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Oral Script – Bail Application 
Jeremy Hope – Magistrates’ Court 


1. Opening: 

“May it please you, Sir/Madam. I appear on behalf of the defendant, Mr Jeremy Hope. I am instructed to make an application for bail pursuant to section 4 of the Bail Act 1976.”

“I understand that the prosecution objects to bail on the grounds that there is a risk that Mr Hope would fail to surrender to custody, commit further offences while on bail, and interfere with witnesses.” 

“If I may, I will address each of those concerns in turn.”

Transition to the next point: 
“Before doing so, I will briefly outline the legal framework the court is asked to apply.” 



2. Legal Framework and Presumption of Bail

“The starting point for the court is the statutory presumption in favour of bail under section 4 of the Bail Act 1976.” 

“Mr Hope is an unconvinced defendant and is entitled to his liberty unless the prosecution can demonstrate that one of the exceptions in Schedule 1 applies.”

“Even where a risk is identified, the court must consider whether that risk can be adequately managed by appropriate bail conditions.” 

Transition sentence: 
“Against that background, I turn to the nature of the allegation before the court.” 



3. Nature and Seriousness of the Alleged Offence 

“Mr Hope is charged with a single offence of grievous bodily harm contrary to section 20 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861.”

“This is a serious allegation, and I do not seek to minimise it.” 

“However, it is relevant that this is not an allegation of section 18 grievous bodily harm. The offence charged does not involve an allegation of specific intent.”
“The complainant was treated in hospital and discharged the same day and is expected to make full recovery, with no long-term impact on his daily life.”

“Mr Hope denies the offence and has indicated that he will be pleading not guilty.” 

Transition sentence: 

“That leads me to briefly address the strength of the prosecution case at this stage.”



4. Strength of the Prosecution Case 

“I fully accept that this is not a trial, and the court is not being asked to determine guilt.” 

“ However, the strength of the prosecution case is a relevant factor when assessing the level of risk.” 

“In this case, there is no CCTV footage of the incident itself, no forensic evidence, and no independent eyewitnesses.”

“The case relies primarily on the account of the complainant.”

“Mr Hope has provided a consistent alternative account from the point of arrest through to interview, in which he denies assaulting the complainant.”

“This is therefore a contested case, rather than one supported by overwhelming evidence at this stage.”

Transition sentence: 

“Turning then to the specific grounds relied upon by the prosecution, I will first address the risk of failure to surrender to custody.”



5. Risk of Failure to Surrender to Custody


“The prosecution relies on Mr Hope’s previous conviction for failing to surrender to custody.”

“The court will note the circumstances of that conviction.” 

“On that occasion, Mr Hope was involved in a road traffic accident, was injured, and was taken directly to hospital.”
“There was no deliberate attempt to avoid the court, and the explanation was accepted at the time.”

“Since then, Mr Hope’s circumstances have changed significantly.” 


“He is in full-time employment, has been with the same employer for over ten years, owns his home, and has strong family ties.” 

“He is not currently on bail for any other matter.”

“Any residual concern can be addressed by appropriate conditions, such as a residence requirement and reporting.”

Transition sentence:
“I turn next to the concern raised in relation to the risk of further offending.” 




6. Risk of Committing Further Offences While on Bail

“The prosecution also raises the risk that Mr Hope may commit further offences if released on bail.”

“Mr Hope’s previous convictions occurred during a difficult period in his life following the sudden death of his father.” 

“He accepts responsibility for that period and has since taken significant steps to turn his life around.” 

“He has maintained stable employment, established a family life, and there is no recent pattern of offending.”

“The alleged offence before the court arises from a specific and disputed incident and does not indicate an ongoing risk.”

Transition sentence: 
“The final concern raised by the prosecution relates to the risk of interference with witnesses.”




7. Risk of Interference with Witnesses
“ There is no evidence that Mr Hope has attempted to contact or interfere with the complainant since the incident.”

“Any alleged threat forms part of the disputed facts of the case and is untested.”

“Mr Hope is willing to comply with strict non-contact conditions and an exclusion zone, which would fully address this concern.”

Transition sentence: 

“I now ask the court to consider Mr Hope’s personal circumstances and the issue of proportionality.” 



8. Personal Circumstances and Proportionality

“Mr Hope lives with his wife and their four-year-old son.”

“His wife suffers from motor neurone disease, a progressive condition which significantly affects her mobility.”

“Mr Hope is her primary source of support and is responsible for caring for their child.”

“Remanding Mr Hope in custody would have a severe and disproportionate impact not only on him, but on his family.”

“Article 8 considerations are engaged, and detention would not be proportionate where risks can be managed by conditions.”

Transition sentence: 

“In light of those matters, I will briefly outline the conditions Mr Hope is willing to comply with.”



9. Bail Conditions and Conclusion 

“Mr Hope is willing to comply with strict bail conditions, including residence at his home-address, regular reporting to a police station, non-contact with the complainant, and an exclusion zone from Imperial Park.”

“He understands the seriousness of the allegation and the importance of complying fully with any conditions imposed.”

“In summary, the presumption in favour of bail applies, the risks identified by the prosecution can be effectively managed, and remand in custody would be disproportionate.”

“For those reasons, I respectfully invite the court to grant Mr Hope bail subject to such conditions as the court considers appropriate.”







Application for Bail on Behalf of Jeremy Hope
Research Document – Component 1


1. Introduction

This research document has been prepared in support of an application for bail on behalf of Jeremy Hope, who has been charged with a single offence of grievous bodily harm contrary to section 20 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861. The application is to be made before a District Judge sitting in the Magistrates’ Court following the refusal of bail by the police. Mr Hope denies the allegation and has confirmed that he will be entering a plea of not guilty at the first available hearing. 


The purpose of this document is to demonstrate a clear and systematic understanding of the legal principles governing bail decisions within the criminal justice system of England and Wales. It applies the relevant statutory provisions and case law to the specific facts of Mr Hope’s case and explains the reasoning behind the application for bail. In doing so, the document shows how legal principles are translated into practical advocacy within a professional legal context. 

In addition, this document reflects upon the ethical and professional responsibilities owed by a solicitor when making a bail application, in accordance with the Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA) Principles and Code of Conduct. The application must be made honestly, responsibly, and with due regard to both the interests of the client and the duty owed to the court. 

The prosecution objects to bail on the grounds that Mr Hope presents a risk of failing to surrender to custody, committing further offences whilst on bail, and interfering with witnesses. Each of these objections is addressed in turn by reference to the Bail Act 1976 and the specific circumstances of the defendant. The document concludes that the statutory presumption in favour of bail has not been displaced and that any identified risks can be sufficiently managed through appropriate bail conditions. 


2. Legal Framework Governing Bail

2.1 Presumption in Favour of Bail 

 The statutory framework governing bail is contained within the Bail Act 1976. Section 4 of the Act establishes a general presumption that a defendant shall be granted bail unless one of the statutory exceptions applies. This presumption reflects the fundamental principle that a defendant is presumed innocent until proven guilty and recognises the importance of personal liberty within the criminal justice system. 

Keeping a defendant in custody before they have been found guilty is a serious step, as it removes their liberty at a time when they are still presumed innocent. For that reason, such a decision must be supported by strong and clear reasons. The courts have repeatedly stressed that bail should only be refused where it is genuinely necessary and proportionate, and that remand in custody before trial should be treated as a last resort rather than a normal response. 
In R v Crown Court at Harrow ex parte Taylor [1991] 1 QB 36, the court confirmed that the refusal of bail should be regarded as the exception rather the rule. The seriousness of the alleged offence alone is insufficient to justify a refusal of bail. Instead, the court must be satisfied that there are substantial grounds for believing that one or more of the statutory risks apply and that those risks cannot be decently addressed by the imposition of bail conditions. 

This presumption provides the starting point for any bail decision and places the burden on the prosecution to justify continued detention. 


2.2 Exceptions to the Presumption of Bail 

The relevant exceptions to the presumption in favour of bail are set out in Schedule 1, Part 1 of the Bail Act 1976, which applies to defendants charged with felonies. Bail may be refused where there are substantial grounds for believing that the defendant would: 
· Fail to surrender to custody
· Commit an offence while on bail; or 
· Interfere with witnesses or otherwise obstruct the course of justice. 

In determining whether these grounds are made out, the court must consider a number of statutory factors. These include the nature and seriousness of the alleged offence, the strength of the prosecution case, the defendant’s character and past convictions, their previous record in relation to bail, and their ties to the community. 

Importantly, even where the court identifies a potential risk, it is required to consider whether that risk could be sufficiently managed through the imposition of appropriate bail conditions. Refusal of bail should be a measure of last resort where no combination of conditions would appropriately address the identified concerns. 




3. Nature and Seriousness of the Alleged Offence

Mr Hope is charged with an offence contrary to section 20 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861. While the offence is serious and carries a maximum sentence of five years’ imprisonment, it is relevant to note that this offence is different from an offence under section 18 of the same Act, which requires proof of a specific intent to cause grievous bodily harm. 

At the bail stage, the court must consider the offence as charged and should not assume a higher level of responsibility than is alleged by the prosecution. The court should also avoid making assumptions before trial of fact, as issues of guilt or innocence are matters for trial. 


The complainant sustained injuries including a broken nose, fractured ribs, and bruising. Medical evidence confirms that the complainant was discharged from hospital on the same day and is expected to make full recovery, with no long-term impact on daily life. While these injuries are undoubtedly serious and must be treated with appropriate importance, the absence of permanent harm is a relevant consideration when assessing the proportionality of remanding the defendant in custody. 
Mr Hope denies the allegation and maintains that the complainant’s injuries were caused by a fall rather than an assault. The existence of a disputed version of events highlights that the seriousness of the allegation, by itself, does not provide sufficient ground to refuse bail. 




4. Strength of the Prosecution Case

The strength of the prosecution case is a key factor in assessing the likelihood of the defendant failing to attend court or interfering with the administration of justice. In the present case, the evidence against Mr Hope is limited and disputed. 

There is no CCTV footage capturing the incident itself, no forensic evidence linking Mr Hope to the complainant’s injuries, and no independent eyewitnesses. The prosecution case relies primarily on the account of the complainant, which is directly challenged by Mr Hope’s account. 

Mr Hope provided a consistent explanation during his police interview, denying that he assaulted the complainant and stating that he acted defensively. The existence of two competing accounts means that this is not a case supported by overwhelming evidence at the bail stage. As the outcome of the case is not yet clear, Mr Hope has less incentive to disappear or take steps that would undermine the proceedings. 

While the complainant’s account must be treated seriously, it remains untested and cannot be assumed to be determinative at this stage of the proceedings. 




5. Risk of Failure to Surrender to Custody 

The prosecution relies on Mr Hope’s previous conviction for failing to surrender to custody as evidence that he presents a risk of non-attendance. However, the circumstances surrounding that conviction are highly relevant and must be considered carefully. 

Mr Hope failed to attend court on that occasion because he was involved in a road traffic accident and was taken directly to hospital. The court accepted that the accident was not his fault and that the failure to surrender did not involve any deliberate attempt to avoid the court process. 

In assessing the current risk of failure to surrender, the court should focus on Mr Hope’s present circumstances. He is a homeowner, has been in stable employment for over ten years, and has strong family ties within the community. He lives with his wife and young child and has significant caring responsibilities. 

Mr Hope’s wife has been diagnosed with motor neurone disease, a progressive and serious medical condition. His role as a carer provides a strong incentive to comply with bail conditions and attend all court hearings. Any residual concerns can be effectively addressed through conditions such as a residence requirement and regular reporting to a local police station. 




6. Risk of Committing Further Offences While on Bail 


The prosecution may argue that Mr Hope’s previous convictions, including offences of violence and theft, demonstrate a risk of further offending. However, these convictions are largely historic and occurred during a relatively short period between 2019 and 2020. 


Mr Hope has explained that this period occurred at the same time as significant personal difficulties following the sudden death of his father. Since that time, he has made clear efforts to stabilise his life. He has maintained long-term employment, established a stable family environment, and has not committed further offences for several years. 


This demonstrates a genuine change in behaviour and supports the conclusion that the risk of further offending is low. The alleged offence arose from a specific and unusual set of circumstances and does not indicate an ongoing pattern of violent behaviour. 

Any remaining concerns could be properly addressed by imposing suitable bail conditions, including an exclusion zone or restrictions on entering certain areas. 





7. Risk of Interference with Witnesses

The prosecution also raises concerns that Mr Hope may interfere with witnesses, particularly the complainant. There is no evidence that Mr Hope has attempted to contact, intimidate, or otherwise interfere with the complainant since the incident. 

Any alleged threat forms part of the disputed factual matrix of the case and has not been proven. Mr Hope and the complainant do not have an ongoing relationship, and there is no indication that they are likely to encounter one another.


A strict non-contact condition, combined with an exclusion zone around the complainant’s address and place of work, would be sufficient to manage any perceived risk. The availability of such conditions weighs strongly in favour of granting bail. 




8. Personal Circumstances and Proportionality 

Personal circumstances are a crucial consideration when assessing the proportionality of remanding a defendant in custody. Mr Hope has significant caring responsibilities within his family. His wife suffers from motor neurone disease, a progressive and debilitating condition that significantly affects her independence. 

Mr Hope plays a central role in supporting his wife and caring for their young child. Remanding him in custody would have a severe and disproportionate impact on his family, particularly given his wife’s medical condition. 


Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights, which applies in the United Kingdom through the Human Rights Act 1998, protects the right to private and family life. While this right can be limited, any interference must be necessary and proportionate. In this case, remanding Mr Hope in custody would place a serious strain on his family and is not justified where any concerns can be managed by suitable bail conditions.  




9. Ethical and Professional Responsibilities 

When making an application for bail, a solicitor must act in accordance with their professional and ethical obligations. The Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA) Principles require solicitors to behave honestly, uphold the law, and act in a way that maintains confidence in the legal profession. These duties apply equally when advocating on behalf of a client in criminal proceedings. 


In presenting an application for bail, a solicitor must act responsibly and fairly. Although it is important to represent the client’s interests, this must be done honestly and without misleading the court. The seriousness of the charge and the defendant’s previous convictions cannot be ignored and are therefore acknowledged in this application. However, these matters are explained in context so that the court is able to consider the application for bail in a balanced and informed way. 



At the same time, solicitors are required to advance all lawful and proper arguments in support of their client. Presenting Mr Hope’s personal circumstances, evidence of rehabilitation, and willingness to comply with strict bail conditions is consistent with this duty. This balanced approach reflects professional advocacy and ensures that the court is provided with a fair and accurate basis upon which to make a decision. 






10. Conclusion


The Bail Act 1976 sets out a general starting point that defendants should be granted bail, and in this case the prosecution has not demonstrated that the statutory exceptions justify remanding Mr Hope in custody. However, the allegation is serious, the evidence is contested and limited at this stage, and the risks identified by the prosecution are capable of being managed through appropriate bail conditions. 


Mr Hope has strong ties to the community, stable long-term employment, and significant family responsibilities, especially in relation to his wife’s serious medical condition and their young child. He has shown evidence of rehabilitation and has expressed a clear willingness to comply with any conditions imposed by the court. Remanding him in custody would be a disproportionate response given the availability of less restrictive alternatives. For these reasons, and having regard to the relevant legal principles, it is submitted that Mr Hope should be granted bail subject to suitable conditions. 
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