THE constitutional HIGH COURT

Record No.  2022/1456 P
BETWEEN:  

DAVID EGAN AND SHARON BROWNE AND EMMANUEL LAVERY

Plaintiffs
-And-    

MINISTER FOR HEALTH, AN TAOISEACH, AND HSE 
Defendants
  
Grounding Affidavit of David Egan
I, David Egan, of   Redacted
aged eighteen years and upwards, MAKE OATH and says as follows.
1. I say that in this grounding affidavit for a Motion, I am raising eleven  Preliminary Issues, numbered 1 to 11 herein in relation to costs and the Judge’s Ruling on costs and the determination and assessment of costs. These Preliminary Issues relate to costs and related issues already raised in legal proceedings and in the court case in the form of affidavits, exhibits, the Prima Facie evidence, communications between litigants, plenary summons, oral testimonies, and other legal documents. Submissions from both parties are due before the High Court on June 13th 2023. The Constitutional High Court has power to deal with, address and resolve these Preliminary issues prior to a final order being given by the court. And that this may involve a Case Stated to the Supreme Court in respect of legal and Constitutional clarifications of points within the Preliminary Issues. 
2. Preliminary Issue 1 :  Application for Recusal of Judge Michael Twomey from this court case
I say that historically, the rulings and judgments in the Irish courts have been very measured, very careful, very respectful, very precise, very impartial, very objective, very temperate, and very reasoned in the rulings and judgments themselves and in the use of language and tone in these rulings and judgments. The use of intemperate language and use of insulting, profane, defamatory, offensive, and pejorative terms such as “conspiracy theorist” and “conspiracy theories” and “baseless”,  and “scandalous” and other similar terms against  the Plaintiffs, and the use of an insulting tone, and use of wild exaggerations, and use of ad hominem and personal attacks on the Plaintiffs in this ruling  is serious and a significant departure from all previous court rulings and judgments in Ireland.  This ruling completely ignored our Prima Facie evidence from official sources such as Pfizer itself and from Pfizer’s vaccine trial and post trial data and data and statistics from official government and statistical bodies such as VAERS of the CDC, the MHRA and ONS in Britain, and Eudravigilance in the European Union showing the covid19 vaccines were not safe and were causing record numbers of vaccine injuries, illnesses, disabilities and deaths, and the 1,200 published and peer reviewed scientific papers showing serious illnesses, disabilities and deaths  caused by the covid19 vaccines,  the 100 pages of covid19 vaccine illnesses, disabilities and deaths on the Vigiacess database of the World Health Organisation,  the sworn affidavits of our expert witnesses who are top scientists and medical doctors, the published pathologists and autopsy reports and other official government and scientific  sources of evidence.  All of this was dismissed as “conspiracy theories” in the Judge’s ruling. The top scientists and medical doctors and pathologists who were our expert witnesses for this court case are not “conspiracy theorists” as wrongly alleged in the Judge’s ruling.  This Prima Facie evidence and witnesses and expert witnesses were NOT subjected to testing in full court hearings on the Injunction and Informed Consent which was and is the main purpose of this court case.

The costs ruling has prejudged and prejudiced future court hearings on the whole purpose of this court case that being an Injunction and Informed Consent making them impossible to hear now.  
We as plaintiffs were deprived of long held legal principles of a right to a fair hearing, due process, audi alterem partem, equality of arms and fair procedures in court and this breached articles 38 and 40 of the Irish Constitution and article 6 of the EU Convention on Human Rights and the Irish Human Rights and Equality Commission Act 2014 and Superior Court rules and the Judicial Council Act 2019 and Bangalore Principles on Judicial Conduct .  The testing of our Prima Facie evidence, witnesses and expert witnesses in full court hearings on the Injunction and Informed Consent would have upheld these rights, and would have rendered such insulting or pejorative terms unnecessary, avoidable, and wrong in a ruling. This amounted to deliberate deprivation of our basic Constitutional and legal  rights accompanied by the use of insulting, offensive, and abusive language and defamation in a court ruling and an ad hominem attack on the three Plaintiffs, which clearly showed bias in the ruling.  Any reasonable man or woman can see bias or partiality or prejudice in the Judge’s ruling and in the conduct of this court case. 

In addition to this, the press and media got this ruling before we the Plaintiffs.  The press and media used this insulting, offensive, profane, and abusive language and defamation and ad hominem attack in the ruling to attack the Plaintiffs personally and incite hatred against them, and attack and undermine the entire court case before it has been concluded, including before future hearings on the Injunction and Informed Consent. The press and media have further interfered in this court case by presuming to make a costs judgment against us amounting to tens of thousands of euros in their newspaper articles and radio shows, when the court had not ruled on this. This amounted to trial by the press and media. This was contempt of the High Court and also a clear breach of Article 34 of the Irish Constitution which states that justice shall be administered by the courts not by the press and media. We believe that the press and media have had assistance from some party to this court case in breaking the law and court rules. 


In DPP v Independent Newspapers (Irl) Ltd, in the Supreme Court, Judge Dunne  explained that the test for sub judice contempt is whether the material published was intended to interfere with the administration of justice, or created the perception of such interference. It is not necessary to show that this interference has actually occurred. This is enough to overturn judgments and rulings and prosecute contempt of court and recuse judges and is relevant to our court case.

Our Submissions to the Court
Submission 1 to the Court will detail the grounds for our request for Judge Michael Twomey to recuse himself from this court case. In this submission we cite the Guidelines for the Judiciary on Conduct and Ethics  By the Judicial Council of Ireland, the Bangalore Principles,  the Irish Constitution, the European Convention on Human Rights and many court precedents from the superior courts in Ireland, Britain and the European Courts.


Submission 2 to the Court will address the involvement of the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court and the President of the High Court in the ruling on costs made by Judge Michael Twomey. I refer specifically to the email received by the Plaintiffs from the Registrar Mary Clare Kearney the day before the written ruling was made.  I quote from this email

Dear Mr. Egan,

In accordance with the  direction of the Chief Justice and the President of the High Court,  I wish to inform you that written judgment will be delivered electronically in the above matter by Mr. Justice Twomey on tomorrow Tuesday 25th April     

I would be grateful if you might confirm that this is the correct e-mail address to which the judgment can be securely sent when it is delivered. 
I have no email addresses for the other two Plaintiffs but if you want to forward same to me I can send the Judgment to them also.

Kind regards,

Mary Clare Kearney   High Court Registrar
In this Submission 2 we cite the Guidelines for the Judiciary on Conduct and Ethics  By the Judicial Council of Ireland, the Bangalore Principles,  the Irish Constitution, the European Convention on Human Rights and many court precedents from the superior courts in Ireland, Britain and the European Courts.

3. Preliminary Issue 2 :  Informed Consent was the purpose and main issue of this court case and this was not addressed in the Judge’s ruling
I say that the purposes of our court case was to obtain an Injunction until such time as full and valid Informed Consent could be given by parents and guardians for the experimental covid19 vaccines .  The whole court case was based on Informed Consent.  Costs were a secondary issue.  Informed Consent was not addressed in the Judge’s ruling. The whole substance, the whole purpose of the court case, that being Informed Consent, was not addressed in the Judge’s ruling. 
 
The learned Judge Conor Dignam gave an order of the court on December 16th 2022 dividing the hearings of this court case into two separate types of hearings and rulings :
(i) a  hearing on protective costs on March 10th 2023 and a ruling on this 
(ii)  a full hearing or full hearings about Informed Consent and the Injunction after March 10th 2023 where prima facie evidence and witnesses and expert witnesses could be presented and tested in court and a final judgment made on this 
Full court hearings about Informed Consent and the related issue of an Injunction were never heard and have now been made impossible as a result of the prejudicing and pre-judging of future full hearings about informed Consent and an Injunction in Judge Twomey’s ruling on costs of April 25th 2023. Court hearings about Informed Consent and the testing of Prima Facie evidence and witnesses and eye witnesses in relation to Informed Consent in such hearings did not take place and have been made impossible to hear due to the Judge’s ruling on costs. A verdict was indirectly delivered on Informed Consent without full court hearings and testing of prima facie evidence, witnesses and eye witnesses. 

The Plaintiffs are being charged costs for a court case on Informed Consent and an Injunction which never took place. This effectively means litigants in a court case can be charged costs for a court case which never took place. This has set a new precedent in the Irish courts. This appears to be a breach of long held legal principles of a right to due process, a fair hearing, equality of arms and fair procedures and a breach of Articles 38 and 40 of the Irish Constitution and Article 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights and the Irish Human Rights and Equality Commission Act 2014. Furthermore, the refusal to address breaches of Informed Consent which are the main purpose and substance of our court case shows a failure or refusal to address breaches of Articles 40 to 44 of the Irish Constitution covering the right to life and the right to bodily integrity.  These are serious breaches of the Irish Constitution. Informed Consent is so vital to human rights, Constitutional rights, Fundamental rights and un-enumerated rights that any breaches of such or alleged breaches of such require full court hearings involving testing of prima facie evidence, witnesses and eye witnesses and that any ruling or judgment which deprives one of these most basic rights is in error ab initio and invalid.  This means the ruling on costs is in error in law and in fact and in precedent. 

4. Preliminary Issue 3 :  Informed Consent and the Prima Facie evidence from Pfizer which materially affected Informed Consent and the fact that this was not addressed in the Judge’s ruling
I say that I am raising a Preliminary Issue herein in relation to the Judge’s Ruling on costs being in error in fact and in law . I say the ruling on costs is predicated on the allegation of “conspiracy theories”. We believe this allegation to be false.  I say that for the purposes of showing deprivation of Informed Consent for these vaccinations, that on March 10th 2023,  I personally handed the learned Judge Michael Twomey  Exhibit 1 of our Prima Facie evidence in the court. This Exhibit 1 was Pfizer’s 9 pages of over 1,100 illnesses, disabilities and types of death caused by the covid19 vaccine. This was compiled by Pfizer during the covid19 vaccine trial and in the period of mass roll out of the vaccine to the general public.  And I also personally handed Exhibit 2 to the learned Judge Michael Twomey  in court. This showed 1,223 people had died and 25,000 people suffered nervous system disorders, 8,800 suffered respiratory disorders, 17,000 suffered gastrointestinal disorders, and over 42,000 people had suffered injuries, disabilities and illnesses caused by the vaccine within the first 90 days of the vaccine being given to the general public.  This was a massive number of deaths and illnesses and disabilities  inside a short space of time. Most of these illnesses and disabilities are serious and life changing and indeed life threatening. There are issues concerning breaches of bodily integrity and the right to life here, which are breaches of articles 40 to 44 of the Irish Constitution also known as fundamental rights and un-enumerated rights, and also breaches of the European Convention on Human Rights.  

I now present a submission to the court titled Exhibit 1z which is a Federal Court order in the USA for Pfizer to release their documents to the public, which they had planned to keep hidden from the general public forever.  I will ask the court and the learned Judge why Pfizer would wish to conceal and hide these documents forever ? 

I ask the learned Judge and the court for a Court Declaration  on Exhibit 1 and  Exhibit 2  and Exhibit 1z on whether these are facts or are they a conspiracy theory ? I ask for this Court Declaration in the High Court on June 13th 2023.

If the Court Declaration states these are facts then this will disprove the allegation of “conspiracy theories” on which the costs ruling is based, and the judgment on costs is in error in fact and in law and may be invalid.

I cite the precedents of Barry v Buckley and McCabe v Harding and Lopes v Minister for Justice, Equality and Law Reform, in our defence as the Prima Facie evidence supplied to us by Pfizer itself in it’s internal documents released under Federal Court order in the USA and which is evidence in court proceedings in the USA are not a “conspiracy theory” or “conspiracy theorists” as alleged in the Judge’s Ruling. The 9 pages of the 1,100 types of death, serious illnesses and disabilities  caused by the vaccine in Pfizer’s internal documents and the 1,223 people killed by the vaccine and over 40,000 people made seriously ill or disabled within 90 days of mass vaccination  are not frivolous and vexatious and are not “conspiracy theories” as alleged in the Judge’s ruling. The Judge is in error in fact and in law. This meets the precedents set in Barry v Buckley and McCabe v Harding and Lopes v Minister for Justice, Equality and Law Reform, as that which is Prima Facie evidence and irrefutable evidence and which can stand any amount of testing in the superior courts is NOT “conspiracy theory” or “conspiracy theorist” and is NOT frivolous and vexatious as alleged in the Judge’s ruling. I also cite order 19, rule 28 of the Rules of the Superior Courts 1986 (RSC) in my defence here. That which is not a breach of a superior court rule remains admissible in court and this makes the costs ruling is in error in fact and in law.

I further say that I am raising a Preliminary Issue herein in relation to the Judge’s Ruling on costs being in error in fact and in law . I say the ruling on costs is predicated on the allegation of “conspiracy theories”. We believe this allegation to be false.  I say that the aforementioned Prima Facie evidence and facts in the previous paragraphs above was known to Pfizer and filed with the Regulators including the FDA in the USA and the EMA in Europe and the HPRA in Ireland and was known to the Regulators by January 1st  2021 in relation to the 9 pages above which was prior to mass covid19 vaccinations. And known to regulators by 1stApril 1 2021 in relation to the many illnesses, disabilities and deaths caused by the vaccine in the first 90 days of mass covid19 vaccinations. Pfizer and the regulators deliberately hid and concealed this from the 
(i) the general public, including parents and guardians of children
(ii) health care professionals who required this information to be made available to them and disclosed to their patients in order for them to obtain informed consent
(iii) vaccine recipients 
and it was only released under federal court order in the USA in January 2022 and throughout 2022. This Non Disclosure to the general public, healthcare professionals, and vaccine recipients was a breach of full Informed Consent. 

I will ask the learned Judge in court on June 13th 2023 for a Court Declaration on whether this is fact or is it a conspiracy theory ? 

I will seek a Court Declaration from the learned Judge and the court that the hiding of this Pfizer information from vaccine recipients and the general public means that it is a fact that full informed consent was not given for the Pfizer covid19 vaccines. If the Court Declaration states these are facts then this will disprove the allegation of “conspiracy theories” on which the costs ruling is based, and the judgment on costs becomes defective and null and void. 

Furthermore, all prevailing professional ethical guidelines in the Irish State require the patients’ informed consent to be voluntary,  that is without coercion, threat, disadvantage or manipulation for partaking in medical experimentation, medical treatment, or preventive measures. The State enacted laws that were repugnant to Irish Constitutional rights and human rights in order to coerce people, through medical apartheid, to take these vaccines in order to participate in society, including travel, work, educational and social activities. 

I will seek a Court Declaration from the learned Judge on whether the previous paragraph is fact or “conspiracy theory”. If the Court Declaration states these are facts then this will disprove the allegation of “conspiracy theories” on which the costs ruling is based, and the judgment on costs becomes defective and null and void.

On March 10th 2023, I handed to the learned Judge Michael Twomey over 1,200 Published and Peer Reviewed Scientific studies about the injuries, illnesses, disabilities and deaths caused by the covid19 vaccine to adults and children and they can be viewed on the web site at  www.react19.org/1250-covid-vaccine-reports .  This was Exhibit 6e. 

I will seek a Court Declaration from the learned Judge and the court about these 1,200 published scientific studies  on the question of whether these scientific studies are fact or a “conspiracy theory” ? If the Court Declaration states these are facts then this will disprove the allegation of “conspiracy theories” on which the costs ruling is based, and the judgment on costs becomes defective and in error in fact and in law.

In  December 2022 I filed an affidavit in the High Court as part of my evidence for this court case. This affidavit contained evidence from Vigiaccess the vaccine injuries database of the World Health Organisation (WHO) and has 100 pages for covid19 vaccine side effects, illnesses, disabilities and deaths.  This is viewable on https://www.vigiaccess.org and the Vigiaccess web site and is also viewable at 
https://www.data-analytica.org/side-effects2.pdf  and continued on 
https://www.data-analytica.org/side-effects2a.pdf 
Vaccine recipients were not told about the dangerous side effects and types of illnesses and deaths that these vaccines cause amounting to over 100 pages. This was not Informed Consent for these vaccines.  I will seek a Court Declaration from the learned Judge on June 13th 2023  on whether the information about covid19 vaccines on the Vigiaccess database is a fact or a “conspiracy theory” ?

Affidavits filed in the court in December 2022 and January 2023, and Exhibits  containing  data about covid19 vaccine injuries, illnesses, disabilities and deaths from official government sources such as VAERS of the CDC in the USA, the MHRA in Britain and Eudravigilance in the European Union which I personally handed to Judge Michael Twomey in court on March 10th 2023 were wrongly described as “conspiracy theories” in the Judge’s costs ruling. I will seek a Court Declaration from the learned Judge on June 13th 2023  on whether the data from official government sources such as VAERS of the CDC in the USA, the MHRA in Britain and Eudravigilance in the European Union is a fact or a “conspiracy theory” ?
The Exhibits and evidence cited above relate specifically to 
(i)  deprivation of Informed Consent due to non disclosure of this material and important information to vaccine recipients which was known to Pfizer and Regulators by January 1st 2021 before the mass vaccinations of the public began and during mass vaccinations by April 1, 2021 . A breach of Irish and EU laws and of the Irish Constitution.
(ii) the false allegation of conspiracy theories directed at our Prima Facie evidence, cited above, including evidence from Pfizer itself. 

The evidence supplied to us by the defendants including the HSE and the CMO and HPRA and the Department of Health clearly show that the aforementioned evidence of vaccine injuries, illnesses, disabilities and deaths in the Pfizer internal documents was not communicated to vaccine recipients in Ireland prior to them getting vaccinated in Ireland. This was and is a breach of Informed Consent for the vaccines. The defendants have proved this, albeit unwittingly.  The grounds for our Injunction have ironically been proven by the other side, the defendants themselves in their submissions to the High Court. The defendants evidence and submissions render the Judge’s ruling on costs defective, flawed and in error in fact and in law. 

I reinforce the point again for the court, that our Prima Facie evidence from Pfizer itself in it’s internal documents released under Federal Court order in the USA and which is evidence in court proceedings in the USA are not a “conspiracy theory” or “conspiracy theorists” as alleged in the Judge’s Ruling. The 9 pages of the 1,100 types of death, serious illnesses and disabilities  caused by the vaccine in Pfizer’s internal documents and the 1,223 people killed by the vaccine and over 40,000 people made seriously ill or disabled within 90 days of mass vaccination  and 1,200 published scientific studies are not frivolous and vexatious  and are not “conspiracy theories” as alleged in the Judge’s ruling. The Judge is in error in fact and in law. This material information should have been given to the vaccine recipients prior to vaccinations in order to obtain their full informed Consent.  It was not done, thus full Informed Consent was not given. We have a Book of Authorities for Informed Consent dealing with this particular issue in our court case. This meets the precedents set in Barry v Buckley and McCabe v Harding and Lopes v Minister for Justice, Equality and Law Reform, as that which is Prima Facie evidence and irrefutable evidence and which can stand any amount of testing and scrutiny in the superior courts is NOT “conspiracy theory” or “conspiracy theorist” and is NOT frivolous and vexatious as alleged in the Judge’s ruling. I also cite order 19, rule 28 of the Rules of the Superior Courts 1986 (RSC) in my defence here. That which is not a breach of a superior court rule remains admissible in court and this makes the costs ruling is in error in fact and in law.

5. Preliminary Issue 4 :  A Costs Ruling which was a collateral attack on Informed Consent which is the substance and purpose of the entire court case and which was in the motion for an Injunction
I say that I am raising a Preliminary Issue herein in relation to the Judge’s Ruling on costs being in error in fact and in law . I say the costs judgment was a collateral attack on the substance of the entire court case that being a motion for an Injunction and Informed Consent.  The plenary summons and legal proceedings were based on the Injunction and Informed Consent. The whole court case was based on an Injunction and Informed Consent.  The Prima Facie evidence we had and which is referenced in paragraphs above in this affidavit was for the purposes of obtaining an Injunction based on lack of Informed Consent.  Costs were a secondary issue.  Full hearings for an Injunction were never heard and have been made impossible now as a result of the entire court case and full hearings for an Injunction being prejudiced and pre-judged against us in the costs ruling. And this prejudicing and pre-judging of the entire court case against us has been reinforced by reports in the press and media. 

This is a significant departure away from normal court procedures. This breached court rules and procedures giving one the right to a fair hearing, fair procedures, due process and equality of arms in court, the testing of evidence, witnesses and expert witnesses in full court hearings, and breached articles 38 and 40 of the Irish Constitution and article 6 of the ECHR and the Irish Human Rights and Equality Commission Act 2014.

The relevant precedent here is Sweetman v An Bord Pleanála & Ors decided in  the Supreme Court, where full court hearings of the main issue of the case including testing of evidence and witnesses led to a judgment on the main issue of the case. We were deprived of this right in relation to an Injunction, which is the main issue in our court case. The collateral attack against our case for an Injunction  in a separate ruling on costs deprived us of full court hearings on the main issue, that being an Injunction and Informed Consent. There was no judgment on the Injunction and informed Consent and indeed such has become impossible due to prejudicing and pre-judging of this in a ruling on costs. This breaches the precedent set in the Supreme Court in  Sweetman v An Bord Pleanála & Ors. This collateral attack also attacked similar prior judgments around Aarhus Convention rights in relation to costs and Public Interest cases in relation to costs which we cited and relied on in our legal proceedings and oral testimony to the court.

Complex cases involving new scientific and medical knowledge and facts and complex breaching of many types of rights involving very powerful individuals, government and state bodies necessitate full hearings on the main issue of the court case, an Injunction in this case, and the testing of Prima Facie evidence and witnesses and expert witnesses in court and reference to breaches of the Irish Constitution, EU law, Irish Law, International Law and treaties and in-depth analysis and evaluation of all matters raised to arrive at objective truths and fair verdicts and judgments. This was not done in this court case. This collateral attack on the substance of the entire court case that being a motion for an Injunction has contaminated the ruling on costs and means the ruling is in error in fact, in law and in precedent
In support of this, I cite the Paragraphs or Points above relating to the Prima Facie evidence from Pfizer itself and from the defendants  and the HSE and the CMO and HPRA and the Department of Health already submitted to the High Court. This Prima Facie evidence fully supports our position and the fact that the Judge’s ruling on costs is in error in fact, in law and in precedent.

6. Preliminary Issue 5 :   The State has set new precedents in relation to costs and the costs rule in court cases and this applies to our case

I say that the State defended Meta and Apple in international tribunals in respect of serious Data Protection breaches and taxes. And the State paid all of their costs. Now, the State is refusing to impose fines of 1 billion euors on Meta and taxes of 13 billion euros on Apple, even though this has been ordered by international tribunals and courts. Are the orders of tribunals and courts to be taken seriously or not ? The actions of the State show that they are not, and this is completely undermining the Rule of Law in Ireland.  This fact completely undermines the core of Judge Twomey’s ruling. The State has changed policy and has enforced and is enforcing the following:  
(i) the State will pay costs for private entities when they lose court cases or judgments. The State has set a precedent here.
(ii) the State is refusing to abide by the judgments and orders of international tribunals
(iii) the State is not interested in saving and protecting taxpayers money. There is 14 billion euros 
un-collected and un-used for the Irish taxpayers despite orders from international tribunals to collect it and use it for the benefit of the Irish people and nation.  The State has decided not to collect it and not to use it. This has deprived the Irish people and nation of the use of 14 billion euros, and has brought those persons representing the Irish State into serious disrepute and the Irish legal system and administration of justice into serious disrepute. The State is making no attempt to abide by it’s own rules on costs and the rulings of international courts and tribunals and making no attempt to save Irish taxpayers money or recover billions of euros for the Irish taxpayers. 

These precedents and legal facts completely undermine the ruling on costs of Judge Michael Twomey. 

7. Preliminary Issue 6 :  HPRA acknowldgement of thousands of covid19 vaccine victims in Ireland is not “conspiracy theory” as falsely alleged in the Judge’s Ruling. Our Witnesses who are Covid19 Vaccine Victims are not “conspiracy theories” as alleged in the Judge’s Ruling.
I say that I am raising a Preliminary Issue herein in relation to the Judge’s Ruling on costs being in error in fact and in law . I say the ruling on costs is predicated on the allegation of “conspiracy theories”. We believe this allegation to be false. The failures of the aforementioned policies in the previous point above has created many thousands of vaccine victims in Ireland. This is a fact acknowledged by the HPRA which is an official government body in Ireland and they are not  “conspiracy theory” or “conspiracy theorists” as alleged in the Judge’s ruling.  I further say that the vaccine injured will  make statements as witnesses to the court and show Garda Statements they have made to the gardai showing covid19 vaccine injuries, illnesses and disabilities and the fact that no informed consent was given for these vaccines. And this will disprove the allegation of “conspiracy theories” on which the costs ruling is based.

In support of our court case, I say that in the USA covid19 vaccine victims have started court proceedings against the US government over the unlawful censorship of vaccine victims on social media and in the press and media, including blocking them from telling the public about the injuries, illnesses and deaths caused to them by the covid19 vaccines. The title of this case is Brianne Dressen, et al. v. Rob Flaherty, et al., case number  3:23-cv-155 before the United States District Court in Texas. I present Exhibit 312 to the court. This censorship was and still is a direct attack on Informed Consent. It reinforces the Non disclosure which has deprived the general public of full Informed Consent for the covid19 vaccines. This corroborate and confirms our evidence given to the High Court. 

This meets the precedents set in Barry v Buckley and McCabe v Harding and Lopes v Minister for Justice, Equality and Law Reform, as that which is Witness Evidence and Prima Facie evidence and irrefutable evidence and which can stand any amount of testing in the superior courts is NOT “conspiracy theory” or “conspiracy theorist” and is NOT frivolous and vexatious as alleged in the Judge’s ruling. I also cite order 19, rule 28 of the Rules of the Superior Courts 1986 (RSC) in my defence here. That which is not a breach of a superior court rule remains admissible in court and this makes the costs ruling is in error in fact and in law.

8. Preliminary Issue 7 :  The Invalidity of the Judge’s Ruling on Costs
I say that I am raising a Preliminary Issue herein in relation to the Judge’s Ruling on costs being in error in fact and in law . I say that our Plenary Summons is titled as being in the ‘ Constitutional High Court ’ and we have invoked the jurisdiction of the Constitutional High Court. We have claimed Article 34 of the Constitution jurisdiction from the start of our legal proceedings. We made it clear from the start that we are in the Constitutional High Court not the Statutory High Court and the Defendants and the High Court Judges were informed about this at the beginning of legal proceedings and did not object to this. 

In our Plenary Summons and during our legal proceedings we claimed as a fundamental right the Constitutional jurisdiction of the Constitutional High Court. We claimed it on the following grounds:
(i) we had evidence at the time in 2022 to suggest that the Statutory jurisdiction of the Statutory High Court was unlawful and void because it was never lawfully commenced in 1924. This issue and the Prima Facie evidence to support this will be provided below.

(ii) we wanted to address and test for specific breaches of the Irish Constitution in our motion for an Injunction in full court hearings. This included breaches of Articles 40 to 44 of the Irish Constitution which are Fundamental rights and Unenumerated rights.  We believed that the Constitutional High Court was the best court to carry this out. This was stated in our Plenary summons and motion and in our grounding  affidavit and other affidavits. 

 (iii) as our case deals with Irish Constitutional rights and breaches of the Irish Constitution, this made our case a Public Interest court case, an Irish Constitutional case, from the beginning when we lodged the Plenary Summons in 2022, and thus was deserving of a protective costs order. There are several court precedents to support this. This was the basis of our legal arguments in court for protective costs and our affidavits and exhibits.

 (iv) There is no provision for costs in the Irish Constitution of 1937. The Constitutional High Court under the Irish Constitution of 1937 has no provision for costs. The statutory courts in operation prior to 1937 and after it have provision for costs but these courts were invalid for the reasons cited below and were in breach of Article 58 of the Irish Constitution. 

This nullifies the ruling on costs by Judge Michael Twomey. 

The costs rule for the courts applies to the Statutory High Court which is directly linked to the Courts of Justice Act, 1924 which set up and controls the statutory courts and their power and jurisdiction to impose costs. The Statutory High Court is invalid because   Section 2 of the Courts of Justice Act 1924 was never commenced and enforced within 5 months of the 12th April 1924, because the Executive Council  (government) did not have Ministerial seals to imprint  the missing original first commencement order which is available in draft form only at the national archives in Dublin, Ireland. This draft is titled  ‘THE COURTS OF JUSTICE ACT, 1924, (COMMENCEMENT) ORDER 1924 (No. 5 of 1924)’. And there is no evidence to show that Section 2 of the Courts of Justice Act 1924 was commenced in 1924.  

The Prima Facie evidence shows the following facts:

(i)  non commencement of THE COURTS OF JUSTICE ACT, 1924

(ii)  the use of an un-sealed document purporting to be a “law” at the time. The Ministerial seals and government seal only became available from December 1924, and there are invoices and receipts to prove this. This was fraud and is in breach of long held laws, legal principles and political principles of signing and sealing a document before it becomes a law

Sections 16, 15 and 17 of The Minister and Secretaries Act 1924  stated that laws must be signed and sealed. I cite the following from that Act

	

	
	
	16.—(1) The Executive Council shall have an official seal which shall be officially and judicially noticed. 
(2) The seal of the Executive Council shall, when affixed to any instrument or document, be authenticated by the signature of the President of the Executive Council or of the Vice-President or of a secretary or other officer of the Executive Council authorised by the President of the Executive Council to act in that behalf.

	
	
	(3) Every document purporting to be an Order or other instrument issued by the Executive Council, and to be sealed with the seal of the Executive Council authenticated in manner aforesaid, shall be received in evidence and be deemed to be such Order or instrument without further proof, unless the contrary is shown.

	
	
	(4) A certificate signed by the President or the Vice-President of the Executive Council that any Order or other instrument, purporting to be made or issued by the Executive Council, is so made or issued shall be conclusive evidence of the fact so certified.


	15.—(1) The seal of each Minister who is a head of a Department of State established under this Act shall, when affixed to any instrument or document, be authenticated by the signature of such Minister, or of some person authorised by that Minister to act in that behalf. 
(2) Every document purporting to be an order or other instrument issued by a Minister who is the head of a Department of State established by this Act, and to be sealed with the seal of such Minister authenticated in manner aforesaid, or to be signed by such Minister, shall be received in evidence and be deemed to be such order or instrument without further proof, unless the contrary is shown. 
(3) A certificate signed by a Minister that any order or other instrument purporting to be made or issued by such Minister, or by the Department of State for the time being assigned to him, or by any branch or officer thereof, is so made or issued, shall be conclusive evidence of the fact so certified.

	

	17.—Prima facie evidence of any Order, regulation or other official instrument made or issued by the Executive Council or by any Minister who is the head of a Department of State established by this Act may be given in all Courts of Justice and in all legal proceedings in all or any of the ways hereinafter mentioned, that is to say:— 
(a) by the production of a copy of the Iris Oifigiúil purporting to contain such Order, regulation or instrument; or
(b) by the production of a copy of such Order, regulation or instrument purporting to be printed under the superintendence or authority of the Stationery Office; or
(c) by the production of a copy or extract purporting to be certified to be true, in the case of an Order, regulation or instrument made or issued by the Executive Council, by a secretary or other officer authorised in that behalf by the President of the Executive Council, and in the case of an Order, regulation or instrument made or issued by a Minister, by the secretary of such Minister or of the Department of State of which he is head or some other officer authorised in that behalf by the Minister to whom such Department of State is for the time being assigned, and it shall not be necessary in either case to prove the signature of such secretary or officer or that he is in fact such secretary or officer or was in fact authorised as aforesaid

	

	


 (iii)  the fraudulent use of the seal many months later to retrospectively seal the draft document purporting to be a “law”.  This was fraud.

(iv) THE COURTS OF JUSTICE ACT, 1924 was fraudulent  ab initio

We have Prima Facie evidence to prove all of this to the court. I present Exhibits 301 to 303 to the court which prove our claims before the court. There are two other superior court cases in Ireland dealing with this non commencement of The Courts of Justice Act, 1924 and related matters. 

The Courts of Justice Act 1924 was never commenced and it is invalid in law. The transitory provisions of the Irish Constitution of 1937, specifically article 58 the Irish Constitution, means we have inherited and passed on an un-commenced and invalid law from 1924 and invalid courts from 1924. After the Irish Constitution was passed in 1937, this same un-commenced and invalid law from 1924 and invalid courts from 1924 continued, despite being in breach of article 58 of the Irish Constitution of 1937 and Irish law.  Article 58 of the Irish Constitution related specifically to valid courts, properly set up and constituted under a valid law and the Courts of Justice Act 1924 was NOT valid law and it’s courts were NOT valid, and this was the case pre-1937, in 1937 and after 1937.  The Courts (Establishment and Constitution) Act, 1961 failed to address this invalidity of the courts and breach of article 58 of the Irish Constitution. 

In fact,  the Courts (Establishment and Constitution) Act, 1961 recognised these invalid courts, and this law itself is constructed on the basis that the 1924 Act and it’s courts were valid, when in fact they were not.  The Courts (Establishment and Constitution) Act, 1961 relied on a fraud. The courts at that point (1961) were invalid and null and void and based on a fraud. In law, fraud unravels everything and vitiates everything and there are many court precedents and laws confirming that. The courts set up under Courts of Justice Act 1924 ceased to be established in 1924, as the Act was never commenced and was un-signed and un-sealed at the time, and thus was invalid and fraudulent  ab initio. 
The Courts (Establishment and Constitution) Act, 1961 is fatally defective and flawed as 

(i) it is legally impossible to amend a law which has not commenced, not in operation, not signed and sealed at the time and thus not legally valid, and was fraudulent ab initio and which is null and void

(ii) it is legally impossible to abolish or dis-establish  something which is not there, whose invalidity negates  it’s own existence, and which is null and void in law. This relates specifically to the Courts of Justice Act 1924 and it’s courts. And retrospective laws and amendments are illegal and unlawful. 

 (iii) it recognised these invalid courts, and this 1961 law itself was constructed on the basis that the 1924 Act and it’s courts were valid. The Courts (Establishment and Constitution) Act, 1961 relied on a fraud, and is based on a fraud. Fraud unravels everything and vitiates everything.

(iv) Article 15 of the Irish Constitution mandates that Oireachtas lawmaking and laws be constitutional. Article 15 acts as a warning to the Oireachtas not to make any law that would be inconsistent with or repugnant to the Constitution, and if so it would be invalid .  By importing non commenced unenforced Courts of Justice Act 1924 and purported existing Courts, and also purported existing jurisdiction for judges into the 1961 Courts Supplemental Provisions Act, and also establishing non compliant Article 34 Courts at sections 3, 4, 5 of the 1961 Courts Establisment Act, the legislations took a "short cut" which imported an infectious and invalid legal infirmity.  That made the 1961 Acts up to the Court of Appeal Act 2014, invalid.
This invalidates the statutory courts in Ireland, including in this case the High Court and it’s purported jurisdictional vires to rule on costs. An invalid statutory court cannot make a demand for costs from us. This makes Judge Twomey’s ruling on costs invalid and also null and void in law. 
This evidence was known to us at the start of legal proceedings in 2022 and is proven by the fact that we used the title ‘Constitutional High Court’ in our Plenary Summons. We invoked the jurisdiction of the Constitutional High Court on this basis. The following facts are relevant here and to this court case: 

Fact 1:  We the People of Ireland, by Article 34 of the Irish Constitution (1937) created people’s courts, otherwise known as Constitutional Courts under the Irish Constitution (1937). The Constitutional Courts act within the remit of Article 6 of the Irish Constitution which states that We the People, that is the people of Ireland, are the highest authority, not judges, the courts service and politicians. Article 6 of the Irish Constitution provides for full accountability by all elected politicians and state employees to We the People, that is the people of Ireland.
Fact 2: Under Article 34 the people’s courts are Constitutional Courts
Fact 3: The Oireachtas’ legislative powers creates Statutory Courts not specific Constitutional Courts as defined in the Irish Constitution  (1937)
Fact 4: Article 34 Constitutional Courts are superior to Statutory Courts
Fact 5: Statutory Courts not enforced by valid commencement orders in 1924, and are invalid and illegal.
Fact 6: Illegal Statutory Courts are inconsistent and repugnant to the Irish Constitution (1937)
Fact 7: The un-commenced, unsealed and unsigned (at the time) and invalid Courts of Justice Act and its courts breached Article 58 of the Irish Constitution (1937)  
Fact 8: Article 15 of the Irish Constitution mandates that Oireachtas lawmaking and laws be constitutional. Article 15 acts as a warning to the Oireachtas not to make any law that would be inconsistent with or repugnant to the Constitution, and if so it would be invalid .  By importing non commenced unenforced Courts of Justice Act 1924 and purported existing Courts, and also purported existing jurisdiction for judges into the 1961 Courts Supplemental Provisions Act, and also establishing non compliant Article 34 Courts at sections 3, 4, 5 of the 1961 Courts Establisment Act, the legislations took a "short cut" which imported an infectious and invalid legal infirmity.  That made the 1961 Acts up to the Court of Appeal Act 2014, invalid.
Fact 9:  Constitutional Courts can Declare illegal Statutory Courts unConstitutional
Fact 10:  Judge’s power to hear cases in Statutory Courts is called ‘jurisdiction’ or vires
Fact 11:  Judge’s power to hear cases in People’s Courts or Constitutional Courts is Constitutionally derived
Fact 12:  Courts of Justice Act 1924 failed to enforce Statutory Courts and Jurisdiction
Fact 13: Commencement Orders for Courts of Justice Act 1924 were falsified in 1924 and 1925
Fact 14:  Courts of Justice Act 1924 was not enforced by 12 September 1924, the deadline
Fact 15:  Courts of Justice Act 1924-2014 construed as one Statute, is invalid
Fact 16:  Statutory Court of Appeal (vires) is invalid because it is 1924-2014 derived
Fact 17: Statutory Supreme Court (vires) is invalid because its 1924-2014 derived

Fact 18:  There is a big difference between Statutory Courts and Constitutional Courts and the vires or jurisdictions of both 
Fact 19: The Constitutional Courts and the Irish Constitution (1937) which governs them makes no provision for costs. In fact, Articles 38 and 40 of the Irish Constitution give one a right to due process, fair procedures including testing of evidence and witnesses and expert witnesses in court, equality of arms, audi alterem partem or hear the other side, and a fair hearing in court and there is no provision for the use of costs to stop this, impede this or block these Constitutional rights. 
Article 6 of the Irish Constitution gives We the People the Constitutional right and legal right to demand full accountability of the Irish government and state bodies such as the HSE and not be punished for doing so by costs or the weaponising  of costs against We the People and threats of such. This applies in our High Court case. 

As regards our evidence concerning the invalidity of THE COURTS OF JUSTICE ACT, 1924, I cite the precedent of  Murphy v Minister for Defence, where Justice Finlay explained the three fold test for evidence in the following terms: 
(1) the evidence to be adduced must have been in existence at the time of the trial and must be such that it could not have been obtained with reasonable diligence for use at the trial; 
(2) it would probably have had an important influence on the result of the case, though it need not be decisive; and 
(3) the new evidence must be presumed to be believed, that is, it must be apparently credible, though it need not be incontrovertible. 
The precedent set in Ennis vs Allied Irish Bank plc in the Supreme Court supported this position. These precedents give us the right to present this evidence in support of our use of the title ‘Constitutional High Court’ at the start of legal proceedings and our invoking the jurisdiction of the Constitutional High Court and our legal proceedings within the Constitutional High Court.

9. Preliminary Issue 8 :  Costs Ruling in breach of Article 45 of the Irish Constitution 
I say that I am raising a Preliminary Issue herein in relation to the Judge’s Ruling on costs being in error in fact and in law . I say the ruling on costs is predicated on the allegation of “conspiracy theories”. We believe this allegation to be false. The Defendants provided social policies in their affidavits and exhibits to the court not facts and evidence about vaccine deaths, illnesses and disabilities in Ireland and worldwide and none of the Pfizer documentary evidence we provided and no facts and evidence about the vaccine dangers. They did not provide the Pfizer documents we have as evidence to the court nor did they provide them to the vaccine recipients in Ireland as required under Irish law and EU law.  This breach of Irish law and EU law by the defendants is significant.  The social policies of the HSE and the government failed to obtain full informed consent for the covid 19 vaccines for adults and children. Article 45 of the Constitution states that judges shall not be cognizant of the social policies of the government. 

The judgment on costs was cognizant of the social policies of the HSE and government and breached article 45 of the Irish Constitution and is defective and is null and void.

10. Preliminary Issue 9 :  Case Stated to the Supreme Court
I say that I am raising a Preliminary Issue herein in relation to the Judge’s Ruling on costs being in error in fact and in law . I say that if specific laws are defective, invalid, illegal, unlawful and unConstitutional, it is not our fault, and we are entitled to raise this issue because it relates to costs in our court case.  I further say that errors in a judgment can occur from time to time, it is not our fault, and we are entitled to raise this issue because it relates to costs in our court case.  I say that the facts and evidence in this affidavit and in our other affidavits and submissions to the High Court and in our legal proceedings since April 2022, clearly shows that this is a Public interest court case and affects the Common Good as understood by the Irish Constitution of 1937 and several court precedents.  I formally request the following:
(i) present a case stated to the Supreme Court to deal with all of the preliminary issues raised in this affidavit insofar as they affect the issue of costs in this court case and also affect Irish Constitutional rights  and rights under the European  Convention on Human Rights, and Aarhus Convention rights, and affect the Irish Constitution and the courts service and the administration of justice in Ireland. This will include evidence and exhibits cited here in this affidavit. 
(iii)  in the case stated to the Supreme Court, we request a Declaration by the Supreme Court as to the validity of the Exhibits and the Vigiaccess data and other data from official government sources worldwide in affidavits of December 2022 and January 2023 cited in this affidavit and whether or not they are “conspiracy theories”. And if the Non Disclosure of this material and important information deprived people of their full Informed Consent for the Pfizer covid19 vaccines in Ireland. 

11. Preliminary Issue 10 :  Costs Ruling may be in breach of the European Court of Justice precedent and Aarhus Convention and articles 38 and 40 of the Irish Constitution and article 6 of the European Convention
I say that I am raising a Preliminary Issue herein in relation to the Judge’s Ruling on costs being in error in fact and in law . On the issue of costs and the Judge’s ruling on costs, I say that the European Court of Justice says common law precedent cannot override EU directive and the Aarhus convention. In the court precedent of European Commission v United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland [2013] EUECJ C-530/11 (12 September 2013), argued in the European Court of Justice,  it was stated that on the issue of  legal costs and protective costs orders, that EU law and Directives over-ride common law, national law, and precedents in national courts. And this is highly relevant to our court case. We had evidence and a Book of Authorities for the Aarhus Convention which we intended to use to support our court case, but this is being blocked and cannot be tested in full court hearings. In Submission 3, we outline the valid legal reasons which show our court case involves the Aarhus Convention and Aarhus Convention rights.  The Aarhus Convention is important here as the lived environment encompasses living men, women and children and animals within the lived environment who are affected by this court case. 

The ruling on costs is a breach of articles 38 and 40 of the Irish Constitution and article 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights, that being the right to a fair hearing, due process, audi alterem partem, equality of arms and fair procedures, the testing of prima facie evidence and witnesses and expert witnesses in full court hearings on the main issue in the court case that being an Injunction, consistency in relation to costs rules in public interest court cases, a legal costs structure which is not prohibitive or penal, and the existence of full separation of powers. On this point, the EU Commission, Parliament and Courts demands Rule of Law compliance of all EU member states but Ireland is not compliant with the Rule of Law, according to several Rule of Law reports from the EU Commission. The many issues in this court case including those itemized in this affidavit and the errors in the Judge’s ruling on costs are covered in these Rule of Law reports from the EU Commission showing Ireland is not complaint with the Rule of law 

The relevant precedent here was set in European Court of Human Rights in Guðmundur Andri Ástráðsson v. Iceland  [GC], 2020, § 233. This found that breaches of domestic laws and regulations and judicial procedures can impact court cases even criminal court cases, and violate human rights. 
12. Preliminary Issue 11 :  Human Rights Violations
I say that I am raising a Preliminary Issue herein in relation to the Judge’s Ruling on costs being in error in fact and in law , and that such encompasses violations of human rights. 
I say that a detailed listing of the breaches of both our human rights as Plaintiffs in this court case and the human rights of the thousands of people injured, made ill, disabled or killed by the covid19 vaccines in Ireland has been created by us. This is in Submission 4 to the court. I say that in respect of the costs ruling and the laws cited above and the laws around covid19 vaccination that Order 60 and 60A of the Superior Court Rules recognises incompatibility , and that service of Notice to the Attorney General and Irish Human rights Commission is required in this court case. 

I make this Affidavit from facts within my own knowledge save where otherwise appears and where so appearing I believe the same to be true.

Sworn before me by the said David Egan   ______________________________________________
on the             day of                                2022    

In the city / county of

Before me a Commisioner for Oaths / Practising Solicitor and the deponent 

is personally known to me / is identified to me by         

who is personally known to me / whose identity has been established by reference to a relevant document 
containing document ID number: 

and containing a photograph

___________________________________________________
Commissioner for Oaths / Practising Solicitor 

Filed this                                              by Solicitors name

On behalf of the Plaintiff as appropriate
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