
 

 
 
 

Your expert opinion  
is requested 

regarding the validity of a bankruptcy petition 
 

This information pack and request was assembled by Brad R Meyer  
following on from discussions and direct liaison with Mr. Gedaljahu Ebert 

 
and has been published on  

Sunday, July 19, 2009 

 

 

We are asking you to consider the conditions under which a Petition for Bankruptcy should 
be considered null and void. We are also asking you to consider the thresholds of 
distinction between administrative errors, professional negligence and fraudulent 
deception.   Thank you very much for your interest.   
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How we have structured the information for you 

We have boiled down fifteen years of research involving thousands of documents into this 

much smaller collation. This information pack contains two key documents that we would 

like you to comment on; 

1. A two-page Petition for Bankruptcy   

2. A two-page  Affidavit  

There’s an Appendix of exhibits which we reference within our own comments about the 

two documents.  

We are asking a few specific questions which we believe to be essential to appraising the 

Petition for Bankruptcy.  

Again, many thanks for your interest and your willingness to read, review and comment on 

the two documents. 
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Chapter 1 - The Petition 

This petition for bankruptcy was sealed by the court on 22nd November, 1996. This means that it needs to 

be viewed from within the context of the prevailing laws of that time. The petition itself can be examined 

in the Appendix of exhibits.  

Our essential questions regarding this petition are: 

1. Did the court have jurisdiction to seal the bankruptcy petition? 

a. If the court did not, is the petition to be regarded in legal terms as “null and void”? 

2. If the court did have jurisdiction, was the petition a valid petition in fact and law? 

a. If it was not, is the petition to be regarded in legal terms as “null and void”? 

 

For clarity, our belief is as follows; 

The Court did not have jurisdiction to seal the bankruptcy petition because there was no “data” 

filed in evidence to justify any of the “facts” presented in the petition. Further, the “facts” as stated 

are proven to be false in light of documents that surfaced during an ongoing discovery process after 

the petition was filed.  Please note also that there was never any amendment to the petition and 

that the only petition in the court file as of today is the one you will see here. Copies of these 

documents are available to you as exhibits in the Appendix. 

 

Specifically we note that;  

a) There was no judgement debt filed as evidence attached to the petition. 

b) No assignment of debt was filed as evidence attached to the petition. 

c) The above two facts contravene Rule 6.8 of the requirements for filing a bankruptcy petition 

as stated in the Insolvency Act 1986 which includes: 

“The amount of the debt, the consideration for it.....and the fact that it is owed to the 

Petitioner” 

d) No evidence at all was filed by the petitioner – contravening Rules 6.10 and 6.12 I.A 1986 
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A reduced-scale snapshot of petition with pointers 

 

 

 

Point No. 1 

Point No. 2 

Point No. 3 

Point No. 4 

Point No. 5 
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Point No. 6 

Point No. 7 

Point No. 8 

Point No. 9 

Point No. 10 

Point No. 11 
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An issue-by-issue commentary on the petition  

Point 
No. 

Document extracts (in bold and italics) plus relevant information and our own lay commentary 

1 In the High Court of Justice                                                                                                                       11216/96          

2 Ralph Wolff  
1) Ralph Wolff is not a legal entity (Exhibit 30) 
2) Ralph Wolff is not a creditor (Exhibits 14, 15, 25 and 54) 

3 Gedaljahu Ebert 
1) Gedaljahu Ebert is not a debtor (Exhibits 14, 15 and 25) 

4 Current Occupation:       Property Broker 
1) This is a false statement 
2) Mr Ebert is in fact a Landlord and Property Investor, Director and Share-holder in various multi 

million pound companies. This was in fact known by the persons and firms related to the filing of 
this petition. 

3) The statement in the petition therefore is failing to comply with Rule 6.7 I.A 1986 which requires: 
“(B)  The name or makes in which he carries on business, if other than his true name, and whether, 
in the case of any business of a specified nature, he carries it on alone or with others”  

4) We must presume this purported occupation was used to influence the outcome in favour of the 
purported creditor (especially in relation to his ability to pay – please see point 9 below) 

5) Failing to identify the truth is a breach of law, as it is contravenes Rule 6.7 I.A 1986 requirements  
regarding the “IDENTIFICATION OF DEBTOR” 

5 And say as follows: 
The Debtor......resided at 23 Cranbourne Gardens Golders Green London NW11 

1) Mr Ebert is not a debtor (please see Point 3 above)  
2) Mr Ebert was in fact a creditor and Ralph Wolff was in fact a debtor of cost as awarded to Mr Ebert 

(Exhibit 4) 
3) The statement in the petition therefore is failing to comply with Rule 6.7 I.A 1986 which requires: 

“(B)  The name or makes in which he carries on business, if other than his true name, and whether, 
in the case of any business of a specified nature, he carries it on alone or with others”  

4) The actual creditor/debtor relationship was in fact known to the persons and firms related to the 
filing of this petition 

6 The debtor is justly and truly indebted to me in the sum of £50,876.89 by a judgement dated 6th June 1995 
in action 1994 M No.1568 

1) This statement is false and was made with full knowledge to be false. Please see Appendix for: 

 Exhibits 10-15 dated 5th September 1996 (please note that this documentation is dated prior to 
22nd November 1996) 

 Exhibit 25 – Statement and confirmation from the Queens Bench Division that no judgement 
exists. 

 Exhibits 31-37 – Para 2 and 3 In the affidavit sworn by Jacob Isaac Rabinowicz, Solicitor, on 26th 
August 1997 he says, “3. For the avoidance of doubt I would also confirm that I fully accept 
that Action No. 1994 M No 1568 has nothing to do with any of the parties to the present 
proceedings or any of the parties to the Deed of Assignment. The only relevant action, and the 
only judgement debt that was sought to be assigned......., Judgement Debt in Action No. 1995 
M No. 156” 

2. The purported judgement debt 1995 M No 156 was in fact NOT provided as an exhibit to support 
the above statement by Jacob Isaac Rabinowicz, Solicitor. We believe this exclusion of the 
supporting evidence was done with malicious intent as in fact, Action No. 1995 M No 156 was never 
entered in the Court Service (to this day). 

3. Exhibit 39 is a confirmation of this from the court service, as it states; 
 “I CONFIRM THAT NO JUDGEMENT HAS BEEN ENTERED IN THE CASE: 1995-M-156.....” 
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4. Exhibits 6, 7 and 8 show that the true judgement debt that was assigned, is indeed to be found in 
Action 1995 M 906 as  Jacob Isaac Rabinowicz, Solicitor states – but it is between Midland Bank and 
Morris Wolff – having nothing to do with Mr Ebert.  

5. Exhibit 38 is a Letter dated 22nd August 1997 from Evershed Solicitors acting for Midland Bank to 
Teacher Stern Selby Solicitors, which was exhibited as evidence to the Affidavit (Exhibits 31-37) 
sworn by Mr Rabinowicz, Solicitor. 

7 By a Deed of Assignment of the judgement debt dated 22nd January 1996 the Midland Bank PLC assigned 
the aforementioned debt to Ralph Wood and notice of the assignment was given to the debtor. 

1) The statement is false and was made with full knowledge to be false, as the evidence in the index 
which was concealed and came to light on a later date shows, namely: 
a)  The only Deed of Assignment which appeared to exist on 22nd January 1996 was between 

Midland Bank and Morris (not Ralph) Wolff (Exhibits 6 and 7) 
b) The judgement debt that was purported to have been assigned was Midland Bank-V-Morris 

Wolff in action 1995-M-906 (Exhibit 8) 
c) Midland Bank could have not assigned the aforementioned judgement debt in action  1994-M 

1568 Meat and Livestock Commission and Deaconvale Limited (Exhibit 25) as they were not a 
party and no judgement debt was entered (exists) in this action. 

d) The notice of Assignment given to Mr G. Ebert dated 24th January 1996 with the attached 
assignment (Exhibit 1-3) was: 
i) Undated 
ii) Unsigned 
iii) Addressed London (not Israel) as stated in the Petition Appellant address 

e) Midland Bank did not have (and so cannot show) any valid judgement against Mr G Ebert 
f) Mr G. Ebert did not have any debt to Midland Bank on which a judgement could have been 

entered. 
g) There was never any valid proceeding issued by Midland Bank-V-G. Ebert on which a judgement 

could have been obtained. 
h) There was never any bank account showing a debt of which £8,000.00 was paid in reduction of 

a debt. 

8 Statement in the petition  
The creditors claim £47,874.70.   
1) This amount does not correspond to the notice dated 24th January 1996 stating “you are therefore 

required to pay to our client the sum of £64,886.19” (Exhibit 1) 
2) Ralph Wolff was not a client of Teacher Stern Selby Solicitor (see exhibits 20-22) 
3) Teacher Stern Selby Solicitor did not have a client account on the name Ralph Wolff. 
4) The statement in the unsigned Deed of Assignment states “In consolidation of the sum of 

£64,886.19 paid by the Assignee.....” 
5) The payment was made from Morris (not Ralph) Wolff account at Teacher Stern Selby Solicitors. 
6) The payment was credited to Morris Wolff account name at Midland Bank Account No. 11197916 

(Exhibit 9) not any G. Ebert account or any debt account connected to Mr G. Ebert as purported to 
be in the undated and unsigned assignment (referenced in point 7.d above) which proves that the 
payment from the assignee refers to Morris (not Ralph) Wolff. 

7) In an Affidavit sworn on 18th November 1997 by Jacob Isaac Rabinowicz, a solicitor partner in the 
firm Teacher Stern Selby Solicitors admitting that: 
a) He had lied (perjury) to the Court in an Affidavit dated 9th October 1997, and that the money 

was not paid to his firm by Morris Wolff (Exhibits 45-47 Paragraphs 3 and 4).   
b) Furthermore, in Paragraph 5, that Ralph Wolff was not his client. 

9 Paragraph 3 in the petition states: 
“The above mentioned debt is for a liquidated sum payable immediately.....and the debtor appears 
unable to pay it” 

1) Both statements are false and were known at the time of presentation to be false. 
a) There was no judgement debt in action 1994-M-1568 (Meat and Livestock-V-Deaconvale 

Limited) (Exhibit 25) 
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In our lay opinion; 

 The statements above provide concrete evidence and clear proof that the bankruptcy petition 

contains forged “data” that was knowledgeably and intentionally constructed, filed and sealed 

by the Court.  

 This must be regarded as an abuse of the process and is therefore an action taken in contempt 

of the Court as described in documented judgements (please see Exhibit 60). 

 The presentation, filing, sealing and continued publishing of this petition in the National 

Computer System amounts to fraud with intent to create and perpetuate damages and losses to 

Mr G. Ebert by character assassination as well as to Mr G. Ebert’s estate.  

Please examine the relevant Exhibits in the Appendix and share your questions and your opinions with us 

by sending an email to: de8765@hotmail.co.uk . Thanks again for your interest, time and opinion. 

b) That the assignment was between Midland Bank and Morris Wolff of the judgment debt against 
Morris Wolff in action 1995-M-906 (Exhibits 6-9), which are dated 23rd January 1996 and were 
in the possession of (but concealed by) Teacher Stern Selby Solicitors and Eversheds Solicitors 
acting for Midland Bank. 

c) The false description of current occupation – “Property Broker” was maliciously false, and in 
breach of the Rules of the Insolvency Act 1986. “IDENTIFICATION OF DEBTOR” as mentioned 
above in Points 4 and 5 

d) Exhibits 41 and 42 are well known to Teacher Stern Selby Solicitors acting for Morris (not Ralph) 
Wolff  

2. The most important evidence (Exhibits10-12) that the statement “unable to pay” made on the 
petition dated 22nd November 1996 was made with full knowledge to be FALSE and misleading to 
the Court is the Affidavit sworn on 5th September 1996 filed in Court 6th September 1996 by Teacher 
Stern Selby Solicitors 2 (two) months prior to filing the Bankruptcy petition 22nd November 1996 
stating: 

“Paragraph 4 to the best of my information or belief Bank Leumi (UK) PLC, 4-7 Woodstock 
Street London W1 R is indebted to the judgement debtor in the sum of £40,000.00 or 
thereabouts and is within the jurisdiction of this Court.  The grounds of my information 
and belief are a statement made by Mr Wolff” 

(The true amount was over £100,000.00) 

10 Point 4 in the petition stating: 
“A statutory demand was served”  

1. Ralph Wolff never served any statutory demand 
2. Ralph Wolff never instructed any person and/or solicitors to serve (Exhibits 10 -12) and Affidavit 

dated 18th November 1997 (Exhibits 45-47) 

11 1) The statement in paragraph 6 in the petition stating “we do not nor does any person on our behalf 
hold any security on the debtors estate or any part thereof for the payment of the above-
mentioned sum” was a pure lie, known to Teacher Stern Selby Solicitors as they had obtained by 
deception  a Court Garnishee Order dated 10th September 1996 which was two months before 
(prior to) filing (presenting) the bankruptcy petition in Court on 22nd November 1996 (Exhibits 10-
15) 

2) Further to this, they had full knowledge of a court Order for cost in favour of Mr G. Ebert against 
Ralph Wolff 29th January 1996 (Exhibit 4) 

mailto:bradmeyer@collaboration.co.uk?subject=about%20the%20petition
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Chapter 2 - The Affidavit 

This affidavit was dated 20th November, 1996 and signed by Jacob Isaac Rabinowicz, Solicitor. It was filed in 

Court on 22nd November, 1996 in Action 1126 of 1996. This means that it needs to be viewed from within 

the context of the prevailing laws of that time. The Affidavit itself can be examined in the Appendix (see 

exhibits 18 and 19).  

Our essential questions regarding this affidavit are: 

 

1. If an affidavit is presented by a solicitor “on authority” but is not accompanied by the evidence to 

justify that authority, namely a letter of care or letter of instruction, is the filing of that affidavit 

valid?  In other words, must a letter of care or a letter of instructions regarding authority be filed 

with the affidavit for it to be valid? 

2. Is a petition for bankruptcy valid when the affidavit filed in support of the petition contains no 

documented evidence in support of what is said in the affidavit? 

3. Is a petition for bankruptcy valid when the affidavit filed in support of the petition contains 

falsehoods – known or otherwise? 

 

For clarity, our belief is as follows; 

 An affidavit that is filed in support of a bankruptcy petition that is not accompanied with 

documented evidence to support its assertions should not be accepted and filed, as it is an invalid 

affidavit in fact and law. 

 An affidavit that is presented containing falsehoods (with the full knowledge of the signing party) is 

evidence of an intentionally fraudulent act in fact and law.  

 Further, the petition for bankruptcy that was reliant on an invalid affidavit is itself invalid in fact and 

law.  

 

 

 



10 

 

A reduced-scale snapshot of affidavit with pointers 

 

 

Point No. 1 

Point No. 2 

Point No. 3 

Point No. 4 

Point No. 5 
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An issue-by-issue commentary on the affidavit  

 

 

In our lay opinion; 

 The presenting, acceptance, filing and sealing of an affidavit without any supporting documentation 

as evidence is an abuse of process. 

Please examine the relevant exhibits in the Appendix and share your questions and your opinions with us 

by sending an email to: de8765@hotmail.co.uk . Thanks again for your interest, time and opinion. 

Point 
No. 

Document extracts (in bold and italics) plus relevant information and our own lay commentary 

1 “I, JACOB ISAAC RABINOWICZ, Solicitor and Partner in the firm of Teacher Stern Selby of 37/41 Bedford 
Row, London, WC1R 4JH MAKE OATH and SAY as follows that I am the Solicitor of the Petitioner” 

1) THIS STATEMENT IS FALSE as neither Mr Jacob Rabinowicz or Teacher Stern Selby Solicitors are 
acting on authority on behalf of Ralph Wolff (See Exhibits 20 -22) 

2) In a further Affidavit sworn by Mr Jacob Isaac Rabinowicz Solicitor on 18th November 1997 stating: 
“5. I apologise to this Court for this error and for having to this extent misled the Court.  I was not 
the member of my firm who dealt who the matter when the monies were received via Morris 
Wolff......I was however dealing with the affairs of Morris Wolff......including Midland Bank” 
(Exhibits 45-47) 

3) Teacher Stern Selby Solicitors does not have an account with the name of Ralph Wolff as a client. 

2 “1) I am duly authorised by the Petitioner to make this Affidavit on his behalf” 
1) THIS STATEMENT IS FALSE  as neither Mr Jacob Isaac Rabinowicz, Solicitor, nor firm Teacher Stern 

Selby Solicitors had received authority from Ralph Wolff (Exhibits 20-22) 
2) Mr Jacob Rabinowicz apologised to the Court by Affidavit dated 18th November 1997 for misleading 

the Court.  See Point 1 above. 

3 “2) I have been concerned with the matters giving rise to the presentation of the Petition and I have the 
requisite knowledge of the matters referred to in the Petition from documents and/or information 
supplied to me by the Petitioner.” 

1) The purported (false) Petitioner did not provide any supporting documentation.  See statements 
above. 

4 “3) The Statements in the Petition now produced and shown to me marked “A” are true to the best of my 
knowledge, information and belief.” 

1) This statement was made with full knowledge that the statements in the Petition are false: 
a) No judgement exists in Action 1994-M-1568 (Exhibit 25) 
b) Mr Jacob Isaac Rabinowicz, Solicitor admitted as much in a sworn Affidavit, dated 26th August 

1997 (Exhibit 31-37, Paragraph 3) 
c) The purported Assignment referred to in the Petition was made between Midland Bank and 

Morris (not Ralph) Wolff, and this was well known to Mr Jacob Isaac Rabinowicz, Solicitor. 
i) Exhibits 6-9 
ii) Exhibits 14-15 
iii) Exhibit 54 

5 “The Statutory Demand was served on the debtor......” 
1) Mr Jacob Isaac Rabinowicz, Solicitor, had full knowledge that Ralph Wolff never served any 

Statutory Demand on Mr Ebert. 
2) Ralph Wolff did not instruct any person or Solicitor to serve a Statutory Demand (Exhibits 20-22) on 

Mr Ebert 

mailto:bradmeyer@collaboration.co.uk?subject=about%20the%20Affidavit
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Appendix of exhibits 

Exhibit 
No. 

Date Description 

1 24th January 
1996 

Letter from Teacher Stern and Selby addressed to Mr G Ebert 
Notice of assignment and demand of payment in the sum of 64,886.19 of a judgement 
debt in action 1994 M No. 1568 

2 & 3 No date Attachment to exhibit 1 above  
Exhibit 2: Copy of purported assignment between Midland Bank and Ralph Wolff of 96 
Lordship Park. London N16 5UB 
Exhibit 3: No address and unsigned 

4 30 January   
1996 

Letter from Richard Sandler & Co solicitor acting for Mr Ebert  
informing that Ralph Wolff’s application to intervene in the Midland Bank statutory 
demand proceedings were dismissed with cost and that the bank statutory demand was 
set aside with cost 
 
NB: Ralph Wolff did not pay the cost awarded as of today, 
 
NB: Midland Bank did pay the cost awarded 

5 24 January 
1996 

Letter from Teacher Stern and Selby to Richard Sandler & Co solicitor which was 
attached to exhibit 4 above  

6 23 January 
1996 

Letter from Eversheds solicitors to Teacher, Stern and Selby 
referencing Midland Bank judgement v Wolff acting for Midland Bank confirming that 
“the deed of assignment and letter addressed to Mr Morris Wolff are now formally 
released to you”  

7 23 January 
1996 

Letter from Eversheds solicitors to their client Midland Bank  
referencing judgement Midland Bank v Wolff enclosing “two cheques totalling 
£65,106.53 being money received following the assignment of the judgement debt and 
the original assignment” 

8 8 June 1995 Copy of the judgement Midland Bank v Morris Wolff in action 1995 M No. 906  

9 29 January 
1996 

Copy of Midland Bank statement of Morris Wolff account showing the credit of 
65,106.53 (refer to exhibits 7 - 9)  
 
NB: this document only came to light post October 1997 and was concealed  prior to 
that time 

10 - 15 5 September 
1996 

Affidavit sworn by Jessica Weisfogel a clerk of Teacher Stern and Selby solicitors 
*Filed in court in action 1995 M No. 906 
Exhibit 10: claiming to act on behalf of Ralph Wolff in support of an application for a 
garnishee order against Mr Ebert in action 1995 M No. 906  
 
Exhibit 11: stating in paragraph 4 that to the best of their information that Mr Ebert has 
a credit of £40,000 and in paragraph 6 that the name of the judgement debtor is 
Gedaljahu Ebert 
 
Exhibit 13: a copy of the judgement in action 1995 M No. 906 Midland Bank v Morris 
Wolff (not G Ebert) 
 
Exhibit 14: 1st November 1999 Master EYRE setting aside the garnishee order nisi on the 
grounds that Mr Ebert is not a judgement debtor and is not a party to this action and 
the assignment. saying also that the solicitor acting on behalf of Ralph Wolff must have 
known this was quite untrue   
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NB this garnishee application and order was concealed from Mr Ebert and from the 
court and came to light only post august 1999 
 
Exhibit 15: order made by Master EYRE affirming his finding and decision dated 1 
November 1999 (exhibit 14 above) that G Ebert is not the judgement debtor as claimed 
by Ralph Wolff in the affidavit sworn on 5th September 1996 

16 - 17 22 November 
1996 

Bankruptcy Petition  with Ralph Wolff *of 2 Rehov Sefat Ernet, B-Nai Brak, Israel. 
appellant and G Ebert respondent claiming a judgement debt in action 1994 M No. 1568 
in sum of 50,876.89 
 
NB: No affidavit sworn by the appellant Ralph Wolff was attached to the petition 
 
NB: The address claimed in the petition does not correspond to the purported 
assignment exhibits 2-3 

18 – 19 20 November 
1996 

Affidavit sworn by Jacob Isaac Rabinowicz solicitor and partner in Teacher Stern and 
Selby  
claiming to be authorised by Mr Ralph Wolff to make this affidavit in support of the 
petition  
 
NB: no letter of authority and / or instruction to act on behalf of Ralph Wolff was 
attached 
 
NB: no documents supporting the petition and statement in the affidavit were attached 
either when filing in court 

20 - 24 13 march 1997 A document in which the taxation master refused to award any costs to the solicitor or 
to Ralph Wolff  
Exhibit 20: on the grounds stated in this document that the solicitor “had been unable 
to produce a client care letter (para 1)  
 
Exhibit 22: and then in para 6, further affirmed “the instructions were not received from 
Wolff but rather from another” 
 
Exhibit 23 and 24 Relevant rules : 6.12 verification of petition 

25 2 January 2001 A letter from the queen’s bench division high court  
affirming that the parties in action 1994 M No. 1568 are Meat and Livestock 
Commission  v Deaconvale Ltd - not Wolff v Ebert 

26 No date Section 271 of the insolvency act 1986   
proceedings on creditors petition stating the court SHAL NOT make a bankruptcy order 
unless it is satisfied that the debt presented in the petition is a valid debt 

27 - 29 No date Affirmation by the highest court in the country  
Exhibit 29: affirming that “if it is categorised as mandatory  then it is usually assumed 
the defect cannot be remedied and has the effect of rendering subsequent events 
dependant on the requirement a nullity or void or as being made without jurisdiction 
and of no effect”… 
…the requirement is never intended to be optional if a word such as “shall” or “must” is 
used 

30 No date High court judgement made by Mr Justice Morritt on 12 February 1990 currently  the 
vice chancellor head of the chancery division, affirmed “proceedings a nullity where the 
plaintiff does not exist as a legal entity” 

31 - 37 26 august 1997 Affidavit sworn by Mr Jacob Isaac Rabinowicz solicitor and partner in the firm Teacher 
Stern Selby 
Exhibit 32: Affirming in para 2 and 3 of the affidavit, that neither Mr Ralph Wolff nor Mr 



15 

 

G Ebert are parties to a judgement debt presented in the petition in action 1994 M No. 
1568 are parties to this action  
 
Exhibits 32 & 33: Para 3 “for the avoidance of doubt, I would also confirm that I fully 
accept that action 1994 M No. 1568 has nothing to do with any of the parties to the 
present proceedings or any of the parties to the deed of assignment. The only relevant 
action and only judgement debt that was thought to be assigned to …judgement debt in 
action 1995 M No. 156” 

38 22 august 1997 Letter from Eversheds solicitors acting on behalf of Midland Bank to Teacher Stern Selby  
which was attached in support of the affidavit (exhibits 31 to 37) “we confirm that the 
only judgement our client have against Ebert was in action 1995 M No. 156 and that the 
reference to action 1994 M No. 1568 in the deeds of assignment was a typographical 
error.” 
 
Assertion 1: exhibits 31 – 38 contain intentional falsehoods to defraud Mr Ebert – 
which is made clear in exhibits 6 – 9 that were concealed and came only to light post 
October 1997  
 
Assertion 2: this affidavit was also filed and served to the Official Receiver (the DTI) 
which establishes him a party with full knowledge that the petition is null and void 

39 No date 
(possibly 18 
march 1998) 

Compliment slip from the court service  
action department in the high court confirming that no judgement had been entered in 
case 1995 M No. 156 Midland Bank plc v G Ebert 

40 10 april 2002 Compliment slip from court service action department in the high court confirming that 
no record of an assignment or judgement in the action of 1995 M 156 when searched on 
10 April 02 

41 - 42 September 
1997 

Meeting Notes typed by official receiver  
stating that Mr Ebert had a minimum surplus of £1,667,084 

43 - 44 25 September 
1997 

A proof of debt filed by the Teacher Stern and Selby with the official receiver office  
claim by proof of debt that on behalf of Ralph Wolff claiming £50,476.89 on a 
judgement in action 1994 M No. 1568 plus £7,945.90 cost tax on 21 February 1997 – 
total £58,422.79 
 
This claim was known to Teacher Stern Selby 
A – that no such judgement debt exists [ see exhibit 31 – 38 ]  
B – there was never a taxation cost order [ see exhibit 20 -22 ]  
 
Assertion: this is proof on continuous intentional criminal activity by Teacher Stern 
and Selby and negligence by official receiver who had the evidence stated above in 
their possession and have never taken the appropriate action 

45 - 47 18 November 
1997 

A further affidavit was sworn by Mr Jacob Isaac Rabinowicz solicitor and partner of 
Teacher Stern Selby  
Exhibit 45: admitting that the affidavit sworn by him on 9 October 1997 was false as 
stated  
 
Exhibit 46: in para 3 and 4 of the affidavit that the statement on the face of the 
assignment that the consideration for the assignment was paid by Mr Ralph Wolff was 
false. 
 
Exhibit 47: He further stated in para 5 “I apologise to this court for this error and for 
having to this extent mislead the court. I was not a member of my firm who dealt with 
the matter when the monies were received via Morris Wolff… I was however dealing 
with the affairs of Morris Wolff at that time… including Midland Bank. 
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Assertion: this now affirms that all previous affidavits by him claiming to be the 
solicitor and authorised by Ralph Wolff were a bluff 
 
NB: This affidavit was also filed and known to the Official Receiver who were a party 
at the time the court dealt with this matter on 10th December 1997 as stated in the 
judgement exhibit 48 

48 - 53 10 December 
1997 

Judgement given by Mr Justice Neuberger regarding Ebert v (1)Official Receiver and 
(2)Ralph Wolff 
 
Exhibit 50: In his judgement on page between D and E, “it appears clear from the Coutts 
account that this money effectively, if one can identify moneys specifically, was paid 
from the £150,000 paid in by Ralph Wolff.” 
 
Exhibit 51: a copy [ doctored ] of a bank statement which shows an entry for 150,000 
but has had the description field blanked out and therefore the above statement is 
misleading and inaccurate 
 
Exhibits 52 & 53: a banking expert’s opinion that this bank statement is doctored and in 
any event not in compliance with the law 

54 - 56 12 January 
2000 

At the time that the concealed documents (exhibits 6 – 14) came to light, the matter 
came in front of Mr Justice Laddie who made a statement of fact in the order  “whether 
or not the assignment from Midland Bank plc to Morris Wolff was valid”  
 
Assertion: so this is a confirmation that the presentation of an assignment between 
Midland Bank and Ralph Wolff, is false (forgery data) with the intention to present  a 
transaction to commit fraud, as stated in section 423 of the Insolvency Act 1986, 
against Mr Ebert 
 
Exhibit 56: In the judgement leading to this order, Mr Justice Laddie stated “ it looks like 
there was some dirty work between Morris and Ralph for the purpose of assigning the 
debt so as to seriously disadvantage you” 

57 - 60  Various authorities and acts of parliament on the issues above 
 Illustrating that the bankruptcy petition is a fraudulent misrepresentation and abuse of 
the process which is “it is a contempt fraudulent to abuse the process of the court. For 
instance by forging a writ of pleading” 
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Exhibit 1 
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Exhibit 2 
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Exhibit 3 
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Exhibit 4 
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Exhibit 6 
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Exhibit 7 
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Exhibit 10 
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Exhibit 11 
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Some background on how this request came about 

I am myself in no way professionally or otherwise knowledgeable about law in general or indeed insolvency 

law specifically. Until now, I have had neither the interest nor a reason to delve deeply into this aspect of 

the society in which we live. 

I do, however, have some capacity and commitments towards helping people communicate and 

collaborate more effectively than perhaps they were prior to working with me. With these intentions, I 

have facilitated meetings in the House of Commons this year on behalf of the Forum for Stable Currencies 

– whose focus encompasses ‘the legal system’ as a systemically relevant process. 

And it is through this activity and within this context that I met Mr. Ebert in May, 2009. Mr Ebert’s 

experiences over the last 15 years have to my mind been extraordinary and, one would hope, unusual for 

someone residing in the United Kingdom. As with many complex cases, the discovery process for evidence 

regarding the details related to the case has taken many years. These are years that Mr Ebert might well 

have chosen to spend in another capacity but instead felt driven to use in a manner intended to clear both 

his family’s name and recover his family’s position in society.  

Indeed, Mr. Ebert has felt compelled to discover and convey the truth about what was done (and by 

whom) leading up to the experiences that befell him in the autumn of 1996. The discovery timeline in 

relation to his experience has not mirrored the actual event timeline. Thus the arduous process of joining 

up asynchronous discoveries back into chronological order has elapsed over a very prolonged period of 

time. This time lapse has greatly exacerbated the difficulties which Mr Ebert has had in his attempts to 

piece together and then communicate to others what actually happened. 

While what you have read reflects Mr Ebert’s current interpretations regarding what happened - and his 

assertions about this, I have endeavoured to understand each point he makes, have come to agree with 

them and have hopefully helped Mr Ebert present them here in a simple form, for the fresh eye and brain 

to understand and consider.  

I hope that your own education and experience in such matters meant that you were able to appraise the 

situation more quickly than I did.  Thank you once more for your interest. 

Brad R Meyer 

bradmeyer2009@googlemail.com  

http://forumforstablecurrencies.wordpress.com/
mailto:bradmeyer2009@googlemail.com
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