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Oral Bail Application – Jeremy Hope

Good morning Judge.

My name is Sarah Hoffmann, and I appear on behalf of the Defendant, Mr Jeremy Hope.

Judge, I am grateful to the Prosecution—my learned friend—for outlining the background to the case during their submissions. I will refer back to the relevant facts as I make my own submissions on behalf of the defence.


The Prosecution is objecting to the grant of bail to my client, and Judge, I will be seeking to demonstrate why Mr Hope should be granted bail today.

As the Court will be aware, there is a general presumption in favour of bail under section 4 of the Bail Act 1976. In order to rebut that presumption, the Prosecution must demonstrate that there are substantial grounds for believing that, if released on bail, Mr Hope would:

1. Fail to surrender to custody,
2. Commit further offences, or
3. Interfere with witnesses.

Judge, I will be making submissions that none of those risks are established, and further, that any residual concerns can be properly addressed by suitable bail conditions.

If I may, Judge, I will turn to my first submission.

First Submission: Nature of the Allegation and the Evidence (do not read out loud) 

Mr Hope faces a single allegation of grievous bodily harm contrary to section 20 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861. He denies the offence and therefore will be entering a plea of not guilty. 

Judge, you will have heard from the Prosecution that this is a serious allegation, and Mr Hope does not seek to minimise the gravity of the charge he faces. That said, it is important to place the allegation in its proper legal and factual context. This is an offence which is triable either way, and therefore does not fall at the most serious end of the spectrum. Further, the evidence relating to the complainant’s injuries is significant. Mr Pearson was treated at hospital and discharged the very same day, with a full recovery anticipated. Dr Elkin, the accident and emergency physician who examined and treated Mr Pearson, confirmed that the injuries sustained were not of a lasting nature and are not expected to have any long-term impact on Mr Pearson’s health or his ability to carry out his normal day-to-day activities. Taken together, these factors are relevant when assessing both the overall seriousness of the matter and the appropriate approach for the Court at this stage.
If it pleases the Court, I will briefly address the strength of the evidence, without straying into matters for trial.

There is:
· No CCTV footage of the incident itself,
· No forensic evidence, and
· The case relies entirely on the account of a single witness, which is directly disputed by Mr Hope.

Mr Hope accepts that he was present in the park at the relevant time; however, he maintains that the complainant lost his balance and fell during the course of a confrontation, rather than as a result of any deliberate act on his part. The circumstances surrounding the incident are therefore very much in dispute and will require careful consideration by the Court at trial. This is not a clear-cut case with overwhelming or uncontested evidence against the defendant. In those circumstances, there is no basis to suggest that Mr Hope faces such a strong or inevitable outcome that he would be motivated to abscond, and the existence of a contested factual account weighs against any perceived risk of flight.

Second Submission: Risk of Failing to Surrender ( do not read this out loud) 

With the Court’s permission, I will now turn to my second submission, which concerns the risk of failing to surrender.

Judge, the Prosecution claims that Mr Hope poses such a risk due to a previous conviction for failing to surrender to custody.

Respectfully, Judge, I would argue that the Prosecution has not established substantial grounds for that concern.

That previous matter arose out of highly exceptional and specific circumstances. Mr Hope was involved in a road traffic accident in which he himself sustained injuries and was taken directly from the scene to hospital for treatment. The offence was not the result of any deliberate disregard for the court or the legal process, but rather stemmed from the unusual and unavoidable situation in which he found himself at the time. Mr Hope later accepted responsibility for what was ultimately a technical breach, and the court dealing with that matter imposed no separate penalty, expressly acknowledging the mitigating circumstances. Importantly, that conviction now dates back more than five years, and since that time Mr Hope has demonstrated full compliance with all legal obligations, with no further issues or breaches arising.

Judge, if I might refer you to Document 3 of the bundle, the list of previous convictions—

[PAUSE for judge to review bundle]

—thank you Judge -  you will note that there are no subsequent failures to attend court.
By contrast, Mr Hope has:
· A fixed address in Swansea,
· A wife and a young child,
· Stable employment spanning ten years, and
· Significant caring responsibilities.

These are strong indicators that Mr Hope is firmly rooted in the community and will attend court as required.

Third Submission: Risk of Further Offending (Do not say this out loud) 

Moving on, Judge, I will now turn to my third submission, the alleged risk of committing further offences.

Judge, you will have heard from the Prosecution that Mr Hope has previous convictions, including convictions for offences involving violence. The defence does not seek to minimise that history. However, it is important to place those matters in their proper context. All of the convictions relied upon are historic in nature, with the most recent occurring in 2020, and they arose during a clearly identifiable and difficult period in Mr Hope’s life following the sudden loss of his father. That period was marked by poor decision-making, which Mr Hope has since taken responsibility for and moved away from.

Since that time, Mr Hope has made significant and sustained changes to his life. He has remained offence-free, secured and maintained long-term employment, and established a stable family life. He is not currently on bail for any other matter and there is no evidence before the Court of any recent offending or escalation in behaviour. His responsibilities as a husband, father, and carer further demonstrate the level of stability and maturity he has developed.

This case concerns a single, isolated allegation, arising from a disputed encounter rather than a pattern of ongoing conduct. In those circumstances, any concern the Court may have regarding the risk of further offending can be properly and proportionately managed by the imposition of suitable bail conditions, rather than by the exceptional step of remanding Mr Hope in custody.



Witness Interference (do not say this aloud) 

Finally, Judge, I would submit that the risk of any interference with witnesses in this matter is minimal. There is only one civilian witness, and Mr Hope has no personal relationship or prior connection with that individual. At no point has there been any attempt, direct or indirect, to make contact with this witness, nor is there any suggestion that Mr Hope has sought to influence the evidence in any way. In these circumstances, the concern is largely theoretical. Should the Court consider it necessary, a clear and enforceable non-contact bail condition would be more than sufficient to eliminate any residual risk and adequately protect the integrity of the proceedings.


Personal Circumstances and Conditions (do not say aloud) 

Judge, if I might briefly expand on Mr Hope’s personal circumstances, which are highly relevant to this application. Mr Hope is not only in full-time employment, but he is also the primary and essential carer for his wife, who has been diagnosed with motor neurone disease, a progressive and debilitating condition. As a result of her illness, she has limited mobility and relies heavily on Mr Hope for day-to-day support, including assistance within the home and caring for their young child.
In addition to supporting his wife, Mr Hope plays a key and irreplaceable role in the care of their four-year-old son, including taking him to and from school and meeting his daily needs. Mr Hope’s continued detention would therefore place considerable strain on his family, particularly on his wife, whose condition restricts her ability to cope independently. These are innocent third parties who would suffer significant hardship if Mr Hope were remanded in custody, in circumstances where any perceived risks can be properly and proportionately managed through bail conditions in the community.

Judge, if the Court considers it appropriate to impose conditions, Mr Hope has made it very clear that he is willing to comply fully with any conditions the Court sees fit to attach to bail. He understands the seriousness of the allegation and the importance of strict compliance. 

· In particular, he is content to be bailed to his home address, which is a stable and permanent residence.
· To report regularly to a local police station as directed by the Court. 
· He is also willing to accept a strict non-contact condition in relation to the complainant, whether directly or indirectly, to ensure there is no risk of interference. 
· Further, Mr Hope would comply with an exclusion condition preventing him from entering Newton Park, thereby removing any possibility of an accidental encounter. Taken together, these conditions provide a robust and proportionate framework to manage any concerns the Court may have while allowing Mr Hope to remain in the community pending trial.

Conclusion
In summary, Judge, the defence respectfully submits that Mr Hope should be granted bail today. The Prosecution has not discharged the burden of showing that there are substantial grounds for believing that Mr Hope would fail to surrender, commit further offences, or interfere with witnesses if released. The risks relied upon are either speculative, historic, or capable of being effectively managed. When Mr Hope’s strong ties to the community, his stable employment, and his significant family and caring responsibilities are taken together, it is clear that continued detention would be unnecessary and disproportionate. Any remaining concerns the Court may have can be properly and safely addressed through clear, targeted, and proportionate bail conditions, consistent with the statutory presumption in favour of bail.

Judge, if you have no questions, then that concludes my submissions.
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