
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE

QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION
BIRMINGHAM DISTRICT REGISTRY

F90BM116
B E T W E E N:-

Birmingham City Council
Claimant

and

Mr Shakeel Afsar
1  st   Defendant

Ms Rosina (or Rosiina) Afsar
2  nd   Defendant

Mr Amir Ahmed
3  rd   Defendant

and

Persons Unknown
4  th   Defendant

in part represented by

Mr John Allman
5  th   Defendant

pursuant to CPR 19.6(1)(b)

_______________________________

First witness statement of
JOHN ALLMAN

_______________________________

20th September 2019

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

Introduction:

1. I make this Witness Statement in relation to the case identified above: I have been

joined as the Fifth Defendant as representative of the Fourth Defendant (persons

unknown).

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. As stated in my application of 20th July 2019 to become a Defendant in these
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proceedings,

I learnt yesterday [i.e. on 19th July 2019] of the judgment of Warby J dated
18th June 2019, in Birmingham City Council v Shakeel Afsar, Rosiina Afsar,
Amir Ahmed, Persons Unknown [2019] EWHC 1560 (OB).  I discovered that
the provisions of  the order made affect my convention rights (e.g. speech,
belief) badly, as one of the so-called "persons unknown", who might comment
on this matter on social media.

Appendix B [of that judgment]  prescribes an order that "All persons except
for  the  First,  Second  and  Third  Defendants  SHALL  NOT  (whether  by
themselves or by instructing, encouraging or allowing any other person): .., (b)
use any social media account to make offensive or abusive comments about
any member or members of staff at the School in relation to the teaching of
equalities at the school or in relation to their evidence in these proceedings."

I  am  compelled  to  obey  my  Christian  conscience  by  denouncing  LGBT
teaching and teachers, including my denouncing LGBT teaching whilst I am
on  social  media.  I  know  from  experience  that  those  in  favour  of  LGBT
teaching, a class of person which must surely include the staff of the School
in question who are delivering LGBT teaching, habitually take offence and
complain  of  abuse  when  they  encounter  even  mere  criticism  of  LGBT
teaching.  The present interim order  therefore places me  at  risk of  loss of
liberty due to my so-called "contempt of  court". I am entitled to defend my
interests and of those like-minded, at trial.

4. An interim injunction was granted to the Claimant along the lines set out in the

said Appendix B on 31st May 2019, in a hearing at which persons unknown were

not heard or represented.  This was replaced by a similar interim injunction on

10th June 2019, for reasons explained in the judgment of 18th July 2019.  Persons

unknown were not heard or represented on 10th June either.

5. The Claimant  is  still pleading for  an injunction at  trial  that  corresponds  with

Appendix B.  There has been no mutual attempt at Alternative Dispute Resolution

that has succeeded in softening the injunction that the  Claimant seeks against

persons unknown.

Background: Persons Unknown:

6. I  am interested in public affairs;  and comment widely  in the media, including

social media on social  and political  matters of  controversy.   I  have stood as a

candidate in previous Parliamentary Elections; and may do so again.  

7. I  comment  on a  wide  range  of  controversial  public  issues:  there  is  abundant

evidence of my political and social commentary on the internet, easily accessible

throughout my web-presence  via my blog:  http://JohnAllman.UK.  I  have been
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publicly outspoken against certain LGBT doctrines for well-grounded and lawful

reasons for well over a decade.  

8. For example,  I  spoke  against  the  Gender Recognition Act  2004 when I  was  a

Parliamentary  candidate  in  2005  (see  relevant  press  releases  via

http://AllianceForChange.org.uk/). Further, in 2005, I sought a  Judicial Review

of the decision of the  Secretary of State for Constitutional Affairs to implement

that Act; an Act that I believe should be repealed.  

9. Individuals must possess free speech for political and religious advocacy; British

citizens  are  free  to  stand  for  political  office  or  speak,  if  they  so  choose,  at  a

Christian or religious conference.  I have the right to express my beliefs on a range

of social and controversial issues (homosexuality, transgenderism, abortion, sin,

mental illness) and to adopt positions that are deemed offensive or disapproved of

by the Authorities.

10. The  Order sought against persons unknown would seriously  interfere with my

Common Law and Convention rights.  These rights extend to criticism by means of

social media of the teaching, and of those who chose to impart the teaching, to

children at Anderton Park School on LGBT issues; and of matters related to Court

process.  

11. These rights extend to all citizens classified as Persons Unknown. I am just one of

many citizens who would be impacted by the order sought, if it were to be granted.

12. I intend to comment on the teaching at Anderton Park School; this case will be an

important  case  on free  speech  and ultimately  on parental  rights.   Up to  and

including the days leading up to my application to join these proceeding, I have

been outspoken on social media against the  LGBT teaching underway at two of

Birmingham's  258  primary  schools  without the  permission  of  parents.   This

teaching  has  been  the  subject  matter  of  a  parliamentary  debate  reported  in

Hansard,  and  of  the  present  proceedings  in  the  case  of  one  of  these  two

exceptionally avant garde schools in Birmingham, namely Anderton Park School.

13. If permitted to give evidence in Court, I can give a good account of why I believe

what I believe about the teaching of LGBT doctrines to children (and generally).

For  the  protection  of  the  memories  of  deceased  childhood  friends  and  their

surviving family members, let it suffice in this evidence-in-chief for me to say that

I do not oppose LGBT dogma out of ignorance of the aspects of life which this

dogma addresses, but out of personal, direct knowledge of those aspects of life.  I
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am concerned at the way in which doctrines of the LGBT movement to which I was

exposed in my teens (and rejected then) have become an official orthodoxy during

my lifetime.  

14. I believe that it is necessary for the Court to recognise the variety of beliefs on the

subject matter of  LGBT behaviours,  on the rights of children, on the rights of

parents and on the need for moral values in society and religious tolerance.  The

court has a duty both to accept and to facilitate such free speech on controversial

matters, in a free society.

LGBT Teaching to Children at Anderton Park School: Parental Rights:

15. The teaching of such ‘equalities’ doctrines to children as young as 4 years old at

Anderton Park School is especially concerning.  Such teaching is directly contrary

to the religious views of their parents and this raises issues of parental rights.

These doctrines are not merely doctrines with which I and the first three named

defendants disagree and/or think age-inappropriate for their teaching at primary

schools, as do many respected leaders of  our respective Muslim and Christian

faith communities.  Such doctrines are also objectively controversial across a wide

range of the contemporary population.  

16. Beliefs on sexual ethics are important to adherents of the Jewish, Muslim and

Christian faiths (and others).  We tend all to believe that children are vulnerable,

requiring a protective and nurturing environment.  Vulnerable children require

great sensitivity when considering issues of sexual ethics.  Parents will wish to

impart  their  ethical  values to  their  own children as to  what  is  correct  sexual

conduct.

17. Many aspects of the LGBT doctrine are unacceptable to religious adherents; and it

cannot be correct that such parents' beliefs can be disregarded by virtue of the

(vague) idea that what is taking  place is so-called  “equalities”  teaching.  A court

ought not to set out to silence debate on the teaching at  Anderton Park School

including criticism of the teachers delivering that teaching.

18. One example: the LGBT doctrine often summarised using the slogan “trans women

are  women”,  is  a  doctrine  which  is  disbelieved on  the  part  of  most  Muslims,

Christians and Jews.  It is also contrary to reason and rationality and thus not

accepted by many non-religious individuals: it is also disbelieved by feminists in a

certain school of thought called Trans-Exclusionary Radical Feminism.  A doctrine

that  is  still  as  controversial  as  this  amongst  the  adult  population,  is  clearly
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unsuitable for teaching to primary school children.

19. I believe that there is a risk of the school and the teachers confusing children; and

that this is tantamount to a form of child abuse. Further, the teachers are directly

seeking to undermine the parents/guardians of the children.  The teachers should

be directly criticised.  It is no secret that the purpose of this “indoctrination”, or

“grooming” as some call it,  is to challenge heternormativity in the minds of the

children before that heteronormative, pro-natural family ethos takes firm root, i.e.

whilst the children are still too impressionable  to resist mentally such attempts to

influence the sexual moral beliefs and sexual moral standards they acquire and

practise when it becomes necessary for them to acquire and to practise sexual

moral standards, later in life.  

The Chilling Effect on Free Speech:

20.The  Defendants  in  this  case  are  the  common  people:  we  lack  great  financial

resources  (including  other  people's  money)  and  power.   Our  oppressors  are

predominantly rich, powerful and privileged people, who enjoy the backing of the

State to impose the ruling class's beliefs on us and our children.  The Claimant is

using the first three defendants' own money, paid in Council Tax, to persecute

those defendants.  It is just that “persons unknown” who are as ordinary as me,

should remain free to express our (often derided as) antiquated, dissident beliefs,

which  contradict  the  more  modern  beliefs  taught  by  LGBT believers  who  are

placed more highly than us in the social order. 

21. It  is an artifice  to assert that the debate on the teaching of LGBT doctrine to

children is possible in a theoretical sense: without any need of detailing the events

at Anderton Park School.  The school and the teachers are in the news.  Debate of

any societal conflict naturally focuses on the real example that is in the news.  The

teachers are adults.  By choice, they are engaging (I say, and the other defendants

might say) in direct violation of the rights of children who are in their care some of

the time in loco parentis, and the rights of their parents, whose express wishes the

teachers are defying, or do not wish even to hear.  The headteacher is not shy, and

she seems to have access to the mass media.  I have seen her on television myself,

putting one side of an argument, the other side of which the Claimant doesn't

want  anybody  at  all  to  remain  free  to  put  on  Facebook  or  Twitter,  lest  the

headteacher be offended.

22. Moral responsibility by individuals and their ‘calling out’ is part of a free society:
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this is an important means of  respecting individual’s consciences.  The tool  of

calling out is used mercilessly when convenient to silence the views of the  silent

majority - against persons such as Professor Scruton (removed from a Government

post) and Professor Jordan Peterson (loss of position at Cambridge University).

23. For that  reason,  I  regard as  grave  the  threat  to  free  expression posed by  the

Claimant's draconian application.  The Claimant seeks, in effect, to criminalise all

dissent on social media that might abuse (or offend- if there is a difference) those

who promote the pro-LGBT propaganda, including especially the headteacher (and

teachers) of Anderton Park School.  For which other celebrity often seen on TV is

less deserving of such privileged protection against mere criticism on Facebook

and Twitter on the part of the general public, than somebody who (by all accounts)

has set out to contradict and to undermine what parents wish  their children to

learn at school about matters LGBT – and wish them not to learn?

My Role in a Representative Capacity of Persons Unknown:

24. I  have often been accused falsely of  writing in manner that  is  objectively and

unlawfully offensive or abusive.  This has not been because of any impoliteness on

my part.  Rather it has been because some who disagree with me just as strongly

as I disagree with them consider it wrong of me  per se to hold and to express

beliefs that contradict theirs.  In a free society,  I  recognise that I  may receive

offensive and abusive criticism of my views.

25. The Mayor of the West Midlands has described the protests as “homophobic” and

“illegal”; the position of Birmingham City Council is clear: Councillor Mohammed

Idress and  Roger Godsiff MP have both been disciplined for supporting parental

rights.   The  comments  by  the  mayor are  not  only  wrong  and  foolish,  but

dangerous as it is clear that the injunctive power will be used in an authoritarian

manner to silence dissidents.

26. In the circumstances, I  shall not feel safe if the court awards the claimant an

injunction against persons unknown in the draconian terms in which this remedy

is sought in the present proceedings; or was granted on the 31st May 2019 and

10th June 2019.

27. I do not know of any legislation whereby such a restriction of the free speech on

social media of the entire world's population has been “prescribed by law”, nor

reason why such a restriction might be “necessary in a democratic society, in the
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interests  of  national  security,  territorial  integrity  or  public  safety,  for  the

prevention of disorder or crime, for the protection of  health or morals, for the

protection of the reputation or rights of others, for preventing the disclosure of

information  received  in  confidence,  or  for  maintaining  the  authority  and

impartiality  of  the  judiciary”.   These  are  the  tests  which  ECHR  Article  10.2

requires the claimant council to prove  are satisfied before this court makes an

order  imposing  such  a  restriction  upon  the  freedom  of  persons  unknown  to

criticise the LGBT indoctrination of primary school children, including those who

make no secret of the fact that they believe such teachers are abusing children in

their care by insisting upon delivering LGBT indoctrination.

Conclusion:

28. I was joined as the Fifth Defendant in this matter on 13th September 2019, having

asked to be allowed to do so in a representative capacity under CPR 19.  I was

encouraged in my course of action by the formal non-opposition and the warm

hospitality of the First and Third Defendants.

29. Birmingham City  Council has  adopted a  hostile  position against  me:  no doubt

because they politically oppose my beliefs.  They are a public body and need to be

respectful  of  citizens who have  differing beliefs;  and not  use  their  power in  a

threatening and intimidating manner.  Only the day prior to the hearing did they

at last say that they would not oppose my application.  Yet they have made threats

of costs (no doubt to scare me off).  A hearing should not have been necessary.

30. I do not have the funds to pay large costs Order to public bodies; and will make

reasonable inquiries of Birmingham CC to agree to my intervention on a no costs

basis or on receipt of Legal Aid, or I will need to apply for a Protective Costs Order.

31. Whether I play an active part in these proceedings, the Court is bound to consider

the position of Persons Unknown.  Thus, I do not believe that any further work is

required in order to address the rights of Persons Unknown as this issue must be

considered in any event.  I believe that counsel and I can be of assistance to the

Court  in  relation  to  web  and  social  media  comments;  and  the  impact  of  the

Common Law and the European Convention.

32.Further, I represent a huge class of persons affected by the Order; they will benefit

from any Judgement if  I  prevail, but there is no means by which I could seek

contributions from the entire country should a Costs Order be made against me.

Birmingham CC v Afsar et al Witness statement 1 of John Allman Page 7 of 8



33. I was and impacted by the Orders of 31st May and 10th June; and I have a right of

access to the Court as a constitutional right in a society under the rule of law.  I

should  not  to  be  threatened  with  costs  orders  that  impair  this  (further)

fundamental right of access to the court.

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

Signed:

John William Allman

Date: 20th September 2019
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