
Notice to Agent[s] is Notice to Principal[s], and Notice to Principal[s] is Notice to Agents

Mercer-Ward: Boffey
5 Ravenswood Court

Kingston-upon-Thames
[near KT2 7JL]

August 25th, 2021

Ian Thomas; Chief Executive
Karen Neilson, Anthony (Tony) Faulkner, Leigh Sherrington
THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KINGSTON D-U-N-S® Number: 211379941
THE MAYOR AND BURGESSES OF THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KINGSTON //
CAMBRIDGE ROAD (RBK) LLP company # OC433508 / D-U-N-S® Number: 226294706
RBK HOLDINGS LTD company #12589333 / D-U-N-S® Number: 225875121
WIMBLEDON MAGISTRATES COURT (co # 1955493)

NOTICE OF FORMAL COMPLAINT FOR MAIL FRAUD, HARASSMENT,
ABUSE OF PROCESS, TRESPASS, and PERJURY

Greetings Ian Thomas, et alia,
I, Mercer-Ward: Boffey;man, a living soul as defined by the

Affidavit of Status that was served on your company and it’s officers, am raising a complaint-
before- claim with your private for profit de facto government corporation called THE ROYAL
BOROUGH OF KINGSTON (aka RBK); an it, which has uttered fake documents on me of
forgery, trespass, and theft.  These letters from Anthony Falkner contain threatening and
coercive language, attempting to extort money without a valid claim, and rely on trickery and
intimidation to contract with me under duress.  I hereby stand on my unrebutted affidavits and
notices which serve as truth and fact in this matter, and object to any hearsay, presumptions or
assumptions otherwise.  I suggest you read them.

Malfeasance; “An act which is wholly wrongful and unlawful; as that which an officer has no authority to do and is
positively wrong or unlawful; and as the unjust performance of some act which the party performing it has no legal
right.”

Malfeasance to defraud whilst in a public office carries with it a heavy sentence, and
ignorance of the law is no defence.  As public servants/corporate agents you have no
jurisdiction over man or woman, in fact you serve them.  Nevertheless, the letters of threat and
coercion continued to come. One such letter was titled “SUMMONS”.  A council issuing a
summons is a crime of harassment to impersonate a court; see MAGISTRATES’ COURTS ACT 1980
Part II, 51 and THE COUNCIL TAX (ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT) REGULATIONS 1992 PART VI –
ENFORCEMENT (2).

After communications with WIMBLEDON MAGISTRATES COURT and South London
Justices, I was informed that this matter would not be heard by them, that there was no case
number, no assigned judge, and that the Court listed on the “SUMMONS” was the Improper
Venue. Was this an administrative error on the part of your company?  An abusive tactic?  Or...
was it harassment as is clearly defined by the ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE ACT 1970 c31
PARTV sc 40
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“Punishment for unlawful harassment of debtors.
(1) A person commits an offence if, with the object of coercing another person to pay money
claimed from the other as a debt due under a contract, he—
(a) harasses the other with demands for payment which, in respect of their frequency or the
manner or occasion of making any such demand, or of any threat or publicity by which any demand
is accompanied, are calculated to subject him or members of his family or household to alarm,
distress or humiliation.(b) falsely represents, in relation to the money claimed, that criminal
proceedings lie for failure to pay it; (c) falsely represents himself to be authorised in some official
capacity to claim or enforce payment; or (d) utters a document falsely represented by him to have
some official character or purporting to have some official character which he knows it has not.”

This invitation to contract was sent back, with a rescission and rejection.  There was no
Judge’s or Clerk’s seal and signature.  No case number. No claim.  No CAUSE OF ACTION.
This improper attempt at “serving me'' failed to achieve PERSONAL JURISDICTION, as set
forth in the CPR.

Anthony Faulkner, agent of RBK, also failed to acquire SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION for the (kangaroo) court by failing to validate the debt as is his obligation under
the Consumer Credit Act 1974 sec 77 & 79.

As an honorable man I always pay my debts.  Pursuant to a Direct Subject Access
Request, under the Freedom of Information Act 2000, and my Notices of Clarification and
Conditional Acceptance, I requested the council (public servants) produce 4 things:

1. The proof of a lawful contract consistent with the 8 qualifying rules.
2. The valid invoice, again with signature, in accordance with Bills of Exchange

Act 1882 section 3, rendering it a true bill.
3. The name of the man or woman filing the claim against myself, and the damage

incurred to them or their company, for my right to a fair trial, codified in the
Human Rights Act 1998 article 6.

4. An explanation of how the council “received” my personal information that was
not in contravention of the UK GDPR and The Data Protection Act 2018.

On all counts the COUNCIL company failed to produce. That is Fraud by false
representation, Fraud by failing to disclose information, and Fraud by abuse of position in direct
violation of the Fraud Act 2006. I still accept your claim in honor if you can produce those 4
answers for me.  In addition to those I now also require:

1. An authenticated copy of the liability order that was granted.
2. The name of the presiding Magistrate.
3. The name of the prosecutor or the attorney.
4. The case notes from 07.07.2021 at Wimbledon MC case number 2100970706.

Finally, and most egregiously, one of your agent/officers; the wrongdoer named Karen
Nielson, has committed several trespasses against me herein described as;

1. Identity theft, Theft Act 1968, chapter 60: 1 theft (1)(2), 2 dishonestly 1(a), 4 property
1(a), 5 belonging to another (1)(2)(3), 6 with the intent of permanently depriving
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another of it (1)(2), 17 false accounting (1)(a)(b)(2), 18 Liability of company officers
for certain offences by company (1)(2), 20 Suppression etc, of documents (1)

2. forgery, false statements, Mental Health Act 1983, section 126
3. perjury upon the court; see Perjury Act 1911, and all it’s articles.

In response to the “SUMMONS” I filed a Notice of Special Appearance addressed to
the WIMBLEDON MAGISTRATES COURT (co # 1955493), with the information made available
to me by your company.  No additional information was given to me with details of the location,
time, or individuals present at the hearing; another violation of Civil Procedure Rules, and
disregard for the Bangalore Principles.  By this time I had your company and its agents in
default judgement by virtue of unrebutted affidavits past 14 days.  Maxims in commerce dictate:
IN COMMERCE, TRUTH IS SOVEREIGN; TRUTH IS EXPRESSED IN THE FORM OF
AN AFFIDAVIT; AN UNREBUTTED AFFIDAVIT STANDS AS TRUTH IN COMMERCE;
AN UNREBUTTED AFFIDAVIT BECOMES THE JUDGMENT IN COMMERCE; HE
WHO LEAVES THE BATTLEFIELD FIRST LOSES BY DEFAULT.

I served a Notice of Default Judgement and Estoppel, abating the issue and ordering
a summary judgement from the Magistrate.  The matter was settled.  However, In a subsequent
response from the HMCTS Admin Officer, Angie Bell, I was given the following correspondence
from Karen Nielson and Sandra Appiah dated August 3rd:

“Hi Sandra
This case was brought before the Court and the District Judge on 7 July 2021.  Mr Boffey's defence
was that as a "freeman of the land" he does not pay Council Tax.
As this is not a valid defence, a Liability Order with costs of £121.00 was awarded and a notification
of this has been sent to him on 26 July 2021.  The charge remains due and payable.
Kind regards
Karen Neilson”

I have provided you with exhibits A -   for your convenience and I invite you to scour
them for any reference I make to;

1. A “freeman on the land”.
2. A “defence” offered by me.
3. “Mr Boffey” (fiction) and its definition.
4. My statement that “I don’t pay council tax”.

Also, please check with the Court Clerk and the Case notes to discover whether or not I
was even in attendance in accordance with my Notice. If you do find that any of the
abominations listed above are provable, please correct my understanding. I categorically
deny and rebut any hearsay presumptions or assumptions of tacit accent placed upon me
under penalty of perjury by Karen Nielson or any other man/woman, legal representative of your
company with no first hand knowledge of the truth and facts of the case!

Your company has misrepresented me, and issued me an anonymous and
unsubstantiated BILL titled “Council Tax”, rather than an actual tax, that I am under no lawful
obligation to consent to according to Local Government Finance Act 1992 sec. 13 (a); the
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Petition of Right 1627 chapter 13 cha 1. The summons from the Council also stated that I
should speak to the council first; yet they were closed to the public and gave me a defunct email
address that bounced my messages back.  I have been scammed before, and am very
distressed by the manner in which your company operates. There has been a dereliction of
duties, and I question whether the corporate council operates in the interest of the public or for
their own private gain.  Therefore, in consideration of the above I will be challenging the
council's costs.

1. Send me copies of a detailed breakdown of staffing costs and calculation approved by
the magistrates for council tax summonses for 2013 - 2021.

2. Tell me how many names were on the bulk complaint list laid to the court for summonses
and the summonsing attendance to hearings on July 7th, 2021.

I immediately require of the council to;

1. Ensure I am given a certified copy of the original complaint made to the clerk to the
justices

2. Disclose how many other complaints were made by THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF
KINGSTON //RBK Council to the clerk of the justices on July 6th 2021.

3. Disclose THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KINGSTON //RBK Councils ‘detailed’ breakdown
of costs, as adding unreasonable costs not ‘incurred’ to the claim is unlawful. A ‘detailed’
breakdown which shows how costs were incurred up to gaining of the summons.

4. Confirm that I am removed from the council’s ‘bulk order’ so that the court can deal with
my matter individually; as I shall be asking for an adjournment, until these important
issues can be addressed.

Furthermore, I believe the court and council have not followed due fair process.  The
court summoned me to appear before the magistrates to show cause why I have not paid the
said sum.  Yet the prosecution THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KINGSTON //RBK have provided
information in with the summons, discouraging those liable to appear at court during this time,
encouraging them to contact the Council to discuss and implement any reduction, discount
and/or exemption that the liable party may be eligible for if not already claimed and to agree a
payment plan for the balance outstanding with costs incurred if unable to pay the full balance
before the court date.

If I were to do as THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KINGSTON //RBK Council stated and not
appear at my hearing, the magistrates would grant a liability order against me, which is clearly a
stab in the back by the magistrates and prosecutor, THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KINGSTON
//RBK Council. It is clear that the de facto Council is discouraging people to attend the court
hearing, but summoning them to court, as to unlawfully profit from the summonses.

The Council and the Court have made fatal errors in this matter and should set aside the
liability order as I commanded them to do.  You have demonstrated a disregard for the oaths of
office supposedly held by public servants.

Take notice that any further molestation or harassment with regards to this matter will
be met with further action as set forth in;
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Malicious Communications Act 1988 c.27, Section 1(1):
“Any person who sends to another person—
(a) a letter, electronic communication or article of any description which conveys (ii) a
threat, (iii) information which is false and known or believed to be false by the sender, is
guilty of an offence.”

The Communications Act 2003 c.21, Part 2, Chapter 1, Section 127(2)
“A person is guilty of an offence if, for the purpose of causing annoyance, inconvenience
or needless anxiety to another, he—(a) sends by means of a public electronic
communications network, a message that he knows to be false, (b) causes such a
message to be sent; or (c) persistently makes use of a public electronic communications
network.”

The Protection from Harassment Act 1997 c.40, Section 1:
“1) A person must not pursue a course of conduct— (a) which amounts to harassment of
another, and (b) which he knows or ought to know amounts to harassment of the other.”

FEE SCHEDULE:
Any further communication from you or your agents that does not address point for point
and line for line the issues raised here shall each be charged at 20oz sterling silver.  My
time for drafting lawful responses is billed at 20oz sterling silver per hour.  Any uninvited
visitation, trespass, or loitering with intent by any agent or third party interloper shall be
billed at 20oz sterling silver per minute.  Your account is currently PAST DUE.  Please
see the included invoice page.

Peacefully, and without prejudice, all rights reserved, non assumpsit.

MERCER WARD BOFFEY -vessel

By;____________________________________________

Witness:____________________________           Witness:_____________________________
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