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refused.al! 30 odd ‘witnesses of fact’ relating to the
fude ‘victims’, complainants, eye witnesses and huge

frorp both the RCVS and police forces of England
Mr Kirk to appeal to the Court of Appeal.

al .[Sullivan J] also refused Mr Kirk any of the above
pritten evidence to support, before him, what so ever
'Wood said so.

(s later, did the quite unexpected and arranged,
icked policemen and others, some already blocked

nce by the Court of Appeal and their own retired judge,

ir John Wood, to came with or without ‘witness
defence witnesses, without the prior knowledge or

ck off the Veterinary Register for at least 6 different

'ollowing a complaint by the South Wales Police in 2001

psed the ‘cumulative affect’ of convictions [June 2004
ent] from the police.

Privy Council ju

RCVS personne

today, contrary tg
‘clients’ in order

Barry police st:
87/43.

1

No ¢o§1tempor 1

gnd lawyers employed outside all enjoy the advantage,

Article 6, by having adopted the complainants as their
to examine Mr Kirk’s confidential police records, in

ipn no longer contrary to Home Office Regulations

pous note taken by RCVS from Mr Kirk’s own clients or

South TWales Polj¢¢ has ever been disclosed.

Some ‘convictig)

have now been

The flriformatio
infol"fm&ation fr
b

Vo
[

=)

O

(Jommissioner for the Data
h| Penningtons, solicitors,

* relied on by the RCVS, to have Mr Kirk struck off,
ved, in other courts, t0 have been fictitious.

Protection Act has accepted
for the RCVS, that all




contemporaneous| potes obtained from any witnesses by the RCVS or
police, favourablg|to Mr Kirk included, yet to be identified, are all
‘privileged’ betwggn lawyer and their ‘client’.

v

Mr Kirk humbly; pelieves their conduct is criminal and requiring the
appropriate Courf pf Appeal action as countless statements of complaint
to various police jarces has been, effectively, completely ignored. .

Com?iétions befc#re RCVS and their Judicial Review Applications
to the _Royal Coyrts of Justice , London.

Aboyt 36 JR Applications were lodged by Mr Kirk between 1996 to Oct
2002' and have Ppe¢en considered by Lord Justice Andrew Collins, the
mandger of the |Administrative Court of the Royal Courts of Justice
before he handeq ([down an Extended Civil Restraint Order [ECRO} in
January 2006 duging a 3rd JR Application against the RCVS to re instate
him as a veterinaffyl Surgeon.

[ECRO means ng hew Action can be instigated by Mr Kirk in any of the
courts of Englan and Wales against any one without first getting His
Lordship, Lord Jifgtice Collins gives consent].

To datc he has,
| ' , :
a; Refused Mr Kirk witness summonses to be served for ‘character
" witnesses’|for 4" application to be re instated in 62 Oct 06. at the

%_RCVS couft.
b. Refused Particulars of Claim to be served on Fortis Insurance
pr loss and hospitalisation when Mr Kirk crashed his

-‘ ;light aircrgift in Kanazawa City, Japan.

¢. He has refused Particulars of Claim to be served on the Home
; J‘:Secretary reasury Solicitor] following 7 days false imprisonment
in HM Cardiff prison when each HM authority, in turn, refused to

|

n lieu of prison term, even with his distraught wife
pate with the ‘readies’.
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hearing before R

application to pra

But unknown to
Treasury Solicitg
interest’ in all
criminal cases.
destriction of ey
they directly repr

The ?cicclarcd ing

‘to pkactice veterg

tlapplication ‘a’. needed, again, NOW for Sept 07 court
CVS, Horseferry Road, London in Mr Kirk’s 5th
fice veterinary surgery.
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Mr Kirk, all at this time, the Attorney General and
[their 2003/4 letters as exhibits] had ‘declared an
r Kirk’s ongoing and previously settled civil and
[heir enquiry proceeds today including the further
iHence against The South Wales Police and on whom
epent.

a1

erest’ in their letters included the Privy Council Appeal,
ary surgery’, due shortly, in Jan 04.

Alison Foster Q

law;#e?' for the R
colle}g}e Council

Lord ;Iustice H
orders”. Court §
aprt from other 1

Whatiz occurred
recgrd but Mr }
court:cases otheg

In 4 Humble
June ;and aro
record] Foster
including one
updn' and eve
authq*ntic and
is not exhaustivg

At

t]

ibt transcript and hear t
Mhése same lawyers withhe

(| had repeatedly lied in 2002 and 2003 for Penningtons,
lawyers who had

lied for Mr Gordon Hockey, lawyer for the Registrar,
al College of Veterinary College who may have lied to

¢w thousand others currently being nidiculed with this
conduct of people in positions of privilege.

on suggested Miss Foster QC was, “only acting under
hceedings have since proved her a liar when she said,
gs, there had been ‘Full Disclosure’ to Mr Kirk.

hen, before the Judicial Committee, 1s also on court
irk is refused any record of any of the 7 Privy Council
than the Judgments.

otition hearings for Failed Discovery in January, 'April,

Dec 03 revealed the RCVS repeatedly lied [see court
" was found to have allowed forged witness statements,

om a magistrate, falsified the list of convictions relied

before serving them on Mr Kirk, declared them as -
ing witnesses by giving Mr Kirk false addresses. The list

al Assessor for the trial who they

by employed a Leg ! :
as not medically fit. He was mentally ill and quite unfit

ape] and therefore, in law, not
1d favourable witnesses for Mr




Kirk and are in
[see transcripts].

The RdVS cons
before ithe Coul
confidential poli¢

In rctprh for the
Kirk on the 23"

<

ssession of favourable statements as yet undisclosed

red with the South Wales Police, defendants currently
of Appeal, in order to get access and copy my
fecord, contrary to Home Office Regulations 87/45.

ryour by the police Penningtons agreed to write to Mr
pecember 2004 [exhibit] a carefully worded letter that
effectively ever being allowed to practice veterinary

could stop Mr
surgery again.

To agree the Ra
upon legal advi
withdrawing prcL

[ @]

substantial loss
blackmail , if no
|
Members from w
write the ‘cond
Counci] Judgme

g

Unfo‘rtl;mately, W]
court circulation, £
RCVS ‘conditiars

a little too much
Article 6.

Mr Kn?k ‘hopes’

™

&5

cnquiry directe
Police.,

Whaﬁ has b
becaqse:

College written terms, in order to practice, Mr Kirk ,
now from UK, USA and other parts of Europe, by
dings against the RCVS complainant, the police, with

a 1caase now running 15 years, is tantamount to
egal.

s’ in order for Mr Kirk may practice as the Privy

DF’ﬂ the College, not in agréement, have attempted to re
Imost ‘demands’ he is to do within the year.

' 6 versions as to how Mr Kirk was struck off, now in

pmpounded with the problem that a similar number of
| as to how he may again be allowed to practice is just
for Mr Kirk to comprehend and is a direct breach of

t{can be sorted by way of the same Abuse of Process
for the moment, at HM servants and South Wales

Mr Kirk, on t
a much wormn
in the box mar

The pink file
written consent |
and tbg,( prior apj

Hdm Sir Nicholas Chambers

ught this application about just now is

5 July 2007, at Cardiff Civil Justice Centre examined
marked in red, TREASURY SOLICITOR found

BS614159 (Kirk v South Wales Police).
not there before, on numerous Visits in the past with

QC, the Management Judge
intment. Again, this time, the embarrassed court staff
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and the not so énbarrassed said the 6 boxes of 15years litigation ‘could

not be found’.

This situation hag|been going on over years.

(photos of all these files can be made available if there is any confusion

as to dates whe

Mr Kirk’s evidence went ‘missing’ to whom?)

. Mr Kirk inforfed Lord Justice Thomas, on the 17% July, in Cardiff

Coutt of Appeal
refused the right

bout this failed Disclosure and relevance to his being
o practice veterinary surgery and inability to instruct a

barrister on whiy| he was entitled to have a jury, currently granted by the

Management J
Maurice Kay and

Mr.| Kirk, on tH

Cargiiff Justice| [Jentre with a &

contém.

Uniés?‘b there ar
Mr Kirk applie

—p

=

e

L~

e but refused by Lord Justice Jack, Lord Justice
before him on the 31% July 2007..

19" July finds the red file has been switched in the
§ without the same

m

B
RS

=
Ry

2 files , marked for the Attorney General, in which case
¢r an adjournment to examine said file.

RCVS JR Apblications

The first 2 RC
and 2™ RCVS|1
McCamb who
the court file no

Now, in July
‘Vexatious Liti

[At i e start of
of Justice, upo
and returned t

wilﬂe,ésed by

the (similarity [t e T
dssed Lord Justice McComb proceed in dismussing both

Disclosure, wi
Actiops giving

b
S~

S JR Applications of Nov 2004 and early 2005 for 1%
fusals by the RCVS went finally before Lord Justice

itted [see transcript] he had not had the time to read
as there any need to.

m

07, Mr Kirk understands why. The file was marked
t!

ceedings for the day, another judge in the Royal Courts
eing Mr Kirk’s name as the applicant, recused himself
ourt file to staff to find another judge. 13 minutes later,
anger, then, a Mr Patrick Cullinane Esq, interested in
his own case of HM Income Tax and Failed HM

L Kirk the RCVS costs to pay, well exceeding £12,000.




Simiiarly, Lord/

farl stice Maurice Kay did not needed to read CO/4118/02
application for |dasts (circa £20,000) in 2002 and Disclosure wher, Mr
Kirk: had won|fHe Crown Hearing without evep calling evidence of

CQ/45 74/(?2 a- blication for Disclosure or for B2/2006/2307 for Mr
Kirk's basic right |to have a Jury, under sections 66 ang 69, before him a

red and or a gregn file and or al] 3 but telling Lord Justice Maqurice Kay
that: |

i

-,’ i . ¢ - .
‘“K;rk Is a ‘Vexgtious Litigant’ so don’t waste time reading his fiJe*ss,
The Court of Appeal on the 17 July 2007 disclosed the fact Lord Justige
Ma ce Kay d --} 10t read the court file ag I orq Justice Thomas,( picked
up on microphdne) had also not read the court file, relying on the
prcquus Judge,| the very reason why an ora] hearing was obtained for by

e

“you, can have

you {o attend a
[

A similar ‘miss

case; this one, t

!

o

', no doubt has winged its way to Cardiff for the police
pther reason for handing down an ECR(Q without merit.

evance of the 25" January 2006 ECRO

| The

|

i Justice Andrew Collins sat om, at least, 8 JR Applications znd is
“ted to #w: examined the 36 on the Attorney General’s LIST.

12




Mr Kirk's sucegssful Judicial Review and other relevant applications
to the UK cqynts speaks volumes, deliberately absent from the
Attorney’s edict | of 5" August 2003 and may indicate to web site
readers arounfl| the world the scale of the task Mr kirk and other
‘litigants i!in Peryan’ have when seeking redress by the rule of law.
L
The 'appeal frog
RCJ as Lord
persfbpal;ry, for
1 |

the ECRO was mot “out of time’ as ruled by the
stice Collins wrote, in his own fajr hand, asking me,
Elurther and better information’ on the matter,

ed by Mr Kirk’s visit to the RCJ with Mr Patrick
my witness,

'I‘his}‘gI ‘Wasgr con
Cullinane Esq iaf
S
arhples below, for a request for proper €nquiry into the
b and trial to be fixed, will not be just be for 8 JRs
carrying ‘jm memY” or were ‘delay tactics’, as described by Collins J, but
will be for the 4q ¢dd before nvestigation displaying widespread abuge,

| Is given by Mr Kirk, unless requested, for the
remaining 20 or o that were heard in Downing street whilst as a resident
erritory’ complaining of the very same things, if not
lar run judicial system but in a tax haven.

\ll r
My (8 humble
the Registrar fi

gitions to Her Majesty against the RCVS including when
e Judicial Committee even refused admitting receiving
Failed disclosure], when ‘registered post’ ‘person
ive some light as the scale of the problem for a U K

citiz:m. {
. . .
A sqbtqulcnt s{! humble petition to another of Her Majesty’s addresses
yentually, from the secretary of the HM Privy Council,

caused a Ifeply,
e

iyely, ‘no application of any sort relating to anything,
L on, in any applications previously or in the future wil]
be | qiansi ered the Judicial Committee to the Privy  Council’
contradicting tpfally promises from so many government departments,
scattered I‘t‘aroun, ondon, contacted over the previous 20 years!

!

| |
-
I
.

eve toucFed u
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1. CO/1637/98

Mr Kjrk was ¢
the Welsh Of
trucks in Cowh
truck visit his s

;

o, 0

{0

2. CO/1013/00| |

d Justice Collins mark on

Planning Application

sed planning consent for 3 veterinary surgery because
ruled “There would be difficulties in turning cattle
ge High street”. Since when has Mr Kirk had a cattle
eries in the 15 years he hag been in Wales?

ailed Disclosure by CPS/Conspiracy

1 applications |
refused to disclpg

Incihe:nt inclugg
schopl, attemptdd
failure to suppl

All ;’lcharges
Magjstrate, depga

bringing the ca

1
3. C0/1795/00

Undén new cha
for biscovery
custody records.

Chaj%gpd: Dangegrd

gre later either withdrawn

ored by single lay magistrate. CPS h
evidence and custody records ordered by

ad, yet again
others.

imprisonment for kidnapping a child from Clifton
robbery, assault, criminal damage, drink drive and

gspecimen.

or won with Stipendiary

ding case stop part heard rebuking the CPS for

iled Disclosure by CPS/Conspiracy

of Section 5 Public Order CP
itled under the law. Mr Ki

S refused again same list
rk is again refused full

‘ (*1 Disclosure by CPS/Conspiracy

us Driving, no insurance.
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Refvils;ed full cus
JR ri;eifuesd

Latet, Jury cor
Inspéctor in the
to bé there ‘to
in th"biwimess
examination.

D
0

dy records.

L s
ot

ained [see website photos of their notes] of police
ell of the court, on instructions of Barry police station
erve’ [see transcript] signalling to the arresting officer,
, after each question and before the answer during cross

25

stopped and jury ordered to find a ‘Not Guilty’ verdict

-

Mr Kirk was jai
witnessed circu

Casél: won with

[ 2% covfot

Casé, ‘much late}

P

d for suggesting what might to be done, under the well
tances of perjury and other unlawful conduct.

compensation.

after Mr Kirk’s Release from prison, conveniently

buried by RC
circumstances
yet, {df what
miserable life
Cha;rter]

5. CI0/3826/01

Frof;n ‘the cells
magistrates, Lo
a bi%,g'black bul
the defence.

[ >

' 25 a conviction to get him struck off because the
rounding the incident was Mr Kirk’s best example,
ally caused him to have to spend so much of his
ting the filth also immune to prosecution by Royal

=

ailed Disclosure by CPS/Conspiracy

Kirk asked the RCVS, next door to Horseferry
n, to witness, first hand, the hearing. The complainant,
, bigger even than Mr Kirk, was denied as a witness for

Mr Kirk, brok
Bingham’s no.
Paddington sta
scene simply ak

j=
=1

arm in plaster, struggling with court papers from Lord
pourt at RCJ, brushes past a member of rail services at
1 with heavy suit cases, late for a train. The police at the
d Mr Kirk for an apology and there would be no more

£

charge was only pursued by CPS 'following a
e’ of being ‘drunk’ failed in another magistrates cqurt,
ther side of London, was dismissed by a Stipendiary
she realised why the police continued to refuse to

5

ice doctor or hand over custody records. It may have been
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