Bail Assignment – Principles of Professional Legal Practice. 

Your Honour, I appear on behalf of the defendant Mr Jeremy Hope, Making an application for Bail. 
Mr Hope is charged with a single count of inflicting grievous bodily Harm contrary to the Offences Against the Person Act 1861, s.20 and intends to plead not guilty.
The prosecution oppose bail on three grounds: Risk of failing to surrender, committing further offences and interfering with witnesses. 
I intend to deal with each ground in turn, applying the factors the court is required to consider which will include the defendants' ties, his personal circumstances and whether conditions can adequately manage any risk.
Your Honour if I may remind the court of the Presumption in favour of bail under the Bail Act 1976.
Bail must be granted unless substantial grounds can be established by the prosecution under schedule 1 that my client would fail to surrender, commit further offences or interfere with witnesses. 
The court must consider the seriousness of the offence, the strength of the evidence, the defendant's character and antecedents, ties to the community, previous compliance and whether applied conditions can mitigate the risk.
Applying the framework, I submit that the risks can be adequately managed through conditions. 
I will now address each of the prosecution's objections in turn, beginning with the alleged risk of failing to surrender. 
Mr Hope has long established ties to the community, he owns his own home in Swansea with his wife, he has a four-year-old son which he takes to school daily and has been in full time employment as an IT technician for 10 years. 
His wife suffers from Motor Neuron Disease and needs help walking and using the stairs and is completely dependent on Mr Hope as he is her primary carer and his presence at home is of the utmost importance. 
His absence from the home would leave his wife without essential care and cause significant disruption to his child's routine. 
Your Honour Mr Hope has got one prior fail to surrender this was due to exceptional circumstances, due to being involved in a car accident which was not his fault on his way to court and being taken to directly hospital where he remained for several hours, the court did except this explanation at the time. Mr Hope accepted responsibility as soon as possible after being discharged from the hospital. 
There is no pattern of absconding. 
Taking into consideration all the factors such as property ownership, responsibility to his wife and son, employment and a valid explanation for previous failure to surrender there is no substantial risk of absconding as his responsibilities to his wife and son keep him tied to the area.
Any residual concern could be addressed by adopting conditions such as reporting and passport surrender. 
[bookmark: _Int_6bach9PP]If the court allows, I will move onto the second ground Committing further offences. Mr Hope has previous conviction between 2019 – 2020 there has been a five-year period of no further offending. During the time period of the previous convictions Mr Hope was grieving the sudden loss of his father, this life altering event is what led to his poor decision making and heavy drinking which ultimately led to the previous conviction. 
Mr hope has accepted all responsibility to the previous conviction and has since grieved his father's passing and is now leading a stable life and has done since 2020. 
In the five years since his conviction Mr Hope has held a steady job, has a stable family life and has his caring responsibilities to his wife. 
There is no evidence of substance abuse or any repeated behavioural issues, this is an isolated incident and does not form part of a pattern. Mr Hope denies all the allegations. 
There is no substantial evidence that proves that there is a risk to committing any further offences as the factors that impacted his previous decision making no longer exist. Any concerns can be managed by conditions such as exclusion zones and curfews. 
With the courts permission I will now turn to the third ground interfering with witnesses. Judge the prosecution are reliant on an alleged verbal threat and state that this poses as a potential threat for interfering with witnesses and this is the basis for opposing bail.
The alleged threat forms part of the disputed facts it has not been proven and is therefore unreliable as it is an unproven allegation.
There is no behaviour to support the treat and Mr Hope has no history of intimidation, or prior convictions of interfering with witnesses, harassment or obstruction of justice. Mr Hope also does not know the complainant and has no personal relationship with him and has no other connection to him.
Respectfully Judge I would argue that this is speculative and not substantive. To minimise any concern, I would propose conditions be put in place such as a no contact condition and an exclusion zone such as Newton Park and immediate surrounding areas to minimise the risk of any accidental contact and ease any concern. 
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