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Following mistakes surrounding Savile &
Rotherham, CPS officials decide to widen
their net to include the innocent "

Innocent?
Guilty?  All the

same to me
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FACTion
FACTion is published four times each year and is available free-of-charge to online readers. Paper copies are available  to
members/associates for which we request a contribution of £10 per annum to cover the cost of printing & postage. Hard
copies are available free to serving and former falsely accused prisoners. Please contact the Secretary         (address below)
for full details. As well as those who have suffered miscarriages of justice, we welcome enquiries from anyone interested in
and/or supportive of our work, including academics, lawyers, politicians, journalists, students and any   professional in-
volved in the care of children and vulnerable adults.

We invite original articles, poetry, cartoons, letters, obituaries, &c. for publication. Items must be copyright-free or have the
owner’s written permission to publish. Submissions are included at the sole discretion of the Editor. Copyright remains the
property of the author(s). Contact details must be provided but names may be changed upon request. Articles published in
FACTion do not necessarily reflect the views or policy of the Editor or of FACT as an organisation.

FACT Helpline: 0843 289 2016
Whilst we are unable to give legal advice we do offer support to professionals in positions of trust facing false allegations,
charges and/or convictions, or those found innocent but suffering problems resulting from associated public hysteria &
rumour. We also offer support to family members and friends. Calls cost about 5p per minute from a BT landline but may
vary from other networks and could be much higher when using a mobile phone.

Postal Address: FACT, 83 Ducie Street, Manchester M1 2JQ
Website: www.factuk.org Twitter: follow@factukorg
Articles for Publication in FACTion: faction@post.com

Contact Addresses
FACT’s Chairman: Nicholas Griffin at  npg123@hushmail.com

Hon Secretary: Brian at sec@factuk.org
Hon Treasurer: Anne at akalibry@btinternet.com

Conferences: Dr Ros Burnett  at  ros.burnett@crim.ox.ac.uk
FACTion Editor: Mark Parry at faction.editor@gmail.com

Press & Helpline Co-ordinator: Hotatio Goodden at horatiogoodden@ btinternet.com

Research
FACT has a commitment to constantly improve our knowledge and understanding of all
the issues surrounding false allegations and their effects on innocent people.

If you would like to assist with research or have any information
or experience in the areas we are researching we would be
delighted to hear from you.

Our current research projects include:

- The effects of false allegations on close family members
- The impact on people’s lives DBS (CRB) checks and other systems such as
   VISOR/MAPPA/SOR have
- Understanding the causes of false allegations

Please contact sec@factuk.org
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FACTually Speaking

A few years ago I was called upon to help
a deeply disturbed Dutch woman who had
settled in England some 20 years before. I
think she had been  diagnosed with schizophrenia.
As I am not a psychiatrist I hesitate before using this
description and you should treat the last sentence
with caution.  This said, I often saw her distressed
and afraid that a Nazis might storm into her
bedroom. Her memories of a Holland invaded by
the Germans were frightening and seemingly
authentic. What horrors had she witnessed during
those awful years of occupation?  Violence?  Rape?
Torture?  How could I help a woman with such
experiences?

Actually she was born in the late 1940s, so her
memories were false. There is no way she could
have suffered in the manner she painted so clearly
in terrifying detail. It was impossible. Maybe her
memories were the result of stories recounted by
parents and friends as she grew up? Perhaps they
were sourced in the disturbed confusion of her
mind? Maybe they resulted from other damaging
situations?  Questions which can only be answered
by doctors and psychiatrists.

During July I went on holiday for a couple of weeks
only to return to the UK amidst an  extraordinary
situation in which over 500 people had been
arrested for downloading images of children. Golly,
would there be enough bed space in jails across a
reduced prison estate?  Teachers, former police
officers, scout masters…even medics. Of course this
was  music to the ears of home secretaries and
their shadows. Politicians like nothing more than
putting the boot in to the people most hated by
society.  Justice is put to one side with this group.
An accusation is enough. In fact why consider the
evidence? Lynch mobs are acceptable if it means
more votes. In this area of the law things are all
rather depressing.

To return to my terrified Dutch woman.  I have
come across many like her on Twitter.  True, some
may have been subjected to terrible abuse but it is
also possible that others are suffering from false
memory, malicious intent or psychological illness.
They write in BLOCK CAPITALS TO MAKE THEIR
POINT. If you contradict them in any way you are
immediately accused of being a “paedo apologist”.

I am not suggesting for a moment that we
do not have a problem as a society with
child abuse - and this is unacceptable -
but let us also consider the need for a
perceptive and sensitive reflection on
justice for all as an essential element if

our legal  system is to be just.

The accused might be innocent. Judging from her
recent comments, the current Shadow Home
Secretary seems content to allow people who are
suspected of being paedophiles to be banned from
working with children altogether. This may have
terrible consequences to someone’s life if they
happen to be an innocent teacher, minister of
religion, nurse or someone else who works with
vulnerable people and has been wrongly accused.

Of course we must protect anyone at risk but we
know from experience that some allegations are
without substance. As is suggested by Dean Valley’s
poem, “The Web,” there is a danger that innocent
men and women are trapped by a system of justice
that is unbalanced: caught in a legal spider’s web
which leaves them  homeless, unemployable,
psychologically damaged  and alienated even
before they are charged with any crime.

Quite recently I heard of a former teacher who was
arrested following a single accusation going back 40
years. Two plain clothes detectives turned up with
two or three marked police cars containing
uniformed officers. It was all made to be very
public. No doubt onlookers made their distress and
anger known at the local pub that same evening!

The detectives arrested the 70 year old whilst those
in uniform searched his home.  He was taken to be
interviewed and was eventually returned after
midnight. No charges have been made thus far and
he may have to wait many months to know the out-
come of their enquiries. He has been left isolated,
traumatised and depressed.

I have several questions relating to these tactics.
The first about so-called victim support. It is
appropriate that those who make complaints
should receive support as they progress through
the legal maze: from allegation to court.  I would
also call for a system of care for those who face
accusations, especially if they protest their
innocence.  It may be presumed that such people
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have the continued support of friends, colleagues
and family, yet in my experience this is far from the
case where the allegations are of abuse.  Some-
times partners, children, best friends… want
nothing to do with allegations of sexual abuse. They
are toxic.

With the reduction in Legal Aid the accused may
have the cost of his defence met but this is now
pretty limited and does not allow a good solicitor
the  time to offer both the legal and moral care
many lawyers gave in the past.

So who  supports the accused from the time of an
arrest to the day of a trial? Who offers care when
no charges are brought?  I hear you shouting
“FACT!” and it’s true – it’s one reason our
organisation and others like it exist –
but I suggest there is a urgent need
for state-aided care. “Yes and pigs
might  fly,” I hear you cry!

Unless the defendant admits guilt he or she ought
to be respected as innocent but often in these cases
this is not so. There is no support and tremendous
damage done from the moment the police cars troll
up to their front door with blue lights flashing like
lighthouses warning everyone of danger.  Is there a
better example of this than the recent raid on Sir
Cliff Richard’s house - broadcast live for all to see by
the BBC? This is to make the process of the law a
circus and is a challenge to the notion of innocence
until proven guilty. It is to be hoped that this
approach is urgently reconsidered. So question
number 2 is this: why make an arrest a spectacle in

cases of an allegation of abuse where there is no
immediate intention of charging an individual?

Lawmakers and police argue that the open and
public nature of an arrest may encourage others to
come forward but I believe this should not be a part
of the arrest process.  Good policing should not be
a public display of someone’s ‘possible guilt’
because as we know in the mind of many there is
no smoke without fire and a public arrest is inter-
preted as ‘likely guilt’. This is unfair and unjust.

Discovering the truth behind an allegation should
be a basic part of the investigative process, so why
is one left with the impression that the police are
out to get you from the moment an accusation of
abuse has been made? Perhaps it is down to the
financial number-crunching ethos apparent in all
public services?  Police officers have to justify their
wages and there is little merit in reporting time
spent proving someone’s innocence. So my
penultimate question is: why not?

People make false allegations for a number of
reasons. As a society we have to accept this. We
have to re-balance policing methods and the legal
process to make sure that the terrible catch-all web
allows the possibility of innocence. Where this is
found to be the case, how do we as a society undo
the damage suffered by an individual and his family
and friends?

Some nightmarish thoughts for Hallowe’en

Mark

Are You Talented?

We have a number of FACTion staff vacancies

Cartoonist: A ‘Banksey’ with a sense of humour and able to express themselves through irony/satire in
the medium of cartoons /comic strips reflecting appropriate topics and news items.

News Reporter: An ‘owl’ is required who keeps their eye on interesting changes in the law and news
stories with a view to writing a précis of relevant current affairs (legal/political) for each quarterly edition

A Crossword/Sudoku/Quiz-setter: Able to offer a page of original, copyright-free material for each
edition. This will be of especial interest to readers who may be house or cell-bound

Terms:  Pay scale - seeing your work in print and online and enjoyed by our readers across the UK and
beyond …  a lot of thanks from the Editor!

Contact: Mark at faction.editor@gmail.com or write to: FACTion, 83 Ducie Street, Manchester M1 2JQ
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This last year has yet again been a very full and busy year for FACT. In many ways it
would be all too easy to cast gloom and doom as the year has seen our televisions and
media presenting us with a daily barrage of scandal and appalling stories of false and
often      unproven allegations – not only against celebrities but us lesser folk as well.
The creep of changes in legislation and policy, undermining prospects of a fair defence, continued with
issues like the reduction in legal aid and the greatly expanded Victims' Code, and other developments, all
moving us further and further away from the concept of innocent until proven guilty. However we must
not lose sight of the progress we have made thanks to all those who have gone before who have made
FACT the strong organisation it is today and to those on the present committee who are providing re-
newed impetus and fresh ideas enabling us to look forward and plan a sustainable long term future for
FACT.

The beginning of the year, since the last AGM, saw the committee working to ensure some of the earlier
successes of the organisation were continued. It was good to see our quarterly
magazine,  FACTion, going from strength to strength thanks to Mark’s hard work and enthusiasm. The
magazine, which is available online and in printed form, presents both serious and humorous articles and is
well read not only by members (including those in prison) but by professionals and government depart-
ments, ensuring that FACT’s message gets out. Also continuing to get the message out there is our website,
www.factuk.org, very skilfully managed by Michael. In this day and age websites are very much at the
heart of any organisation and we were pleasantly surprised to find the site had received more than a
quarter of a million viewings and was averaging 4000 viewings a month! It is very much a hub of informa-
tion and great support to the victims of false allegations. If the viewing numbers are anything to go by it
really is needed. We also moved into the use of social media setting up a Twitter account,
FACT@factukorg, which has proved extremely successful in promoting our message and in making new
contacts and supporters.

Also many thanks to Allan for his work producing a new campaigning leaflet which is now available for
members to use. I am sure it will become a much used resource. We have a small supply in printed form or
it can be downloaded from the website and printed off.

Http://www.factuk.org/about-us/campaigning/facts-campaign-leaflet-2014/

Support is a vital part of FACT's work and this year has also seen the re-introduction of the telephone help
line, 0843 2892016. Even though we haven't advertised we have received a steady flow of calls asking for
assistance following false allegations. It is important to note that it is not only those who have been falsely
accused who call but also their families who are also just as much victims of the serious and lifelong conse-
quences these allegations have.

Clearly this is a desperately needed service and we will be doing all we can to build this support. Many
thanks go to Horatio for all his hard work setting up and running the service and to those who have helped
take calls.

The other well established part of FACT’s work is the two conferences held each year. These provide the
opportunity for members to get together and for invited speakers to share their knowledge and experienc-
es with FACT members and guests. We felt it was important for FACT, as a national organisation, to take its
word out and reach other parts of the country where we had not held conferences before. So it was
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decided that whilst the AGM and autumn conference would still be held at Birmingham we would hold the
spring conference at different venues around the country in order to attract a wider audience and gain
more support for the movement. So it was with great pride that in June we held the conference at the Uni-
versity of Oxford by kind invitation of its Centre for Criminology and thanks to all the hard work of Dr Ros
Burnett who organised it together with other committee members. It was extremely well attended and a
great success. A detailed account of the conference is in the summer edition of FACTion available from the
link on our website.

http://www.factuk.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/FACTion-5-2-jun-2014.pdf

The other fantastic news that has followed as a result of the Oxford conference is the interest and support
that was generated from academics and lawyers with specialisms in this field and I'm pleased to announce
that as a result we have now been able to form an Advisory Group to FACT made up of 25 leading experts.
This will be invaluable in helping us to succeed as the organisation grows and takes on complex and chal-
lenging issues. I’m also optimistic that over this coming year we will be able to appoint someone of public
standing to be our president.

The Future
As we progressed through the year we were then able to turn our attention to the future of FACT. One
thing that is absolutely clear is that FACT is needed more than ever now that the overall situation of media
hysteria, moral panics about sex offenders and overzealous risk management politics in this country (and
internationally) are increasingly taking away the rights of innocent adults to receive just and fair treatment
when accusations are made against them – whether at the investigation stage, in court or when maintain-
ing innocence in prison, and continuing after release from prison. Adults in positions of trust working with
vulnerable people are now more likely than ever to be found guilty of something they have not done. In
particular, civil liberties and due process for people falsely accused are threatened by horrific develop-
ments such as: -

● Mandatory reporting just on the basis of suspicion, with new orders which restrict the
activities of people because they have been reported as suspects (i.e. Sexual Harm

● Prevention Orders, and Sexual Risk Orders).
● Enhanced DBS checks which bar people from certain jobs merely because someone once

reported them (they don’t have to have done anything, just have someone say they did).
● ‘Victims Right to Review’ whereby the complainant can challenge previous decisions not

to prosecute.
● Only one person needs to complain to the Attorney General that they consider a sentence too

lenient and they can be referred back to the Appeal Court for a longer prison sentence.

I could go on.

Many volunteers and paid professionals are totally unaware of just how devastating allegations can be, nor
how easily they can be made to stick, relying on the myth 'I haven't done anything wrong therefore I'll be
alright'. False allegations destroy lives and no matter how far the allegation is taken; whether it is made
and dropped or ends up in court, the effect will last a lifetime, not only for the accused but for their family
as well. So it is against this background that we have looked at where FACT can focus the fight to
protect the innocent.

Membership
As a grass roots organisation our membership structure gives us something special, not least a wide repre-
sentation of civil society. This must not only be maintained but built upon, with particular focus on recruit-
ing younger members and supporter (possibly from Universities). We need to persuade, convince and
engage with the public in order to gain their support. It will be a mark of our success as to how many new
members we recruit from people who have not been falsely accused. This is an area where we have a lot
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of work to do and consideration will need to be given to how we present ourselves including branding and
logo.

The general public must feel connected with us and understand how relevant our work is to their daily
lives and that our membership is not just open to those who have been falsely
accused or wrongly convicted but to those who seek a fair and just society to live in. This is a
matter that affects everyone.

Membership recruitment is central to everything FACT does. The level of membership has a direct bearing
on the organisation’s ‘clout’ when it comes to campaigning for changes to practices and law. The larger the
membership numbers the higher the probability of achieving change. Maintaining high membership
numbers and seeing a year on year growth is absolutely crucial. Over this past year membership numbers
have been steadily increasing and it will be one of our main priorities to increase membership numbers
dramatically. I would call upon our members to do all they can to help with this: if each existing member
were to recruit at least one new member this would double our membership! At the same time we need to
understand that being totally reliant on volunteers to cover thework of our organisation builds in a weak-
ness. The organisation suffers from peaks and troughs as the willingness and availability of people to take
responsibility for the day to day work fluctuates. A cycle is created where the national committee is at one
point strong with new members and lots of energy but as time passes people begin to leave, resulting in a
heavier workload on the remaining members and eventually resulting in the possible burnout or
disillusionment of those remaining. This is the critical moment when one of two things will happen: either
new people come forward and the cycle starts again or no one comes forward and the organisation closes.
We must therefore look to eliminate this problem by employing staff who will take on much of the
increasing daily work, freeing up the committee to direct and manage, in turn making it easier to recruit
and retain the committee. This will not happen overnight and will take years to achieve but is a direction
we must go in if the organisation is to have a secure future.

Campaigning
Campaigning and lobbying is another of our main priorities. Without campaigning there will be no change!
In this we need to be strong. Campaigning needs to be planned and linked to a strategy. Whilst a sudden
‘false allegation’ incident may warrant a protest, either by holding a placard or writing an e-mail and
should rightly be supported by FACT, campaigning for the organisation needs to be focused on how we
stop the cause of the problem as opposed to reacting to the symptom. We need to avoid responding to
every single incident and simply being seen as a complainer; instead we need to pick our moments. It is
also important that we build coalitions with other justice groups in order to pool our strengths and be suc-
cessful.

We will need to have one main campaign running through the year with several other campaigns running
alongside of differing durations, each raising awareness of a particular issue. To a large extent, the
challenges we rise to stem from political decisions taken at Westminster and so our campaigning will
include direct lobbying of MPs and seeking representation on committees. To this end we need to set up a
very strong and dedicated team who will specialise in Westminster matters.

The use of the media will also be prominent in our approach. Experience over the last year has often seen
us approached by journalists and media companies who are clearly only looking for a brief comment so
they can say they have balanced their piece. We will actively establish trusted working relationships with
journalists who will correctly represent the horrors of the issues we deal with and give voice to the victims
of false allegations.

Research
The importance of research should not be underestimated in the future success of the organisation. When
you consider the two main areas of our work – support and campaigning – it is clear neither can be fully
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successful without the knowledge and understanding which comes from having accurate information both
historical (or retrospective) and current, as well as for forecasting future trends. When the media and gen-
eral public question the prevalence and harms of false allegations – as they do – we will be in a better
position to quote from and refer them to a reliable evidence base. Research is therefore the backbone of
all we do.

Organising the gathering of information is as important as what is done with it once we have it. It is impor-
tant to embrace modern technology to store, analyse, keep up with and distribute information. Many of
our members have spent years, some decades, researching and understanding issues around the law and
politics which affect those who have been falsely accused. It's important we do not lose this knowledge
and expertise. The gathering, analysing, storage and dissemination of information needs to be carried out
on behalf of the organisation through the co-ordination of a central researcher and research team. We will
have the added advantage of being able to draw on the expertise of people on the recently formed
Advisory Group when we need to ensure the accuracy of our briefings or access the latest research and
statistics.

As a result of this research, our aim is to produce a number of booklets and briefing sheets and to develop
the resources section of the website so that it becomes a known source of 5 relevant articles, references
and links to related information for use by our members, the general public, members of Parliament and
other policy makers.

Support
I’ve already mentioned the success of our telephone helpline and it’s worth mentioning again because this
is so very important as it is so often used at a time when people have just been accused, some even feeling
suicidal and certainly traumatised. It’s a time when an understanding and supportive person on the other
end of the phone can make all the difference and help the person to realise they are not alone. We will
need to expand this service and advertise the availability of it. Other than the helpline it is difficult at na-
tional level to provide personal support to individuals i.e. meeting them face to face, attending court,
employment tribunals or meeting socially. This is being done much better at local level through the
regional structure and is an area of our work that needs to be encouraged and given more support to
grow.

So this last 12 months has seen us reach the point where we have a framework for our direction forward
and the coming year will need to be spent applying detail as well as acting to put these plans into place.
When you consider the national committee only meets four times a year and has a very full agenda of day
to day matters it's remarkable that so much has been done this year. I would like to extend a very sincere
thanks to everyone on the committee for their dedication and hard work, beyond committee meetings, for
countless hours they spend working at home to keep things running. In particular, thanks to Anne our
Treasurer, Horatio on the Helpline, Mark on FACTion, Michael on the website, Ros on research/information
and conferences, and Brian our acting Secretary for always being there.

May I also thank everyone else who has contributed, including those who have very kindly made financial
donations over and above the membership fee. Clearly as we move forward finances are going to be a big
controlling factor in what we can and cannot do and private donations are the lifeblood of the organisa-
tion. Please keep them coming. Last but not least may I remind you we are a volunteer run organisation
and I'd be delighted to hear from anyone who feels they may be able to help in some way. Not all
volunteers need to be on or to attend committee meetings; there are many other things that can be done
by home-based volunteers. These are just a few examples:

● Communication via the media and social networking
● Writing Press Releases
● Fundraising / writing grant applications
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● Supporting and advising others via the Helpline and local support groups
● Running the Website and the Twitter account
● Graphic design
● FACTion and website editorial work
● Carrying out research and building up FACT's evidence base

Nicholas Griffin

 Report of the National Secretary

I took over as acting National Secretary for FACT In January this year. This followed a period
when Fact was without a National Secretary due to the retirement of Ian the previous year
and no nominations being made to fill this position at last years AGM.  It was also at this
time I agreed to take on the membership secretary’s role and marry the two responsibilities
together. It is at this point that I will apologise to anyone who has been offended or con-
fused by the requests made to individuals to confirm their membership and actively renew
their commitment to FACT. As an organisation we can only be effective if we have a strong

membership base and we agreed in the National Committee that it was necessary to review this especially
as the cost of mailings of Faction and other literature was expensive and in some cases it may well be going
to individuals who were no longer wishing to be members . I have taken what opportunities I can to estab-
lish a firm database and wish to thank past secretaries and membership secretaries for their help in estab-
lishing this together with all members who have responded to the various communications.  At present
FACT has  296 names on its Data base, of these we have confirmed 151 active members who have re-
newed their memberships this year.

I would also like to express my thanks to Facts Chairman, Nicholas Griffin and his committee team for their
dedication and commitment to Fact throughout the past year and for helping and supporting me in the
role as acting secretary. My appreciation and thanks to Michael who has continued to act as advisor to
Fact and helped me personally with the difficulties settling into the secretaries role. Our thanks also ex-
tends to St Chads here in Birmingham for hosting our meetings and to Oxford University and Dr. Ros
Burnett for hosting and arranging our very successful spring conference there.

The National Committee has continued to meet on a regular basis here at Birmingham and has held
meetings November 13, January, March and June this year. The topics discussed  have included;
Membership statistics, Roles of individuals on the National Committee, Promotional materials,
Conferences, Fact rationalization issues, Finance, Helpline, Fact address and most importantly a Five year
plan which Nicholas will speak to you about in due course. In respect of the address we changed this
because it would have been difficult for anyone not living in the vicinity of the PO box to get FACT mail and
we are grateful to Chris the previous acting secretary for continuing to collect this and post it on. Our
current address in Manchester is a street address rather than a PO box and the company running this will
forward mail to anywhere we instruct.

It  has been a busy year and both the helpline and email receiving a good number of requests for advice
and help. We are  aware that the celebrity witch hunt following on from Operation Yewtree had the effect
of creating a new surge of allegations from those seeking to cash in on the heightened public awareness
and a variety of historical claims have been made against individuals. It seems the current climate is
getting no better as far as false allegations are concerned and FACT will have its work cut out in helping
individuals to manage their lives when this happens to them. FACT is needed more than ever and just one
of the challenges for us is to swell the membership numbers and make the public aware of the scale of
false allegations and the many victims that these spurious claims make. There is also of course the cost to
the public purse, the waste of police time and the devastation to the personal lives and that of the families
of those falsely accused.
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We are delighted at Fact that we now have an Advisory Group of 25 professionals. As part of the Five Year
Plan we shall be seeking ways in which these individuals can be best used and accessed by the National
Committee. We have an excellent Fact editor in Mark who has produced some very informative
Newsletters this year. Faction is a means where information can be shared and it is important to us that all
members receive a copy. We continue to send this out 4 times a year preferably by email but also hard
copies to those who prefer this method or who do not have email. I am pleased to say that one of our
members who is still in prison, upon making a request to the Governor, has been able to receive Faction
direct from us despite there being a so called ban on prisoners receiving similar publications. We know this
individual does share his copy with others. We are also delighted to hear of the release of Kevin, via parole
board, from an unjust  prison sentence.

Fact also has at its disposal a campaign leaflet as well as a very informative web site which has been used
by those seeking help throughout the year. It is the committees intention to continue to promote Fact and
we are particularly conscious of the need to have more members from the general public and those in
positions of  responsibility such as our associate members and advisory panel. There is still a great need for
our organisation and to this end I am sure the committee  and advisors will do its utmost to continue to
serve those falsely accused.

Brian Hudson
Acting Secretary January 14th  to September 14th .

I have worked as finance director along with my husband in a very successful
electrical engineering company for over 12 years, managing an accounts office

which included a payroll scheme for 30 employees.  I am a mum whose teenage son became a victim of a
malicious false allegation of abuse.

After  the allegations were made I took the decision to relinquish my responsibilities in my business in
order to concentrate on obtaining  evidence in support of my son’s innocence.  I knew I had to be proactive
from the outset if my child was ever to have a fighting chance of proving he was innocent. I became a
member of PAFAA (People Against False Allegations of Abuse) where I formed friendships with many other
people who were in similar positions, which was a huge comfort.

 It was the decision to join PAFAA that has formed my understanding and belief that those who are falsely
accused face an uphill struggle to prove their innocence. The knowledge and key aspects in defending an
allegation of this type became my bible, it was at PAFFA I began my journey and plight for those who have
been falsely accused. This is where I immediately recognised the importance of an organisation who
supported those who had been falsely accused. I began to research and put together a profile of the
accuser and documented her behaviour which became apparent when the trial collapsed on the second
day. It was as a direct result of sheer hard work, determination and immense support from Helga Speck at
PAFAA that we were able to show competently the allegations were false.

To date I have made a serious complaint via the professional standards department in the hope that
criminal charges will be brought on the officer in charge of my son’s case. I have undertaken a social
services investigation into the statutory breaches in care my family did not receive and as a direct result of
the work and cross referencing of information that I have made I hope to be in a position in the very near
future to proceed to litigation.
I have worked tirelessly to piece together the failings that engulfed my son and family in the hope that my
work could be used to help and support others in the future. I have a vast understanding of the Social

  Introducing Jo Martin
  Our newly elected National Committee member
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Services’ failures and the law that applies when a person has been falsely accused together with the
impacts that imposes on the family.

I appreciate that FACT is committed to those who have been falsely accused whilst in a position of trust as
volunteers or as paid professionals. It is clear to me there are a lot of parallels in false allegation in the
family and at work. I see FACT as having a huge role to play in helping and supporting those who suffer so
horrifically following a false allegation of abuse. I believe my knowledge, my research skills together with
my understanding of a system that is designed at present to convict the innocent in order to suit its pur-
pose can be used to help FACT achieve its goals. I have resumed my position in my company but only on a
part time basis, ensuring the rest of my time can be spent on campaigning for justice for and understand-
ing of all those who have been falsely accused. I see this as my vocation in life ensuring our suffering and
huge struggle for justice will not be in vain.

FACT ACCOUNTS YEAR ENDING 31st JULY 2014

INCOME EXPENSES

Actual Total
Prior Year
Total

Prior Year
Variance

Actual
Total

Prior Year
Total

Prior Year
Variance

Sponsorship Faction £260.00 £600.00 -£340.00 Operating £1,892.66 £1,832.62 -£60.04
Donations - FACT NW -£75.00 -£150.00 £75.00 Office £14.97 £50.00 £35.03
Membership £2,075.00 £1,670.00 £405.00 Postage £477.41 £301.13 -£176.28
Donations £1,315.00 £1,582.00 -£267.00 Telephone £0.00 £83.04 £83.04
Conference - Food £587.90 £53.00 £534.90 Travel £286.10 £180.73 -£105.37

Totals £4,162.90 £3,755.00 £407.90 PO Box £371.700 £222.00 -£149.70
Internet £375.00 £190.00 -£185.00
Donations Given £0.00 £420.00 £420.00
Membership Fees £0.00 £0.00 £0.00
Room Hire £216.00 £136.00 -£80.00
Stationery £151.48 £249.72 £98.24

Conference £1,634.37 £610.28 -£1,024.09
Travel £0.00 £53.60 £53.60
Speakers £24.00 £91.80 £67.80
Room Hire £448.00 £330.00 -£118.00
Stationery £190.68 £0.00 -£190.68
Conference-catering £971.69 £134.88 -£836.81

Publicity £858.02 £822.00 -£36.02
Publicity Faction £858.02 £822.00 -£36.02
Publicity £0.00 £0.00 £0.00

Totals £4,385.05 £3,264.90 -£1,120.15
Annual Budget Overview
Total Income £4.162.90
Total Expenses £4,385.05
Deficit -£222.15

Balance Sheet as at 31st July 2014
Bank 31 July 2013 £4,541.71 The balance in 2013 included £336.01 held on behalf of FACT NW

Deficit -£222.15
Bank 31 July 2014 £4319.56 The balance includes £261.01 held on behalf of FACT NW

This year has closed with a small deficit of £147.15 (when the FACT NW expenditure is separated out) compared
I confirm I have examined the accounts for the year 2013-14 as presented to me and conclude these are a true and accurate
record.

Alistair Hall BA MAAT
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1. Innocence as an international movement
‘Innocence’ still often ignored or irrelevant .
Definitions matter… (From Mullen to Adams)
Compensation – for the demonstrably ‘innocent’ (Allen v UK)

2. What is a Miscarriage of Justice?
R v. Secretary of State for the Home Department, ex parte Mullen [2000]: ‘“Miscarriage of justice” is an
expression, which, although very familiar, is not a legal term of art and has no settled meaning. Like
‘wrongful conviction’ it can be used to describe the conviction of the demonstrably innocent… But, again,
like ‘wrongful conviction’, it can be and has been used to describe cases in which defendants, guilty or not,
certainly should not have been convicted.’

3. What is evidence of factual innocence? Intangible concept:
Lord Steyn, (R (on the application of Mullen) v Secretary of State for the Home Department):
‘Sometimes compelling new evidence, eg a DNA sample, a forensic test result, fingerprints, a subsequent
confession by a third party who was found in possession of the murder weapon, and so forth, may lead to
the quashing of a conviction. The circumstances may justify the conclusion beyond reasonable doubt that
the defendant had been innocent. Sometimes the Court of Appeal makes it clear and sometimes it can be
inferred from the circumstances.’

4. Innocence in the Court of Appeal:
Lord Bingham - ‘the Court is in no position to declare that the appellant is innocent…That is not the func-
tion of this court. Our function is to consider whether in the light of all the material before us this convic-
tion is unsafe.’ R  v A(D)

R v Fell, Waller, LJ  ‘….since our reading of the interviews and the evidence we have heard leads us to the
conclusion that the confession was a false one, that can only mean that we believe that he was innocent of
these terrible murders, and he should be entitled to have us say so.’

R v Fergus, Steyn LJ 'Ivan Fergus may leave this court knowing that not only his conviction was unsafe and
unsatisfactory, but that it is our judgment that the case against him was a wholly false one and he is entire-
ly innocent.'

R v C (Martin), Kay LJ ‘as part of the criminal justice system this court can do no more than allow the ap-
peal and apologise to Mr C for the fact that he was wrongly convicted.’

R v Roberts, Henry LJ ‘a grave injustice was done to Mr Roberts. We are conscious that the unreserved
apology we offer him for it, and our profound regret that it should have occurred, will not give him back
those lost years of life and liberty.’

5. Why?
Roch LJ, R v Hickey and others.
‘This court is not concerned with the guilt or innocence of the appellants; but only with the safety of their
convictions.....the integrity of the criminal process is the most important consideration for courts which
have to hear appeals against conviction. Both the innocent and the guilty are entitled to fair trials.’
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6. Problems with the Court of Appeal Approch

Quashes convictions on grounds it is ‘unsafe.’

Two interpretations of unsafe – factual innocence but also factual guilt but pre-trial or trial error

Far more appeals brought on basis of errors of law and procedure than errors of fact
So emphasis on appeal is on procedure, technicality, legality, rather than innocent people being wrongly
convicted. Same in US, Canada and Australia.
Appeals based on errors of fact (factual innocence) – fresh evidence and lurking doubt very rare.

7. S.23 CA 1988

(1) For the purposes of an appeal under this Part of this Act the Court of Appeal may, if they think it neces-
sary or expedient in the interests of justice-(a) order the production of any document, exhibit or other
thing connected with the proceedings, the production of which appears to them necessary for the deter-
mination of the case;

(2) The Court of Appeal shall, in considering whether to receive any evidence, have regard in particular
to—

(a) whether the evidence appears to the Court to be capable of belief;
(b) whether it appears to the Court that the evidence may afford any ground for allowing the ap-
peal;
(c) whether the evidence would have been admissible in the proceedings from which the appeal
lies on an issue which is the subject of the appeal; and
(d) whether there is a reasonable explanation for the failure to adduce the evidence in those pro-
ceedings.

8. Fresh Evidence Appeals
Kate Malleson study for the RCCJ.
1990 – 300 appeals. 329 grounds. 23 based on fresh evidence (7% of total grounds).

Me – 2002 – 300 appeals. 641 grounds. 37 based on fresh evidence (6% of total grounds).
Malleson – 23 grounds. 5 allowed, 15 dismissed/refused, 3 adjourned for full hearing. Of total grounds,
35% successful, 65% unsuccessful.

Me – 37 grounds. 9 allowed, 27 dismissed/refused, 1 adjourned for full hearing. Of total grounds, 27% suc-
cessful and 73% unsuccessful.

Good news – more fresh evidence appeals heard by court? (37 in 2002 from 23 in 1990). But could be ex-
plained by the huge rise in grounds of appeal (641 in 2002 from 329 in 1990)

Bad news – lower success rate (27% in 2002 from 35% in 1990).

9. Lurking Doubt
Tends to be argued when no fresh evidence and no irregularities.

Malleson – 300 appeals. Lurking doubt referred to directly or indirectly in 10 appeals. 6 allowed, 4
dismissed/refused.

Me – 300 appeals. Lurking doubt referred to directly or indirectly in 7 appeals. 1 allowed and 6
dismissed/refused.
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10. Problem with Court
Deference to the jury

• Jury are the arbiters of fact – guilt and ‘innocence’
• Jury see and hear the witnesses the Court does not
• Jury trial properly conducted does not convict innocent people(!)

2. Reverence for finality
• Reluctance to hear fresh evidence
• Problems with post-appeal procedure – Home Secretary’s Ref/CCRC?

3. Issues of resources/increase in Court’s role
• Impacts on decision making
• Impacts on waiting times

4. Decision making process
• Function of review
• Process of review
• Burden and standard of proof on appeal
• Evidence of a restrictive approach?
•  - Court has imposed its own restrictions
•  - It can take a number of visits to the Court before the conviction is overturned

11. Successful Cases
R v Joynson [2008]EWCA Crim 3049  - This court is always slow to allow an appeal against a conviction
where the case has been handled with care by an experienced judge and the jury has reached its conclu-
sions of fact after hearing all the witnesses. Nevertheless, we must stand back from the case and ask our-
selves whether we regard the convictions as safe. The case as presented to us may be a little different
from the way it was presented to the judge when he read the skeleton arguments which were before him,
but we are troubled by the very great delay and its particular consequences in the context of the specific
allegations in this case. We have reached the conclusion that we cannot regard these convictions as safe.

R v Sheikh [2006] EWCA Crim 2625 In these circumstances we have grave doubts whether a judge who
properly analysed the consequences of the missing documents would conclude that the trial was fair. If we
are wrong, we have no doubt that a judge who carried out such an analysis would not necessarily reach
the conclusion that the trial was fair.

R v Breeze [2009] EWCA Crim 255 We have been driven to the regretful conclusion that this summing-up
was not balanced and that the resulting convictions are unsafe.  We recognise that this is deeply unsatis-
factory, coming some years after the event.  This court will always hesitate long before overturning a con-
viction based on a jury's assessment of the truthfulness of witnesses whom it has seen.  But there is a
principle at stake.  Whatever the nature of the case, the summing-up has to be balanced.  As already indi-
cated, we rather suspect that the judge may not himself have appreciated, as he was delivering this
summing-up, how much he was emphasising the case advanced by the prosecution without reference to
other factors which the jury had to take properly into account.  For those reasons, this appeal must be al-
lowed.

12. The CCRC and Innocence
Professor Graham Zellick stated that:
[T]o deal only with people who are innocent—even if they could be identified—would not . . . widen our
role, but would greatly narrow it . . . .  What of the principle of legality, of due process and of the integrity
of the criminal justice process? We think these things are rather important, as does the Court of Appeal.
(Graham Zellick, Letter to the Editor, The Guardian, June 20, 2005.)

13. Should we focus more on Innocence?
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Quirk, H. ‘Identifying miscarriages of justice: why innocence in the UK is not the answer’ 2007, 70(5) Mod-
ern Law Review 759-777
Despite the rhetorical power of ‘innocence’ as a campaign tool.., to import such a standard into the legal
system would be retrogressive and counter-productive, both as a safeguard against wrongful convictions
and in protecting the integrity of the system. In order to be meaningful, due process protections must ap-
ply to all. The government’s proposals attack this principle directly; innocence campaigners risk unwittingly
assisting their endeavours.

14. McCartney & Roberts, ‘Building Institutions to Address Miscarriages of Justice in E & W:  ‘Mission
Accomplished’? (2012) University of Cincinnati Law Review: 80(4)

‘…calls for a greater focus upon “actual” innocence made in light of partial success [of institutions built to
prevent/overturn miscarriages of justice]  are misguided. Such a refocusing may have the unintended con-
sequence of fostering a climate where miscarriages of justice flourish. The rights of all suspects need pro-
tection, and due process concerns have the concomitant benefit of protecting the innocent from wrongful
conviction. A blinkered approach to “miscarriages” will not necessarily assist the wrongfully convicted and
may even increase their number.’

15.  Conclusion
- Innocence MUST matter. Too many instances internationally & nationally where irrelevant or ig-

nored. Innocence movement encouraging but mountain to climb.
- Once innocence matters – we can progress to ‘justice’.
- In England & Wales however – moving backwards from broad understandings of ‘justice’ to focus

upon innocence (rectitude vs. fairness) may be very detrimental. Harder to win appeals – no
concern at CoA (and so likewise CCRC).

- Change CA focus from review to rehearing?
- Give CA more time to consider appeals?
- More resources
- Abolish s.23
- More use of the pardon power

S.Roberts02@westminster.ac.uk

Photos from the AGM…
Where’s Horatio?!
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 The Challenge of Maintaining
 Innocence Under Pressure
By Alex Standish

It is a great honour to have been invited to address
F.A.C.T.’S  autumn conference and to have the
opportunity of sharing some thoughts with you on
the complex question of maintaining innocence fol-
lowing a conviction, particularly when the allega-
tion is of a sexual nature. As some of you may be
aware, I am in that position myself, so I do feel able
to make some observations from the perspective of
personal experience.

I do not think that it is an overstatement when I say
that being accused of having committed a sexual
offence is one of the most difficult of all
allegations to face, regardless of whether it is a so-
called ‘historic’ case or a contemporaneous
accusation. All allegations of this nature have the
potential to destroy careers, to break up families, to
leave friends, colleagues and communities
devastated and – in the worst case scenarios – to
lead to miscarriages of justice and the prospect of
imprisonment, often for many years, or even to
suicide.

Now, in making presentations like mine I think it is
important to be clear that sexual offences are com-
mitted and the impact on victims is often traumatic
and life changing. I speak on the basis of personal
experience, both as a survivor of extended child-
hood sexual abuse – by a so-called ‘friend’ of my
parents – and as a whistleblower who reported
serious sexual abuse in a boarding school to the po-
lice in the late 1980s.

It is a matter of public record that I subsequently
worked with the authorities to bring the
perpetrators to justice. My ‘reward’ for my concern
over child protection at a time when it was very
unfashionable was the loss of my teaching job,
financial hardship and to suffer a revenge
attack by two hired baseball-bat wielding thugs –
both subsequently convicted for their crimes.

There is no room in this vital debate for casual
denial of the harms that sexual assaults cause. For
many years British

society was characterised by a
culture of official denial that
sexual abuse was a serious
problem. Incidents were
minimised or  covered up and
allegations frequently ignored.
That is the reality and change
was urgently  required,  particu-
larly in terms of support for
genuine victims of crime, and in the need for much
better investigative practices by the police.

However, in 2014 I believe that we also need to rec-
ognise that the pendulum has now swung too far in
the opposite direction. We  presently live in an en-
vironment in which any allegation of sexual abuse
tends to be believed, no matter how tenuous or
non-existent the evidence may be. Complainants
have become ‘victims’,  defendants have become
‘offenders’ sometimes long before criminal charges
have been brought or cases have come before the
courts for trial.

In striking parallels with the infamous witchcraft
trials of the 17th century – both in Europe and in
America – it often seems that the allegation itself
has become powerful ‘evidence’ capable of
trumping facts, documentary records and even
contradictory eye-witness testimony. Indeed,
changes to the criminal justice system – particularly
the 2003 Criminal Justice Act (CJA) – have resulted
in what might be regarded as undue weight being
given by prosecutors to complainants’ testimony,
particularly when it is completely unsupported by
any other form of evidence – whether that be fo-
rensic or provided by third-party witnesses.

There has been a significant rise in two specific
types of allegations of sexual offences since 2005:

●     ‘Historic’ accusations (including familial and in-
stitutional)
●     Allegations made during the course of
divorce/separation or child custody proceedings

Key factors that impact on defendants

I would like to highlight what I believe are a few of
the key issues that impact on defendants accused
of sexual offences:
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●     The 2003 CJA and the CPS Code for
Prosecutors offers virtually unconditional support
to all  complainants: “You will be believed”.

●     The post-Savile climate has made it very
difficult for police and prosecutors to recommend
taking no further action when allegations of sexual
abuse have been made, no matter how inconsistent
or difficult to prosecute the case may be.

●     The prospect of compensation, via the Criminal
Injuries Compensation scheme, is routinely flagged
up by police when recording complaints.

●     This unconditional support/acceptance ‘locks’
those making false complaints into a process in
which they risk criminal sanctions should they sub-
sequently seek to withdraw a false complaint (wast-
ing police time).

●     Police liaison officers build supportive relation-
ships with complainants and their families that can
make it difficult for false allegations to be with-
drawn.

Pressure to make false confessions in sexual abuse
cases
Defendants can face significant pressure to enter a
guilty plea, even when they are maintaining inno-
cence. There are various reasons for this.

Before trial:

 - Lower cost if Legal Aid is not granted
 (damage limitation)

  - Shorter sentences on a plea (typically a
 one-third discount for early plea)

 - More scope for meaningful mitigation by
 Counsel

 - Less stressful than an adversarial trial

 - Often less negative media coverage

After conviction, those who are sentenced to custo-
dial terms and who have accepted responsibility for
sexual offences that they haven’t actually commit-
ted often find that they experience:

●     More rapid progression through the system,
including to D-cat (open prison) and the prospect of
getting parole (if applicable)

●     Better facilities at prisons offering Sex
Offenders Treatment Programmes (SOTP) and other
courses

●     Prison staff offer more support and
encouragement

●     Virtually guaranteed Enhanced Level status
within the revised Incentives and Earned Privileges
(IEP) system

●     Reduced prospect of being forced to live in
approved premises (hostels) when released on
parole or licence if SOTP has been completed
The entire prison system is geared to work with
offenders who accept responsibility for their
offending behaviour. Prisoners maintaining
innocence don’t fit easily into this model and they
can face serious  consequences for refusing to make
false confessions of guilt.

Penalties for maintaining innocence
Since the introduction of the new Prison Service In-
struction (PSI) on Incentives and Earned Privileges
(PSI 30/2013) on 1 November 2013 it is made clear
that “in order to earn privileges, prisoners will now
have to work towards their own rehabilitation, be-
have well and help others. The absence of bad be-
haviour alone will no longer be sufficient to
progress through the scheme” (1.6). The revised
scheme is known as ‘Step Up’.

In practice, the ‘evidence’ required to enable a pris-
oner to progress through the IEP system (from En-
try Level via Standard Level to Enhanced Level) is
the following by the individual prisoner of his or her
sentence plan. Since practically all adult males con-
victed of a sexual offence (or a non-sexual offence
where there is believed to be a sexual motive – ie
certain types of gender specific violence or robbery)
are set participation in one or more Sex Offenders
Treatment Programme (SOTP) courses as a sentenc-
ing planning goal. In consequence, this puts prison-
ers maintaining innocence (particularly, though not
exclusively those who have exhausted their ap-
peals) under intense pressure to make a confession
of guilt.

Prisoners with live appeals – evidenced by a Court
of Appeal case reference number – are not sup-
posed to be set SOTP as an initial sentence planning
target (PSI 30/2013, Annex D), although in practice
this regulation is often disregarded by offender
managers (external probation officers) and offender
supervisors (prison probation officers) working
within the Offender Management Units (OMUs) in
prisons.



  FACT Helpline: 0843 289 2016                                                    Page 19              Autumn 2014

In addition, a considerable number of prisoners
who are not very articulate, or who have learning
difficulties and/or mental health issues or who do
not speak English as a first language, are routinely
bullied or pressured by prison staff and external
probation to agree to have SOTP included in their
sentence plans, even if they are still in the process
of appealing their convictions. This raises serious
questions concerning informed consent, particularly
as SOTP is delivered by clinical psychologists and is
defined as ‘treatment’.

Participation in all SOTP courses requires an initial
analysis of the offence(s). This places prisoners
maintaining innocence in a virtually impossible
position. If they make a false confession, this is
videoed and passed on to the police and CPS (there
is actually a formal clause in the agreement to
participate in SOTP that permits this to happen). It
also means that any ‘additional’ offences disclosed
can be referred for possible charging and
prosecution.

Those prisoners defined by the Prison Service as be-
ing “in denial” – ie those without live appeals
against conviction – are given warnings by offender
supervisors or senior wing officers (usually custodial
manager grades) that a refusal to fully participate in
SOTP, including the required initial analysis of
offence(s), will result in a review via of IEP status. In
the cases of those prisoners who are on Standard
Level, this means a downgrading to Basic Level, the
harshest regime available other than confinement
in the Segregation Unit.

In recent years it has been increasingly difficult for
prisoners on appeal to progress to Enhanced Level
status. It can happen, particularly when individual
offender supervisors have their own private doubts
about the safety of a conviction, but it is becoming
very rare. Even in cases when an appellant is grant-
ed Enhanced status, it is now almost certain that it
will be lost should the final appeal to the Full Court
of Appeal fail. Further applications to the Criminal
Cases Review Commission (CCRC) or the European
Court of Human Rights (ECHR) are not regarded as
constituting valid appeals since neither body
actually has the legal power to overturn a criminal
conviction.

Loss of Enhanced Level status (or a failure to attain
it) can also be interpreted as a failure to follow an

individual sentence plan, potentially leading to
additional sanctions. However, the abusive charac-
ter of the current IEP system can be seen from the
warning that prisoners ‘in denial’ of offences may
find it difficult even to attain or maintain Standard
Level status. This is a marked departure from
previous practice under PSI 11/2011 which reserved
Basic Level for prisoners who exhibit ongoing
disciplinary problems. Under the new Instructions
any prisoner who maintains innocence, and who
cannot evidence a live appeal against conviction,
risks     being demoted to Basic.

While most prisoners are able to live reasonably
bearable daily lives on Standard Level (access to in-
cell television – for which they pay between 50p
and £1 a week; gym access; association with other
prisoners on their wings and, in some prisons, the
privilege of wearing their own clothes), life on Basic
Level is deliberately designed to be miserable and
humiliating. Human contact is greatly reduced, if
not largely prohibited.

Prisoners on Basic level have no television access,
virtually no opportunities for exercise or library use,
limited access to showers (one or two a week) and
few chances to use wing telephones to maintain
contact with family. Limited access to spending
money can also impact significantly on an individual
prisoner’s ability to maintain contact with family
and friends because they are often unable to
purchase telephone credit or postage stamps.

The usual procedure once a prisoner has been
downgraded to Basic Level is that two wing officers
will accompany them to their cell. They will then be
ordered to strip off any non-prison clothing (includ-
ing underwear/socks) and this will be searched and
bagged. Next any non-prison bedding, a DVD player
(should they have purchased one) will be confiscat-
ed, along with hobby items – including musical
instruments, sports equipment etc. The television
(for which prisoners must pay a weekly fee of 50p
or £1 if in a single cell) is removed. Once the cell has
been stripped of pretty much everything except
two prison towels, a plastic mug, plate, bowl and
cutlery set and prison bedding, the prisoner will be
locked in on his own for up to 23 hours a day.

Some prisoners on Basic Level are permitted to
work or attend education, but this is not a right.
Prisoners on higher levels of the IEP system must be
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given preferential treatment. Occasionally, wing
officers will also add their own unofficial sanctions,
although the case highlighted recently by the HM
Inspectorate of a wing officer who actually denied
food to a specific prisoner on Basic Level remains an
extreme example of sadistic – and illegal – mistreat-
ment.

In effect, any prisoner who maintains innocence
without having a live appeal may find himself
placed in solitary confinement – and sensory
deprivation – for an indefinite period of time, re-
gardless of how exemplary his behaviour has been.
Prisoners on Basic are known to be at a much high-
er risk of self-harm and suicide. In August 2012 a
21-year old vulnerable prisoner at HMP Lincoln
committed suicide by hanging whilst on Basic Level.

According to prison rules, the use of Basic Level is
to be closely monitored and is subject to regular
reviews by senior staff. Prisoners are supposed to
be given clear targets that have to be achieved in
order to regain Standard Level status. However, if
the targets set include abandoning the mainte-
nance of innocence in order to participate in SOTP
(and follow the sentence plan), then there will be
no route to progress for any prisoner who remains
committed to maintaining innocence.

The following case studies are based, with
permission, on legal work undertaken at HMP
Moorland, near Doncaster.

Case Study 1
Mr A (42) is maintaining innocence of an allegation
of sexual assault made by one of his children’s
female friends. Her parents were also close family
friends of Mr A and his (now) ex-wife. The com-
plainant is a very troubled teenager who had previ-
ously made a similar, unfounded allegation against
a male teacher at her secondary school, evidence
that was suppressed at Mr A’s trial. Her father, who
was in serious financial difficulties, also owed Mr A
money and relations had become strained shortly
before her complaint to the police was made. Mr A
has no previous criminal convictions.

Mr A has strongly maintained his innocence. He was
convicted by a jury and sentenced to three and a
half years in prison. While in prison, he lost his first
appeal against conviction and is now preparing to
apply to the CCRC. While at HMP Moorland he was

promoted to Enhanced Level at a time when he was
still on appeal. He had been in full-time work at all
three prisons in which he served his sentence. He
volunteered to be a Toe-by-Toe adult literacy
mentor and was promoted to Coordinator for the
scheme. He never had any disciplinary complaints
against him and was widely regarded as a model
prisoner.

Even while he had an active appeal against
conviction, his offender supervisor at HMP Moor-
land insisted on including SOTP as a current
sentence-planning objective, in open defiance of
PSI 11/2011 (Annex G), despite Mr A’s drawing her
attention to this Prison Service Instruction. When
Mr A’s appeal failed in 2013, he was informed that
his denial of offence meant that he could not follow
his sentence plan and he was downgraded to
Standard Level. He was shortly afterwards
transferred to HMP Ashfield, a C-cat establishment
near Bristol that holds men convicted of sexual
offences.

While at Ashfield he was informed that he was
suitable for SOTP, regardless of his maintaining
innocence. He was warned that failure to admit his
“offending behaviour” might result in him being
further downgraded to Basic Level and a loss of all
privileges. However, as he was a determinate
sentenced prisoner due for release in May 2014 he
made the decision to maintain his innocence
regardless of the consequences. He was not, in fact,
demoted to Basic, mainly because he was
subsequently transferred to a local prison close to
the area in which he was released.

Since his release Mr A must live in approved
premises, is subject to many restrictions on his
movements, has been compelled to submit to a
polygraph test, has been warned that he may face
being tagged and has been banned by the family
court from any contact with his two children. He
has been informed that the main reason for these
restrictions is his refusal to admit his guilt. Recently,
he has been informed by his offender manager that
he must agree to be assessed for participation in
the community-based SOTP or risk being recom-
mended for recall to prison until 2016. He is now
terrified that he faces further years in custody on
the Basic level regime.
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Case Study 2
Mr B (70) is maintaining innocence of serious
historic sexual allegations made by his late female
partner’s children (as adult complainants).  There
were financial disputes in connection with the
deceased partner’s estate prior to the allegations
being made.

At the time of his charging Mr B was functionally
illiterate and did not understand much of the
language used by detectives during interviews. He
was sentenced to 16 years’ imprisonment and
under the pre-CJA 2003 arrangements he was
eligible to apply for parole at the half-way point. He
applied for parole and was refused on the grounds
of his “denial”. He took the Parole Board to Judicial
Review on the grounds that the decision was
irrational. This application was not successful and
he remains in custody at HMP Moorland.

During his time in custody Mr B has taken a cam-
paigning stance on his innocence. He has learned to
read and write whilst in prison and has written to
MPs and journalists in order to highlight what he
perceives to be the injustice of his situation.

Exceptionally, in 2009 the prison authorities gave
him permission to take a polygraph test while in
custody at the request of his solicitor. The British
expert who administered the test reported that Mr
B was “very likely” to be telling the truth about his
innocence of these offences, based on his readings
of the polygraph results. However, the Parole Board
took a very dim view of his having taken the test
and used it against him as “evidence” of his
“entrenched denial” of the offences, even though
the results had been ruled to be inadmissible in a
UK court.

Mr B has been told by his offender supervisor that
he is likely to serve the full two-thirds of his prison
sentence. He has also been repeatedly refused
re-categorisation from C-cat to D-cat based entirely
on his maintaining innocence. He has never had any
form of disciplinary problem in prison and worked
until he reached the prison retirement age of 65.
Following retirement he volunteered to work on
the gardens in order to keep himself busy.

In 2013 he was informed that his Enhanced Level
status was being reviewed as he was not following
his sentence plan because he had not participated

in an SOTP course (even though HMP Moorland did
not offer such programmes). He was duly down-
graded to Standard Level and lost many of his
privileges. Mr B is in declining health, has
respiratory problems and has the early stages of
dementia. He fears dying alone in prison, but
continues to maintain his innocence as it is “all I
have left of my life”.

Conclusions
There can be no doubt that any defendant facing
charges of a sexual nature comes under incredible
pressure throughout the legal process, whether
they are eventually acquitted or convicted.
However, based on my own experience and obser-
vations in prison, I believe that those who
resolutely maintain their innocence while in
custody face increasing levels of punitive treatment
that, in the more extreme cases, could be likened to
forms of psychological torture designed to break
down their resistance.

The prospect of effective solitary confinement for
extended periods and the resulting deprivation of
social contact (both with fellow prisoners inside
prison and with family and friends because of an
entitlement to far fewer visits and much less
opportunity to use the prison payphones) repre-
sents a very real level of psychological pressure on
any inmate. Removal of virtually all privileges and
the punitive nature of the daily routine on Basic
level is being used as a crude form of behavioural
modification. It is well documented that extended
solitary confinement has a negative impact on
detainees’ mental and physical health.

One can only imagine the devastating impact of
such treatment on almost any of the victims of our
most notorious miscarriages of justice cases. Stefan
Kizsko and Stephen Downing spring most readily to
mind, but there are many others. How would they
have coped during the many years they spent in
prison prior to their convictions being quashed had
the present highly punitive IEP system been in
operation?

At present, we do not have sufficient data to draw
conclusions on whether any of those prisoners who
have committed suicide since 2013 were maintain-
ing innocence. The recent report by the Prisons and
Probation Ombudsman dealing with the 64 percent
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rise in prison suicides over the past 12 months
does not provide us with that level of detail.
However, there is a direct correlation between
suicide, self-harm and the use of the Basic
regime. This can be evidenced by the statistics
included in the recent annual report by the
Prisons and Probation Ombudsman.

The IEP    levels were available for 215 fatal
incident investigations of apparently self-inflicted
deaths between 2007 and 2012. Seventeen
prisoners   (8% ) were on Basic level at the time
of their deaths. That is substantially higher than

the national percentage of prisoners on basic regime
across the whole prison estate (2 percent). For these
reasons, anyone who is determined to maintain their
innocence in prison will require as much support as
their families and friends can provide. I believe that
organisations like F.A.C.T. will come to play an increas-
ingly important role in both providing advice and
support to such victims of miscarriages of justice, as
well as raising public awareness of the very real risks
of wrongful convictions of people who face false, and
sometimes malicious allegations, concerning  sexual
offences.

FACT DIARY DATES for 2014-15
 Meetings in St Chad’s RC Cathedral hall, Birmingham except the University Conference

National Committee Meeting                      8th November 2014
National Committee Meeting                           17th January 2015
National Committee Meeting                           14th March 2015
Cardiff University Conference    30th May 2015
National Committee Meeting                           13th June 2015
Autumn Conference & AGM    19th September 2015

St Chad’s RC Cathedral, Birmingham
Well worth a visit!
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Justice! An Education
By Arthur Clennam

This piece is about my experience in educating
myself and others about the Justice System.  I hope
it will encourage readers to do the same.

Most of us, as law abiding citizens, go through our
whole lives without ever having any contact with
the Police or the Courts. Some of us might be fined
for speeding, or called for jury service, but that's
usually as close as we get.  Nevertheless, we
"know" our system is the envy of the world, and
although there are occasional miscarriages of
justice, they are extremely rare, and will be
corrected by the Court of Appeal.

Well, that's what I thought I knew.  Looking back on
it, I wonder where I got those ideas from. I've seen
plenty of courtroom dramas. I read detective nov-
els. I watch the news and read the papers. I mix
with other law-abiding citizens who share my views.
In short, my opinion was comfortable, but not
"evidence-based".

When I saw how the system actually operated, in a
case involving someone I knew, I felt as though the
foundations of my world-view had suddenly
collapsed, and I'm sure many readers here will
know that feeling.

When I tried to raise the subject with other people,
I got several reactions which I now find quite
absurd:

●  I was told that the police don't bring charges
unless they have thoroughly investigated, and  are
absolutely certain that someone is guilty

●  I was told that if guilt has been proved in a court
of law, I must accept it. After all, the jury have
heard all of the evidence, and I haven't.

●  Most laughably of all, I was told that the only
problem was me.  If I felt so troubled about this, I
should get some counselling.

I'm not even going to bother discussing point 1, but
I'm sure plenty of people do still believe it. And
point 3 is just insulting.   Point 2 is the real killer.
It's true that only those in the courtroom ever get
to hear all of the evidence. Taken to its conclusion,
it means that none of us have a right to question
any verdict. We have to accept the jury's decision.

But as the trial was in public, and I could have been
there, it seemed to me that there was no question
of anything being confidential, and I thought it
would be easy to get a transcript and see the
evidence myself. Cue learning curve number one!

I didn't realise that no transcript exists until some-
body requests one.  The trial is recorded on tape,
and if a transcript is needed, somebody has to put
their headphones on and type it up.  It also requires
the judge's permission.  So, I wrote to the court,
explained that I hadn't been able to attend the trial,
and asked for permission to get a transcript.  This
was granted.  Then I found how ridiculously
expensive it would be, and I gave up.

Later it occurred to me that perhaps I could just
listen to the tape myself. I asked the archive service
whether this was technically possible, and it was no
problem at all, but I would have to get the judge's
permission. Once again I had to explain why I
wanted it, and permission was granted. There was
still a cost, but it was affordable, and I received an
emailed set of MP3 files to play on my computer.
(Note: other people have told me that they have not
been allowed the sound files.  I don't know why I
was lucky.)

The files were a revelation. I could now hear the
prosecution spinning a convincing story out of thin
air, and a legal aid defence barrister failing to bring
up vital evidence. Suddenly I understood why the
jury returned a guilty verdict.

There didn't seem to be anything I could do to help,
but I was haunted by the quote from Edmund Burke
"All that is necessary for the triumph of evil is that
good men do nothing." (I know, I know, it should
say good people.) I felt I had to do something, and
the first thing I did was to try and educate myself. I
started going to the Crown Court and just sitting in
the public gallery to see what goes on. I soon
learned three things that came as a great surprise

●  I was nearly always the only person there.
Occasionally there would be family of the
participants, but there were never any other
members of the public.

●  I was amazed at how much legal wrangling goes
on that the jury are not allowed to hear. I
understand why this is necessary, but if I'd been a
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juror I wouldn't have known about it.

●  I couldn't believe how much of the Court's time is
spent on sex cases. The first time I stumbled upon a
case that sounded remarkably like the one I knew, I
thought it was an uncanny coincidence.  Now I
know that it's the Court's bread and butter.

I wanted other people to join me in the public
gallery. At my local U3A (University of the Third
Age)    I proposed starting a group who would
attend the Court and discuss what we'd seen. I
thought I might get half a dozen people if I was
lucky, but I very quickly gathered twenty names,
and this group is now about to start its third year.
I would like to encourage other people to start
groups like this. There is clearly plenty of interest
in the subject. I am neither a lawyer nor a teacher.
All I can do is act as a facilitator by inviting speakers
and providing discussion material, but I am sure
there are plenty of teachers reading this who could
do a better job.

I have tried very hard to focus on the Law in
general. A group specialising in sex offences would
not be popular! But once the context has been
established, the subject can be raised.

Here are some points that have been particularly
successful:

Guest speakers
I have found it surprisingly easy to get professionals
to come and talk to us.  We started with a
Magistrate, and have since had representatives
from the Police, the Crown Prosecution Service,
Probation, Prisons, Drug Rehabilitation and many
more. They are generally flattered to be asked, and
none of them have expected a fee.

Visits
We have had guided tours of the Courts, the Police
Control Centre and a Prison. Many of these places
are used to handling visits from schoolchildren.  A
group of interested adults is a treat for them.

Discussion material from the web.
We are lucky to live in an age where so much
information is so easily available. From sentencing
guidelines to appeal court judgements, there is a
wealth of material that anyone can find. And once

you start looking at it, you will get very annoyed at
lazy journalists who print misleading stories.

Education material from the web.
Sixth form colleges offering a Law GCSE often have
very good exercises and course materials.  Best of
all is a splendid set of videos from the Ministry of
Justice called "You be the Judge"  encouraging
people to try their hand at sentencing and under-
stand how judges arrive at their decisions.

For me, running this group has been  extremely
rewarding.  I have learned an enormous amount
myself, mostly things that I feel I should have
known long before I became a pensioner. If I have
helped twenty other people to take an interest as
well, that's a bonus.

Not everyone will want to start a group, but I do
urge you to make a point of visiting the Courts,
taking your friends with you, and just watching
what goes on.  We are privileged to live in a country
where justice takes place in the open, but nobody's
watching!

Finally if anyone wants to contact me to exchange
ideas, I will be pleased to help.

Arthur Clennam ArthurClennam2011@gmail.com

Resources
Sentencing Guidelines -
http://sentencingcouncil.judiciary.gov.uk/sentencing-
guidelines.htm
Ministry of Justice videos.  You be the Judge -
http://ybtj.justice.gov.uk/
Appeal Court Decisions -
http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCA/Crim/
Blog by a lawyer who comments on cases in the news -
http://ukcriminallawblog.com/author/danbunting/
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Advisory Group to FACT

FACT strives to be evidence-based and accurate in such information as it is able to provide within the limits of an
unfunded, voluntary body. It is grateful for the unpaid support and advice that a number of experts have generously
given over the years and continue to give. FACT’s conference held at the University of Oxford in May 2014 galvanised
considerable further support for our concerns and objectives, as a result of which we have established the following
group of specialist academics, lawyers and other experts, as a reference point for the committee in checking and
accessing information in their areas of expertise.

Please note, the purpose is for advice to the Committee, and members of the group will not generally be available to
provide information to individual members of FACT or visitors to our website. Any requests for information should be
made via FACT’s secretary: sec@factuk.org or the Helpline: 0843 2892016

Dr Catherine Appleton, Law Faculty, University of Nottingham

Dr Appleton (DPhil Oxford) is Senior Research Fellow at the University of Nottingham. Her research
focuses on 'ultimate penalties’ and the question of how societies respond to their most serious
crimes. She has particular interest in international legal trends and the human rights issues that
are raised by the sentence of life imprisonment. Her book, ‘Life after Life Imprisonment’ (Oxford
University Press) was awarded the 2011 British Society of Criminology Book Prize. She has acted
as a research consultant and expert advisor for Amnesty International, Penal Reform International,
and the Parole Board for England and Wales.

http://www.nottingham.ac.uk/law/people/catherine.appleton

Mark Barlow, Barrister

Mark is well known to members of FACT, having been one of our supporters and its legal advisor
from the very early days of the movement. He practices in England and Wales and Northern Ireland
and is recognised as one of the leading counsel in historic allegation of sexual abuse and miscarriages
of justice cases. He has been involved in a number of landmark decisions in the Court of Appeal
involving historic care home appeals, most notably: R v Joynson [2008] EWCA Crim 3049;R v
Sheikh [2006] EWCA Crim 2625; R v Robson [2006] EWCA Crim 2754; R v
Brizzalari [2004] EWCA Crim 310; and R v Basil Rigby Williams [2003] EWCA Crim 693. He

continues to represent those accused of historic offences both at the Crown and Appeal Courts. Mark is also a direct
access barrister.
http://www.gcnchambers.co.uk/barristers/Barlow

Hilary Doherty, Solicitor

Hilary works with Irvine Thanvi Natas Solicitors in London. She is a criminal defence specialist.
Although primarily representing clients accused of serious sexual offences her experience in
defending cases ranges from minor violence and offences of dishonesty right through to
murder, drug offences, serious fraud and money laundering.
http://defendingfalseallegations.co.uk/
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Dale Dunlop, Civil Litigation Barrister, Nova Scotia, Canada

Dale Dunlop is a Canadian lawyer with an international reputation who was successful in helping
clear the names of over five hundred individuals falsely accused of sexual, physical and
psychological abuse. He was also instrumental in getting the Province to appoint Justice Fred
Kaufmann to conduct a public inquiry which totally exonerated his clients. See the full report at:
http://novascotia.ca/just/kaufmanreport/fullreport.pdf Substantial settlements for all of the
clients followed. Dale has since provided advice to clients in Australia, England, Ireland and
Portugal. In 2006 Dale visited the UK and spoke at a FACT Conference.
http://www.walkerdunlop.ca/lawyers/w-dale-dunlop-qc/

Dr Dennis Eady, Department of Law, Cardiff University

Dennis Eady works as Case Consultant to the Innocence Project at Cardiff University Law
School and has been an active campaigner on miscarriage of justice issues for 20 years with
South Wales against Wrongful Conviction (formerly South Wales Liberty). He has many years
of experience on the topic of miscarriages of justice including the appeal process, particularly
the CCRC and applications to them.
http://sites.cardiff.ac.uk/experts/dr-dennis-eady/

Professor Chris French, Department of Psychology, Goldsmiths, University of London

Professor Chris French is the Head of the Anomalistic Psychology Research Unit at Goldsmiths,
University of London. He is a Fellow of the British Psychological Society, a member of the Scientific
and Professional Advisory Board of the British False Memory Society, and an Honorary Member
of the Centre for Memory and Law at City University.
http://www.gold.ac.uk/psychology/staff/french/

Professor Frank Furedi, author and emeritus professor of sociology at the University
of Kent in Canterbury

Dr Frank Furedi is a social commentator and author and emeritus professor of sociology at the
University of Kent in Canterbury. He has written widely on the culture of fear. His studies have
dealt with the way that fear has dominated discussions of childhood, health, new technology and
food. His studies investigate the interaction between risk consciousness and perceptions of fear,
trust relations and social capital in contemporary society. His most recent book is On Tolerance:
A Defence of Moral Independence, Continuum Press.

http://www.frankfuredi.com/
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Professor Felicity Goodyear-Smith, Head of Department of General Practice and
Primary Health Care, University of Auckland, New Zealand.

Professor Goodyear-Smith is Academic Head of the Department for General Practice and Primary
Healthcare in the School of Medicine at the University of Auckland, New Zealand. She is the Editor
of the Journal of Primary Health Care. Her research specialisms include: lifestyle risk factors;
domestic violence; sexual assault; mental health. She has published extensively. Her books include:
First Do No Harm: The Sexual Abuse Industry (1993). In the 1990s she helped run a support
organisation, COSA (Casualties of Sexual Accusations) in New Zealand, following a huge wave of
allegations based on recovered memories, fuelled by Accident Compensation payouts requiring
no corroborative evidence. Her new book, Murder that Wasn’t, on a recent

tragic forensic case in NZ which led to wrongful prosecutions for child sexual abuse and murder, is due to be
published soon. https://unidirectory.auckland.ac.nz/people/fgoo003

Barbara Hewson, Senior barrister at 1 Gray's Inn Square

Called to the Bars of England & Wales (1985), Ireland (1991) and Northern Ireland (2000), Barbara
is a civil practitioner, whose cases include regulatory defence work, judicial review, Court of
Protection and human rights. She was the first recipient of ‘The Lawyer’s Barrister of the Year
Award’, 1998, for her work supporting the rights of pregnant women to refuse medical treatment.
She is passionate about due process. Ranked as a leading junior in the Legal 500, Barbara
undertakes High Court and appellate advocacy, and has also acted as counsel abroad in the
European Court of Human Rights and the High Court/ Supreme Court of

the Republic of Ireland. She was awarded an honorary Fellowship in Law by the University of Westminster in 2012,
and was a founder member, former Chair and Press Officer of the Association of Women Barristers. She is well
known for her writing and broadcast interviews on topical legal issues. She is noted for her tenacity and forensic rigour,
and for her courage in standing up for the legal principle that for every defendant there should be a ‘presumption of
innocent until proven guilty’. http://www.1gis.co.uk/profile-501.html

David Jessel, former broadcaster (Rough Justice and Trial and Error series),
campaigner against miscarriages of justice, then CCRC Commissioner

David is best known for Rough Justice and Trial and Error, two television series investigating
miscarriages of justice. As a result of the evidence he and his team uncovered, some 20
convictions have been overturned. In 2000 he became a Commissioner at the CCRC where he
served for ten years. Winner of three Royal Television Society awards, he was also awarded the
Bar Council’s Special Award for Journalism, only the second time it had been awarded – the
first recipient having been his hero and friend, Sir Ludovic Kennedy. Semi-retired at the age of
68, he is still concerned with justice issues, and contributes to the Justice Gap website.
http://www.davidjessel.co.uk/
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Margaret Jervis, Independent legal and social researcher and consultant

Margaret Jervis is an independent legal and social researcher who has researched evidential
reliability in this field for 25 years. For ten years she has worked as a consultant with solicitor Chris
Saltrese on defence case analysis, strategy and appeals in contested sexual allegations in the criminal
justice system. Prior to this she was legal affairs adviser at the British False Memory Society. She
was originally a specialist social services, crime and social policy journalist. She has written
numerous articles on the subject of evidential reliability, recovered/false memory and systemic
flaws in the criminal justice system including the 2005 campaign reform document Justice Denied.

Dr Carole McCartney, School of Law, Northumbria University

Dr Carole McCartney is a Reader in the School of Law, Northumbria University. Previously senior
lecturer in criminal law and criminal justice at the University of Leeds, and Bond University,
Queensland, Australia. Carole has written on Australian justice, Innocence Projects, miscarriages
of justice, policing cooperation, and DNA, forensic science and criminal justice more widely. She
established an Innocence Project at the University of Leeds in 2005, and was project manager for
the Nuffield Council on Bioethics report 'The Forensic Uses of Bio-information: Ethical Issues' and
the Nuffield Foundation project 'The Future of Forensic Bioinformation'. She has also run projects

on forensic regulation and recently completed an EU Marie Curie international research fellowship (2009-2012) on
'Forensic Identification Frontiers'. She is working on projects to improve the cross-disciplinary education of law and
forensic science students, and the new role of the Biometrics Commissioner.
http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/researchandconsultancy/refprofiles/carolemccartney/

Mark Newby, Solicitor

Mark Newby is a Solicitor Advocate and Miscarriage of Justice Lawyer. Mark was admitted in 1993
and has held Higher Rights of Audience since 2004. He is a principal member of QualitySolicitors
Jordans and has been involved in representing those falsely accused for many years. Some of
Mark’s notable cases relevant to FACT are:
R v Sheikh [ 2004 ] - Historical Allegations Conviction quashed;
R v Grierson [2005 ] - CCRC Referral Historic Cases - Law on Delay Clarified;
R v Lay [ 2005 ] - CCRC Referral Consecutive sentences to an extended sentence;

R v Robson [ 2006 ] - Substantial Historic Case [ Acted as Junior Counsel]; R
v Sheikh [ 2006 ] - Key decision on Historic Cases;
R v Wake [ 2008 ] - CCRC Referral on issue of alternative indictments;
R v Joynson [ 2008 ] - Historic Care Home Case conviction quashed;
R v KF [ 2009 ] – Sexual Offences quashed on basis on fresh gynaecological evidence; R
v B [ 2010 ] - Historic Allegations quashed;
R v France [ 2010 ] - Sexual Offences quashed due to fresh evidence;
R v L [ 2012 ] Historic Convictions quashed due to misdirections on complaint evidence; R
v S , B , C & R [ 2012 ] - Sexual Offences quashed on fresh gynaecological evidence.
Mark has particular experience in dealing with the CCRC and persuading them to refer cases after they have decided
not to refer. He writes and speaks extensively on miscarriage of justice and false allegations issues.
http://www.qualitysolicitors.com/jordans/our-people/mark-newby
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Professor Heather Piper, Education & Social Research Institute, Manchester
Metropolitan University

Professor Piper has researched aspects of risk and false allegations over a number of years. She has
published in this area often with Pat Sikes (e.g. Sikes, P. and Piper, H. [2010] Researching Sex and
Lies in the Classroom: Allegations of Sexual Misconduct in Schools. Routledge /Falmer). In addition
she has been contacted by a number of teachers who have been accused and has written court
reports on their behalf and advised solicitors during hearings, resulting in more positive outcomes.
http://www.esri.mmu.ac.uk/resstaff/profile.php?surname=Piper&name=Heather

Professor Julie Price, Head of the Pro Bono Unit, Cardiff Law School, Cardiff University

With a keen interest in Clinical Legal Education, Julie heads the Cardiff Law School Pro Bono “Law
in the Real World” schemes, and is jointly responsible (with Dr Dennis Eady) for Cardiff Law School
Innocence Project, an educational venture teaming law students with local criminal law practitioners
to look at cases involving possible miscarriages of justice. She is responsible for the law school’s
Engagement and Employability activities, and is the driving force behind the Welsh Rugby
Union/Cardiff University Legal Advice Scheme. This is the partnership launched in November 2012
between the WRU and the law school’s students to deliver free legal advice to

WRU-member rugby clubs throughout Wales, supported by practising lawyers in Cardiff. Julie was a Director of
Riverside Advice, Cardiff’s largest independent advice agency (2005-2012), a member of the Advisory Board for the
Personal Support Unit in Cardiff (2010-2012), is a founding trustee of Reaching Justice Wales, the Welsh Access to
Justice Foundation trust (www.reachingjusticewales.org.uk), and is on the advisory group of the Centre for Criminal
Appeals. http://www.law.cf.ac.uk/contactsandpeople/PriceJA1

Dr Stephanie Roberts, Senior Lecturer, Westminster Law School, University of
Westminster

Dr Stephanie Roberts is a Senior Lecturer at the University of Westminster teaching Criminal Law,
Advanced Criminal Law and Criminal Procedure and Evidence. She has a Ph.D. from the LSE for a
thesis on the criminal division of the Court of Appeal examining the difficulties factually innocent
appellants face overturning their convictions. Her research interests are criminal appeals and
miscarriages of justice and she has published widely in this area with particular focus on the factually
innocent. In 2006, she created an Innocence Project at the University of Westminster and she has
worked as a consultant to JUSTICE on criminal appeals. She is currently working on an empirical
research project examining the Court of Appeal’s powers and a comparative study

on the criminal appeal process in England and Wales and the United States.
http://www.westminster.ac.uk/about-us/our-people/directory/roberts-stephanie

Professor Phil Rumney, School of Law, University of West England, Bristol

Phil Rumney is Professor of Criminal Justice in the Department of Law, University of the West of
England. He has spent 20 years writing about victims of rape and sexual assault. He also has an
interest in false allegations of rape and has written several articles on the subject. He is currently
involved in an empirical research project that examines the nature of false allegations and the
impact they have on those people falsely accused. In addition, he is engaged in a project that
examines the stigma that attaches to those accused of serious crimes, including rape and child
sexual offences.

http://people.uwe.ac.uk/Pages/person.aspx?accountname=campus%5Cp-rumney
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Chris Saltrese, Solicitor
Chris Saltrese is a criminal defence solicitor who specialises in sexual offence cases nationwide. Chris was a lead solicitor
in the Waterhouse Tribunal of Inquiry representing teachers and care workers at the Bryn Estyn community home and
represented clients at trial and on appeal in a wide range of historic 'trawls'. In 2002 he gave evidence to the House
of Commons Select Committee inquiry on historic investigations into children's home allegations. The report
recommended significant statutory reforms to avoid miscarriages of justice that were not acted on by the Government.
His practice extends to all types of sexual and other offences including forensic matters such as DNA, internet and
computer evidence and the psychological reliability of testimony. He has written legal articles for Inside Time and is
regularly consulted by the media for commentary on controversial issues.
http://www.chrissaltrese.co.uk/mail.html

Professor Pat Sikes, School of Education, University of Sheffield

Pat is concerned to ensure that children are safeguarded but does not believe that protection has
to be at the cost of teachers being denied justice. She is well aware of the myriad of ethical issues
and difficulties around the investigation of allegations of sexual misconduct in schools and is
committed to teacher education and research aimed at addressing the problems. Author of Sikes,
P. and Piper, H. (2010) Researching Sex and Lies in the Classroom: Allegations of Sexual Misconduct
in Schools. Routledge/Falmer.

https://www.sheffield.ac.uk/education/staff/academic/psikes

Dr Mark Smith, Head of Social Work and Senior Lecturer, School of Social and Political
Science, University of Edinburgh

Mark Smith was a residential care worker and manager over a period of around 20 years. In 2000
he moved to the University of Strathclyde in Glasgow to develop a successful Masters programme
in residential child care. He moved to the University of Edinburgh in 2005 and is currently senior
lecturer and Head of Social Work there. He became interested in allegations made against care
workers when former colleagues and acquaintances became caught up in prosecutions. He has
written a number of articles questioning the basis of historical abuse claims. He is currently working
and writing with colleagues around a theme of moral panics. A specific

ESRC funded project is to collate information regarding allegations of historical abuse made at a former approved
school. http://www.socialwork.ed.ac.uk/people/academic_staff/smith_mark

Natalie Smith, Solicitor

Natalie works with Irvine Thanvi Natas Solicitors in London. She specialises in Criminal Litigation
with particular emphasis on the law relating to Sexual Offences, Appeals, Advocacy and Serious
Criminal allegations.
http://defendingfalseallegations.co.uk/
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Marcus Soanes, Principal Lecturer, The City Law School, City University, London

Marcus teaches on City Law School’s post-graduate Bar Professional Training Course (BPTC) and
LLM in Criminal Litigation. He also delivers witness skills training to expert and lay witnesses, and
courtroom skills training to the police and other entities. He has research interests in courtroom
advocacy as well as complainants and defendants as witnesses within the criminal and civil justice
systems. http://www.city.ac.uk/law
http://www.city.ac.uk/people/academics/marcus-soanes

Desmond Thomas, Former Deputy Head of Criminal Investigation Department, Police
Service. Honorary Visiting Professor at Cardiff Law School

Des Thomas is a former soldier who joined the police service in 1972, spending his entire 30
year career as a detective. He was variously promoted to Detective Superintendent, Deputy
Head of CID, Head of Child Protection, Forensic Science Services, The Fraud and Computer Crime
Squads, CID Training and CID Strategy. In 2001, he was appointed Head of Performance Review
and Evaluation with responsibility for ensuring the quality and validity of criminal investigations.
Des is an active proponent of police reform and has campaigned for a ‘Royal

School of Detectives’ charged with independently ensuring the quality, validity and fairness of police and other
investigations. Committed to pro bono work, Des reviews alleged miscarriages justice for alleged victims and for
university innocence projects. He is a keen supporter of Cardiff Law School Innocence Project and has provided expert
advice on Cardiff's caseload of alleged victims of miscarriages of justice.
http://www.law.cf.ac.uk/contactsandpeople/Thomasdes

Professor Terry Thomas, Visiting Professor of Criminal Justice Studies at the Leeds
Metropolitan University and Associate researcher at University of Leeds.

Terry Thomas is Visiting Professor of Criminal Justice Studies at the Leeds Metropolitan University.
He has written widely on the subject of 'managing' people with convictions for sex offences in
the community and is the author of the books: Sex Crime: sex offending and society,  Willan, 2005
http://www.routledge.com/books/details/9781843921059/ (new edition due out in 2015) and
The Registration and Monitoring of Sex Offenders: a comparative study, Routledge, 2011
http://www.routledge.com/books/details/9780415667814/. He has spent
time in the USA looking at their methods of managing sex offenders and is currently completing
research jointly with the University of Leeds on the rehabilitation of sex offenders

from prison using Circles of Support and Accountability. http://www.leedsmet.ac.uk/research/Criminology.htm
http://www.amazon.co.uk/The-Registration-Monitoring-Sex-Offenders/dp/041566781X

David Thompson, University of Leeds

David Thompson is a PhD student and Research Assistant at the University of Leeds, currently
working on a national research project which is assessing the impact of Circles of Support and
Accountability (CoSA) on the reintegration of those convicted of sexual offences in the community.
He is the lead researcher on the above research project and has interviewed 30 core members or
sex offenders participating in CoSA and 40 volunteers and key stakeholders for the research. His
doctoral research is examining Core Members perspectives of participating in Circles of Support
and Accountability and its contribution to supporting their reintegration. e

has co-authored some articles on the subject of sexual offending and management of people with convictions for
sex offences with Terry Thomas. http://www.law.leeds.ac.uk/people/research-students/Thompson
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JOIN TODAY!

Help us make a difference by becoming a FACT member

STRONGER TOGETHER

Your voice counts and by joining FACT your voice will be added to all the others who believe
in a fair and just society, where the principle of innocent until proven guilty is upheld.

Full membership
Joint membership

Associate membership
Student membership

Membership forms available from our website www.factuk.org
or

From the Membership Secretary, email sec@factuk.org
or

FACT, 83 Ducie Street, Manchester M1 2JQ

DO IT NOW!
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