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CONCLUSIONS

A

B

1

For payment by the defender to the pursuer of the sum of SEVEN HUNDRED
AND FIFTY THOUSAND POUNDS (£750,000) with interest thereon at the
rate of eight per cent per year from the date of citation until payment.

2

For interdict prohibiting the defender or any one acting on his behalf or on his
instructions from continuing to publish on his website or elsewhere the
defamatory representations set out in the eighth article of condescendence
paragraphs a. to f.

3

For the expenses of the action.
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reference to HTL. It reads “If you plan to set up a fundraising
campaign for an environmental project, it is a good idea to think
carefully about who is involved and what techniques you plan to use.”
Blog 1 contains a link to another blog by the defender which is critical
of the activities of HTL. That link is referred to for its terms and is held
as incorporated herein for the sake of brevity. In his blogs about them
the defender portrays HTL as a disreputable business which is duping
the public into buying worthless plots of land and is then syphoning
profits to an offshore tax haven.

A

ANS. 3
B

COND 4.

The blog is referred to for its whole terms, beyond which no admission
is made. Quoad ultra denied. The blog contains legitimate comment,
criticism and warnings to the public arising from the genuine concerns
of the defender regarding the pursuers’ business operations, all as is
more fully narrated hereinafter.

“Wildcat Haven has adopted Highland Title’s dubious methods
of selling small souvenir plots of land and claiming that the
purchaser is the owner (see extensive faq to this effect). This
claim was comprehensively debunked in February this year by
legal blogger love and garbage.”

D

B

Blog 1 contains the following passages:“Highland Titles appear to have established a very close
relationship with Wildcat Haven which operates via Wildcat
Haven CIC (Community Interest Company) and Wildcat Haven
Enterprises CIC. The Registered Address of both is in
Cornwall. One of the defining features of a Community Interest
Company is the asset lock – provision that in the event of
winding up, the assets must transfer to a nominated body that is
a community interest company, charity or Scottish charity; or a
body established outside Great Britain that is equivalent to any
of those persons.(2)”

C

A

C

D

Blog 1 then quotes a letter attributed to Professor Gretton concerning
the prohibition on registration of title for souvenir plots. Blog 1
continues:“The plots being offered for sale by Wildcat Haven cost
from £30 to £250 for one square foot of land which
purchasers are assured, gives them a “personal right to
a souvenir plot of land in Wildernesse Wood and the
opportunity to change their name to Lord or Lady
Wildernesse. Wildernesse Wood is described as “part of
the first Wildcat Haven”. “We are asking you to help us

E
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by actually buying part of the land we plan to
conserve.”, the website claims. So where is Wildernesse
Wood? The Wildcat Haven website does not say, but
from this promotional video, it is clear that it is a plot of
land above Loch Loyne on the A87 between Invergarry
and Glen Cluanie. In the video, Dr Paul O’Donoghue is
filmed standing in the wood. He claims that “Every
square foot of land we buy has a direct positive impact
on the Scottish wildcat. By supporting this project,
you’re helping save the Scottish wildcat step by step.”
There are two problems with this claim. First of all, this
land is, in fact owned by Highland Titles Ltd. who are
already selling souvenir plots in a “nature reserve”
they have named Bumblebee Haven where you can
purchase plots ranging from 10 square feet (£49.99) to
1000 square feet (£499.99) and call yourself Lord or
Lady Glencoe (even though the land is 50 miles north of
Glencoe). The land was acquired in February 2014 and
the title can be seen here and the plan here The land is
75ha in extent, which, if all sold in 10 square foot plots
would generate £40.35 million in sales revenue paid to
a company in Alderney in the Channel Islands. But the
more fundamental problem is that the Wildcat Haven
project is in Ardnamurchan and Morven – see map
below. The land that supporters are being invited to
acquire is not only already owned by a company in
Alderney and being sold plot by plot for bumblebees,
this “first wildcat haven” is 60 miles to the north of
Ardnamurchan and Morven and well outside the area
being promoted for wildcat conservation. I offer this
information in the spirit of consumer advice to anyone
considering taking up the offer to become the owner of
a square foot of land to create a Wildcat Haven.”

A

B

C

D
ANS. 4

Admitted, under reference to the whole terms of the blog.

COND 5.

On 24 February 2016 the defender published another blog with the title
“Highland Titles Day” (“Blog 2”). It has the same headline graphic as
Blog 1 depicting the logo of HTL. It reads as follows:
Last September, I blogged about the latest effort by Highland
Titles Ltd. to raise lots of money from people who think they get
to own some land in Scotland and help conservation at the
same time (see a recent advert in BBC Wildlife magazine –
1.6Mb pdf – for a flavour of their business model). Highland
Titles Ltd. is a company registered in Alderney. It is owned by
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Highland Titles Charitable Trust which is registered in
Guernsey. See my blog of 12 Feb 2015 for further background.
The company makes its money from purporting to sell small
plots of land as “souvenir plots”. The controversy over the
affairs of this company has been generated because no-one
who buying such plots can in law become the owner of the land
and because the financial affairs of the company remain
opaque, being registered in a secrecy jurisdiction. In its latest
efforts to garner greater respectability, Highland Titles has
become involved with a conservation project called Wildcat
Haven CIC. The fundraising arm of this organisation is a
Community Interest Company called Wildcat Haven
Enterprises CIC with its registered office at Sage &
Co Chartered Accountants in Denbighshire, North Wales.
There are two Directors of the company, Emily O’Donoghue
and Douglas Wilson. Mr Wilson is resident in Alderney and is
also a Director of Highland Titles Ltd and a Trustee of
Highland Titles Charitable Trust for Scotland. One of the
requirements of a Community Interest Company is the
provision of an asset lock that restricts the disposal of assets of
the CIC. Assets can be transferred to another CIC or charity
and such a body must be designated in the Articles of the CIC.
In the case of Wildcat Haven Enterprises CIC, the designated
body to become the potential recipient of the assets is Highland
Titles Charitable Trust for Scotland. In response to
my September blog, Emily O’Donoghue (who is a Director of
both Wildcat Haven CIC and Wildcat Haven Enterprises CIC)
responded and I published the response as an update to the
blog. In turn, I then posed a number of questions to Emily as
follows. 1. It may be a bit of fun but you are asking folk to help
you by “actually buying part of the land we plan to conserve”
You need to be much clearer that people who spend £100 do
not become owners of the land. 2. You say that part of the Loch
Loyne site has been gifted to you. Can you tell me when this
transaction took place and when it was submitted to the
Registers of Scotland for recording? Can you advise the extent
and location of this land? 3. Are there any wildcats on the Loch
Loyne land? 4. Why is my IP address blocked from viewing
your website. 5. What is the role of Highland Titles in your
fundraising? Do they receive any payment? Do they receive
any commission on each plot sold? I never received a reply but
can provide an update on some of the questions. 1. The Wildcat
Haven website still contains the claim that “We are asking you
to help us by actually buying part of the land we plan to
conserve.” 2. Following Emily’s claim that part of the land had
been gifted “to us”, I checked the title and discovered that
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Highland Titles Ltd. remained the owner and had gifted no
land to Wildcat Haven. Interestingly, on 9 December 2015,
however, Highland Titles Ltd. made an application to the
Registers of Scotland to transfer part of Paitna
Wood/BumbleBee Haven/Wildcat Haven to Wildcat Haven
Enterprises CIC. 3. No response. 4. No response. 5. No
response. It remains unclear what financial arrangements have
been entered into and why Douglas Wilson is a Director and
why Highland Titles Charitable Trust for Scotland is the
designated beneficiary of the assets of Wildcat Haven
Enterprises CIC. As I pointed out in my September blog, if all
of the 75 hectares of Paitna Wood/BumbleBee Haven/Wildcat
Haven/Wildernesse Wood were sold even as 10 square foot
plots, this would generate £40.35 million in sales revenue paid
to a company in Alderney in the Channel Islands. In normal
circumstances, a conservation project would be established as
a charity and a trading body or fundraising enterprise would
be established as a whole owned subsidiary of the charity.
There’s a lot of money at stake. Most recently, Wildcat Haven
has been seeking to become involved in the community
acquisition of a Forestry Commission forest by Loch Arkaig.
Finally, a very significant development took place in early June
2015. Highland Title’s bankers and corporate service providers
in Guernsey gave notice of the termination of their services.
Wildcat Haven Enterprises CIC was incorporated in 30 June
2015.”
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B

C

ANS. 5

Admitted, under reference to the whole terms of the blog.

COND 6.

In an Addendum to Blog 1 the defender wrote:As an addendum to the Highland Titles blog in February, I
contacted the Chief Minister of Guernsey Jonathan Le Tocq to
ask whether it would be possible to examine copies of Annual
Returns and Accounts of both Highland Titles Ltd., registered
in Alderney and Highland Titles Charitable Trust for Scotland,
registered in Guernsey. As I argued then,

D

“Revenue is paid into a company registered in Alderney but as
no accounts are published, it is impossible to be sure. The sole
share is held by Wilson and McGregor as Trustees for the
Guernsey charity. Under the law of Guernsey, no charity is
obliged to provide accounts for public inspection and it need
only file accounts under certain circumstances. Thus nobody
knows if in fact the charity is in receipt of any funds
whatsoever. As the sole shareholder it is not entitled to have
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any of the revenues of Highland Titles Ltd. transferred to it.
These revenues may well be paid out by the Alderney company
as management fees or any manner of other payments to third
parties.” Mr Le Tocq informed me that under Guernsey law,
the charity is not required to submit any financial returns and
access to the Alderney company records would only be
available to law enforcement agencies if there was evidence of
criminal conduct. Thus, because this land is owned in an
offshore tax haven, we are unable to obtain any information
about what happens to the money generated by selling off
souvenir plots.”

A

B

ANS. 6

Admitted, under reference to the whole terms of the blog.

COND 7.

On its website the pursuer offers for sale souvenir plots of land
measuring one square foot. Included in the price are certificates, glossy
booklets and DVD’s. Prospective purchasers who look at the website
are correctly told that “supporters obtain a personal right to a
souvenir plot of land in Wildernesse Wood.” The plots which are sold
are delineated on the ground and can be viewed by their purchasers on
Google Earth. They are geographically distinct from other nearby plots
being sold by HTL as part of Bumblebee Haven. The pursuer does not
represent that persons who buy these plots will obtain a real right.
These sales are a marketing device which enables supporters of
Wildcat Haven to donate funds in a novel, imaginative and light
hearted way. They enhance the public profile of Wildcat Haven and
make a significant contribution to their conservation activities. None of
the proceeds of sale received by the pursuer from the sale of souvenir
plots has been or will be paid to HTL or any one associated with them
either in Alderney or elsewhere. The sale of souvenir plots is a
commonplace method of raising funds for charitable and other causes.
It is not unlike charitable fund raising initiatives in which members of
the public are asked to sponsor or adopt wild animals. Members of the
public who buy souvenir plots do not expect to profit by their purchase
or to possess or to have the right to sell the plot which they buy. With
reference to the defender’s averments in answer admitted (subject to
the explanations contained in this article) that: a buyer of a souvenir
plot obtains a personal right but does not obtain a title which is capable
of registration; at the time of the first blog the land comprising those
plots was owned by Highland Titles Ltd a company incorporated under
the laws of Alderney; admitted that subsequent to the first blog HTL
gifted a parcel of land to the pursuer under explanation that steps to
convey the land comprising those plots were initiated in July 2015. On
15 July 2015 at a board meeting of HTL it was resolved that HTL
would offer a grant of approximately 4 hectares of land to WHE. On 1
August 2015 Dr Peter Bevis of HLT wrote to Dr Paul O’Donoghue
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confirming the gift of land from HTL to WHE, Dr Bevis thereafter
contacted HTL’s solicitor W&J Mitchell WS by email dated 5 August
2015 instructing W&J Mitchell WS to commence the conveyancing of
said plot of land. Accordingly the decision by HTL to convey land to
WHE pre-dated Blog 1. Quoad ultra denied except in so far as
coinciding herewith. With reference to the sub-paragraphs of answer 7
– (a) The pursuer’s website contains a Frequently Asked Questions
section which clearly explains that the purchasers of souvenir plots
only obtain personal rights and not registrable rights of ownership. (c)
when HTL sells a customer a 1sqft, the customer gets a plot of land at
Duror – the “Laird of Glencoe” site. When HTL sells a customer 10,
100 or 1000sqft plot, customers receive a plot of land at Ardochy – the
“Laird of Lochaber” site. However, people who purchase 10, 100 or
1000 sqft plot also receive a free 1sqft plot at the Laird of Glencoe site,
so that they may use the meet and greet service and have a reason to
visit the main nature reserve which has become a tourist attraction.
Customers receive two plots, two certificates and two grid references.
Information obtained by the defender from documents recovered by
him or on his behalf in the course of this litigation was not available to
him at the time the defamatory blogs were published and could not
have informed the content of those blogs. (d) When the plots were
created in the database they were, in error, created as 10cm x 90cm
plots instead of 30cm x 30cm plots. Accordingly, there is a
discrepancy between the plots in the database (10cm x 90cm), the
pursuer’s website text (during the checkout process, plots are described
as ‘one square foot’ which is technically correct, but plot sizes are
given as 30cm x 30cm in the FAQ section) and the text printed on the
certificates, where plots are described as being one foot by one foot,
but the OS grid references are only 10cm apart. All the plots sold to
date have been sold in a straight line, so whilst the shape of the plots
sold is different to that which we intended, the total area is the same
and no plot has been sold more than once. Customers have received
one square foot (an area), but that plot is not one foot square. The
database has now been updated so that all plots sold in the future are
30cm x 30cm and the OS grid references are 30cm apart. The pursuer
plans to contact all existing customers, apologise for the printing error
and offer a new certificate free of charge. This error only came to the
defender’s attention following receipt by him of the documents
recovered under specification. It did not form part of the blogs and has
no relevance to the defamatory material. (e) Persons who purchase
souvenir plots from the pursuer are legally entitled to call themselves
Laird or Lord or Lady Wildernesse. They can choose to receive a
certificate bearing one of these names or one with only their name (no
title). There is nothing unlawful or unethical about the pursuer
marketing the plots in this way. The Lord Lyon does not purport to
regulate the sale of souvenir plots using names like these.
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ANS. 7
A

Admitted that on its website the pursuer offers for sale souvenir plots
of land purporting to measure one square foot (30cm x 30cm). Quoad
ultra, not known and not admitted. Explained and averred that, as the
pursuer itself avers, the pursuer offers - and in particular at the time of
the defender writing the blogs complained of offered - for "sale" plots
of land in Scotland. ln particular, the pursuer's website stated, on the
home page thereof:
"We are asking you to help us by actually buying part of the
land we plan to conserve. Show your commitment to saving the
Scottish wildcat. It's a bit of fun, being Laird of an estate, even
if the estate is only a square foot of land

B

A

B

You may syle (sic: sc “style”) yourself as Lord or Lady of
Wildernesse…”
Moreover, certificates issued by the pursuer to “buyers” of plots run in
the name of “Lord” or “Lady”. This was all despite the following facts,
of which the pursuer was at all material times well aware:
(a)
C

D

(b)

E
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A “buyer” of the plots being "sold" by the pursuer would not
actually, in fact or in law, acquire "part of the land". The plots
"sold" by the pursuer were "souvenir plots", incapable of
registration in the Land Registration for Scotland. Title thereto
accordingly remains with the registered owner of the land. The
"buyer" would - subject always to point (b) below – acquire
nothing more than at best a personal right, instantly defeasible
on the sale of the land by the true owner and subsequent
registration of the resulting disposition, or by the insolvency of
the seller. The pursuer is called upon to identify where it is in
its website or promotional material that a prospective “buyer”
of a plot is advised what is involved in a personal right, as
opposed to a real one; or that at the material time the pursuer
did not even own the land purportedly conveyed. Its failure to
do so will be founded upon. The ordinary expectation of
anyone “actually buying” a plot of land would be that (s)he
would become the “actual owner” thereof.
Moreover, the pursuer did not, at the time of publication of the
first blog, own the land in question. The land from which it
purported to "sell" plots was, at all material times, owned by
Highland Titles Ltd, a company incorporated under the laws of
Alderney. The pursuer is called upon to admit the foregoing
averment, and to specify the basis upon which it contends that
it was able to "sell" plots which it did not own. Nemo dat quad
non habet. Its failure to answer this call will be founded upon.

C

D

E

The pursuer latterly arranged for Highland Titles Ltd to gift
them a parcel of land. Prior to that happening, any sales
purportedly effected by the pursuer conveyed nothing, as the
pursuer is called upon to admit.

A

(c)

B

C

D

E
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Even after the land was gifted to the pursuer by HTL, purported
sales actually conveyed either nothing, or a personal right
which was entirely different from that which was purported to
be sold. By way of example, the defender has in the course of
this litigation recovered from Highland Titles Charitable Trust
for Scotland, registered in Guernsey and based in Alderney
(“HTCTS”) a “Certificate of Sale” in favour of “Lady” Jenny
Smith dated 6 April 2016. Ms Smith is not a “Lady” nor
entitled to style herself as such. The certificate indicates that the
sale relates to land at Ardochy (being part of the land north of
Invergarry owned by HTL, 4ha of which was gifted to the
pursuer in December 2015). However, the Title Number
referred to in the Certificate as the parcel of land, part of which
constitutes the plot being “sold” is narrated as INV32526. The
land forming Title INV32526 is, and was at all material times,
owned by HTL – not the pursuer. The pursuer’s land is that
held under Title INV35884. Accordingly, the certificate in
question purports to sell to “Lady” Jenny Smith land which the
pursuer does not own. Furthermore, the Certificate provides an
Ordnance Survey reference for the location of the square foot
plot purportedly “sold”. The Ordnance Survey reference
actually identifies land owned by HTL south of Duror
(described by HTL as the “Laird of Glencoe site”). In the
circumstances, sales purportedly effected by the pursuer are
entirely misleading and inaccurate, and convey nothing at all or
at least something which is materially different from that
represented to purported “buyers”.

(d)

The plots “sold” by the pursuer are, as disclosed on the
Certificate of Sale and in the FAQ section of the pursuer’s
website, one foot by one foot (30cm x 30cm) in dimension. The
Ordnance Survey Grid Reference that defines the south-west
corner of each plot is located only 10cm to the east from the
previous plot. Accordingly, the “personal right” sold with each
plot is not “personal” to the purchaser since each plot can be
sold to other parties, as the pursuer is called upon to admit.

(e)

Ownership of a souvenir plot does not entitle the owner to
"style" him- or herself as "Lord" or "Lady". At all material
times, the guidance of the Lord Lyon was to the following
effect:

A

B

C

D

E

“The term ‘laird’ has generally been applied to the owner of an
estate, sometimes by the owner himself or, more commonly, by
those living and working on the estate. It is a description rather
than a title, and is not appropriate for the owner of a normal
residential property, far less the owner of a small souvenir plot
of land. It goes without saying that the term ‘laird’ is not
synonymous with that of ‘lord’ or ‘lady’.

A

A

Ownership of a souvenir plot of land is not sufficient to bring a
person otherwise ineligible within the jurisdiction of the Lord
Lyon for the purpose of seeking a Grant of Arms.”
B

That being so, the pursuer is called upon to explain and aver its
assertion, which at all material times it has advanced to prospective
“buyers”, that the purchase of a souvenir plot “entitles” that
prospective buyer to “style” him- or herself as a Lord or Lady. In
the circumstances, the pursuer’s entire business model was and
remains misleading, as it is called upon to admit. As is narrated
hereinafter, it is substantially true et separatim legitimate comment
to describe such a model as a “scam”.
COND 8.

C

Read in isolation and in conjunction with the comments generated by
them as hereinafter condescended upon Blog 1 including the
Addendum and Blog 2 falsely and calumniously represent, and are
understood by members of the public to represent directly and by
innuendo that:
(a)

The pursuer is acting in an immoral and illegal way by offering
souvenir plots for sale,

(b)

The pursuer is tricking members of the public and is not using
the proceeds of sale of souvenir plots to fund conservation of
wildcats.

D
(c)

The pursuer is selling plots which have already been sold as
part of a Bumblebee Haven,

(d)

The pursuer is paying and will continue to pay large sums of
money comprising the revenue from the sale of souvenir plots
to a company in Alderney in the Channel Islands where the
destination of those sums is beyond public scrutiny and where
that money may well be used for purposes unconnected with
the conservation of wildcats ,

E
(e)
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(under reference to inter alia the opening passage of Blog 2
linking into Blog 1 and by the use of the HTL logo and the

B

C

D

E

links to other blogs which are critical of HTL and to the
comments in the form of “tweets” generated by Blogs 1 and 2
about HTL as hereinafter condescended upon) the pursuer is
controlled by HTL which is a disreputable company engaged in
diverting money offshore and in tax evasion.

A

(f)

(under reference to the same material referenced in the
preceding sub-paragraph) the pursuer is paying money raised
from the sale of souvenir plots to HTL.

(g)

Mr Douglas Wilson (who is a director of the pursuer) is also a
director of HTL and a trustee of Highland Titles Charitable
Trust for Scotland (“HTCTS”) and that, accordingly, the
pursuer has close ties with HTL who are alleged to be involved
in dubious and illegal sales of souvenir plots and who are said
to have opaque financial affairs,

B

(h)

D

E

“@wildcathavenuk specifically, what extent (HA) of land has been
gifted to you and when was this registered in the Land Register?”
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B

In the event of the pursuer being wound up its assets would
pass to HTCTS.

With reference to the defender’s averments in answer admitted that
trade in souvenir plots is a matter of public interest. The academic legal
comment; statements issued by Lord Lyon and the Keeper of the
Registers of Scotland; the findings of the ASA are all referred to for
their terms beyond which no admission is made. Not known and not
admitted what if any research the defender carried out. Quoad ultra
denied except in so far as coinciding herewith. Explained and averred
that the defamatory material is centred on the activities of the pursuer
and not simply on the practice of selling souvenir plots. None of the
public comment (including academic comment), statements or findings
referred to by the defender on that practice is concerned with the
defamatory statements set out in Condescendence 8 (b) to (h) above.
The material inaccuracies at the centre of the defender’s defamatory
statements are that the proceeds of sale of souvenir plots sold by the
pursuer are not being used to fund wildlife conservation but are being
paid to HTL and are being diverted into offshore tax havens away from
public scrutiny. The defender has no factual basis for those statements
either from his own researches or from any other source. The defender
did not contact the pursuer or seek their comments or responses to
what he was proposing to publish before he published Blog 1. On 30
September 2015 after publication of Blog 1 the defender posted a
series of tweets addressed to @wildcathavenuk asking questions about
the content of Blog 1 as follows:

C

A

C

D

E

“@wildcathavenuk 2 – are there any wildcats resident in the Loch
Loyne woodland?”

A

A

“@wildcathavenuk 3 – your website invites purchasers to help you
“by actually buying part of the land we plan to conserve” is this
correct?”
“@wildcathavenuk 4 – do Highland Titles receive any payment or
commission on souvenir plot sales?
These questions demonstrate the lack of the defender’s knowledge
about the pursuer’s activities at the time he published Blog 1 and his
failure to seek comment from the pursuer on the allegations in Blog 1.
The last of these posts show that the defender had no factual basis for
his allegations about a financial link between the proceeds of the
pursuer’s sales and HTL at that time. After the publication of Blog 1
the defender posted tweets on his Twitter Account which referred to
the content of Blog 1. These included:

B

B

Tweet by the defender dated 29 September 2015 with link to
@ThirdForceNews article entitled “Become a Laird and save
Scotland’s wildcats”:
C

C
“or maybe don’t.”
Tweet by the defender dated 29 September 2015:
“Free advice for charities. Have nothing to do with souvenir plots,
lords and ladyships and funnelling £ thro tax havens” – link
defamatory Blog 1.
Tweet on 29 September 2015 by Henrietta Laidlaw @henriet88 with
link to an article in The National newspaper promoting the pursuer’s
conservation activities:

D

D

“Become a laird – and help save the #wildcat”
In response the defender tweeted:
“@henriet88, er no. Please don’t.” – the defender adds a link to
Blog 1.
These tweets taken in the context of all the defender’s comments and
statements about the pursuer show that the defender was not simply
commenting on the practice of selling souvenir plots. He was falsely
accusing the pursuer of “funnelling” the proceeds of sale of souvenir

E
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plots into tax havens. He was exhorting the public at large not to
purchase souvenir plots from the pursuer or to support Wildcat Haven.
Reference is made to the pursuer’s averments in Condescendence 10
about the comments generated by Blog 1. The defender permitted these
comments to be posted on his website. He could have prevented that.
He took no steps to remove them once they appeared there. He could
have removed them or posted further statements correcting or
qualifying these comments. He took none of those steps. He did not
take issue with or seek to correct or qualify their content. He tacitly
approved of their content. The pursuer’s averments in articles 12, 13
and 15 of condescendence are referred to here and incorporated for the
sake of brevity. The defender’s tacit approval of the comments posted
on his website and the content of the defender’s tweets as set out in
those articles show that the defender was motivated by animosity
towards the pursuer and Wildcat Haven because of his false belief that
the pursuer is controlled by HTL and his false belief that the pursuer
paid the proceeds of sale of souvenir plots sold by them to HTL. The
defender had and still has no objective or rational basis for those
beliefs. Separatim the second of the defender’s tweets of 29
September 2015 is defamatory in its own right in respect that it falsely
states that the proceeds of sale of souvenir plots is being funnelled
through tax havens. With reference to the subparagraphs of Answer 8 –
(a) (ii) Souvenir plots have been marketed and sold in Scotland for
about fifty years. This practice has never been the subject of
enforcement action by any Trading Standards authority or by the ASA.
On 10 January 2003 Ross Finnie MSP in his capacity as a member of
the Scottish Executive told the Scottish Parliament in answer to a
parliamentary question that the Registers of Scotland have no
knowledge of any problems caused by the sale of souvenir plots which
conferred only personal rights to the purchaser. (a) (iii) the sale of
souvenir plot by the pursuer is neither immoral or illegal, Reference is
made to the pursuer’s averments in this and the preceding article of
condescendence anent the pursuer’s acquisition of title, their marketing
and the expectations of purchasers. (d): Emily O’Donoghue contacted
the defender on September 30th 2015, immediately following the
publication of the first blog and informed him that “Highland Titles
Charitable Trust is currently listed as our nominated body, it is acting
as a placeholder whilst we agree with a few local organisations in the
West Highlands who would be best placed to become the ongoing
nominated body. Of course, you’ll have to wait and see on this one, but
we have already sent in paperwork replacing HT with another
organisation.” The false assertion that HTCTS was the pursuer’s
nominated body in respect of the asset lock requirements for CICs was
repeated in the second blog on 14 February 2016. By then it was a
matter of public record that the pursuer had changed their nominated
body to a different CIC.

A

B

C

D

E
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A

B

C

D

E

ANS. 8
A

Denied. The words used are not capable of bearing, et separatim do not
in fact bear, the meanings complained of. With reference to the
meanings contended for in the Summons:
a)

The defender did not assert that the pursuer was "acting in an
immoral and illegal way by offering souvenir plots for sale".
Rather:
i)

B

ii)

C

iii)

D

b)

E
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A

He described the activities of the pursuer as involving
"dubious methods of selling small souvenir plots of land
and claiming that the purchaser is the owner". As is
narrated more fully hereinafter, that amounted to honest
comment on a matter of public interest, et separatim
was written on a privileged occasion.
He responded to a query posted on his blog, asking why
the pursuer's business methods are "not illegal under
trades description / consumer law"? The defender's
response was "lt may well be illegal - I do recall some
deliberations to this effect in the past". Both the query
and the defender's response plainly related to "trades
description / consumer law". ln terms thereof, it is false
advertising to assert that one is offering for "sale" a plot
of land, when (a) title in the land will not pass in that
"sale", and (b) the soi disant "seller" is not the owner of
the plot. Accordingly, the defender's response amounted
to honest comment on a matter of public interest, et
separatim was written on a privileged occasion.iii)
Further, and in any event, esto the assertion was one of
acting in an immoral and illegal way, that assertion was
substantially true. It is neither moral nor legal to offer
for sale that which one does not own; or to offer land
for sale without explaining the limitations of the effect
of that “sale”; or to represent falsely that a “purchase”
will “entitle” the “buyer” to “style” him- or herself as a
Lord or Lady.
The defender did not make any such assertion. Rather, he
accurately narrated the nature of the pursuer's business model,
and raised queries regarding same - as was his entitlement, for
the reasons narrated hereinafter. ln so acting, the defender
provided honest comment on a matter of public interest, et
separatim acted on a privileged occasion.

B

C

D

E

c)
A

d)

B

e)
C

D

E
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The defender made no such assertion. Rather, he pointed- out correctly, as the pursuer is called upon to admit - that the
pursuer did not own that which it was purporting to sell; and
that the land was in fact owned by Highland Titles Ltd which
was itself selling plots therein. The defender’s assertion was
thus substantially true, et separatim published on a privileged
occasion.
The defender did not make any such assertion. Rather, he
accurately narrated the nature of the pursuer's business model,
and raised queries regarding same - as was his entitlement, for
the reasons narrated hereinafter. He pointed out, accurately, that
- at the material time – the designated body to receive the assets
of the pursuer on it being wound up was HTCTS registered in
Guernsey and based in Alderney. That designation was changed
by the pursuer on 30 September 2015, shortly after publication
of the first blog, to the Woodland Trust - which had no advance
notice thereof and which latterly requested that the pursuer
remove said designation.
The defender made no such assertion. He did, as part of his
legitimate comment and criticism of the pursuer, point to and
query a close link between HTL and the pursuer. HTL sponsors
the pursuer. HTCTS was at the material time the nominated
body in WHE’s asset lock. Douglas Wilson was at the material
time in the process of standing down from HTL and HTCTS to
devote himself wholly to being a Director of the pursuer. HTL
owned the land purportedly “sold by” the pursuer at the time of
Blog 1, and later gifted land for no consideration to the pursuer
in December 2015. HTL agreed to offer a grant of £500,000 to
the pursuer. HTL prints, assembles and ships all packs for the
pursuer entirely at their own expense.

f)

The defender made no such assertion. Rather, he raised genuine
queries and made legitimate comments and criticisms of the
pursuer’s business model.

g)

The defender did narrate the posts held by Mr Douglas Wilson.
He did so accurately. Mr Wilson was a Director of Highland
Titles Ltd when Blog 2 was written, on 10 February 2016. He
resigned on 17 February 2016. The pursuer is called upon to
disclose the links between itself and Highland Titles Ltd, and
the commercial (or other) basis therefor. Its failure to do so will
be founded upon.

A

B

C

D

E

h)
A

Explained and averred that the blogs plainly represented the defender's
honest comment on matters of public interest. They conveyed his
opinions, which were and remain honestly held by him, on the business
operated by the pursuer. The defender’s comments consisted of queries
and criticisms as opposed to assertions. They plainly disclosed the facts
upon which those comments were based, which facts were both
accurately stated and sufficiently referenced. The pursuer is called
upon to specify which of the various aspects of the defender's blog
involves a material inaccuracy. Its failure to do so will be founded
upon.

B

Separatim, and in any event, the blogs were published on an occasion
of privilege. The trade in souvenir plots is a matter of public interest
and concern. It has attracted much online comment, as well as
warnings issued by both Lord Lyon and the Keeper of the Registers of
Scotland. Adverts such ·as those found on the pursuer's website have
been the subject of adverse findings by the Advertising Standards
Authority ("the ASA"). The blog was responsibly authored. The
defender looked to respected sources, such as academic legal comment
on the trade in souvenir plots; statements issued by Lord Lyon and the
Keeper of the Registers of Scotland; and findings of the ASA. He
researched the factual allegations made in the Article, all of which
were substantially accurate. He raised queries rather than making
allegations. He contacted the pursuer and carried the gist of their side
of the story. He wrote to alert members of the public to his genuine
concerns as to the "sales" being offered by the pursuer – in particular to
the fact that the pursuer was purporting to sell something which it
plainly did not own. In the circumstances, the publications complained
of were responsible, and made in the public interest. They were thus
published on occasions of privilege.

C

D

E

The defender did so assert, as was accurate at the time of the
assertion. The pursuer is called upon to explain and aver the
basis for the contention that said assertion was defamatory.

COND 9.

In a Facebook post dated 25 February 2016 the defender falsely and
calumniously represents that Wildcat Haven and, by innuendo, the
pursuer has been dumped by their bankers and corporate service
providers. That post is referred to for its terms and is held as
incorporated herein for the sake of brevity. The defender’s averments
in answer are denied except in so far as coinciding herewith.

ANS. 9

Denied. The defender asserted, as was correct, that the bankers of
Highland Titles Ltd had resigned.
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A

B

C

D

E

COND 10.
A

Blogs 1 (including the Addendum) and 2 have attracted comments
from third parties which are also published on the defender’s website.
These include:

A

Carol
September 29, 2015 at 5:06 am
Am extremely grateful to you for this Andy,as am sure many might
have been tempted to contribute to this ***** scheme,purely out of
desire to help a threatened species and help Scotland’ s wildlife. It is
truly sickening that such a loathsome enterprise is operating in this
way

B

B

Steve Webster
September 30, 2015 at 6:31 pm
I completely agree with you it is sickening to think of people using
other people’s love for a beautiful endangered animal to spiv some
money. It also angers me that our laws are so weak for crimes against
life. In this particular case I just urge you to keep reading, keep
watching how this story evolves. I’m counting on us all to make sure in
this case that the truth will out.

C

C

And when we know for sure who’s been lying I’ll be happy to join you
in throwing everything at them the law allows.
Mary Rose Liverani
September 29, 2015 at 7:16 am
It’s totally appalling. Imagine sitting down and hatching this scam.
And on such a scale. It’s a pity they can’t be gaoled.

D

D

Ron Greer
September 29, 2015 at 9:22 am
sadly, Mary Rose, it’s what goes on in that sickening loathsome
enterprise, currently operated as ‘modern’ Scotland.”
E

ANS. 10
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Admitted that certain comments were posted in response to the blog.
Quoad ultra denied.

E

COND 11.
A

These comments, taken in their own right and read in conjunction with
Blogs 1 (including the Addendum) and 2, falsely and calumniously
represent directly and by innuendo that:

A

a. The pursuer is acting in an immoral and illegal way by offering
souvenir plots for sale,
b. The pursuer is tricking members of the public and is not using the
proceeds of sale of souvenir plots to fund conservation of wildcats.
With reference to the defender’s averments in answer the Defamation
Act 1996 and the Electronic Commerce (EC Directive) Regulations
2002 are referred to for their terms. Quoad ultra denied. Reference is
made to the pursuer's averments in Condescendence 8 in response to
the defender’s averments in Answer 8.

B

ANS. 11

C

COND 12.
D

Denied. The words used are not capable of bearing, et separatim do not
in fact bear, the meanings complained of. Explained and averred that
the defender is neither the publisher of the said comments, nor
responsible therefor. Reference is made to s.l of the Defamation Act
1996. Further, explained and averred that, in maintaining a blog on
which others could post, the defender was a "service provider" for the
purposes of the Electronic Commerce (EC Directive) Regulations
2002. He had no knowledge of any of the comments complained of
being unlawful, each appearing to amount (as is more fully narrated
hereinafter) to honest comment on matters of public interest.
Accordingly, he is not liable in respect thereof, standing regulation 19
of the 2002 Regulations. Further, and in any event, the comments
complained of represent the honest comment of the authors thereof on
the factual material accurately represented on the defender's blog.
The defender uses the popular social networking service called Twitter.
He uses that service to publish (“post”) comments called “tweets”
about the pursuer and about HTL. He has posted links to Blogs 1 and 2
as tweets. These tweets generate responses and comments by other
users of Twitter and these are published by the defender on his Twitter
Account. The following tweets have been published by the defender:

B

C

D

Tweet by the defender dated 16 November 2012:
“highlandtitles.com is a scam which could earn £2.6BN for a
company in offshore tax haven & u don’t even get a legal title.”
E

E
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Tweet by the defender dated 10 October 2015:
A

“Utterly depressing that new look Scotsman site supports taxdodging scam that is Highland Titles.”

A

Tweet by the defender dated 25 February 2016:
“Last call for y-days blog – Highland Titles bankers and corporate
service providers have withdrawn their services.”
This then generated discussion on Twitter where one follower – Steve
Webster - @croft1a tweeted:
B

B

“I don’t believe you. You have made people think the Haven is a
mere scam and said nothing to alter that perception.”
In response the defender does not rebut or deny the suggestion that he
has made people think that the pursuer (“Haven”) is a scam but,
instead, responds by stating:
“Do u think it wise 2 be in bed with an offshore co whose bankers
and service providers have withdrawn their services?”
C

C
Tweet on 25 September 2015 where the defender posts a picture of
Highland Titles Nature Reserve with the comments:
“Latest scam from Highland Titles”
And links to his blog “Who Owns Lord Glencoe’s plot?”. This leads
to Twitter conversation involving Chief Executive of Alderney which
ends with the defender tweeting:
“I suspect the company may be in receipt of large flows of funds
that should be declared for tax purposes in UK.”

D

D

Tweet by the defender dated 21 February 2015:
“Scotland provides legal protection of #Highland Titles investment
scam but they operate offshore avoiding tax and disclosure. Not
right.”
Tweet by the defender dated 24 February 2016:
E

“New blog latest news on Highland Titles including being dumped
on their banker.”
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E

There follows a screenshot from the Wildcat Haven website which
notes that it is supported by HTL and Volkswagen.

A

A

Twitter feed that follows includes tweet from Alan @crofter100 where
he states:
“I live in an area where WH operate, surprise local primary school
still welcome them, if its scam you suggest.”
The defender does not rebut or deny that this is his suggestion.
Tweet by the defender dated 6 April 2016:
B

B

“Since Highland Titles bankers and company agents recently withdrew
their service in Guernsey, wonder if HT will turn up in #Panama
papers.”
ANS. 12

Admitted that the defender uses the popular social networking service
called Twitter. The defender’s tweets are referred to for their terms,
beyond which no admission is made. Quoad ultra denied.

COND 13.

The defender’s Twitter Account also published comments by the
defender and others stating or suggesting that the pursuer is controlled
by HTL and that HTL are benefitting financially from the business of
the pursuer. These include:

C

C

Tweet by the defender dated 3 May 2017 in response to Twitter
comments on this court action:
“Because they (WHE) are not a party to this action. I being sued by
a commercial fund raising company.”
Tweet by the defender dated 29 September 2015:

D

D

“Fact that Wildcat Haven has blocked my IP address suggests
whole operation is being run by Highland Titles.”
Tweet dated 10 March 2016 by David Officer @davidofficer:
“This Wildcat Haven project on the @bbcscotlandnews site, is the
one run by the Highland Titles mob?”
to which the defender responds:

E

“@davidofficer @bbcscotlandnews it is the one where the fundraising
arm is run by Highland Titles – yes.”
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E

ANS. 13
A

The defender’s tweets are referred to for their terms, beyond which no
admission is made. Quoad ultra denied.

COND 14.

The defender’s tweets set out in the two preceding articles of
condescendence are defamatory of the pursuer in the manner and to the
extent averred in Condescendence 8 (e) and (f) which averments are
held as incorporated here mutatis mutandis. The defender could
remove defamatory material posted by himself on his twitter account.
He has not done so.

ANS. 14

Denied. The defences referred to in Answer 8 are incorporated herein
mutatis mutandis.

B
COND 15.

C

As a result of the defamatory Blogs and comments the pursuer has
suffered reputational damage and financial loss. Prior to their
publication the pursuer and its sister company Wildcat Haven
successfully worked together to promote the conservation of Scottish
wildcats. They enjoyed a great deal of positive publicity and public
support. They featured on the BBC television programmes The One
Show, Landward and Breakfast News. Their conservation activities
received widespread favourable coverage in the media and press both
nationally and locally. They were invited into schools to provide
education and information on their conservation activities.

ANS. 15

Not known and not admitted.

COND 16.

The publication of Blog 1 and the comments which it generated caused
a sea change in the public perception and the reputation of the pursuer
and of Wildcat Haven. Several newspapers ran stories picking up on
the defamatory allegations made in Blog 1 and the comments. The
press coverage was negative and damaging. The pursuer and Wildcat
Haven not featured on television since the publication of Blog 1. They
are no longer invited into schools. A google search for the pursuer or
Wildcat Haven throws up Blogs 1 and 2 and other items which repeat
the defamatory material contained in those Blogs.

D

ANS. 16

Denied.

COND 17.

Prior to the publication of Blog 1 the pursuer was involved in a
proposal to purchase from the Forestry Commission a forest at Arkaig
as a community venture in partnership with a body called Arkaig
Community Forest (“ACF”). The proposal would have enabled
Wildcat Haven to promote and pursue their conservation objectives in
a number of ways. They could have conserved wildcats in the area.
They could have used the acquisition to generate further revenue for
conservation, to generate more publicity and to develop other

E
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A

B

C

D

E

conservation projects including native woodland re-generation. They
could have developed a visitor centre and have used this as a means of
attracting members of the public and corporate sponsors. They could
have sold some of the timber (sitka spruce) on a sustainable basis.
They could have sold part of the forest and re-invested the sale
proceeds in other conservation projects elsewhere. The proposal was
that the pursuer would own 90% of the forest and ACF the rest. The
purchase was to be funded by a grant of £500,000 from HTL. As a
result of Blog 1 and the comments which it generated the proposal fell
through. ACF immediately withdrew from the proposed partnership.
The pursuer lost the grant and the opportunity to acquire the forest
which had a market value of about £495,000 and an annual market
rental value of about £13,000 p.a. at the material time. The pursuer also
lost the opportunity to generate further revenue from the forest both
directly by pursuing sustainable development projects and indirectly
through the publicity which would have been generated by the
acquisition. The defender’s averments in answer are denied except in
so far as they coincide herewith. Explained and averred that Paul
O’Donoghue is fully authorised by WHE to negotiate on behalf of
WHE. At a meeting of the Board of Directors of WHE on 8 July 2015
it was resolved that in accordance with section 11 of the Articles of
Association of WHE, the Directors delegated to Dr Paul O’Donoghue
as Chief Scientific Officer of WHE the power to further the objects of
WHE and do all such lawful things as may further WHE’s objects and,
in particular, but without limitation, to borrow or raise and secure the
payment of money for any purpose including for the purposes of
investment or of raising funds and the acquisition of assets including
land and buildings. With reference to the defender’s averments in
answer believed to be true that the Woodland Trust made a
presentation to ACF’s Board on 21 November 2015, explaining the
benefits of partnership with the Woodland Trust, which was well
received. Believed to be true that at an ACF Board Meeting of 8
December 2015, the Woodland Trust was confirmed as the preferred
partner for ACF. Quoad ultra denied except in so far as coinciding
herewith. Explained and averred that at the dates of their said meeting
the Board of ACF considered that the pursuer’s proposal was a
reasonable one but they were concerned about the credibility and
transparency of the pursuer as a result of the content of the defender’s
first blog. Believed and averred that these concerns influenced the
decision of the ACF to prefer the proposal from the Woodland Trust.

A

B

C

D

ANS. 17
E
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Denied. Explained and averred that an approach was made to ACF
regarding a potential partnership. However, that approach was made by
a Paul O'Donoghue, who is not understood to be an officer or
employee of the pursuer. The pursuer is called upon to disclose the
capacity in which Mr O'Donoghue made that approach. In any event,

A

B

C

D

E

following that approach ACF requested further details, in light of
concerns arising from comments from people in Ardnamurchan and
also as a result of queries raised by the defender. The pursuer / Mr
O'Donoghue failed meaningfully to engage with ACF's requests in this
regard, as a result of which ACF decided to pursue a partnership with
the Woodland Trust instead. ACF did not decline to deal with the
pursuer as a result of Blog 1. Rather, they had – shortly after
publication of Blog 1 but for reasons wholly unconnected therewith –
been approached by the Woodland Trust. The Woodland Trust was,
and would regardless of the Blog have been, a far more credible
partner for ACF, with proven track record and access to funds. The
Woodland Trust made a presentation to ACF’s Board on 21 November
2015, explaining the benefits of partnership with the Woodland Trust,
which was very well received. At an ACF Board Meeting of 8
December 2015, the Woodland Trust was confirmed as the preferred
partner for ACF, it being noted (correctly) that the pursuer could not,
in comparison to the Woodland Trust, “offer the same track record of
native woodland restoration, community engagement or corporate
governance”. In these circumstances, the pursuer is called upon further
to specify its assertion that “as a result of Blog 1 and the comments
which it generated the proposal fell through”. Its failure to do so will
be founded upon.

A

B

A

B

C

C
COND 18.

D

ANS. 18
E
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Prior to the publication of Blog 1 on 28 September 2015 the pursuer
had begun selling souvenir plots on its website. Sales were going well.
In the 15 days preceding that publication the website sales facility
received 2116 visits generating sales revenue of £4,761.32 (£317.42
per day). The volume of sales diminished immediately as a result of
that publication. It continued to decline as the Blogs generated more
adverse publicity for the pursuer and Wildcat Haven and also deprived
them of further favourable publicity. Good publicity drives sales. The
actual sales made to date are far fewer than they would have been but
for the publication of the Blogs. The pursuer reasonably estimates its
loss to date from lost sales at about £147,000 based upon a comparison
of sales they could have achieved but for the Blogs and the sales which
they have actually achieved. The Blogs are continuing to adversely
affect the sales of plots. The sum sued for is a reasonable estimate of
the reparation to which the pursuer is entitled in respect of the losses
inflicted by the defamatory material. The defender’s averments in
answer are denied except in so far as they coincide herewith.
Denied. The pursuer is a Community Interest Company. Such a
company is meant to use its assets, income and profits for the benefit
of the community it is set up to serve. The pursuer is called upon to
disclose the use to which it has put the income generated as narrated by
it in Article 18 of Condescendence.

D

E

A

COND 19.

The defamatory material remains on the defender’s website to this day.
The pursuer seeks interdict against the continued publication of that
material.

ANS. 19

Denied.

A

B

B

C

C

D

D

E

E
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PLEAS-IN-LAW FOR THE PURSUER

A
1

The pursuer having suffered loss and damage as a result of the defender
publishing defamatory material is entitled to reparation from the defender.

2

The sum sued for being a reasonable estimate of the reparation to which the
pursuer is entitled decree in terms of the first conclusion should be granted.

3

The defender having continued to publish the defamatory material decree for
interdict should be pronounced in terms of the second conclusion read in
conjunction with the eighth article of condescendence.

B
4

The defender’s publications having been actuated by malice his fourth plea-inlaw should be repelled.

5

The defender’s averments being irrelevant and lacking in specification decree
should be granted de plano.

6

Separatim the defender’s averments in Answer 11 being irrelevant should not
be remitted to probation.

A

B

C

C

IN RESPECT WHEREOF

PLEAS-IN-LAW FOR THE DEFENDER
D

E

1

The pursuer's averments being irrelevant et separatim lacking in specification, the
action should be dismissed.

2

The pursuer’s averments being unfounded in fact, the defender should be assoilzied.

3

The defender, not having defamed the pursuer, should be assoilzied.

4

The statements complained of being substantially true, the defender should be
assoilzied.

5

The statements complained of having been honest comment on matters of public
interest, the defender should be assoilzied.
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D

E

6

A
7

Separatim, the publications complained of being subject to qualified privilege, and
not having been actuated by malice, the defender should be assoilzied.

A

ln any event, the sum sued for being excessive decree should not be pronounced as
concluded for.

IN RESPECT WHEREOF

B

B

C

C

D

D

E

E
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INTERLOCUTORS

A

26 April 2017

B

A

Lord Uist

The Lord Ordinary, having heard counsel on the defender’s motion of consent, orders
the pursuers to find caution by either (a) obtaining a bond of caution prior to
Wednesday 3 May 2017 in the sum of FIFTY THOUSAND POUNDS (£50,000)
STERLING with the pursuers to lodge in process the bond of caution together with a
copy thereof and intimate same to the defender; or (b) to consign the sum of FIFTY
THOUSAND POUNDS (£50,000) STERLING in a special deposit account in the
name of the Accountant of Court in the Royal Bank of Scotland prior to Wednesday 3
May 2017 as a condition precedent to the maintenance of this action and in terms of
s726(2) of the Companies Act 1985; thereafter, prorogates the time for the lodging of
defences to Friday 5 May 2017.
12 June 2017

B

Lord Boyd of Duncansby

The Lord Ordinary, on the unopposed motion of the pursuers, on cause shown, allows
the Open Record to be received late and marked no. 13 of process.
C

15 August 2017

Lord Woolman

C

The Lord Ordinary, on the unopposed motion of the defender, grants authority for the
issue of a letter of request as presented in the minute and form of letter of request, nos.
15 and 16 of process, upon condition that the solicitors for the defender shall be liable
in the first instance for the whole expenses which may become due and payable in
respect of the letter of request to the court obtaining the evidence and to any witness
or haver who may be examined for the purpose; appoints the Deputy Principal Clerk
of Session to forward the letter of request forthwith to The Court of Alderney, Court
Office, Queen Elizabeth 11 Street, Alderney, Guernsey GY9 3TB.
D

08 November 2017

Lord Woolman

D

The Lord Ordinary, on the unopposed motion of the defender, on cause shown, further
continues adjustment of the record until Wednesday 20 December 2017 on which date
the record shall close.
20 December 2017

E

Lord Boyd of Duncansby

The Lord Ordinary, on the unopposed motion of the defenders, grants diligence
against havers for recovery of the documents called for in the specification of
documents for the defenders no. 19 of process and commission to
Advocate, Edinburgh to take the oaths and examination of havers and to receive any
exhibits and productions made by them; to be reported quam primum.
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E

A

29 January 2018

Lord Brailsford

A

The Lord Ordinary, on the unopposed motion of the Pursuer, on cause shown and of
consent dispenses with timeous intimation of the motion; allows the Closed Record to
be opened up, restores the cause to the Adjustment Roll and continues adjustment of
the record until Wednesday 14 March 2018 on which date the record shall, of new,
close.

B

B

C

C

D

D

E

E
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