contracts’ are non-judicial and outside the scope of the private courts of the judiciary—these
being the sub-offices of the private Corporation/State of HM Government plc as shown above. As has been confirmed by the
esteemed Rt. Hon. Lord Chief Justice Sir Jack Beatson FBA the office of the Judiciary (Court) is a sub office of a Private
Limited corporation (HM Parliaments & Governments PLC) and that such an officer of a Private corporation court does not
have the status to give or grant a Court Order outside of that Private corporation Office. The use of HMCTS as private
prosecutors, shews those ‘acts’ fall in to the 2006 Fraud Act Part 35, section 3, as Mr Justice Fraser records within the Post
Office judgment ‘that the submissions provided by the Post Office paid ‘no attention to the actual evidence, and seem to have
their origin in a parallel world’ [§138], that the Post Office ‘seemed to adopt an extraordinarily narrow approach to relevance,
generally along the lines that any evidence that is unfavourable to the Post Office is not relevant’ [§34],

To bring about by an act of force, support of this fraud is also recognised as an act of terrorism
Under the




UK 2000 Terrorism Act, s.1,5—action taken for the benefit of a proscibed organisation It is evident from the omissions that
there is no wet-ink signed contract between ‘the parties’ including between the Carporation/State of HM Government plc and
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State or Us.

We have noted a claim of exemption from the 1689 Bill of Rights Act & ; &. And exemption from the Abuse of Court
Process ; &. And exemption from the 1998 Public Interest Disclosure Act, for the acts of contempt perpetrated against us—
including concealment, that refusal to complete disclosure/discovery—‘to interfere with justice’ and that you had these
consents as presentable, material fact before you brought your charges or made your claims.. MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN
in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Carporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of
CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support
this claim.

And to further underline the malfeasance being demonstrated by the taking of our property—intangible and real to ensure
subjugation and to extort us, we cite the 1677 Statutes of Fraud Act, Sir John Stuart and we cite Lord Denning 1956 Lazarus
v. Beazley while again referring you to the Facts including the }UK 2006 Fraud Act, Part 35, section 2—F RAUD by ABUSE
of POSITION (1)A person is in breach of this section if he—(a) occupies a position in which he is expected to safeguard, or
not to act against, the financial interests of another person, (b) dishonestly abuses that position, and (c) intends, by means of
the abuse of that position—(i) to make a gain for himself or another, or (ii) to cause loss to another or to expose another to a
risk of loss. (2) A person may be regarded as having abused his position even though his conduct consisted of an omission
rather than an act.

Fraud is a deliberate action to defraud where the victim of the crime is unaware having no knowledge of a situation or fact.
This crime carries a penalty of incarceration for 7 to 10 years and the latter, where there is multiple instances of. 64.1 million
people are subject to this crime everyday as it is now commonplace and is carried out by the largest and most ruthless
criminal company in this country. This same company is also a public office with the enforcement to execute this crime
which is inclusive of but not limited to:- The office of the police, The office of the Judiciary, Local government and central
government. Independent Bailiff Companies which are licensed by the same company.

We have noted a claim of exemption from the 1677 Statutes of Frauds Act with a grant of Power of Attorney or contract for
the trespass not declared in signed writing—176 Anno vicefimo nono...or any uncertain Interest of, in, to, or out of any
Messuages, Manors, Lands, Tenements or hereditaments made or created by Libery and Seisin onely, or by parole, and not
put in Writing, and Signed by the parties to making or creating the same, or their Agents thereunto lawfully authorized by
Writing, shall have the force and effect of Leases, or Estates at Will only, and shall not either in Law or Equity be deemed or
taken to have any other or greater force or effect ; And of exemption—from the UK 1882 Bills of Exchange Act Section 23
—Signature essential to liability ; MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PL.C Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this claim.

We now refer you to Exhibit (A) of the Affidavit which defines that profiteering contravenes the UK 2006 Fraud Act. We
should also point out to you that it is a direct contravention of the UK 2000 Terrorism Act, s.15 Fund raising is an offence if a
person invites another to provide money or other property and intends that it should be used for the purposes of terrorism.
Insisting or demanding payment without a pre existing commercial arrangement which is based on presentable fact in the
form of a commercial agreement is an act of deception. Payment is a commercial activity. We are not in the habit of
knowingly conspiring to fraud or knowingly funding terrorism. This action would also create a liability against us.

MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has made
claim/demand of indebtedness/for payment, but has not presented Us with a valid and legal Bill—predicated upon a pre
existing commercial contract or collateral contract or any agreement—which is recognised under the Bills of exchange act of
1882. Because there is no commercial arrangement in place under which to raise a Bill for a bill to arise is also a direct
violation of the 1882 Bills of Exchange Act. Additionally without the wet ink signed commercial arrangement and Bill
presented, this Act would also be a contravention of the UK 2006 Fraud Act and to demand payment—under threats—
contravenes the UK 2000 Terrorism Act. We are not in the habit of knowingly conspiring to fraud and/or terrorism. See
Bills of exchange act of 1882. http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Vict/45-46/61.

A claim of ‘contractual obligations being a non-judicial matter and UTTERING’ as act(s) contra the
1861 Forgery Act—Whosoever, without lawful authority or excuse (the proof whereof shall lie on
the party accused), shall in the name of any other person acknowledge any recognizance or bail, or
any cognovit, actionem, or judgment, or any deed or other instrument, before any court, judge, or
other person lawfully authorized in that behalf, shall be guilty of felony.




We have noted a claim of exemption under 1989 UK Law of Property (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act c.34, s.2—Contracts
for sale etc. of land to be made by signed writing . MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PLC Corporation/State to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this claim.

From Exhibit (D) of the Affidavit and Statement of Fact for Case Authority WI-05257F. 30d of May 2013 it is evident there
is due process for the execution of legal and commercial documents. Where these processes are not followed then the very
presence of a document which does not comply with these processes, is itself is the physical and material evidence of
Malfeasance in a public office and fraud. We would point your attention to the FACTSs that a corporation must execute
documents legally and failure to do so renders the documents non legal and void—(1) Under the law of England and Wales or
Northern Ireland a document is executed by a company—(a) by the affixing of its common seal, or (b) by signature in
accordance with the following provisions. (2) A document is validly executed by a company if it is signed on behalf of the
company— (a) by two authorised signatories, or (b) by a director of the company in the presence of a witness who attests the
signature. (4) A document signed in accordance with subsection (2) and expressed in whatever words, to be executed by the
company, has the same effect as if executed under the common seal of the company. The legal effect of the statute is that
documents and deeds must be signed on behalf of the company by a director in the presence of a witness, or by two
authorised signatories. Without adherence to these provisions no contracts can be considered duly executed by a company and
their terms are therefore legally unenforceable.

We would refer you to the 1885 Weller versus Stone case which, drawing on the Statutes 13E of Usury and 27E of Fraud
whereby all the Judges of England agreed “yet where there is usury, or fraud, or covin ; they may be averred so to be against
any act whatsoever." We cite 2019 Bates and Others versus Post Office Limited and 2021 Josephine Hamilton and Others
versus Post Office Limited whereby fraud by concealment of data was found ; We cite Lord Denning 1954, Lazarus v.
Beasley “Fraud unravels everything” ; And we cite Sir John Stuart “when tender has been made the mortgagee has not
entitlement to proceed to sale ‘ ; Continuing, in 1982 1 KB 245, 2 GIFF. 99 Where a mortgagee, after tender of his principal
and interest... the Court set the sale aside against him and a person who had bought with knowledge of the tender, 2. A
purchaser who buys with knowledge of circumstances sufficient against the mortgagee to invalidate the sale, becomes a party
to the transaction and is not protected by the proviso that the purchaser need make no inquiry. 3. Where the costs are
unascertained and the security ample, a mortgagee, after a tender of principal and interest, is not entitled to proceed with the
sale; And the 1677 Statute of Frauds Act—176 Anno vicefimo nono ... or any uncertain Interest of, in, to, or out of any
Messuages, Manors, Lands, Tenements or hereditaments made or created by Libery and Seisin onely, or by parole, and not
put in Writing, and Signed by the parties to making or creating the same, or their Agents thereunto lawfully authorized by
Writing, shall have the force and effect of Leases, or Estates at Will only, and shall not either in Law or Equity be deemed or
taken to have any other or greater force or effect ; We draw to your attention to the detail of the 11 March 2019 thro 2 July
2019 case reference HQ16X01238, HQ17X02637 and HQ17X04248 in the high court before Mr Justice Fraser of ‘Bates and
Others versus Post Office Limited’[POL]—a company wholly owned by HM Government—wherein despite the fraud and
circumvention of POL to conceal discovery, Bates and Others won their case. Mr Stuart Wentworth QC in questioning Mr.
Alan Bates cites an “information sheet”—which is not a contract of reciprocity—that ‘postmaster responsible for losses’.
Questioning Mrs Pam Stubbs she is referred by Mr Wentworth to section 19 paragraph 4 of a POL contract. Further in the 23
April 2021 appeal in the high court of ‘Josephine Hamilton and Others’ Mr Justice said in quashing their convictions for the
above ‘fraud and circumvention of POL to conceal discovery’ “there was no examination of the data, bugs, errors or
defects...there was no proof of an actual loss as opposed to an Horizon generated shortage. Even more alarming POL’s own
investigator has reported there was no evidence of a theft. We conclude Mrs Hamilton’s prosecution was unfair and an affront
to justice.” ; & The judgment in Bates v Post Office Ltd (No.3: Common Issues) [2019] EWHC 606 (QB) delivered by Mr
Justice Fraser was highly critical of the Post Office stating that it showed ‘oppressive behaviour’ in response to claimants who
had been dismissed for accounting errors they blamed on the Horizon system [§517]. He went on to say that the submissions
provided by the Post Office paid ‘no attention to the actual evidence, and seem to have their origin in a parallel world’ [§138],
that the Post Office ‘seemed to adopt an extraordinarily narrow approach to relevance, generally along the lines that any
evidence that is unfavourable to the Post Office is not relevant’ [§34], feared ‘objective scrutiny of its behaviour’ [§28] and
operated with a “culture of secrecy and confidentiality’ [§36] ; Further after the above cases and long after the acts of POL
against the sub post masters, it was brought to the attention of Lord James Arbuthnot and the POL Forensic accountant, that
within an independent legal advice report commissioned by POL in the Summer of 2013—and concealed by POL—that POL
were in full knowledge, and not only failed to disclose but continued their acts, along the lines of the unsafe convictions
already given to sub post masters and to those currently being pursued by POL. We cite Lord Arbuthnot ‘POL lied to and
were in contempt’. As stated above, it should also be kept to the forefront of mind that POL being owned by HM Government
and the judiciary being one sub-office of HM Government that HM Government was fully cognizant
with these matters throughout. Equally for those whose property including real property was wrested
from them on the claims and non disclosures—that is the concealment—{ for non disclosure seems
anodyne] of POL, HM Land Registry is also owned by HM Government, and a party to the fraud.
We, having previously cited cases where Charles A Nunn CEO of Lloyds bank, act contra, the 1677
Statutes of Frauds act including when in 1721 the Lord Chancellor dismissed the Bill, it appearing




that as the Agreement was made in Writing, it was unequal and against Reason. And 1720 Lord Macclesfield *Court of
Equity will not decree execution of articles where they appear to be unreasonable or are founded on a fraud—for that would
be to decree Iniquity. Sir John Stuart and Lord Denning 1956 [Lazarus vs. Beasley] "No court in this land will allow a person
to keep an advantage which he has obtained by fraud. No judgment of a court, no Order of a Minister can be allowed to stand
if it has been obtained by Fraud, fraud unravels everything..." And now we add the citation of Bates and Others vs. Post
Office Limited to an already large body of court case material. The fraud of concealment is of no less significance than the
fraud of presenting false instruments. That we have brought this to your attention, including the refusal of Charles Alan Nunn
contra 2018 GDPR Act and the controllers law is, it seems a further reason to act against us contra the 2010 Equality act for,
as in the cases of POL, Charles A Nunn CEO of Lloyds should they be able to substantiate their claims, would have no reason
for concealment or for the preventing of their further acts of fraud should they reveal, by disclosure, an absence of any lawful
right to act against us and our property—this includes the claims of Charles A Nunn CEO of Lloyds that they and their agents
have a right to use force against our corporeal property and our real property. A Court of Equity considers iniquitous those
contracts/agreements which appear to be unreasonable or are founded on a fraud—for that would be to decree Iniquity.

Referencing the UK 2006 Fraud Act, Part 35, section 2--FALSE REPRESENTATION A representation is false if—(a) it is
untrue or misleading, and (b)the person making it knows that it is, or might be, untrue or misleading. (3)“Representation”
means any representation as to fact or law, including a representation as to the state of mind of—(a)the person making the
representation, or (b)any other person.

We refer you to Exhibit C of the David Ward Affidavit where under the —Including the taking of Our property of data and
using it as your own without Our knowledge or consent, the threats against Our property and the further claims to benefit a
private Corporation/State and extorting money with neither signature nor contract is an act of force in terrorem.

We have noted a claim of exemption from the UK 2006 Companies Act, including section 44, the Execution of documents ; .
MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has an
obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State to provide the valid,
presentable material evidence to support this claim.

We have noted a claim of exemption under UK Public General Acts—from the UK 1998 Public Interest Disclosure Act,
section 43B (1) ; he disclosure, tends to show one or more of the following—(a)that a criminal offence has been committed, is
being committed or is likely to be committed, (b)that a person has failed, is failing or is likely to fail to comply with any legal
obligation to which he is subject, (c)that a miscarriage of justice has occurred, is occurring or is likely to occur ; And 2006
Fraud Act, including sections 2-Failing to disclose information ; And 4-Abuse of position MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of
CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support
this claim.

By failing to disclose all information including that which shews facts contra to your claims and by failing to supply
information under Subject Access Requests, these acts, for omission is still an act, brings in to force the of refusal to complete
disclosure/discovery—Acts with knowledge to interfere with justice contra, inc., the 1998 Public Interest Disclosure Act,
section 43B (1), In this Part a “qualifying disclosure” means any disclosure of information which, in the reasonable belief of
the worker making the disclosure, tends to show one or more of the following—(a)that a criminal offence has been
committed, is being committed or is likely to be committed, (b)that a person has failed, is failing or is likely to fail to comply
with any legal obligation to which he is subject, (c)that a miscarriage of justice has occurred, is occurring or is likely to

occur ;

Under UK 2006 Fraud Act, Part 35, section 3—Fraud by failing to disclose information A person is in breach of this section
if he—(a) dishonestly fails to disclose to another person information which he is under a legal duty to disclose, and (b)
intends, by failing to disclose the information—(i)to make a gain for himself or another, or (ii)to cause loss to another or to
expose another to a risk of loss.

We cite Lord Denning, Lord Chief Justice ‘1956, Lazarus v Beasley” “No court in this land will allow a person to keep an
advantage which he has obtained by fraud. No judgment of a Court, no Order of a Minister can be allowed to stand if it has
been obtained by Fraud, Fraud unravels everything.”

We would refer you to the 1885 Weller versus Stone case which, drawing on the Statutes 13E of Usury and 27E of Fraud
whereby all the Judges of England agreed “yet where there is usury, or fraud, or covin ; they may be averred so to be against
any act whatsoever." We cite 2019 Bates and Others versus Post Office Limited and 2021
Josephine Hamilton and Others versus Post Office Limited whereby fraud by concealment of data
was found ; Sir John Stuart and we cite Lord Denning 1954, Lazarus v. Beasley “Fraud unravels
everything” ; And we cite Sir John Stuart ‘when tender has been made the mortgagee has not
entitlement to proceed to sale * ; Continuing in 1982 1 KB 245, 2 GIFF. 99 Where a mortgagee, after
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tender of his principal and interest... the Court set the sale aside against him and a person who had bought with knowledge of
the tender.

We draw to your attention the 11 March 2019 thro 2 July 2019 case reference HQ16X01238, HQ17X02637 and
HQ17X04248 in the high court before Mr Justice Fraser of ‘Bates and Others versus Post Office Limited’[POL]—a company
wholly owned by HM Government—wherein despite the fraud and circumvention of POL to discovery, Bates and Others
were successful in exposing the fraud and concealment and usury and iniquitous contracts to the wider gaze. Mr Stuart
Wentworth QC in questioning Mr. Alan Bates cites an information sheet—which is not a contract of reciprocity—that
‘postmaster responsible for losses’. Questioning Mrs Pam Stubbs she is referred by Mr Wentworth to section 19 paragraph 4
of a POL contract. Further in the 23 April 2021 appeal in the high court of ‘Josephine Hamilton and Others’ Mr Justice said
in quashing their convictions for the above ‘fraud and circumvention of POL to discovery’ “there was no examination of the
data, bugs, errors or defects...there was no proof of an actual loss as opposed to an Horizon generated shortage. Even more
alarming POL’s own investigator has reported there was no evidence of a theft. We conclude Mrs Hamilton’s prosecution
was unfair and an affront to justice.”

We have noted a claim of exemption under UK Public General Acts—1862 Conveyance of Real Estates Act not least
sections 138, 106 107 and 105— If in an Proceeding to obtain the Registration of an Land or any Land Certificate or
Certificate of Title, or otherwise in any Transaction relating to Land which is or is to be put upon the Registry, any Person
acting either as Principal or Agent shall, knowingly and with Intent to deceive, make or assist or join in or be privy to the
making of any material false Statement or Representation, or suppress, conceal, or assist or join in or be privy to the
suppressing, withholding, or concealing from any Judge, or the Registrar, or any Person employed by or assisting the
Registrar, any material Document, Fact, or Matter of Information, every Person so acting shall be deemed to be guilty of a
Misdemeanor... The Act or Thing done or obtained by means of such Fraud or Falsehood shall be null and void to all Intents
and Purposes : . MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEOQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State
to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this claim.

And We would refer you to the 1885 Weller versus Stone case which, drawing on the Statutes 13E of Usury and 27E of Fraud
whereby all the Judges of England agreed “yet where there is usury, or fraud, or covin ; they may be averred so to be against
any act whatsoever." We cite 2019 Bates and Others versus Post Office Limited and 2021 Josephine Hamilton and Others
versus Post Office Limited whereby fraud by concealment of data was found ; We cite Lord Denning 1954, Lazarus v.
Beasley “Fraud unravels everything” ; And we cite Sir John Stuart ‘when tender has been made the mortgagee has not
entitlement to proceed to sale * ; Continuing, in 1982 1 KB 245, 2 GIFF. 99 Where a mortgagee, after tender of his principal
and interest... the Court set the sale aside against him and a person who had bought with knowledge of the tender, 2. A
purchaser who buys with knowledge of circumstances sufficient against the mortgagee to invalidate the sale, becomes a party
to the transaction and is not protected by the proviso that the purchaser need make no inquiry. 3. Where the costs are
unascertained and the security ample, a mortgagee, after a tender of principal and interest, is not entitled to proceed with the
sale; And the 1677 Statute of Frauds Act—176 Anno vicefimo nono ... or any uncertain Interest of, in, to, or out of any
Messuages, Manors, Lands, Tenements or hereditaments made or created by Libery and Seisin onely, or by parole, and not
put in Writing, and Signed by the parties to making or creating the same, or their Agents thereunto lawfully authorized by
Writing, shall have the force and effect of Leases, or Estates at Will only, and shall not either in Law or Equity be deemed or
taken to have any other or greater force or effect ; We draw to your attention to the detail of the 11 March 2019 thro 2 July
2019 case reference HQ16X01238, HQ17X02637 and HQ17X04248 in the high court before Mr Justice Fraser of ‘Bates and
Others versus Post Office Limited’[POL]—a company wholly owned by HM Government—wherein despite the fraud and
circumvention of POL to conceal discovery, Bates and Others won their case. Mr Stuart Wentworth QC in questioning Mr.
Alan Bates cites an “information sheet”™—which is not a contract of reciprocity—that ‘postmaster responsible for losses’.
Questioning Mrs Pam Stubbs she is referred by Mr Wentworth to section 19 paragraph 4 of a POL contract. Further in the 23
April 2021 appeal in the high court of “‘Josephine Hamilton and Others’ Mr Justice said in quashing their convictions for the
above ‘fraud and circumvention of POL to conceal discovery’ “there was no examination of the data, bugs, errors or
defects...there was no proof of an actual loss as opposed to an Horizon generated shortage. Even more alarming POL’s own
investigator has reported there was no evidence of a theft. We conclude Mrs Hamilton’s prosecution was unfair and an affront
to justice.” ; & The judgment in Bates v Post Office Ltd (No.3: Common Issues) [2019] EWHC 606 (QB) delivered by Mr
Justice Fraser was highly critical of the Post Office stating that it showed ‘oppressive behaviour” in response to claimants who
had been dismissed for accounting errors they blamed on the Horizon system [§517]. He went on to say that the submissions
provided by the Post Office paid ‘no attention to the actual evidence, and seem to have their origin in a parallel world’ [§138],
that the Post Office ‘seemed to adopt an extraordinarily narrow approach to relevance, generally
along the lines that any evidence that is unfavourable to the Post Office is not relevant’ [§34], feared
‘objective scrutiny of its behaviour’ [§28] and operated with a “culture of secrecy and
confidentiality’ [§36] ; Further after the above cases and long after the acts of POL against the sub
post masters, it was brought to the attention of Lord James Arbuthnot and the POL Forensic
accountant, that within an independent legal advice report commissioned by POL in the Summer of
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2013—and concealed by POL—that POL were in full knowledge, and not only failed to disclose but continued their acts,
along the lines of the unsafe convictions already given to sub post masters and to those currently being pursued by POL. We
cite Lord Arbuthnot ‘POL lied to and were in contempt’. As stated above, it should also be kept to the forefront of mind that
POL being owned by HM Government and the judiciary being one sub-office of HM Government that HM Government was
fully cognizant with these matters throughout. Equally for those whose property including real property was wrested from
them on the claims and non disclosures—that is the concealment—{for non disclosure seems anodyne] of POL, HM Land
Registry is also owned by HM Government, and a party to the fraud. We, having previously cited cases where Charles A
Nunn CEO of Lloyds bank, act contra, the 1677 Statutes of Frauds act including when in 1721 the Lord Chancellor dismissed
the Bill, it appearing that as the Agreement was made in Writing, it was unequal and against Reason. And 1720 Lord
Macclesfield ‘Court of Equity will not decree execution of articles where they appear to be unreasonable or are founded on a
fraud—for that would be to decree Iniquity. Sir John Stuart and Lord Denning 1956 [Lazarus vs. Beasley] "No court in this
land will allow a person to keep an advantage which he has obtained by fraud. No judgment of a court, no Order of a Minister
can be allowed to stand if it has been obtained by Fraud, fraud unravels everything..." And now we add the citation of Bates
and Others vs. Post Office Limited to an already large body of court case material. The fraud of concealment is of no less
significance than the fraud of presenting false instruments. That we have brought this to your attention, including the refusal
of Charles Alan Nunn contra 2018 GDPR Act and the controllers law is, it seems a further reason to act against us contra the
2010 Equality act for, as in the cases of POL, Charles A Nunn CEO of Lloyds should they be able to substantiate their claims,
would have no reason for concealment or for the preventing of their further acts of fraud should they reveal, by disclosure, an
absence of any lawful right to act against us and our property—this includes the claims of Charles A Nunn CEO of Lloyds
that they and their agents have a right to use force against our corporeal property and our real property. A Court of Equity
considers iniquitous those contracts/agreements which appear to be unreasonable or are founded on a fraud—for that would
be to decree Iniquity.

Referencing the UK 2006 Fraud Act, Part 35, section 2--FALSE REPRESENTATION A representation is false if—(a) it is
untrue or misleading, and (b)the person making it knows that it is, or might be, untrue or misleading. (3)“Representation”
means any representation as to fact or law, including a representation as to the state of mind of—(a)the person making the
representation, or (b)any other person.

We have noted a claim of exemption under UK Public General Acts—1862 Conveyance of Real Estates Act not least
sections 105, 106 107 and 138—If any Person fraudulently procures, assists in fraudulently procuring, or is privy to the
fraudulent Procurement of any Order of the Court of Chancery in relation to registered Land, or fraudulently procures, assists
in fraudulently procuring, or is privy to the fraudulent Procurement of the Entry on the Register of any Caveat or Notice of a
Charge, or of the Erasure from the Register or Alteration on the Register of any Caveator Notice of a Charge, such Person
shall be deemed to be guilty of a Misdemeanor ;and any Order procured by Fraud, and any Act consequent on such Order,
and any Entry, Erasure, or Alteration so made by Fraud, shall be void as between all Parties or Privies to such Fraud including
concealment of any Agreement, Or any collateral agreement Or promise Or Contract including for Sale of Land, of an
accounting ledger showing detail of a Contract/Agreement/Obligation, of mutual consideration shewn, all wet-ink signed to
include an Outstanding balance, balance due, Bills raised, outstanding, missed payments made, owed on your account, arrears
—for us to peruse and rebut. MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State
to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this claim.

We have noted a claim That the HM Courts & Tribunal Services Corporation/State is not inferior to or one sub-office of HM
Government plc ; And that the statement by the Hon. Sir Jack Beatson FBA, at that time the head of the judiciary, was false,
in his address to Nottingham University, the private corporations/states of the Executive and legislature are superior to the
judiciary by way of re-examination of the relationship. MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PLC Corporation/State to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this claim.

We have noted a claim contra the statement made by Chandran Kukathas in possiting that HM Government plc is an entity, a
Corporation/State. MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State
to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this claim.

In order to interfere with justice it is shown that, with knowledge, of the Fraud, trespass and acts of
violence upon our property real and corporeal is accomplished with the aid of others who become as
culpable including thro the use of HM Courts and Tribunal Services as private prosecutors. In full
knowledge of the process of the court and a deliberate abuse of that process—to have HMCTS act as
a personal private prosecution service, cheaper than the Royal Courts constitutes ABUSE of




PROCESS for he has maliciously employed the process of the court. We,cite the 2014 Lord Sumption Crawford Adjusters v
Sagicor General Insurance, 1838 GRAINGER v. HILL and here draw to the attention “but if the bailiff touch the person it is
an arrest” akin to the POL cases , whereby 2019,2021 and since 1680s Post Office Limited, a corps, claims to have authority
over people to investigate them, arrest them and prosecute them and then wrest from those said prosecuted as much and any

property of their choosing POL wishes and 1861 GILDING v EYRE “has maliciously employed the process of the court”.

We would draw attention to the Contempt of Court Reporting Restriction, "Civil contempt refers to conduct which is not in
itself a crime, but which is punishable by the court in order to ensure that its orders are observed. Civil contempt is usually
raised by one of the parties to the proceedings. Although the penalty for civil contempt contains a punitive element, its
primary purpose is coercion of compliance. We would add that the use of force in a civil matter is a wilful and belligerent
act of terrorism and the above Contempt of Court Reporting Restrictions further prevent a judge from holding us in contempt
in a civil matter.

11. We have noted a claim of right to act in contempt of court—in concealment of valid, presentable material evidence—
including that data requested through Subject Access Requests, wet ink signed contracts, presenting signed Bills, all
accounting documents, ledgering AND HMCTS Case Management File—for the principal legal embodiment of us to peruse
and rebut to the bias to the detriment of MRS YVONNE HOBBS. MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO
OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this claim.

Whilst we bring these your acts contra the Statures of your corporation and the corporation/state of HM Government to your
attention We would draw your attention to Exhibit (G) of the Affidavit of Truth and statement of Fact--A castle doctrine (also
known as a castle law or a defence of habitation law) is a legal doctrine that designates a person's abode (or any legally-
occupied place [e.g., a vehicle or workplace]) as a place in which that person has certain protections and immunities
permitting him or her, in certain circumstances, to use force (up to and including deadly force) to defend themselves against
an intruder, free from legal responsibility/prosecution for the consequences of the force used.[1] Typically deadly force is
considered justified, and a defence of justifiable homicide applicable, in cases "when the actor reasonably fears imminent
peril of death or serious bodily harm to him or herself or another".

Failure to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support the above listed claims made by MR CHARLES ALAN
NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State in the next seven (7) days will enter MR
CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State in to a lasting and
binding tacit agreement through acquiescence to the following effect:}

1. Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN
in the position of CEQO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of authority under UK Public
General Acts—for which the mandatory requirement for HM Government Corporation/State before any Acts and statutes can
be legally acted upon—being the getting of the wet-ink consents of the 64.1 million 'governed' is required and that you had
these consents, even if previously concealed, as presentable, material fact before you brought your charges or made your
claims. is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term of
incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter where there is multiple instances of, And there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for
commercial charges to the same degree.

2.  Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN
in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and premeditated agreed
fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term of incarceration of
twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement between MRS
YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to the same degree.

3.  Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of exemption
from the 1689 Bill of Rights Act & ; &. And exemption from the Abuse of Court Process ; &. And exemption from the 1998
Public Interest Disclosure Act, for the acts of contempt perpetrated against us—including concealment, that refusal to
complete disclosure/discovery—‘to interfere with justice’ and that you had these consents as presentable, material fact before
vou brought your charges or made your claims. is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and
premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term of incarceration of seven to ten years
and the latter where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement between MRS
YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO
OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for commercial charges to the same degree.
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Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and
premeditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term
of incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of exemption
from the 1677 Statutes of Frauds Act with a grant of Power of Attorney or contract for the trespass not declared in signed
writing—176 Anno vicefimo nono...or any uncertain Interest of, in, to, or out of any Messuages, Manors, Lands, Tenements
or hereditaments made or created by Libery and Seisin onely, or by parole, and not put in Writing, and Signed by the parties
to making or creating the same, or their Agents thereunto lawfully authorized by Writing, shall have the force and effect of
Leases, or Estates at Will only, and shall not either in Law or Equity be deemed or taken to have any other or greater force or
effect ; And of exemption—from the UK 1882 Bills of Exchange Act Section 23—Signature essential to liability ; is
fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term of incarceration of
seven to ten years and the latter where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement between MRS
YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PL.C Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for commercial
charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and
premeditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term
of incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of exemption
under 1989 UK Law of Property (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act c.34, s.2—Contracts for sale etc. of land to be made by
signed writing is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term
of incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for
commercial charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and
premeditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term
of incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of exemption
from the UK 2006 Companies Act, including section 44, the Execution of documents ; is fraudulent in nature which is also
wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term of incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter
where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES
ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for commercial charges to the same degree.
Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and
premeditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term
of incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PL.C Corporation/State that the claim of exemption under UK Public General Acts—from the UK
1998 Public Interest Disclosure Act, section 43B (1) ; he disclosure, tends to show one or more of
the following—(a)that a criminal offence has been committed, is being committed or is likely to be




12;

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

committed, (b)that a person has failed, is failing or is likely to fail to comply with any legal obligation to which he is subject,
(c)that a miscarriage of justice has occurred, is occurring or is likely to occur ; And 2006 Fraud Act, including sections 2-
Failing to disclose information ; And 4-Abuse of position is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud
by misrepresentation, which carries a term of incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter where there is multiple
instances of, and there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN
NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for commercial charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and
premeditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term
of incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of exemption
under UK Public General Acts—1862 Conveyance of Real Estates Act not least sections 138, 106 107 and 105— If in an
Proceeding to obtain the Registration of an Land or any Land Certificate or Certificate of Title, or otherwise in any
Transaction relating to Land which is or is to be put upon the Registry, any Person acting either as Principal or Agent shall,
knowingly and with Intent to deceive, make or assist or join in or be privy to the making of any material false Statement or
Representation, or suppress, conceal, or assist or join in or be privy to the suppressing, withholding, or concealing from any
Judge, or the Registrar, or any Person employed by or assisting the Registrar, any material Document, Fact, or Matter of
Information, every Person so acting shall be deemed to be guilty of a Misdemeanor... The Act or Thing done or obtained by
means of such Fraud or Falsehood shall be null and void to all Intents and Purposes : is fraudulent in nature which is also
wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term of incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter
where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES
ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for commercial charges to the same degree.
Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and
premeditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term
of incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of exemption
under UK Public General Acts—1862 Conveyance of Real Estates Act not least sections 105, 106 107 and 138—If any
Person fraudulently procures, assists in fraudulently procuring, or is privy to the fraudulent Procurement of any Order of the
Court of Chancery in relation to registered Land, or fraudulently procures, assists in fraudulently procuring, or is privy to the
fraudulent Procurement of the Entry on the Register of any Caveat or Notice of a Charge, or of the Erasure from the Register
or Alteration on the Register of any Caveator Notice of a Charge, such Person shall be deemed to be guilty of a

Misdemeanor ;and any Order procured by Fraud, and any Act consequent on such Order, and any Entry, Erasure, or
Alteration so made by Fraud, shall be void as between all Parties or Privies to such Fraud including concealment of any
Agreement, Or any collateral agreement Or promise Or Contract including for Sale of Land, of an accounting ledger showing
detail of a Contract/Agreement/Obligation, of mutual consideration shewn, all wet-ink signed to include an Outstanding
balance, balance due, Bills raised, outstanding, missed payments made, owed on your account, arrears—for us to peruse and
rebut is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term of
incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement between
MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for
commercial charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and
premeditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term
of incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of
CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
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PL.C Corporation/State that the claim That the HM Courts & Tribunal Services Corporation/State is not inferior to or one sub-
office of HM Government plc ; And that the statement by the Hon. Sir Jack Beatson FBA, at that time the head of the
judiciary, was false, in his address to Nottingham University, the private corporations/states of the Executive and legislature
are superior to the judiciary by way of re-examination of the relationship is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and
premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term of incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter where there
is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN
NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for commercial charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and
premeditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term
of incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim contra the
statement made by Chandran Kukathas in possiting that HM Government plc is an entity, a Corporation/State is fraudulent in
nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term of incarceration of seven to ten
vears and the latter where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS
and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and
premeditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term
of incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of right to act in
contempt of court—in concealment of valid, presentable material evidence—including that data requested through Subject
Access Requests, wet ink signed contracts, presenting signed Bills, all accounting documents, ledgering AND HMCTS Case
Management File—for the principal legal embodiment of us to peruse and rebut to the bias to the detriment of MRS
YVONNE HOBBS is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a
term of incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for
commercial charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and
premeditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term
of incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State THAT the above noted and
formally agreed fraud by misrepresentation and Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State is a
demonstrated intention to cause MRS YVONNE HOBBS distress and alarm, which is a recognised act of terrorism And that
there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position
of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand
for commercial charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEOQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that
the above wilful and premeditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated
Malfeasance in the office which carries a term of incarceration of twenty five years and the latter
where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE
HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for




LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Where there is a known crime there is an obligation to resolve. We would draw MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN attention to the
following public record. —
a. https://’www.youtube.com/watch?v=E545q2jAgeQ We would note here formally that the High Court Bailiff in this
matter re-evaluated his options and declared no goods to Levy
We would draw your attention to a recent perfected and published lien’s undertaken against officers of the Government.
b.  https://www.barondavidward.com/public/ And here: https://tinyurl.com/3mas98t5 And here: https://bdwfacts.com/wp-
content/uploads/2022/06/BIT LY LINKS LIENS-UptoDate.pdf,

https://www.facebook.com/groups/527118124607307/permalink/1194932514492528 https:/tinyurl.com/HOHO175-
LLOYDS-PUBLIC ;

We await your response. Silence creates a tacit and binding agreement through acquiescence.
No Assured Value. No Liability. No Errors and Omissions Accepted.
Without ill will or vexation

For and on behalf of the Principal legal embodiment by the title of MRS YVONNE HOBBS.
For and on behalf of the Attorney General of the House of Hobbs.
For and on behalf of Baroness Yvonne of the House of Hobbs.




33 Lea Close
County Palatine of Leicestershire {LE9 6NW}

Baroness.oftheHouseof+Hobbs_868_0L503@gmail.com
4 February 2024

To: MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN

CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Corporation/State

25 GRESHAM STREET LONDON [EC2V 7HN]

pmstgmo@]lloydsbanking.com, GCT-MiddleOffice@lloydsbanking.cam , Lloyds Bank Board member and Hol.
rep Huptonj@parliament.uk ,

Those with knowledge} Attorney General to King Charles }victoria.prentis.mp@parliament.uk,
Contempt.SharedMailbox@attorneygeneral.gov.uk , King Charles, c/o Lord of the Privy Counsel Penny Mordaunt

MP }heenquiries@parliament.ukLady Chief Justice Sue Lascelles Carr ¢/o} contactholmember@parliament.uk ,
hlinfo@parliament.uk , Sir Geoffrey Charles Vos , Sir Julian Martin Flaux , Sir Antony James Zacaroli Court of Chancery c/o
rcjcompanies.orders@justice.gov.uk , rolls.ICL.hearings1@justice.gov.uk , Rishi Sunak's Anti-Fraud Champion Simon Fell MP
c/o} simon.fell. mp@parliament.uk ,Alex Chalk Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor c/o}

alex.chalk. mp@parliament.uk ,Leicestershire MPs c/o} andrew.bridgen.mp@parliament.uk , alberto.costa.mp@parliament.uk ,
claudia.webbe. mp@parliament.uk , jon.ashworth.mp@parliament.uk , liz.kendall. mp@parliament.uk ,Chief constable Leicester-
shire police c/o} rob.nixon@leicestershire.pnn.police.uk , Lord Ken Macdonald } info@howardleague.org ,
Claire.Than@rcl.ac.uk , Lord Sumption c/o } oforig3@lsbu.ac.uk , beaumoca@lsbu.ac.uk , firm.queries@fca.org.uk , ico

Corps reg ID}2065

STOCK EXCHANGE ID} FCA ID}119278

Your ref}Acts to interfere with justice thro use of HMCTS as private prosecutors, Wrongful entering of judgment, Abuse of court
process & of refusal to complete disclosure contra

Our Ref} HOH—CHARLES ALAN NUNN LLOYDS BANK PLC CEO OFFICER—HOHO868

Dear MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN,

We have noted as of this day the 04 February 2024 there has been no response to our previous correspondence of the 28 January
2024. In the interests of clarity we repeat the same by presenting our letter of the 28 January 2024 again. In the interest of
candour we extend the deadline by another seven (7) Days.

We await your response. Silence creates a tacit and binding agreement through acquiescence.
No Assured Value. No Liability. No Errors and Omissions Accepted.
Without ill will or vexation

For and on behalf of the Principal legal embodiment by the title of MRS YVONNE HOBBS.
For and on behalf of the Attorney General of the House of Hobbs.
For and on behalf of Baroness Yvonne of the House of Hobbs.




33 Lea Close
County Palatine of Leicestershire {LE9 6NW}

Baroness.oftheHouseof+Hobbs_868 OL503@gmail.com
11 February 2024

To: MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN

CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Corporation/State

25 GRESHAM STREET LONDON [EC2V 7HN]

pmstgmo@]lloydsbanking.com, GCT-MiddleOffice@lloydsbanking.com , Lloyds Bank Board member and HoL.
rep Huptonj@parliament.uk ,

Those with knowledge} Attorney General to King Charles}victoria.prentis.mp@parliament.uk,
Contempt.SharedMailbox@attorneygeneral.gov.uk , King Charles, c/o Lord of the Privy Counsel Penny Mordaunt

MP }heenquiries@parliament.ukLady Chief Justice Sue Lascelles Carr c¢/o} contactholmember@parliament.uk ,
hlinfo@parliament.uk , Sir Geotfrey Charles Vos , Sir Julian Martin Flaux , Sir Antony James Zacaroli Court of Chancery c/o
rcjcompanies.orders@justice.gov.uk , rolls.ICL.hearings1@justice.gov.uk , Rishi Sunak's Anti-Fraud Champion Simon Fell MP
c/o} simon.fell. mp@parliament.uk ,Alex Chalk Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor c/o}

alex.chalk. mp@parliament.uk ,Leicestershire MPs c/o} andrew.bridgen.mp@parliament.uk , alberto.costa.mp@parliament.uk ,
claudia.webbe.mp@parliament.uk , jon.ashworth.mp@parliament.uk , liz.kendall. mp@parliament.uk ,Chief constable
Leicestershire police c/o} rob.nixon@]leicestershire.pnn.police.uk , Lord Ken Macdonald } info@howardleague.org ,
Claire.Than@rcl.ac.uk , Lord Sumption c/o } oforig3@lsbu.ac.uk , beaumoca@lsbu.ac.uk , firm.queries@fca.org.uk , ico

Corps reg ID}2065

STOCK EXCHANGE ID} FCA ID}119278

Your ref} Acts to interfere with justice thro use of HMCTS as private prosecutors, Wrongful entering of judgment, Abuse of court
process & of refusal to complete disclosure contra

Our Ref} HOH—CHARLES ALAN NUNN LLOYDS BANK PLC CEO OFFICER—HOHO0868
Dear MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN,

We have noted as of this day the 11 February 2024 that there has been no response to our previous correspondence of the 28
January 2024 and, 4 February 2024 respectively. In the interests of clarity we repeat the same by presenting our letter of the 28
January 2024 again. In the interest of candour we extend the deadline by another seven (7) Days.

We await your response. Silence creates a tacit and binding agreement through acquiescence.
No Assured Value. No Liability. No Errors and Omissions Accepted.
Without ill will or vexation

For and on behalf of the Principal legal embodiment by the title of MRS YVONNE HOBBS.
For and on behalf of the Attorney General of the House of Hobbs.
For and on behalf of Baroness Yvonne of the House of Hobbs.
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33 Lea Close
County Palatine of Leicestershire {LE9 6NW}

Baroness.oftheHouseof+Hobbs_868_0L503@gmail.com
18 February 2024

To: MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN

CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Corporation/State

25 GRESHAM STREET LONDON [EC2V 7HN]

pmstgmo(@lloydsbanking.com, GCT-MiddleOffice@lloydsbanking.com , Lloyds Bank Board member and HoL.
rep Huptonj@parliament.uk ,

Those with knowledge} Attorney General to King Charles}victoria.prentis.mp@parliament.uk,
Contempt.SharedMailbox@attorneygeneral.gov.uk , King Charles, c/o Lord of the Privy Counsel Penny Mordaunt

MP }hcenquiries@parliament.ukLady Chief Justice Sue Lascelles Carr c/o} contactholmember@parliament.uk ,
hlinfo@parliament.uk , Sir Geoffrey Charles Vos , Sir Julian Martin Flaux , Sir Antony James Zacaroli Court of Chancery c/o
rcjcompanies.orders@justice.gov.uk , rolls.ICL.hearings1@justice.gov.uk , Rishi Sunak's Anti-Fraud Champion Simon Fell MP
c/o} simon.fell. mp@parliament.uk ,Alex Chalk Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor c/o}

alex.chalk. mp@parliament.uk ,Leicestershire MPs c/o} andrew.bridgen.mp@parliament.uk , alberto.costa.mp(@parliament.uk ,
claudia.webbe.mp@parliament.uk , jon.ashworth.mp@parliament.uk , liz.kendall. mp@parliament.uk ,Chief constable Leicester-
shire police c/o} rob.nixon@leicestershire.pnn.police.uk , Lord Ken Macdonald } info@howardleague.org ,
Claire.Than@rcl.ac.uk , Lord Sumption c/o } oforig3@lsbu.ac.uk , beaumoca@lsbu.ac.uk , firm.queries@fca.org.uk , ico

Corps reg ID}2065

STOCK EXCHANGE ID} FCA ID}119278

Your ref} Acts to interfere with justice thro use of HMCTS as private prosecutors, Wrongful entering of judgment, Abuse of court
process & of refusal to complete disclosure contra

Our Ref} HOH—CHARLES ALAN NUNN LLOYDS BANK PLC CEO OFFICER—HOHO868

Dear MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN,

We have noted as of this day the 18 February 2024 that there has been no legal response to our previous correspondence dated the
28 January 2024, 4 February 2024 and 11 February 2024 respectively. There is now a formal agreement due to the absence of any
valid material legal evidence.

If there is a crime to be redressed then it is important to comprehend the full extent of the crime before a solution or a remedy can
be executed. You CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) CEO OFFICER have already been instrumental in this remedy as
you have provided vital material evidence which is a part of the solution or remedy. For this material evidence, we thank you.

This may not be evident at first but the solution or remedy will benefit all including yourself. Complex matters have complex
solutions, we can assure you that this solution is complex and these complexities may not be comprehended at first.

In the interests of candour and clarity:

It is a maxim of the rule of law that whomsoever brings a claim has the obligation to provide the material substance of that claim,
else the claim is fraudulent in nature which is fraud by Misrepresentation and Malfeasance in the office. In addition to this an act
of force where there is no material evidence and substance to a valid claim is also an act in terrorem, a wilful and belligerent
act of terrorism.

There is therefore a formal legal requirement for MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corparation/State to present the valid material evidence to the following effect.

1. We have noted a claim of authority under UK Public General Acts—for which the mandatory requirement for HM Govern-
ment Corporation/State before any Acts and statutes can be legally acted upon—being the getting of the wet-ink consents of
the 64.1 million 'governed' is required and that you had these consents, even if previously concealed, as presentable, material
fact before you brought your charges or made your claims. MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER
for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this claim.

From Exhibit (B). —Case Authority WI-05257F David Ward V Warrington Borough Council, 30thDay
of May 2013. Which is a case at court tribunal undertaken by recognised due process.

It is evident David Ward did not challenge the PCN or the traffic Management Act 2004 section 82 but
the presumption of the consent of the governed.




What is a mandatory requirement before the
Acts and statutes can be legally acted upon is
for the consent of the governed to be valid and
that it can be presented as material fact before any charges or claims can be brought.

It is clear from this case authority undertaken by due process that: -(1) It is illegal to act upon any of the Acts or statutes
without the consent of the governed [where the governed have actually given their consent] and that consent is presentable as
material physical evidence of the fact that the governed have given their consent. (2) Where the Acts and statutes are acted
upon then this is illegal and a criminal action by the Corporation/State. (3) The criminal action is Malfeasance in a public of-
fice and fraud. (4) Where there is no consent of the governed on and for the public record then there is no governed and where
there is no governed then there is no government. The one cannot exist without the other-they are mutually exclusive. (5) As
this criminal activity is observed to be standard practice and has been for nearly 800 years, then this is clear observable evid-
ence to the fact that LAW is a presumption and there is no such thing as LAW. See Exhibit (A) the twelve presumptions of
law.

Without this legal consent—the circa 64.1 million wet ink signed consents of the Governed—there is no legal authority under
which there is a recognised officer of the Private Corporation/State that carries the necessary legal authority to create culpab-
ility, liability or agreement or otherwise enforce private corporate policy.

We refer you to the Baron David Ward unrebutted Affidavit Exhibit A—Formal challenge to the twelve presumptions of law.
We have challenged all the Presumptions of Law. We have since obtained Securitized liens, lawful instruments, without
most importantly any rebuttal and to this day not one piece of evidence of Corporate/State authority of Us has been presented.

We repeat, We formally challenge all presumptions of law and as we have formally challenged all the twelve presumptions of
law then the presumption of law formally has no substance in material FACT.

We will recognise the rule of law, when and only when there is the material evidence of that assumed rule of law has some
material evidence of substance in presentable material fact.

We refer you to Exhibit C of the David Ward Affidavit where Chandran Kukathas PhD details over 7 pages that the State is a
private corporation and specifically a legal embodiment by act of registration; And of no material substance.

Fraud however has been defined as a criminal act with full knowledge and intent to engage in criminal behaviour to benefit
one, at the expense of another. To bring about by an act of force, support of this fraud is also recognised as an act of terror-
ism.

From Exhibit (C)—The Material evidence of the FACTS.

In order to interfere with justice it is shown that, with knowledge, of the Fraud, trespass and acts of violence upon our prop-
erty real and corporeal is accomplished with the aid of others who become as culpable including thro the use of HM Courts
and Tribunal Services as private prosecutors.

In full knowledge of the process of the court and a deliberate abuse of that process—to have HMCTS act as a personal private
prosecution service, cheaper than the Royal Courts constitutes ABUSE of PROCESS for he has maliciously employed the
process of the court. We,cite the 2014 Lord Sumption Crawford Adjusters v Sagicor General Insurance, 1838 GRAINGER v.
HILL and here draw to the attention “but if the bailiff touch the person it is an arrest” akin to the POL cases , whereby
2019,2021 and since 1680s Post Office Limited, a corps, claims to have autharity over people to investigate them, arrest them
and prosecute them and then wrest from those said prosecuted as much and any property of their choosing POL wishes and
1861 GILDING v EYRE “has maliciously employed the process of the court”. This abuse applies to the 1677 Statutes of
Frauds Act and the failure to disclose or by omission, the concealment in for unjust enrichment.

It has been confirmed by the Rt. Hon. Lord Chief Justice Sir Jack Beatson FBA, on and for the record that:- (1) Whilst there
is no material and physical evidence presented to the fact that the governed have given their consent then the office of the Ju-
diciary has no greater authority than the manageress of McDonalds being as the office of the Judiciary is a sub office of a
legal embodiment by an act of registration where this act of registration creates nothing of physical material substance and
which is also fraud by default. Any objection to this observation of fact should be taken up with the Rt. Hon. Lord |Chief
Justice Sir Jack Beatson FBA, whereupon the Rt. Hon. Lord Chief Justice Sir Jack Beatson FBA would then have to present
the material and physical evidence that the governed have given their consents.

As the office of the Judiciary is nothing more than a private commercial and fraudulent enterprise built upon fraud and crim-
inal intent. This is by no stretch of the imagination a valid government by the people for the people as it is by default a private
company providing a judicial service for profit and gain but where there is also and always a conflict of interests—where
there is a conflict of interests between the needs of the people and the state (Corporate) Palicy which has no obligation to the
people or even the needs and wellbeing of corporation staff. This has been confirmed by Chandran Kukathas of the London
School of Economics and state office titled the Department of Government.

Disagreements arising from ‘contracts’ are non-judicial and outside the scope of the private courts of the
judiciary—these being the sub-offices of the private Corporation/State of HM Government plc as shown




above. As has been confirmed by the esteemed Rt. Hon. Lord Chief Justice Sir Jack Beatson FBA
the office of the Judiciary (Court) is a sub of- fice of a Private Limited corporation (HM Parlia-
ments & Governments PL.C) and that such an officer of a Private corporation court does not have
the status to give or grant a Court Order outside of that Private corporation Office. The use of HMCTS as private prosec-
utors, shews those ‘acts’ fall in to the 2006 Fraud Act Part 35, section 3, as Mr Justice Fraser records within the Post Office
judgment ‘that the submissions provided by the Post Office paid ‘no attention to the actual evidence, and seem to have their
origin in a parallel world’ [§138], that the Post Office “seemed to adopt an extraordinarily narrow approach to relevance, gen-
erally along the lines that any evidence that is unfavourable to the Post Office is not relevant’ [§34],

To bring about by an act of force, support of this fraud is also recognised as an act of terrorism Under the

UK 2000 Terrorism Act, s.1,5—action taken for the benefit of a proscibed organisation It is evident from the omissions that
there is no wet-ink signed contract between ‘the parties’ including between the Corporation/State of HM Government plc and
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State.

We have noted a claim of exemption from the 1689 Bill of Rights Act & ; &. And exemption from the Abuse of Court Pro-
cess ; &. And exemption from the 1998 Public Interest Disclosure Act, for the acts of contempt perpetrated against us—in-
cluding concealment, that refusal to complete disclosure/discovery—‘to interfere with justice’ and that you had these consents
as presentable, material fact before you brought your charges or made your claims.. MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the po-
sition of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO
OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this
claim.

And to further underline the malfeasance being demonstrated by the taking of our property—intangible and real to ensure
subjugation and to extort us, we cite the 1677 Statutes of Fraud Act, Sir John Stuart and we cite Lord Denning 1954 Lazarus
v. Beazley and we refer you again to the Facts including the } UK 2006 Fraud Act, Part 35, section 2—F RAUD by ABUSE
of POSITION (1)A person is in breach of this section if he—(a) occupies a position in which he is expected to safeguard, or
not to act against, the financial interests of another person, (b) dishonestly abuses that position, and (c) intends, by means of
the abuse of that position—(i) to make a gain for himself or another, or (ii) to cause loss to another or to expose another to a
risk of loss. (2) A person may be regarded as having abused his position even though his conduct consisted of an omission
rather than an act.

Fraud is a deliberate action to defraud where the victim of the crime is unaware having no knowledge of a situation or fact.
This crime carries a penalty of incarceration for 7 to 10 years and the latter, where there is multiple instances of. 64.1 million
people are subject to this crime everyday as it is now commonplace and is carried out by the largest and most ruthless crim-
inal company in this country. This same company is also a public office with the enforcement to execute this crime which is
inclusive of but not limited to:- The office of the police, The office of the Judiciary, Local government and central govern-
ment. Independent Bailiff Companies which are licensed by the same company.

We have noted a claim of exemption from the 1677 Statutes of Frauds Act with a grant of Power of Attorney or contract for

the trespass not declared in signed writing—176 Anno vicefimo nono...or any uncertain Interest of, in, to, or out of any Mes-
suages, Manors, Lands, Tenements or hereditaments made or created by Libery and Seisin onely, or by parole, and not put in
Writing, and Signed by the parties to making or creating the same, or their Agents thereunto lawfully authorized by Writing,

shall have the force and effect of Leases, or Estates at Will only, and shall not either in Law or Equity be deemed or taken to
have any other or greater force or effect ; And of exemption—from the UK 1882 Bills of Exchange Act Section 23—Signa-
ture essential to liability ; MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Cor-
poration/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State to
provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this claim.

We now refer you to Exhibit (A) of the Affidavit which defines that profiteering contravenes the UK 2006 Fraud Act. We
should also point out to you that it is a direct contravention of the UK 2000 Terrorism Act, s.15 Fund raising is an offence if a
person invites another to provide money or other property and intends that it should be used for the purposes of terrorism. In-
sisting or demanding payment without a pre existing commercial arrangement which is based on presentable fact in the form
of a commercial agreement is an act of deception. Payment is a commercial activity. We are not in the habit of knowingly
conspiring to fraud or knowingly funding terrorism. This action would also create a liability against us.

us.

MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has made
claim/demand of indebtedness/for payment, but has not presented Us with a valid and legal Bill—predicated upon a pre exist-
ing commercial contract or collateral contract or any agreement—which is recognised under the Bills of exchange act of
1882. Because there is no commercial arrangement in place under which to raise a Bill for a bill to arise is also a direct viola-
tion of the 1882 Bills of Exchange Act. Additionally without the wet ink signed commercial arrangement
and Bill presented, this Act would also be a contravention of the UK 2006 Fraud Act and to demand pay-
ment—under threats—contravenes the UK 2000 Terrorism Act. We are not in the habit of knowingly
conspiring to fraud and/or terrorism. See Bills of exchange act of 1882.




http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Vict/45- 46/61.

A claim of ‘contractual obligations being a non-judicial matter.

UTTERING’ as act(s) contra the 1861 Forgery Act—Whosoever, without lawful authority or excuse (the proof whereof shall
lie on the party accused), shall in the name of any other person acknowledge any recognizance or bail, or any cognovit, ac-
tionem, or judgment, or any deed or other instrument, before any court, judge, or other person lawfully authorized in that be-
half, shall be guilty of felony.

We have noted a claim of exemption under 1989 UK Law of Property (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act c.34, s.2—Contracts
for sale etc. of land to be made by signed writing . MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PLC Corporation/State to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this claim.

From Exhibit (D) of the Affidavit and Statement of Fact for Case Authority WI-05257F. 30d of May 2013 it is evident there
is due process for the execution of legal and commercial documents. Where these processes are not followed then the very
presence of a document which does not comply with these processes, is itself is the physical and material evidence of Mal-
feasance in a public office and fraud. We would point your attention to the FACTs that a corporation must execute docu-
ments legally and failure to do so renders the documents non legal and void—(1) Under the law of England and Wales or
Northern Ireland a document is executed by a company—(a) by the affixing of its common seal, or (b) by signature in accord-
ance with the following provisions. (2) A document is validly executed by a company if it is signed on behalf of the company
— (a) by two authorised signatories, or (b) by a director of the company in the presence of a witness who attests the signature.
(4) A document signed in accordance with subsection (2) and expressed in whatever words, to be executed by the company,
has the same effect as if executed under the common seal of the company. The legal effect of the statute is that documents
and deeds must be signed on behalf of the company by a director in the presence of a witness, or by two authorised signator-
ies. Without adherence to these provisions no contracts can be considered duly executed by a company and their terms are
therefore legally unenforceable.

We would refer you to the 1885 Weller versus Stone case which, drawing on the Statutes 13E of Usury and 27E of Fraud
whereby all the Judges of England agreed “yet where there is usury, or fraud, or covin ; they may be averred so to be against
any act whatsoever." We cite 2019 Bates and Others versus Post Office Limited and 2021 Josephine Hamilton and Others
versus Post Office Limited whereby fraud by concealment of data was found ; We cite Lord Denning 1954, Lazarus v. Beas-
ley “Fraud unravels everything” ; And we cite Sir John Stuart “when tender has been made the mortgagee has not entitlement
to proceed to sale ‘ ; Continuing, in 1982 1 KB 245, 2 GIFF. 99 Where a mortgagee, after tender of his principal and in-
terest... the Court set the sale aside against him and a person who had bought with knowledge of the tender, 2. A purchaser
who buys with knowledge of circumstances sufficient against the mortgagee to invalidate the sale, becomes a party to the
transaction and is not protected by the proviso that the purchaser need make no inquiry. 3. Where the costs are unascertained
and the security ample, a mortgagee, after a tender of principal and interest, is not entitled to proceed with the sale; And the
1677 Statute of Frauds Act—176 Anno vicefimo nono ... or any uncertain Interest of, in, to, or out of any Messuages, Manors,
Lands, Tenements or hereditaments made or created by Libery and Seisin onely, or by parole, and not put in Writing, and
Signed by the parties to making or creating the same, or their Agents thereunto lawfully authorized by Writing, shall have the
force and effect of Leases, or Estates at Will only, and shall not either in Law or Equity be deemed or taken to have any other
or greater force or effect ; We draw to your attention to the detail of the 11 March 2019 thro 2 July 2019 case reference
HQ16X01238, HQ17X02637 and HQ17X04248 in the high court before Mr Justice Fraser of ‘Bates and Others versus Post
Office Limited’[POL]—a company wholly owned by HM Government—wherein despite the fraud and circumvention of
POL to conceal discovery, Bates and Others won their case. Mr Stuart Wentworth QC in questioning Mr. Alan Bates cites an
“information sheet”—which is not a contract of reciprocity—that ‘postmaster responsible for losses’. Questioning Mrs Pam
Stubbs she is referred by Mr Wentworth to section 19 paragraph 4 of a POL contract. Further in the 23 April 2021 appeal in
the high court of ‘Josephine Hamilton and Others’ Mr Justice said in quashing their convictions for the above ‘fraud and cir-
cumvention of POL to conceal discovery” “there was no examination of the data, bugs, errors or defects...there was no proof
of an actual loss as opposed to an Horizon generated shortage. Even more alarming POL’s own investigator has reported
there was no evidence of a theft. We conclude Mrs Hamilton’s prosecution was unfair and an affront to justice.” ; & The
judgment in Bates v Post Office Ltd (No.3: Common Issues) [2019] EWHC 606 (QB) delivered by Mr Justice Fraser was
highly critical of the Post Office stating that it showed “oppressive behaviour’ in response to claimants who had been dis-
missed for accounting errors they blamed on the Horizon system [§517]. He went on to say that the submissions provided by
the Post Office paid ‘no attention to the actual evidence, and seem to have their origin in a parallel world’ [§138], that the
Post Office ‘seemed to adopt an extraordinarily narrow approach to relevance, generally along the lines that any evidence that
is unfavourable to the Post Office is not relevant’ [§34], feared ‘objective scrutiny of its behaviour’ [§28] and operated with a
“‘culture of secrecy and confidentiality’ [§36] ; Further after the above cases and long after the acts of POL against the sub
post masters, it was brought to the attention of Lord James Arbuthnot and the POL Forensic accountant, that within an inde-
pendent legal advice report commissioned by POL in the Summer of 2013—and concealed by POL—that POL were in full
knowledge, and not only failed to disclose but continued their acts, along the lines of the unsafe convictions already given to
sub post masters and to those currently being pursued by POL. We cite Lord Arbuthnot ‘POL lied to and
were in contempt’. As stated above, it should also be kept to the forefront of mind that POL being owned
by HM Government and the judiciary being one sub-office of HM Government that HM Government was
fully cognizant with these matters throughout. Equally for those whose property including real property




was wrested from them on the claims and non
disclosures—that is the concealment—{for non
disclosure seems anodyne] of POL, HM Land
Registry is also owned by HM Government, and a party to the fraud. We, having previously cited cases where Charles A
Nunn CEO of Lloyds bank, act contra, the 1677 Statutes of Frauds act including when in 1721 the Lord Chancellor dismissed
the Bill, it appearing that as the Agreement was made in Writing, it was unequal and against Reason. And 1720 Lord Maccle-
sfield ‘Court of Equity will not decree execution of articles where they appear to be unreasonable or are founded on a fraud—
for that would be to decree Iniquity. Sir John Stuart and Lord Denning 1956 [Lazarus vs. Beasley] "No court in this land will
allow a person to keep an advantage which he has obtained by fraud. No judgment of a court, no Order of a Minister can be
allowed to stand if it has been obtained by Fraud, fraud unravels everything..." And now we add the citation of Bates and Oth-
ers vs. Post Office Limited to an already large body of court case material. The fraud of concealment is of no less significance
than the fraud of presenting false instruments. That we have brought this to your attention, including the refusal of Charles
Alan Nunn contra 2018 GDPR Act and the controllers law is, it seems a further reason to act against us contra the 2010
Equality act for, as in the cases of POL, Charles A Nunn CEO of Lloyds should they be able to substantiate their claims,
would have no reason for concealment or for the preventing of their further acts of fraud should they reveal, by disclosure, an
absence of any lawful right to act against us and our property—this includes the claims of Charles A Nunn CEO of Lloyds
that they and their agents have a right to use force against our corporeal property and our real property. A Court of Equity
considers iniquitous those contracts/agreements which appear to be unreasonable or are founded on a fraud—for that would
be to decree Iniquity.

Referencing the UK 2006 Fraud Act, Part 35, section 2--FALSE REPRESENTATION A representation is false if—(a) it is
untrue or misleading, and (b)the person making it knows that it is, or might be, untrue or misleading. (3)“Representation”
means any representation as to fact or law, including a representation as to the state of mind of—(a)the person making the
representation, or (b)any other person.

We refer you to Exhibit C of the David Ward Affidavit where under the —Including the taking of Our property of data and
using it as your own without Our knowledge or consent, the threats against Our property and the further claims to benefit a
private Corporation/State and extorting money with neither signature nor contract is an act of force in terrorem.

We have noted a claim of exemption from the UK 2006 Companies Act, including section 44, the Execution of documents ; .
MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has an obliga-
tion of service in the pasition of CEOQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State to provide the valid, present-
able material evidence to support this claim.

We have noted a claim of exemption under UK Public General Acts—from the UK 1998 Public Interest Disclosure Act, sec-
tion 43B (1) ; he disclosure, tends to show one or more of the following—(a)that a criminal offence has been committed, is
being committed or is likely to be committed, (b)that a person has failed, is failing or is likely to fail to comply with any legal
obligation to which he is subject, (c)that a miscarriage of justice has occurred, is occurring or is likely to occur ; And 2006
Fraud Act, including sections 2-Failing to disclose information ; And 4-Abuse of position MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of
CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support
this claim.

By failing to disclose all information including that which shews facts contra to your claims and by failing to supply informa-
tion under Subject Access Requests, these acts, for omission is still an act, brings in to force the of refusal to complete dis-
closure/discovery—Acts with knowledge to interfere with justice contra, inc., the 1998 Public Interest Disclosure Act, section
43B (1), In this Part a “qualifying disclosure” means any disclosure of information which, in the reasonable belief of the
worker making the disclosure, tends to show one or more of the following—(a)that a criminal offence has been committed, is
being committed or is likely to be committed, (b)that a person has failed, is failing or is likely to fail to comply with any legal
obligation to which he is subject, (c)that a miscarriage of justice has occurred, is occurring or is likely to occur ;

Under UK 2006 Fraud Act, Part 35, section 3—Fraud by failing to disclose information A person is in breach of this section
if he—(a) dishonestly fails to disclose to another person information which he is under a legal duty to disclose, and (b) in-
tends, by failing to disclose the information—(i)to make a gain for himself or another, or (ii)to cause loss to another or to ex-
pose another to a risk of loss.

We cite Lord Denning, Lord Chief Justice ‘1956, Lazarus v Beasley’ “No court in this land will allow a person to keep an ad-
vantage which he has obtained by fraud. No judgment of a Court, no Order of a Minister can be allowed to stand if it has been
obtained by Fraud, Fraud unravels everything.”

We would refer you to the 1885 Weller versus Stone case which, drawing on the Statutes 13E of Usury and 27E of Fraud
whereby all the Judges of England agreed “yet where there is usury, or fraud, or covin ; they may be averred so to be against
any act whatsoever." We cite 2019 Bates and Others versus Post Office Limited and 2021 Josephine Hamilton and Others
versus Post Office Limited whereby fraud by concealment of data was found ; Sir John Stuart and we cite
Lord Denning 1954, Lazarus v. Beasley “Fraud unravels everything” ; And we cite Sir John Stuart ‘when
tender has been made the mortgagee has not entitlement to proceed to sale * ; Continuing in 1982 1 KB
245, 2 GIFF. 99 Where a mortgagee, after tender of his principal and interest... the Court set the sale aside
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against him and a person who had bought with
knowledge of the tender.

We draw to your attention the 11 March 2019 thro 2 July 2019 case reference HQ16X01238, HQ17X02637 and
HQ17X04248 in the high court before Mr Justice Fraser of ‘Bates and Others versus Post Office Limited’[POL]—a company
wholly owned by HM Government—wherein despite the fraud and circumvention of POL to discovery, Bates and Others
were successful in exposing the fraud and concealment and usury and iniquitous contracts to the wider gaze. Mr Stuart
Wentworth QC in questioning Mr. Alan Bates cites an information sheet—which is not a contract of reciprocity—that ‘post-
master responsible for losses’. Questioning Mrs Pam Stubbs she is referred by Mr Wentworth to section 19 paragraph 4 of a
POL contract. Further in the 23 April 2021 appeal in the high court of ‘Josephine Hamilton and Others” Mr Justice said in
quashing their convictions for the above ‘fraud and circumvention of POL to discovery’ “there was no examination of the
data, bugs, errors or defects...there was no proof of an actual loss as opposed to an Horizon generated shortage. Even more
alarming POL’s own investigator has reported there was no evidence of a theft. We conclude Mrs Hamilton’s prosecution
was unfair and an affront to justice.”

We have noted a claim of exemption under UK Public General Acts—1862 Conveyance of Real Estates Act not least sec-
tions 138, 106 107 and 105— If in an Proceeding to obtain the Registration of an Land or any Land Certificate or Certificate
of Title, or otherwise in any Transaction relating to Land which is or is to be put upon the Registry, any Person acting either
as Principal or Agent shall, knowingly and with Intent to deceive, make or assist or join in or be privy to the making of any
material false Statement or Representation, or suppress, conceal, or assist or join in or be privy to the suppressing, withhold-
ing, or concealing from any Judge, or the Registrar, or any Person employed by or assisting the Registrar, any material Docu-
ment, Fact, or Matter of Information, every Person so acting shall be deemed to be guilty of a Misdemeanor... The Act or
Thing done or obtained by means of such Fraud or Falsehood shall be null and void to all Intents and Purposes : . MR
CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has an obligation
of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State to provide the valid, presentable
material evidence to support this claim.

We cite the <False REP>

We have noted a claim of exemption under UK Public General Acts—1862 Conveyance of Real Estates Act not least sec-
tions 105, 106 107 and 138—If any Person fraudulently procures, assists in fraudulently procuring, or is privy to the fraudu-
lent Procurement of any Order of the Court of Chancery in relation to registered Land, or fraudulently procures, assists in
fraudulently procuring, or is privy to the fraudulent Procurement of the Entry on the Register of any Caveat or Notice of a
Charge, or of the Erasure from the Register or Alteration on the Register of any Caveator Notice of a Charge, such Person
shall be deemed to be guilty of a Misdemeanor ;and any Order procured by Fraud, and any Act consequent on such Order,
and any Entry, Erasure, or Alteration so made by Fraud, shall be void as between all Parties or Privies to such Fraud including
concealment of any Agreement, Or any collateral agreement Or promise Or Contract including for Sale of Land, of an ac-
counting ledger showing detail of a Contract/Agreement/Obligation, of mutual consideration shewn, all wet-ink signed to in-
clude an Outstanding balance, balance due, Bills raised, outstanding, missed payments made, owed on your account, arrears
—for us to peruse and rebut. MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State
to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this claim.

We have noted a claim That the HM Courts & Tribunal Services Corporation/State is not inferior to or one sub-office of HM
Government plc ; And that the statement by the Hon. Sir Jack Beatson FBA, at that time the head of the judiciary, was false,
in his address to Nottingham University, the private corporations/states of the Executive and legislature are superior to the ju-
diciary by way of re-examination of the relationship. MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PL.C Corporation/State to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this claim.

We have noted a claim contra the statement made by Chandran Kukathas in possiting that HM Government plc is an entity, a
Corporation/State. MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State
to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this claim.

In order to interfere with justice it is shown that, with knowledge, of the Fraud, trespass and acts of violence upon our prop-
erty real and corporeal is accomplished with the aid of others who become as culpable including thro the use of HM Courts
and Tribunal Services as private prosecutors. In full knowledge of the process of the court and a deliberate abuse of that pro-
cess—to have HMCTS act as a personal private prosecution service, cheaper than the Royal Courts constitutes ABUSE of
PROCESS for he has maliciously employed the process of the court. We,cite the 2014 Lord Sumption Crawford Adjusters v
Sagicor General Insurance, 1838 GRAINGER v. HILL and here draw to the attention “but if the bailiff
touch the person it is an arrest™ akin to the POL cases , whereby 2019,2021 and since 1680s Post Office
Limited, a corps, claims to have authority over people to investigate them, arrest them and prosecute them
and then wrest from those said prosecuted as much and any property of their choosing POL wishes and




1861 GILDING v EYRE “has maliciously em-
ployed the process of the court”.

We would draw attention to the Contempt of Court Reporting Restriction, "Civil contempt refers to conduct which is not in it-
self a crime, but which is punishable by the court in order to ensure that its orders are observed. Civil contempt is usually
raised by one of the parties to the proceedings. Although the penalty for civil contempt contains a punitive element, its
primary purpose is coercion of compliance. We would add that the use of force in a civil matter is a wilful and belligerent
act of terrorism and the above Contempt of Court Reporting Restrictions further prevent a judge from holding us in contempt
in a civil matter.

11. We have noted a claim of right to act in contempt of court—in concealment of valid, presentable material evidence—includ-
ing that data requested through Subject Access Requests, wet ink signed contracts, presenting signed Bills, all accounting
documents, ledgering AND HMCTS Case Management File—for the principal legal embodiment of us to peruse and rebut to
the bias to the detriment of MRS YVONNE HOBBS. MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State has an obligation of service in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PL.C Corporation/State to provide the valid, presentable material evidence to support this claim.

Whilst we bring these your acts contra the Statures of your corporation and the corporation/state of HM Government to your
attention We would draw your attention to Exhibit (G) of the Affidavit of Truth and statement of Fact--A castle doctrine (also
known as a castle law or a defence of habitation law) is a legal doctrine that designates a person's abode (or any legally-occu-
pied place [e.g., a vehicle or workplace]) as a place in which that person has certain protections and immunities permitting
him or her, in certain circumstances, to use force (up to and including deadly force) to defend themselves against an intruder,
free from legal responsibility/prosecution for the consequences of the force used.[1] Typically deadly force is considered jus-
tified, and a defence of justifiable homicide applicable, in cases "when the actor reasonably fears imminent peril of death or
serious bodily harm to him or herself or another".

Failure to provide the valid presentable, material evidence to support the above listed claims made by MR CHARLES ALAN
NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State in the next SEVEN (7) days will enter MR
CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State in to a lasting tacit
agreement through acquiescence to the following effect:

1. Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN
in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of authority under UK Public
General Acts—for which the mandatory requirement for HM Government Corporation/State before any Acts and statutes can
be legally acted upon—being the getting of the wet-ink consents of the 64.1 million 'governed' is required and that you had
these consents, even if previously concealed, as presentable, material fact before you brought your charges or made your
claims. is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term of incar-
ceration of seven to ten years and the latter where there is multiple instances of, And there is a formal agreement between
MRS YVONNE HOBBS and MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for commercial charges to
the same degree.

2.  Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN
in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and premeditated agreed
fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term of incarceration of
twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement between MRS
YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PL.C Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to the same degree.

3.  Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement hetween MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of exemption
from the 1689 Bill of Rights Act & ; &. And exemption from the Abuse of Court Process ; &. And exemption from the 1998
Public Interest Disclosure Act, for the acts of contempt perpetrated against us—including concealment, that refusal to com-
plete disclosure/discovery—‘to interfere with justice’ and that you had these consents as presentable, material fact before you
brought your charges or made your claims. is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepres-
entation, which carries a term of incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter where there is multiple instances of, and
there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position
of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally
agreed to be bound for commercial charges to the same degree.

4. Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and pre-
meditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term of
incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO
OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT)
will stand for commercial charges to the same degree.
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Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of exemption from the 1677 Statutes of Frauds Act
with a grant of Power of Attorney or contract for the trespass not declared in signed writing—176 Anno vicefimo nono...or
any uncertain Interest of, in, to, or out of any Messuages, Manors, Lands, Tenements or hereditaments made or created by
Libery and Seisin onely, or by parole, and not put in Writing, and Signed by the parties to making or creating the same, or
their Agents thereunto lawfully authorized by Writing, shall have the force and effect of Leases, or Estates at Will anly, and
shall not either in Law or Equity be deemed or taken to have any other or greater force or effect ; And of exemption—from
the UK 1882 Bills of Exchange Act Section 23—Signature essential to liability ; is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful
and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term of incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter where
there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN
NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES
ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for commercial charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and pre-
meditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term of
incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of exemption
under 1989 UK Law of Property (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act c.34, s.2—Contracts for sale etc. of land to be made by
signed writing is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term
of incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for
commercial charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and pre-
meditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term of
incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of exemption
from the UK 2006 Companies Act, including section 44, the Execution of documents ; is fraudulent in nature which is also
wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term of incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter
where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES
ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for commercial charges to the same degree.
Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and pre-
meditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term of
incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim tof exemption
under UK Public General Acts—from the UK 1998 Public Interest Disclosure Act, section 43B (1) ; he disclosure, tends to
show one or more of the following—(a)that a criminal offence has been committed, is being committed or is likely to be com-
mitted, (b)that a person has failed, is failing or is likely to fail to comply with any legal obligation to which he is subject,
(c)that a miscarriage of justice has occurred, is occurring or is likely to occur ; And 2006 Fraud Act, including sections 2-
Failing to disclose information ; And 4-Abuse of position. is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud
by misrepresentation, which carries a term of incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter where there is multiple in-
stances of, and there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT)
in the position of CEQO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for commercial charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the
above wilful and premeditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Mal-
feasance in the office which carries a term of incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there
is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC
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Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN
charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State
that the claim of exemption under UK Public General Acts—1862 Conveyance of Real Estates Act not least sections 138,
106 107 and 105— If in an Proceeding to obtain the Registration of an Land or any Land Certificate or Certificate of Title, or
otherwise in any Transaction relating to Land which is or is to be put upon the Registry, any Person acting either as Principal
or Agent shall, knowingly and with Intent to deceive, make or assist or join in or be privy to the making of any material false
Statement or Representation, or suppress, conceal, or assist or join in or be privy to the suppressing, withholding, or conceal-
ing from any Judge, or the Registrar, or any Person employed by or assisting the Registrar, any material Document, Fact, or
Matter of Information, every Person so acting shall be deemed to be guilty of a Misdemeanor... The Act or Thing done or ob-
tained by means of such Fraud or Falsehood shall be null and void to all Intents and Purposes : is fraudulent in nature which
is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term of incarceration of seven to ten years and the
latter where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES
ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for commercial charges to the same degree.
Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and pre-
meditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term of
incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of exemption
under UK Public General Acts—1862 Conveyance of Real Estates Act not least sections 105, 106 107 and 138—If any Per-
son fraudulently procures, assists in fraudulently procuring, or is privy to the fraudulent Procurement of any Order of the
Court of Chancery in relation to registered Land, or fraudulently procures, assists in fraudulently procuring, or is privy to the
fraudulent Procurement of the Entry on the Register of any Caveat or Notice of a Charge, or of the Erasure from the Register
or Alteration on the Register of any Caveator Notice of a Charge, such Person shall be deemed to be guilty of a Misde-
meanor ;and any Order procured by Fraud, and any Act consequent on such Order, and any Entry, Erasure, or Alteration so
made by Fraud, shall be void as between all Parties or Privies to such Fraud including concealment of any Agreement, Or any
collateral agreement Or promise Or Contract including for Sale of Land, of an accounting ledger showing detail of a
Contract/Agreement/Obligation, of mutual consideration shewn, all wet-ink signed to include an Outstanding balance, bal-
ance due, Bills raised, outstanding, missed payments made, owed on your account, arrears—for us to peruse and rebut is
fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a term of incarceration of
seven to ten years and the latter where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement between MRS
YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PL.C Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for commercial
charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and pre-
meditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term of
incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim That the HM
Courts & Tribunal Services Corporation/State is not inferior to or one sub-office of HM Government plc ; And that the state-
ment by the Hon. Sir Jack Beatson FBA, at that time the head of the judiciary, was false, in his address to Nottingham Uni-
versity, the private corporations/states of the Executive and legislature are superior to the judiciary by way of re-examination
of the relationshipis fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a
term of incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for
commercial charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and pre-
meditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term of
incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO
OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT)
will stand for commercial charges to the same degree.

Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC

NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial




Corporation/State that the claim contra the statement made by Chandran Kukathas in possiting
that HM Gaovernment plc is an entity, a Corpor- ation/State is fraudulent in nature which is also wil-
ful and premeditated fraud by misrepresenta- tion, which carries a term of incarceration of seven
to ten years and the latter where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE
HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Cor-
poration/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for commercial charges to the
same degree.

20. Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and pre-
meditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term of
incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

21. Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the claim of right to act in
contempt of court—in concealment of valid, presentable material evidence—including that data requested through Subject
Access Requests, wet ink signed contracts, presenting signed Bills, all accounting documents, ledgering AND HMCTS Case
Management File—for the principal legal embodiment of us to peruse and rebut to the bias to the detriment of MRS
YVONNE HOBBS is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation, which carries a
term of incarceration of seven to ten years and the latter where there is multiple instances of, and there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally agreed to be bound for
commercial charges to the same degree.

22. Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and pre-
meditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term of
incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

23. Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEQO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State THAT the above noted and
formally agreed fraud by misrepresentation and Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State is a
demonstrated intention to cause MRS YVONNE HOBBS distress and alarm, which is a recognised act of terrorism And that
there is a formal agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position
of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand
for commercial charges to the same degree.

24. Whereby there is now a formal and binding agreement between MRS YVONNE HOBRBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that the above wilful and pre-
meditated agreed fraud by misrepresentation is also wilful and premeditated Malfeasance in the office which carries a term of
incarceration of twenty five years and the latter where there is multiple instances of; And that there is a formal agreement
between MRS YVONNE HOBBS and CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State that CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) will stand for commercial charges to
the same degree.

These are very serious crimes CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) and under current state legislation there is a camulative
period of incarceration in excess of 150 years’ incarceration. We would not wish to encumber the public purse for the costs of this
incarceration as the public purse can ill afford this financial encumbrance. There is however an alternative and recognised process
as suitable remedy.

As there is now an agreement between the parties by way of lasting tacit agreement through acquiescence, as you have already
agreed to the crime then we elect to charge you under this agreement. As the crime was committed against Us then we reserve the
right to choose the remedy for these crimes.

Where there is a crime then there is a requirement for a remedy otherwise the crime goes unresolved. As we now have an obliga-
tion to bring this crime to resolution we therefore are giving CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) an opportunity to resolve.

Opportunity to resolve
L —

1. For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being
made by CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) under the oof authority under UK Public Gen-
eral Acts—for which the mandatory requirement for HM Government Corporation/State before




any Acts and statutes can be legally acted upon—being the getting of the wet-ink
consents of the 64.1 million 'governed' is required and that you had these con-
sents, even if previously concealed, as presentable, material fact before you
brought your charges or made your claims. is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated
fraud by misrepresentation. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally
charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Cor-
poration/State Five Million Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that of exemption from the 1689 Bill of Rights Act & ; &. And
exemption from the Abuse of Court Process ; &. And exemption from the 1998 Public Interest Disclosure
Act, for the acts of contempt perpetrated against us—including concealment, that refusal to complete dis-
closure/discovery—‘to interfere with justice’ and that you had these consents as presentable, material fact
before you brought your charges or made your claims. is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and pre-
meditated fraud by misrepresentation. WWhere this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect
to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that of exemption from the 1677 Statutes of Frauds Act with a
grant of Power of Attorney or contract for the trespass not declared in signed writing—176 Anno vicefimo
nono...or any uncertain Interest of, in, to, or out of any Messuages, Manors, Lands, Tenements or heredita-
ments made or created by Libery and Seisin onely, or by parole, and not put in Writing, and Signed by the
parties to making or creating the same, or their Agents thereunto lawfully authorized by Writing, shall have
the force and effect of Leases, or Estates at Will only, and shall not either in Law or Equity be deemed or
taken to have any other or greater force or effect ; And of exemption—from the UK 1882 Bills of Exchange
Act Section 23—Signature essential to liability ; is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premedit-
ated fraud by misrepresentation. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to form-
ally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that oof exemption under 1989 UK Law of Property (Miscel-
laneous Provisions) Act .34, s.2—Contracts for sale etc. of land to be made by signed writing is fraudulent
in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation. Where this is an agreed
chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position
of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES
ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/
State Five Mil
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lion Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that of exemption from the UK 2006 Companies Act, including
section 44, the Execution of documents ; is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud
by misrepresentation. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge
MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/
State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) of exemption under UK Public General Acts—from the UK 1998
Public Interest Disclosure Act, section 43B (1) ; he disclosure, tends to show one or more of the following—
(a)that a criminal offence has been committed, is being committed or is likely to be committed, (b)that a per-
son has failed, is failing or is likely to fail to comply with any legal obligation to which he is subject, (c)that
a miscarriage of justice has occurred, is occurring or is likely to occur ; And 2006 Fraud Act, including sec-
tions 2-Failing to disclose information ; And 4-Abuse of position is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful
and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will
elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that of exemption under UK Public General Acts—1862 Convey-
ance of Real Estates Act not least sections 138, 106 107 and 105— If in an Proceeding to obtain the Regis-
tration of an Land or any Land Certificate or Certificate of Title, or otherwise in any Transaction relating to
Land which is or is to be put upon the Registry, any Person acting either as Principal or Agent shall, know-
ingly and with Intent to deceive, make or assist or join in or be privy to the making of any material false
Statement or Representation, or suppress, conceal, or assist or join in or be privy to the suppressing, with-
holding, or concealing from any Judge, or the Registrar, or any Person employed by or assisting the Regis-
trar, any material Document, Fact, or Matter of Information, every Person so acting shall be deemed to be
guilty of a Misdemeanor... The Act or Thing done or obtained by means of such Fraud or Falsehood shall be
null and void to all Intents and Purposes : is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud
by misrepresentation. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge
MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/
State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that of exemption under UK Public General Acts—1862 Convey-
ance of Real Estates Act not least sections 105, 106 107 and 138—If any Person fraudulently procures, as-
sists in fraudulently procuring, or is privy to the fraudulent Procurement of any Order of the Court of Chan-
cery in relation to registered Land, or fraudulently procures, assists in fraudulently procuring, or is privy to
the fraudulent Procurement of the Entry on the Register of any Caveat or Notice of a Charge, or
of the Erasure from the Register or Alteration on the Register of any Caveator Notice of a
Charge, such Person shall be deemed to be guilty of a Misdemeanor ;and any Order procured by
Fraud, and any Act consequent on such Order, and any Entry, Erasure, or Alteration so made by
Fraud, shall be void as between all Parties or Privies to such Fraud including concealment of any
Agreement, Or any collateral agreement Or promise Or Contract including for Sale of Land, of
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an accounting ledger showing detail of a Contract/Agreement/Obligation, of mu-
tual consideration shewn, all wet-ink signed to include an Outstanding bal-
ance, balance due, Bills raised, outstand- ing, missed payments made, owed on
your account, arrears—for us to peruse and rebut is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premedit-
ated fraud by misrepresentation. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to form-
ally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP

£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) tThat the HM Courts & Tribunal Services Corporation/State is
not inferior to or one sub-office of HM Government plc ; And that the statement by the Hon. Sir Jack Beat-
son FBA, at that time the head of the judiciary, was false, in his address to Nottingham University, the
private corporations/states of the Executive and legislature are superior to the judiciary by way of re-examin-
ation of the relationship is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresenta-
tion. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES
ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million
Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that the claim contra the statement made by Chandran Kukathas
in possiting that HM Government plc is an entity, a Corporation/State is fraudulent in nature which is also
wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepresentation. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we
will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for
LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC Corpora-
tion/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK
PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this is an
agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the
position of CEQ OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of fraud by misrepresentation where the claim being made by
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) that oof right to act in contempt of court—in concealment of
valid, presentable material evidence—including that data requested through Subject Access Requests, wet
ink signed contracts, presenting signed Bills, all accounting documents, ledgering AND HMCTS Case Man-
agement File—for the principal legal embodiment of us to peruse and rebut to the bias to the detriment of
MRS YVONNE HOBBS is fraudulent in nature which is also wilful and premeditated fraud by misrepres-
entation. Where this is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR
CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State
Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
For the formally agreed wilful and premeditated Act of causing alarm and distress which is a formally recog-
nised act of terrorism which is also a recognised criminal offence. Where this is an agreed chargeable crim-
inal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEQ
OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State A Hundred and Ten Million Pou
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£110,000,000.00
24. For the formally agreed criminal offence of Malfeasance in the office of LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State, where MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State has agreed to this criminal offence of malfeasance in the office. Where this
is an agreed chargeable criminal offence we will elect to formally charge MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in
the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Five Million Pounds GBP
£5,000,000.00
A
Total agreed debt as resolution for the above listed criminal offences equals Two Hundred and Twenty
Five million pounds GBP
£225,000,000.00

Please make remedy by way of commercial instruments or personal cheque to the above address. If this is by personal cheque
then please make the cheque in the name of Yvonne Hobbs.

If you CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) elect not to resolve this matter and debt in the next seven (7) days from the re-
ceipt of this correspondence then seven (7) days later we will issue a further reminder as you CHARLES ALAN NUNN
(CLAIMANT) are in default of your agreement and your agreed obligation. There shall be a proceeding to the Notice of Default.

In the event where CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) elects not to make settlement THEN it will be noted that CHARLES
ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) has formally and of their own free will and without coercion elected to stand as a surety for a se-
curity by way of a Lien on the estate of CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) and by way of the sins of the father extended to
the seventh generation where there may be an attachment of earning on your Grand Children’s Grand Children’s Pension.

It is not our intent to place you CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in a state of distress or cause any distress loss or harm
by this legal action. MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC
Corporation/State—we have expressed the criminal offences and there is an obligation to resolve. We have also noted that others
in association are also complicit in the same criminal offences. Whomever is complicit in any criminal offences also carries the
obligation to bring those also complicit in the same criminal offences to resolution.

This may be viewed to be an excessive action to take as a remedy but we bring your attention back to the affidavit Exhibit (F) No
Body gets Paid. The Bank of England note GBP is based upon confidence and Belief where belief is a concept in the abstract
which is of no material substance. So is this an excessive action where there is no monetary value. http:/bit.lv/1WV48P

No injury loss or harm can be caused by the action. This is just numbers of no commercial significance as there cannot be com-
merce without money and there is no such thing as money so there is no such thing as economics.

It could be said that to take this action is to destabilise the economy. WHAT economy? The destabilization of the economy was
done generations ago when the government licensed fraudulent Banking Practice—by that we mean Federal Reserve Banking
practices, fractional lending and quantitative easing.

We did ask ourselves “Are we committing Fraud” Our response to this was. “Is there full disclosure?” YES. “Is there an agree-
ment between the parties as a result of that disclosure?” YES. "Is there any injury loss or harm?” NO. Then there is no fraud.

Are we destabilising Government? See above. Without the consent of the governed on and for the record then there is no gov-
erned and no government by default. What Government? See Exhibit under the affidavit Exhibit (H). Without a valid and account-
able government then there is no such thing as the public or the public purse.

CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) we have expressed the criminal offences and there is an obligation to resolve.
CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) is either by wilful intent or ignorance from this day forward is not a fit and proper per-
son to be in a position of trust. Ignorance of the law is no defence.

CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) You have seven (7) days to make reparation for your criminal offences. Seven (7) days
after that there will be a legal notice of default. Seven (7) days after that there will be a security by way of a lien.

We await your response. Silence creates a tacit and binding agreement through acquiescence.
No Assured Value. No Liability. No Errors and Omissions Accepted.




Without ill will or vexation.

For and on behalf of the Principal legal embodiment by the title of MRS YVONNE HOBBS.
For and on behalf of the Attorney General of the House of Hobbs.
For and on behalf of Baroness Yvonne of the House of Hobbs.




33 Lea Close
County Palatine of Leicestershire {LE9 6NW}

Baroness.oftheHouseof+Hobbs_868_0L503@gmail.com
25 February 2024

NOTICE of DEFAULT

To: MR CHARLES ALAN NUNN

CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS BANK PLC Corporation/State Corporation/State

25 GRESHAM STREET LONDON [EC2V 7HN]

pmstgmo(@lloydsbanking.com, GCT-MiddleOffice@lloydsbanking.com , Lloyds Bank Board member and HoL.
rep Huptonj@parliament.uk ,

Those with knowledge} Attorney General to King Charles}victoria.prentis.mp@parliament.uk,
Contempt.SharedMailbox@attorneygeneral.gov.uk , King Charles, c/o Lord of the Privy Counsel Penny Mordaunt

MP }hcenquiries@parliament.ukLady Chief Justice Sue Lascelles Carr c/o} contactholmember@parliament.uk ,
hlinfo@parliament.uk , Sir Geoffrey Charles Vos , Sir Julian Martin Flaux , Sir Antony James Zacaroli Court of Chancery c/o
rcjcompanies.orders@justice.gov.uk , rolls.ICL.hearings1@justice.gov.uk , Rishi Sunak's Anti-Fraud Champion Simon Fell MP
c/o} simon.fell. mp@parliament.uk ,Alex Chalk Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor c/o}

alex.chalk. mp@parliament.uk ,Leicestershire MPs c/o} andrew.bridgen.mp@parliament.uk , alberto.costa.mp@parliament.uk ,
claudia.webbe.mp@parliament.uk , jon.ashworth.mp@parliament.uk , liz.kendall. mp@parliament.uk ,Chief constable
Leicestershire police c/o} rob.nixon@]leicestershire.pnn.police.uk , Lord Ken Macdonald } info@howardleague.org ,
Claire.Than@rcl.ac.uk , Lord Sumption c/o } oforig3@lsbu.ac.uk , beaumoca@lsbu.ac.uk , firm.queries@fca.org.uk , ico

Corps reg ID}2065

STOCK EXCHANGE ID} FCA ID}119278

Your ref} Acts to interfere with justice thro use of HMCTS as private prosecutors, Wrongful entering of judgment, Abuse of court
process & of refusal to complete disclosure contra

Our Ref} HOH—CHARLES ALAN NUNN LLOYDS BANK PLC CEO OFFICER—HOHO868
Dear CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT),

Notice of Default — Non Negotiahle

Important Legal Information - Do not Ignore

Re: By Formal Agreement dated 11 February 2024 and opportunity to resolve dated 18 February 2024.

This is to notify you that you are now in default of your obligations under the above written formal agreement as a result of your
failure to make remedy by way of commercial instrument.

I hereby declare as of the date above, CHARLES ALAN NUNN (CLAIMANT) in the position of CEO OFFICER for LLOYDS
BANK PLC Corporation/State is now in default.

So there can be no confusion, this legal Notice is lawfully executed as of the date above. If, however, you make remedy by way of
commercial instrument within the next 7 (Seven) days, the Notice of Default will not be entered against CHARLES ALAN
NUNN (CLAIMANT).

For the avoidance of doubt: failure to make remedy by way of commercial instrument of the Final Demand dated, the 25 February
2024 within the 7 (Seven) days allowance, we will enforce the Notice of Default in its entirety. Further legal action will be taken
to recover the outstanding debt.

Legal proceedings will be taken to resolve this matter by raising a security by way of a lien.

We await your response. Silence creates a tacit and binding agreement through acquiescence.
No Assured Value. No Liability. No Errors and Omissions Accepted.
Without ill will or vexation.

For and on behalf of the Principal legal embodiment by the title of MRS YVONNE HOBBS.
For and on behalf of the Attorney General of the House of Hobbs.
For and on behalf of Baroness Yvonne of the House of Hobbs.
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Affidavit of Truth and Statement of Fact.

Placed formally on the record of Government and the State.
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Ladies and Gentlemen. It 1s our Duty and obligation and very great honour to
make the following announcement and Decree.

On this Day the 20thDay of March 2015.

It 1s now confirmed Formally, on and for the Record as of this Day the 20thDay of March 2015 Agreed by the State and the
Crown By way of un-rebutted Affidavit and statement of Fact and that there 1s a lasting tacit and binding agreement through
Acquiescence and Roval Assent by Default. That there has never been any such thing as LAW . But only the presumption of
law, where a presumption is nothing of material substance and any presumption can be dismissed by a formal challenge.

It 1s now confirmed Formally, on and for the Record as of this Day the 20thDay of March 2015 Agreed by the State and the
Crown By way of un-rebutted Affidavit and statement of Fact and that there 15 a lasting tacit and binding agreement through
Acquiescence and Royal Assent by Default. That Parlilament does not reign supreme and that any notion of government has
no legitimacy without the Material evidence that the governed have given their consent and that there cannot be any
Government For the one cannot exist in isolation without the other. Also that any action taken by way of Act or statute of
Parliament 1s and always has been a criminal offence of FRAUD and Malfeasance in the office at the very least.

It 15 now confirmed Formally, on and for the Record as of thus Day the 20thDay of March 2015 Agreed by the State and the
Crown By way of un-rebutied Affidavit and statement of Fact and that there 1s a lasting tacit and binding agreement through
Acquiescence and Roval Assent by Default. That the office of the Judiciary 15 nothing more than a sub office of a
commercial body and the status and standing of any Judge or Magistrate currently on this land has no greater status or
standing or authority than the Manageress of McDonalds. Also 1t 1s formally recognised on and for the record that the state
15 a 15 legal embodiment by an act of registration which 1s of no material substance and therefore frand by default and that
the interests of the State are the mnterests of the State alone to the detriment of anybody and anything else including its own
officers of the state. That the actions of the State are now recognised as an unconscionable and criminal fraternity capable of
highness crimes without measure.

It is now confirmed Formally, on and for the Record as of this Day the 20% Day of March 2013 Agreed by the State and the
Crown By way of un-rebutied Affidavit and statement of Fact and that there 1s a lasting tacit and binding agreement through
Acquiescence and Roval Assent by Default. That any and all executable Orders and Documents must carry an affixed
common seal which denotes point of origin and that any and all excitable Orders and Documents must be signed by human
hand and n wet ink by a named authortative living being who takes full responsibility for the content of that formal
excitable Order or document. Any deviation from this standing process where there 1s no affixed comumon seal or signature
in wet mk by a living hand with authority to do so, will be recognised in perpetuity as a criminal offence.

It 15 now confirmed Formally, on and for the Record as of thus Day the 20thDay of March 2015 Agreed by the State and the

Crown By way of un-rebutted Affidavit and statement of Fact and that there is a lasting tacit and binding agreement through
Acquiescence and Roval Assent by Default. That all imposed Taxation and Duty is and always has been not only a criminal

offence but is also detrimental to all the people of this planet.

C&G. AC&G. ONC. HNC. MCP. MCP+. MCSE. RBA Para Legal.
Attorney at Law. No Assured Value. No Liability. No Errors and
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That from this day forward and as of the 20% Day of March 2015 and in perpetuity the enforcement of all Taxation and duty
15 a recogmsed Act of Terronism. It 15 now confirmed Formally, on and for the Record as of this Day the 20thDay of March
2015 Agreed by the State and the Crown By way of un-rebutted Affidavit and stamen of Fact and that there 15 a lasting tacit
and binding agreement through Acquiescence and Roval Assent by Default. That there is no such thing as money or
commerce. No body gets paid or has been paid. No Body has the capability to Pay anybody or for any thing or Item without
Money. All commercial instruments are nothing more than pieces of paper with marks on them That there value 1s only
confidence and belief where confidence and Belief 1s recognised as being of no material substance. The continued use of
these commercial instruments 1s for the feeble of mind who insist on living in a make believe world of their own making.
Capitalism will forever be recognised and in perpetuity as the exploitation of another for personal gain. This has always
been an unconscionable and detrimental activity to the human race smce Babyloman times.

It is now confirmed Formally, on and for the Record as of this Day the 20 Day of March 2015 Agreed by the State and the
Crown By way of un-rebutted Affidavit and statement of Fact and that there 1s a lasting tacit and binding agreement
through Acquiescence and Roval Assent by Default. There 1s no greater Sanctuary than the human home, be this home a
castle or a wood hut or a blanket on the ground. From this day forward as of the 20 Day of March 2015 let it be known that
any transgression of this sanctuary other than by invitation, that any transgression of this Sanctuary 1s a recogmised Act of
War and aggression. We have the right by the very fact that we live to protect our life and the life of our loved ones. Any
transgression of this Sanctuary can be met with equal or great force with impunity. This 1s the long standing law and
traditions of this land. So say we all.

It 1s now confirmed Formally, on and for the Record as of this Day the 20" Day of March 2015 Agreed by the State and the
Crown By way of un-rebutted Affidavit and statement of Fact and that there 15 a lasting tacit and binding agreement through
Acquiescence and Roval Assent by Default. That the practice of election by way of secret ballot 1s and always has been an
abomination and deception with no credibility or redeeming qualities. By the very fact that this 1s a SECRET Ballot by any
means of notarisation or recording renders the outcome obsolete by definition that is a secret Ballot. By the very fact that
there 15 no recogmsed un-elective or reveres process and by the very fact that there 15 no such word to this effect mn the
recognised dictionanes. Then this elective process by way of secret ballot 15 and always has been void ab mmtio. Have a nice
Day. On and for the record.

Bring out the town crier and let the Bell ring. Let it be known across this planet, that from this day the 20thDay of March
2015 that the satanic Roman Empire 1s no more Let it be by Decreed that this 1s the day and will always be the day in

perpetuity when the days of austenity and tyranny end for all time to come. Let this day go down in history across this planet
as a day of celebration for all time. So say we all.

Let the celebrations begin.

So say we all.

C&G. AC&G. ONC. HNC. MCP. MCP+1. MCSE. RBA Para Legal.
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Affidavit of Truth and statement of Fact.

g

1. L Baron David of the House of Ward (being the undersigned) do solemnly swear, declare and depose._..

2. THAT I am competent to state the matters herein, and do take oath and swear that the matters herein are true, certain and
correct as contamed within this David of the House of Ward Affidavit of Truth and Fact.

3. T am herem stating the truth, the whole truth & nothing but the truth; and these truths stand as fact until another can
provide the material and physical evidence to the contrary.

4. THAT I fully and completely understand, before any charges can be brought, it must be firstly proved, by presenting the
material evidence to support the facts that the charges are valid and have substance that can be shown to have material
phyvsical substance as a foundation in fact.

5. From Exlubit (4). —Formal challenge to the twelve presumptions of lawl A presumption 1s something that 1s presumed
to be true and as a presumption then there is only a need for a formal challenge to that presumption to dismiss that
presumption until the physical and material evidence can be presented to support that presumption.

6. From Exhibit (B). —Case Authority WI-05257F| David Ward V Warrington Borough Council, 30thDay of May 2013.
Which 1s a case at court tribunal undertaken by recognised due process It 1s clear in the case that David Ward did not
challenge the PCN or the traffic Management Act 2004 section 82. But what was challenged was the presumption of the
consent of the governed. What 15 a mandatory requirement before the Acts and statutes can be legally acted upon 1s that
the consent of the governed has some validity and that 1t can be presented as matenial fact before any charges can be
brought. It is clear from this case authority undertaken by due process that: -(1) It is illegal to act upon any of the Acts or
statutes without the consent of the governed where the governed have actually given their consent and that consent is
presentable as material physical evidence of the fact that the governed have given their consent. (2) Where the Acts and
statutes are acted upon then this is illegal and a criminal action by the State (3) The criminal action is Malfeasance in a
public office and fraud. (4) Were there 1s no consent of the governed on and for the public record then there 1s not
governed and where there 1s no governed then there 1s no government. The one cannot exist without the other. (5) As this
crininal activity 1s observed to be standard practice and has been for nearly 800 years, then this 1s clear observable
evidence to the fact that LAW is a presumption and there 1s no such thing as LAW_ See Exhibit (A) the twelve
presumptions of law.

From Exhibit (C). —The Matenal evidence of the FACTSI It has been confirmed by the Rt. Hon. Lord Chief Justice Sir
Jack Beatson FBA. on and for the record that--(1) Whilst there 1s no matenial and physical evidence to the fact that the
governed have given their consent. Then the office of the Judiciary has no greater authority than the local manageress of
McDonalds. As the office of the Judiciary 1s a sub office of a legal embodiment by an act of registration. Where this act
of registration creates nothing of physical material substance and 1s also fraud by default. Any objection to this
observation of fact should be taken up with the Rt. Hon. Lord [Chief Justice Sir Jack Beatson FBA, Where the Rt. Hon.
Lord Chief Justice Sir Jack Beatson FBA would then have to present the material and physical evidence that the
governed have given their consent. As the office of the Judiciary 1s nothing more than a private commercial and
fraudulent enterprise built upon fraud and criminal intent. This 15 by no stretch of the imagination a valid government by
the people for the people as it 1s by default a private company providing a judicial service for profit and gain but where

C&G. AC&G. ONC. HNC. MCP. MCP+1. MCSE. RBA Para Legal.
Attorney at Law. No Assured Value. No Liability. No Errors and
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there is also and always a conflict of interests where there is a conflict of interests between the needs of the people and
the state (Company) Policy which has no obligation to the people or even the needs and wellbeing company staff This
has been confirmed by Chandran Kukathas of the London School of Economics and state office titled the Department of
Government. See Exhibit (C) The Matenial evidence of the FACTS.

g

7. From Exhibit (D). It 15 quite clear that there 15 due process for the execution of legal and commercial documents. Where
these processes are not followed then the very presence of a document which does not comply with these processes then
the document 1t"s self 1s physical and material evidence of Malfeasance in a public office and fraud.

8  From Exhibit (E). It is very clear that all instances of Taxation and Duty. VAT is not only not necessary but only serves
to deplete and subtract from the populations prosperity. Not only this but as we have shown 1t 15 also illegal and criminal
to do so without the agreement or the consent of the governed. It 15 unconscionable and a recognised act of terrorism. The
Exhibat speaks for 1its self.

9 From Exhibit (F). The Facts are the Facts. There 1s no money. The facts are the Facts. A great number of people live their
lives in a world of make believe. Let us consider this. Two barristers or lawvers will and do enter into a court room and
one of them will lose. For some reason which 15 bevond our comprehension it 15 a professionally accepted practice to
have a 50% failure rate. In a world of reality there is some people who service the planes at the local aitport between
flights. If these people had a 50% failure rate then 50% of the planes would fall out of the sky. THAT IS A FACT. There
is no money, just the illusion of money. There is legal tender and fiscal currency and commercial instruments and
promussory Bank notes, but there 1s no money. It 1s quite clear that a lot of people live n a world of make believe and
Alice in wonderland Lar Lar land. There 15 no money. It 15 not possible to pay for anything without money. You never
paid for anything and yvou never got paid. That is a fact.

10. There is no valid, legal or lawful government on this land. See Exhibit (H) The Hypocrisy of the Secret Ballet Elective
Process.

11. From Exhibit (G). My rights end where your rights begin Your rights end where my rights begin Rights are not granted
by government or the crown and they cannot be taken away or viclated by government or the crown. A Judge does not
have the right to trespass on my property so the judge cannot give a Bailiff or a civil enforcement officer or a policeman
the right by means of a warrant or an order because the Judge, who is a company servant by default, does not have that
authority unless [ agree. A public servant 1s a servant by default with the status of servant and a servant has no authority
above the one who grants that authority. Until the Judge can present the agreement or the consent of the governed then
the Judge has no authority to grant a warrant or a court order. Exhibit Case Authority WI-05257F. David Ward V
Warrington Borough Council. 30thday of May 2013. Also Exhibit (C) The Material evidence of the FACTS. These are
the facts. The material evidence of these facts has been provided.

12 This Affidavit of Truth and statement of Fact stands on and for the record as FACT until some other can present the
material physical evidence to the contrary which 1s valid.

Without 11l will or vexation.
For and on behalf of the Principal legal embodiment by the title of MR DAVID WARD.
For and on behalf of the attorney General of the House of Ward.
For and on behalf of Baron David of the House of Ward.
All rights reserved.
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Exhibit (A)

Formal challenge to the twelve presumptions of law

19th Day of January 2015
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Formal challenge to the twelve presumptions of law

Definition of presumption: http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/presumption

1. Anidea that is taken to be true on the basis of probability:
As a presumption, is a presumption on which must be agreed by the parties, to be true.
THEN and EQUALY

If one party challenges the presumption to be true on the basis of probability. Then this is all that is recognised to be
required to remove the presumption is a formal challenge to that presumption. The presumption then has no
standing or merit in FACT.

A probability: http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/american_english/probability

1. The extent to which something is probable; the likelihood of something happening or being the case:

By definition then this is not substantive as it is only a probability of what may be and therefore has no substance in
material FACT.

A State Court does not operate according to any true rule of law, but by presumptions of the law. Therefore, if
presumptions presented by the private Bar Guild are not rebutted they become fact and are therefore said to stand
true. There are twelve (12) key presumptions asserted by the private Bar Guilds which if unchallenged stand true
being Public Record, Public Service, Public Oath, Immunity, Summeons, Custedy, Court of Guardians, Court of Trustees,
Government as Executor/Beneficiary, Agent and Agency, Incompetence, and Guilt:

(i) The Presumption of Public Record is that any matter brought before a state Court is a matter for the
public record when in fact it is presumed by the members of the private Bar Guild that the matter is
a private Bar Guild business matter. Unless openly rebuked and rejected by stating clearly the
matter is to be on the Public Record, the matter remains a private Bar Guild matter completely
under private Bar Guild rules;

We, the undersigned formally challenge the Presumption of Public Record as it is by definition a
presumption by definition and has no standing or merit in presentable or material fact.
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(ii) The Presumption of Public Service is that all the members of the Private Bar Guild who have all
sworn a solemn secret absolute oath to their Guild then act as public agents of the Government, or
“public officials” by making additional caths of public office that openly and deliberately contradict
their private "superior” oaths to their own Guild. Unless openly rebuked and rejected, the claim
stands that these private Bar Guild members are legitimate public servants and therefore trustees
under public oath;

We, the undersigned formally challenge the Presumption of Public Service as it is by definition a
presumption, by definition and has no standing or merit in presentable or material fact.

(iii) The Presumption of Public Oath is that all members of the Private Bar Guild acting in the capacity of
"public officials" who have sworn a solemn public oath remain bound by that oath and therefore
bound to serve honestly, impartiality and fairly as dictated by their cath. Unless openly challenged
and demanded, the presumption stands that the Private Bar Guild members have functioned under
their public oath in contradiction to their Guild oath. If challenged, such individuals must recues
themselves as having a conflict of interest and cannot possibly stand under a public oath;

We, the undersigned formally challenge the Presumption of Public Oath as it is by definition a
presumption, by definition and has no standing or merit in presentable or material fact.

(iv) The Presumption of Immunity is that key members of the Private Bar Guild in the capacity of "public
officials" acting as judges, prosecutors and magistrates who have sworn a solemn public oath in
good faith are immune from personal claims of injury and liability. Unless openly challenged and
their oath demanded, the presumption stands that the members of the Private Bar Guild as public
trustees acting as judges, prosecutors and magistrates are immune from any personal accountability
for their actions:

We, the undersigned formally challenge the Presumption of Immunity as it is by definition a
presumption, by definition and has no standing or merit in presentable or material fact.

(v) The Presumption of Summons is that by custom a summons unrebutted stands and therefore one
who attends Court is presumed to accept a position (defendant, juror, witness) and jurisdiction of
the court. Attendance to court is usually invitation by summons. Unless the summons is rejected and
returned, with a copy of the rejection filed prior to choosing to visit or attend, jurisdiction and
position as the accused and the existence of "guilt" stands;
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We, the undersigned formally challenge the Presumption of Summons as it is by definition a
presumption, by definition and has no standing or merit in presentable or material fact.

{vi) The Presumption of Custody is that by custom a summons or warrant for arrest unrebutted stands
and therefore one who attends Court is presumed to be a thing and therefore liable to be detained
in custody by "Custodians". Custodians may only lawfully hold custody of property and "things" not
flesh and blood soul possessing beings. Unless this presumption is openly challenged by rejection of
summons and/or at court, the presumption stands you are a thing and property and therefore
lawfully able to be kept in custody by custodians;

We, the undersigned formally challenge the Presumption of Custedy as it is by definition a
presumption, by definition and has no standing or merit in presentable or material fact.

(vii)  The Presumption of Court of Guardians is the presumption that as you may be listed as a "resident"
of a ward of a local government area and have listed on your "passport” the letter P, you are a
pauper and therefore under the "Guardian" powers of the government and its agents as a "Court of
Guardians". Unless this presumption is openly challenged to demonstrate you are both a general
guardian and general executor of the matter (trust) before the court, the presumption stands and
you are by default a pauper, and lunatic and therefore must ocbey the rules of the clerk of guardians
(clerk of magistrates court);

We, , the undersigned formally challenge the Presumption of Guardians as it is by definition a
presumption, by definition and has no standing or merit in presentable or material fact.

(viii)  The Presumption of Court of Trustees is that members of the Private Bar Guild presume you accept
the office of trustee as a "public servant” and "government employee" just by attending a Roman
Court, as such Courts are always for public trustees by the rules of the Guild and the Roman System.
Unless this presumption is openly challenged to state you are merely visiting by "invitation" to clear
up the matter and you are not a government employee or public trustee in this instance, the
presumption stands and is assumed as one of the most significant reasons to claim jurisdiction -
simply because you "appeared”;

We, the undersigned formally challenge the Presumption of Trustees as it is by definition a
presumption, by definition and has no standing or merit in presentable or material fact.

(ix) The Presumption of Government acting in two roles as Executor and Beneficiary is that for the
matter at hand, the Private Bar Guild appoints the judge/magistrate in the capacity of Executor while
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the Prosecutor acts in the capacity of Beneficiary of the trust for the current matter. if the accused
does seek to assert their right as Executor and Beneficiary over their body, mind and soul they are
acting as an Executor De Son Tort or a "false executor” challenging the "rightful” judge as Executor.

Therefore, the judge/magistrate assumes the role of "true" executor and has the right to have you
arrested, detained, fined or forced into a psychiatric evaluation. Unless this presumption is openly
challenged to demonstrate you are both the true general guardian and general executor of the
matter (trust) before the court, questioning and challenging whether the judge or magistrate is
seeking to act as Executor De Son Tort, the presumption stands and you are by default the trustee,
therefore must obey the rules of the executor (judge/magistrate) or you are an Executor De Son Tort
and a judge or magistrate of the private Bar guild may seek to assistance of bailiffs or sheriffs to
assert their false claim against you;

We, the undersigned formally challenge the Presumption of Government acting in two roles as
Executor and Beneficiary as it is by definition a presumption, by definition and has no standing or
merit in presentable or material fact.

(%) The Presumption of Agent and Agency is the presumption that under contract law you have
expressed and granted authority to the Judge and Magistrate through the statement of such words
as "recognize, understand” or "comprehend” and therefore agree to be bound to a contract.
Therefore, unless all presumptions of agent appointment are rebutted through the use of such
formal rejections as "l do not recognize you", to remove all implied or expressed appointment of the
judge, prosecutor or clerk as agents, the presumption stands and you agree to be contractually
bound to perform at the direction of the judge or magistrate;

We, the undersigned formally challenge the Presumption of Agent and Agency as it is by definition a
presumption, by definition and has no standing or merit in presentable or material fact.

(xi) The Presumption of Incompetence is the presumption that you are at least ignorant of the law,
therefore incompetent to present yourself and argue properly. Therefore, the judge/magistrate as
executor has the right to have you arrested, detained, fined or forced into a psychiatric evaluation.
Unless this presumption is openly challenged to the fact that you know your position as executor
and beneficiary and actively rebuke and object to any contrary presumptions, then it stands by the
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And
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Case Overview.

What the Government would like people to believe is that a procedural impropriety is an acceptable mistake which can be
overlooked. But what this is, is a deliberate act of fraud and also malfeasance in a public office.

These are very serious crimes with crimunal intent.

Fraud is a deliberate action to defraud where the victim of the crime is unaware having no knowledge of a situation or
fact. This crime caries a penalty of 7 to 10 years incarceration and there latter, where there is multiple instances of.

63.5 nullion People are subject to this crime everyday as it is now commonplace and is carried out by the largest and most
ruthless criminal company in this country.

This same company 1s also a public office with the enforcement to execute this crime which 1s imnclusive of but not hnuted
to:- The office of the police, The office of the Judiciary, Local government and central government. Independent Bailiff
Companies which are licensed by the same company.

Malfeasance, Misfeasance and Nonfeasance is also a very severe crime with a period of incarceration of Life in prison.
Malfeasance 1s a deliberate act, with criminal mtent to defraud. Ignorance i1s no defense. Malfeasance has been defined
by appellate courts in other jurisdictions as a wrongful act which the actor has no legal right to do; as an act for which
there is no authority or warrant of law; as an act which a person ought not to do; as an act which is wholly wrongful and
unlawful; as that which an officer has no authority to do and is positively wrong or unlawful; and as the unjust
performance of some act which the party performing 1t has no legal right.

Crimes of this nature cannot go unpunished. If crime goes unpunished then the erimunal will undertake the action agam
and again. When the eriminal 1s rewarded for the crime by their peers and superiors 1t then becomes difficult to know that
a crime has been committed in the first place. However, it is everyone’s obligation to be fully conversant with there
actions, and the consequences of their actions in every situation.

“Iwas just following orders™ Or “I was just doing my Job™ Is no excuse.

‘When the full extent of these crimes 1s realised, it then becomes blatantly obvious that these crimes are deliberate and 1n
full knowledge if not by the lower subordinates but defiantly by the executive officers of the company.

The cost of these crimes has been estimated to be 1n the region of £4,037.25 Trnillion over the past 35 years. Ths 15 the
cost to the people of this small country which 1s far in excess by many times the global GDP.

The simplicity of this case 1s very often overlooked as it involves a simple PCN. (Penalty Charge Notice)

It 15 important to note here that the appellant at tribunal did not challenge the PCN, or the Traffic Management Act. But
the appellant took out the very foundation to any claim made under any Act or statute of Parliament. All of which have the
same legal dependency which has never been fulfilled in 800 years.

There are in excess of 8 million Act’s and statutes. None of which can be acted upon without the legal authority to do so.
To act upon these same Act’s/Statutes without the legal authority to do so 1s Malfeasance m a public office and fraud at
the very least.

Thus case which was undertaken at tribunal and there for recognized due process confirms this to be the facts of the
matter.
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Case details.

This may be a simple PCN (Penalty Charge Notice) but close observation of the details will conclusively show otherwise.

This is the PCN (Penalty Charge Notice) issued by Warrington Borough Council which clearly shows that a claim is being
made under the traffic management Act 2004. There is clearly no disclosure to the fact that there is no liability to pay as
the outcome will show.

5

£, 40 Farked in & designated disabled persons
D

Penalty Cha"se r\-u 'IC.B Number :

Served On: 05/03/201a
Date of Contravention: D8/03/2013
Time: 10:867

The Vehicle with the Regiztraticon Number: WHS1GJZ
Make: Flat Colour: Purple

ARoad Fund Licence Number: 17624329

Aoag “ung Licence Explry Cate; 0213

Mas ocbserved betwesr W58 and 10:67
In: Cairg Street “My=T0nin) .

By Civil Enforcement Of’icer: 084
Signature/initials: -~

p

¥
wha hmad ressonable Jause to bellave that tne -

fol lowing park ing contravention had ccourred:

40 Parked in a designated dlsabled persons
parking place without displaying a valld diasanied J°
A @ersons badge n the prescribed manner

& penaity charge of £70 Is now payable and must

be paid not iater than the |ast day of the period
siof 28 days beginning with the date on which this o
< Permalty Charge Notice was gerved.

The penaity charge will be reduced by & dliscount

of GOY to £35.00 if it is paid not later than the

last gey of the perigd of 14 days beginrning with af

the date on which this Penalty Charge Notice was ¥
served

- ol
- PLEASE BE AWARE THAT PAYMENT CLOSES THE CASE N

Payment instructicns are printed on the reversa of
this _notige.

nmmw wm&mm ':
pn unﬂw THE cmwnr@m ﬁ&ﬁﬁ;)aﬁ

ieien Niber? 16 RENMENT SLIP m“h sy
U Date: 05/03/2013 Time:

4 0

O

10:57 5:5

parking place without displaying & valid disabiea O
parsons badge in the orescribad manner ]
The Fundliy Tharse of £70 or d35. 00 (¥ pacd net labler Lhan She

I' last day of the |4 daw period begianing with 156 date sm mhich %.(
© thia PCH waa served

8 .ﬂl&llllllllllllo‘
’ R i el L e . [

. o

L° v
wloi186068 o

i Eomull sl np. e irington ® mge o com
v, US04 900 540 Mom 5o Fri |0am - dpm |

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PAYMENT

* By Tebephone Credil ! Debil card puyments only. Autimated poymest line
D45 457 4545 (24 bowrs 6 diy 7 T idegs & week ) Hove yoar vehicke desails
and PUN Number ready,

o (miine @ wew warringen.govak foliow ks fom meme) paymeses,
then car parking fne.

+ By Post using the paysient slig below s Waningion Bomagh Conacd,
Enguiries and Paymest Office, Jewel 6. Markes Muoli Siorey Car Park,
Acaderry Way, Warringson WA | ZHN. Payment may he made by orossed
chegue or postal oeder. Please wrge the PUN Number and your address an
the revense of the chegoeposial oriker.

* s Person st The Enguincs and Pamsnls Office. Warnsgion Borough
Comncil, Enqairies and Paymest Office, devel 6, Marka Mult Storey Car
Park. Acslemy Wiy, Wimsgion WAl JHN. Mo 5o Fri [wn - $pm
fencluding Bank Hididiys)

PFLEASE HE AWARE THAT PAYMENT CLOSES THE CASE

i you belicve that the Penalty should not be paid
and wish to challenge this PCN

* Write 10 Wirringson Bonsugh Council, Enquiries. snd Paymaot
lﬂﬂl Aarier Mulis Ssowey Car Park. Acadessy Wiy, Wisringion WAL

1F you are unable i wiiie of e mall. of heve any other engquary, please islephose

Please quote the PCN Number, the sehicle registration and yoar
address in all contacts,

Dectails of ihe Comncil's policy and approsch o chillenges can be lound
ol wierw warringlen gov.ik ar wem o the Councl's offices - all cases will
T it il oot Wi il icivian] cirn st o,

I you challenge ihis PON within 14 duvy of the FON servier date and dhe
chudlengs in rejected the cosmcel sl re-offer ghe 14 day discermt period

If the Penalty Charge is not paid or challenged

I the Pesalty Charge is mol pakd on or before the end of the 28 day
peerioad s specified on the Froat of this sodloe or sicvessfulls

the Councll may serve 8 Notkee o (nemer (NHD) on the ewner of il
paymeni of the Penalty Charge. The aumer can then

mummummpuwwumtm
issus @ NHD any way, the owner st follow (e imstriscisons on e N0,

Farher befisrmution about Chil Parling Enforvement fimciuding PCNy and
Nty ) i evailably osline & www patel-ad ok

phesse complete voar dalals belome returming ths. sl w i vowr payimsen

PAYMENT SLIP TICK BOX FOR RECEIPT
Pl wnchomy & aamped sdiend
SRTIPE o e NS R

Name: (MoMrvhlisaMEL ...

S - R

Make cheques and poszal orders payable in Wamngon Borough Coencil and
wrile the PN Numbes o0 ithe reverie, s

Page 3 of 14



The Next document and physical evidence is the notice to owner from the same Warrington borough Council which also
quite clearly makes the claim that there has been a violation of the traffic Management Act 2004 section 82. On the 08%

April 2013,

WARRINGTON #

Borough Council

Traffic Management Act 2004, s82: Civil Enforcement of Parking Contraventions (England) General Regulations 2007; Civil
Enforcement of Parking Contraventions (England) Representations and Appeals Regulations 2007

‘WI01185069

145 Slater Street
Warrington
‘WA4 IDW
This Notice to Owner has been issued to you by Warrington
Borough Council because the Penalty Charge Notice has not been
paid in full and you are the registered owner/kesperfhirer on the
date on which the Penalty Charge Notice was served to the vehicle.

Notice to Owner

" Date of this Notice tc Owner and date of posting | 08/04/2013

To: | Mr David Ward
] This Nailc_a to Owner has been served on you because it appears to Warrington Borough Council that you are the owner c:f

~__Vehicle Registration Number [ WMS1GJZ Make | FIAT
Tax Disc | 17524329 Expiry | 0213
In respect of Penalty Charge Natice (PCN) | WIO1185068 Served | 05/03/2013
. _ Number PR on 2;
By Civil Enforcement Officer (CEQ) | WI084
who had reason to believe that the folliGwing | 40 _ ;
contravention had occurred and that a penalty | Parked in a designated disabled persons parking place without displaying
charge was payable. | g valid disabled persons badge in the mﬂeﬂ manner
—__Location of contravention | Cairo Street (MW 30min) s - B et
Date of Contravention | 05/03/2013 | Time | 10:57:04 e L8P s g
Penalty Charge Amount. [ E70 | (N
Amount Paid to Date: | £0 . Payment Due Now | £70

Note: The person appearing to be in charge of the vehicle was served with a Penalty Charge Notice (PCN) which allowed 14 days
for payment of a 50% discounted penalty charge; ctherwise the full penalty charge became due, Either no payment has been
received or any payment received has been insufficient to clear the penalty charge

A penally charge of £70 is now payable by you as the owner and must be paid no later than the last day of the period
of 28 days beginning with the date on which this Notice is served. This Notice will be taken to have been served on the
second working day after the day of posting (as shown above) unless you can show that it was not.

YOU THE OWNER/KEEPER/HIRER ARE LIABLE FOR THE PENALTY CHARGE NOTICE - DO NOT IGNORE
THIS NOTICE OR PASS IT TO THE DRIVER

You may make representations to Warrington Borough Council as to why this penalty charge should not be paid
These Representations should be made not later than the last day of the period of 28 days beginning on the date on
which this Notice is served and any representations made outside that period may be disregarded.

Note: If you do net pay the penalty charge or make Representations before the period specified above, the penalty charge will
increase by 50% to £105 and a Charge Certificate will be served on you. If you do not pay the full amount shown on the Charge
Certificate, Warrington Borough Council may register it as a debt at the County Court and then put the case in the hands
of the bailiffs who will add their own costs to the penalty charge.

WI01185069

For payment options please see overleaf

You must complete this slip in BLOCK CAPITALS and return it to
the address below
Wamington Borough Council, Enguiries & Payments Office, Level 6, Market Multi Storey Car Park, Academy Way, Warrington, WA1 2HN

Penalty Charge Notice:WI01185089
Vehicle Registration NumberWM51GJZ
Date of Contravention:05/03/2013
Payment Amount Due: £70

Payment Slip




Along with the opportunity to make representation as to why there 1s no liability.

WARRINGTON

Borough Council

Traflic Managemeant Act 2004, sB2. Civil Enforcemant of Parking Contraventions (England) General Regulations 2007; Civil
Enfarcamant of Parking Contraventions (England) Representations and Appeals Regulations 2007

Representations

Penally Charge Nolice: WI01185089
W l 0 1 1 85069 “ehicle Registration NumberWMS1GJ2Z
; B Date Of Contravention:05/03/2013

If you believe that the penalty charge should not be paid you may make Representations to Warrington Borough Counci
Representations musl be made in writing and you may use this form

How to Make Representations

The Traffic Management Act 2004 sets out grounds (see below) on which you may make Fl:ptmhttlinm

Represantalions must be made in writing within the period of 28 days baginning with the date of service of this Notice, the date ql

:tl.nm will be taken to have been 2 working days after the day of posting. Any Representations made after this date may be

regarded.

If your Representation s successful a Notice of Acceptance will be issued and the penalty charge cancelled.

If your Representation is unsuccessful 8 Notice of Rejection will be (ssued to you and you must either pay the penalty charge in full ar

:g.pqal ta an Adjudicator, whe will independently consider your Appeal. An Appeal form will be includead with mn Naotice of Rejection,
ou should complete and send o the adjudicalor al the address shown on the form. Details of the appeals procedure will be

sant with the Notica of Rejection.

Section One: Grounds for Representations.
Please tick the grounds on which you are making representations
I am not liable to pay the penalty charge because:

M The alleged contravention did not occur.
In Section 3, explain why you believe no contravention took place

] 1 was never the owner of the vehicle in question/or
Please complete section 2

|| 1 had coased to be its owner before the date on which the alleged contravention occurred/or
Please complete section 2

L1 became its owner after the date on which the alleged contravention occurred,
Please complote section 2

|| The vehicle had been permitied to remain at rest in the place in question by a person who was in control of the
vahicle without the consent of the owner.
Supply proof such as a police crime report number, police station address or Insurance claim In Section 3

[l We are a vehicle hire firm and the vehicle was on hire under a hiring agreeament and the hirer had signed a
statement acknowledging liability for any PCN issued during the hiring period.
Please supply a copy of the signad hire agreaemeant including the nama and anddress of hirer, Please complete Section 4

The penalty charge exceeded the amount applicable in the circumsatances of the case.
Thal |8, you have been asked to pay mora than you are lagally liable to pay. Pleasa complate Saction 3

M There nas been a procedural impropriety by the enforcement authority.
Please complete Section 3 stating why you belleve the authority has acted improperly or in breach of
regulations

I*" The Order which Is alleged to have been contravened In relation to the vehlcle concerned Is Invalid,
You balieve the parking restriction in quastion was invalid or ilegal. Please complata Section 3

[l This Notice should not have been served because the penalty charge had already been paid.

If none of the grounds above apply but you believe thaera are mitigating circumstances please complete Section 3

‘We would also point out at this point that this 1s an unsigned NOTICE and not a legal document. The mutigating
circumstances 1s that there has been a procedural impropriety, which 1s clearly an option as this 1s clearly stated on the
notice to owner. So 1t 1s apparent that there 1s a procedural mimpropriety in place and this 1s known by Warrington Borough
Council otherwise this option would not be a part of the Notice to owner. We also took the opportunity to utilise a second
option which confirms there is a procedural impropriety and that the order which is alleged to have been contravened in
relation to the vehicle 1s invalid. Why ells would these possibilities be on this notice to owner if there was not a
procedural impropriety. We also took the opportunity to complete section 3 of the notice to owner to clarify the
procedural impropriety on a separate piece of paper as advocated by Warrington Borough Council as there was not

enough space on the notice to owner provided. These presentations were as follows.
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Notice to Warrington Borough Council

145 Slater Street
Latchford
Warrington
Warrington Borough Council, WA4 1DW
Enquiries & Payments Office 16" of April 2013
Level 6
Market Multi Story Car Park
Academy Way
Warrington
WAL 2HN

Notice of opportunity to withdraw

MNOTICE TO AGENT IS NOTICE TO PRINCIPAL AND NOTICE TO PRINCIPAL IS NOTICE TO AGENT APPLIES
DO NOT IGNORE THIS LETTER. IGNORING THIS LETTER WILL HAVE LEGAL CONCEQUENCES

You're Reference: WI01185069

Dear Sir's
We do not know who to name as the recipient of this communication as the sender failed in his/her duty of care and did not sign
the document sent to Mr David Ward at his address. The action of not signing the document sent to Mr David Ward legally means
that no living person has taken legal responsibility for the content of the document on behalf of Warrington Borough Council and the
document cannot be legally responded to. That very act of not signing the document renders the document void and therefore
none legal and unusable in law under current legislation. Strike one. Deliberate Deception.

This Document will now be kept on file as physical presentable evidence, as it represent the criminal activities of the representatives
of Warrington Borough Council whether they are aware of this transgression or not. Ignorance of the law is no defence and all of
the representatives of Warrington Borough Council are now culpable under the current legislation because one individual failed to
sign the document. This is a fact which must be understood. Strike two. Ignorance of current legislation.

The second big mistake on the document is that the document is a notice to owner. Under current legislation the owner of any
motorised vehicle is the DVLA Swansea SAS9 1BA, this means that some imbecile at Warrington Borough Council has sent a notice to
owner to the registered keeper and not the official owner. Strike three. Document sent to the wrong address. We have not
progressed beyond the first line yet and we are falling around on the floor in a state of hysteria at the competence levels
demonstrated by the representatives of Warrington Borough Council. Mr David Ward is the official registered keeper not the
oWner.

The very next line refers to the Traffic Management Act 2004. Now this is where things get really interesting because the Act
referred to is an act of HM Parliament and governments PLC, a recognised corporation or an all for profit business. An Act which is
not law in the UK, it is not even referred to as law as it is an Act of a corporation or an all for profit business, or policy, but itis not a
law. Strike four. Displays lack of understanding and competence regarding what is the difference between law and legislation.

Act's and statutes of HM Parliament and governments PLC can only be given force of law by the consent of the governed which have
agreed to those Act’s and statutes of HM Parliament and governments PLC. There for there is a mandatory legal requirement under
current legislation that the governed must have given their consent legally which can be physically presented as fact before the Act's
and statutes of HM Parliament and governments PLC can be given force of law. Not Law, Not enforceable. Sixty three and a half
million people in the UK have not legally entered into those agreements in full knowledge and understanding and of their own free
will, which must be kept on the public record for the Act’s and statutes of HM Parliament and governments PLC to be given an
action which involves force. Or force of law. The answers to the questions are in the understanding of the words used to
implement acts of force. Or Law.

The next item we come to is a demand for payment. A demand for payment without a signed Bill is a direct contravention of the
Bills of Exchange Act 1882. Strike Five. The Bills of exchange act of 1882 is based upon a pre existing commercial contract or
agreement. See Bills of exchange act of 1882, http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Vict/45-46/61.

Profiteering through deception is an act of fraud. Strike six. See Fraud Act 2006.
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/35/contents. Insisting or demanding payment without a pre existing commercial
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arrangement which is based on presentable fact in the form of a commercial agreement is an act of deception. Paymentis a
commercial activity.

You have been served LEGAL NOTICE

Mr David ward has no recognisable legal means to respond to a demand for payment without a signed bill which is based upon a pre
existing commercial contract or arrangement or agreement, because there is no standing commercial contract or arrangement or
agreement between Mr David Ward and Warrington Borough Council. If Mr David Ward was to willingly comply with the demand
for payment without a commercially recognised bill, then Mr David Ward would have knowingly given consent and conspired to a
commercially fraudulent action. This in turn would make Mr David Ward culpable under current regulation for that action. Mr
David Ward will not knowingly create that liability against himself or create that culpability.

The very presentation of the document that we are responding to from Warrington Borough Council, which is also a document that
will be kept on file for future presentation as physical evidence, which is presentable physical evidence and a list of transgressions
against the currently held legislation.

This same document supplied by Warrington Borough Council recognises that there may be, or has been a procedural impropriety
by the enforcement authority. This is the only saving grace on this document which allows for @ honourable withdrawal, of the
proceedings implemented illegally by the enforcement authority.

This document is representation as to the procedural impropriety by the enforcement authority and as stated at the outset of the
document, gives an opportunity to withdraw due to the procedural impropriety by the enforcement authority. This processis also a
matter of complying with current legislation, without which Mr David Ward would be unsuccessful if he were to pursue legal
proceeding against the enforcement authority and or the members of Warrington Borough Council.

As the opportunity to withdraw has now been presented to the enforcement authority and the members of Warrington Borough
Council under a procedural impropriety by the enforcement authority. Should the above mentioned not take the opportunity to
make an honourable withdrawal and confirm such in writing to Mr David Ward, then Mr David Ward will be left with no other option
in the future but to start legal proceedings against the enforcement authority and the members of Warrington Borough Council.

The content of this document will be in the public domain in the next few days as there is no agreement in place which is legally
binding with which to prevent this.

We don't expect to be hearing from the enforcement authority and or the members of Warrington Borough Council again unless it is
in the form of a written confirmation of withdrawal of proceedings.
Mo further correspondence will be entered into regarding this matter.

WITHOUT PREJUDICE, i.e. all natural and Unalienable Rights Reserved

For and on behalf of David Ward

Mr David Ward reserves the right to use force to defend himself, his family and his family

home, which he has an unalienable right to do so.

Response to this notice should be forwarded within 10 days of receipt of this notice to the postal address known as,
145 Slater Street, Latchford, Warrington WA4 1DW

Mo assured value, No liability. No Errors & Omissions Accepted. All Rights Reserved.

WITHOUT RECOURSE — NON-ASSUMPSIT

You have been served LEGAL NOTICE

Warrington Borough council decided at this point not to recognise the representation given or the requirement for
‘Warrington Borough council to present the legal and presentable “Consent of the governed” Which 1s mandatory for
Warrington Borough council to have the correct legal authority before acting under the Act’s and statutes of parliament.
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It 15 also important to note that Warrington Borough council did not at this point contest the presentations made.

WARRINGTON Davi Boye

Borough Council Tl Sighiineg o0 Opertont

Parking Sensces Lind
Engusies & Payment Office
Level 8 Market Muti Storey Car Park

Mr David Ward Acaderry Way
145 Slater Streel Wamrglan
W:lmtﬂﬂ WAl 2HN
WA4 1DW Interim Chisf Executive
Professor Steven Broomhead

Wata WETINION 00y Uk

IF you have difficuty makong contact

ploase dal (544 800 8540

Apcom, working N parTershg Wit
Wirnmger Barnegh Counce

23/04/2013 el |

Dear Mr Ward,

Re : Notice of Rejection of Representations

Traffic Management Act 2004 - s78, Civil Enforcement of Parking Contraventions
(England) General Regulations 2007; Civil Enforcement of Parking Contraventions
(England) Representations and Appeals Regulations 2007.

PCN Mo : WI01185069
Date Issued + 05/03/2013 10:57:04
Location of Contravention : Cairo Street (MW 30min)

Your representations against the above Penalty Charge Notice have been
carefully considered in the light of the circumstances at the time and In
accordance with the Trafflc Managemenl Act 2004. Grounds for cancellation of
the charge have nol been established and this letter is the formal Motice of
‘Rejection of Representations’. i
¢ The reasons for rejection are: ﬁ. thai;
“Your mmm d disabled persons parking place without
displaying a valid disabled persons badge in the prescribed manner.

Unfortunately. you cannot park in a Disabled Bay unless you are clearly
displaying a valid Disabled Blue Badge. The Traffic Information Sign on Cairo
Street (adjacent to your vehicle) clearly states:-

‘Disabled badge holders only,

Mon — Sat,

Bam - 6.30pm”,

and, on the road (adjacent to your vehicle) there is a white 'bay’ marking with the
word “DISABLED"

There 1s no effective contest to the presentations made. So the presentations made stand as fact.

Also at this point Warrington Borough council invited Mr D Ward to take Warrington Borough council to tribunal and the
outcome would be legal and binding on both parties. So we took advantage of this generous offer and we also included
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copy of all documents up to this point as physical evidence.. This was the same process as before. Along with same
presentations sent to Warrington Borough council. Along with a letter to the adjudicator as follows.

Dear Adjudicator
Please forgive the informality as we have not been made aware of the name of the adjudicator.

This 1s 1n response to Warnington Borough Councils decision to reject our challenge against the PCN. Clearly the PCI has been
challenged by Mr David Ward, But that challenge has not been rebutted by Warrington Borough Council. as Warrington Borough
Council have only repeated the grounds under which the PCN was raised. Copy under same cover which is highlighted.

Also a PCN 1s a penalty charge Notice and as such a notice of a penalty charge. A recognisable Bill has not been raised and presented
to Mr David Ward complete with a wet ink signature.

As the presentations made by Mr David Ward where not addressed. Then the challenge made by Mr David Ward still stands and the
PCN 1s not valid or enforceable.

Warrington Borough Council has made a demand for payment. but has not presented Mr David Ward with a Bill which is recognised
under the Bills of exchange act of 1882 (Which also must have a signature in wet ink?) Warrington Borough Council cannot raise a
Bill because there 1s no commercial arrangement 1n place between Warnngton Borough Council and Mr David Ward under whach to
raise a Bill.

For Mr David Ward to respond by paying without a bill signed 1n wet ink_ then that would be a direct violation of the bills of exchange
act of 1882, In addition to this as there is no commercial arrangement and Bill presented, then this would also be a contravention of
the fraud act of 2006. Mr David Ward is not in the habit of knowingly conspiring to fraud. Thus action would also create a liabality
agamst Mr David Ward.

Warrington Borough has also listed mn their “rejection of presentations” the Traffic Management Act 2004 — s78 1n support of their
claim. The Act’s and statutes of HM Parliaments and Governments PLC can only be given force of law by the consent of the
governed. What 1s mandatory i the first instance 1s the consent of the governed which 1s also presentable as fact. As the consent of
the governed is not presentable as fact, then the Act’s and statutes of HM Parliaments and Governments PLC cannot be acted upon in
any way which would cause loss to the governed. What 1s mandatory in this instance 1s the presentable agreements of sixty three and
a half million governed to be m place before an Act or Statute can be acted upon.

We fail to see how this 1s in support of the PCN presented to Mr David Ward.

We fail to see how listing the Traffic Management Act 2004 — s78 supports the claims made by Warrmgton Borough Couneil m any
way other than to create obfuscation 1n attempt to confuse the mind.

There are no agreements in place between the 22000 residents of the Warrington Borough and Warmngton Borough Council, which
can be presented as fact complete with signatures in wet mk, which can be presented to support the claim of Warrington Borough
Council in support of a demand for payment. Without violating the Bill's of exchange Act of 1882 and the fraud act of 2006 section 2
Fraud by false representation see: http:/'www legislation gov.uk/ a/2006/35/section/2. And section 4 part 2

A person may be regarded as having abused his position even though his conduct consisted of an omission rather than an act. See:
hitp:/www legislation gov.uk/ukpga/2006/35/section/4. An omission in the form of an omitted signature would constitute an act of
fraud under section 4 section 2 of the fraud act of 2006.

So let us summarise regarding the grounds for appeal with reference to the form provided for appeal.

*  (A) The alleged contravention did not occur. No contravention has occurred, because there are no agreements between the
220,000 members of the Warnngton Borough and Warnington Borough Council, which can be legally presented as fact in
support of the alleged contravention.

* (C) There has been a procedural impropriety by the council. The council did not respond to the challenge made by Mr
David Ward 1n a manner which would make any sense or would constitute a rebuttal to the challenge. Warnington Borough
Council are advocating to Mr David Ward in their demand for payment without a bill presented. a direct contravention of the
Bill's of exchange Act 1882 and the Fraud Act 2006.

+  (D)The traffic Order which is alleged to have been contravened in relation to the vehicle concerned is invalid. The
traffic order (that’s a new approach, can’t find a listing for that ) 1s illegal because there 1s no agreement between the parties
which 15 legally presentable as fact and signed mn wet k. You have got to love that word legal, legally blind, legal consent.

Page 9 of 14



All presentable as fact complete with a signature in wet ink. and without the signature in wet ink on a legal document in the
form of an agreement, then 1t 1s not legal or 1s 1llegal and therefore not lawful. You have to love the word legal

Need we continue? It 1s obvious at this point that there 1s no body at Warrington Borough Council that 1s capable of understanding the
challenge made by Mr David Ward, or capable of responding, there for an Adjudicator becomes necessary.

There 1s only one outcome to this tribunal, where the adjudicator 1s a recogmsed lawyer and 1s independent of the council.

* A challenge has been made and has not been effectively rebutted by Warrmgton Borough Couneil

*  The action of demanding payment without the presentation of a lawful legal Bill which is subject to The Bill's of exchange
Act of 1882 and signed in wet mk cannot be responded to in the manner expected by Warrington Borough Council, without a
second transgression against the fraud act of 2006.

*  Regardless of the policies or legislation of Warrmngton Borough Counecil or HM Parliaments and Governments PLC, any
commercial activity would constitute an act of fraud without the commercial agreements in place beforehand.

+  The continued activates where demands for payment are made without observing the bills of exchange act 1882 and a
recognised bill is presented complete with wet ink signature 1s a continued procedural impropriety by the council and the
members of Warnington Borough Council are culpable 1 law for their actions.

There can only be one outcome to this tribunal which 1s acceptable under current legislation and that outcome will be found 1n favour
of the appellant Mr David Ward and not mn favour of continued transgressions against current legislation by Warnington Borough
Council.

In the document provided outliming procedure to make presentations 1n this tribunal process, there 1s a section concerning Costs 1
favour of the appellant. where a party has behaved wholly unreasonable.

We have taken a considerable amount of time and energy responding to Warrnington Borough Council when making representation and
in preparation for this tribunal. It is not without reason that a consideration could be expected. This would also serve to enforce the
decision made by the adjudicator in this tribunal. If the adjudicator 1s truly an independent and an honourable individual then a
consideration 1s in order.

Mr David Ward also notes that as this Tribunal is informal then it is also recognised as not legally binding regardless of the
findings of the Adjudicator.

We would also like a response in writing from the adjudicator to relay the outcome of this tribunal conveying the reasons for the
adjudicator’s decisions.

For and on behalf of Mr David Ward

WITHOUT PREJUDICE, i.e. all natural and Unalienable Rights Reserved

Mr David Ward reserves the right to use force to defend himself, his family and his family home, which is his unalienable right to do
50.

No assured value, No liability. Errors & Omissions Accepted. All Rights Reserved.

WITHOUT RECOURSE — NON-ASSUMPSIT

There are addition changes 1n international law that the adjudicator may not be aware of at this time. Please consider the following
which also has some bearing on this tribunal.
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The results from the tribunal are as follows. Decision Cover Letter (Appellant) 1249270-1.pdf

AN
Trafflc Penalty England and
Trilmnal Wslag

Traifo Perafty THounal
Gy rglinid i,
‘Wiwtor Lome, W1 mesom;
Chasrirs 519 550

Fppe e OpEneRyr Bl g sk
v iraifiopena byl gow. i

Mr David Ward Case Number: WI 05257F
145 Slater Street

Latchford Vehicle Registration: WM51GJZ

Warrington
Cheshire WA4 1DW Direct Dial: 01625 44 55 84

30 May 2013
Dear Mr Ward,
David Ward v Warrington Borough Council
WI01185069
Enclosed you will find the Adjudicator's Decision. A copy has been sent to the Council.
The Adjudicator’s Decision is final and binding on both you and the Council.

The attached notes explain the conseguences of the Decision, but must be read subject to any
specific directions given by the Adjudicator.

If payment is required, please send payment to the Council, not to the Traffic Penalty Tribunal.
Yours sincerely

Kemry Conway

Clearly this 1s a tribunal and as such recogmised due process which 1s legal and binding on both Parties. In addition to this
there was the adjudicator’s decision.

Adjudicator Decision 1249267 .pdf
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e case nomper WI 05257F

——
Adjudicator’s Decision
David Ward

and
Warrington Borough Council

Penalty Charge Notice WI01185069 £70.00

Appeal allowed on the ground that the Council does not contest the
appeal.

Reasons

The PCN was issued on 5 March 2013 at 10:57 to vehicle WM51GJZ in Cairo
Street for being parked in a designated disabled person's parking place without
clearly displaying a valid disabled person's badge.

The council has decided not to contest this appeal. The adjudicator has therefore
directed that the appeal is allowed without consideration of any evidence or the
_ merits of the case.

" The appellant is not liable to pay the outstanding penalty charge.

The Proper Officer on behalf of the
Adjudicator 30 May 2013

Page 1of 1

“Appeal allowed on the ground that the council does not contest the appeal” “The council has decided not to contest this

appeal”
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Warrington Borough Council cannot contest the appeal. There 1s a mandatory requirement for Warrington Borough
council to present as physical evidence and factual foundation for the claim which is the legally signed on and for the
public record “Consent of the Governed™ This is the legal authority that Warrington Borough council would have to
present as physical evidence and foundation for there claim for the claim to have any legal substance in presentable fact.

He who makes the claim must also provide the foundation and the physical proof of that claim other wise the moon could
be made from cream cheese just because Warrington Borough council claim this is so.

Without this physical evidence then the claim 1s fraudulent. Hence a crime 1s committed by Warrington Borough council
and that erime 1s fraud not a procedural impropriety or a mistake. Also, there 1s a second crime. Tlus second crime 1s
Malfeasance m a public office. A clear and intended action to extort funds where there 1s no legal authority to do so.

“The adjudicator has therefore directed that the appeal is allowed without consideration of any evidence or the meriis of
the case”

Clearly there are merits of the case which have been presented here.
The appellant is not liable to pay. Case No WI 05257F Dated 30™ day of May 2013.

There 1s also confirmation of this fact from Warrington Borough council and signed in wet ink by an officer of the state
Scott Clarke Dated 29 of May 2013.

E Cnarge Notice nismewer WIG L1 BS084.
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“Duie to the unanticipated shortage of parking services staff. Warrington Borough Council has no alternative except to
exercise our discretion and cancel the above Penalty Charge Notice”

Thus 15 a very mteresting choice of words which 1s obfuscator i nature. Warrington Borough Council will never be able to
provide staff which can provide the legal consent of the governed because for the past 800 years the governed have never
once been so much as asked to provide the legal consent of the governed on and for the public record. Warrington
Borough council or it’s parking services staff cannot provide something that does not exist and is of no physical substance
for the foundation to the claim.

“Warrington Borough Council has no alternative except to exercise our discretion”

As there is no legal consent of the governed then Warrington Borough Council does not have any authority or discretion
to exercise. This also applies to HM Parliaments and Government PLC, the parent company.

The ramifications to this case authority are huge and not all apparent at first glance. Consider the following.

A licence is a permission to undertake an action that would otherwise be illegal HP Parliaments and Governments PLC
clearly do not have the legal Authority to issue any form of licence without the legal and physically presentable signed in
wet ink consent of the governed. Also. HM. Parliaments and Governments PLC do not have the legal authority to
deternune that an action 1s illegal without the legal and signed consent of the governed physically on and for the public
record. There is no physical record of the fact. 63.5 million People have not signed the consent of the governed.

63.5 nullion People have never once been asked and have never once signed the consent of the governed and as the office
of Parliament 1s only a four year office then there must be this signed legal document every four years on and for the
public record.

All forms of Tax, VAT, Duty, Council tax ete is illegal and constitutes fraud and malfeasance in a public office without
this legal dependency being fulfilled.

The enforcement of these Act’s/Statutes, by the Police, the local authority, the Judiciary, and government licensed Bailiffs
is also illegal and constitutes malfeasance without this legal authority to do so.

It 15 a known fact and this has been documented by Chartered accountants that the populace pays all manner of tax to the
tune of 85% m the £. Sometimes where fuel 1s concerned this 1s a much as 92% in the pound. The argument has been
made that 1t 15 necessary to pay tax to pay for the cervices that we need such as police, ambulance and so on. Then it can
also be argued that these people who provide these services should not pay any form of Tax. They should live a tax free
life.

This is not in evidence. In fact the contrary is true.

It would also be accurate to argue that the 15% that the populace gets to keep actually pays for all the services mclusive.
People provide services not government. This would be an accurate assessment of the available facts. There is no valid
reason to pay tax at all and the cost of living would drop by 85% at a mininum.

Do the math.

All the public officials are also victims of this crime. Including the Police, Ambulance, Paramedic, Teachers and so on. In
fact there is not an instance where there is not a vietim of this crime.

The ramifications span well beyond the content of this case authority undertaken by recognised due process at tribunal.
Page 14 of 14
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19th Day of January 2015

The Material evidence of the FACTS

19th Day of January 2015

C&G. AC&G. ONC. HNC. MCP. MCP+H. MCSE. RB.A. Para Legal
Attorney at Law. No Assured Value. No Liability. No Errors and
Omussions Excepted. All Rights Reserved.
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It 15 on and for the public record by way of published records at http://www judiciary gov uk/wp-
contentuploads/JCO/Documents/Speeches/beatson) 040608 pdf

g

That at the NOTTINGHAM TRENT UNIVERSITY 16 APRIL 2008 the HON. SIR JACK BEATSON FBA spoke the following
words. (Supplement 1 Provided)

“The 2003 changes and the new responsibilities given to the Lord Chief Justice necessitated a certain amount of re-
examination of the relationship between the judiciary and the two stronger branches of the state - the executive
and the legislature.”

It is clear from the HOM. SIR JACK BEATSON FBA spoke words that the office of the Judiciary is a sub office of the
state. Therefore there will always be a conflict of interests between any private individual who is not a state
company employee, AND there is and will always be a conflict of interests Where a Judge or a magistrate is acting in
the office of the judiciary, where the office of the judiciary is a sub office of the state!

What is a State?
See (Supplement 2) from the London School of Economics

“1) The state should not be viewed as a form of association that subsumes or subordinates all others. 2) The stafe is
not an entity whose interests map closely onto the interests of the groups and mdividuals that fall under its authority,
but has interests of its own. 3) The state is, to some extent at least, an alien power; though it is of human
construction, it is not within human control. 4) The state is not there fo secure peoples deepest interests, and it does
not serve to unify them, reconcile them with one another, bring their competing interests into harmony, or realize any
important good such as justice, freedom, or peace. While its power might be harnessed from time to tfime, thai will
serve the interests of some not the interests of all 5) The state is thus an institution through which individuals and
groups seek fo exercise power (though it is not the only such institution); but it is also an institution that exercises
power over individuals and groups. 6) The state is, wltimarely, an abstraction, for it has no existence as a material
object, is not confined to a particular space, and is not embodied in any person or collection of persons.”

Also:-

“The guestion now is: what does it mean to say that a state is a corporate entity? The state is a corporation in the
way that a people or a public cannor be. ”

A mumber of things are clear from this definition of state from the London School of Economics.
1. A state 1s a corporate entity by an act of registration. A legal embodiment by an act of registration.
2. A state has no obligations to anything other than the state and to the exclusion of anything or anybody else.

3. A state is nothing of material substance but only a construct of the mind.

C&G. AC&G. ONC. HNC. MCP. MCP+1. MCSE. R B A Para Legal
Attorney at Law. No Assured Value. No Liability. No Errors and
Omissions Excepted. All Rights Reserved. Page 2 of 16




House of Ward

145 Slater Street
Warrington

[WA4 IDW]

19th Day of January 2015

All that 1s created by the same process is equal in status and standing to anything else that is created by the same process. There is
a peer relationship of equals that are separate legal embodiments.

Consider the graphic representation for those that are feeble of mind.

Legal embodiments by an act of registration are created as equals by default and have a peer relationship by default

{ Principal Legal embodiment )

| ( Principal Legal embodiment )

{ Principal Legal embodiment )

Any other legal person created by the same process | =

HM Parliaments & Governments PLC.

= McDonalds

It 15 quute clear from the graphical
representation shown here and 1t should be
quite obvious to even the most feeble mind

that.

When a Judge, any Judge or Magistrate 1s sat
in there subordinate office to a principle legal
embodiment then that Judge or Magistrate is
not a fit and proper person to sit in Judgement
of any other PRINCIPAL Legal embodiment.
And has no authority

Office of the Executive =

Office of the Executive

CEQ or Chief executive officer =

CEO or Cluef executive officer

The legislature =

Company policy

Office of the Judiciary = Company policy enforcement
| |
Lord Chief Justice = Policy Enforcement Officer
| |
QC Judge = Any Company officer

Crrcuit Judge

District Judge

Magistrate

If there is any disagreement to the above stated FACT. Then they should take this up with the Rt. Hon Lord Chief

Justice Sir Jack Beatson FBA.

The Facts Are the Facts. This is the material evidence of the FACTS.

C&G. AC&G. ONC. HNC. MCP. MCP+i. MCSE. R.B.A. Para Legal.
Attomney at Law. No Assured Value. No Liability. No Errors and

Omnussions Excepted. All Rights Reserved.
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From the Supplement 2, Definition of State from the London School of economics.

“The question now is. what does it mean fo say that a state is a corporate entity? The state is a corporation in the
way that a people or a public cannot be.

A Corporation is a legal embodiment by an act of registration.......
To be legal then there has to be a meeting of the minds and an agreement between two parties. Legal is by agreement.

So by agreement:-

=

The state should not be viewed as a form of association that subsumes or subordinates all others.

2. The state is not an entity whose interests map closely onto the interests of the groups and individuals that fall
under its authority, but has interests of its own.

3. The state is, fo some extent at least, an alien power; though it is of human construction, it is not within
human control

4. The state is not there to secure peoples deepest interests, and it does not serve to unify them, reconcile them
with one another, bring their compefing interests into harmony, or realize any important good such as justice,
freedom, or peace. While its power might be hamessed from time to time, that will serve the interests af some
not the interests of all

5. The state is thus an institution through which individuals and groups seek to exercise power (though it is not
the only such institution); but it is also an institution that exercises power over individuals and groups.

6. The state is, ultimately, an abstraction, for it has no existence as a material object, is not confined to a
particular space, and is not embodied in any person or collection of persons.

If a carpenter were to register a chair he had made. There is the act of registration, then the certificate of registration where two
parties have agreed that there 1s a chair ..

The point bemng that there is a chair and this chair 1s of material substance.

A legal embodiment by an act of registration where there 1s nothing of material substance created, 1s nothing more than a figment
of the mind that has agreed to create nothing of material substance.

This very legal agreement is an act of fraud by deception.

The state is, ultimately, an abstraction, for it has no existence as a material object, is not confined to a
particular space, and is not embodied in any person or collection of persons.

The State which is a legal embodiment is of no material substance.

C&G. AC&G. ONC. HNC. MCP. MCP+. MCSE. RB A Para Legal.
Attorney at Law. No Assured Value. No Liability. No Errors and
Omissions Excepted. All Rights Reserved. Page 4 of 16
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How is it possible that:-

¢ A legal embodiment by an act of registration which 15 of no material substance by default, or
* A State, which 1s of no matenial substance by default, or
* A corporation, which 1s of no material substance by default

How is it possible that something of no material substance in fact or which 1s a fiction of the mind can:-

s Havea life of its own, or

Claimed to have Authority over another, or

Can be held responsible, or

Have a liability, or

holds property . or

Have any form of powers or

Be tn any way or have any form of legitimacy in existence. or

Undertake an act of force.

It is quite clear that, Chandran Kukathas, Department of Government and the London School of Economics, have had great

difficulty defining what a state 1s. Why are we not surprised at this? Tt 1s not possible to define or give definition to or to legitimise
something which is of no material substance and 1s a figment of the imagination.

Fraud however has been clearly defined as a criminal act with full knowledge and infent to engage in criminal behaviour for the
personal gain of oneself or another, to the expense of another party.

To bring about by an act of force, support of this same frand and crinunal intent 1s also clearly recognised as act of terrorism.

So 1t 1s quate clear and has been confirmed by the Ri. Hon Lord Chief Justice Sir Jack Beatson FBA. who has aclueved the highest
status within the office of the Judiciary as Lord Chief Justice that.

This Land by the name of England and the (United Kingdom (Private corporation)) which extends to the common wealth is run
defimtively by terronists who maintain their status by fraud and deception to the expense of others by acts of force where there 15
1o legitimacy and can be no legitimacy to the fact that a state 1s a legal embodiment by an act of registration of which there 1s no
material substance to support that fact and

By maintaining that parliament reigns supreme, where the legal definition of Statute which is a” legislative rule given force of law
by the consent of the governed” Where there has been no consent of the governed and there 15 no material evidence that the
governed have given their consent to legitimise this claim to supremacy and authority

See Case authority and exhibit (B) Case Authority No WI 05257F . David Ward. V. Warnington Borough Council,

Which by all accounts holds executive status within the STATE. Above that of the legislation and cannot be held accountable to
that legislation as the status of the officers i1s superior to the legislation.

The Facts Are the Facts. This is the material evidence of the FACTS.

C&G. AC&G. ONC. HNC. MCP. MCP+1. MCSE. R B A Para Legal.
Aftorney at Law. No Assured Value No Liability. No Errors and
Omissions Excepted. All Rights Reserved. Page 5of 16
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Supplement 1. Supplement 1.

JUDICIARY OF
ENGLAND AND WALES

SPEECH BY THE HON. SIR JACK BEATSON FBA

JupICIAL INDEPEND ENCE AND ACCOUN TABILITY: PRESSURES AND
OPPORTUN ITIES

NOTTINGHAM TRENT UNIVERSITY

1h APRIL 2008

A quiet constitutional upheaval has been oceurring in this country smee 1908, That
vear saw the enactment of the Human Rights Act and the devolution legislation for
Seatland, Northern Irefand and to a lesser degree, Wales. These developments
have led to new interest in the judiciary. Today, however, T am primarily
coneerned with events since June 20073 when the government announced the
abolition of the office of Lord Chancellor, bringing to an end a position in which a
senior member of the Cabinet was also a judge, Head of the Judiciary, and Speaker
of the House of Lords. The government also announced the replacement of the
Judscial Committee of the House of Lords by a United Kingdom Supreme Court.
These events led to the Constitutional Reform Act 2005 (hereafter “CRA") and to
the Lord Chief Justice becoming Head of the Judiciary of England and Wales

The 2003 changes and the new responsibilities given to the Lord Cliefl Justice
necessitated a certain amount of re-examination of the relationship between the
judictary and the two stronger branches of the state -— the executive and the
legislature. Moreover, in the atimmosphere of reform and change, branded as
“modernisation”, not all have always remembered the long accepted rules and
understandings about what judges can appropriately sav and do outside their
courts. Others have asked whether the rules and understandings remain justified in
modern conditions, The “pressures” to which my title refers arise because of the
view of some that judges should be more engaged with the public, the government,
and the legislature than they have been in the past. The "Opportunities” anse from

http://www.judiciary.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/ICO/Documents/Speeches/beatsonj040608. pdf

C&G. AC&G. ONC. HNC. MCP. MCP+1. MCSE. R.B.A. Para Legal.
Attorney at Law. No Assured Value No Liability. No Errors and
Omissions Excepted All Rights Reserved. Page 6 of 16
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http://philosophy.wisc.edu/hunt/A%20Definition%200f%20the%205tate.htm

Supplement 2
A Definition of the State
Chandran Kukathas
Department of Government
London School of Economics

c.kukathas@lse.ac.uk

Presented at a conference on Dominations and Powers: The Nature of the State, University of
Wisconsin, Madison, March 29, 2008

1. The problem of defining the state

A state is a form of political association. and political association 1s itself only one form of human association Other
associations range from clubs to business enterprises to churches. Human bemngs relate to one another, however. not
only in associations but also in other collective arrangements. such as families, neighbourhoods, cities, religions,
cultures, societies. and nations. The state 1s not the only form of political association. Other examples of political
associations include townships, counties, provinces, condomumums, terrstories, confederations. international organizations
(such as the UN) and supranational orgamzations (such as the EU). To define the state 1s to account for the kind of
political association 1t 1s, and to describe s relation to other forms of human association, and other kinds of human
collectively more generally. This1s no easy matter for a number of reasons. First, the state 1s a form of association
with a lustory. so the entity that 1s to be described 1s one that has evolved or developed and. thus, cannot readily be
captured i a snapshot. Second. the concept of the state itself has a lustory. so any invocation of the term will have to
deal with the fact that it has been used in subtly different ways. Third, not all the entities that claim to be, or are
recogmized as, states are the same kinds of entity. since they vary in size, longevity. power. political orgamization and
legitimacy. Fourth. because the state is a political entity. any account of it must deploy normative concepts such as
legitimacy that are themselves as contentious as the notion of the state. Although the state 1s not uniquely difficult to
define, these problems need to be acknowledged.

The aim of this paper is to try to offer a definition of the state that is sensitive to these difficulties. More particularly,
it seeks to develop an account of the state that is not subject to the problems that beset alternative explanations that
have been prominent in political theory. The main points it defends are these. 1) The state should not be viewed as a
form of association that subsumes or subordinates all others. 2) The state 15 not an entity whose interests map closely
onto the interests of the groups and individuals that fall under its authority, but has mterests of its own 3) The state

C&G. AC&G. ONC. HNC. MCP. MCP-+1. MCSE. RB.A. Para Legal.
Attomney at Law. No Assured Value. No Liability. No Errors and
Omissions Excepted. All Rights Reserved. Page 7 of 16
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15, to some extent at least. an alien power: though it 1s of human construction, it 1s not within human control. 4) The
state 1s not there to secure peoples deepest interests, and it does not serve to umify them reconcile them with one
another, bring their competing interests info harmony, or realize any important good such as justice, freedom, or peace.
While its power mught be hamessed from time to tume, that will serve the mterests of some not the interests of all. 5)
The state 1s thus an msttution throngh which individuals and groups seek to exercise power (though it 15 not the only
such mstitution); but 1t 1s also an imstitution that exercises power over individuals and groups. 6) The state 1s.
ultimately, an abstraction, for it has no existence as a material object, 15 not confined to a particular space, and 1s not
embodied in any person or collection of persons. The state exists because certain relations obtain between people; but
the outcome of these relations 15 an entity that has a life of its own though it would be a mustake to think of it as
entirely autonomous and to define the state is to try to account for the entity that exists through these relations.

{

The concept of the state

A state 15 a form of political association or polity that 1s distmgmished by the fact that it 1s not itself incorporated into
any other political associations, though it may incorporate other such associations. The state 1s thus a supreme
corporate entity because 1t 1s not mcorporated into any other entity, even though it mught be subordinate to other
powers (such as another state or an empire). One state 1s distinguished from another by its having its own independent
structure of political authornty, and an attachment to separate physical territories. The state is itself a political
community, though not all pelitical communities are states. A state is not a nation, or a people, though 1t may contain
a single nation, parts of different nations, or a number of entire nations. A state arises out of sociefy, but it does not
contain or subsume society. A state will have a government, but the state is not simply a government, for there exist
many more governments than there are states. The state 1s a modern political construction that emerged in early
modern Europe. but has been replicated in all other parts of the world The most important aspect of the state that
makes 1t a distinctive and new form of political association is its most abstract quality: 1t is a corporafe entity.

To understand this formulation of the idea of a state we need to understand the meaning of the other terms that have
been used to identify it. and to distinguish it from other entities. The state 1s a political association. An association is
a collectivity of persons jomned for the purpese for camying out some action or actions. An association thus has the
capacity for action or agency. and because it 1s a collectivity 1t must therefore also have some structure of authority
through which one course of action or another can be determined. Since authority is a relation that exists only among
agents, an association 1s a collectivity of agents. Other collectivities of persons, such as classes or crowds or
neighbourhoods or categories (like bachelors or smokers or amputees) are not associations, for they do not have the
capacity for agency and have no structures of authority to make decisions. A mob i1s not an association: even though it
appears to act, it 15 no more an agent than i1s a herd.

On this understanding. sociefy is not itself an association, for it is not an agent It may be made up of or contain a
multiplicity of associations and mdividual agents. but it 15 not an association or agent. Unless, that 1s, 1t 15 constituted
as one by an act or process of incorporation. So, for example, Californian society is not an association, but the state
of California 1s: for wlile a society 1s not. a poliftv 1s an association a political association. In pre-civil war America,
the southern states were a society, since they amounted to a union of groups and communities living under common
laws some of which sharply distinguished it from the North but they did not form a single (political) association untl
they constituted themselves as the Confederacy. A society is a collectivity of people who belong to different
communities or associations that are geographically contiguous. The boundaries of a society are not easy to specify,

C&G. AC&G. ONC. HNC. MCP. MCP+1. MCSE. R.B.A. Para Legal.
Attorney at Law. No Assured Value. No Liability. No Errors and
Omussions Excepted All Rights Reserved. Page 8of 16
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since the contiguity of societies makes it hard to say why one society has been left and another entered. One way of
drawing the distinction would be to say that, since all societies are governed by law, a move from one legal
jurisdiction to another 15 a move from one society to another. But this has to be qualified because law 1s not always
confined by geography, and people moving from one region to another may still be bound by laws from their places
of origin or membership. Furthermore, some law deals with relations between people from different jurisdictions. That
being true, however, a society could be said to exist when there 1s some established set of customs or conventions or
legal arrangements specifying how laws apply to persons whether they stay put or move from one junsdiction to
another. (Thus there was not nmch of a society among the different highland peoples of New guinea when they lived
in isolation from one anocther, though there was a society m Medieval Spam when Jews, Muslims and Chnstians
coexisted under elaborate legal arrangements specifying rights and duties individuals had within their own communities
and as outsiders when in others.)

A society 1s different. however. from a community, which 1s in turn different from an association. A commumnity 1s a
collectivity of people who share some common interest and who therefore are umited by bonds of commitment to that
interest. Those bonds may be relatively weak. but they are enough to distinguish communities from mere aggregates or
classes of person. However, communities are not agents and thus are not associations: they are marked by shared
understandings but not by shared structures of authority. At the core of that shared understanding is an understanding
of what issues or matters are of public concern to the collectivity and what matters are private. Though other theories
of community have held that a community depends for 1ts existence on a common locality (Robert Mclver) or ties of
blood kinship (Ferdinand Tonnies), this account of community allows for the possibility of communities that cross
geographical boundaries. Thus, while it makes perfect sense to talk of a willage or a neighbourhood as a community, 1t
makes no less sense to talk about, say. the nmversity community, or the scholarly community. or the religious
community. One of the important features of a community 1s the fact that its members draw from it elements that
make up their identities though the fact that individuals usually belong to a number of communities means that it is
highly unlikely (if not impossible) that an identity would be constituted entirely by membership of one community. For
this reason. almost all communities are partial communities rather than all-encompassing or constitutive commumities.

An important question, then, 1s whether there can be such a thing as a political community, and whether the state is
such a community. On this account of community, there can be a political commmumty, which i1s defined as a
collectivity of individuals who share an understanding of what is public and what is private within that polity. Whether
of not a state is a political community will depend., however, on the nature of the state in question States that are
divided societies are not political communities. Iraq after the second Gulf War, and Sri Lanka since the civil war (and
arguably earlier), are not political commumties because there 1s serious disagreement over what comprses the public.
Arguably, Belgium 15 no longer a political community, thought it remains a state.

Now, there is one philosopher who has denied that a political society or a state or at least, a well-ordered democratic
society can be a commumty Accordmg to John Rawls, such a society 1s neither an association nor a community.
community, he argues, 1s a society governed by a shared comprehensive, religious., philosophical, or moral doctnne
1[1] Once we recogmize the fact of pluralism, Rawls mamntamns, we must abandon hope of political community unless

1[1] Rawls, Political Liberalism (New York: Columbia University Press, second ed.1996). 42.
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we are prepared to countenance the oppressive use of state power to secure 1t.2[2] However, this view rests on a very
narrow understanding of community as a collectivity united i affirming the same comprehensive doctrine. It would
make it impossible to recogmze as commumities a range of collectivities commonly regarded as commumties, ncluding
neighbourhoods and townships. While some common understanding is undoubtedly necessary. it is too much to ask that
communities share as much as a comprehensive doctrine. On a broader understanding of community, a state can be a
political community. However, it should be noted that on this account political community is a much less substantial
thing than many might argue It is no more than a partial comnmnity, being only one of many possible communities
to which individuals might belong.

g

Though a state may be a political commumty, it need not be. Yet it must always be an association: a collectivity with
a structure of authority and a capacity for agency. What usually gives expression to that capacity is the states
government. Government and the state are not however, the same thing States can exist without governments and
frequently exist with many governments. Not all governments have states. Australia, for example, has one federal
government, six state governments, two territorial governments, and numerous local governments. The United States,
Canada., Germany, Malaysia and India are just a few of the many countries with many governments. States that have,
for at least a tune. operated without governments (or at least a central government) mclude Somalia from 1991 to 2000
(de facto, 2002), Iraq from 2003 to 2004, and Japan from 1945 to 1952 (when the post war Allied occupation came to
an end). Many governments are clearly governments of umits within federal states. But there can also be governments
where there are no states: the Palestiman Authority 1s one example.

Government 15 an institution whose existence precedes that of the state. A government 1s a person or group of persons
who rule or administer (or govern) a political community or a state. For government to come into being there must
exist a public. Ruling within a household is not government. Government exists when people accept (willingly or not)
the awthority of some person or persons to address matters of public concem: the provision of non-excludable good. the
administration of justice, and defence against external enemies being typical examples of such matters. Until the
emergence of the state, however, government did not attend to the interests of a corporate entity but administered the
affairs of less clearly defined or demarcated publics. With the advent of the state, however, government became the
established administrative element of a corporate entity.

The question now is: what does it mean to say that a state is a corporate entity? The state is a corporation in the
way that a people or a public cannot be. It 15 a corporation because 1t 1s, in effect and in fact, a legal person. As a
legal person a corporation not only has the capacity to act but also a liability to be held responsible. Furthermore, a
corporation 1s able to hold property. This is true for incorporated commercial enterprises. for mstitutions like
wmversities and churches. and for the state. A corporation cannot exist without the natural persons who comprise 1t and
there must be more than one. for a single individual cannot be a corporation But the corporation is also a person
separate from the persons who comprse it. Thus a public company has an existence because of its shareholders. its
agents and their employees. but its nghts and duties, powers and liabilities, are not reducible to. or definable i terms
of, those of such natural persons. A church or a university has an existence because of the officers who run them and
the members who give them their point. but the property of such an entity does not belong to any of these
individuals. The state is a corporation in the same way that these other entities are: 1t 1s a legal person with rights and

2[2] Ibid.. 146n.
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duties, powers and liabilities. and holds property that accrues to no other agents than itself The question i political
theory has always been not whether such an entity can come into existence (since it plainly has) but how it does so.
This 15, 1n a part, a question of whether its existence 1s legitimate.

g

The state is not, however, the only possible political corporation. Provinces., counties. townships, and districts, as well as
condominiums (such as Andorra), some international organizations, and supranational organizations are also political
corporations but not states. A state 15 a supreme form of political corporation because it is able to incorporate within
its structure of authority other political corporations (such as provinces and townships) but 15 not subject to
incorporation by others (such as supranational organizations). Political corporations the state is unable to incorporate are
themselves therefore states. Any state incorporated by any other political corporation thereby ceases to be a state. By
this account, prior to the American Civil War, the various states of the Union were not provinces of the United States
but fully independent states. After the war, to the extent that the war established that no state could properly secede or
cease to be incorporated into the one national state, the United States became a fully independent state and not a
supranational organization.

The sigmificance of the capacity for political corporations to hold property ought te be noted. Of critical importance 1s
the fact that this property does not accrue to individual persons. Revenues raised by such corporations by the levying

of taxes, or the imposition of tariffs or licensing fees, or by any other means, become the property of the corporation
not of particular governments, or officials. or monarchs, or any other natural person who 1s able to exercise authority

in the name of the corporation. The political corporation, being an abstract entity, cannot enjoy the use of its property
only redistnibute 1t among the agents through whom it exercises power and among others whom those agents are able,
or obliged, to favour. The state 1s not the only pelitical corporation capable of raising revenue and acquiring property,
though it will generally be the most voracious in its appetite.

One question that amses 1s whether the best way to describe the state 1s as a sovereign power. The answer depends on
how one understands sovereignty. If sovereignty means supreme authority within a territory (Philpott SEP 2003). it is
not clear that sovereignty captures the nature of all states. In the United States, the American state incorporates the 50
states of the union, so those states are not at liberty to withdraw from the union However, authority of the various
states and state governments does linut the authority of the American state, which 1s unable to act unilaterally on a
range of 1ssues. To take just one example, 1t cannot amend the Constitution without the agreement of two-thirds of the
states. Indeed many national states find themselves constrained not just because they exist as federated polities but
because their membership of other orgamizations and associations, as well as their treaty commutments, limit what they
can legally do within theirr own territorial boundaries. Sovereignty could, on the other hand, be taken fo be a matier of
degree; but this would suggest that it 15 of limited use in capturing the nature of states and distinguishing them from
other political corporations.

One aspect of bemg a state that i1s sometimes considered best identified by the concept of sovereignty 1s its
territoriality. People belong to a state by virtue of their residence within borders. and states, it is argued, exercise
authonty over those within its geographical bounds. While 1t i1s important to recogmize that states must possess territory
in order to exist, they are not unique in having geographical extension Provinces, townships, and supranational entities
such as the EU, are also defined by their territories. Moreover, residence within certain borders does not make people
members of that state any more than it removes them from the authonty of another under whose passport they might
travel Nor is the states capacity to control the movement of people within or across its territory essential to its bemg
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a state, for many states have relinquished that right to some degree by membership of other associations. Citizens of
the EU have the right to travel to and reside in other member states. To exist. states must have terntory; but not
entire control over such territory. Webers well-known defimition of the state as a body having a monopoly on the
legitimate use of physical force in a given territory is also inadequate. The extent of a states control, including its
control of the means of using violence, varies considerably with the state, not only legally but also in fact.

g

Though they are supreme corporate entities, states do not always exist in 1solation, and usually stand in some relation
to other forms of peolitical association beyond their termtorial borders. States may belong to infernational organizafions
such as the United Nations or alliances such as NATO. They may be a part of supranational associations that are
loosely integrated defence and trading blocs (such as ASEAN) or more substantially integrated governmental associations
(such as the EU) They might be members of international regimes, such as the International Refugee Convention, as a
result of agreements they have entered into. States might also be parts of empires, or operate under the sphere of
influence of another more powerful state. States mught exist as associafed states as was the case with the Plulippmes,
which was from 1935-46 the first associated state of the United States. The Filipino state was responsible for domestic
affarrs, but the US handled foreign and mulitary matters. Even today. though m different circumstances, the foreign
relations of a number of states are handled by other states Spamn and France are responsible for Andorra, the
Switzerland for Liechtenstein, France for Monaco, and India for Bhutan States can also bear responsibility for
territories with the right to become states but which have not yet {and may never) become states. Puerto Rico. for
example. 15 an unincorporated ferritory of the United States, whose residents are un-enfranchised Amencan citizens,
enjoving limited social security benefits, but not subject to Federal income tax: it is unlikely to become an independent
state.

The state 1s. mn the end. only one form of political association. Indeed. the range of different forms of political
association and government even in recent history i1s astomishing. The reason for paying the state as much attention as
it is given is that it is, in spite of the wvariety of other political forms, the most significant type of human collectively
at work in the world today.

A theory of the state

According to Martin Van Creveld, the state emerged because of the limitations of the innumerable forms of political
organization that existed before 1t.3[3] The crucial innovation that made for development of the state was the idea of
the corporation as a legal person, and thus of the state as a legal person. In enabled the emergence of a political
entity whose existence was not tied to the existence of particular persons such as chiefs. lords and langs or particular
groups such as clans, tribes, and dynasties. The state was an entity that was more durable. Whether or not thus
advantage was what caused the state to emerge, 1t seems clear enough that such an entity did come into being. The
modern state represents a different form of govemance than was found under European feudalism. or in the Roman
Empire, or in the Greek city-states.

3[3] Van Creveld, The Rise and Decline of the State (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 52-8.
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Having accounted for the concept of the state, however, we now need to consider what lkund of theory of the state
might best account for the nature of this entity. Ever since the state came into existence. political philosophers have
been preoccupied with the problem of giving an account of its moral standing. To be sure. philosophers had always
asked why mdividuals should obey the law, or what, if anything. could justify rebellion against a king or prnnce. But
the emergence of the state gave rise to a host of new theories that have tried to explain what relationship people could
have. not to particular persons or groups of persons with power or awthority over them. but to a different kind of
entity.

To explain the emergence of the state in Europe from the 13™ to the 19® centuries would require an account of many
things, from the decline of the power of the church agamst kingdoms and principalities to the development of new
political power structures with the transformation and eventual disappearance of the Holy Roman Empire; from the
disappearance of towns and city-states, and extended associations like the Hanseatic League, to the nise of movements
of national unification. Attempts by theorists to describe the state that was emerging are as much a part of the history
of the state as are the political changes and legal innovations. Bodin, Hobbes, Spmoza, Locke, Montequien. Hume,
Rousseau, Madison, Kant. Bentham, Mill, Hegel, Tocqueville, and Marx were among the most insightful thinkers to
offer theories of the state during the course of its emergence. though theorizing went on well into the 20 century in
the thought of Max Weber, the English pluralists, various American democratic theorists, and Michael Oakeshott. They
offered theories of the state in the semse that they tried to explain what it was that gave the state its poini: how 1t
was that the existence of the state made sense. To some, tlus meant also justifying the state, though for the most part
this was not the central plulosophical concern. (Normative theory, so called, 1s probably a relatively recent invention.)

The question, however, remains: what theory best accounts for the state? Since there 1s time and space only for some
suggestions rather than for a full-scale defence of a new theory of the state, I shall come to the point. The theorist
who gives us the best theory of the state we have so far 1s Hume, and any advance we mught make should build on
Humans insights. To appreciate what Hume has to offer. we should consider briefly what the main alternatives are,
before turning again to Hume.

We mught usefully do this by posing the question in a way that Hume would have appreciated: what interest does the
state serve? Among the first answers to be offered was that presented. with different reasoning, by Bodin and Hobbes:
the interest of everyone in peace or stability or order. Each developed this answer in politically simular circumstances:
religious wars that reflected the declining power of a church trying to hold on to political mfluence. Both thinkers
defended conceptions of the state as absolutist (or at least highly authoritarian) to make clear that the pomnt of the state
was to preserve order in the face of challenges to the peace posed by the Church or by proponents of group nghts
such as the Monarchomachs. The state was best understood as the realm of order, to be contrasted with the state of
war signified by its absence and threatened by 1its dereliction. Crucially., for both thinkers, the state had to be

conceived as a single sovereign entity, whose powers were not divided or to be shared either by different branches of
government or by different elements in a mixed constitution. Among the problems with this view is that it is not clear
that the state i1s needed to secure order, nor plausible to think that divided government 15 impossible. The conception of
the state as condition in which order is possible looks unlikely not only because the state may sometimes act in ways
that are destructive of order (and even self-destructive) but also because order has existed without states. Indeed. one of
the problems for Hobbess social theory in particular is explaining how the state could come into being if it really is
the result of agreement voluntarily to transfer power to a corporate agent since the state of war is not conducive to
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making or keepmng agreements. It does not look as if the poimnt of the state is to serve our interest in order even if
that were our sole or primary interest.

{

Another view of the point of the state is that it serves our interest in freedom. Two theories of this kind were offered
by Rousseau and Kant. In Rousseau’s account, the emerges of society brings with it the loss of a kind of freedom as
natural man is transformed into a social bemng ruled directly and indirectly by others. The recovery of this freedom is
not entirely possible, but freedom of a kind 1s possible i the state, which 1s the embodiment of the general will
Living in such a state we can be free as beings who are. ultimately, subject not to others but to laws we give
ourselves. Drawing inspiration from Rousseau’s conception of freedom, Kant presents a slightly different contractarian
story. but one with a similarly happy ending. The antithesis of the state is the state of nature, which is a state of
lawless freedom. In that condition. all are morally obliged to contract with one another to leave that state to enter a
juridical realm i which freedom is regulated by justice so that the freedom each can be compatible with the freedom
of all. The state serves our interest in freedom by first serving our interest m justice. If Hobbes thought that whatever
the state decreed was, eo ipso, just; Kant held that justice presupposed the existence of the state. What's difficult to
see 1 Kant's account i1s why there i1s any obligation for everyone i the state of nature to enter a single jundical
realm, rather than simply to agree to abide by the requirements of morality or form different ethical communities. Why
should freedom require the creation of a single juridical order? It is no less difficult to see why the state might solve
the problem of freedom in Rousseau’s account . If in reality. there is a conflict between different interests. and some
can prevail only at the expense of others, it seems no better than a cover-up to suggest that all interests are served
equally well since all are free when govemed by laws that reflect the general will If this 1s the case, the state serves
our mterest i freedom only by feeding us the illusion that we are free when in fact we are subordinated to others.

Hegel also thinks that our deepest interest is in freedom, but for him it can only be fully enjoyed when we live in a
community in which the exercise of that freedom reflects not simply the capacity of particular wills to secure their
particular interest but the existence of an ethical life in which conflicts of interest are properly mediated and
reconciled. The institution that aclieves this is the state, which takes us out of the realm of particulanity into the realm
of concrete universality: a realm m which freedom 1s given full expression because, for the first time, people are able
to relate to one another as individuals. This 1s possible because the state brings into existence something that eluded
people i society before the state came into being: a form of ethical life 1n which, at last, people can feel at home
the world.

The most serious challenge to Hegel's view 15 that offered by Marmx. The state nught appear to be the structure within
which conflicts of interest were overcome as government by the umiversal class Hegel's state bureaucracy acted to serve
only the universal mterest. but in reality the state did no more than masquerade as the defender of the umiversal
interest. The very existence of the state, Mam argued, was evidence that particularity had not been eliminated, and
discrete interests remained in destructive competition with one another. More specifically, this conflict remained manifest
in the class divisions in society, and the state could never amount fo more than a velicle for the mterests of the
ruling class. Freedom would be achieved not when the state was fulfilled but when 1t was superseded.

What 15 present i Marx but missing in the previously criticized theories 1s a keen sense that the state mught not so
much serve human interests in general as serve particular interests that have managed to capture it for their own
purposes. This is why. for Marx social transformation requires, first. the capture by the working class of the apparatus
of the state. The cause of human freedom would be served. however. only when the conditions that made the state
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