


Julian Brennan 
 

3 Byland Road, Skelton, Saltburn-by-the-Sea TS12 2NJ 
 
18 June 2022 
 
Sir Lynton Crosby AO 
Chief Executive Officer 
C|T Group 
6 Chesterfield Gardens 
London W1J 5BQ 
 

FOR PERSONAL ATTENTION  
 
 
Dear Sir Lynton 
 

The Conservative & Unionist Party 
 

Yesterday morning The Guardian reported that you are providing professional advice to Boris 
Johnson. From comments made in the paper’s report I understand your services are provided to 
him as Leader of the Conservative Party, not to him in any of his positions as a Minister of     
the Crown (see Appendix A). It is on that basis that I write to you and provide your firm with 
important information.  
 
On 6 June 2022 Boris Johnson acted illegally with members of the Conservative Parliamentary 
Party prior to the 1922 Committee’s vote on the issue of confidence. He did so in both his legal 
capacities of Conservative Party Leader and Prime Minister. His illegality was such that the 
result of the ballot was/is void ab initio. In both capacities Boris Johnson subsequently acted 
illegally in relation to the ballot. He continues to deceive. Please read Appendix B.  
 
In relation to a Defamation Claim that I am waiting to have served on me, I am currently in the 
process of drafting a Legal Submission. That document includes what I argue is the current 
position in relation to Mr Johnson’s duty to impart information to Parliament. Below is a 
[draft] paragraph from that document which, due to his prior omissions to disclose information 
in accordance with his legal duties, currently applies to him:– 
 

“What is stated with confidence is that under the terms of the Resolution of the House of 
Commons on Ministerial Accountability to Parliament carried on 19 March 1997 (Official 
Report Cols. 1046-47), and its House of Lords equivalent carried the following day, it is           
of “paramount importance that Ministers give accurate and truthful information to 
Parliament, correcting any inadvertent error at the earliest opportunity”. An “inadvertent 
error” includes, of course, an omission by a Minister to refer to, or impart, essential 
information that relates directly to the matter on which s/he is speaking in Parliament. As soon 
as a Minister becomes aware of any such omission (and/or other error) s/he is expected             
to return to Parliament and provide the omitted information (and/or make a correction by 
clarifying or by withdrawing inaccurate information). A failure to act in such a way after a 
Minister has become aware of an important omission and/or inaccuracy would mean that the 
Minister would “knowingly mislead Parliament”. That in turn means the Minister in question – 
which could include a Prime Minister – would be expected to resign. Under the terms of the 
Resolutions, Ministers are expected to be “as open as possible with Parliament, refusing to 
provide information only when disclosure would not be in the public interest”. Without 
straying into matters that are exclusively matters for Parliament, I argue that a failure by the 
Prime Minister to have acted in accordance with his “overarching duty to comply with the 
law” is of such magnitude Constitutionally that it requires his resignation, or if he believes 
there are special or extenuating circumstances that he must appear in the House of Commons 



and provide a full and honest explanation to Parliament. Subject to a ruling or rulings from the 
Speaker, what MPs decide subsequent to that is of course a matter entirely for them.”.   

 
I refer you to Appendix C, which is the Submission’s finalised first page. 
 
The above applies in the specific instance I raise with you because the Code of Conduct for 
Members of Parliament applies to Members “in all aspects of their public life” and, as I stated 
above, because Boris Johnson acted in breach of the criminal law on 6 June 2022 as Prime 
Minister as well as Party Leader. Given Lord Geidt’s resignation on 15 June as Independent 
Adviser on Ministers’ Interests, and the contents of his resignation letter, it is clear that Mr 
Johnson failed to seek the advice of the Independent Adviser on the issues I raise. Lord Geidt 
is unaware that the Prime Minister acted dishonestly with him. 
 
One instance of the Prime Minister’s dishonesty relates directly to what I stated in the final 
paragraph of the letter at Appendix B, and to me proving that Boris Johnson acted fraudulently 
against Lord Brownlow of Shurlock Row in 2020 over the decisions of Carrie Symonds (as she 
then was) regarding Lulu Lytle’s design and refurbishment etc of the grace and favour 
accommodation in 11 Downing Street. I don’t suppose the facts have been provided to you (or 
to  by the Prime Minister, in the way he has not provided them to Conservative C|T colleagues)
MPs or to Parliament. Part of my acts in the public interest include me publishing those facts 
and the corroborating documents of information. Appendix D is a copy of the Home Page of a 
website that I published and uploaded online yesterday. The Open Letter referred to has still to 
be completed, and will be uploaded as a PDF file. Appendix E is a copy of the Home Page of 
another website which was uploaded on 25 January this year, and was fully updated on 7 June. 
 
As can be seen, on those pages alone there are, without doubt, statements which are potentially 
defamatory: (1) “JOHNSON HAS ACTED ILLEGALLY”; (2) “Boris Johnson acted criminally 
over the funding of the flat decor in 11 Downing Street” and “He acted fraudulently”. Each 
comes within my legal immunity from suit. They are all true in fact and law, and can be proved 
to be so with credible material. My waiver means Boris Johnson can act at law and put me to 
full proof in civil proceedings. If I failed to do prove his fraud he would establish a strong 
reputation that could protect him from much criticism and challenge in the future. However, he 
knows he cannot act, as to do so would involve him committing further fraud offences. This is 
why I say he has no real option but to resign. In any civil proceedings I would demonstrate that 
his conduct at different times fulfilled the ingredients of various criminal offences and that 
each offence can be proved to the criminal standard. Given what I can prove Boris Johnson has 
no political future and will ultimately be arrested and charged for his criminal conduct.   
 
In considering what I say you need to have regard to the fact that even though I have waived 
my immunity from suit, Boris Johnson’s factually correct reputation in law – ie that he is       
“a fraudster” – remains constant. And it goes back to before he became Prime Minister. In 
relation to his frauds and to what I can say about them Boris Johnson lost the natural 
presumption on 13 November 2020. Only by acting according to the terms of my current 
waiver – and only then if he honestly believes I have defamed him by writing and publishing 
that he has acted and is acting fraudulently – can he ever hope to overturn that. If Boris 
Johnson says to you or misleads you to think that he is not a fraudster he will act dishonestly. 
Such action would involve him acting in breach of section 2 of the Fraud Act 2006 (as read by 
S. 5) and would involve him committing an offence under section 1 of the 2006 Act. You 
should exercise caution in considering what he says to you. Please see Appendix F. 
 
Any person who acts in a way that helps Boris Johnson to avoid his legal duties and/or 
dishonestly/illegally remain in his public positions could be deemed to come within section 8 
of the Accessories and Abettors Act 1861 (Appendix G), and subsequently find themselves 
being held liable under the Doctrine of Joint Enterprise.  



As a matter of law, Boris Johnson’s criminal conduct – which includes him acting fraudulently 
against the Conservative Party itself and against the donors who supported him in his party 
leadership campaign in 2019 – places him within the terms of section 76 of the Proceeds of 
Crime Act 2002. Mr Johnson’s general conduct and the applicability of that statutory provision 
were established by me on 11 June 2022, and for a specific reason relating to the misconduct of 
the Home Secretary (with the PM).  
 
In relation to that matter it is curious that the Prime Minister purported to have sought the 
advice of Lord Geid on possible future conduct, and presented his act as one undertaken in 
good faith (see Appendix H); though he did not provide information to Lord Geidt on a very 
important matter of domestic law which relates to an intended recommendation to Her Majesty 
the Queen, and to an appointment under section 50(1) of the Police Act 1996. Please see 
Appendix I (which is a copy of the redacted page 2 of my letter of 13 March 2022 to the Home 
Secretary) and which refers to 11 June. On finding out about Lord Geidt’s “last straw” reason 
for resigning I formed the opinion that the Prime Minister had acted in his own interests, 
knowing full well that Lord Geidt would resign in response to what had been requested of him. 
The Prime Minister’s proverbial chalice had “Poisoned” engraved on its front.  
 
All the above affects C|T Group very directly as the information I provide relates to implied   
[and presumed explicit] contractual terms with the Conservative Party, as well as to your long-
standing commitment to helping C|T clients by offering insightful and excellent counsel in 
advance of potentially damaging events.  
 
At present all the world’s money markets and stock exchanges are closed. There is time for 
Boris Johnson to resign as Prime Minister and for Her Majesty’s appointed [temporary] 
successor as PM (working with the Chancellor of the Exchequer acting in concert with the 
Governor of the Bank of England) to demonstrate stability and effectiveness in a way that will 
reassure the global markets and help to “settle” any possible nervousness that might lead to      
“a run on the pound”. Everything can be done (though not announced) for when the Stock 
Exchange in Wellington NZ re-opens. I re-iterate this – and highlight it to you – for a very 
important reason. If Boris Johnson persists in acting illegally in breach of his various duties, 
and does not accept that he must resign so as to allow a smooth handover, and is forced out 
publicly during the coming working week, he could be deemed to have acted recklessly or 
maliciously; meaning that he could be held liable for the financial losses caused to others on 
and from this coming Monday. 
 
Obviously any general adverse impact on the value of company shares and the value of pound 
sterling will also affect the financial/asset base of the Conservative Party. By not acting to 
avoid or minimise their likely losses, Boris Johnson as Conservative Party Leader would act in 

to Appendices J & K. These are respectively page breach of his fiduciary duties. I refer you 
Page 12 of the Statement of Accounts of C&UCO Properties Ltd to and the 31 December 2020 
Directors’ Report for for the period ending the Conservative Party Foundation Ltd on 31 
December 2020. It can be shown that Boris Johnson is de facto a person of significant control 

C&UCO Properties Ltd, and its subsidiary companies, and over is the de jure Person of 
Significant Control of the Conservative Party Foundation Ltd. Boris Johnson has a legal duty 
to safeguard and not to act against the financial interests of the Conservative and Unionist 
Party and all the companies and trusts which fund and support Conservative Central Office. As 
a Lord Commissioner of the Treasury he has such duties in relation to The Crown.  
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Julian F. Brennan 
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Julian Brennan <julianfraserbrennan@gmail.com>

Urgent and important letter for the Prime Minister (for action by all recipients) 
2 messages

Julian Brennan <julianfraserbrennan@gmail.com> 7 June 2022 at 13:05
To: tom.bacon@no10.gov.uk, hgordon@no10.gov.uk, obrook@no10.gov.uk, akere@no10.gov.uk, psstevebarclay@no10.gov.uk,
ministerial.correspondence@cabinetoffice.gov.uk
Cc: chairman@conservatives.com, psoliverdowdenmwp@cabinetoffice.gov.uk

Dear Mr Barclay
 
I write to you in your legal capacities as No. 10 Chief of Staff and a Minister of the Crown.
 
Attached is a two-page letter for the personal and most urgent attention of the Prime Minister. It is self-
explanatory. Please ensure the letter (together with a copy of this e-mail) is provided to him ASAP. Mr
Johnson will need to consider his position very carefully and make a public statement later this
afternoon. He must deal with the matter personally; either by speaking over the phone to Her Majesty
the Queen and resigning, or alternatively - if he honestly believes I have defamed him - by him deciding
to issue High Court proceedings against me for defamation.
 
I am in no doubt whatsoever that I can defend any Claim he might issue which comes within the broad
boundaries of my waiver of immunity from suit. That includes me writing and publishing that Boris
Johnson is a “fraudster”. In any proceedings I will plead his frauds distinctly and in detail and, with
credible evidence, will prove them in Court subsequently.
 
Also attached is a document setting out sections 44 to 49 of the Serious Crime Act 2007. It is important
that that too is passed on to the Prime Minister so that he identifies the very serious problems which he
and/or others could face if he encourages another or others to do anything to assist him to dishonestly
keep his job, or if another or others assist him to act dishonestly or in breach of law so that he can keep
his job.
 
It is important that Mr Johnson notes that all Civil Servants and Special Advisers are required under
their contracts of employment as Crown Servants to act with Honesty and Integrity, and that if anyone
does not do so in relation to the issues I raise he personally, as the Minister for the Civil Service, could
be held to account in Parliament. I suggest that to be “on the safe side” no-one acts to assist Mr
Johnson by briefing the media or gaining support from MPs.
 
In closing, I formally request that all S. 6 “public authorities” who receive or view this material have full
regard to: (a) the fact that I act in accordance with my duty of Allegiance and my duties under Peelian
Principles; and (b) the fact that my Convention rights coming within Articles 9 and 10 are engaged in
relation to upholding the Rule of Law. In relation to this I refer you to what is stated in the last paragraph
of my letter of 29 January 2022 to Commissioner Dick. That letter is Exhibit HC/R/2 attached to my
Affidavit sworn on 31 May 2022 (which was copied to you late yesterday morning and is accessible via
the first web link of the appendix).
 
Please note that this e-mail and its attachments will be an Exhibit for civil proceedings and will also be
provided to the Metropolitan Police.
 
Yours sincerely
 
Julian Brennan

Cc: Oliver Dowden (for action in relation to both the Conservative & Unionist Party and the Cabinet)

2 attachments

Letter of 7 June 2022 to the Prime Minister (with appendix).pdf 
2407K

Sections 44-49 of the Serious Crime Act 2007.pdf 
270K
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Appendix G to letter of 18/6/22 to Sir Lynton Crosby AO



Appendix H to letter of 18/6/22 to Sir Lynton Crosby AO



engaged since 13 March 1997 (ie exactly 25 years today). That was first under ETS 
No. 5 and, following the Human Rights Act 1998 coming into force on 2 October 
2000, also under HRA 1998. It is recognised that these rights were and have been 
engaged principally for the protection and the upholding of the Rule of Law and the 
Sovereignty of Parliament. In any proceedings these would be relied on under section 
7(1)(b) HRA and would form part of my defence in relation to my publications in the 
public interest. My statement of 30 April 2020 “Sue or Resign”, and specific issues 
referred to at the paragraphs numbered 4, 5 and 6 of that document, would be referred 
to in relation to Convention rights. 
 

 5. In the event of you issuing proceedings against me in your capacity as a Minister of 
the Crown a counter-claim for a sum of money in the region of £80,000-plus will be 
made. In the event that any person acting for the Government makes an application for 
legal costs against me fraud will be pleaded and proved.   
 

 6. In relation to the Prime Minister, and Joint Enterprise over the period of 22-24 
November 2020, you will need to consider my Facebook post of 7 May 2020 
(attached). Having regard to the Prime Minister’s knowledge on 14 March 2020 (at the 
latest) you will need to have regard to the information in my FB post, and consider      
it in conjunction with the contents of my e-mail of 11 June 2021 to Dominic 
Cummings.   
 

 7. In the event that you issue proceedings against me both the Chief Constable of Kent 
Constabulary and Knights PLC will be listed as Interested Parties. In the event that 
you do not act, the Secretary of State for the Home Department will be listed as an 
Interested Party in civil proceedings issued against them. There are issues concerning 
the rights of insurance companies and fraudulent conduct which apply, as does a point 
of law of general public importance which (in both cases) will need to go to the 
Supreme Court. 
 

In relation to your previous decisions and omissions regarding Dame Cressida Dick you need 
to consider that you have a legal duty to disclose certain information to each of the candidates 
to be the new Metropolitan Police Commissioner. If you do not do so you will act in breach of 
section 3 of the Fraud Act 2006. If you do not resign or recuse yourself from the appointment 
process you will act in breach of section 4 of that Act. You have already acted in ways that 
mean any contract which a person is offered for the position Commissioner will constitute an 
“article” within the meaning of sections 6 and 7 of the Fraud Act. Any contract will be void 
ab initio.  
 
You should resign as a Minister of the Crown and a Privy Counsellor and apply to the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer to be appointed as Crown Steward and Bailiff of the Manor of 
Northstead. If you do not do so you should sue me for stating that you have acted criminally 
while Home Secretary. You have until 11 June 2022 to issue High Court proceedings. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Julian Brennan 
 

See next sheet for list of attachments and persons to whom this correspondence will be copied.  

Appendix I to letter of 18/6/22 to Sir Lynton Crosby AO



Status:  This is the original version (as it was originally enacted).

Fraud Act 2006
2006 CHAPTER 35

Fraud

8 “Article”

(1) For the purposes of—
(a) sections 6 and 7, and
(b) the provisions listed in subsection (2), so far as they relate to articles for use

in the course of or in connection with fraud,
“article” includes any program or data held in electronic form.

(2) The provisions are—
(a) section 1(7)(b) of the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (c. 60),
(b) section 2(8)(b) of the Armed Forces Act 2001 (c. 19), and
(c) Article 3(7)(b) of the Police and Criminal Evidence (Northern Ireland) Order

1989 (S.I. 1989/1341 (N.I. 12));
(meaning of “prohibited articles” for the purposes of stop and search powers).

Appendix J to letter of 18/6/22 to Sir Lynton Crosby AO

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/id/ukpga/1984/60
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/id/ukpga/2001/19
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/id/nisi/1989/1341
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