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Bail Application – R v Hope 
INTRODUCTION
This document supports an oral application for bail on behalf of Jeremy Hope, who appears before a District Judge in the Magistrates’ Court charged with a single offence of grievous bodily harm contrary to section 20 of the Offences Against the Person Act (1861).
Mr Hope was refused bail by the police and is currently remanded in custody. He denies the offence and intends to plead not guilty. The Prosecution are expected to oppose bail on the grounds that Mr Hope would:
1. Fail to surrender to custody
2. Commit further offences whilst on bail
3. Interfere with witnesses
This research document outlines the relevant legal framework governing bail, applies that framework to the facts of this case, and explains how the risks identified by the Prosecution can be adequately managed by the imposition of appropriate bail conditions.
LEGAL FRAMEWORK
Bail in England and Wales is governed by the Bail Act (1976). Section 4 establishes a statutory presumption in favour of bail, whereby a defendant should be released unless the prosecution can demonstrate substantial grounds for refusal under the prescribed exceptions. Prosecutors are under a continuing duty to keep the issue of bail under review throughout the course of proceedings. Bail conditions may be imposed only where they are necessary to address the relevant exceptions, and a remand in custody should be sought only where those exceptions cannot be adequately managed through conditions. Pursuant to section 5 of the Bail Act (1976), any court or officer refusing bail or imposing conditions is required to provide reasons for that decision. This presumption reflects the fundamental principle that a defendant is presumed innocent until proven guilty. Remand in custody is therefore a measure of last resort, justified only where risks cannot be adequately managed by conditions (Crown Prosecution Service, 2023).
The present application is determined within the jurisdiction of the Magistrates’ Court, whose powers and procedures are governed by the Magistrates’ Courts Act (1980). While the substantive test for bail is contained in the Bail Act (1976), bail decisions at the pre-trial stage are exercised within the procedural framework established by the Magistrates’ Courts Act (1980).

Procedural Context-Prosecution Appeals Against Bail
While the present application concerns whether bail should be granted at first instance, it is also relevant to note the procedural safeguards surrounding bail decisions. The Bail (Amendment) Act (1993) permits the prosecution to appeal a decision to grant bail in limited circumstances. Such an appeal may arise where the defendant has been charged with, or convicted of, an offence punishable by imprisonment, where the prosecution is conducted by or on behalf of the Director of Public Prosecutions, including cases brought by the Crown Prosecution Service, and where the prosecution made representations opposing bail prior to the court’s decision Bail Amendment Act (1993). The scope of prosecuting authorities entitled to bring such appeals is further defined by the Bail Amendment Act 1993 (Prescription of Prosecuting Authorities) Order (1994).
This appellate framework underscores the importance of ensuring that bail decisions are made on a principled and proportionate basis, balancing the presumption of liberty against any identified risks.
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Grounds for Refusal of Bail
Schedule 1 of the Bail Act 1976 sets out the grounds on which bail may be refused. In this case, the Prosecution rely upon the following grounds:
1. Risk of failure to surrender to custody
2. Risk of commission of further offences
3. Risk of interference with witnesses
In assessing these risks, the court must consider factors including the seriousness of the offence, the strength of the evidence, the defendant’s antecedents, their ties to the community, and the availability of conditions to mitigate risk (Ormerod and Perry, 2026, D7). The courts have made clear that bail may not be refused based on uncertainty or generalised concern. In ‘R (on the application of F) v Southampton Crown Court (2009)’ Collins J held that the correct test under the Bail Act (1976) requires the court to identify substantial grounds for believing that a defendant would fail to surrender, commit further offences, or otherwise breach bail conditions. It is insufficient for a court merely to be “not sure” that a defendant will attend or remain out of trouble, bail may be refused only where the statutory threshold of substantial grounds is met.
The Role of Bail Conditions
Where risks are identified, the court must consider whether those risks can be adequately managed by conditions, rather than refusing bail outright. Conditions such as residence requirements, reporting, non-contact provisions, and exclusion zones are specifically designed to address concerns relating to surrender, further offending, and witness interference.
APPLICATION OF THE LAW TO THE FACTS
Interference with Witnesses
The Prosecution assert that there is a risk Mr Hope may interfere with the complainant, Edward Pearson. On analysis, this concern is not supported by the evidence.
The alleged offence arose from a chance encounter between two individuals who were otherwise strangers. There is no evidence of any prior relationship, ongoing association, or shared social or professional connection. The complainant’s own witness statement indicates that he encountered the defendant only on the day prior to the alleged assault and again the following morning.
There is no suggestion that Mr Hope has attempted to contact, intimidate, or interfere with the complainant at any stage. Importantly, Mr Hope has been remanded in custody since charge, and there is no evidence of any attempt, direct or indirect, to interfere with witnesses during that period.
Any residual concern can be fully addressed through a strict non-contact condition and an exclusion condition preventing Mr Hope from entering Newton Park, the location of the alleged incident. These conditions would entirely remove any realistic opportunity for interference. Accordingly, the Prosecution have not established substantial grounds for refusing bail on this basis.
Failure to Surrender to Custody
The Prosecution rely upon a previous conviction for failing to surrender to custody in 2020. While it is accepted that this conviction exists, it must be viewed in its proper context.
The failure to surrender occurred because Mr Hope was involved in a road traffic collision while travelling to court. He sustained injuries and was conveyed directly to hospital, where he remained for several hours receiving medical attention. The court accepted this account at the time. The conviction did not arise from any deliberate attempt to abscond or evade the proceedings, but rather from an unexpected medical emergency and a failure to surrender as soon as reasonably practicable thereafter. 
There is no history of repeated non-compliance with court appearances. Since that incident, Mr Hope’s circumstances have undergone a marked improvement. He has maintained stable full-time employment for more than a decade in his role as an IT technician with the same employer, and he is a homeowner with a settled and permanent address in Swansea. Additionally, Mr Hope has significant caring responsibilities. His wife suffers from motor neurone disease, a progressive condition which affects her mobility and independence. Mr Hope provides essential day-to-day care and support for her and is also responsible for caring for their four-year-old child.
These factors provide powerful incentives to comply with bail and attend court as required. Any remaining concern can be managed through reporting conditions, making refusal of bail unnecessary.
Commission of Further Offences
The Prosecution also assert that Mr Hope presents a risk of committing further offences if granted bail. This assertion is based largely on his previous convictions, the most recent of which date back to June 2020. The convictions arose during a period of significant personal upheaval following the sudden death of Mr Hope’s father, during which he acknowledges a decline in his behaviour. Since that time, however, there has been a demonstrable and sustained improvement. For several years, Mr Hope has led a stable and responsible life, maintaining long-term employment, fulfilling his family responsibilities, and remaining free from further offending.
The present allegation does not indicate indiscriminate or predatory violence. In his interview, Mr Hope states that the complainant acted aggressively towards him and that he responded defensively, denying that he caused any injury. While the credibility of that account is a matter for determination at trial, it does not give rise to a reasonable inference that Mr Hope presents a continuing risk to the public.
PROPOSED BAIL CONDITIONS
The following conditions are proposed as a robust package of bail capable of addressing all Prosecution concerns:
1. Residence at 10 Petunia Avenue, Swansea
2. No contact, directly or indirectly, with Edward Pearson
3. Exclusion from Newton Park and its immediate vicinity
4. Reporting to a local police station as directed
These conditions are proportionate, targeted, and effective.
CONCLUSION
The Prosecution have not established substantial grounds for refusing bail. The risks identified are either unsupported by evidence or can be adequately managed by conditions. Considering the presumption in favour of bail, Mr Hope’s stable circumstances, and the availability of a robust package of conditions, remand in custody is neither necessary nor proportionate.










SPEAKER NOTES - R v Hope
		Section
	Key Points / Prompts

	Opening
	• Appear for Jeremy Hope 
• Bail application only 
• Thank Prosecution for background 
• Refer only to relevant facts 
• Single-count s.20 GBH 
• Defendant denies offence 
• Issue today = risk, not guilt

	Legal Framing (Very Brief)
	• Presumption in favour of bail 
• Custody = last resort 
• Conditions before custody

	Interference with Witnesses (Strongest Point)
	• No evidential basis 
• Chance encounter 
• No prior relationship 
• No ongoing contact 
• Refer to complainant’s statement if needed 
• Defendant remanded in custody since charge 
• No attempt to interfere (direct or indirect) 
• Ask: interfere how? 
• Non-contact + exclusion condition solves risk

	Failure to Surrender
	• One historic conviction (2020) 
• Car accident on way to court 
• Injured → taken directly to hospital 
• Explanation accepted 
• Not absconding / not evasion 
• No pattern of non-attendance 
• Changed circumstances: 
  – 10+ years stable employment (IT technician) 
  – Homeowner, fixed address 
  – Wife with motor neurone disease 
  – Primary carer + young child 
• Strong incentive to attend court 
• Reporting condition sufficient

	Further Offences
	• Previous convictions acknowledged 
• Most recent: 2020 
• Occurred during difficult period after father’s death 
• Clear, sustained change since 
• Stable work, family life, no further offending 
• Not random or predatory violence 
• Defendant says he acted defensively 
• Merits for trial, not bail 
• No evidence of ongoing risk 
• Conditions manage concern

	Bail Conditions (Slowly)
	• Residence: 10 Petunia Avenue, Swansea 
• No contact with Edward Pearson 
• Exclusion from Newton Park 
• Reporting to police station 
• Describe as robust package of bail

	Conclusion
	• No substantial grounds established 
• Risks speculative or manageable 
• Conditions proportionate 
• Custody unnecessary 
• Invite court to grant bail

	Delivery Reminders
	• Slow pace 
• Pause on: 
  – “no evidential basis” 
  – “car accident” 
  – “accepted explanation” 
  – “motor neurone disease” 
  – “robust package of bail”
(Dove, J 2025).
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