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
  
Submissions of David Egan

Submission 1 for the High Court, July 3, 2023 dealing with Preliminary Issue 1
Submission 1 to the Court will detail the grounds for our request for Judge Michael Twomey to recuse himself from this court case. In these submissions 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.

The grounds for recusal are clear 

(i)  obvious bias and prejudice in the judgment on costs which prejudiced and prejudged hearings on the Injunction and Informed Consent. This 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.  The Reasonable man or woman Test used in past Supreme Court and High Court hearings to assess objective bias and confirmation bias is satisfied here. These court precedents are cited below.
(ii) the Judge refused to acknowledge the prima facie evidence we supplied to the High Court from Pfizer itself and from official government sources worldwide and from thousands of published and peer  reviewed scientific papers. And the Judge refused to acknowledge and accept the sworn affidavits of expert witnesses who are top scientists and medical doctors. And he is refusing them access to this High Court case. The testing of prima facie evidence and of expert witnesses in court has been blocked and denied. 
(iii)  the Judge is blocking witnesses who are vaccine victims from appearing in court. The testing and cross examination of witnesses in court has been blocked and denied.
(iv) 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 on the substantive issues of the Injunction and Informed Consent. 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 .
(v) we invoked article 6 of the Irish Constitution of 1937 demanding full accountability for elected politicians and government and for civil servants. We are being deprived of this right in the High Court through a judgment on costs which has prejudged and prejudiced the whole court case and hearings on Informed Consent and an Injunction and imposed an extortionate financial burden on us the Plaintiffs and on those people we represent, the People of Ireland.
Superior Court rules
These are breaches of Superior Court rules in addition to breaches of the Irish Constitution and precedents set by the superior courts in Ireland in the past.  
I cite below the breaches of important Judicial rules and guidelines and superior court rules and laws and precedents in this costs judgment
Guidelines for the Judiciary on Conduct and Ethics  By the Judicial Council of Ireland

2.5 A judge shall recuse himself or herself from participating in any proceedings in which the judge is unable to decide the matter impartially or in which it may appear to a reasonable observer that the judge is unable to decide the matter impartially. Such proceedings include, but are not limited to, instances where 
2.5.1 the judge has actual bias or prejudice concerning a party or personal knowledge of disputed evidentiary facts concerning the proceedings;
2.6  A judge who is requested by a party to recuse himself or herself, or who apprehends that there may be grounds for recusal, other than those grounds set out above, shall consider such issue dispassionately and without undue sensitivity.
2.6.2  A judge should recuse himself or herself if a reasonably objective and informed person would, on the correct facts, reasonably apprehend that the judge has not or will not bring an impartial mind to bear on the adjudication of the case. The reasonableness of such an apprehension must be assessed in the light of the constitutional declaration made by judges on taking up office, and their ability to fulfil that declaration by reason of their training and experience. It must be assumed that they can clear their mind of irrelevant personal beliefs.
2.6.3 If a request for recusal is grounded upon an assertion of objective bias, the judge should remember that such a ground does not imply personal criticism but is concerned with the perception of partiality in the eyes of a reasonably objective and informed observer.
2.6.4 Objective bias is not to be inferred merely from the fact that a judge has made interim or interlocutory orders in the proceedings, or has presided over a trial that did not come to a final verdict, or may have made legal errors in that process.
2.6.5 Objective bias may be established by showing that the judge has acted in such a manner as to give rise to a reasonable apprehension that he or she will decide the case without proper consideration of the evidence and submissions.
There were breaches of the Guidelines for the Judiciary on Conduct and Ethics  By the Judicial Council of Ireland in the Judge’s ruling on costs. 

Under the Judicial Council Act 2019, Judicial misconduct is defined in the Act as:

conduct (whether an act or omission) by a judge, whether in the execution of his or her office or otherwise, and whether generally or on a particular occasion, that—

(a) constitutes a departure from acknowledged standards of judicial conduct, such standards to have regard to the principles of judicial conduct referred to in sections 7 (1)(b) and 43 (2), and

(b) brings the administration of justice into disrepute.

There was a departure from acknowledged standards of judicial conduct in this High Court case. This brings the administration of justice into disrepute in Ireland.

I cite Paragraph 2.5 of the Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct which states:

“A judge shall disqualify himself or herself from participating in any proceedings in which the judge is unable to decide the matter impartially or in which it may appear to a reasonable observer that the judge is unable to decide the matter impartially. Such proceedings include, but are not limited to, instances where:

· the judge has actual bias or prejudice concerning a party or personal knowledge of disputed evidentiary facts concerning the proceedings;

There were breaches of the Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct in the Judge’s ruling on costs. 
I cite the precedent of P (A) v Judge McDonagh in the High Court where prejudging a case or any bias was determined to be the basis for removing a judge from hearing a case.  This precedent is relevant in our court case. There is also a breach of the Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct in our court case. The Supreme Court has emphasized the significance of the Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct in assessing claims of bias or prejudging of a court case. This was stated by the Supreme Court in O'Driscoll (a minor) v Hurley [2016]. The Honorable Judge Dunne  J  noted that the established test for bias is 
“…whether a reasonable person, in all the circumstances of the case, would have a reasonable apprehension that there would not be a fair trial from an impartial judge. As it is an objective test, it does not invoke the apprehension of a judge, or any party; it invokes the reasonable apprehension of a reasonable person, who is in possession of all the relevant facts.”

Any reasonable, objective and informed person after reading the Prima Facie evidence, including the sworn affidavits of expert witnesses we gave to the court and then read the Judge’s ruling in our case would find bias in the judge’s ruling.
I cite the precedent of Bula Ltd. v. Tara Mines Ltd. [2000] 4 I.R. 412, argued in the Irish Supreme Court where the learned Judge Denham (as she then was), quoting a decision of the Constitutional Court of South Africa in President of the Republic of South Africa v. South African Rugby Football Union 1999,  stated as follows : 
‘…the correct approach to this application for the recusal of members of this Court is objective and the onus of establishing it rests upon the applicant. The question is whether a reasonable, objective and informed person would on the correct facts reasonably apprehend that the judge has not or will not bring an impartial mind to bear on the adjudication of the case, that is a mind open to persuasion by the evidence and the submissions of counsel. The reasonableness of the apprehension must be assessed in the light of the oath of office taken by the judges to administer justice without fear or favour, and their ability to carry out that oath by reason of their training and experience. It must be assumed that they can disabuse their minds of any irrelevant personal beliefs or predispositions. They must take into account the fact that they have a duty to sit in any case in which they are not obliged to recuse themselves. At the same time, it must never be forgotten that an impartial judge is a fundamental prerequisite for a fair trial and a judicial officer should not hesitate to recuse herself or himself if there are reasonable grounds on the part of a litigant for apprehending that the judicial officer, for whatever reason, was not or will not be impartial’.”
Any reasonable, objective and informed person after reading the Prima Facie evidence, including the sworn affidavits of expert witnesses we gave to the court and then read the Judge’s ruling in our case would find bias in the judge’s ruling. 
In Fogarty v. O’Donnell [2008] IEHC 198  argued in the High Court, McMahon J. stated the following:-


“What is important, indeed vital, however, is that the judge does not in such circumstances make a definitive determination before all the evidence has been heard. To do so would be in clear breach of fair procedures and in particular would be contrary to the basic principle audi alterem partem. Moreover, it is important also that the judge does not give the appearance that he has prejudged a decision and in this respect he should take great care when expressing himself during the course of the trial that he does not express himself in language which would suggest that he has come to a hasty decision in the matter.”
This most certainly applies in our court case. 

In Goode Concrete v CRH plc, the learned Judge Denham in the course of her judgment referred to the Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct 2002. In this context it would be helpful to refer to the principles and the commentary as described by Denham C.J. at para. 47 et seq. in her judgment where she said: 

“The tradition of recusal in the Irish Courts is reflected in the Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct 2002, at paragraph 2.5: - 


‘A judge shall disqualify himself or herself from participating in any proceedings in which the judge is unable to decide the matter impartially or in which it may appear to a reasonable observer that the judge is unable to decide the matter impartially. Such proceedings include, but are not limited to, instances where: 

2.5.1 The judge has actual bias or prejudice concerning a party or personal knowledge of disputed evidentiary facts concerning the proceedings; 

2.5.2 The judge previously served as a lawyer or was a material witness in the matter in controversy; or 

2.5.3 The judge, or a member of the judge's family, has an economic interest in the outcome of the matter in controversy;

provided that disqualification of a judge shall not be required if no other tribunal can be constituted to deal with the case or, because of urgent circumstances, failure to act could lead to a serious miscarriage of justice.’ “

In Maher v Judge Kennedy [2011] IEHC 207, argued in the High Court, a Judge’s intemperate and careless comments in the Circuit Court led to a conviction being overturned in the High Court. I quote 

‘ In the present case, the reasonable, objective and informed observer might justly fear that the judge’s ability to preside over a wholly impartial hearing had been inadvertently compromised by these remarks. Such an observer might think as a result that the judge appeared resolute in his determination to find against the applicant, irrespective of the merits of the arguments of counsel. In these circumstances I must reluctantly come to the conclusion that the conviction cannot safely stand. ’

This most certainly applies in our court case. 
I cite 34.6 of the Irish Constitution

Every person appointed a judge under this Constitution shall make and subscribe the following declaration: 
"In the presence of Almighty God I do solemnly and sincerely promise and declare that I will duly and faithfully and to the best of my knowledge and power execute the office of Chief Justice (or as the case may be) without fear or favour, affection or ill-will towards any man, and that I will uphold the Constitution and the laws. May God direct and sustain me."

We note the words “ill-will” and “favour” in the passage from the Irish Constitution above. The use of insulting, offensive, defamatory, pejorative words against the Plaintiffs in the judge’s ruling, and evidence of bias show that the judge did not comply with the Constitution and Oath of the Judges. The Judge may have breached the Irish Constitution and the Judge’s Oath in the Irish Constitution.
I cite the following as further grounds:

1. Article 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights 

2. Guide on Article 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights Right to a fair trial (civil limb) authored by the Council of Europe and the European Court of Human Rights

3.  An impartial tribunal
283. Article6 §1 requires a tribunal falling within its scope to be impartial (Denisov v. Ukraine [GC], 2018, §§60-65, with reference to Morice v. France [GC], 2015 –see §§87-88 concerning cassation proceedings). Impartiality normally denotes the absence of prejudice or bias and its existence otherwise can be tested in various ways (Micallef v. Malta[GC], 2009, §93; Wettstein v. Switzerland, 2000, §43;Nicholas v. Cyprus, 2018, §49). The concepts of independence and impartiality are closely linked and, depending on the circumstances, may require joint examination (Ramos Nunes de Carvalho e Sá v. Portugal[GC], 2018, §§150 and152 –see also, as regards their close interrelationship, §§153-156; Sacilor Lormines v. France, 2006, §62). It should be noted that these concepts also interact with that of a “tribunal established by law” within the meaning of Article 6 §1 (Guðmundur Andri Ástráðsson v. Iceland [GC],2020,§§231 et seq) The defects observed may or may not have been remedied during the subsequent stages of the proceedings (Denisov v. Ukraine[GC], 2018, §§65, 67 and 72; Helle v. Finland, 1997, §46).
284. Where impartiality is disputed during the domestic proceedings on a ground that does not immediately appear to be manifestly devoid of merit, the national court must itself check whether such concerns are justified so that it can remedy any situation that would breach Article 6 §1 (Cosmos Maritime Trading and Shipping Agency v. Ukraine, 2019,§§78-82).

Pages 65 – 66
a. Criteria for assessing impartiality

286. The existence of impartiality must be determined on the basis of the following (Micallef v. Malta[GC], 2009, §§93-101; Morice v. France[GC], 2015, §§73-78; and Denisov v. Ukraine[GC], 2018, §§61-65):
i.  a subjective test, where regard must be had to the personal conviction and behaviour of a particular judge, that is, whether the judge held any personal prejudice or bias in a given case; and also 
ii.  an objective test, that is to say by ascertaining whether the tribunal itself and, among other aspects, its composition, offered sufficient guarantees to exclude any legitimate doubt in respect of its impartiality

287. However, there is no watertight division between subjective and objective impartiality since the conduct of a judge may not only prompt objectively held misgivings as to impartiality from the point of view of the external observer (objective test) but may also go to the issue of his or her personal conviction (subjective test)(Ramos Nunes de Carvalho e Sá v. Portugal[GC], 2018, §145
288. …………………….It should be noted that in the vast majority of cases raising impartiality issues the Court has focused on the objective test (Ramos Nunes de Carvalho e Sá v. Portugal[GC], 2018, §146)
289. The Court has emphasised that appearances may be of a certain importance or, in other words, “justice must not only be done, it must also be seen to be done”. What is at stake is the confidence

the courts in a democratic society must inspire in the public. Thus, any judge in respect of whom there is a legitimate reason to fear a lack of impartiality must withdraw (Micallef v. Malta[GC], 2009,§98; Stoimenovikj and Miloshevikj v. North Macedonia, 2021, §40). A court dealing with a request for a judge to withdraw must address the arguments submitted in support of the request (Harabin v. Slovakia, 2012, §136)and comply with certain requirements
Pages 66 – 67

293. In principle, a judge’s personal animosity against a party is a compelling reason for disqualification. In practice, the Court often assesses this question by means of the objective approach (Rustavi 2 Broadcasting Company Ltd and Others v. Georgia, 2019, §359 and case-law references cited).
Page 67

ii. Objective approach

294. It must be determined whether, quite apart from the judge’s conduct, there are ascertainable facts which may raise doubts as to his impartiality. When applied to a body sitting as a bench, it means determining whether, quite apart from the personal conduct of any of the members of that body, there are ascertainable facts which may raise doubts as to the impartiality of the body itself. This implies that, in deciding whether in a given case there is a legitimate reason to fear that a particular judge (Morel v. France, 2000, §§45-50; Pescador Valero v. Spain, 2003, §23) or a body sitting as a bench (Luka v. Romania, 2009, §40) lacks impartiality, the standpoint of the person concerned is important but not decisive. What is decisive is whether this fear can be held to be objectively justified (Micallef v. Malta[GC], 2009, §96; Wettstein v. Switzerland, 2000, §44; Pabla Ky v. Finland, 2004, §30).
295. In this respect even appearances may be of a certain importance or, in other words, “justice must not only be done, it must also be seen to be done”. What is at stake is the confidence which the courts in a democratic society must inspire in the public. Thus, any judge in respect of whom there is a legitimate reason to fear a lack of impartiality must withdraw (Micallef v. Malta[GC], 2009, §98; for example, where the judge has made public statements relating to the outcome of the case: Rustavi 2 Broadcasting Company Ltd and Others v. Georgia, 2019, §§341-342).
Pages 67 – 68

IN THE MATTER OF FREDERICK L. BROWN , when dealing with intemperate comments made by a judge in the course of oral arguments, the Massachusetts Supreme Court noted that ‘precisely because the public cannot witness, but instead must trust what happens when a judge retires to the privacy of his chambers, the judiciary must behave with circumspection when in the public eye’. 
In the MATTER OF the Honorable Andrew ADAMS, Judge of the Clark Circuit Court, the Supreme Court of Indiana noted that judges ‘joined in a profane verbal altercation that quickly turned into physical violence and ended in gunfire, and in doing so, gravely undermined public trust in the dignity and decency of Indiana’s judiciary. This led to the removal of these Judges. The use of insulting, profane, offensive terms and language by  Judges whether in public or in a ruling or judgment brings Judges and the administration of justice into disrepute. 
As a litigant in this High Court case, I David Egan, was attacked in a shop in Galway city as a result of the contents of the judgment of Judge Michael Twomey on the 20th June 2023. This aggression against me is now the subject of a garda investigation in Galway city. This will be brought to the criminal court where the contents of  Judge Michael Twomey’s judgment will be assessed in terms of inciting people to attack me and other litigants in this High Court case. 


Submission 2 dealing with Preliminary Issue 2

In Submission 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

The screenshot of this email is Exhibit 200 for the court. 

The learned Judge Michael Twomey was responsible for adjudicating in this court case and in making a ruling on costs. 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 is highly unusual, irregular, unprecedented, and not part of standard court procedures and rules. This will require further clarification by  the learned Judge Michael Twomey and the other named, learned Judges here. This may be a breach of Judicial Independence (from fellow judges), impartiality, and/or propriety, and it gives the appearance of such. There may be a breach of the aforementioned 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 cited in Submission 1 above. 


Submission  3  dealing with Preliminary Issue 10
Relevance of Aarhus Convention to this court case and to Protective Costs
In Ireland the general public and local communities were deliberately prevented from public consultation and participation on environmental matters through the following :
(i) no full disclosure and no informed consent for the experimental vaccine and its impact on living people and animals in the lived environment

(ii) no public consultation in terms of provision of all material and important information about the experimental vaccine and its impact on living persons and animals in the lived environment

 (iii) no public participation to determine the costs and benefits of the experimental vaccine and its impact on living persons and animals in the lived environment. And no opportunity for rectification of environmental matters regarding living people in the lived environment

 (iv) no disclosure of the vaccine as a Pollutant in the context of injuries, illnesses, disabilities and deaths caused by the covid19 vaccines to living people living in the lived environment amounting to over 20,000 people in Ireland according to the HPRA and 5 million people made ill or disabled in Europe and over 45,000 people killed according to Eudravigilance.   

Scientists and medical doctors have not demonstrated that the human body can get rid of or excrete the lipid nanoparticles and nRNA in the vaccines and the spike proteins they produce. It could last in the human body for years or decades or life times creating health problems for living persons in the lived environment for decades and lifetimes. In these circumstances, this vaccine can be scientifically and legally classified as a ‘Pollutant’ . This is a serious public health issue as scientific studies show that the mRNA and spike proteins accumulate in most of the body’s organs and are toxic to humans and lead to dangerous inflammation in the organs, which the defendants have not addressed and the judge has not addressed in his ruling. Lipid nanoparticles and nRNA in the vaccines and the spike proteins are not “conspiracy theories” as implied in the judge’s ruling.  


 (v) Scientific studies are showing signals of spike protein and sars-cov2 variants appearing in human wastewater at monitoring stations in Wastewater treatment plants worldwide. The spike protein is known to be toxic to humans and may also be toxic to animals and other life forms. The sars-cov2 variants are able to defeat the vaccines and there is evidence to show that the vaccines are promoting these variants through antibody dependent enhancement. This is evidenced in the wastewater. There has been no thorough environmental assessment of this by the Irish government and other governments. This is significant as residues of the human contraceptive pill and human hormones were found in wastewater plants and this leaked into rivers and lakes and caused fish in rivers to become damaged and disrupted their reproductive cycles in Britain in the early 2000’s. This failure to carry out environmental impact assessments of the spike protein and variants is a breach of the Aarhus Convention. I cite two important scientific studies here
 
SARS-CoV-2 Protein in Wastewater Mirrors COVID-19 Prevalence
Neault et al. 2020
https://www.medrxiv.org/content/10.1101/2020.09.01.20185280v1.full
Tracing COVID-19 Trails in Wastewater: A Systematic Review of SARS-CoV-2 Surveillance with Viral Variants
Tiwari et al. 2023
https://www.mdpi.com/2073-4441/15/6/1018 

(vi) scientific studies show that mass covid19 vaccinations imposed a significant carbon footprint on the Environment in terms of transportation using fossil fuels, refrigeration, manufacture using fossil fuels, and marketing and promotion using trees and fossil fuels and disposal and garbage imposing environmental costs and damage and the  increased pressure on medical, hospital and transportation services arising from mass covid19 vaccine injuries, illnesses, disabilities and deaths. 

 (vii) the covid19 vaccine is classed as gene therapy and shedding of the spike protein from the vaccinated to the unvaccinated is taking place and no assessment of its impact on the lived environment. 

 (viii) The GMO Amendment to the Aarhus Convention means that there must be public participation in decisions about the deliberate release of genetically modified organisms (GMOs). The mRNA in the covid19 vaccines have been found in scientific studies to integrate into human DNA and this modifies human DNA and the mRNA also instructs human DNA to create spike proteins. This integration into human DNA and modification of human genes and human gene activity means that human beings are being genetically modified by this vaccine,  these vaccines are genetic vaccines. There was no public consultation about this and no public participation in decision making. This is an additional ground for a protective costs order. 
The GMO Amendment was implemented in the EU by Directive 2001/18/EC on the Deliberate Release of GMOs. This directive became law in Ireland through the Genetically Modified Organisms (Deliberate Release) Regulations 2003 (SI 500 of 2003).

 (ix) the threat of massive legal costs in the High Court and superior courts which is cynically used to illegally deprive people of their rights to access courts and their Aarhus Convention rights, and justice under the Aarhus Convention. 

How can parents give informed consent if they are not given this important and material information ?  The  HSE  brochure from the HSE which we mentioned above contains none of this information. 

These are direct breaches of the Aarhus Convention and EU law and Irish law in Ireland. The threat of covid19 vaccines or more specifically genetic modification vaccines to the lived environment and to humans and animals living in it being the latest example. Court cases are required and will be required in the High Court and Supreme Court of Ireland and European courts and International courts to assert and enforce the legal rights of the Irish people under the Aarhus Convention and the Irish law and EU law which integrates the  Aarhus Convention.

The Judge’s view of us the Plaintiffs in his ruling is in error in fact and in law. We are working in civil society and do the work of civil society. Our work in civil society includes protecting people’s right to full Informed Consent, protections of persons under the Precautionary Principle and protection of human rights, and protection of living persons in the lived environment as understood by the Aarhus Convention. Civil society is widely defined as the space between the household and the State. This space is where citizens can provide or advocate for services where the State does not fulfill its primary responsibility to provide necessary services. Civil society include nongovernment organizations (NGOs), professional associations, foundations, independent research institutes, community-based organizations (CBOs), faith-based organizations, people's organizations, grassroots organisations, social movements, and labor unions.  Sharon Browne is a members of the  Irish Environmental Defenders group which has an online presence at https://www.facebook.com/groups/1328210694410888 and David Egan is a member of the Defenders of Aarhus Convention Rights and Human Rights group which has an online presence  at https://www.facebook.com/groups/922104815547583     and  the Covid19 Vaccine Injuries Support Group at   https://www.facebook.com/groups/588930603340082/   
More details about this and related matters will be provided in the Book Of Appeal. 
The Environment (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 2011 in Ireland provides for Protective Costs Orders along similar lines to that of the Aarhus Convention. Article 9(4) of the Aarhus Convention, the fifth paragraph of Article 10a of the EIA Directive and the fifth paragraph of Article 15a of the IPPC Directive each provide that environmental proceedings must be fair, equitable, timely and not prohibitively expensive.

EU legislation provides that member states are to provide the public with the right to participate in environmental decision making and that procedures governing environmental matters should not be unduly prohibitive in terms of cost - Article 10a of EC Directive 85/337, incorporating international obligations under the UNECE Aarhus Convention. In Commission v Ireland C-427/07, the European Court of Justice found that the failure of Ireland to put in place costs rules in relation to environmental review procedures was in violation of EU legislation and it was not enough that the Irish courts have discretion to not apply the usual costs rule. 
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. I cite the judgment in this case. 

‘ declare that the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland has failed to fulfil its obligations under Articles 3(7) and 4(4) of Directive 2003/35/EC of the European Parliament and the Council of 26 May 2003 providing for public participation in respect of the drawing up of certain plans and programmes relating to the environment and amending with regard to public participation and access to justice Council Directives 85/337/EEC and 96/61/EC “’

I cite some of the points in this judgment

‘ Article 9(4) of the Aarhus Convention refers, inter alia, to costs: 
In addition and without prejudice to paragraph 1 above, the procedures referred to in paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 above shall provide adequate and effective remedies, including injunctive relief as appropriate, and be fair, equitable, timely and not prohibitively expensive. …’ 

B –    Law of the European Union
8.        In implementing the provisions on access to justice laid down in Article 9(2) of the Aarhus Convention, Article 3(7) of Directive 2003/35 inserted Article 10a into the Environmental Impact Assessment Directive (EIA Directive) (6) and Article 4(4) of Directive 2003/35 inserted Article 15a into the Integrated Pollution and Prevention Control Directive (IPPC Directive). (7) Paragraph 5 of each of those inserted provisions lays down, in identical words, rules on costs: ‘

‘Any such procedure shall be fair, equitable, timely and not prohibitively expensive.’

‘The courts in Ireland had a discretion not to order an unsuccessful party to pay the costs and, in addition, to order expenditure incurred by the unsuccessful party to be borne by the other party.’

The judgment also cited the Corner House case in Britain 

‘The concept of a  protective costs order was developed by the Court of Appeal of England and Wales in the case of Corner House. (23) The courts in Scotland and Northern Ireland have adopted the practice. In exceptional circumstances, an order of that kind may establish a cap on the costs that the applicant may be ordered to pay in respect of the proceedings before the relevant court in the event that he is unsuccessful. An order of that kind may be made at any stage of the proceedings provided the court is satisfied that: 

–        the issues raised are of general public importance;

–        the public interest requires that those issues should be resolved;

–        the applicant has no private interest in the outcome of the case;

–        having regard to the financial resources of the applicant and respondents and to the amount of costs that are likely to be involved it is fair and just to make the order; 

–        if the order is not made the applicant will probably discontinue the proceedings.’

Our court case fulfils the Corner House criteria above. 


‘Instead, an individual is to be protected also when enforcing his own rights conferred by European Union law.’ 

We are enforcing our rights under EU law and citing and using EU laws. 
‘In actions brought against public bodies, no true equality exists from the outset as those bodies generally have much greater resources at their disposal than the persons covered by Article 10a of the EIA Directive and Article 15a of the IPPC Directive. To that extent, therefore, a one-way protective costs order is simply an initial step towards establishing equality of arms.’

This applies in our court case. We are seeking equality of arms, through a protective costs order, but the judge in his ruling is denying this to us. 

In Commission v United Kingdom (Judgment of the Court) [2014] EUECJ C-530/11 (13 February 2014), the European Court of Justice ruled that legal costs for environmental cases “must not be prohibitively expensive” so as to block court cases proceeding and that EU law over-rides national law and common law and case law in  the national courts.  In David Edwards, v Environment Agency, [2013] EUECJ C-260/11 (11 April 2013),  the European Court of Justice made a similar ruling regarding costs. The court precedents applies in our court case. 
In Allen & Ors v UK App. no. 5591/07 argued before the European Court of Human Rights, the Judges in their judgment that a claimant must have a Legitimate Aim. We had a legitimate aim that being the gaining of full Informed Consent for covid19 vaccinations for parents and guardians of children. This aim was reasonable, logical, rational, legal and lawful. In Allen & Ors v UK, the claimant alleging a breach of Article 6 would have to show that refusal of a protective costs order impaired their right of access to the courts for a full court hearing of the case under Article 6. This includes a full hearing of the substantive issue of the court case which in our case was a conditional Injunction based on the obtaining of Informed Consent. We were completely blocked from access to a full hearing in court on the issue of an Injunction by the judge’s ruling on costs which
(i)  denied us protective costs order and 
(ii) prejudiced  and pre-judged the court case against us and prejudiced full hearings on the Injunction. And this prevented these full hearings on the Injunction from taking place, and thus deprived us of access to the court. 
This is a clear breach of article 6 and article 13 of the European Convention on Human Rights and a breach of the precedent set in Allen & Ors v UK App. no. 5591/07 argued before the European Court of Human Rights. 

A report by the European Commission titled ‘2022 Rule of Law Report Country Chapter on the rule of law situation in Ireland’ applies in this court case. It states that the cost of justice under law should not be so prohibitive and oppressive that it deprives people of seeking or getting justice in the domestic courts. And this is especially the case in respect of bringing a court case to help protect the lives and health of many thousands of Irish children. I quote from this report below:
‘ Continue actions aimed at reducing litigation costs to ensure effective access to justice, taking into account European standards on disproportionate costs of litigation and their impact on access to courts.’
‘Following a review of the Administration of Civil Justice in 2020, concerns have remained in relation to the litigation costs in Ireland. The Minister for Justice stated in October 2021 that legal costs in Ireland are prohibitive and act as a barrier to people exercising their rights before the courts’
‘European Commission (2019), The Environmental Implementation Review 2019, Country Report Ireland. The review recommended Ireland to ensure that individuals and environmental NGOs can bring environmental challenges without facing prohibitive costs’
‘This is important, as European standards provide that disproportionate high costs can limit the access to a court of citizens’
This applies in our court case. 

In England the Protective Costs Order rules are more well developed in terms of case law and precedents and general applicable principles.  The lead English authority on this is R v Secretary of State for Trade and Industry EWCA Civ 1342 provides that a Protective Costs Order may be granted where:
(  the issues are of general public importance
(  the public interest requires that the issues be resolved
(  the applicant has no private interest in the case
(  it is fair and just to make the order
(  the applicant will probably discontinue the proceedings if no Protective Costs Order is made
This applies in our court case. We ask that these criteria from the English courts be considered and applied in our case in Ireland.

The rights enshrined in the Convention are complemented by Article 3(8) of the Aarhus Convention, which states: ‘Each Party shall ensure that persons exercising their rights in conformity with the provisions of this Convention shall not be penalized, persecuted or harassed in any way for their involvement. This provision shall not affect the powers of national courts to award reasonable costs in judicial proceedings.’
Source:  Aarhus Convention (n 9) art 3(8).
This is valid grounds to give us a Protective Costs Order. 

In the precedent of An Taisce v ABP & Others [2021] IEHC 422, argued in the Supreme Court, Justice Humphreys  states  at para 34: 
“one should not unduly blame individual litigants for problems that are more properly down to the system overall. That applies with particular force where an applicant is exercising Aarhus rights, as here. It may be helpful to point out that art. 3(8) of the Aarhus convention renders unlawful, in international and EU law terms, the victimisation of an applicant for availing of rights of environmental participation and challenge. It logically follows that it would be equally unlawful, in such a sense, to counsel, procure or incite such victimisation, or to attempt to do so” 

In Merriman v Fingal County Council, the High Court (Barrett J) made reference to a number of international conventions, including the Aarhus Convention and the European Convention on Human Rights, in identifying an unenumerated ‘right to an environment consistent with human dignity and the well-being of citizens at large’.

The Irish Supreme Court in Heather Hill Management Company CLG v an Bord Pleanála (2022) referenced the Aarhus Convention in its ruling and has ruled that litigants challenging planning permissions on environmental grounds are entitled to a special protective costs order (PCO) for all of their grounds of challenge. Environmental grounds encompass the lived environment in which human beings live including vaccines injected into them and where this poses environmental risk in terms of a significant  and higher risk  of death ,illness or disability to those living in the environment in addition to damage to the environment itself from the ingredients in these vaccines.
Book of Authorities for the Aarhus Convention and for the Precautionary Principle 
We have listed many precedents from the European Courts and the Aarhus Convention Compliance Committee  which apply in our case. I present this as a submission to the court. 
Breaches of the Aarhus Convention in the judge’s ruling and in the mass covid19 vaccination rollouts
We as plaintiffs  invoked the Aarhus Convention in our court case and stated the fact that it is part of Irish law and European Union law and is relevant in this High Court case.  The Aarhus Convention confers protections for human health and those humans, animals and fauna and flora living in the lived environment.  

The Judge in his ruling is in error in fact and in law. Judge Michael Twomey in his ruling has breached the provisions of the Aarhus Convention and Irish laws and EU laws which enforce the Aarhus Conventions specifically
· the Aarhus Convention
· The Environment (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 2011. 
· Over 60 pieces of legislation have been used to implement the Aarhus Convention in Ireland. They include  S.We. No. 309/2018, S.We. No. 615/2014, S.We. No. 352/2014, S.We. No. 137/2013, S.We. No. 283/2013 and the European Union (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Integrated Pollution Prevention And Control) Regulations 2012. 
· And a breach of EU laws which enforce the Aarhus Convention specifically Directive 2003/4/EC on Public Access to Environmental Information, Directive 2003/35/EC on Public Participation, REGULATION (EC) No 1367/2006 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL and Article 10 of EC Directive 85/337 incorporating international obligations under the UNECE Aarhus Convention.
· EU legislation provides that member states are to provide the public with the right to participate in environmental decision making and that procedures governing environmental matters should not be unduly prohibitive in terms of cost - Article 10a of EC Directive 85/337, incorporating international obligations under the UNECE Aarhus Convention.
· GMO Amendment implemented in the EU by Directive 2001/18/EC on the Deliberate Release of GMOs. This directive became law in Ireland through the Genetically Modified Organisms (Deliberate Release) Regulations 2003 (SI 500 of 2003).
· And there has been a breach of the Precautionary Principle in the judge’s ruling, in relation to his refusal to address the issue of protecting living people and animals in the lived environment. We have a Book of Authorities for the Precautionary Principle in this court case. 

This is a Public Interest case deserving of a Protective Costs Order on the basis of  breach of Aarhus Convention rights and Breach of the Fundamental rights and Un-enumerated rights which are rights guaranteed by the Irish Constitution of 1937 relating to bodily integrity and the right to life.
The first Protective Costs order  was granted in Ireland by the  High Court in the case of Max Schrems v Data Protection Commissioner [2014] IEHC 310 and it cited the public interest and common good and the fact that he had an insignificant private interest in the case and the very high legal costs would cause financial ruin for him and act to deprive him of a fair trial and justice and under law. This applies in our court case. 
Equality of Arms under law. And the Constitutional right under Article 40 stating that all persons are equal before the law. The financial might of the state is pitted against ordinary citizens who are taking a legal case to protect the lives and health of thousands of children in Ireland. The state with its financial might and unlimited resources can bully, intimidate, frighten, and threaten ordinary people in public interest court cases via the stick of high and exorbitant costs and use that to stop important and necessary cases proceeding in court. This creates inequality of arms in law and breaches article 40 of the Constitution.

Provisions under Articles 6 and 13 of the European Convention on Human Rights give one a right to due process, fair procedure, equality of arms, and litigation rights in courts especially in court cases of significant national importance and the Public Interest, which include in our court case involve significant risk of death, serious illness or disability to small children and people in general and accompanying breaches of human rights, Constitutional rights of informed consent and bodily integrity in the courts and NOT have this denied by oppressive costs or prohibitive costs. 
In R (on the application of the British Union for the Abolition of Vivisection) –v- Secretary of State for the Home Department [2006] EWHC 250 (Admin) a protective costs order was granted by the High Court for an NGO wishing to halt experiments on animals. 
Surely a legal case involving human beings, especially small children who may become involved in a covid19 vaccine experiment where are significant risks are entitled to a Protective Costs Order based on the court precedent set in England. 

On the issue of experimentation on human beings including children, we will be citing the Nuremberg Code, the Nuremberg trials including the doctors trials of 1946 and European and International laws governing this in our legal arguments. 
In the criminal case of DPP vs Paul Murphy and others also known as the’ Jobstown trial’, protective costs orders were given to the defendants as the legal costs exceeded their incomes and were prohibitive to the extent that they could have undermined their legal right to a fair trial and justice under the law. This applies in our court case. 

In Roche vs Roche the Irish Supreme Court ordered the successful party to pay the costs of the unsuccessful party as the case raised a unique and exception issue of public importance which  “surpassed, to an exceptional degree, the private interests of the two parties..”
Our case is similar in this respect.

Another ruling of the Supreme Court in Curtin v Clerk of Dail Eireann & Ors, 2006, stated that where a matter raises legal issues of special and general public importance, this may warrant the granting of a Protective Costs Order. The Supreme Court involved ‘exceptionality’ as the applicable standard for diverging from the usual costs rule of the courts. We are certainly dealing with very exceptional circumstances in this court case. This applies in our court case. 

Submission 4 dealing with Preliminary Issue 11

Human Rights Violations in this court case

The Judge erred in fact, in law and in precedent by refusing to acknowledge Human Rights Violations. Both our human rights as litigants 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 have been breached. Full Informed Consent is vital to the protection of bodily integrity and the right to life which are basic human rights during a period of mass vaccinations.  According to the HPRA in Ireland there are over 20,000 people injured or made ill or disabled or killed by the covid19 vaccines. As there are thousands of victims of these covid19 vaccines in Ireland whose human rights have been breached, it is the duty of the parties in this court case and/or the judge in this case to report human rights violations or ECHR violations to  The Irish Human Rights and Equality Commission and the EU equivalent. 

The British government has had a vaccine injury compensation program in place for many years now and those people who got injured, made ill, disabled and killed by the covid19 vaccines are entitled to £120,000 in compensation. The US government has had a vaccine injury compensation program since the 1980’s. As of June 2023, the Irish government has no vaccine injury compensation program in place. This means for the last  100 years in Ireland there has been no vaccine injury compensation program ; this is a national disgrace and another violation of human rights and shows the attitude of the Irish state and state bodies to those people harmed by the vaccines that they promoted. This is a breach of human rights over a long period of time.  

This failure or refusal of the Judge in his ruling to address our concerns about human rights violations involves breaches of the court’s legal and Constitutional duty to address human rights violations when it is brought to its attention. There is an accompanying failure or refusal to address breach of legal principles and Irish Constitutional articles governing the right to life and the right to bodily integrity which are also encompassed within human rights. 

Both our human rights as litigants in this court case and the human rights of the thousands of people injured, made ill, disabled or killed by the covid19 vaccines have been breached. These include serious breaches of the following :

· articles 38 and 40 of the Irish Constitution and articles 40 to 44 of the Irish Constitution covering fundamental rights and Natural Law rights  
· the Irish Human Rights and Equality Commission Act 2014
· articles 6, 3, 5, 7, 8, 13, 14 and 17 of the European Convention on Human Rights 
· Protocol 7   Article 3  of the European Convention on Human Rights and
TITLE VI , JUSTICE,  Articles 47, 48 and 49, and TITLE III, EQUALITY, Article 20 and TITLE We , DIGNITY,  Article 1, Article 3,  and Article 4 and TITLE II, FREEDOMS, Articles 6, 21, 26, 41, 54  of the European Charter of Fundamental Rights 
· articles 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 1, 2, 3 and 5 of the UN Declaration  of Human Rights

The Judge in his ruling is in error in fact and in law and in precedent. The ruling of Judge Michael Twomey is erroneous on these grounds. 

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. Accordingly, we will serve Notice on the Attorney General of breach of fundamental rights and un-enumerated rights in the Irish Constitution and serve Notice to the Irish Human Rights Commission of breach of human rights and also serve Notice to its European counterpart. 
Submission 5  –  dealing with Preliminary Issue 3
In relation to Preliminary Issue 3 in the Motion and grounding affidavit and I state the following:

In respect of Exhibit 6e mentioned in the grounding affidavit, the evidence has increased from 1,200 published scientific studies to 3,400 published scientific studies showing serious injuries, illnesses, disabilities and deaths caused by the covid19 vaccines. I enclose this as Exhibit 6ee in a dvd for the High Court. I now ask the judge to declare in court whether this is fact or a conspiracy theory. A yes or no answer will suffice.
We have already stated in our evidence to the court that for these covid19 vaccines the evidence from Pfizer itself and from the regulators such as the EMA in Europe, the FDA in the USA and the HPRA in Ireland shows that for the covid19 vaccines there were 
- no toxicity studies
- no genotoxicity studies
- no  reproductive toxicity studies
- no cardio toxicity studies
- no autoimmunity studies
- no juvenile paediatric studies 
- no immuno toxicology studies
- no fully published pregnancy studies with full findings
- no carcinogenic studies and no tumorgenicity studies
This breached standard testing requirements for new vaccines and drugs. And there were no medium term and long term safety tests carried out on the covid19 vaccines and boosters. All government, health authority and regulator claims about the covid19 vaccines being “safe” were NOT backed up by scientific and medical evidence and were fraudulent.  This makes the EMA and HPRA authorisation for the covid19 vaccines fraudulent as they were based on fraudulent claims. I now ask the judge to declare in court whether this is fact or a conspiracy theory ? A yes or no answer will suffice.
The following was stated in the grounding affidavit for the Motion:

‘ 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” ? ‘

This 100 pages showing covid19 vaccine side effects, illnesses, disabilities and deaths from Vigiaccess from the World Health organisation is Exhibit 558 for the High Court which I present to the court in dvd format now in court.  I now ask the Judge to declare in court whether this is fact or a conspiracy theory ? A yes or no answer will suffice.
In reply to the Judge’s allegations made against us in the his judgment on costs, including his commentary on exhumation of those people killed by the covid19 vaccines and those suspected of such and the many victims of the massive rise in excess mortality in 2022 and 2023 after mass covid19 vaccinations,   I cite the following in our defence. The Sunday Times published an article on June 25th 2023 titled  ‘Question over excess deaths deserves an official answer’. This asked why the Irish government and HSE and RTE were ignoring the massive increase in excess deaths in 2022 and 2023. A similar article published in the Sunday Times on January 15th 2023 titled  ‘Ireland’s excess death rate rivals worst of Covid pandemic’.  And another article published in The Sunday Times on February 11th 2023, titled ‘Excess deaths in Ireland and beyond : what is behind the surge in mortality rates’. 
I present these as Exhibit – Sunday Times to the High Court.  These Sunday Times articles all confirm and corroborate the evidence we supplied to the High Court in respect of 
(i) the massive rise in excess mortality in Ireland in 2022 and 2023 which was shortly after mass covid19 vaccinations
(ii) the refusal of the Irish government, HSE, RTE and state bodies to properly investigate this including carrying out autopsies and exhumations
(iii) the refusal of the Irish government, HSE, RTE and state bodies to acknowledge and use the scientific and autopsy findings from abroad which found that the covid19 vaccines were a significant factor in the rise in excess morality in highly vaccinated countries
I now ask the Judge to declare in court whether these Sunday Times articles are facts or a conspiracy theory ? A yes or no answer will suffice.
There is a breach of the Hay v O'Grady Principles in this High Court case. The Hay v O'Grady Principles were decided in the Irish Supreme Court, and upheld the court’s legal duty to test the Prima Facie evidence in full court hearings, and in our court case this was necessary as the court had a legal and Constitutional duty to  address serious breaches of Informed Consent and the Precautionary Principle in full court hearings. This was not done. This also includes breach of long held legal principles of a right to a fair hearing, due process, equality of arms and fair procedures in court and the Judicial Council Act 2019 and relevant articles 38 and 40 of the Irish Constitution and the EU Convention on Human Rights and the Irish Human Rights and Equality Commission Act 2014.  
The facts above and in our evidence throughout this submissions document shows a breach of the Precautionary Principle as detailed in Article 191 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union and  part of Articles 174 and 152 of the European Community Treaty and is law and is legally binding in Ireland and throughout the European Union. The Precautionary Principle is there to protect people from being harmed or injured or killed and this includes experimental vaccines. The EU Directive titled  ‘2001/95 EC - product safety’  is relevant here to our case.
The relevant court precedent is Pfizer vs Council of the European Union, Case number T-13/99, judged on 11th September 2002 in the European Court of Justice.
To support the submission of this new evidence below to the High Court, 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.
The evidence I have provided to the High Court conforms to the Evidence Act 1851 and the Documentary Evidence Act 1925 and the Criminal Evidence Act 1992. Electronic documents are admissible as evidence in court. The Electronic Commerce Act 2000, as amended makes provision for electronic documents as evidence in courts. Electronic documents and electronic data have been successfully used and upheld in the criminal courts, the civil courts and the superior courts in Ireland. Our evidence conforms to the following court precedents :
· McCarthy v O'Flynn in the Supreme Court in 1979
· Minister for Justice and the Courts Service v Information Commissioner, 2001,  in the High Court in respect of electronic records and of copies. 
· Koger Inc. & Koger (Dublin) Ltd v. O’Donnell & Others (2010) IEHC 35
· Sretaw v. Craven House Capital PLC (2017) IEHC 580;
· Gallagher v. RTE(2017) IEHC 23
· DPP v O’Reilly, 2007
· DPP v Meehan 2006
To further support our evidence before the court and the breach of The Precautionary Principle stated above and our other claims before the court, we have new corroborating evidence which is of vital importance to this High Court case. “Confidential” documents released by BioNTech to the European Medicines Agency reveal tens of thousands of serious adverse events and thousands of deaths among people who received the Pfizer-BioNTech mRNA COVID-19 vaccine during a time period when the vaccine makers insisted they saw no “safety signals.” This is official data from BioNTech, Pfizer, and the European Medicines Agency and was known to the Irish Regulator, the HPRA. 
The documents which are Exhibit 600 for the High Court, dated Aug. 18, 2022, and marked “confidential,” show that cumulatively, during the clinical trials and post-marketing period up to June 18, 2022, a total of 4,964,106 adverse events were recorded. The documents included an appendix with further details about the specifics about the identified adverse events. Among children under age 17, 189 deaths and thousands of serious adverse events were reported. The main Pfizer-BioNTech document revealed 9,605 adverse events (3,735 serious) during the PSUR #3 and 25 cases during the clinical trials among children ages 11 and younger. These included 20 fatalities, in children as young as 5 years old. There were 3,280 fatalities among vaccine recipients in the combined cumulative period including the clinical trials and post-marketing, up to July 18, 2022. Among children and young adults, 48 cases of myocarditis or pericarditis were reported for those between the ages of 5 and 11 (two deaths), 366 among 12-15-year-olds (three deaths), 345 among 16-17-year-olds and 968 among 18-24-year-olds (four deaths). Pregnant and lactating women also were significantly affected. There were 3,642 post-authorization adverse events and 697 clinical trial adverse events in this population, including spontaneous abortion, fetal death, postpartum hemorrhage, premature separation of the placenta, premature labor or delivery, live birth with congenital anomalies and stillbirths. Nevertheless, the documentation again states, “There were no safety signals regarding use in pregnant/lactating women that emerged from the review of these cases or the medical literature” 

These adverse events from the vaccine include 73,542 cases of 264 categories of vascular disorders from the shots, many of which “are rare conditions,” hundreds of categories of nervous system disorders, totaling 696,508 cases and 61,518 adverse events from well over 100 categories of eye disorders, “which is unusual for a vaccine injury”. In addition, “there were over 47,000 ear disorders, including almost 16,000 cases of tinnitus,” “roughly 225,000 cases of skin and tissue disorders,” “roughly 190,000 cases of respiratory disorders” and “over 178,000 cases of reproductive or breast disorders. “Over 100,000 blood and lymphatic disorders, for both of which there’s a wealth of literature linking them to the spike protein” were indicated, as well as “almost 127,000 cardiac disorders, running the gamut of about 270 categories of heart damage, including many rare disorders, in addition to myocarditis.”.  And 3,091 cases of Stroke.
The documents present data collected between Dec. 19, 2021, and June 18, 2022, in addition to cumulative data on adverse events and deaths that occurred among those who received the vaccine during clinical trials and during the post-marketing period, beginning December 2020 up until June 18, 2022. During this time, Pfizer-BioNTech said it identified almost no safety signals. This was a lie and a cover up and this led to Non Disclosure by the Pfizer-BioNTech and EMA in Europe and by the HPRA in Ireland and provides more corroborating evidence that full informed consent was NOT given for these vaccines. 
The documents were made available to an Austrian science and politics blog, TKP, following “a FOIA [Freedom of Information Act] request to the EMA from an anonymous reader.” They were subsequently published on March 4. I now ask the Judge to declare in court whether this Exhibit 600 is fact or a conspiracy theory ? A yes or no answer will suffice.

I also provide an American news report about this to the court, this is Exhibit 601. This is in support of the evidence, Exhibit 600 for the court. These facts must be weighed up against the fact that according to the CSO no child under 18 died of covid19 in Ireland and this has already been presented to the High Court as Exhibit  0. 
To further support our evidence before the court and the breach of The Precautionary Principle stated above, we now present evidence from the VAERS database of the CDC in the USA which show a high number of injuries, illnesses, disabilities, hospitalisations and deaths caused to children by the covid19 vaccines. This is Exhibit 556. This is extremely relevant to our High Court case as we are requesting an Injunction to stop covid19 vaccinations of children until such time as full Informed Consent can be given by parents or guardians. I now ask the Judge to declare in court whether this is fact or a conspiracy theory ? A yes or no answer will suffice. These facts must be weighed up against the fact that according to the CSO no child under 18 died of covid19 in Ireland and this has already been presented to the High Court as Exhibit  0.
In response to serious allegations denying vaccine injuries, illnesses, disabilities and deaths in the judgment on costs, I present the following scientific evidence showing that not all batches of the Pfizer covid19 vaccine were consistent, the same, safety checked, and quality controlled as required by law.  Some batches of the Pfizer covid19 vaccine produced very serious adverse events leading to serious illnesses, disabilities and deaths, while other batches led to illnesses and disabilities, while other batches had no adverse events and behaved like a placebo. This has completely undermined the HSE, the Minister for Health and Department of Health and the Irish government and shows that the covid19 vaccines were NOT safe and effective. Their false claim of “safe and effective” is proven to be a lie and this lie  enticed many people in Ireland to get the covid19 vaccinations and made them vulnerable to these illnesses, disabilities and deaths, and the evidence from the HPRA in Ireland and other sources shows that thousands of people have been struck down with vaccine injuries, illnesses, disabilities and deaths. There has been no accountability by the HSE, the Minister for Health and Department of Health and the Irish government. This makes the costs judgment in error in fact, in law and in precedent and thus null and void in law. 
I cite the published and peer reviewed scientific study below. This is Exhibit 560 for the court. 

Batch-dependent safety of the BNT162b2 mRNA COVID-19 vaccine
Schmeling et al. 2023
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/eci.13998 
To further support our evidence before the court , there was a Summit in the European Union Parliament titled ‘International Covid Summit III’ on May 9th 2023 hosted by European MEP’s where top scientists and medical doctors and experts from around the world provided expert testimonies about covid19 vaccines to the European Union Parliament. 

At this Summit in the European Union Parliament, these experts corroborated and verified all of our evidence filed in the High Court and delivered orally to the High Court. Some of these medical doctors and scientists are expert witnesses for us in our court case. I present this Summit in the European Union Parliament titled ‘International Covid Summit III’ on May 9th 2023 in dvd format as Exhibit 222 for the Court. The EU Parliament have a video about this at 

https://www.bitchute.com/video/CdnfB0ht5oJF/ 

The Common Good as stated in the Irish Constitution of 1937
I now ask the judge and the High Court if the “common good” as stated in the Irish Constitution of 1937 is served by the following

(i) The denial of informed consent for covid19 vaccines due to non disclosure of vaccine injuries, illnesses, disabilities and deaths and the risks involved which was in the Pfizer documents filed with the EMA in Europe and the HPRA in Ireland and the fact that this led to a significant number of Irish people getting injuries, illnesses, disabilities and deaths from this vaccine. At least 21,000 people according to the HPRA. These were and are serious breaches of human rights. 
(ii) The denial of vaccine compensation scheme in Ireland even though Britain, the USA and many other western nations have one for many years.  These were and are serious breaches of human rights.
(iii) The denial of safe and effective medicines and early treatment for covid19 since May 2020 as stated in our affidavits and by our expert witnesses who are top medical doctors and scientists. These were and are serious breaches of human rights.
(iv) The lack of accountability by politicians and government and senior civil servants and the press and media in respect of points (i) and (iii) above. This was a direct breach of article 6 of the Irish Constitution. 

I now ask the Judge in court whether this served the “common good” as stated in the Irish Constitution of 1937 ? A yes or no answer will suffice here. 
For those people deprived of full informed consent, and then injured, made ill, disabled or killed by the covid19 vaccines this has breached their bodily integrity rights and their right to life which are fundamental rights and un-enumerated rights under the Irish Constitution of 1937. I ask the judge whether this served the “common good” as stated in the Irish Constitution of 1937 ?  A yes or no answer will suffice here. 
I now invoke article 6 of the Irish Constitution which states the people of Ireland are the supreme authority in Ireland not the elected politicians or government. Under article 6 of the Irish Constitution, the government of Ireland and elected politicians are accountable to the people of Ireland and we have taken this High Court case to make the government and elected politicians accountable to the people of Ireland under article 6 of the Irish Constitution. We have been deprived of this Constitutional right in the Judge’s judgment on costs.  In addition to this the government and elected politicians have  a Constitutional duty to serve the common good, now I ask the Judge and the High Court does causing vaccine injuries, illnesses, disabilities and deaths to many thousands of people around Ireland serve the common good ? A yes or no answer will suffice here.
I cite the following debate about the Irish Constitution and the common good from Dail Eireann in May 1937 by those people involved in writing, editing and approving the Irish Constitution of 1937 :
‘ The President of the Executive Council  (Mr. Eamon de Valera) : 

 The next part, as I say, deals with fundamental rights. In the earlier part of the draft Constitution the various institutions are set up, and their powers indicated and defined. In this part, we set down what are the rights which the individual and the family have as against the operation of the otherwise all-powerful Parliament, the Oireachtas, acting on behalf of the community and interested in the common good. These, in order to be accurate, have to be expressed very carefully. You have the natural conflict between the rights of the individual and the rights of the community as a whole. You cannot make those statements in an absolute way. You cannot say: "A person has this right," when the interest of the community as a whole has to be considered in relation to it. Take, for instance, the case of private property. We have clearly said here that the right of private property is a right, as a right, with which the State cannot interfere. But the public good, the public interest, may demand that the exercise of that right may be defined and limited. Therefore, when we are stating that the right, as a right, must be respected and must exist, we also have to note at the same time the fact that the common good, the interest of the community as a whole, may necessitate the delimitation of the use of that right to serve the common good. It is useless then to say: "This is absolute." In matters of that sort it is not absolute. You cannot state those rights in an absolute way. They need to be qualified. Of course the critics will say: "If you qualify them, they are no use at all, because the qualification cannot be limited. There is no use in saying that the right of private property is admitted if you are going to admit to the State the right of delimiting its right absolutely without checking it." You cannot, however, state those things absolutely. All you can do is to give the fundamental principles; to state them clearly and correctly, and leave it to the sense of justice, the goodwill of the community, to work in accordance with the spirit of the declarations.’

The private property rights of vaccine companies and of vaccine promoters, salesmen and lobbyists must be weighed against the denial of informed consent to a few million in people in Ireland who got the vaccine and the damage caused to communities and the nation by this experimental covid19 vaccine which was not subject to the normal safety checks and which caused a high number of vaccine injuries, illnesses, disabilities and deaths in Ireland and worldwide, higher than other vaccines over the last fifty years. The scientific and medical  and statistical evidence, the facts, the law and the Irish Constitution and international human rights law show that this did NOT serve the common good.


Submission 6 dealing with the term ‘nanochips’ in the Judge’s Ruling
Dismissal of New Scientific Findings by Top Scientists in the Judge’s Ruling
The Judge mentioned our use of the term “nanochips” as grounds for denying us costs in his ruling and attacking us. Scientists have found scientific evidence of what they term ‘nanochips’ in the vaccines.  They have provided scientific evidence of this and published scientific reports on this. This is Scientific Fact not our opinions and some so called “conspiracy”. This nanotechnology is well known to Science but not well known to the Judiciary and the courts yet. I cite some recent scientific papers. 
Li, X., et al. (2020). Graphene-based nanobots for biomedical applications: A review. Nanoscale, 12(18), 9708-9720.
Rajendran, V. (2021). Ethical Implications of Nanotechnology and Its Applications. Frontiers in Nanotechnology, 2, 631984.
Chen, X., et al. (2021). Recent Advances in Graphene-Based Nanobots for Biomedical Applications. Small, 17(9), 2005497.
Liu, Y., et al. (2020). Design Strategies and Applications of Graphene-Based Nanomaterials for Biomedical Applications. Small Methods, 4(5), 1900817.
Chen, J., et al. (2021). Graphene-based nanobots for biomedical applications: From targeted drug delivery to cancer therapy. Nano Today, 38, 101148.

Zhang, Z., et al. (2020). Graphene-Based Nanobots: Theoretical Design and Fabrication. Frontiers in Robotics and AI, 7, 126.
Kostarelos, K., et al. (2017). Graphene-based materials for biomedical applications. Angewandte Chemie International Edition, 56(33), 8745-8760.
Vabbina, P. K., et al. (2021). Graphene-based nanobots: A review. TrAC Trends in Analytical Chemistry, 141, 116268.
Smith, J. A., & Anderson, K. L. (2020). Graphene Nanobots: A New Frontier in Medicine. Nanomedicine: Nanotechnology, Biology and Medicine, 28, 102210. 

Sui, N., Wu, W., Ma, H., Zhang, Y., Gao, Y., Dong, X., & Yu, C. (2019). Graphene-Based Nanobots: Theoretical Design and Applications. Nanomaterials, 9(4), 592. 

Rossi, S., & Ferrari, A. C. (2019). Graphene Nanobots: Buried Treasure or Pandora’s Box? ACS Nano, 13(8), 8919-8922. 
National Nanotechnology Initiative. (n.d.). Applications. Retrieved from https://www.nano.gov/nanotech-101/special

Submission 7 dealing with Preliminary Issue 7
In respect of Preliminary Issue 7 in the grounding affidavit for the Motion, I now ask the Judge this question –  are we in the Constitutional High Court or the Statutory High Court ? 
We have stated that we are in the Constitutional High Court since we issued High Court proceedings in 2022. We have invoked the jurisdiction of the Constitutional High Court since we issued legal proceedings in 2022. 
Costs are not provided for in the Constitution and in the Constitutional High Court.  As  we are in the Constitutional High Court, we are not liable for costs. There is provision for imposing costs in the statutory High Court and this is governed by the Courts of Justice Act 1924 which governs the statutory courts and their rules and the other Courts of Justice Acts which inherit from the Courts of Justice Act 1924. And the Courts (Establishment and Constitution) Act, 1961 is fatally defective and flawed for the reasons cited in our grounding affidavit. The jurisdiction of the statutory High Court has been fatally compromised by the non commencement of the Courts of Justice Act 1924, for which we have evidence. 
 I now ask the High Court Judge and the State for a copy of original or original of  the Courts of Justice Act, 1924, Commencement Order, 1924, (no. 5 of 1924). The draft order available in the National Archives and in our Exhibits is not an original order and is NOT evidence of commencement. If no original order exists as we believe then the Act was not commenced and it is not valid. This means that the statutory courts are invalid. This also means that the costs rule of the statutory courts is invalid and the awarding of costs against us is invalid. 
	
	

	
	


	The Lawful Statutory jurisdiction must be established and corroboratively proved by the Judge here in the High Court, otherwise it is OUSTED.

In the event that the judge accepts OUSTER OF STATUTORY HIGH COURT JURISDICTION we ask the judge to invoke sole Constitutional High Court jurisdiction.

I cite Article 50 below from the "Original 63 Articles of the Constitution (1937)". The meaning is clear in regard to laws in force as made by the Executive Council of Saorstat Eireann immediately before the coming into operation of the 1937 Constitution. 

The Courts of Justice Act 1924 was never enforced by an Original no.5 Commencement Order, which was allegedly signed , sealed, and delivered on the 5th June 1924. This was known as the "Principal Act", and it was subsequently recited in subsequent 1926, 1928, 1936, etc, etc, Courts of Justice Acts prior to the referendum of the people in 1937 which passed our present Constitution; "An Bunreacht" .  I have documentary evidence to prove that the "Executive Council Seal" was not in the possession of the Secretary to President Cosgrave until 13th March 1926. Everything has been a fraud of rampant falsification of documents for the past 99 years. 

The Courts of Justice Act 1924 was not enforced by the 12th September 1924, and that was the day it expired into the history books of administrative irregularity resulting in its contents being null and void. This is proof of the absence of Rule of Law as applying to 1924 Statutory Courts, and 1924 Statutory jurisdictions, and that affects the Court of Appeal Act 2014, which is wrongfully cited as the "Courts of Justice Act 1924-2014" resulting in a major legislative flaw/ blunder of the Dail Eireann & Seanad Eireann lawmakers.        

Article 50                                                                                            

1. Subject to this Constitution and to the extent to which they are not inconsistent therewith, the laws in force in Saorstát Éireann immediately prior to the date of the coming into operation of this Constitution shall continue to be of full force and effect until the same or any of them shall have been repealed or amended by enactment of the Oireachtas.


The following fatal defects have been found in the Courts of Justice Act, 1924 commencement orders. This completely undermines and nullifies the judgment of Judge Maurice Collins on this matter in 2022. 

1. Evidence now shows that the Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924 was commenced on June 2, 1924, while the Courts of Justice Act 1924 was allegedly commenced from June 5, 1924 to August 16, 1924. Thus, the Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924  came into operation and was law before the Courts of Justice Act 1924. The Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924  was in force and was law in the Irish Free State before the Courts of Justice Act 1924, and this means the Courts of Justice Act 1924 came under the jurisdiction of the Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924. The Ministers and Secretaries Act in sections 15 to 17 covered all laws from June 2nd, 1924 to the present day. The non commencement and non sealing and also the non publication of Courts of Justice Act commencement orders in Iris Oifiguil in 1924 was a Breach of the Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924 and also the Courts of Justice Act 1924 and by extension a breach of the Documentary Evidence Act 1925.
2. The original commencement orders of the Courts of Justice Act 1924 were not published in Iris Oifiguil  in 1924 or 1925 as required by Section 17 of the Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924. This was a Breach of the Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924 and Courts of Justice Act 1924 and the Documentary Evidence Act 1925. This breach further invalidates both the  Courts of Justice Act 1924  and it’s courts. The evidence shows that these orders were published in Iris Oifiguil  in 1944. 
3. The alleged copy in Iris Oifiguil and Statutory Rules, Orders and Regulations 1922-1938, contains a false seal which was applied retrospectively in March 1926 or later. This is not prima facie evidence. Fraud is not prima facie evidence. Breaches of Documentary Evidence Act 1925 and Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924.
4. The evidence from that time shows the Chief Justice’s office was in correspondence from early June 1924 until dates in 1925 about "when are we getting Seals" because legality Issues were bombarding the office from different Ministers. All this administrative irregularity was nothing less than fraud. 
5. Alleged copies of these un-commenced and un-sealed orders, published by the Stationery Office, can be found in Statutory Rules, Orders and Regulations 1922-1938, also published by the Stationery Office. The orders were NOT published in full in Iris Oifigiúil  on (respectively) 5 June 1924, 11 June 1924, 5 August 1924 and 12 August 1924.  Breach of Documentary Evidence Act 1925 and Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924.

6. The alleged copy in Iris Oifiguil and Statutory Rules, Orders and Regulations 1922-1938 was an un-commenced and un-sealed Act and breached the provisions of the Courts of Justice Act 1924 and sections 15, 16 and 17 of the Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924 and thus was and is not prima facie evidence as termed in the Documentary Evidence Act 1925. Breaches of Documentary Evidence Act 1925 and Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924 and Courts of Justice Act 1924.

7. The Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924 was in operation at the time and provides for the signing and official sealing of laws and commencement orders. This was not done from June to August 1924. This was a Breach of the Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924 and by extension the Documentary Evidence Act 1925. Fraudulent evidence cannot be called “prima facie evidence” as termed in the Documentary Evidence Act 1925.

8. Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924 at section 13 imposed the laying of orders before each House of the Oireachtas. There is no evidence that this was done for the commencement orders of the Courts of Justice Act 1924.  A Knowvation search of the Oireachtas web site shows the original commencement order no. 5 of the Courts of Justice Act 1924 was never laid before the Houses of the Oireachtas pursuant to the requirements of section 13 of the Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924. This was a breach of the Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924 and by extension the Documentary Evidence Act 1925. This breach further invalidates both the  Courts of Justice Act 1924  and it’s courts. The Taoiseach and the Irish government are responsible for the safekeeping  of such important documents and I ask that strict proof of this document be produced to the High Court and the Irish public. 

9. No evidence of commencement of orders within 5 months. The alleged copy in Iris Oifiguil was an un-commenced Act and thus was and is not prima facie evidence. Breaches of  section 2 of the Courts of Justice Act 1924 and the Documentary Evidence Act 1925 and Ministers and Secretaries Act 1924.

10. Section 6 of the Documentary Evidence Act 1925 creates certain criminal offences relating to the printing or publication of (inter alia) a copy of any order made by the Executive Council which falsely purports to have been published by or by the authority of the Stationery Office (section 6(1)) and the printing or publication of (inter alia) of any document which purports to be a copy of such an order “which is any material respect (whether by addition, omission, or otherwise) not a true copy” of it (section 6(2)). The knowing tendering of any such document in evidence in any legal proceedings is also an offence (section 6(3) and (4)).   
 To establish the commencement of the Courts of Justice Act, 1924 the original document must be produced in the Irish language and English language. A copy of or from Iris Oifiguil of the purported original which is widely circulated as purported evidence, if provided pursuant to sections 4 and 5 of the Documentary Evidence Act 1925, would in fact be committing a felony at section 6 of the Act, because it cannot be based on the draft commencement order provided by the Attorney General’s office on the 3rd June 1924, which is displayed in the National Archives. In fact the Documentary Evidence Act passed a year after the Courts of Justice Act, 1924, does not assist to establish commencement and enforcement of the Courts of Justice Act retrospectively, but it does establish the fact that publications  claiming an original order was made are based upon untrue and false criteria and facts.  
The Courts Establishment and Constitution Act 1961 in its  Preamble and at section 7 sought to abolish the courts set up under the Courts of Justice Act 1924 and referenced in article 58 of the Constitution of 1937, and allegedly inherited and passed on through article 58 of the Constitution,  but these courts were invalid in law as the Courts of Justice Act 1924 was not commenced. Courts which were invalid and unlawful ab initio cannot be abolished and were not abolished in the 1961 Act. 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.  The 1961 Act cannot be made retrospective. A defective, invalid and unlawful statutory High Court has not and cannot be converted into a Constitutional High Court.  Article 58 of the Irish Constitution failed to inherit and pass on these courts in 1937 as they were invalid in law and unlawful ab initio. These defects infect the Courts Establishment and Constitution Act, 1961 making it defective and flawed and subject to a Constitutional challenge. 
My McKenzie friend and a witness have additional evidence to corroborate what I am stating here.

The Constitutional High Court specified in the Irish Constitution of 1937 is the only valid High Court. The statutory High Court is invalid in law. We have stated since the beginning of legal proceedings in 2022 that we are in the Constitutional High Court.
Furthermore, the Legal Services Regulation Act 2015 relied on the Courts of Justice Act 1924 and other laws which inherited from this 1924 Act. This fatally infected the Legal Services Regulation Act 2015 which deals with costs relating specifically to statutory courts not constitutional courts and does not apply in this court case. And the Legal Services Regulation Act 2015 was not translated into Irish and is in breach of article 25.4.4 of the Irish Constitution. I cite the precedent Ó Beoláin v. Fahy [2001] 2 I.R. 279 argued in the Supreme Court, former Chief Justice Hardiman, J. stated : 
"The modern State necessarily imposes many onerous duties on citizens in relation to various aspects of life from tax compliance to planning law. Many of these duties are irksome, time consuming and expensive to comply with, but compliance is properly required. Equally the State itself must comply with its obligations, particularly those enshrined in the Constitution and can no more be heard to complain that such compliance is irksome or onerous than can the individual citizen. In particular, the State cannot be heard to complain that its non-compliance over a period of decades have now rendered present compliance even more difficult".=

We invoke article 25.4.4 of the Irish Constitution in this court case.
Submission 8

In respect of all Preliminary issues within in the Motion,  I state that we have four books of authorities to support our case in the High Court : 

1. A Book of Authorities for Informed Consent in relation to the covid19 vaccines

2. A Book of Authorities for the Aarhus Convention and the Precautionary Principle in relation to the covid19 vaccines

3. A Book of Authorities for Fraud in relation to the covid19 vaccines

4. A Book of Authorities for Protective Costs in this court case.
5. And a Book of Causality which outlines the scientific and medical research showing a close link between covid19 vaccinations and illnesses, disabilities and deaths including  a massive rise in excess mortality associated with these vaccines.

Submission 9  dealing with Preliminary Issue 6
In respect of Preliminary Issue 6 in the grounding affidavit for the Motion mentioning vaccine victims, I submit a Suicide Note given to the public by a woman named  Kat Pave, a 42 year old woman, from California in the USA who became very ill after getting a covid19 vaccination and she                                                                                          
committed suicide in a Swiss clinic in Switzerland as a result of the injuries and illnesses caused to her by the covid19 vaccine.  This is from a news report published in an American newspaper, the Florida Standard, based in Florida, in the USA, this is Exhibit 557 for the court. The web site address of this news article and newspaper is at 
https://www.theflstandard.com/sick-from-the-jab-a-young-actress-chose-to-end-her-own-life/
 I ask that this suicide note and news article be put on the record of the High Court. 
I also present statements made by covid19 vaccine victims to the gardai in garda stations around Ireland and solicitor’s letters sent by vaccine victims to the Garda Commissioner. I ask that this be put on the record of the High Court. 

In Germany, a woman who was seriously injured and made ill by the Pfizer covid19 vaccine has brought legal proceedings in court against Biontech which developed the vaccine for Pfizer. This is being held in a regional court in Hamburg in Germany and the law firm Rogert & Ulbrich, is representing her. I present Exhibit 555 to the High Court which is a Reuters news report about this from 12th June 2023.  This confirms and corroborates our evidence presented to the High Court in this case. This is not so called “conspiracy theory” as alleged in the costs judgment. 
I ask that the following be put on the record of the High Court  - for over 2 years the British government has had a compensation program for all persons injured, made ill or disabled or killed by the covid19 vaccines and provides compensation of £120,000 to every person made ill, disabled or killed by the vaccine. In the case of those killed, the partner or nearest relative gets compensation. In Ireland there has been and is no compensation programme for those people  made ill, disabled or killed by the vaccine.  The position and actions of the British government confirms and corroborates our evidence presented to the High Court in this case. Does the High Court judge believe the British government to be “conspiracy theorists” as inferred from his judgment on costs in this court case.  A ‘yes’ or ‘no’ reply will suffice here. If the answer is ‘no’ then the “conspiracy theorist” allegations in the costs judgment may be in error in fact and in law. 
Signed in Capitals
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