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From: Ajay Fournillier

Sent: 07 January 2026 19:49
To: civilappeals.cmsB@justice.gov.uk
Cec: legal@swissx.com; 'alki@filmon.com'; Alki David; Rebecca Hume; Boniswa Dzere

Subject: 2026.01.07 - Letter HK to Civil Appeals Office.pdf [FSI-FSI.FID5103707]

2026.01.07 - Letter HK to Civil Appeals Office.pdf; Enclosure 1 - Emails from AD at 1658 and
1713.pdf; Enclosure 2 - (Contempt Judgment) Mahim Khan v Alkiviades David 2025 EWHC 3041
(KB).pdf; Enclosure 3 - 2026.01.06 - Letter HK to Civil Appeals Office.pdf; Enclosure 4 - Enc to
letter to Civil Appeals Office dated 06.01.2026 - (Emails from AD) [paginated].pdf

Attachments:

Dear Civil Appeals Office

Please see attached letter and enclosures referred to therein which we have filed by way of CE file on behalf of the
Respondent, Mahim Khan.

We should be grateful if you would acknowledge receipt of this email.
Please kindly note that the Appellant, Mr David, is copied to this email for completeness.

Yours faithfully
Howard Kennedy LLP

Ajay Fournillier

Associate | Howard Kennedy LLP

t: +44 (0)20 3755 5639
ajay.fournillier@howardkennedy.com

Stay in touch



Civil Appeals Office
Room E307, Royal Courts of Justice

Strand
London

HOWARD KENNEDY

Ourref 061514.00004
Docref 66901354.2

WC2A 2LL

By CE File and by email
E: civilappeals.cmsB@justice.gov.uk

Dear Civil Appeals Office

7 January 2026

Alkiviades David ("Appellant") v Mahim Khan ("Respondent")
CA-2025-002562

1.

3.1

We refer to the above appeal in which we act for Mahim Khan, the Respondent. For
completeness, the Appellant is copied to this correspondence using his three email addresses
provided for service in the proceedings brought against the Appellant by the Respondent in
case number KB-2025-001991.

This letter is intended to supplement our letter filed with the court yesterday, 6 January 2026,
by CE File (at 15:53) and email (at 16:08), a copy of which is enclosed for ease of reference
together with its enclosure ("6 January Letter").

SUBSEQUENT CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE APPELLANT

The Appellant provided two responses to our email filing the same day with the Civil Appeals
Office in copy, timed at 16:58 and 17:13 ("First Email" and" Second Email", respectively). Copies
of the emails are enclosed:

3.1.1 First Email: The Appellant purports to have filed his Notice of Appeal in an email dated
16 October 2025. "Copies of my Notice of Appeal and related correspondence were
emailed to the Court with the Respondent’s solicitors copied from 16 October 2025
onwards" (see PDF page 1 of Enclosure 1).

3.1.2 Second Email: The Appellant states that in his email to the court dated 23 December

2025 to which we were copied that his Skeleton Argument had been filed and that he
had asked the court if any further steps were required. "/ have located
contemporaneous correspondence dated 23 December 2025, addressed to the Civil
Appeals Office and copied to the Respondent’s solicitors (Howard Kennedy LLP), in

No. 1 London Bridge

London SE1 9BG
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4.1

4.2

4.3

which the appeal number (CA-2025-002562) was expressly stated, | confirmed that my
Skeleton Argument had been prepared and lodged, and | invited the Court to inform
me if any further procedural steps were required. That correspondence demonstrates
that the Respondent’s solicitors had actual notice of the appeal, the appeal number,
and the status of the Skeleton Argument at that time" (see PDF page 3 of Enclosure 1).

NON-COMPLIANCE OF DIRECTIONS BY THE APPELLANT

As to the First Email, our understanding is that the Appellant is referring to his email on 16
October 2025 timed at 16:21 hours, which in the body of the email purports to include his
Notice of Appeal. We confirm that this email is referred to at paragraph 3.6 of our 6 January
Letter, and a copy of the same is included at pages 1 to 3 of the enclosure to our 6 January
Letter.

In addition to what we say at paragraph 3.6 of our 6 January Letter:

4.2.1 The purported Notice of Appeal is not in the prescribed form, namely an Appellant's
Notice (Form N161).

4.2.2 Whilst the purported Notice of Appeal sets out six grounds of appeal (see pages 1-2
of the enclosure to our 6 January Letter), the grounds relied upon do not comply with
the requirements set out in paragraph 5(1) of Practice Direction 52C, which provides
that:

"5(1) The grounds of appeal must identify as concisely as possible the respects in
which the judgment of the court below is —

(a) wrong; or
(b) unjust because of a serious procedural or other irregularity,
as required by rule 52.21(3)."

4.2.3 The grounds of appeal set out in the Appellant's email of 16 October 2025 timed at
16:21 do not refer to any aspect of the judgment handed down by Mrs Justice Stacey
on 16 October 2025 in which the Appellant was found to be in contempt of court
("Contempt Judgment"), by setting out the parts which are wrong or unjust because
of a serious procedural or other irregularity. We enclose a copy of the Contempt
Judgment with this letter as a standalone PDF (at Enclosure 2) in case a copy has not
already been provided by the Appellant to the court

As to the Second Email, we confirm that we have not been copied to any correspondence to
the court dated 23 December 2025. We believe the Appellant may be referring to his email to
the court dated 24 December 2025 and timed at 02:21, in which he states that his Skeleton
Argument was filed on 23 December 2025, which we deal with at paragraphs 3.6 and 3.6.2 of
the 6 January Letter. A copy of that email is enclosed with the 6 January Letter at page 23. In
addition, despite the 6 January Letter making clear that the Respondent has not been served
with the Skeleton Argument, rather than serving it now (albeit late), the Appellant has chosen
not to do so.

7 January 2026 2 66901354.2



5.1

5.2

6.1

6.2

6.3

THE RESPONDENT'S POSITION

For the reasons set out above, the Respondent's position as set out in the 6 January Letter
remains the same.

Without prejudice to that position, if the Court is minded to take the view that the Appellant's
email of 16 October 2025 and timed at 16:21 (which sets out in the body of the email a
purported Notice of Appeal and his grounds of appeal) amounts to service of an Appellant's
Notice (which is not accepted) the Respondent does not consider any of the six grounds of
appeal to meet the requirements of CPR Rule 52.21(3) and paragraph 5.1 of Practice Direction
52C, for the reasons explained above, and invites the Court to strike them out of its own volition
for being non-compliant with the rules and an abuse of process.

NEXT STEPS

We would be grateful if this correspondence and all enclosures could be placed before the Court
of Appeal for urgent consideration, bearing in mind the appeal purports to date back to 16
October 2025, and recorded on the court file.

We would be grateful if you could acknowledge safe receipt to the following email addresses:
Rebecca.Hume@howardkennedy.com;
Ajay.Fournillier@howardkennedy.com; and

Boniswa.Dzere@howardkennedy.com.

We look forward to hearing from you.

Yours faithfully

”Howwd k\o,mda wl

Howard Kennedy LLP

T: +44 (0)20 3755 5639

M: +44 (0)7384 259 689
ajay.fournillier@howardkennedy.com

Encs:

1. First Email and Second Email;
2. Contempt Judgment;
3. 6 January Letter; and

4. Enclosures to 6 January Letter.

7 January 2026 3 66901354.2



Ajay Fournillier

From: Alki David <filmonpersonal@gmail.com>

Sent: 06 January 2026 16:58

To: Ajay Fournillier

Cc: civilappeals.cmsB@justice.gov.uk; legal@swissx.com; Rebecca Hume; Boniswa Dzere
Subject: Re: Filing - CA-2025-002562 - Alki David (Appellant) v Mahim Khan (Respondent) -

our ref: 061514.00004 [FSI-FSI.FID5103707]

Subject: CA-2025-002562 - Consolidated procedural clarification (for record)
Dear Civil Appeals Office,

For completeness and to assist the Court, | provide the following consolidated procedural
clarification.

| am a disabled litigant in person. | asked the Court whether the steps | had taken completed the
appeal record, including service, and | was told that they did. | was not informed that any further or
alternative service step was required, and | acted in good-faith reliance on that guidance.

Copies of my Notice of Appeal and related correspondence were emailed to the Court with the
Respondent’s solicitors copied from 16 October 2025 onwards. Evidence already before the
Court shows that service was attempted on more than one occasion and ultimately effected, and
that the Respondents had actual notice. The Court has not yet been expressly alerted to that
materialin the context of recent correspondence raising service issues.

By way of chronology, Howard Kennedy LLP were first named and served in related proceedings in
Antigua and Barbuda. No response or appearance has been entered there, and | am awaiting the
Antigua court’s determination, with a judgment date of 16 January. This is noted solely for context;
| do not invite this Court to determine any Antigua issue.

Finally, related matters are under review by the SRA and have also been referred to the NCA. The
Court has requested updates regarding the SRA position, and | have repeatedly complied by
providing them.

This clarification is provided only to ensure the procedural record is complete. If the Court
considers any further step necessary to regularise the record, | am ready to comply immediately.

Kind regards,
Alkiviades David
Appellant (Litigant in Person)

SwissX Island Network (SIN Network)
Media - Civic Infrastructure - Sovereign Oversight

Core Platforms

FilmOn.com SwissXTV.com ETV.com

ShockYA.com TVMix.com HologramUSA.com SwissX.com
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SIN Network — Federated Distribution

EchoSphere News - Flux Daily News - Next Pulse News - MetaWorld Media
Quanta.Report Civitas.Global Neutral Echo News Network

World Voice News - Deep Roots News - RealTime Wire

SnapScope - Pulse Wire - OnPoint Now - FlashPoint News

Jurisdictional Anchor
Antigua & Barbuda / London UK/ Zurich Seitzerland

This communication may relate to matters of public interest, media publication,
or civic infrastructure. No rights are waived.

On Tue, Jan 6, 2026 at 8:08 AM Ajay Fournillier <Ajay.Fournillier@howardkennedy.com> wrote:

Dear Civil Appeals Office

Please see attached letter and enclosure which we have filed this afternoon by way of CE file on behalf of
the Respondent, Mahim Khan.

We should be grateful if you would acknowledge receipt of this email.

Please kindly note that the Appellant, Mr David, is copied to this email for completeness.

Yours faithfully

Howard Kennedy LLP

Ajay Fournillier

Associate | Howard Kennedy LLP

t: +44 (0)20 3755 5639
ajay.fournillier@howardkennedy.com

Stay in touchIE]

No.1 London Bridge London SE1 9BG
www.howardkennedy.com

This communication and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged information. If this email has been sent to you in error you may not disclose its content
to anyone else or copy or forward it in any form. Please notify the sender about this error and delete this email.

Howard Kennedy/Howard Kennedy Corporate Services LLP will not change bank details during the course of this matter. If during the course of this matter you
receive an email or telephone call purporting to be from us informing you that our bank details have changed, it is likely to be an attempted fraud. Please contact us

2



Ajay Fournillier

From: Alki David <filmonpersonal@gmail.com>

Sent: 06 January 2026 17:13

To: Ajay Fournillier

Cc: civilappeals.cmsB@justice.gov.uk; legal@swissx.com; Rebecca Hume; Boniswa Dzere
Subject: Re: Filing - CA-2025-002562 - Alki David (Appellant) v Mahim Khan (Respondent) -

our ref: 061514.00004 [FSI-FSI.FID5103707]

Dear Civil Appeals Office,
Further to my email sent earlier today, | write to provide two brief factual clarifications for the record.

First, | have located contemporaneous correspondence dated 23 December 2025, addressed to the
Civil Appeals Office and copied to the Respondent’s solicitors (Howard Kennedy LLP), in which
the appeal number (CA-2025-002562) was expressly stated, | confirmed that my Skeleton
Argument had been prepared and lodged, and | invited the Court to inform me if any further
procedural steps were required. That correspondence demonstrates that the Respondent’s solicitors
had actual notice of the appeal, the appeal number, and the status of the Skeleton Argument at that
time.

Second, | am a disabled litigant in person. At the relevant time, | asked the Court whether the
steps | had taken completed the appeal record, including service. | was told that they did, and |
was not informed that any additional or alternative form of service was required. | therefore acted in
good faith and reasonable reliance on the Court’s guidance.

This update is provided solely to ensure the procedural record is complete and accurate, and not
by way of submission on the merits. If the Court considers that any further step is required following
this clarification, | remain ready to comply immediately.

Yours faithfully,

Alkiviades David
Appellant (Litigant in Person)

SwissX Island Network (SIN Network)
Media - Civic Infrastructure - Sovereign Oversight

Core Platforms
FilmOn.com SwissXTV.com ETV.com
ShockYA.com TVMix.com HologramUSA.com SwissX.com

SIN Network — Federated Distribution

EchoSphere News - Flux Daily News - Next Pulse News - MetaWorld Media
Quanta.Report Civitas.Global Neutral Echo News Network

World Voice News - Deep Roots News - RealTime Wire

SnapScope - Pulse Wire - OnPoint Now - FlashPoint News




Neutral Citation No: [2025] EWHC 3041 (KB)
Case No: KB-2025-001991
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE
KING'S BENCH DIVISION

Royal Courts of Justice
Strand
London WC2A 2LL

Thursday, 16 October 2025

BEFORE:
MRS JUSTICE STACEY DBE

BETWEEN:
MAHIM KHAN
Claimant
-and -
ALKIVIADES DAVID
Defendant

MS H STONEFROST (instructed by Howard Kennedy LLP) appeared on behalf of the
Claimant
MR A DAVID appeared in person

JUDGMENT
(Approved)

Digital Transcription by Epiq Europe Ltd,
Lower Ground, 46 Chancery Lane, London WC2A 1JE
Web: www.epigglobal.com/en-gb/ Email: civil@epigglobal.co.uk
(Official Shorthand Writers to the Court)

This Transcript is Crown Copyright. It may not be reproduced in whole or in part other than in accordance with
relevant licence or with the express consent of the Authority. All rights are reserved.

WARNING: reporting restrictions may apply to the contents transcribed in this document, particularly if the case
concerned a sexual offence or involved a child. Reporting restrictions prohibit the publication of the applicable
information to the public or any section of the public, in writing, in a broadcast or by means of the internet, including
social media. Anyone who receives a copy of this transcript is responsible in law for making sure that applicable
restrictions are not breached. A person who breaches a reporting restriction is liable to a fine and/or imprisonment.
For guidance on whether reporting restrictions apply, and to what information, ask at the court office or take legal
advice.

MRS JUSTICE STACEY DBE:

Epiq Europe Ltd, Lower Ground, 46 Chancery Lane, London WC2A 1JE
www.epigglobal.com/en-gb/
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This matter comes before the court on the claimant's contempt application against the
defendant for the breach of two court orders. The case was previously listed for

9 October 2025 before me when I adjourned the application for today's date since
although the defendant had confirmed receipt of the notice of hearing by email, there

was no order in force permitting alternative service by email.

On 9 October 2025 I granted the claimant's application for substituted service to the
three email addresses that had been provided by the defendant which he had previously
requested be used to effect service on him. I also ordered that the steps already taken
to bring the notice of the hearing to the defendant's attention by the alternative method
of service at or to the three email addresses provided by him, was good service under
Civil Procedure Rule 16.15(2). In other words, the order had retrospective effect to
validate the earlier service by email and I was satisfied that that amounted to good

service.

The claimant is seeking to enforce in England and Wales a judgment and an order
made in proceedings brought by the claimant against the defendant and a number of his
companies which was made in the United States of America under Californian law in a
judgment debt dated 21 January 2020. I am aware that Mr David disputes the validity
of that judgment but it nonetheless remains that the judgment is in force and has not

been successfully appealed in that jurisdiction.

On 9 May 2025, the claimant filed a without notice application seeking a freezing order
over Mr David's bank accounts and an order appointing receivers over his property at 4
Wilton Place, SW1 in London ("the Property"). On 15 May 2025 the claimant issued a
claim form for the purpose of enforcing the debt owed by Mr David to her in this
jurisdiction. On 26 June 2025 Calver J made a without notice freezing injunction in
respect of the bank accounts ("the First Freezing Order"). This order required

Mr David to disclose to Ms Khan's solicitors Howard Kennedy LLP including by way
of affidavit, information and details relating to his finances. Specifically, clause 9

provided as follows:

"9. (1) Unless paragraph (2) applies, the Respondent must by 1:00pm
on Monday 30 June 2025 and to the best of his ability:

Epiq Europe Ltd, Lower Ground, 46 Chancery Lane, London WC2A 1JE
www.epigglobal.com/en-gb/ —I —I




(a)inform the applicant's solicitors of all his assets in
England and Wales exceeding £20,000 in value, whether in his
own name or not and whether solely or jointly owned, giving the
value, location and details of all such assets.

(b)Exhibit bank statements for each of the bank accounts listed in
paragraph 7 above, as well as any other bank accounts in his
name or to which he has access in England and Wales from 1
January 2024 to the date on which this order is served on him
and, to the extent that that is not apparent from those statements,
the name of the account holders of those bank accounts.

(c)Provide brief details of the source of funds for each of the
accounts listed in paragraph 7. "

The order required Mr David to provide this information in the form of an affidavit
within 10 days of being served with the First Freezing Order to the best of his ability
(clause 10). The First Freezing Order was served by hand at each of the defendant's
three London addresses known to the claimant. Mr David was not personally present
at any of those addresses at the time insofar as the claimant was aware but the orders
were handed to staff, personnel or through the letterbox onto the doormat at each of

those properties. Hard copies were also served by first class post.

In each case, service of the First Freezing Order was accompanied by a letter from
Howard Kennedy date 27 June 2025 which explained the claim, the orders and the
need for Mr David to comply with the terms of the First Freezing Order. The letter
also referred to the penal notice and recommended that Mr David take independent

legal advice. The penal notice was on the front page in bold and capital letters.

Mr David replied on 1 July 2025 and in his communications provided two email
addresses, a UK mobile telephone number and included an address which was that of
the Property, which was also one of the service addresses. The defendant or someone
calling on his behalf from his mobile phone also left a voicemail message with

Howard Kennedy.

At the “on notice return date” on 3 July 2025, (meaning the date on which the
application was returning to court), this time with notice having been given to the
defendant so that he too could participate and attend, unlike at the without notice

Epiq Europe Ltd, Lower Ground, 46 Chancery Lane, London WC2A 1JE
www.epigglobal.com/en-gb/ —I 2




10.

11.

hearing, Mr David did not personally appear. Solicitors attended at his request, but
they were not formally instructed by him to represent him, so could therefore not

accept service of any proceedings or documents.

Paragraphs 9 and 10 of the First Freezing Order was continued by Freedman J in the
same terms as first granted in the same terms as previously set out above. Freedman J

expressly set out and repeated paragraphs 9 and 10 of the First Freezing Order, in his

order of 3 July 2025 (“the Second Freezing Order”) with the same paragraph numbers.

The Second Freezing Order also made clear that there was no variation or discharge
and that the terms of the First Freezing Order remained in full effect and force

(paragraph 8).

A receivership order was also obtained for the Property, the details of which are not
relevant for the purposes of the issues before me today. The receivership order also
had a penal notice. There was service of the Second Freezing Order by the same
method as the First Freezing Order and it was also served at the email addresses
provided by the defendant. The claimant's position is that there has been no
compliance by the defendant with paragraphs 9 and 10 of the First Freezing Order or
the Second Freezing Order and seek a finding that Mr David is in contempt of court

and for on a future occasion, a committal hearing to take place.

The contempt application was issued on 23 July 2025 with a return date of just 2 days
later on 25 July 2025. This was heard by Cotter J and on that occasion, Mr David
attended in Court 11 in person. The hearing lasted from 10.30 am to 3.30 pm and I
have been provided with a transcript of the full hearing. Cotter J adjourned the
contempt application hearing and made a number of orders (“‘the Cotter J Order”).
Those relevant to this application are paragraphs 1, 2 and 11. Paragraph 1 provides

that:

“l. The contempt application shall be adjourned to a
case management conference referred to at paragraph 11 below, provided
that the respondent [Mr David] must:

(a) Provide the information ordered at paragraph 9 of the Freezing
Orders [defined as the First and Second Freezing Orders] to the

Epiq Europe Ltd, Lower Ground, 46 Chancery Lane, London WC2A 1JE
www.epigglobal.com/en-gb/
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

applicant's solicitors [Howard Kennedy LLP] by no later than
4 pm on 28 July 2025; and

(b) Swear and serve on the applicant's solicitors an affidavit setting
out the information provided pursuant to paragraph 9 of the
Freezing Orders to the best of his ability by no later than 4 pm
on 1 August 2025."

Paragraph 2 then provides that:

"In the event that the respondent fails to provide the information
ordered at paragraphs 1(a) and or 1(b) by the dates set out in those
paragraphs, the applicant [that is a reference to Ms Khan] shall
have liberty to apply to the court to list the contempt application to
be heard on an urgent basis prior to the hearing of the case
management conference referred to at paragraph 11."

Paragraph 11 states that the claim shall be reserved for case management by Cotter J
and the case management conference to be listed on a date to be fixed with a time

estimate of one day.

It is common ground that the defendant did not comply with strict the terms of the
order on the dates required by paragraph 1 of the Cotter J Order and the defendant
applied for the matter to be re-listed on an urgent basis in accordance with paragraph 2
of that order. It was given a return date of 9 October 2025 which takes us to the date
when [ first heard this application.

It is therefore evident from that chronology that I have set out, that there is no
impropriety in Cotter J not hearing the contempt application and there is nothing wrong
with the case management conference not having already taken place because as is
made clear in those paragraphs 1, 2 and 11, the case management conference and
Cotter J's case management and reservation of the matter to himself falls away in the
light of the noncompliance by Mr David of paragraph 1(a) and 1(b) of the Cotter J
Order.

Mr David states that he has provided the information in correspondence but no

affidavit has been sworn and filed in these proceedings and no bank account details

Epiq Europe Ltd, Lower Ground, 46 Chancery Lane, London WC2A 1JE
www.epigglobal.com/en-gb/ —I 4




17.

18.

19.

have been provided beyond a screenshot from a mobile phone of one Revolut bank

account which had in it at that time £54,000.

The defendant resists the contempt application. He initially disputed valid service and
in any event considers that he is not in breach as he has provided the information
sought, but if he is in breach it is only in the most technical of ways because he has
sought to be transparent and open at all times in his proceedings with the defendant.
He has not raised a lack of ability to comply and he has not raised any unintentionality
in non-compliance. He has raised a number of other points in correspondence. The
first I have already dealt with: the alleged procedural impropriety of this application
not being heard by Cotter J. For the reasons explained in the Cotter J Order, there is
nothing improper about this application going ahead without a case management
conference first having been heard, or the application being heard by a judge other than
Cotter J. The case management conference was contingent on the defendant having
complied with paragraphs 9 and 10 of the First and Second Freezing Orders which he
did not do.

Secondly, he raises concerns about his disability, the Equality Act 2010 and the

Equal Treatment Bench Book and draws attention to the fact that Cotter J accepted that
he was disabled and that reasonable adjustments may need to be made. I have
confirmed with Mr David this afternoon that he has understood and been able to follow
proceedings and participate as fully as possible and I have complied with

Civil Procedure Rule 3.1(a) in treating him as a vulnerable litigant out of an abundance
of caution. IfI could perhaps reassure Mr David that describing him as vulnerable is
not meant in any sense in a patronising or disrespectful way but to make sure that he is
provided with all procedural protection as a litigant in person with the disability that he

has set out in some of the correspondence.

The third concern that Mr David has raised is the role of the claimant's solicitors and
the fact that he says that they have been involved in litigation in a number of other
cases against him and he considers them to be part of a wider conspiracy to undermine
and belittle him since he has played the role of something of a whistleblower about
malpractices in Hollywood. I have considered carefully his submissions but the issues

before me are narrow and do not concern any wider allegations that Mr David might

Epiq Europe Ltd, Lower Ground, 46 Chancery Lane, London WC2A 1JE
www.epigglobal.com/en-gb/ —I 5




20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

have. This case before me is very simply about whether or not Mr David knew about
the First Freezing Order and the Second Freezing Order, could comply with them,
whether he deliberately failed to comply with them and whether I can be sure that he is
in contempt of the order. Whether or not there is a conspiracy by powerful people in

Hollywood to discredit him is not relevant to the issues I have to decide.

A further matter has been raised of fabricated evidence against him in other of the
cases against him. Those other cases are outside the scope of this application. | have
looked with a very keen at all the evidence filed in relation to the application before me
and there is nothing in any of that which would give any suggestion that any of it has
been fabricated in the sense of made up or fraudulent and no evidence has been filed by

Mr David in support of that allegation.

In recent correspondence, other matters have been raised by Mr David. Firstly, he
refers to a role he has in Antigua and Barbuda with ambassadorial status but no

evidence has been served that would support that assertion.

Mr David has emphasised the unfairness and the injustice to him that has resulted from
the various judgments that have been made against him. are also outside the scope of
the matters before me. But my role is not to act as an appellate court in those matters
but to consider the judgment debt. If there has been any injustice in arriving at any of
the judgments, the appeal procedure in those jurisdictions is the route to challenge
them. It has been explained by Mr David in a recent email that he lives in an animal
sanctuary which is responsible for rescuing some 200 animals that rely on him and the
sanctuary itself relies on his philanthropy to continue and that the animal welfare will
be jeopardised by his continued loss of funds. It was interesting to read of his laudable

involvement but they are not relevant to the issues before me to determine.

There is a further strand of concern raised by Mr David which is the role of Cotter J
and his High Court Judge's clerk, again which bear no relation to the issues for

determination before me.

As I explained during the course of the hearing to Mr David I have to be sure to the

criminal standard that the claimant has proved to me that he is in breach of paragraphs
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25.

26.

9 and 10 of the First Freezing Order and the Second Freezing Order, that the failure is
deliberate, and that he has the ability to perform the mandatory order. The evidence
which I have had before me consisted of the extensive documentation and
correspondence, affidavits from Ajay Fournillier filed on 23 July, 29 July and

29 September (he is a solicitor for the claimant), Bonizwa Dzere 2 July 2025 (a
paralegal), the affidavit of Russell Sargent 2 July 2025 (process server) and the
affidavit of Paul Cottee process server 23 July 2025 and 13 August 2025. The
defendant was advised of his rights and that he was under no obligation to give any
evidence and given the warning against self incrimination. He did not give evidence
per se but I received all the information he gave in his submissions and I read the

documents he had provided.

I find as a fact that the defendant was properly served with the contempt application
just outside court 11 in the corridor in the Royal Courts of Justice on the day of the
Cotter J hearing on 25 July 2025 at 15.21pm and that he was fully aware of the
contents of both the First and Second Freezing Orders including paragraphs 9 and 10.
The facts are that the bundle containing the contempt application was given to

Mr David physically, just outside court 11, three doors down from the court we are in
this afternoon. He briefly took hold of that file before putting it down. Mr David was
told the file contained the contempt application which had been discussed in court only
shortly before the documents had been handed to him and the contents of the

freezing orders was already well known to him. Mr Fournillier, solicitor for the
claimant thus served him personally. The fact that Mr David put the file down and
chose not to take it with him as he left the court does not invalidate service. In the
circumstances, it is clear that personal service of the contempt application on Mr David

has been effected in this case. He received it; he was aware of it.

I am also satisfied from reading the transcript of the Cotter J hearing, that he
understood it and that it was carefully explained to him, not only in the letters from
Howard Kennedy but also by Cotter J during the course of that hearing. I am also
satisfied to the criminal standard that there has been no formal compliance with the
court order, no affidavit has been served, no bank details 