
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE F90BM116
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION
BIRMINGHAM DISTRICT REGISTRY

B E T W E E N:-
Birmingham City Council

Claimant
- A N D -

Mr Shakeel Afsar
1  st   Defendant

Ms Rosina Afsar
2  nd   Defendant

Mr Amir Ahmed
3  rd   Defendant

Persons Unknown
4  th   Defendant

Mr John Allman
5  th   Defendant

_______________________________

Special witness statement of
JOHN ALLMAN

in support of his application
for an order shielding him

from an adverse costs order
_______________________________

I, JOHN ALLMAN, of 27 Crocken Tor Road, Okehampton, Devon EX20 1TE, intending that this statement
should be used in court, WILL SAY AS FOLLOWS:-

1. I make this Witness Statement primarily in support of my part-heard application at the Pre-trial

Review for an order reducing or eliminating my exposure to the risk of an adverse costs order.

2. Unless indicated otherwise, all facts and matters set out in this Witness Statement are within my own

knowledge and are true. Where I refer to a fact and matter which is not within my own knowledge, it

is true to the best of my information and belief.

3. The claimant isn't pleading for an injunction against me personally, by name.  Rather, the claimant

local authority is pleading for an injunction against the entire general public.

4. The council has access to extravagant funding at the public expense. 

5.  I am impecunious.

6. The court has an obligation to consider the interests of the general public even if the general public is

not represented.  
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7. Likewise  the  council  would have to  prove  that  there was a  proprtionate need for  an injunction

against the general public even if Mr Diamond was not here trying to make that more difficult for Mr

Manning than it seemed to be on 31st May (remarkably easy, by all accounts).  

8. It follows that the extra costs incurred as a result of Mr Diamond's role here today (and mine) ought

to be negligible, easily absorbed by a  public authority that is apparently wealthy enough to choose

war war rather than jaw jaw.

Why am I here?

9. I have no interest at all in these proceedings except in my capacity as a specimen of the general

public. The only way that my rights (including Convention rights) and interests are engaged in these

proceedings at all is as a member of the general public.  

10. Accordingly, as a litigant-in-person, on 20th July 2019, I applied to become a defendant in these

proceedings,  representative  of  those members  of  the general  public,  so-called persons unknown,

whose interests in these proceedings are the same as mine, pursuant to CPR 19.6(1)(b).  

11. An order was made joining me as defendant.  I do not understand why my application to intervene

succeeded, so that I became the 5th defendant, if my role now in these proceedings isn't (as I had

intended it would be) to stick up for, as their representative, countless members of the general public

like me, in the public interest.

12. Regardless of whether or not I am accorded the formal status of a representative defendant under the

aforementioned CPR rule 19.6(1)(b), I have no reason at all for intervening in these proceedings

other than to represent those members of the general public who have the same interests as me.  

13. I am advocated for by counsel whom I have instructed to oppose the injunction sought against the

general public.  The pleadings reveal that there simply isn't any injunction that is sought against me

personally that I could instruct counsel to oppose, when speaking for me, his nominal client.

14. My idea of victory in these proceedings is to dissuade the court from issuing any injunction at all

against  the  general  public,  or  else  to persuade the  court  to  grant  only an injunction that  is  less

oppressive to towards the general public than the injunction the claimant seeks.

15. With these instructions, apart from in relation to costs, my counsel intends to represent the general

public in these proceedings, or at least those of the general public who share my interests, which are
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primarily concerned with the general public's freedom of speech.  

16. For my intervention to be in the public interest, it isn't necessary that I should prove that I am an

intervener who is typical of all members of the general public, an average person so-to-speak.  That

would be a high hurdle indeed for anybody to jump, and one which nobody with a spark of spirited

individuality left in him would want to jump. 

17. Rather, it is, I believe, sufficient that I am a member of the general public.  Worldwide there are

millions of people with the same interest in these proceedings as me.

18. The case at Anderton Park School is visible and in the media.  It is an illustration of the moral issues

in our society (sexual ethics, parental rights, teaching of morals to children etc).  It is inevitable that

the behaviour of teachers at the school will attract criticism.  The headteacher has been very vocal in

her criticism of the defendants and others in the community.  

19. The problem every member of the general public faces is the problem that I face as a specimen of

that class.  No one can be any more confident than I am that he knows what it means, in the opinion

of the court, to be offensive or abusive in replying to the headteacher's criticism of the defendants

and others in the community.  So all will be compelled to exercise quite severe self-censorship if the

injunction sought is granted.  It will be safest not to retaliate at all when criticised unfairly by the

headteacher, or to leap to the defence of a victim of lies on the part of one of the teachers, lest a

judge considers that an example of either vague category, offence or abuse.  That suppression of

debate would appear to be the council's intention, to place beyond discussion the facts of a problem

that applying for an injunction cannot possibly solve.  The council wants to intimidate would-be

citizen journalists,  a role to which any may aspire nowadays, thanks to the internet.

Particulars of the background facts that informed decision to involve myself

20. I am on the Judiciary mailing list, because I am interested in the law.  I receive many judgments a

week, and read quite a few of them with interest.  Providentially, I received, via email on the 19th

June 2019, the judgment of Warby J dated 18th June, following a hearing in these proceedings on 10th

June.  I discovered that the provisions of the injunction against the general public – what I would call

a super-injunction – which the council had been seeking, potentially infringe the free speech rights of

every single member of the general public, myself included, and indeed the judge himself, as he

quipped in his dicta.

21. On 31st May,  an interim injunction against  the general  public  had been granted to  the claimant

council along the lines set out in Appendix B of the judgment of 18th June.  This followed the hearing

on 31st May 2019 at which the general public had neither been nor heard nor represented.  This was
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replaced by a similar (but, cosmetically, superficially seemingly less severe) interim injunction that

ran from 10th June 2019 until trial, granted for reasons explained in the judgment of 18th July 2019.

The general public was neither heard nor represented on 10th June either.

22. At trial,  the plaintiff  local  authority is  still  pleading for  a  super-injunction  contra mundum that

corresponds with Appendix B of the judgment of 18th June 2019.  There has been no reciprocated

attempt at Alternative Dispute Resolution that has succeeded in softening the injunction that the

council seeks against the general public.  That is not to say that there has been no correspondence the

court  could  consider.   This  witness  statement  is  in  support  of  an  application  about  costs,  so

correspondence sent “without prejudice save as to costs” ought logically to be admissible in the

present context, exhibited to this witness statement.  However, I have not chosen to do this.

23. During the days before my receipt of the judgment of 18th June, I had watched an encouraging video

on social media in which the MP in whose constituency the school is situated, Roger Godsiff, had

spoken in support of the protests in which the 1st, 2nd and 3rd defendants have involved themselves.  I

had read in Hansard the ensuing debate in the House of Commons that Mr Godsiff introduced.  I had

followed the news stories about the persecution Mr Godsiff had apparently had brought down upon

his own head, merely by speaking up for his constituents.

24. I had also been unusually active on a social medium called Twitter for a fortnight or so, about the

very issues that  arise in these proceedings.  On Twitter  I  encountered ferocious hostility,  which

reminded me of what I already knew: that many of those who oppose LGBT doctrine generally, and

in particular oppose teaching in primary schools without parental consent of content that is informed

by  these  controversial  LGBT  doctrines,  have  a  self-righteous,  indignant  and  subjective  victim

mentality as to what does or doesn't  amount to being offensive and abusive.  Many of them are

extremely doctrinaire and intolerant of any dissent.  Unbelief in the doctrines of LGBT is, to them, a

heinous heresy, not a tolerable heterodoxy that is as worthy of respect in a democratic society as

their LGBT orthodoxy.  One only has to observe what has been said of Mr Godsiff to be reminded of

that.

25. I consider it fair to summarise my conclusion as follows.  Many believe LGBT doctrine with great

fervour.   Many consider that parental consent may be dispensed with by schools that  aspire  to

deliver teaching based upon LGBT doctrine that is intended to promote LGBT acceptance.  Many of

these regard the writings of people who openly oppose this LGBT agenda as automatically, per se,

offensive or abusive towards the schoolteachers who deliver such LGBT-related teaching, whose

behaviour we criticise, no matter how temperately we express our criticisms. 

26. I concluded that we have never had in this country - and that we urgently need to have - a mature

debate on the issues that arise in this case.  On parental rights and religious conviction; and the
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transmission of values in society.  According to Mr Godsiff, quoted in Hansard, the teachers at this

and one other  of  Birmingham's  258  primary schools,  have  neglected to  participate  in  any such

discussion with the parents collectively and those who have emerged as community leaders, contrary

to DfE advice.  Instead, they wish to impose one particular set of beliefs on children who are far too

young to participate in the mature debate that society – the adults in society – needs to have first.  In

these circumstances, of course the conduct and behaviour of individuals and staff at a school are of

relevance.  It would be quite wrong to silence debate on such issues or to force commentators to self-

censor when addressing the behaviour of the teaching staff to an extent that they would not need to

self-censor when writing about anybody else but the teachers.

27. I  decided  at  least  to  attend the  trial  as  a  spectator,  to  pray for  a  happy outcome  for  the  main

defendants, and to offer them moral support.  I believed provisionally, like their MP whose speeches

I had read in Hansard, that their cause, summarised by their slogans “Our children, our choice” and

“Let kids be kids” was just.  I decided to learn, by hearing the evidence at the trial, about the facts of

this matter.

28. I decided to write informedly afterwards about what I had learnt at the trial, on my blog, to which I

often seek to attract potential new readers using social media.  It was then that I realised that the

council was seeking a draconian super-injunction against the general public, that would force any

commentator  like  me into  self-censorship,  lest  a  judge  might  make  a  finding of  “fact”  that  his

criticism of the staff of a school in the front line of a raging culture war had been “offensive” or

“abusive”.  I did not trust judges not to make such illiberal findings.  My trust in judges has been

further eroded during the past week, by a finding in the case of Dr David Mackereth that (it was

implied) Christianity is no longer a belief that is “worthy of respect in a democratic society”.

Particulars of my impecuniousness

29. At the pre-trial review, Mr Manning, for the council, opposed my application, evidenced by the bare

statement, averred with a statement of truth, that I was “impecunious”.  In open correspondence, I

asked him what additional evidence he craved.  He declined, in open correspondence, to answer.

30. My base income consists of a State Pension of £181.09 a week.  (I am 66 years old.)  I have a

calendar monthly occupational pension from the Tear Fund Pension Scheme of £140.29.  I also

receive (for the time being) Disability Living Allowance of about £327.60 every four weeks.

31. This base income is said, by the Department of Work and Pensions, to be less than “the amount the

government says you need to live on”.  For this reason, I receive £41.16 a fortnight of a means-tested

state benefit called Pension Credit Guarantee Credit.  Pension Credit Guarantee Credit is described,

by various public authorities, as a “gateway benefit”.  It is my “gateway” (for example) to the full
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Housing Benefit I receive of £466.08 every four weeks towards my rent of £550.00 per calendar

month.  Pension Credit Guarantee credit is my gateway to certain limited free dental treatment.  It is

my gateway to Fee Remission from Court Fees on the present application for an order that will

protect me from being ordered to pay the council's costs.  My N244 application notice (q.v.) bore an

HWF reference (Help With Fees).  The Fee Remission to which I am entitled derives from my mean-

tested Pension Credit Guarantee Credit entitlement.

32. My debts exceed the credit balance on my current account.

Exhibit

33. I annex a recent letter from the DPW confirming my entitlement to Pension Credit.

Conclusion

34. I really am impecunious.

35. By any rational analysis, I really am in this court solely in the public interest.  I have absolutely no

reason to be here, except to enable Mr Diamond to advocate for the interests of the general public,

against whom the council seeks a super- injunction.

36. I am not adding very much at all to the expense of this case by my participation in it, for altruistic

reason of the public interest.

I confirm that the facts stated in this witness statement are true.

Signed:

John William Allman

Date: 12th October 2019
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