
Firstly, a very warm welcome. 

Without doubt, sixty three years ago the UK was a sovereign nation.  We had full 

control over the making of our laws, full control over our foreign policy and every 

other aspect of organizing and running our country. Today the situation is very 

different. The primacy of the European Union dictates that it delves into and con-

trols every aspect of our life.  Parliament is now a subservient body to the EU.  

There has never in our history been a greater failure to protect our customs and 

way of life, excepting for forced change by war.  The majority of the political and 

ruling class appear not to have any loyalty to our country ð there can be no place 

for divided loyalties within the ruling classes. 

The election of Jeremy Corbyn as the labour party leader has sent a seismic 

shock through the political and media class. Some of his ideas appear sound but 

others not so ð for example, he supports unlimited immigration into the UK and 

he believes in man-made climate change. However, it is encouraging that new 

debates are beginning to be opened up about the money supply, foreign policy 

ethics, the nuclear deterrent etc. 

The massive migration of millions of people fleeing across Europe is an unimagin-

able tragedy, yet still the likes of Cameron and Osborne seem unable to reconcile 

their vicious war actions with this massive human exodus. 

The UK and USA are being backed into corner in the Middle East.  Russia has 

stood by its long term trading partner Syria, respecting that counties sovereignty.  

Russian aircraft, at the request of the Syrian government are now being used for 

combat missions within Syria airspace. Compare this with the fake friendship of 

the UK with Libya. 

If all politicians of the world respected a nation states sovereignty, maybe the 

world would be a much safer place. 

Wishing you well 
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CSA Inquiry: Protecting Melanie Shaw And Other Child Abuse Survivors   By Brian Gerrish 

Dear Ms Goddard, 

I have worked as a Community Journalist for some years during which time I have been approached by a number of child 

abuse victims. 

More recently we were approached by a lady called Melanie Shaw. Melanie was abused at Beechwood Children's Home in 

Nottingham and her testimony of her own abuse and that of many other children initiated Operation Daybreak by Notting-

ham police. This investigation has now expanded to several other children's homes in the area. To date the 'investigation' 

has produced no tangible results, indeed one Judge is on record describing the investigation as a 'conspiracy theory'. 

From the time Melanie Shaw expressed dissatisfaction with the performance of Nottingham police in their conduct of Op-

eration Daybreak, including that they were failing to fully investigate evidence of child abuse and witnesses, she has been 

subjected to a campaign of harassment by Nottingham police, and has simultaneously been denied the mental health 

care in the community to which she is entitled, and needs as an abuse survivor. 

Aside from the actions of Nottingham police, Melanie has been accused and convicted of crimes for which she protests 

her innocence, indeed many members of the public consider that the charges were malicious and designed to silence her 

as a child-abuse whistle blower. The aggressive charges were pursued by Alison Saunders Head of the Crown Prosecution 

Services, at the same time that Ms Saunders made every effort to prevent Lord Janner being brought to Court. 

Melanie has also had her child removed by Social Services, after she was warned that this would happen if she continued 

to speak out about abuse, and she has been subjected to a regime of brutalisation, solitary confinement and denial of 

basic medical treatment in HMP Peterborough. All evidenced. 

Taken back into the custody of Nottingham police just a few days ago, Melanie was then held unlawfully for a period over 

24 hours and then released, as a highly vulnerable person onto the streets with no phone (yet another 'confiscated' by the 

police) and no money. 

Nottingham Police is the same force that has consistently failed to protect children in Nottingham. Their visible failings 

and their ongoing appalling treatment and harassment of Melanie Shaw remains a matter of great and immediate Public 

Controversy. 

I note that your Terms of Reference indicate at Annex A 2(a) that you are to "Consider the experiences of the survivors of 

child sexual abuse; providing opportunities for them to bear witness to the Inquiry, having regard to the need to provide 

appropriate support in doing so;" 

That being the case can you please explain how you will take immediate and effective action to provide support and pro-

tect Melanie Shaw from threats, intimidation and harassment, including from Nottingham police who have failed her to 

date. 

Your reassurance will be of immediate public interest, and will also be taken as the base-line intent of your inquiry to pro-

tect other child abuse survivors and whistleblowers from intimidation from the very public sector organisations who you 

are employed to investigate for their failings. 

Thank you for your assistance with this matter and I look forward to your prompt response, taking into account the con-

tinuing harassment and neglect which Melanie is having to endure daily. 

 

Your Sincerely 

Brian Gerrish 

Joint Editor 

This month we are again focussing in on the case of Melanie Shaw and other survivors, and report some hard hitting correspon-

dence by Brian Gerrish.  As you will read, the official replies are  totally unsatisfactory raising serious doubts about the true na-

ture of the CSA Inquiry. 
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What the letter's author completely forgot to say, was what CSA and Ms Goddard would actually do to protect Melanie 

Shaw and others like her from police and institutional abuse now - today. The key subject of dealing with intimidation and 

harassment of witnesses and whistleblowers was simply ignored. 

 

On the 27 July 2015 I emailed a letter addressed to Justice Goddard in person at the CSA Inquiry. 

 

My letter was addressed to Justice Goddard in person because my correspondence related to the serious matter of the 

protection of Melanie Shaw, the whistleblower of abuse at Beechwood children's home Nottingham, from threats and har-

assment, as well as other child abuse survivors and whistleblowers from similar abuse. I provided a detailed text as to ex-

amples of those threats and harassment for Melanie, and pointed out that the threats and harassment were being carried 

out by the police and other public bodies who have a specific Duty of Care to protect vulnerable child abuse victims. 

 

I ended my email asking how Justice Goddard will take immediate and effective action to provide support and protect 

Melanie Shaw from threats, intimidation and harassment, including from Nottingham police who have failed her to date, 

noting that her personal responsibilities under her Terms of Reference Annex A 2(a) require her to 'provide appropriate 

support for survivors.' 

 

After receiving the usual automated email reply saying it would take 15 working days to reply I duly received a letter dated 

18 August 2015 with a signature, but no name or professional position. The letter came from the 'CSA Information and 

Engagement Hub', an organisation of which I had no knowledge, and it was clearly a 'fob-off' reply. 

 

Slickly composed, it obfuscated with various word-speak - 'noted by the Secretariat', 'high volume of correspondence re-

garding her case', 'utmost confidentiality', and 'those who come forward will be supported throughout the process'. It men-

tioned the 'Truth Project' and 'trained professionals'. It stated that 'we take the protection of those who engage with us very 

seriously and we will do whatever we can to support them through the process'.  

 

What the letter's author completely forgot to say, was what CSA and Ms Goddard would actually do to protect Melanie 

Shaw and others like her from police and institutional abuse now - today. The key subject of dealing with intimidation and 

harassment of witnesses and whistleblowers was simply ignored. 

 

Happily the letter did give a telephone number, and I took the opportunity to call to find out who the originator of the letter 

was, and exactly what was the role of the mysterious 'Hub'. Enter my first surprise. The lady answering my call knew noth-

ing of the 'Hub', nor did she know who to put me in touch with to solve the mystery. 

 

A few gentle questions later though the mystery was partly solved. The lady taking the call was not Goddard's CSA staff, but 

was NSPCC staff. Neither she, nor her supervisor, had any direct knowledge of the Hub, its role or staffing. I did learn a key 

point though, and that was that NSPCC acts as a gatekeeper to Goddard and her staff - calls are taken by NSPCC and pre-

sumably 'filtered' by NSPCC. I wondered at this point what Due Diligence had been taken by Ms Goddard on NSPCC as an 

organisation to ensure that none of their staff has been involved in child-abuse. For those mouthing shock horror, several 

abuse survivors have  
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indicated to UKColumn that they believe some NSPCC staff have, over the years, been involved in abuse. Remember also 

that NSPCC are working 'in partnership' with the Metropolitan police on child-abuse in UK. It's a very cosy collaboration.  

Emailing Ms Goddard's CSA for clarification on matters 'Hub', I duly received another letter dated 10 September 2015 in 

which a Cheryl Mendes declared that she had written previously, and she was Head of the Information and Engagement 

Hub. 

 

Ms Mendes also stated that the Hub 'followed up with indiviuals, including referrals to the independent national policing 

team where there are safeguarding risks disclose'. Again there was simply no mention of Melanie Shaw and the need for 

the Goddard enquiry to protect her from orchestrated police harassment and victimisation. 

 

The September letter did however let slip some interesting points about the Hub and its relationship with CSA and Ms God-

dard herself. Picking up on these I duly wrote a reply to Ms Mendes. My letter contained the following key points: 

 

Dear Ms Mendes, 

 

In your letter of 18 August 2015 you stated that... 

"Your letter has been passed to me for a response." The clear inference of your statement was that Justice God-

dard had seen my letter and it had then been passed to you for 'action.' 

 

In your letter of 10 September 2015 you inform me that "Although the Information and Engagement Hub does 

NOT have formal Terms of Reference, the Chair has agree that its remit is to oversee the information the Inquiry 

has coming in via correspondence from the helpline and website - and follow up with individuals, including refer-

rals to the independent national policing team where there are safeguarding risks disclosed." 

 

From the above statement I now suspect that my letter of 27 July 2015 to Justice Goddard, in person, concerning 

serious safeguarding issues of child abuse survivors, has never been delivered to her, or indeed even read by her. 

Since my letter specifically asked Justice Goddard to make a personal statement as to "how you [Justice Goddard] 

will take immediate and effective action to provide support and protect Melanie Shaw from threats, intimidation 

and harassment, including from Nottingham police who have failed her to date," and, since I asked this question 

in light of Ms Goddard's personal responsibilities under her Terms of Reference Annex A 2(a) which require her to 

'provide appropriate support for survivors' - can you now confirm that your replies of 18 August and 10 September 

2015, made without written Terms of Reference for the Information and Engagement Hub of which you are Head, 

represent the personal reply from Justice Goddard. 

 

I look forward to your written clarification of this matter which is of immense public interest, and where the safety 

of child abuse survivors remains a matter of considerable public controversy. 

 

Yours Sincerely 

 

Brian Gerrish 

 

I have of course received the ultra-efficient auto reply acknowledging receipt of my communication and now presumably I 

wait another 15 working days. In the meantime Melanie Shaw and other abuse survivors are bullied, harassed and victim-

ised by the police, Local Authorities and Child Services who failed them in the first place, and whom allegedly form the cen-

tral focus of yes, the Goddard Inquiry itself. 

 

Not to sit idly by, I decided to gently research Cheryl Mendes. Imagine my surprise when I discover that she is employed by 

Theresa May's Home Office as a Crime and Policing Policy Advisor, having previously worked as a Home Office Diversity 

Advisor and Gang and Youth Violence specialist. Against this background it is interesting that Ms Mendes seems shy of 

addressing matters of police harassment of child abuse survivors.   

 

Digging deeper we find John O'Brien, Home Office Director of Safeguarding, stating in his letter of 26 November 2014 

that... 

 

"The [CSA] Inquiry is independent and sits outside of the Home Office reporting structures, although they will pro-

vide the Home Secretary with a final report for publication. Therefore, it will be for the Panel and new Chairman, 

when appointed, to decide how they want to take the Inquiry forward. This includes the methodology and how they 

will engage with survivors to inform their work. The Inquiry is supported by a Secretariat who report directly to the 

Panel." 
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My Brien continues..."The Child Sexual Abuse Inquiry Liaison Team sit within the Safeguarding Directorate within the Home 

Office and is currently led by Helen Griffiths and Cheryl Mendes. The team is there to support the Home Secretary in the 

process of appointing a Chairman ensuring that she has taken on the views of survivors in doing so. The team is also the 

link between the Home Office and the Inquiry." 

 

And so there we have it. The Goddard Inquiry is independent in claim only. Queen bee Justice Goddard is protected by 

Home Office Staff and 'trustworthy' NSPCC. Ms Mendes is tasked with 'managing' the Inquiry's contact with victims and 

survivors, and other members of the public. 

 

Either gate-keeper supreme, or simply not up to the job, Ms Mendes certainly appears to be acting outside her authority. 

She does not seem to care about victimised witnesses and whistleblowers. Does she answer on behalf of Justice Goddard, 

or is she acting to protect the police and the establishment, who simply continue their abuse of power and people? We 

await further correspondence.  

 

I will end by asking if the Goddard Inquiry is simply a giant fishing expedition for evidence of child -abuse, where the State 

can then take quick action to close down any hope of proper police investigation and proper criminal trials. Perhaps I am 

too cynical - we will see.  
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Westminster Hall debates 

Editors note: Iõm very grateful to Alex to bringing to our attention the existence of the Westminster Hall debates. 

Westminster Hall debates give MPs an opportunity to raise local 

or national issues and receive a response from a government 

minister. Any MP can take part in a Westminster Hall debate. 

 

What happens in Westminster Hall debates? 

Debates in Westminster Hall take place on ôgeneral debateõ 

motions expressed in neutral terms. These motions are worded 

ôThat this House has considered [a specific matter]õ. 

Amendments to such motions cannot be tabled. Divisions (votes) 

cannot take place in Westminster Hall. If the question is challenged the Chair reports to the House. This could lead to a vote in 

the main Chamber. 

A sitting can include oral questions, although this has not taken place since 2004. 

The principal Deputy Speaker, the Chairman of Ways and Means, has overall responsibility for the business at all sittings in West-

minster Hall. 

The quorum for a Westminster Hall sitting is three, including the Chair. 

The scheduling of debates reflects the rota of availability of departmental ministers. 

When do Westminster Hall debates take place? 

Debates take place in Westminster Hall on Mondays if agreed by the Petitions Committee, and on Tuesdays, Wednesdays and 

Thursdays. 

If sittings are suspended for divisions in the House additional time is added. 

Monday Westminster Hall debates 

The Petitions Committee can determine whether a sitting should take place on a Monday in Westminster Hall to consider one or 

more petitions or e-petitions. 

Monday sittings begin at 4.30pm and can continue for up to three hours. 

Photograph parliamentary copyright images are reproduced with the per-

mission of Parliament  
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Time for the Nuclear Option: Raining Money on Main Street Ellen Brown 

Predictions are that we will soon be seeing the ònuclear optionó ñ central bank-created money injected directly into the 

real economy. All other options having failed, governments will be reduced to issuing money outright to cover budget defi-

cits. So warns a September 18 article on ZeroHedge titled òIt Begins: Australiaõs Largest Investment Bank Just Said 

ôHelicopter Moneyõ Is 12-18 Months Away.ó 

Money reformers will say itõs about time. Virtually all money today is created as bank debt, but people can no longer take 

on more debt. The money supply has shrunk along with peopleõs ability to borrow new money into existence. Quantitative 

easing (QE) attempts to re-inflate the money supply by giving money to banks to create more debt, but that policy has 

failed. Itõs time to try dropping some debt-free money on Main Street. 

The Zerohedge prediction is based on a release from Macqurie, Australiaõs largest investment bank. It notes that GDP is 

contracting, deflationary pressures are accelerating, public and private sectors are not driving the velocity of money higher, 

and central bank injections of liquidity are losing their effectiveness. Current policies are not working. As a result: 

There are several policies that could be and probably would be considered over the next 12-18 months. If private 

sector lacks confidence and visibility to raise velocity of money, then (arguably) public sector could. In other words, 

instead of acting via bond markets and banking sector, why shouldnõt public sector bypass markets altogether 

and inject stimulus directly into the ôblood streamõ? Whilst it might or might not be called QE, it would have a 

much stronger impact and unlike the last seven years, the recovery could actually mimic a conventional business 

cycle and investors would soon start discussing multiplier effects and positioning in areas of greatest investment.  

 

 Willem Buiter, chief global economist at Citigroup, is also recommending òhelicopter money dropsó to avoid an imminent 

global recession, stating:  

A global recession starting in 2016 led by China is now our Global Economics teamõs main scenario. Uncer-

tainty remains, but the likelihood of a timely and effective policy response seems to be diminishing. . . . 

Helicopter money drops in China, the euro area, the UK, and the U.S. and debt restructuring . . . can mitigate and, 

if implemented immediately, prevent a recession during the next two years without raising the risk of a deeper and 

longer recession later. 

Corbynõs PQE 

In the UK, something akin to a helicopter money drop was just put on the table by Jeremy Corbyn, the newly-elected Labor 

leader. He proposes to give the Bank of England a new mandate to upgrade the economy to invest in new large scale hous-

ing, energy, transport and digital projects. He calls it òquantitative easing for people instead of banksó (PQE). The invest-

ments would be made through a National Investment Bank set up to invest in new infrastructure and in the hi-tech innova-

tive industries of the future. 

Australian blogger Prof. Bill Mitchell agrees that PQE is economically sound. But he says it should not be called 

òquantitative easing.ó QE is just an asset swap ð cash for federal securities or mortgage-backed securities on bank bal-

ance sheets. What Corbyn is proposing is actually Overt Money Financing (OMF) ð injecting money directly into the econ-

omy. 

Mitchell acknowledges that OMF is a taboo concept in mainstream economics. Allegedly, this is because it would lead to 

hyperinflation. But the real reasons, he says, are that: 

1. It cuts out the private sector bond traders from their dose of corporate welfare which unlike other forms of wel-

fare like sickness and unemployment benefits etc. has made the recipients rich in the extreme. . . . 

 

2. It takes away the ôdebt monkeyõ that is used to clobber governments that seek to run larger fiscal deficits. 

http://ellenbrown.com/2015/09/22/time-for-the-nuclear-option-raining-money-on-main-street/
http://www.bankofengland.co.uk/publications/Documents/quarterlybulletin/2014/qb14q1prereleasemoneycreation.pdf
http://www.barrons.com/articles/citigroup-rapidly-rising-risk-of-global-recession-1441831373
http://bilbo.economicoutlook.net/blog/?p=31626
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Time for the Nuclear Option: Raining Money on Main Street Ellen Brown 

OMF as a Solution to the EU Crisis 

Mitchell observes that OMF has actually been put on the table by the European Parliament. According to a Draft Report by 

the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs on the European Central Bank Annual report for 2012, the European 

Parliament: 

9. Considers that the monetary policy tools that the ECB has used since the beginning of the crisis, while providing a wel-

come relief in distressed financial markets, have revealed their limits as regards stimulating growth and improving the 

situation on the labour market; considers, therefore, that the ECB could investigate the possibilities of implementing 

new unconventional measures aimed at participating in a large, EU-wide pro-growth programme, including the use of 

the Emergency Liquidity Assistance facility to undertake an ôovert money financingõ of government debt in order to fi-

nance tax cuts targeted on low-income households and/or new spending programmes focused on the Europe 2020 

objectives; 

10. Considers it necessary to review the Treaties and the ECBõs statutes in order to establish price stability together with 
full employment as the two objectives, on an equal footing, of monetary policy in the eurozone; 

These provisions were amended out of the report, says Prof. Mitchell, largely due to German hyperinflation paranoia. But 

he maintains that Overt Money Financing is the most effective way to solve the Eurozone crisis without tearing down the 

monetary union: 

1. It amounts to the ECB telling member states that they will provide the Euros to permit sufficient deficit spend-

ing aimed at increasing employment and production. 

2. No public debt is issued. 

3. No taxes are raised. 

4. Interest rates would not rise. 

5. A Job Guarantee could be introduced immediately. 

6. The Troika can retire ð no more bailouts. 

As growth returns, structural changes ð better public services, better schools, better health care etc. can be implemented. 

Growth allows structural changes to occur more quickly because people are happy to move between jobs if there are jobs 

to move between. 

The Bogus Inflation Objection 

Tim Worstall, writing in the UK Register, objects to Corbynõs PQE (or OMF) on the ground that it cannot be òsterilizedó the 

way QE can. When inflation hits, the process cannot be reversed. If the money is spent on infrastructure, it will be out there 

circulating in the economy and will not be retrievable. Worstall writes: 

QE is designed to be temporary, . . . because once peopleõs spending rates recover we need a way of taking 

all that extra money out of the economy. So we do it by using printed money to buy bonds, which injects the 

money into the economy, and then sell those bonds back once we need to withdraw the money from the 

economy, and simply destroy the money weõve raised. . . . 

If we donõt have any bonds to sell, itõs not clear how we can reduce [the money supply] if large-scale inflation 

hits. 

The problem today, however, is not inflation but deflation of the money supply. Some consumer prices may be up, but this 

can happen although the money supply is shrinking. Food prices, for example, are up; but itõs because of increased costs, 

including drought in California, climate change, and mergers and acquisitions by big corporations that eliminate competi-

tion. 

Adding money to the economy will not drive up prices until demand is saturated and production has hit full capacity; and 

weõre a long way from full capacity now. Before that, increasing òdemandó will increase òsupply.ó Producers will create 

more goods and services. Supply and demand will rise together and prices will remain stable. In the US, the output gap ð 

the difference between actual output and potential output ð is estimated at about $1 trillion annually. That means the 

money supply could be increased by at least $1 trillion annually without driving up prices.  

http://ellenbrown.com/2015/09/22/time-for-the-nuclear-option-raining-money-on-main-street/
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-%2F%2FEP%2F%2FNONSGML%2BCOMPARL%2BPE-513.252%2B01%2BDOC%2BPDF%2BV0%2F%2FEN
http://bilbo.economicoutlook.net/blog/?p=26300
http://www.theregister.co.uk/2015/08/16/richard_murphy_corbyn_economics/
http://www.cheatsheet.com/business/price-pressures-from-farm-to-table-how-rising-food-costs-hit-home.html/?a=viewall
http://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonkblog/wp/2013/02/06/the-most-depressing-graph-in-the-new-cbo-report/
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Time for the Nuclear Option: Raining Money on Main Street Ellen Brown 

Donõt Sterilize ð Tax! 

If PQE does go beyond full productive capacity, the government does not need to rely on the central bank to pull the money 

back. It can do this with taxes. Just as loans increase the money supply and repaying them shrinks it again, so taxes and 

other payments to the government will shrink a money supply augmented with money issued by the government. 

Using 2012 figures (drawing from an earlier article by this author), the velocity of M1 (the coins, dollar bills and demand 

deposits spent by ordinary consumers) was then 7. That means M1 changed hands seven times during 2012 ð from 

housewife to grocer to farmer, etc. Since each recipient owed taxes on this money, increasing M1 by one dollar increased 

the tax base by seven dollars. 

Total tax revenue as a percentage of GDP in 2012 was 24.3%. Extrapolating from those figures, $1.00 changing hands 

seven times could increase tax revenue by $7.00 x 24.3% = $1.70. That means the government could, in theory, get more 

back in taxes than it paid out. Even with some leakage in those figures and deductions for costs, all or most of the new 

money spent into the economy might be taxed back to the government. New money could be pumped out every year and 

the money supply would increase little if at all. 

Besides taxes, other ways to get money back into the Treasury include closing tax loopholes, taxing the $21 trillion or more 

hidden in offshore tax havens, and setting up a system of public banks that would return the interest on loans to the gov-

ernment. Net interest collected by U.S. banks in 2014 was $423 billion. At its high in 2007, it was $725 billion. 

Thus there are many ways to recycle an issue of new money back to the government. The same money could be spent and 

collected back year after year, without creating price inflation or hyperinflating the money supply. 

This not only could be done; it needs to be done. Conventional monetary policy has failed. Central banks have exhausted 

their existing toolboxes and need to explore some innovative alternatives. 

Comment.  Again many thanks to Ellen Brown for allowing us to print her article.  Many important points are raised, as al-

ways. It is time for the public to wake-up and understand that they could have a money system run for the benefit and 

good for all, rather than the elite few. 

 Ellen's website is at : http://ellenbrown.com/  

The Ultimate Irony  

George Orwell's house 

http://ellenbrown.com/2015/09/22/time-for-the-nuclear-option-raining-money-on-main-street/
http://study.com/academy/lesson/the-velocity-of-money-definition-and-circulation-speed.html#lesson
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/taxation/total-tax-revenue_20758510-table2
http://www.taxjustice.net/cms/upload/pdf/The_Price_of_Offshore_Revisited_Presser_120722.pdf
http://www.taxjustice.net/cms/upload/pdf/The_Price_of_Offshore_Revisited_Presser_120722.pdf
https://www5.fdic.gov/qbp/2011dec/qbp.pdf
http://ellenbrown.com/
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Hand Over Your HomeñJG 

Currently in Sweden there is the possibility that the government may seize property to 

house immigrants.  The Swedish ôThreat and Risk Assessment Commissionõ man-

dated in 1992 that the government should have the option to seize property, espe-

cially summer homes, from the Swedish people in a time of crisis; with over  2000 

people per week  seeking asylum in Sweden, that could well be described as a crisis. 

The Swedish Immigration Service has reported that close to 50,000 asylum seekers 

are currently living in various housing and rental facilities.  This month, editorial col-

umnist Anna Dahlberg of Expressen, one of Sweden's largest dailies, urged Swedes to "make way" and "hand over the keys 

to their apartments to those in greater need."   

Will a similar move be made by the UK Government/media?  Certainly it seems the Civil Contingencies Bill would appear to 

allow for it and letõs not forget that the only act not changeable by the Civil Contingencies Bill (CCB) appears to be the Hu-

mans Rights Act.  The wide ranging powers of the CCB does not protected - Habeas Corpus Act 1679,  Bill of Rights 1689, 

The clause in the Parliament Act 1911 that limits the duration of a Parliament to five years, and the Act of Settlement 

1701.  That in itself is a disgrace for parliamentary oversight and the abuse of Royal assent. 

The problem with UK child protection policies is they are not evidence based 
By David Mortimer 
 

The problem with UK child protection policies is they are not evidence based. There is no specific legislation or regulations 

which require local authorities to collect & hold information on child abuse perpetrators or for them to use that information 

to formulate evidence based child protection policies. 

  

Please will you kindly tell me why public servants who are employed by local authorities who have a legal duty to protect 

children are not prosecuted when a child in their care suffers harm or dies? 

 

Iõm sure you donõt need me to tell you there is a single child neglect and abuse offense. The offence is child cruelty under 

section 1(1) Children and Young Peoples Act 1933. This offence, in the criminal law, is exactly mirrored in the definitions of 

child neglect and abuse in Working Together to Safeguard Children (2013). The offence, and the definitions in Working 

Together, are negligence offences. They are in respect to the negligence of the person with responsibility for the child when 

the child is a victim of an offence. Under section 1(2) a state's official is expressly liable for the offence and under section 

17 a person with parental responsibility or with care of the child is expressly liable. 

 

According to a recent Parliamentary briefing memoranda there are no prosecutions explicitly in respect to sections 1(2) 

and 17. If this neglect and abuse data were published it would become clearly apparent to all that the UK Government has 

not one iota of interest in child protection.  

Source http://sv.gatestoneinstitute.org/6573/sverige-islam-mangkultur 
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In law, the Golden rule, or British rule, is a form of statutory construction traditionally applied by English courts. The other two are 

the òplain meaning ruleó (also known as the òliteral ruleó) and the òmischief rule.ó The golden rule allows a judge to depart from a 

word's normal meaning in order to avoid an absurd result. 

The term "golden rule" seems to have originated in an 1854 court ruling and implies a degree of enthusiasm for this particular 

rule of construction over alternative rules that has not been shared by all subsequent judges. For example, one judge made a 

point of including this note in a 1940 decision: "The golden rule is that the words of a statute must prima facie be given their 

ordinary meaning 

Circumstances of use 

Although it points to a kind of middle ground between the plain meaning (or literal) rule and the mischief rule, the golden rule is 

not, in a strict sense, a compromise between them. Like the plain meaning rule, the golden rule gives the words of a statute their 

plain, ordinary meaning. However, when this may lead to an irrational result that is unlikely to be the legislature's intention, the 

golden rule dictates that a judge can depart from this meaning. In the case of homographs. 

History and evolution 

The rule is usually based on part of Becke v Smith (1836) 2 M&W 195 per Justice Parke (later Lord Wensleydale), which states: 

It is a very useful rule in the construction of a statute to adhere to the ordinary meaning of the words used, and to the 

grammatical construction, unless that is at variance with the intention of the legislature to be collected from the statute 

itself, or leads to any manifest absurdity or repugnance, in which case the language may be varied or modified so as to 

avoid such inconvenience but no further. 

Twenty years later, Lord Wensleydale restated the rule in different words in Grey v. Pearson (1857) 6 HL Cas 61, 106; 10ER 

1216, 1234. He wrote: 

In construing statutes, and all written instruments, the grammatical and ordinary sense of the words is to be adhered to, unless 

that would lead to some absurdity or inconsistency with the rest of the instrument, in which case the grammatical and ordinary 

sense of the words may be modified, so as to avoid that absurdity or inconsistency, but not farther. 

With time, the rule continues to become more refined and therefore to be a more precise and effective tool for the courts. More 

than a century after Grey v. Pearson, a court added this caveat: "Nowadays we should add to 'natural and ordinary meaning' the 

words 'in their context and according to the appropriate linguistic register' ". 

Worked examples 

This rule may be used in two ways. It is applied most frequently in a narrow sense where there is some ambiguity or absurdity in 

the words themselves. 

For example, imagine there may be a sign saying "Do not use lifts in case of fire." Under the literal interpretation of this sign, peo-

ple must never use the lifts, in case there is a fire. However, this would be an absurd result, as the intention of the person who 

made the sign is obviously to prevent people from using the lifts only if there is currently a fire nearby. 

The second use of the golden rule is in a wider sense, to avoid a result that is obnoxious to principles of public policy, even where 

words have only one meaning. 

The rule was applied in this second sense in In Sigsworth, Re, Bedford v Bedford (1935; Ch 89), where the court applied the rule 

to section 46 of the Administration of Estates Act 1925. This statute required that the court should "issue" someone's inheritance 

in certain circumstances. The court held that no one should profit from a crime, and so used the golden rule to prevent an unde-

sirable result, even though there was only one meaning of the word "issue". A son murdered his mother and then committed sui-

cide. The courts were required to rule on who then inherited the estate: the mother's family, or the son's descendants. There was 

never a question of the son profiting from his crime, but as the outcome would have been binding on lower courts in the future, 

the court found in favour of the mother's family. 

 

Source Wiki 

Golden rule (law) 
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Scottish Child Abuse Inquiry Gets under-way 

David Scott Northern Correspondent 

 1st October 2015, Edinburgh, the start of The National Inquiry into Historical Child Abuse un-

der the direction of Susan Obrien QC (photo attached) was announced today. For the official 

press release go to:  https://www.childabuseinquiry.scot/_/documents/Press-Release-for-launch-1-October-2015.pdf 

But has it got off to a flying start? Well no. The official press release lamely states that òInquiry Chair Susan OõBrien QC 

today undertook to give full details of the steps that the Inquiry will take, once the Inquiry panel members have been ap-

pointed by the Scottish Government.ó. Just consider this, after 10 months, we have not yet appointed a panel to start to 

consider what will be done!  What else has Susan Obrien had to say? 

 "Once the Scottish government has appointed the inquiry panel members, and I have had a chance to discuss the 

issues with them, we will set out in detail the ways in which we will run the Inquiry and take evidence from wit-

nesses. 

"Counsel to the inquiry will be in touch with survivors' representatives during October to make sure that their views 

are considered before that happens. 

"It would be helpful if all other interested parties made themselves known to the inquiry now, so that their views 

can also be taken into account."  

So in 10 months we have had zero progress (although not zero spend). What about the survivors, are they content with this 

state of affairs? 

òThe failure to appoint a panel, to assist Susan O'Brien, prior to the start date, suggests incompetence and will 

only result in yet further delays to the work of the inquiry, as we assume that anybody appointed will not be able to 

start work immediately. The whole process is beginning to look shambolic. Survivors were feeling euphoric follow-

ing the announcement of the inquiry, but are now left feeling that they are being let down, yet again, by those in 

authority." 

Alan Draper, Incare Abuse Survivors 

And who, if anyone, is happy with progress, well would you believe the Scottish Government who commissioned the inquiry 

after months of growing public pressure are quite content 

òI am confident we have taken the time to allow the chair to lay the foundations of an inquiry that will allow us as a 

society to right historical wrongsó 

Angela Constance, Scottish Education Secretary 

So did you get that, WE as a society are doing this, so it cannot be criticised because WE are all responsible, the crimes are 

HISTORICAL, not ongoing; there is no ongoing cover-up or current abuse by those in power. 

 It seems clear that at a political level, the results of this inquiry are pre-judged and 

not only by Ms Constance, The Terms of Reference are drawn so narrowly that many 

abuse cases, including Hollie Greig and Susie Henderson look destined to be ruled 

inadmissible as outwith the remit of the inquiry 

 https://www.childabuseinquiry.scot/_/documents/Terms-of-Reference.pdf 

This is not what WE demanded, Those people in Scotland and elsewhere who cared 

enough to make a noise want truth, transparency, justice, and they want it now. It 

seems neither the speed nor the determination required can be mustered by this 

lame inquiry. But know this, WE are watching 

Inquiry Chair Susan OõBrien QC  

https://www.childabuseinquiry.scot/_/documents/Press-Release-for-launch-1-October-2015.pdf
https://www.childabuseinquiry.scot/_/documents/Terms-of-Reference.pdf
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David Bourne LettersñIs the Queen Sovereign? 

Over the next few pages is reproduced some of the  historic correspondence by David Bourne, seeking to establish the  

actual legal position of the Queen.  One view is that the Queen has accepted Mediatisation; unfortunately, the correspon-

dence received back does not  detract from that viewpoint being held.   


