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Diabetes at Tribunal
At a tribunal where I was appealing on a decision not to allow my claim for
Employment and Support Allowance I was asked by a Dr Stanton how I was
controlling my diabetes, this astounded me as I didn’t put anything in relation to
diabetes on any documentation because I don’t have diabetes and told Dr Stanton
that I doesn’t have diabetes. This can be clarified in the recording of the appeal
hearing that I made.
Venomous Spider
Approximately two to three weeks or so prior to the hospital appointment and before
the Employment and Support Allowance appeal I saw an unusually large spider
running around my living room before I went to sleep, then whilst I was asleep I was
bitten on the finger and my finger did swell up like a sausage.
I did some research following the spider bite and found the spider looked to be not
dissimilar to a Wolf Spider.
Wolf Spiders are not indigenous to the United Kingdom.
Of course I am no expert on spiders, diabetes or insulin but what if I had been
diabetic, perhaps my whole body would have swollen like a mummy with the spider
bite and I may have died, leaving the way clear for the conspirators to steal my
domains and business ideas.
Probation – Lucky it wasn’t Murder
Then there’s the Probation Officer who said at one of the appointments that I was
lucky it wasn’t murder, he knew that I had been the victim of an assault that was set
up at the Chesterfield Royal Hospital but obviously it wasn’t his concern, I recorder
every probation session apart from the one where I had to attend on the morning of
release on curfew from prison.
This would then indicate that the assailant that attacked me at the hospital has done
this before and possibly murdered someone and the Probation Officer knows of it to
be making such a statement.
There have been a number of attempts to cause and to inflict me with a terminal
illness as well as an attempt to murder me.
Assaulted In the Chesterfield Royal Hospital
Then on the 05th June 2006 I was assaulted at the Chesterfield Royal Hospital
(where I had treatment for my injuries of which, I have a copy of the medical records
in proof) by someone claiming to be a solicitor who stood trial along side of me as codefendant from the 13th to the 17th March 2007 where I was convicted and he was
acquitted through deceit. I was then given a 12 month custodial sentence and
incarcerated on the 03rd August 2007.
My affiliation of the BNP was then used against me at trial and the evidence in proof
is that Terry Fox have inserted that I was the local fund holder of the BNP in the
Statement of Facts that he asked me to compile? Terry Fox e-mailed me stating
that he had inserted that I was the local fund holder of the BNP and that was the final
version with the only addition that he had made. The fact that I was a member of the
BNP was a major factor in making decisions in complaints I made against my
presumed legal defence team and then maintained in the refusal of my application for
the granting of leave to appeal as all had no intention of adhering to their remit.
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All throughout, in recollection I can now recall where I have been purposely exposed
to an excess amount of x-rays, given a skin condition and suffered a bite from a none
indigenous venomous spider and on a number of occasions there have been
attempts in having me put in the position of being set up, until finally I was assaulted
in a set up arranged by the Derbyshire Police Authority at the Chesterfield Royal
Hospital and maliciously prosecuted by Police acting on behalf of the Derbyshire
Police Authority.
Single Judge
Whilst in prison located at North Sea Camp I managed to eventually lodge an appeal
dated 30th October 2007 on behalf of myself.
The appeal went to a single appeal Judge by the name of Nigel Teare who refused
leave to appeal, of which, I received his order dated 15th January 2008.
REASONS FOR DECISION
I have considered the papers in your case and your grounds of appeal.
The Grounds of Appeal, despite their length, do not disclose an arguable ground of
appeal either against conviction or sentence. There are a great many allegations but
no coherent explanation as to why any have a realistic prospect of success.
For that reason leave to extend time is also refused.
Full Court Hearing
I received the single Judge’s Order whilst on curfew at my home address and
photocopied both side’s front and reverse, completing the reverse signing and dating
it the 28th January 2008, I addressed it to the Criminal Appeals Office at the Royal
Courts of Justice, posting it the same day.
Then finally after written correspondence and telephone calls between myself and
the Court of Appeal, where, it was agreed by a Court of Appeal barrister by the name
of Ray Dhanawa who was supposed to be working on my behalf that the case was to
be glossed over during one of the recorded telephone conversation. I received an
appeal hearing date of the 29th October 2008, of which, I and a friend attended.
Strangely enough the Order I received through the post a few days later states:The Appellant was not in custody and was not present.
Yet, I and my friend have a London underground ticket each for that very same day
the 29th October 2008.
Then after the Full Court Hearing, where I wasn’t allowed to say anything and all the
Court staff turned their backs on us details of the refusal to allow leave to appeal
were publicised on a number of political websites.

REGINA - V - MARTIN GLASGOW AND ANOTHER
The following is a reproduction (copy & paste) of an e-mail sent on the 03rd June
2013 to the solicitor named who works for Mackesys Solicitors in London.
Hi Mr Ambrose
Glad to hear you enjoyed your holiday.
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Please find attached to this e-mail a pdf document containing three letters from the
Derby Crown Court concerning the dates of attendances that were contained within
the alleged (what I was told) defence copy of the prosecution file that I collected from
solicitor Robert L. Bashfort after I had dismissed his and the services of barrister
Alastair Munt on being found guilty with their help and incompetence’s.
I managed to copy the file between collecting it and delivering it to my new solicitors,
Howell’s of Sheffield.
As a matter of fact they’re not incompetent at all. They were actually part of an
elaborate plot and worked along with the prosecution and this imposter Amandip
Singh Johal and his defence team.
They all conspired in order to have me convicted and the person pretending to be
Amandip Singh Johal the son of Kashmir and Malkiat Singh Johal acquitted.
Getting back to these letters contained in the pdf document, they are dated the 13th &
28th of December 2006 and the 14th of February 2007 and all state GLASGOW Martin
and another with the exception that the letter dated the 28th of December 2006 which
contains a further listing referencing a JACQUES Leon R.
The fact that Amandip Singh Johal has been replaced with another in the letters
indicates that the administration at the Derby Crown Court along with everyone else
connected with the case knew Amandip Singh Johal to be an imposter and as a
precautionary measure and in an attempt of not committing themselves they changed
Amandip Singh Johal to another.
After all, the listings have to be drawn up before the letters can be produced and
posted, and then the further six page pdf file attached titled and dated 290910 Derby
Crown Court Listing I downloaded and from the Derby Crown Court fully shows every
individuals name associated with each case and none are changed to another.
Proof of a wider conspiracy perpetrated against me for the purpose of a malicious
prosecution and in order to pervert the Course of Justice.
Kind regards
Martin Glasgow

THE CO-DEFENDANT WAS CALLED AS A DEFENSE WITNESS.
During the trial the co-defendant gave evidence on behalf of himself and under cross
examination was directed into what to say by my trial barrister, in that, when he was
asked about criminal litigation training the co-defendant stated that he had had none,
so my trial barrister rephrased the question and then the co-defendant agreed that he
had had criminal litigation training.
The co-defendant appears on the front cover as Amandip Johal and then appears on
the List of Witnesses, The following were called on behalf of the defense as Amandip
Singh Johal.
There is another person by the name of Andrew David Spence that was allegedly
called on behalf of the defense that I don’t have a clue as to who he is.
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There is no witness statement given by Andrew David Spence and he does not
appear anywhere in the defense copy of the prosecution file or in any other
documentation.

DECEIVED INTO HAVING NO WITNESSES
During the trial I was badgered into signing a declaration that I didn’t wish for two
witnesses to give evidence on my behalf by Alastair Munt, the barrister pretending to
be working in my defense, he said that if I didn’t sign the declaration then he wouldn’t
be prepared to have the only witness (Karen Virginia Wheeldon) he wanted to give
evidence to take the stand, so I would have no witness at all.
Karen Virginia Wheeldon then gave evidence on behalf of the prosecution and
appears on the list of witnesses included with the Judges summing-up, up to and
including the verdict as Katherine Virginia Weildon for the prosecution.

WITNESS INTIMIDATION
I also have a recorded conversation with one of the deterred witnesses where he
states that the other witness was told don’t give evidence and to keep his mouth shut
or he will go to prison as well, this is before the trial is over.
I lodged an appeal from within prison which was refused by the single Judge. I then
forwarded the appeal to the Royal Courts of Justice where a Full Court Hearing was
held in the Criminal Division where again I was refused leave to appeal.

FRAUDULENT WITNESS STATEMENTS
Then I made an application to the Criminal Cases Review Commission (CCRC) who
informed my by letter dated 16th January 2009 that it was known at the trial and
therefore prior and at the Chesterfield Magistrates’ Court that the evidence used
against me in order to bring about a conviction was fraudulent (as are all the other
statements) but refused my application.
It then became apparent through compiling a 92 plus page report containing the
comparison and cross-referencing of the witness statement of nurses and visitors
claiming to have witnessed the events at the hospital that they were also fraudulent
due to major inconsistencies and that those who gave evidence at the trial were in
fact employed phony witnesses.

POLICE OFFICERS HAND WRITING
I then lodged civil litigation against the person that had assaulted me. The person
pertaining to be a solicitor produced their own defense case statements where it
became evident that the statement allegedly given by him in 2006 was fraudulent as
the two signatures were completely different.
I then obtained the signature of the police officer a Pc 2970 Alex Edwards that
signed the witness statement allegedly given by Amandip Singh Johal on the
June 2006 in his own handwriting contained on a witness statement to the fact
he had took part in interviewing me at the Chesterfield police station on the
December 2009. .
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AKA & NO SCAR IN VIDEO
I then sourced video footage where this alleged clinical negligence solicitor uses a
different name and showing him not to have the scar that is stated he has been told
is permanent within one of his two his Record of Taped Interviews (ROTI), both dated
the 24th June 2006.
This person that assumes the name Amandip Singh Johal also goes by the names,
Aman Singh and Aman Johal but through research I believe his real name to be
Ravinder Johal, he and his brother Harjinder Johal both at sometime worked for the
Crown Prosecution Service (CPS).
Harjinder Johal appears in the Derbyshire Times as prosecutor in a case held in the
Chesterfield Magistrates’ Court, of which, I have the article.

SOMEONE OTHER THAN HE IS
It has materialised through research and the production of screen prints of 192.com
that all throughout the co-defendant claimed to be someone other than he is and that
he is using variants of the name used at trial as explained to Mr Ambrose of
Mackasys Solicitors in London.
Dear Mr Ambrose
Further to our telephone conversation held on the 28th January 2013, please find
enclosed 192.com screenshots of Anmandip Singh Johal in Chesterfield.
The screen shots depict; 1) Amandip Singh Johal, Age Guide 35 – 39, Electoral Roll
2009, Director Info 9.
2) Amandip Singh Johal, Age Guide 18 – 21, Electoral Roll 2006 – 08.
3) Amandip Singh Johal, Age Guide 2003 – 06.
Addressing the extremity of each variable.
1) 2009, at age 35 minus 3 would put the subject at the age of 32 years in 2006.
2) 2008, at age 21 minus 2 would put the subject at the age of 19 years in 2006.
3) 2006, subject not of voting age.
From the 192.com screenshots there are two persons with or using the same name
Amandip Singh Johal and each pretending (when it suits) to be the other in
Chesterfield.
A, Subject 1 is in the proximity of 32 years old in 2006.
B, Subject 2 is in the proximity of 19 years old in 2006.
C, Subject 2 and 3 is the same person residing in the same household as depicted in
the 192.com screenshots, Other Occupants 2003 – 06 and 2006 – 08 (not in the
same order) Malkiat S Johal, Mukhvinder S Johal, Simmi Johal, Kashmir K Johal,
Anita Johal and Dharmender S Johal.
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Please also find enclosed, The Law Society – Find a solicitor printout:Details:
ID:
Admission Date:

Johal, Amandip Singh – Director
295636
01/10/2003

There is only one Amandip Singh Johal on the Law Society – Find a solicitor website.
Subject 1 Amandip Singh Johal became a solicitor in 2003. This then would make
subject 1 29 years old in 2003.
The Law Society information would then make subject 2/3 16 years old in 2003.
In order to attain a law degree to become a solicitor takes a minimum of 3 years,
unless it is achieved through a top up from another relevant degree or by going
through the Institute of Legal Executives (ILEX) route. The top up degree and ILEX
route invariably takes longer, and that said, a straight law degree would make it that
subject 1 would be 26 years old and subject 2/3 would have been 13 years old at a
maximum on starting their degree.
Malkiat S Johal and Kashmir K Johal both gave statements stating that it was their
son involved in the incident who became the co-defendant and Malkiat S Johal even
gave evidence to that fact under oath at the trial held at the Derby Crown Court on
the consecutive days of 13th March 2007 to the 17th March 2007 inclusive.
Subject 1, was at the trial, a solicitor as per the witness statement of Amandip Singh
Johal dated 05th June 2006.
I then have to ask myself the question, why would Malkiat S Johal and Kashmir K
Johal claim subject 1 to be their sibling subject 2/3 with there being such a large age
difference and such a contradiction to the facts?
Perhaps it could be that subject 1 Amandip Singh Johal is actually someone other
than Amandip Singh Johal and a relation (family member) of the Johals in
Chesterfield!
It doesn’t take up to the age of 29 to attain a degree, therefore subject 1 could or
would have had another profession before and now could possibly have been
working as a prosecutor for the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS).
Yours sincerely

Martin Glasgow
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NO LEGAL AID – NO DEFENCE
I have in my possession a copy of the defense copy of the prosecution file I obtained
whilst in transition from my original solicitors Robert L. Bashforth & Co to the next
solicitors Howells of Sheffield that also faked applying for Legal Aid and it contains a
copy of FORM B titled Statement of Means for right to representation in criminal
proceedings in the Crown Court and the first paragraph states: Now that you have
been granted publicly funded representation in the Crown Court and is signed by me
and dated 2/10/06.
I submitted a freedom of information request under the Freedom of Information Act
2000 for an inventory of solicitor firms/organisations that have claimed Legal Aid on
my behalf from the year 2000 and during a recorded telephone conversation held on
the 19th June 2013 I was told that the Legal Services Commission have no legal aid
funding certificates on their system.
I then received an e-mail on the 20th June 2013 stating that no solicitors firm has
applied for public funding on my behalf in either legal help, civil or criminal legal aid
cases.
I also have a digital recording of my next solicitors (Howells of Sheffield) completing
the legal aid form, faking applying for Legal Aid on my behalf.

MALICIOUS PROSECUTION
I have been maliciously prosecuted and there has been a concerted effort in a
conspiracy to pervert the course of justice by everyone I have complained of and
complained to.

SUPREME COURT OF GREAT BRITAIN
I lodged a Notice of Appeal with the Supreme Court of the United Kingdom on the
26th June 2013 and subsequently received a response dated 1 July 2013 stating the
Court has limited jurisdiction in criminal cases and that permission to appeal to the
Supreme Court in a criminal matter may only be granted if it is certified by the court
below that a point of law of general public importance is involved.
On ‘page 5’ 4. Permission to appeal PART B it is stated on the Notice of Appeal: The
appellant applies to the Supreme Court for permission to appeal. There doesn’t need
a certificate to be granted from the Appeal Court as PART B indicates.
The substantial, fresh, new, compelling and credible evidence was not available at
the Appeal hearing that I attended which was held on the 29th October 2008 and as
such there could not have been a certificate granted at that time.
It is my belief that he Supreme Court has jurisdiction in all Courts below in England,
Wales and Northern Ireland whether they are civil or criminal cases that’s why it’s
called the Supreme Court.
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Wolf Spiders are not indigenous to the United Kingdom.
Of course I am no expert on spiders, diabetes or insulin but what if I had been
diabetic, perhaps my whole body would have swollen like a mummy with the spider
bite and I may have died, leaving the way clear for the conspirators to steal my
domains and business ideas.
Then there’s the Probation Officer who said at one of the appointments that I was
lucky it wasn’t murder, he knew that I had been the victim of an assault that was
setup at the Chesterfield Royal Hospital but obviously it wasn’t his concern, I
recorder every probation session apart from the one where I had to attend on the
morning of release on curfew from prison.
There have been a number of attempts to cause and to inflict me with a terminal
illness as well as an attempt to murder me and that is a breach of Article 2 of the
Rome, 4.XI.1950 European Convention on Human Rights.

Article 3, Prohibition from torture
No one shall be subjected to torture or to inhuman or degrading treatment or
punishment.
I have been made to stand trial from the 13th to the 17th March 2007 without any
chance of me ever being found innocent of the crime alleged against me. This is
because the crime was made up in order to facilitate the prosecution against and to
have me found guilty, and to assist the perpetrator of the crime of assault committed
against me in being acquitted.
The trial barrister that pretended to represent me, whilst studying for his law degree
wrote a thesis on mental health. This trial barrister was chosen for that reason and
can only have agreed on misrepresentation for the purpose of bringing about a
malicious prosecution and to attempt inflicting me with a mental illness through his
deliberate actions of deception.
In order to deceive me, there has been a concerted effort to cover up the lack of legal
representation, and the lack of any kind of defence, and of there being a maliciously
prosecution perpetrated against me. I was then coerced into having two psychiatric
assessments by the very solicitors that pretended to represent me and who faked
applying for legal aid of which I was entitled due of my circumstances.
One of the psychological assessments was carried out by a forensic psychiatrist in
the solicitors practice waiting room and the other was carried out by the same
forensic psychiatrist in a further solicitor’s office.
This was done for the purpose of giving the solicitor and trial barrister credibility in
their responses to their recognised oncoming complaints and to discredit and
persuade me into believing that I have a mental illness This all amounts to torture
and to inhuman and degrading treatment and punishment as a result of being tricked
into becoming a member of the British National Party (BNP) as set out in Article 3 of
the Rome, 4.XI.1950 European Convention on Human Rights.

Your Ref: 44167/13

Page 1 of 7

Martin Glasgow

Page - iv - III, 15. Statement of alleged violation(s) of the Convention and/or
Protocols and of relevant arguments continuation sheets.
Article 5, Right to liberty and security
1 Everyone has the right to liberty and security of person. No one shall be deprived of
his liberty save in the following cases and in accordance with procedure proscribed
by law
I can only have been and am still currently the victim of an ongoing criminal
conspiracy perpetrated against me by a number of public authorities and associated
individuals for there to have been no effective remedy thus far and as a result I now
trust no one.
This has had the affect on me of not feeling safe at my home address and
consequently not feeling safe anywhere in the United Kingdom and that I could at
any time become once again the victim of a conspiracy and a malicious prosecution
which is a breach of Article 3 as set out in the Rome, 4.XI.1950 European Convention
on Human Rights.

Article 6, Right to a fair trial
1 In the determination in his civil rights and obligations or of any criminal charge
against him, everyone is entitled to a fair and public hearing within a reasonable time
by an independent and impartial tribunal established by law.
The trial barrister aggressively demanded that I sign a declaration during the trial that
states; I wished to agree to have two of the three witnesses available not give
evidence and to have the only witness the barrister chose. Then the very same
person named in the declaration gave evidence on behalf of the prosecution;
therefore I had no witnesses.
The one person that the trial barrister chose to give defence evidence on my behalf is
my sister who also appears as a prosecution witness on the list of witnesses that
accompanies the Judges summing-up, up to and including the verdict on the
transcript copy I requested prior to the full court hearing.
The perpetrator of the assault on me was claimed to be the son of a husband and
wife at the Chesterfield Royal Hospital, then through research I found the true sibling
of the husband and wife was much younger and could not have the qualifications or
the profession stated on documents including their initial witness statement of 05th
June 2006 because to attain them, it would mean that studying for them would have
had to have started before the age of ten years old.
The court wasn’t independent and impartial, it was a set up, a Kangaroo Court where
all the court staff including probation was in on it, and most probably a rigged jury as
well. I wasn’t ever to have a fair hearing else there would not have been all the
deception and Legal Aid would have been applied for, and not a faked application.
Then during my enquiries I spoke to and recorded one of the witnesses deterred from
giving evidence in the declaration who stated during a telephone conversation that
my barrister had said to the other witness, don’t give evidence, keep your mouth shut
or you will go down as well, whilst the trial was still going on.
Then there’s the e-mail dated Thu, 20 Jun 2013 from Victoria Chapman a Customer
Service Advisor of the Legal Aid Agency states:-
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Further to our telephone call of the 19th June 2013 I would like to confirm that
there are no certificates registered with your personal details on our system.

Therefore, no solicitors firm has applied for public funding on your behalf in
either Legal Help, civil or criminal Legal Aid cases.
I recorded the telephone conversation held on the 19th June 2013 where I asked for
confirmation from the year 2000.
The mere fact that there has been no claim for Legal Aid and only the pretence of
making a claim can only be that I have had no defence and that those solicitors and
barristers that pretended to be acting in my defence and best interests were actually
working on behalf of the prosecution and the fake co-defendant interests and done
for the purpose of securing a conviction against me and for the purpose of perverting
the course of justice. This is a breach of Article 6 as set out in the Rome, 4.XI.1950
European Convention on Human Rights.

Article 9, Freedom of thought, conscience and religion
Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; this right
includes freedom to change religion or belief and freedom, either alone or in
community with others and in public or in private, to manifest religion or belief, in
worship, teaching, practice and observation.
In the year 2003 I was tricked by whom he believed to be a friend that persuaded me
into becoming a member of the British National Party (BNP) on the premise that if I
joined then he would too. On me joining the person then stated that his wife wouldn’t
let him. My affiliation of the BNP was then used against me at trial, in complaints I
made against my presumed legal defence team and then maintained in the refusal
response of application for granting leave to appeal as well as details publicised on a
number of politically motivated websites.
At a later date it was realised that the person that persuaded me to join the BNP has
family links to the Derbyshire County Council whom sat on the board of the
Derbyshire Police Authority and to police and staff working at the Chesterfield Police
Station ‘C Division’ of the Derbyshire Constabulary and the Chesterfield Royal
Hospital where I was given an overdose of radiation and then assaulted and has
himself ‘this agent provocateur’ in the past been sectioned under the Mental Health
Act twice.
Tricking me into a position where the known consequences would be that I would be
victimised and persecuted, constitutes a breach of Article 9, Freedom of thought in
that if I had been aware of the same facts then I may have come to a different
conclusion.
Under the Convention it is not a criminal offence to be affiliated to Political Party but
my membership of the BNP has been used against me in order to victimise and
persecute me and as a cover up tool and to provide the fuel to stoke the fires of the
criminal conspiracy and in perverting the course of justice against me, which is also a
breach of Article 14 as set out in the Rome, 4.XI.1950 European Convention on
Human Rights.
.
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Article 10, Freedom of expression
Everyone has the right to freedom of expression. This right shall include freedom to
hold opinions and to receive and impart information and ideas without interference by
public authority and regardless of frontiers.
Whilst studying to gain the qualifications to become an Information Technology
Professional in 2002 I had registered through a colleague various domain names of
which one is www.localauthoritywatch.co.uk and intended to develop the domains
into online businesses after I had built up a customer base and a good reputation to
www.lematech.co.uk the business I had developed in order to finance the
development of all other businesses.
I delivered to the internal mail inside Black Rod’s entrance in Parliament on the 14th
May 2007 14 envelopes addressed to 14 Lords of Appeal in Ordinary (The Law
Lords) including the Lord Chancellor and from this I was not satisfied of the amount
of responses, therefore, I delivered a further 17 envelopes addressed to 17 former
Lords of Appeal in Ordinary (The Law Lords) delivering them to the Derby Gate
Parcel Office of Parliament, and from this I still was not satisfied with the responses
of seven in all.
Now taking into account the fact that I have had no Legal Aid and thus no defence
whatsoever and then the deception and lies used to prevent my application for leave
to appeal going any further than the Supreme Court Registrar, it would then be more
likely than not that none of the envelopes reached any one of the Lords of Appeal in
Ordinary (The Law Lords) and that there has been a systemic cover up by public
authority keeping me isolated to prevent me from communicating with and putting my
case forward to the next required level and to prevent me from developing Lematech
and my online business ideas. This is a breach of Article 9, 10, 11 and 14 as set out
in the Rome, 4.XI.1950 European Convention on Human Rights.

Article 11, Freedom of assembly and of association
Everyone has the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and to freedom of peaceful
association with others.
The evidence and circumstances show and depict that I have been the victim of
collaborative conspiracies where I and they were used to sabotage my reputation
and business interests making me unemployed and to inflict damage to a legal and
lawful political party, the British National Party (BNP) by publishing my details and my
affiliation of the British National Party (BNP) along with the concocted fabrications
used to bring about the malicious prosecution on a number of political websites.
There has been violence used against me to prevent me from exercising my right to
freedom of peaceful association with others. That is to prevent me from associating
with my fellow members of the British National Party (BNP) and done in order to
isolate me. This is a breach of Article 11 as set out in the Rome, 4.XI.1950 European
Convention on Human Rights.

Article 13, Right to an effective remedy
Everyone whose rights and freedoms as set out in this Convention are violated shall
have an effective remedy before a national authority notwithstanding that the
violation has been committed by persons acting in an official capacity.
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The evidence, documented prior to the trial, then thereafter, documented and
recorded telephone conversations at appointments and tribunals, then with the full
court hearing application for leave to appeal being refused. Also for leave to appeal
being rejected by the Registrar at the Supreme Court shows that there has been a
concerted effort to prevent me from my right to an effective remedy at all levels. This
could only be because those involved have direct lines of communication (systemic
conspiracy) and would therefore be aware of the consequences for the position their
friends have put themselves in, with the deception and lies used to bring about a
malicious prosecution and of the lack of any Legal Aid, hence, no legal defence as no
lawyer was working in my best interests. This is a breach of Article 13 as set out in
the Rome, 4.XI.1950 European Convention on Human Rights.

14, Prohibition of discrimination
The enjoyment of the rights and freedoms set forth in this Convention shall be
secured without discrimination on any ground such as sex, race, colour, language,
religion, political or other opinion, national or social origins, associated with a national
minority, property, birth or other status.
I have been discriminated against because of my membership of a legal and lawful
political Party the British National Party (BNP) as per the copy of the letter dated 12th
January 2008, duly forwarded to me that was received by the Bar Standards Board
(BSB) in response to the complaint made against my trial barrister, he, the trial
barrister makes the excuse that I the complainant is an active paid up members of
the British National Party (BNP) as were all his potential character witnesses.
The solicitor that was meant to be acting in my best interests and who faked applying
for Legal Aid in his letter to the Legal Complaints Service dated 13th September 2007
on my complaint about him, he also makes reference to my membership of the
British National Party (BMP) in a discriminative manner and then in one paragraph
states:The volume of e-mails increased dramatically in the week or so to the Trial and Terry
Fox told me at one stage that he was declining to answer further since each e-mail
led to another from the client, they were irrelevant in any event and he felt that the
Legal Aid authorities could justifiably refuse to pay us for answering nonsensical emails.
1. Terry Fox refused to answer the e-mails at the beginning? I retain them in
proof.
2. The e-mails were irrelevant in any event. That would be because I was to be
found guilty ‘in any event’.
3. If the Legal Aid Commission does not hold any Legal Aid Certificates from the
year 2000 onwards on their system under my personal detail then how can
there be any claim for payments?
The above is but one paragraph of the letter of five sheets in length of size ten font
which is full of lies, deceit and tricks used for the purpose of twisting the situation that
the solicitor finds himself in, and done in order to corroborate and make it seem the it
is I that has a mental illness, when in truth the whole legal team that pretended to act
in the best interests of me are all a danger to the general public. This is a breach of
Article 14 as set out in the Rome, 4.XI.1950 European Convention on Human Rights.
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Paris, 20.III.1952
Article 1, Protection of Property
Every natural or legal person is entitled to the peaceful enjoyment of his possessions.
No one shall be deprived of his possessions except in the public interests.
The evidence and circumstances prove that I was tricked into joining the British
National Party (BNP) and that along with the assault was premeditated and
deliberately perpetrated in order to be used against me for the purpose of making me
unemployed. Being unemployed would make it that I would not have the finances
available for renewing the domain registrations, thereby, leaving the way clear for
one of the faction involved to purchase the domains on their own behalf, either in
their own name or through some associated organisation for anonymity, hence, the
constructed devious attempt of the theft of my intellectual property.
The perpetrator of the assault against me has a number of registered domain names
and is running associated businesses registered under variants of the name used
throughout the prosecution documentation and at trial.
The investigating firm Legal Review Services, which is owned by a former senior
police officer Terry Fox that acted upon the former police officer solicitor’s
instructions who faked applying for Legal Aid on my behalf, has a website that used
the same type of graphics, presentation and layout to the website owned by the
perpetrator of the assault on me after I was found guilty. This is a breach of Article 1
as set out in the Paris, 20.III.1952 European Convention on Human Rights.

Article 2, Right to education
No person shall be denied the right to an education. In the exercise of any functions
which it assumes in relation to education and to teaching.
I had only been in business for a short time and was in the process of academically
enhancing the knowledge gained of my chosen profession career path through
education and in gaining the relevant qualifications of which I was prevented from
completing through being assaulted and then maliciously prosecuted and then by the
ongoing criminal conspiracy levied against me and carried out in order to pervert the
course of justice.
I have a number of Information Technology (IT) qualifications including Microsoft
Certified Professional (MCP) and CompTIA N+ Network Engineer and was in the
process of upgrading my qualifications through studying for the Microsoft Certified
Systems Engineer (MCSE), I was educating himself for the purpose of developing
and expanding my business Lematech in order to facilitate a higher standard of client
and to secure more lucrative contracts
Monies earned by securing more lucrative contracts was to be invested by me in
employing and training locally unemployed with interests in IT and with the intension
of developing Local Authority Watch and other IT based business ideas.
It appears that the tricking into becoming a member of the BNP, the malicious
prosecution and the criminal conspiracy in order to pervert the course of justice was
all done to prevent me from educating himself and to prevent me from furthering my
career. This is a breach of Article 2 as set out in the Paris, 20.III.1952 European
Convention on Human Rights.
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Protocol No. 7 to the Convention for the Protection
Of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms
Strasbourg, 22.XI.1984
Article 2, Right of appeal in criminal matters
Through research, I now have reason to believe that the perpetrator of the assault
against me and his brother works or worked for the Crown Prosecution Service
(CPS) at sometime. This is because the assailant’s brother appeared in the
Derbyshire Times prosecuting, and you can’t prosecute unless you work for the
Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) else this case was also held in a police held
Kangaroo Court.
I have made four applications to the Criminal Cases Review Commission (CCRC)
requesting that they send my case back to the Appeal; Courts and each time they
have refused on the basis that the Appeal Court would be unlikely to overturn my
conviction although they themselves stated in writing that the evidence used against
me to furnish the trumped up charge of Affray and the malicious prosecution was
known to be fabricated at the trial and therefore prior to and then at the Full Court
hearing on the 29th October 2008.
There has been political motivated interference all throughout making it that I was
also a political prisoner. I have been refused leave to Appeal by the single Judge
and the Full Court and the refused by the CCRC, therefore, I have had no right of
appeal and this a breach of Article 2 as set out in the Strasbourg, 22.XI.1984
European Convention on Human Rights.

Protocol No. 12 to the Convention
for the Protection of Human Rights
and Fundamental Freedoms
Rome, 4.XI.2000
Article 1, General prohibition of discrimination
I have been discriminated against as in Article 14, Prohibition of discrimination by
numerous public authorities in that they that have relentlessly discriminated against
me in order to assist the fake co-defendant in evading justice and covering up by
using deception for the purpose of assisting the perpetrators of the malicious
prosecution which is in breach of Article 1 as set out in the Rome, 4.XI.2000
European Convention on Human Rights.
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To have my complaint examined by The European Court of Human Right. Then
where it is found my rights have been infringed under The European Convention on
Human Rights, to have the infringements resolved, thereby, securing their realisation,
and in doing so, reaffirming the profound belief in the pursued maintenance of the
protocols of The European Convention on Human Right.

Page - vi – VI, 20. Statement concerning other international proceedings continuation
sheets.
The Legal Complaints Service considers and investigates complaints against solicitors.
When looking at a complaint, the Legal Complaints Service considers whether the service
the client received from the solicitor was of a reasonable standard. If we consider that the
solicitor provided an inadequate service we can reduce the solicitor's bill, ask your solicitor to
pay you compensation or tell your solicitor to correct a mistake and pay any costs involved.
As I previously advised you within my letter dated 15 August 2007, when reviewing a
complaint of inadequate professional service we are not able to consider whether the advice
given by a solicitor was correct or whether the tactics he adopted in a case were appropriate.
These are matters of a solicitor's professional judgement and any challenge to their
appropriateness would have to be considered by a court. Our investigation is based to a
large extent on documentary evidence provided by each party.
Having carefully reviewed all of the documentation which both you and the solicitor have
provided this office with, I feel that there are no issues of poor service that I am able to
investigate further as I feel that the solicitor provided you with a reasonable level of service.
I will now refer to the issues concerning this file and explain why in my opinion there is no
evidence of inadequate professional service. I understand that this conclusion may be
disappointing to you and so I would like to give you 14 days from the date of this letter in
which to contact me should you wish to provide me with any further evidence to support the
claims as outlined below. If I do not hear anything within this time period then I will close my
file.

1. Failure to advise
You have said that after appearing at Derby Crown Court in March 2007, you were asked to
attend a meeting with your Barrister in Nottingham. You have raised the complaint that
Robert L. Bashforth & Co. Solicitors failed to advise you of the venue / time that you were
meeting with Counsel.
You have also said that the firm failed to advise you that you could call upon character
witnesses in court.
The firm has advised me that the only Conference that was arranged was on 16 January
2007. The firm has provided me with a file note dated 16 January 2007, which shows that
you arrived for the meeting at 11am rather than at 3pm / 4pm (I have enclosed a copy of this
file note for your information). The firm has said that this issue was resolved and that the
confusion as to the time was an error on your part. I am of the opinion that there is no
inadequate professional service in respect of this issue as the firm had advised you of the
date and location of this meeting. There is no evidence to show that the firm had advised
you that the meeting was at 11 rather than 4pm and later 3pm. If you have evidence to show
that the time you were given for the meeting was incorrect then this is something that I would
be able to consider further. As indicated above I would need this evidence within the next 14
days in order to pursue this issue.
In terms of the failure to advise you that you could call upon character witnesses in court, the
firm has advised me that both the firm and Counsel looked into this issue very carefully. The
firm has said that a charge of Affray is not one where character witnesses would normally be
called as in the firm's opinion character witnesses would have little impact. The firm has said
that Counsel (Mr Munt) has said that this issue was touched upon in Conference in January
and that the difficulty was that they felt that the witnesses available would be unsuitable with
them being members of the British National Party (BNP). The solicitor has said that when
your matter came to trial, Mr Johal called upon character witnesses and so the question of
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witnesses was explored again but that again at this time it was felt that the witnesses
available were unsuitable due to the reasoning above.
As indicated above, this office is unable to look at the appropriateness of the tactics the
solicitor took / consider issues relating to the professional judgement of the solicitor
regarding whether character witnesses would be appropriate for your case as these are legal
issues that would need to be determined by a court. If you wish to pursue this element of
your complaint, you would need to seek independent legal advice.

2. Failure to follow instructions
You have raised the concerns that on making the request, Robert L. Bashforth & Co.
Solicitors failed to obtain CCTV footage of the incident or make the appropriate enquiries in
this regard. You have said that on requesting the CCTV footage, the firm advised you that
there was none available.
You have also raised the concern that the firm failed to provide you with the floor plan of the
Coronary Care Unit (CCU) that you requested before the trial.
In addition to this, you have said that a representative from Robert L. Bashforth & Co.
Solicitors failed to attend Chesterfield Magistrates court for committal proceedings on 18
May 2007.
In terms of the CCTV footage, the firm has provided me with a letter from the CPS to the firm
dated 14 November 2006, which shows that enquiries were made by the firm to the CPS
regarding the CCTV footage. It further shows that enquiries were made with the hospital
regarding the CCTV footage and that the Head of Security had said that there was no CCTV
coverage of the offence and that at the hospital there is no CCTV coverage on the Coronary
Care Unit or in the entrance to the Coronary Care Unit. Again, I have enclosed a copy of this
letter for your information. As this letter suggests that the firm did make enquiries in relation
to the CCTV, I am of the opinion that there is no inadequate professional service in respect
of this complaint.
Regarding the provision of a copy of the floor plan of the Coronary Care Unit, again, I am of
the opinion that there is no inadequate professional service in respect of this issue. This is
because, the firm has provided me with a copy of a file note dated 20 January 2007 (a copy
of which is enclosed with this letter) which shows that Mr Harold Robinson, visited the CCU
at the hospital with you to enable you to point out to him where various parts of the incident
had taken place in relation to the photos and floor plan they had. Further to this, the firm has
also provided me with copies of the floor plan and photo's. This evidence shows that the firm
had the aforementioned plans and that these had been considered. In the absence of any
evidence to show that you specifically requested a copy of the plan from the firm / that this
was denied to you without any explanation, I am of the opinion that there is no inadequate
professional service in respect of this issue. If you have documentary evidence to indicate
the contrary, i.e. to show that you requested a copy of this plan from the firm and that no
explanation was given to you as to why you could not have a copy of the plan then I will be
able to consider this issue further provided this evidence is given to me within the next 14
days.
In terms of the complaint that a representative from the firm failed to attend Chesterfield
Magistrates Curt for Committal Proceedings on 18 May 2007, the firm has provided me with
a copy of a letter to you dated 11 May 2007 which advises you of the date, venue and time
of the Sentencing and that a representative and your Barrister would be attending with you.
The firm has also provided me with a copy of a file note dated 18 May 2007, which shows
that Harold Robinson of Robert L. Bashforth & Co. Solicitors attended Court with you. The
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evidence therefore shows that a representative from Robert L. Bashforth & Co. Solicitors
attended Chesterfield Magistrates court for Committal Proceedings on 18 May 2007 and I
am therefore of the opinion that there is no inadequate professional service in respect of this
complaint. I have enclosed a copy of both the letter dated 11 May 2007 and the file note
dated 18 May 2007 for your information.
Whilst I appreciate that my letter may come as a disappointment to you, I hope that it has
helped to explain why, in my opinion, there are no issues of inadequate professional service
that are able to be pursued further and why I feel that the firm provided you with a
reasonable level of service. If you are able to provide me with any further documentary
evidence in support of your complaints, please do this within 14 days of the date of this
letter. If I have not heard anything by 26 October 2007, then I will be closing my file.
•

FORMER POLICE OFFICERS
Mr Robinson is a former senior police officer and works for Terry Fox, another former
senior police officer who is the owner of Legal Review Services, the firm that worked
with Robert L. Bashforth, yet another former police officer who all in turn worked with
barrister Alistair Munt to bring about a malicious prosecution.

•

LEGAL AID
Now taking into account that Legal Aid was never applied for, this would then make it
that the firm was not representing me at all, but was simply putting on an act and the
files and letters used were concocted and produced after and in response to my
complaints. The Legal Complaints Service actively engaged themselves in working
with the solicitor and his cohorts in covering up and making excuses instead of
properly addressing my complaints and adhering to their remit.

•

CONFERENCE PRIOR TO FOURTH MAGISTRATES HEARING
The 16th November 2006 conference was to be held prior to the hearing on the same
date that was arranged to be held at the Magistrates’ Court building on St, Mary’s
Gate, Derby that I have a letter dated 10th November 2006 to attend on that date, but
it was said by Terry Fox that Alastair Munt had been held up at a Court Martial
hearing that had overran in Germany.

Solicitors Regulation Authority
•

Initial complaint dated 10th April 2007

No Response

f) Offices of the Legal Services Complaints Commissioner
•

Initial complaint dated 05th May 2007

Letter in response dated 09th May 2007:Thank you for your letter of 5 May 2007 and various enclosures about the incident that
occurred on 5 June 2006 at Chesterfield Royal Hospital.
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The posts of the Legal Services Ombudsman and the Legal Services Complaints
Commissioner for England and Wales are currently held Zahida Manzoor. The two roles are
distinct and governed by different legislation. Each role has different powers.
The Legal Services Ombudsman is empowered to investigate individual complaints about
the way in which the Legal Complaints Service handles complaints about solicitors. The
Legal Complaints Service is part of the Law Society but operates independently.
If you are not satisfied with the way in which your solicitor has handled your case you should
firstly consider taking the matter up with the Legal Complaints Service. If you are still not
satisfied, after it has completed its investigations and given you a decision, you should then
contact the Legal Services Ombudsman.
The powers of the Legal Services Complaints Commissioner relate to the improvement of
the complaints handling system of the Law Society, the Legal Complaints Service and do not
extend to consideration of individual cases. Staff are not legally trained and therefore do not
comment on the detail of cases.
I am sorry to hear about the problems you have experienced and that I cannot be more
helpful.

g) Legal Services Ombudsman
g1) Solicitor
• Initial complaint relating to Robert L. Bashforth & Co dated 09th May 2007
Final letter about Robert L. Bashforth & Co dated 20 February 2008:Re: Robert L Bashforth & Co of First Floor 2-4 Corporation Street Chesterfield
Derbyshire S41 7TP
In January 2006 the Law Society split its regulatory and representative functions.
Subsequent to this, in January 2007;
a) The Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA) became responsible for regulatory and
disciplinary matters; setting and monitoring standards and investigating conduct complaints
b) The Law Society became responsible for representing solicitors
The Legal Complaints Service (LCS), formerly known as the Consumer Complaints Service,
remains responsible for dealing with consumer complaints about solicitors.
For ease of reference the terms "LCS" and "SRA" will be used throughout this report to refer
to the Law Society's Legal Complaints Service and the Law Society's Solicitors Regulation
Authority respectively.
Further to our previous correspondence, I am writing to let you know that we have now
received the file on your case from the LCS and I have considered what you say about the
way that they dealt with your complaint about the above. All the correspondence and related
documents on the LCS's file have been reviewed, and I am writing now to let you know my
conclusions.
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On 20 March 2007 you complained to the LCS about Robert L.Bashforth & Co Solicitors.
You had instructed the firm to represent you in relation to your criminal trial taking place on
13 March 2007.
Your complaints were that the firm failed to follow your instructions in relation to your trial
and that they failed to keep you informed of proceedings throughout the case. You also
stated that the firm misled you.
Your complaint form was acknowledged on 29 March by the LCS. The caseworker noted
that you had not sent a copy of your complaint to the firm and therefore advised you to do
so.
On 24 April the LCS received a large number of documents from you in connection with your
complaint. You advised the caseworker that you had not received a satisfactory response
from the firm.
On 1 May you telephoned the LCS and were advised that your file would be transferred to
the complaint centre for allocation to a caseworker.
On 11 June the caseworker who had been allocated your case wrote to you to introduce
herself. She confirmed that she was going to review your correspondence and write to you
within the next 1 5-20 days.
On 2 July the caseworker wrote to you. She advised you that she was unable to consider
any of the complaints that you had against counsel. She provided you with the contact
details of the Bar Council if you wished to pursue your complaint against counsel.
The caseworker explained the powers of the LCS. She also explained that the LCS could
not conclude that the solicitors were responsible for the outcome of your case. She advised
you that if you thought this was the case then you might want to consider a possible claim in
negligence.
On 5 July it would appear that you hand delivered a letter to the caseworker together with a
large volume of documents and 3 CD-Roms. The caseworker acknowledged your letter on
31 July and advised you that she would contact you within the next 15-20 days.
On 15 August the caseworker wrote to Mr Bashforth at the firm and informed him of your
complaints as follows:
•
•

failure to advise;
failure to follow instructions.

The caseworker advised that she required a response from him within 14 days.
Mr Bashforth contacted the caseworker on 3 September and advised her that he was unable
to respond by the date given as the file was away with the National Taxing Team.
Mr Bashforth wrote to the caseworker again on 7 September and advised that he would be
in receipt of the file on 11 September and would then deal with your complaints.
Mr Bashforth provided a full response to the caseworker on 13 September.
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On 12 October the caseworker wrote to you after having reviewed the firm's response. The
caseworker advised you that following her review of the firm's response she had decided
that there had been no inadequate professional service on behalf of the firm.
The caseworker explained her reasons in detail for reaching this conclusion. There is no
need for me to go into detail of that letter as you have a copy.
You contacted the caseworker on 24 October and confirmed that you were going to appeal
the court decision. The caseworker explained to you that she was unable to continue with
the investigation at the moment, if however, the court made any findings, for example of
negligence, then you could write to the LCS to see if your file could be reopened to consider
distress and inconvenience.
The caseworker wrote to you on 25 October to confirm that she had closed your file and
provided you with details of my Office.
On 14 November you wrote to the caseworker and enclosed a number of documents for her
attention. You disagreed with the caseworker that there had been no inadequate
professional service.
A casework coach responded to you on 4 December. He explained that his role was to
consider the information you had sent in and to consider whether it was necessary to reopen your file.
The casework coach explained that he had reviewed your correspondence and had decided
that your complaint had been dealt with appropriately and therefore your file would not be reopened.
Referral to my Office and my assessment
You sent an application form to my Office as you were not satisfied with the LCS's
investigation of your complaint. Your application form was received on 13 December 2007.
It might assist if I explain at the outset that my primary role is to oversee the manner in which
the various professional bodies deal with complaints about lawyers, with a view to ensuring
that they follow proper procedures and that they reach decisions that fall within the bounds
of reasonableness. It is only in exceptional circumstances that I consider it appropriate to
investigate the original complaint about the lawyer. Such circumstances are not present in
your case and I have therefore confined my review of the matter to a consideration of the
LCS's handling of the complaint.
In your complaint form to my Office you have stated that the caseworker took too long with
her investigation and that she was wrong to state that there had been no inadequate
professional service by the firm. You also state that the caseworker agreed that if you
presented further information to support your complaints then your file would be reopened at
a later date.
I have reviewed the LCS'S file and I am satisfied with their investigation into your complaints.
Having reviewed your file I do not feel that the caseworker took too long with the
investigation. The file was allocated to her in July 2007 and she had completed her
investigation by October 2007. During this time the caseworker had to wait to receive the
requested information from Mr Bashforth and then review it so that she could reach a fair
conclusion. I also note that you sent in a large volume of documents to the caseworker,
which again she reviewed and responded to in her investigation. In the circumstances I

Your Ref: 44167/13

Page 6 of 28

Martin Glasgow

Page - vi – VI, 20. Statement concerning other international proceedings continuation
sheets.
consider that the investigation was conducted within a reasonable time frame without
unnecessary delay.
The LCS are unable to comment on matters of professional judgement. This is a matter of
jurisdiction. It should not be regarded as a reflection on the merits of your complaint.
Matters relating to the exercise of professional judgement fall within the jurisdiction of the
courts. It is open to you to seek independent legal advice as to whether you have any
recourse in the courts.
The caseworker was also correct in advising you that the LCS cannot question the approach
and/or tactics adopted by a lawyer in dealing with a case. It is not within their remit as a
complaints-handling body to do so.
You also feel that your file should have been reopened when you sent in further information.
The further information you sent in was reviewed by a casework coach who concluded that
this information did not add anything more to support your complaint. In view of this your file
was not reopened.
I am satisfied that all the information you sent in was thoroughly reviewed, not only by the
caseworker but also by the casework coach.
You have informed me that you requested that the LCS send all documentation and
communication sent to and received from the firm to you. In his letter of 4 December 2007
the casework coach stated that he would arrange for this to be done, however, you inform
me that todate you have not received anything from the LCS. I have contacted the LCS for
you and have been informed that all the documents were sent to you on 10 December.
Hopefully you will have received these by now, however, if you have not, I would advise you
to contact the LCS immediately.
In the circumstances, while I realise that this might disappoint you, I take the view that the
LCS's response to your complaint about Robert L Bashforth & Co was satisfactory and that
their decision to close their file was justified for the reasons given in their letter dated 12
October 2007.
I am required by Section 23(1) of the Courts and Legal Services Act 1990 to report my
conclusions to the parties involved. I am therefore sending a copy of this letter to Robert L
Bashforth & Co and to the LCS.
g2) Barrister
• Initial complaint relating to Alastair Munt dated 24th July 2007, Complaint Form 02
August 2007.
Final letter about Alastair Munt dated 20 February 2008:Re: Mr A H McLaren Munt KCH Barristers 1 Oxford Street Nottingham NG1 5BH
The Bar Standards Board, which oversees regulation of barristers, was established in
January 2006 to run the regulatory work of the Bar Council. For ease of reference the term
the "Bar Standards Board" will be used throughout the report.
Further to our previous correspondence, I am writing to let you know that we have now
received the file on your case from the Bar Standards Board and I have considered what you
say about the way that they dealt with your complaint about the above. All the
correspondence and related documents on the Bar Standards Board file have been
reviewed, and I am writing now to let you know my conclusions.
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Background
The background to this matter is that counsel had represented you in a criminal trial for
assault. You had a number of complaints about counsel, Mr Munt, and the manner in which
he had conducted your trial.
The Bar Standards Board responded to you on 25 July. You were sent a complaint form to
complete and return.
You completed and returned the complaint form, which was received by the Bar Standards
Board on 25 July. The Bar Standards Board acknowledged receipt on 1 August and advised
you that the Complaints Commissioner would now consider your complaint.
You were advised that you would be contacted again during the course of the next two
weeks to inform you of developments on this matter.
You next heard from the Bar Standards Board on 12 September. You were advised by the
complaints officer that "the Commissioner currently has a backlog of complaints to
consider..."
On 17 October the Bar Standards Board wrote to you and advised you that the
Commissioner had now considered your complaint. The complaints officer advised you that
"he (the Commissioner) is not inclined to investigate this complaint because although you
have provided a lot of information, you have not provided any evidence which supports your
complaints against Counsel". You were allowed a further three weeks in which to provide
evidence to support your complaint.
On 7 November you responded to the Bar Standards Board and provided some further
information.
On 10 December the Bar Standards Board sent Mr Munt a copy of your complaint and asked
for his response.
On 12 January Mr Munt responded to the Bar Standards Board.
The Bar Standards Board sent you a copy of Mr Munt's reply on 17 January 2008.
You responded to this on 26 January. This letter was acknowledged on 28 January.
On 15 February the Bar Standards Board wrote to you and advised you that your complaint
had been passed to the Complaints Commissioner for his consideration. However, it would
be another five weeks before you would hear from him again due to his high volume of work.
On 17 March the Bar Standards Board wrote to you with their final conclusions. The
Complaints Commissioner listed all of your 13 complaints. He advised you that all of these
complaints related to Mr Munt's professional judgment. Furthermore, he advised you that
you had not provided any evidence to support your complaints. This left two complaints,
which related to the allegation of rudeness as follows:
• during conference, counsel treated you contemptuously and discussed irrelevant matters
such as social activities with the solicitor, going out of his way to exclude you from the
conversation;
• during trial, counsel became increasingly angry, unhelpful and dismissive towards you.
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The Complaints Commissioner referred you to Mr Munt's response. This can be
summarised as follows:
• as an experienced criminal barrister he found it professionally advantageous to include
social matters in conference in a relaxed manner and to include lay clients as fully as
possible.
The Complaints Commissioner advised you that at no time during the trial did counsel act in
an unprofessional manner towards you. Furthermore counsel wanted to attend the hearing
when you were sentenced however he was committed to deal with a Court Martial case in
Germany. Counsel was then replaced with another experienced criminal practitioner but by
that point you had insisted on removing your legal team from the record.
The Complaints Commissioner informed you that "there is no basis for sending this
complaint to the Complaints Committee because it is not supported by prima facie
evidence". The Complaints Commissioner also noted that you were concerned that counsel
did not allow witnesses to take the stand. However, this issue was to be decided by counsel
and was a matter of his professional judgment about what was in your best interest, as he
was required to do so by the Bar Standards Boards Professional Code of Conduct.
You were provided with the details of my Office if you were dissatisfied with this decision.
You telephoned the Bar Standards Board after receiving the above letter to express your
disappointment that your file had been closed. You stated that you would take the case to
the Court of Appeal, the House of Lords and the European Court of Human Rights. The
complaints officer advised you to contact my Office.
Referral to my Office and my assessment
You referred the matter to my Office on 9 May 2008.
It might assist if I explain at the outset that my primary role is to oversee the manner in which
the various professional bodies deal with complaints about lawyers, with a view to ensuring
that they follow proper procedures and that they reach decisions that fall within the bounds
of reasonableness. It is only in exceptional circumstances that I consider it appropriate to
investigate the original complaint about the lawyer. Such circumstances are not present in
your case and I have therefore confined my review of the matter to a consideration of the
Bar Standards Boards handling of the complaint.
You are clearly not happy with the Bar Standards Boards decision. Although I do not wish to
underestimate your feeling on this matter I am satisfied with their investigation.
You have stated a number of reasons as to why you are not happy with the final decision.
Most of your reasons relate to your criminal trial and the manner in which Mr Munt
conducted your trial, which relates to his professional judgment. The Bar Standards Board
are unable to comment on matters of professional judgment. This is a matter of jurisdiction.
It should not be regarded as a reflection on the merits of your complaint. Matters relating to
the exercise of professional judgment fall within the jurisdiction of the courts. It is open to
you to seek independent legal advice as to whether you have any recourse in the courts.
You have made a number of allegations against your legal team, such as you were
"blackmailed" and that you knew that your legal team "had no intention of defending me at
trial...". You have however, produced no evidence to prove your allegations. Unless you
can provide further evidence to support the allegations that you have made against Mr Munt,
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the Bar Standards Board cannot investigate any further. I am satisfied that this is a
reasonable approach to take.
You feel that the Complaints Commissioner has "used selective inclusion and omission in
his reasoning for not putting forward my complaints to the Complaints Committee". It might
help if I explain that the Commissioner will only refer a complaint to the Complaints
Committee where the evidence indicates possible misconduct or inadequate professional
service. If there is insufficient evidence of misconduct or inadequate professional service
then the Commissioner will dismiss the complaint. As the Commissioner explained to you,
you did not provide sufficient evidence for him to justify referring the matter to the
Complaints Committee.
I note that there was a delay in the Bar Standards Board sending a copy of your complaint to
Mr Munt for which there appears to be no explanation. Furthermore, you sent a letter with
further details to the Bar Standards Board on 7 November. This letter was not
acknowledged. I find both the delay and the failure to acknowledge your letter regrettable.
In the circumstances, while I realise that this might disappoint you, I take the view that the
Bar Standards Board's response to your complaint about was satisfactory and that their
decision to close their file was justified for the reasons given in their letter dated 17 March
2008.
I am required by Section 23(1) of the Courts and Legal Services Act 1990 to report my
conclusions to the parties involved. I am therefore sending a copy of this letter to Mr
Alastair Munt and to the Bar Standards Board.
•

The e-mail dated Thu, 20 Jun 2013 from Victoria Chapman a Customer Service
Advisor of the Legal Aid Agency states:Further to our telephone call of the 19th June 2013 I would like to confirm that there
are no certificates registered with your personal details on our system.
Therefore, no solicitors firm has applied for public funding on your behalf in either
Legal Help, civil or criminal Legal Aid cases.
I recorded the telephone conversation held on the 19th June 2013 where I asked for
confirmation from the year 2000.
It is now evident that I have had no legal representation and that everyone involved
in subverting my attempts of attaining justice have colluded in deceiving and
therefore, have incriminated themselves in corrupt practices whilst in public office.

h) House of Lords
•

Initial complaint dated 14th May 2007

One of the letters received in response dated 29 May 2007:Lord Scott has passed to me your letter of 14 May 2007. He has asked me to thank you for
your letter and to reply on his behalf. I am the Deputy Head of the Judicial Office in the
House of Lords.
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In your letter you indicate that you are very dissatisfied with your legal representation at your
trial. If this is the case, then there are opportunities for complaint through the Law Society
with regard to solicitors (helpline 0845 608 6565) and the Bar Standards Board with regard
to barristers (tel 020 7611 1444).
Neither the Law Lords nor the staff of the House of Lords Judicial Office are able to offer you
legal advice about your complaints. You may wish to consult another solicitor or to go to a
Citizens Advice Bureau or a Law Centre for such advice.

i) Home Secretary
•

Initial complaint dated 14th May 2007

Only letter in response dated 16th May 2007:Thank you for your letter of 14 May addressed to the Home Secretary.
As you may already be aware, 9 May saw the establishment of both the new Ministry of
Justice and of a remodelled and refocused Home Office. The matters raised in your letter
are now the responsibility of the Ministry of Justice.
Your letter has therefore been transferred to the new Ministry Of Justice's Correspondence
Management Unit at Selborne House, 54 Victoria Street, London SW1E 6QW (telephone
0207 210 8500). All telephone enquires about outstanding Ministry of Justice
correspondence should be directed to them on 0207 210 8500.

j) Crown Prosecution Service
•

Initial complaint dated 23rd May 2007

Final letter in response dated 08th April 2009 to my complaint:I refer to our telephone conversation in which you complained about a number of issues in
relation to your prosecution at Derby Crown Court in 2007. I have looked at the file and also
previous correspondence with Miss Zimand, my predecessor. These are the matters you
specifically referred to in our telephone conversation: 1) That Johal had no photographs of his injuries taken immediately
2) That you had no injuries to your hands
3) That there were no CCTV tapes from the hospital showing Mr Johal running through the
hospital.
4) Your booking-in tape (custody suite video) was destroyed
You fell that these issues were not considered by the Court or us when the case was
prosecuted. I hope I have represented the gist of your complaint accurately. The complaint
you have made in relation to points 1 and 2 are all issues for the trial process. All I can say
is that the decision to prosecute you was appropriate on an assessment of the strength and
admissibility of the evidence. After hearing all the evidence, which was tested by Counsel
on your behalf through the process of cross-examination, a properly-directed Jury convicted
you of Affray.
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In relation to point 3, the CCTV was not part of the prosecution case. The police reported on
9/11/06 following enquiries from your Solicitors that there is no CCTV coverage on the
coronary care unit or the entrance to that unit. There is coverage in the A & E waiting area
and in the entrance but this was not preserved by the police because no part of the offence
was believed to have occurred in those areas. Believing it to be irrelevant material therefore
the CCTV footage was not seized and hence would have been over-taped or wiped by the
Hospital in the usual way.
The issue of the custody suite CCTV was raised by you previously and dealt with by Miss
Zimand on 2 August 2007 in her letter. Please tell me what additional information you
require.
Finally, you have rung this office to request untyped copies of the witness statements in this
case. Unfortunately, even if I was willing to supply them to you I would not be able to do so
as we retained only the typed copies. Your former Solicitors may have retained the untyped
copies however.
I hope this is helpful
•

NONE DISCLOSURE
In relation to my request for untyped statement(s), one was where a statement to the
fact that a young lady had witnessed the events on the ward and a statement was
given by her in the main hallway outside the Coronary Care Unit, which was taken by
Pc 3037 Swan. I witnessed her giving the statement just prior to going the to A&E for
treatment to my injuries, that was never disclosed of which the following letter dated
21st July 2009 somewhat contradicts:-

I am in receipt of your letter of 2 July, which has been forwarded to me by the CPS office
based in Chesterfield. You will recall that I wrote to you on 8 April explaining that I do not
have any untyped statements on the file. I have only the typed versions. The original signed
statements were handed to the Magistrates Clerk when the case was committed to the
Crown Court. They were then sent to the Crown Court by Magistrates Court staff.
In any event you have not explained the reason for your request. I am unable to release any
statements to you without the consent of the maker and I do not intend to try to obtain their
consent until I am satisfied that you have requested them for a valid reason. Please explain
why you want untyped statements and what you intend to do with them

DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS
•

Initial complaint dated 23rd May 2007

No Response.

k) Bar Standard Board
•

Initial complaint dated 25th July 2007

Final letter in response dated 17th March 2008:Re: Complaint by you against Mr Alastair Henry McLaren Munt
I have considered your complaint against Mr Munt in the light of Counsel's comments and
other evidence available to me;
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Having considered your complaint carefully, I could not find any evidence of professional
misconduct or of inadequate professional service and, therefore, decided it would not be
appropriate to refer the complaint to the Complaints Committee.
Nature of complaint
Background
Counsel represented you in a criminal trial for assault. The background is that you and your
brothers Adrian and Graham were in hospital visiting your seriously ill mother when a few
Pakistani men and a woman (a family) walked past you speaking in a Pakistani language.
You and your brothers commented among yourselves on the fact the family were speaking
not in English and it seems it was loud enough for the Pakistani men to hear. One, the
victim, Mr Johal, came over to Adrian and said he should apologise for what he said. You got
involved and then it seems that you pinned Mr Johal against the wall and punched him twice.
You say that Mr Johal punched you first (you had significant facial injuries). Adrian then
intervened and was punched by Mr Johal, and apparently had an epileptic fit and doesn't
remember, but punched Mr Johal several times. You seem to have been viewed by
witnesses as the main aggressor. Mr Johal was charged as a co-defendant.
The complaints
The complaints were that Counsel:
1. Talked with the solicitor about social issues irrelevant to you in conference, such as a
picture on the wall, losing weight, playing badminton, etc;
2. Did not answer questions addressed to the solicitor;
3. Was unable to produce photographs of the co-defendant's injuries;
4. Did not read all the documentation because if he had read it all he would have noticed
that the 'nurses' giving evidence may not have been the 'nurses' from the hospital and
that two statements of witness John Greaves contradict each other.
5. Did not cross-examine witnesses properly, such as John Greaves, on contradictions.
6. Advised you not to call Graham and Adrian as witnesses because Adrian would perjure
himself and Graham 'would do you no good';
7. Decided not to present some photos of your injuries to the Court;
8. Was aggressive towards you in the courtroom after you questioned the 'validity that the
solicitor who had advised that the charges against Adrian be discontinued does not work
for the CPS anymore and has apparently left to have a baby';
9. Did not object to a prosecution statement in Court, to a witness (your sister), that she
was 'sacrificing one brother for the other';
10. Failed to inform you that you required character witnesses and that they should be
present on the day;
11. Did not attend the sentencing hearing because he was in Germany on a Court Martial
Trial and you imply this reason was not genuine because it was given before regarding
Counsel's absence from an earlier meeting;
12. Told you that you were found guilty because you 'deviated from the proof of evidence
that the solicitor had asked you to produce whilst he went on a cruise over Christmas.'
13. There is some suggestion that Counsel was 'sacked' by you but then continued to act.
The complaint is unclear in this regard.
After we had received your initial submissions Libby Gunn wrote to you on 17 October 2007
stating that I was "not inclined to investigate this complaint because, although you have
provided a lot of information, you have not provided any evidence which supports your
complaints against Counsel". Ms Gunn noted that I could not second-guess or revisit
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decisions of the court or question the professional judgment of Counsel. This left two core
issues, the allegation of rudeness by Counsel to you, and the legitimacy of Counsel's
representation of you, given that he may have already been sacked.
There are two main elements to the allegation of rudeness:
•

•

During conference, Counsel treated you contemptuously and discussed irrelevant
matters such as social activities with the solicitor, going out of his way to exclude you
from the conversation.
During trial, counsel became increasingly angry, unhelpful and dismissive towards
you.

The allegation that Counsel was de-instructed but continued to act on your behalf remains
vague despite our attempts at clarification.
Investigation
Counsel's response to the allegations made by you can be summarised as follows:
•

As an experienced criminal barrister he has found it professionally advantageous to
include social matters in conference in a relaxed and informal manner and to include
lay clients as fully as possible.

•

The conference in question lasted about two hours. The inference is that your case
was discussed at length and that you were included in any conversation unrelated to
the trial.

•

At no time during the trial did Counsel act in an unprofessional manner towards you.

•

Upon the adjournment of your sentencing to an unspecified date, it was Counsel's
intention to attend. However, when the sentence date was given, he was committed
to dealing with a Court Martial case in Germany. Counsel was replaced with another
experienced criminal practitioner but by that point you had insisted on removing your
legal team from the record.

In response to Counsel's comments (28 January 2008) you again narrate your grievances
about the way in which evidence was submitted or undisclosed in court. You go on to
conclude that your conviction was the result of collusion between the Crown Prosecution
Service, Counsel, and the instructing solicitors. You further believe that Counsel and Mr
Johal were personally acquainted before the affray in June 2006. You seem to indicate that
Counsel \s implicated in a conspiracy to convict you unjustly.
Conclusion
Whilst I recognise your strong views, there is no basis for sending this complaint to the
Complaints Committee because it is not supported by prima facie evidence. I make this
statement having reviewed your letter of 7 November 2007 with care. The problem here is
that whilst you document evidence not presented at Court and whilst you criticise Counsel
for not allowing witnesses to take the stand, these are issues that are to be decided on by
the professional judgment of Counsel acting on your behalf. Frankly, and this is significant,
even though you might judge Counsel's actions not to be in your interest, he is required by
the Code of Conduct to exercise his own judgment about what is in your best interest. Where
this happens and you strongly disagree your option is to dismiss Counsel.
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Under the rules there is no mechanism for you to appeal this decision. However, I may be
prepared to look at the matter again if you have some additional evidence or material in
support of your complaint which was not included with the letters you have already sent. If
you wish me to look at this matter again, you should send me the fresh evidence, together
with the reasons why it was not included with your original complaint.
If you are dissatisfied with the way in which your complaint has been considered by the Bar
Standards Board, you may approach the Legal Services Ombudsman (LSO) to investigate
the way in which we have dealt with it. I enclose a leaflet which gives a guide to the LSO's
powers in dealing with complaints about barristers. If you decide to approach the
Ombudsman, however, you must do so within three months of the date of this letter (i.e. by
17 June 2008). The Ombudsman applies this deadline strictly. While the Ombudsman is able
to relax this time limit, we understand that she will only do so when there are very good
reasons (for example serious illness of yourself or a close family member) why you were not
able to contact her within three months. Even if you are sending us additional material, it
would be sensible to write to the Ombudsman straightaway if you feel that you may wish her
to consider the matter later on. The Ombudsman will send you a form for completion and
return to her. Her address is:
The Legal Services Ombudsman
3rd Floor, Sunlight House
Quay Street
Manchester M3 3JZ
Telephone No. 0161 839 7262
Lo-Call No. 0845 6010794

l) Independent Police Complaints Commission
•

Initial complaint dated 13th August 2007

Final letter in response dated 28th March 2008 to the first appeal on the Derbyshire
Constabulary’s outcome of their fictitious investigation:I am writing to you regarding your appeal against Derbyshire Constabulary which we
received on 5 March 2008.
Before outlining my decision I should explain that the role of the IPCC in the appeal process
is to review the investigation into your complaint not to re-investigate your complaint and the
surrounding circumstances.
After considering all the information available I have not upheld your appeal and reasons for
my decision are set out in the attached 'Statement of Findings'. T his sets out my decision
against the three different issues that the IPCC must consider when deciding on an appeal
against a police investigation.
If you have any questions or want more information about the decision, please contact me.
However, the decision is final.
Appeal against investigation: Statement of findings
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DETAILS OF APPEAL

IPCC Reference:

2007/010700

Name of Complainant:

Mr Martin Glasgow

Name of Solicitor/agent
any).

(if

N/a

Name of Force:

Derbyshire Constabulary

Date of Complaint:

1 August 2008

Date of Force decision:

18 February 2008

Date appeal Received:

5 March 2008

Casework Manager:

Marianne Rossi
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BACKGROUND TO THE APPEAL

1. The complaint:
Following an altercation with another male on 5 June 2006 at Chesterfield Hospital Mr
Glasgow was arrested on suspicion of assault. The matter went to trial and Mr Glasgow
was charged with affray.
Mr Glasgow complained;
1. Officers failed to properly investigate the incident of 5 June 2006 and allowed the
CPS to proceed to Crown Court Trial despite knowing he was innocent.
2. That the uncle of the co-defendant was not seen and was a vital witness.
3.

Officers failed to secure evidence at the scene i.e. blood and glass samples for
forensic examination.

4.

The custody record entry at 1935hours on 5 June 2006 indicates no apparent
injuries on arrival at the police station. However, his custody photograph clearly
showed that he had visible injuries.

5. The co-defendant fabricated evidence.
6.

The co-defendant's initial statement was too neat with no corrected initialled
mistakes and appeared re-written.

7. The witness, Susan Lees, had spoken in her statement of his mother in the past
tense. Her statement was taken on 5 June 2006, prior to his mother's death.

2. The appeal (grounds given for the appeal):
Mr Glasgow states that he disagrees with the findings of the investigation and the
proposed action. He questions how the investigation can be limited and proportionate
and if this means it is limited and proportionate as to what can be substantiated.
Within his appeal Mr Glasgow raises several issues in respect of the criminal trial, the
evidence of witnesses and re-iterates his account of the incident. I have reviewed and
considered all matters raised within the appeal, however, will only address the points Mr
Glasgow raises in respect of the police investigation into his complaint.
1.

There has never been any satisfactory explanation in respect of my concerns
over the CCTV evidence. Whilst making my own enquiries I by chance met a
previous associate who had just been temporarily employed in the IT department
of the hospital who said that he had been told of this bloke who is after some
CCTV footage and that no-one in the IT department is to give it to him. This
indicates that the CCTV evidence is still available and at the hospital.

2. I requested legal representation through Inspector Smedley at 01.08 on 06/06/06
but the request is recorded as legal representation being asked for at 22:17 on
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05/06/06. Someone has been interfering with detention logs.
3.

PC Greatorex took the initial statement from the co-defendant and wrote down
his alleged injuries. The officer is then party to being witness to his alleged
injuries and photographs as stated in the co-defendants record of interview
which were not shown at trial because there were none. No photographs, no
treatment equals no injuries. Unless they can be substantiated through the
production of CCTV evidence. As stated by the co-defendants own father when
asked in court of hid sons injuries, there was not much wrong with him. I was at
court and heard this.
How did this officer PC Greatorex then manage to compile such an array of
injuries if the co-defendants own father stated that there was not much wrong
with his son when he drove him home? Could this be commensurate of the
officer's professional approach to statement taking and also to the co-defendant's
own profession. Therefore I believe there are evidential grounds to substantiate
improper practice by the officer involved

APPEAL FINDINGS

1. Are the findings of the investigation appropriate?
In the investigation decision letter dated 18 February 2008 it is stated that "/ would point
out to you that the thrust of your complaints appear to be that of dissatisfaction with the
legal system and its process rather than complaints of misconduct of individual officers.
"Within his appeal Mr Glasgow raises issue with this statement; however, I agree that
this is an appropriate finding. The majority of Mr Glasgow's complaints are in respect of
witness evidence and matters relating the criminal trial.
The correct course for Mr Glasgow to have challenged evidence would have been at
court during the criminal trial. The investigation into his complaint can only investigate
allegations of police misconduct, and the role of the IPCC in investigation appeals is to
review the complaint investigation, not to re-investigate the complaint and surrounding
circumstances.
In respect of complaint 1: The investigation found no evidence to support the allegation
that the officers failed to investigate the matter or allowed the CPS to proceed to trial
knowing Mr Glasgow was innocent. I consider the findings of the investigation are
appropriate, the criminal prosecution file was reviewed, and after raising concerns to the
CPS, Mr Glasgow was informed by the Head of Trials Unit that there never was any
CCTV footage from the hospital. The investigation found no evidence of police
misconduct and the complaint was found to be unsubstantiated.
In respect of complaint 2: The investigation found no evidence that this person was a
vital witness or that he could have offered evidence that would have assisted the case. I
consider the findings of the investigation are appropriate, CPS decided there was
sufficient evidence to proceed to trial based on the evidence gathered from other
witnesses. The investigation found no evidence of police misconduct and the complaint
was found to be unsubstantiated.
In respect of complaint 3: It was considered that the nature of the criminal investigation
would not have warranted the taking of such samples and therefore the officers involved
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would not have failed in their duty. It was further considered that officers are given
discretion in these types of circumstances as to what should or should not be seized
based on the availability of other evidence and seriousness of the incident. The
complaint was found to be unsubstantiated. I agree with the findings of the investigation,
the decision was at the discretion of the officers and there is no evidence to suggest that
they failed in their duties by not obtaining blood and glass samples for forensic
evidence.
In respect of complaint 4: The custody record was reviewed and it was found that
Sergeant Bungay stated there were no injuries, although he then recorded the injuries in
the subsequent risk assessment he completed. Theofficer was spoken to and accepted
that he should have ticked the 'Yes' box in respect of injuries. It was considered that the
officer had made a genuine mistake or considered the matter had been correctly
recorded. Any misconduct by the officer was considered to be unsubstantiated. I agree
with the findings of the investigation, there is no evidence to suggest that the error was
deliberate or anything other than an oversight.
In respect of complaint 5: It was advised that this is not an allegation of misconduct of
an individual officer. I agree with this finding and consider it to be appropriate. If Mr
Glasgow considered a witnesses evidence to be fabricated the correct course for Mr
Glasgow to have challenged evidence would have been before the court during the
criminal trial.
In respect of complaint 6: The statement was examined and was considered to have
been completed in a manner commensurate of the officers professional approach with
each of the 6 pages correctly signed. The investigation found no evidence to
substantiate any improper practice by the officer and the complaint was found to
unsubstantiated. I agree with the findings of the investigation, no evidence to support the
allegation was found or any evidence of misconduct.
In respect of complaint 7: The statement was examined and the evidence of the
witness does not refer to Mr Glasgow's mother in the past tense. It was assumed that
the reference to past tense was in respect of oral evidence given in court.
The complaint was found to be unsubstantiated. I agree with the findings of the
investigation as the evidence contained within the statement does not support the
allegation and there is no evidence of any misconduct.
In respect of the three points raised by Mr Glasgow within his appeal; these specific
issues did not form part of his complaint made to the IPCC dated 1 August 2007. I have
been advised that the specific complaints numbered 1-7 in the investigation decision
letter were based on the complaint made to the IPCC and a letter Mr Glasgow sent to Mr
Brian Gunn of the CPS. The three points raised by Mr Glasgow did not form part of the
complaint made to the IPCC or the letter to Mr Brian Gunn and have therefore not been
investigated.
Within his appeal Mr Glasgow questions how the investigation can be limited and
proportionate and if this means it is limited and proportionate as to what can be
substantiated. I consider the decision to conduct a limited and proportionate
investigation to be appropriate considering the time lapsed since the incident giving rise
to the complaint and the nature of the allegations.

2. Are the force's proposed actions following the investigation adequate?
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It is recommended that Sergeant Bungay receives advice in respect of the findings of
complaint 4.
I consider advice to be appropriate in the circumstances as it is intended to prevent a
similar error re-occurring and there is no evidence to suggest that it was deliberate or
anything other than an oversight.

3. Has adequate information been provided to the complainant following the
investigation of their complaint?
Yes, the decision letter dated 18 February 2008 clearly details the investigation and its
findings. I consider adequate information to have been provided.
4. Are there any points raised by the complainant outside what the IPCC can consider?
Yes.
Points 1, 2, and 3 of Mr Glasgow's appeal, detailed previously, cannot be addressed
during the appeal as they did not form part of his original complaint and were therefore
not investigated.
All issues raised in respect of the criminal trial including witness evidence cannot be
addressed within the appeal as they are not within the remit of the IPCC.
Mr Glasgow states that the Judge, Mr Recorder Anthony Barker QC lied during the
criminal trial, victimised him, and perverted the course of justice.
The IPCC has no remit over misconduct allegations made against Judges.

On the basis of these findings the appeal is not upheld.

ACTIONS REQUIRED OF THE FORCE/AUTHORITY
•

No further action required.

•

Not only is it that John Thornley along with Alan Bannister have both taken it upon
themselves to conduct a limited and proportionate investigation in an attempt to
subvert and suppress my complaint without first applying to the Independent Police
Complaints Commission for their authority in doing so. The IPCC have also engaged
themselves in colluding with John Thornley and Alan Bannister in order to subvert
and suppress my complaint, namely at this time Marianne Rossi the author of the
IPCC response letter to my appeal. This is because neither John Thornley or Alan
Bannister are warranted police officers, they are both civilian staff as can be depicted
under the header of the letter that was signed by Alan Bannister on behalf of Richard
Oldknow dated 18 February 2008. This is in breach of the practices and procedures
where the investigation of this type consists of one CID Officer and one civilian
member of staff.
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Marianne Rossi has engaged herself and wilfully taken part in corrupt practices whilst
in public office.

m) Derbyshire Constabulary
•

Initial complaint dated 15th August 2007

Final letter in response to my first complaint in this matter dated 18th February 2008:I refer to Inspector Goddard's letter to you dated 30 November 2007 concerning your
complaint against police.
I note your initial letter of complaint dated 13 August 2007 was made via the Independent
Police Complaints Commission. This related to an incident that occurred on 5 June 2006
and was to the effect that officers had failed to properly investigate the matter and had
allowed the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) to proceed to trial at the Crown Court despite
knowing you were innocent.
In view of the delay in making your complaint known you were requested by the Investigating
Officer to provide an explanation for such a delay. In your response of 18 September 2007
you state the delay in making your complaint known was due to facts beyond your control
having been convicted of a crime and that having dismissed your legal team your new legal
team 'must have forgotten about it or had no intention of doing so on your behalf.
I do not accept this to be a good reason for you not making your complaint known to us at a
much earlier point. However, in view of the circumstances and nature of your complaints a
limited and proportionate investigation has been conducted into your complaints as listed
below.
I would point out to you that the thrust of your complaints appear to be that of dissatisfaction
with the legal system and its process rather than complaints of misconduct of individual
officers. I note you were found guilty of affray and not of assault. The latter is relevant to
your complaint inasmuch that evidence put before the court was to support that of a charge
of 'Affray' rather than assault.
Your complaints:
1.

That officers failed to properly investigate the incident of 5 June 2006 and allowed the
CPS to proceed to Crown Court Trial despite knowing you were innocent.

The limited investigation has taken into account your concerns expressed to the CPS and
the response that the Head of Trials Unit has provided you with dated 2 August 2007. I note
you were provided with a satisfactory explanation in respect of your concerns over the CCTV
evidence and that the majority of issues you raised at that time were of a nature that you
were advised to raise them with your own solicitors as part of your defence case.
I note you consider you have been a victim of abuse of the judicial process, and
misrepresented by your defence team which has led to a miscarriage of justice. The officers
involved in the investigation of your case were: Constable 2866 McGrogan, Constable 2883
Toole, Constable 2828 Gilburn and Constable 3037 Swan. The prosecution file has been
carefully reviewed in the light of your concerns. However, there are no grounds on which to
warrant any further investigation either in respect of criminal enquiries into other parties
involved or against individual officers for misconduct. There is no evidence to support your
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allegation that the officers failed to properly investigate the matter or allowed the CPS to
proceed to trial knowing you were innocent.
This element of your complaint is, therefore, unsubstantiated.
The case has been rightly adjudicated upon by the Courts and the decision of guilt made on
the basis of the evidence heard. The standard of proof being beyond reasonable doubt. It is
not unusual for witnesses to give conflicting accounts of the circumstances of a particular
incident or indeed give inconsistent evidence at Court. This is the nature of such cases
which in many instances reveal irreconcilable differences of opinion as to the facts of what
took place. No direction or concern has been brought to my attention by HM Judge in
respect of the investigation or the conduct of individual officers or the evidence given and
therefore for the reasons I have outlined I do not intend to take any further action in respect
of this element of your complaint.
2. That the uncle of the co-defendant was not seen who you consider was a vital witness.
There is no evidence that this person was a 'vital witness' or that he could have offered
evidence that would have assisted the case. He would not have been independent and the
investigation appears to have gathered sufficient evidence from witnesses at the scene
sufficient for the CPS to decide there was a case to answer and proceed to trial. I note your
own defence team did not call him to give evidence.
This element of your complaint is not substantiated.
3. That officers failed to secure evidence at the scene i.e. blood and glass samples for
forensic examination.
The nature of investigation in this particular case would not have warranted the taking of
such samples and therefore the officers involved have not failed in their duty. Officers are
given discretion in these type of circumstances as to what should or should not be seized
based onthe availability of other evidence and seriousness of the incident. Your complaint in
this respect is therefore unsubstantiated.
4. That the Custody Record entry at 1935 hours on 5 June 2006 indicates no apparent
injuries on your arrival at the Police Station. However, your custody photograph clearly
shows that you had visible injuries.
A copy of the relevant Custody Record ref: 30/CH/2619/06 has been obtained and examined
together with your custody photograph. It is clear from your photograph that you were visibly
injured. The Custody Record entry created at 1923 hours on 5 June 2006 by Sergeant
Bungay indicates 'No1 in respect of injuries/ailments. In view of this anomaly Sergeant
Bungay has been asked for an explanation. He has stated that with hindsight he should
have ticked the 'Yes' box and accepts that in not doing so it is misleading.
Further enquiries reveal he was aware of your hospital treatment prior to arrival at the Police
Station and it is clear he has acknowledged your obvious injuries in the subsequent risk
assessment documented within the Custody Record and completed at 1926 hours. In view
of these circumstances it is more probable than not that the officer has made either a
genuine mistake or considered the matter correctly recorded (3 minutes later within the risk
assessment).
I therefore consider this matter unsubstantiated in terms of any misconduct by Sergeant
Bungay. ~ However, I do acknowledge your concerns over this apparent misleading entry
and intend to advise the officer in this respect to prevent this re-occurring.
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5. That the co-defendant fabricated evidence.
This is not an allegation of misconduct of an individual officer. There is no substantive
evidence to warrant further action based on the reasons I have outlined above in respect of
the broader elements of your complaint at (1.).
6. That the co-defendant's initial statement was too neat with no corrected initialled
mistakes and appeared re-written.
The original, handwritten statement taken on 5 June 2006 at 2000 hours by Constable 2574
Greatorex has been obtained and examined. This was written by the officer and consists of
six pages each correctly signed. The statement is commensurate of the officer's professional
approach to statement taking and also the background of the co-defendant's own profession.
There are no evidential grounds to substantiate any improper practice by the officer involved
and your complaint in this respect is unsubstantiated.
7. That the witness, Susan LEES, had spoken in her statement of your mother in the past
tense. Her statement was taken on 5 June 2006, prior to your mother's death.
This statement has been examined and was taken on 5 June 2006. It does not reveal any
evidence of the witness referring to your mother in the past tense and therefore this element
of your complaint is unsubstantiated. I assume reference to the past tense was in respect of
oral evidence given in Court and would be accepted in these circumstances.
Conclusion
I have taken account of your numerous further complaints concerning the investigation and
subsequent Crown Court Trial. However, as I have explained earlier these relate to the legal
process rather than allegations of misconduct by individual officers. Within this process
account is taken of conflicting evidential matters, many of which you have concerns over.
These are rightly matters for the Courts to adjudicate upon; the decisions of such for which
you have had a right of appeal.
I do not intend to take any further action over this matter. If you are not satisfied with the
information provided here and outcome of the investigation into your complaints you may
appeal to the IPCC within the next 28 days. A leaflet is enclosed in this respect for your
information.
•

The original, handwritten statement taken allegedly on 5 June 2006 at 2000 hours by
Constable 2574 Greatorex (after I had given my statement) has been obtained and
examined.
The statement is said to be commensurate of the officer's professional approach to
statement taking and also the background of the co-defendant's own profession.
The co-defendant was also claimed to be the sibling of Kashmir and Malkiat Johal
but this is untrue according to the 192.com website screen prints. Then there’s the
civil litigation defence case statements as signed by Amandip Sing Johal where the
signature bears no resemblance to the signature on the witness statement of 05th
June 2006, this indicates that the statements were in fact produced and fabricated by
the police themselves. Then John Thornley along with Alan Bannister have taken it
upon himself to conduct a limited and proportionate investigation in an attempt to
subvert and suppress my complaint without first applying to the Independent Police
Complaints Commission for their authority in doing so.
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n) Office for Judicial Complaints
•

Initial complaint dated 15th November 2007

Letter in response dated 12th December 2007
Thank you for your letter of 15th November 2007 (and enclosures), in which you express
concerns about the conduct of Recorder Anthony Barker QC during criminal proceedings at
Derby Crown Court, in which you appeared earlier this year as a co-defendant charged with
affray and as a result of which you received a custodial sentence.
Your complaint is about the way in which Recorder Barker conducted the trial, which you
consider to have been unfair.
Specifically, you argue that there were too many
inconsistencies between prosecution witness statements and also within the statements
provided by your co-defendant for the trial to have even been allowed to proceed. You say
that someone in Recorder Barker's position should have recognised this. You ask, for
instance, why he did not ask to see the photographs referred to by the co-defendant. You
suggest that the co-defendant bribed his character witnesses. You ask why the Recorder
did not ask where your character witnesses were. You say that in his summing up, Recorder
Barker said that you had received a poke in the eye and had fallen to the floor: you point out
that no poke in the eye could have caused the injuries you had suffered. You go on to argue
that he misdirected the jury by saying everyone has a right to defend themselves, thereby
indicating to them that the co-defendant had been defending himself. You conclude that you
have been found guilty of a crime due to evidence having been presented perversely in
order to convict you of a crime of which you are innocent. You describe this as a
miscarriage of justice and an infringement upon your human rights. You also reveal that you
have requested leave to appeal.
My role as a caseworker within the Office for Judicial Complaints is to support the Lord Chief
Justice and the Lord Chancellor in their joint responsibilities for judicial conduct and
discipline. Their responsibilities cover matters relating to allegations of misconduct in the
way that a judicial office holder has behaved, whether inside or outside the courtroom. The
Lord Chief Justice, the Lord Chancellor and officials in this Office, are not able to consider or
intervene in complaints about judicial decisions. The only way in which a judicial decision
can be challenged is by appeal to a higher court.
The Lord Chief Justice and Lord Chancellor's responsibilities with regard to judicial conduct
are set out in the Judicial Discipline (Prescribed Procedures) Regulations 2006. Regulation
14(1)(b) provides that a complaint must be dismissed if it is about a judicial decision or
judicial case management and raises no question of misconduct.
May I start by emphasising that it is not the function of this Office to question the merits of
the arguments you have put forward concerning your guilt or innocence. I accept that you
truly believe that you have been the victim of a miscarriage of justice. As I have explained, I
must confine my attention to the personal conduct of Recorder Barker and ask the question
whether he has behaved in a way which might cause the Lord Chancellor and Lord Chief
Justice concerns. Were I to find that he had behaved in such a way, I would advise them
accordingly and they would decide upon what form of disciplinary of admonitory action they
might take. However, whatever were to come of this would and could have no impact on
your case. The only option open to you would remain that of pursuing an appeal (which is
indeed the course you are currently and quite correctly taking).
Having said this (and I hope here that you will have read carefully the previous paragraph),
having considered the matters that you have raised in your letter of complaint, I have
concluded that they relate to the way in which Recorder Barker conducted the trial and of
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course his judgment, and not to his personal conduct. You are challenging the fairness of his
handling of the case and perhaps, by implication, his competence. You even suspect bias,
although there is of course neither evidence nor reason to support such a supposition. The
point is that you are not challenging the Recorder's behaviour. Therefore, I must dismiss
your complaint in accordance with Regulation 14(1)(b) of the Judicial Discipline (Prescribed
Procedures) Regulations 2006, as defined earlier in this letter.
I know that you may be disappointed with this decision, but I hope that I have at least
succeeded in explaining clearly the reasons for it. However, if you would like any further
information, please contact me in writing or on the telephone number provided at the top of
this letter.
If, eventually, you feel that we have not handled your complaint properly, you can complain
to the Judicial Appointments and Conduct Ombudsman, Sir John Brigstocke KCB. Please
note that the Ombudsman can only consider a complaint about our handling of your
complaint. He has no power to investigate your original complaint about the judge
concerned.
The Ombudsman will be able to investigate your complaint if you write to him within 28 days
of notification of our decision. After that period, he will consider whether it is appropriate to
investigate it. Further information about the Ombudsman and his remit for investigations can
be found at www.judicialombudsman.gov.uk. The Office of the Judicial Appointments and
Conduct Ombudsman can be contacted in writing at 8th Floor, Millbank Tower, Millbank,
London, SW1P 4QP, by e-mail at headofoffice@jaco.gsi.gov.uk or by telephone on 020
7217
4505.

o) Judicial Appointments and Conducts Ombudsman
•

Initial complaint dated 09th January 2008

Letter in response dated 10th January 2008:Your complaint
Thank you for your letter to the Judicial Appointment and Conduct Ombudsman, which was
received on 9 January.
I note that you are concerned about how the Office for Judicial Complaints dealt with your
original complaint to them and wish to provide further information about Recorder Anthony
Barker.QC.
It might be helpful if I explain what the Ombudsman might be able to do for you. He cannot
help you with any complaint about decisions made by the Office for Judicial Complaints or
any aspect of your Court case, nor can he comment on the conclusion reached by the Office
for Judicial Complaints in investigating your complaint. His role is limited to investigating the
process by which they investigated your complaint to them. I see from your complaint form
that you are specifically concerned with the aspect of delay and you have helpfully detailed
where these delays occurred. You have also given your consent for your complaint to be
disclosed to the Office for Judicial Complaints and for the Ombudsman to see your complaint
file and we will now request their file.
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I therefore suggest that you send the additional information to the Office for Judicial
Complaints for their further consideration and will be happy to pass on the information to
them if you confirm that you wish me to do so.
As your letter contains no complaint about the process by which the Office for Judicial
Complaints investigated your complaint, we will now close your file. You can then contact us
again should you be dissatisfied with their response. I look forward to hearing from you
should you wish us to pass your documents to the Office for Judicial Complaints.

p) Criminal Cases Review Commission
•

Initial complaint dated 02nd November 2008

Final letter in response dated 08th April 2009:Final decision on your application
Thank you for your letter of 31 March 2009 with its various enclosures. The Commission has
reached a final decision not to refer your case. The file on your case has now been closed.
We wrote to you on 10 March 2009 letting you know the Commission's provisional view of
your application for review of conviction and sentence, and giving you until 7 April 2009 to
make any further submissions to us. In our earlier letter we said:
"Firstly I have reconsidered the various issues dealt with by Mr Allen in his letter of 16
January 2009 and confirm that I am in agreement with his conclusions.
Secondly, in my view only the following issues can be said to amount to matters that you
have not raised before with us, and I give you my views on them as follows:
1. As regards the injuries, and in particular any scarring that may have been seen on a
CCTV of Mr Johal 19 days after the trial, there was evidence at trial that Mr Johal
suffered some bruising. The summing-up makes clear that he showed some
photographs of his bruising in court but the judge did not appear to think that they
helped very much as they had been taken one or two weeks afterwards. However it
was clearly not a main plank in the prosecution case against you that Mr Johal was
badly injured, and it did not need to be as there is no requirement for a charge of
Affray that injury must be caused to anyone. There only has to be evidence of
unlawful violence. In my view your arguments concerning injury to Mr Johal cannot
amount to a reason for referral of the case back to the appeal court.
2. Your arguments that Mr Munt and Mr Johal knew eachother and that this made your
conviction unsafe are totally unsupported by any specific evidence and are therefore
speculation.
3. The venue of your trial cannot, in your circumstances, affect the safety of your
conviction.
4. Your submissions about the 1983 school photograph and the possible use of
different names by the Johal family have no bearing on the safety of your conviction,
and are also speculation. What mattered was whether the jury were sure that you
used unlawful violence and that this made people of reasonable firmness afraid.
There was evidence available on which they could have reached that conclusion.

Thirdly, although not new points as such it may help you if I explain the following;
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1. Barristers working in Chambers do sometimes accept instructions to prosecute for
CPS although this is becoming less common.
2. The jury would not have seen any proofs of evidence at any stage. They only heard
the witnesses give evidence and were not entitled to see their earlier statements.

You are aware of the statutory basis on which we operate from the information contained in
our enclosed letter. On the information currently available, and in relation only to those
matters referred to in the second issue above, the Commission is not minded to refer your
case for an appeal."

Further submissions
I would comment on your further submissions as follows:
1. The taped interview with John Cooper which includes his own views about your case
cannot assist you. It was the jury's view of the facts, based on the evidence that they
had seen and heard, which was all important.
2. The whole issue of who had what injuries and what conclusions could be drawn from
them was again a matter for the jury that was dealt with at trial. The witness
statements and your co-defendant's statements to the police were all known about at
trial and it is too late to raise issues on them now.
3. Whatever may have happened when PC Greatorex took the co-defendants
statement, what mattered was the evidence given at trial by the co-defendant. There
is no mention of photographs of Johal in his statement of 5 June, the day of the
incident, despite what you say, but there is mention of them in his police interview of
24 June. This is presumably because the photos had been taken by then. He had
told the court that the photos were taken about 2 weeks after the incident, and this
was not challenged. This ties in with his later statement making mention of them.
There is a complete answer therefore to your allegations about the photos.

I regret that we have now considered the further submissions that you made and have
decided that there are no grounds to refer your conviction or sentence for a fresh appeal.
Your file has now been closed. For the next three months we will keep at our offices any
material you sent to us. The files will then be moved into storage for a minimum of four
years and nine months before being eventually destroyed. If you need any of your material
to be returned please get in touch immediately.

q) Equality & Human Rights Commission
•

Initial complaint dated 02nd November 2009

Letter in response dated 19th November 2009, although there have been e-mails sent and
received after that date.
RE: Legal Assistance Request
Dear Mr Glasgow,
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Thank you for your letter dated 2nd November 2009 to the Equality and Human Rights
Commission, the contents of which have been noted. I have been asked by the legal
casework department to respond to you on their behalf.
The Equality and Human Rights Commission is working to eliminate discrimination, reduce
inequality, protect human rights and to build good relations, not only for the disadvantaged,
but for everyone.
The Equality and Human Rights Commission receives a large number of requests for
assistance under the Equality Act by people who believe that they have been subjected to
acts of discrimination. The Commission gives careful consideration to these requests but it is
unable to provide full representation to ail of them. The Commission has finite resources
and wants to maximise its impact by being strategic in its approach to exercising its powers
under Section 28 of the Equality Act. The Commission has therefore adopted a legal
strategy which sets out the strategic priorities that governs how it will focus its limited
resources in this area of its operations.
In relation to your request for legal assistance, our legal casework department have given
careful consideration to your case but unfortunately they do not feel that it meets the
objectives of our legal strategy, is out of scope of the Commission and is out of time. Based
on reasons, the Commission is unable to provide you with Section 28 assistance.
The Commission's decision not to grant assistance to an applicant does not necessarily
mean that the Commission has concluded that the case does not have any merit. The
Commission is seeking to identify cases that will impact on the law, will clarify the law or
establish new precedents rather than being solely guided by whether the case is meritorious
or not. Many of the cases that have been turned down for support will be cases that have
merit but will have been assessed as not having the potential to have any or sufficient impact
on the law.
Please note this letter originated in the Equality and Human Rights Commission, which is an
information and guidance service and not a legal advice service. If you require legal advice,
please contact a solicitor. This paragraph does not apply to an individual who is assisted
under section 28 Equality Act 2006.
Once again, please accept the Commissions' apologies for not being able to offer you legal
assistance and for any inconvenience caused.
•

Why would the legal department ask someone else to respond on their behalf? They
wouldn’t because they are the people responsible for legal matter and it is them that
are legally trained and qualified, not Lindsey Shakespeare the author of the response
letter, she can only have taken it on herself to respond with out of scope and out of
time refusal of legal assistance.
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