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Pump Court Chambers are pleased to announce the return to practice of Justin Gau,
recently appointed as Chancellor of Bristol and to welcome Sarah Jones (formerly of 2
Kings Bench Walk) and Benjamin Long (formerly of Pinsent Masons) to the criminal team.
A profile of Sarah and Ben follow his article on The Bribery Act.

BRIBERY ACT 2010 OR'HOW TO WIN FRIENDS

AND INFLUENCE PEOPLE: LEGALLY'

When the Bribery Act 2010 came in to
force on the 1st July, it signalled a sea-
change in the approach to prosecution
of corruption offences in the UK and in-
creased the prosecutorial power of the
Serious Fraud Office.

As much as ten years in the making, fol-
lowing criticism by the law commission
and the Organisation of Economic Co-
operation and Development, the Bribery
Act was heralded as the most draconian
anti-corruption legislation in the world
and it has done so by creating four broad
ranging offences, all with international
scope. What was most interesting about
the implementation of the Act however
was the approach by the Ministry of Jus-
tice and the Serious Fraud Office: never
before has a prosecutor made such a
public roadshow of consultation of a

statute nor shown both its zero-
tolerance approach to bribery, champi-
oned especially by Ken Clarke in many a
rousing address, but also its approach-
ability with a positive encouragement
towards self-reporting.

The Act itself is relatively simple, it cre-
ates four offences: Active Bribery
(offering or paying a bribe), Passive Brib-
ery (requesting or receiving a bribe),
Bribery of a Foreign Public Official and
the brand new offence for a Commercial
Organisation of Failing to Prevent Brib-
ery. These offences carry unlimited fines
and prison sentences of up to ten years.

The main offences and the definition of
'a bribe' itself are relatively simply; it is
the offer or promise of any 'financial or
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someone into improper performance, that is,
something in breach of good faith or legitimate
expectation. The offence of Failing to Prevent Bribery
however in brand new and means that businesses
incorporated in the UK or overseas but carrying on
business in the UK can be convicted on a strict liability
basis for any bribes paid by 'associated parties' which
can include employees, agents, distributors,
subsidiary companies or suppliers - no matter where
in the world the bribery takes place.

The effect of the corporate offence on international
business practice became subject of a huge media
circus earlier this year with the Act coming under
severe criticism owing to the stringent effect of the
strict liability offence. The fact that 'financial or other
advantage' could include corporate hospitality meant
everyone thought trips to the golf course and lunch at
the vy were off, Ken Clarke's waistline being brought
into question, therefore putting UK businesses at a
competitive disadvantage with other international
rivals who had no such difficulty. Further, the only
defence to the corporate offence is putting 'Adequate
Procedures to prevent bribery' in place which in many
instances could lead to substantial costs for any
business high risk business needing to put a
compliance programme in place. In response to the
above, the law still came into force but the MOJ
published revised guidance on all the above points.
This however sadly still gives businesses little
reassurance that standard business practices will not
be judged with an overly excessive level of scrutiny.

Above all however was the criticism that the SFO, now
they had this shiny Rolls Royce legislation, would
never take it out of the garage. It came as no surprise
therefore that to prove the doubters wrong, the first
prosecution and conviction under the new Act was
secured on the 14th October. What was surprising
however was who the defendant was: not some
international oil tycoon in Bribestan but a Magistrates
Court Clerk from Essex who admitted accepting a
£500 bribe to "get rid" of a speeding charge while
working at London's Redbridge Magistrates' Court. He
accepted the bribe in exchange for omitting to record
the traffic offence of an undercover investigator
working with The Sun newspaper, which caught the
act on film. We'll know the sentence on 11th
November.

Senior Crown advocate Gaon Hart said: "This
prosecution is the first of its kind under the Bribery
Act 2010, which has provided a significant weapon in
the armoury of prosecutors that enables us to focus
on the bribery element rather than general
misconduct behaviour."

'How embarrassing' some might say, 'one of your
own?'... Ken Clark declined to comment: we'll assume

he was being entertained at the lvy at the time.

Benjamin Long

=2 An Introduction to Benjamin Long

~

employed as in-house counsel for the last year.

Formerly of 2 King's Bench Walk and Furnival Chambers, Benjamin joins 3 Pump Court from Pinsent
Masons LLP where he was the founding member of the Corporate Crime Team and was

Benjamin's criminal background covers all levels of serious crime including money laundering and fraud as well as
serious sexual and violent crimes for which he has appeared both being led and as a junior in his own right. In
particular, over the last year, Benjamin has been advising and publishing opinion on the Bribery Act 2010 and
assisting corporates with the application of compliance programs as well as being selected to contribute to
Parliament's Star Chamber review of the Act and the associated guidance.

Benjamin also has a strong background in regulatory law particularly in the field of medicines and pharmaceuticals
as well as associated legislation including breaches of trademark offences and the Health and Safety at Work Act.
Recent and ongoing work includes defending regulatory and criminal investigations into the re-selling of counterfeit

medicines onto the UK market.

A Wiltshire boy at heart, Benjamin is pleased to have moved down to Winchester and be working back on circuit.
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An Introduction to Sarah Jones

| knew | wanted to be a barrister when | was 12 years old and fortunately it turned out to be the perfect
profession - the longer I've been doing it, the more | seem to enjoy it. As well as enjoying a career of
endless interest | met my husband across a crowded Youth Court when he prosecuted a trial in Andover,
so despite the endless onslaughts of the government, life at the Bar has been very good to me. After graduating
from University College, Oxford | completed Bar school in London and began pupillage at 2 Kings' Bench Walk. |
started in general common law and travelled the length and breadth of the country doing claims for possession in
the County Courts. But for some years now | have specialised in criminal law on the Western Circuit. | seem to be
most in demand when it comes to allegations of deviant sex, but am equally happy with serious violence and hard
drugs, (even if my mother still struggles to come to terms with hearing such statements) and | prosecute and defend
with equal fervour. | am very pleased and excited to have joined 3 Pump Court - 8 of the first 10 days of my arrival
involved a visit to the pub and the welcome from both clerks and colleagues was incredibly warm. | look forward to

contributing as best | can to its continuing growth and success.

THE USE OF THE POWER OF ARREST

Mark Richardson v The Chief Constable of West
Midlands Police [2011] EWHC 773 (QB)

Introduction

During the ‘Phone Hacking’ investigations it has
been reported that several journalists have been
asked to attend police stations to assist the police
with their enquiries, whereupon they have been
arrested and interviewed under caution. The arrest
changes a person’s status from potential witness to
confirmed suspect, which itself may have further
consequences.

As the journalists had already attended the police
station voluntarily, what is the point of the arrest
and is it lawful? These issues were considered by
the Administrative Court [Slade J] in Mark
Richardson v The Chief Constable of West Midlands
Police [2011] EWHC 773 (QB)

Facts

Mark Richardson (MR) was a teacher; it was alleged
that he had assaulted a pupil on 26™ November
2009. The allegation was denied and eventually not
pursued. On 16" December 2009 he attended the
police station voluntarily for interview, he was
arrested, he had DNA samples, photographs and his
fingerprints taken, and was detained. The Police
applied section 24(1)(e) of the police and Criminal
Evidence Act 1984 (PACE); they said that the arrest
was necessary for the prompt and efficient
investigation of the offence.

The arrest was of consequence to MR as it would
be noted onthe PNC and was

other advantage' intending to influence likely to
blight future employability; the school authorities
regarded an arrest as significant when considering
subsequent disposal. MR asked for the CRB to be
cleared and his samples to be destroyed.

The Statutory Framework

All offences are now arrestable without warrant, and,
where an offence has been committed, an officer
may arrest any person he has reasonable grounds for
suspecting to be guilty of the offence. However the
arresting officer must also have reasonable grounds
for believing that the arrest is necessary for any of
the reasons specified in section 24(5) PACE.
[amended by The Serious Organised Crime and
Police Act 2005, s 110]

Section 24(5) provides that the power of arrest is
exercisable only if the constable has reasonable
grounds for believing that for any of the reasons in
the subsection are met, and subsection 5(e)
provides ‘to allow the prompt and effective
investigation of the offences or the conduct of the
person in question’.

Section 29 provides where for the purpose of
assisting an investigation a person voluntarily
attends a police station, without having been
arrested he is entitled to leave unless he is placed
under arrest and he shall be informed at once that
he is under arrest if a decision is taken by a constable
to prevent him from leaving at will.

Code G is the attendant Code of Practice for the
statutory Power of arrest by Police Officers.
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A lawful arrest requires 2 elements;

a) a person’s involvement, suspected involvement,
or attempted involvement in the commission of a
criminal offence and

b) reasonable grounds for believing that the per-
son’s arrest is necessary. [Code G2:1]

The officer is also required to record the reasons why
the arrest was necessary. [Code G 4:1]

The Defendant submitted that the decision to arrest
was an ‘operational decision’, and the court should
only interfere on grounds of Wednesbury irrationality.
The custody officer had clearly addressed the issue of
the necessity for an arrest.

Slade J concluded that there was no evidence that
the arresting officer had reasonable grounds for be-
lieving that in order to interview the claimant it was
necessary to arrest him. She further concluded that it
was the belief of the arresting officer that was mate-
rial, and the words ‘the practical and sensible option’
should not be used in place of the statutory word
‘necessity’.

She declared the arrest of the claimant unlawful and
awarded damages for false imprisonment, but de-
clined to make an order for the destruction of the sam-
ples on the defendant’s assurance that proper account
would be taken of the court’s judgement.

Comment.

Whilst all have a civic duty to assist in the investigation
of crime it might be thought that every person has a
right to know their status when speaking to an investi-
gator either in preliminary conversations or more for-
mal interview. The arrest changes the status of the per-
son from assister to suspect. Perhaps one way of deal-
ing with the problem is to make clear, before attend-
ing the police station for interview, that should an ar-
rest occur the interviewee will exercise their right to
silence, a step which surely will not assist a prompt or
efficient investigation.

Charles Parry

87

;.

WELCOME RETURN OF JUSTIN GAU

In September 2009 | went to Westcott House, a theological college in Cambridge and spent two years training full
time for ordained Ministry. The course was a mixture of a degree and practical training. | was ordained by the Bishop
of London in St Paul’s Cathedral in July of this year and am now a non-stipendiary curate at St John of Jerusalem in

South Hackney.

During my training | kept my practicing certificate and sat as a Legal Assessor for the General Medical Council and a
Legal Adviser to the General Dental Council during the vacations from University.

Whilst at college | was approached by the Bishop of Bristol to become his Chancellor, and became Chancellor of
Bristol two weeks after my ordination. A month ago | was made Deputy Chancellor of the Diocese of Bath and Wells.
I am now finding a way of balancing my practice at the Bar, my work in the parish and being Chancellor.
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SNIFFING OUT A POTENTIAL PROBLEM....
A short tale about tracking dog evidence

Evidence from tracking dogs does not arise particularly
frequently but when it does it can be terribly helpful, or
potentially devastating to a case. This type of evidence
has been used for decades and it is easy to assume that
this historic practice is well established and therefore
routinely provides unchallengeable evidence. However,
a recent trial at Winchester Crown Court suggests that
this evidence may not always be as compelling or solid
as it appears and well justify some careful
consideration.

The trial in question was heard by HHJ Dixon and
involved the theft of scrap metal from a scrap metal
merchants. The scrap yard is situated in a rural and
somewhat isolated area. The defendant was found in a
dark lane in a vehicle parked near to the scrap metal
merchants and could provide little explanation for his
presence. Residents raised the alarm and contacted the
police, various officers attended including a team from
the Dog Unit.

According to the handler, the dog was able to establish
a trail from the driver’s door of the vehicle, along a fairly
long path to a newly-made hole in the perimeter fence
of the scrap yard. Clearly this would be potentially
devastating to the defence who averred that the
defendant had lost his way and had only stopped in the
lane to relieve himself.

Upon noting the significance of the track evidence, the
defence requested information about the dogs training
and reliability. This was refused by the Crown, despite
numerous requests. The case of R v Pieterson &
Holloway [1995] 1 WLR 293 was cited in these requests,
this authority establishes that % a dog handler can
establish that a dog has been properly trained and over
a period of time the dog’s reactions indicate that it is a
reliable pointer to the existence of a scent from a
particular individual, then that evidence should be
properly admitted.” The upshot of this case is that dog
tracking evidence can properly be used, despite it
effectively being hearsay evidence, provided that the
dogs training and reliability can be established by way
of evidence.

The information about the dog'’s training was disclosed
on the morning of the trial and on receipt, a number of
matters became apparent. Not only was the
documentation relating to the training somewhat awry;

missing signatures, duplicitous licence certificates, etc,
but it became clear that the dog had only completed
its training some 8 weeks prior to the alleged offence.

The defence made a Section 78 application to exclude
this evidence. HHJ Dixon criticised the Crown for the
late disclosure of the training records and found that
the test, as provided in Pieterson and Holloway, was
not satisfied as dog did not have a proven record. The
poses the interesting question of what period of time
would be sufficient to ‘prove’ a dog’s reactions and
whether a newly trained dog is of any assistance at all,
given that the evidence could well be worthless.

In the case in question the defendant was convicted in
any event due to other compelling evidence but case
may act as a note of warning that tracker dog
evidence may not always be quite what it seems. Even
if the training and reliability of the dog can be
established, discussion with the defence expert in this
matter revealed that a reliable track is very difficult to
achieve indeed. Factors such as the start point of the
track, the type of ground involved and the weather
conditions all play a part in whether the track could
indeed be valid.

In summary, when faced with tracker dog evidence, it
is always worth “pawsing” for thought before
agreeing or accepting what is at first blush solid
evidence.

Lucy Davis

\\‘
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The Early Guilty Plea Piloted at Winchester Crown Court

In July 2011 the MOJ followed recommendations to
expedite cases which appeared suitable for
incorporation into the scheme for early guilty pleas
to be dealt with by the Crown Court. The basis of
the scheme was to save costs, unnecessary
preparation and time in dealing with cases where it
was clear a guilty plea may be entered. Winchester
was identified to become a pilot court and hearings
are listed on Thursdays.

The scheme includes all adult and youth CPS and
Police charged cases, which are sent or committed
from North East and North West Hampshire
Magistrates Court.

Practicalities of the scheme

At or before the committal hearing at the
magistrates’ court, the defence and/or the CPS will
identify cases that are suitable. At the committal
hearing these cases are committed to the Crown
Court and allocated an Early Guilty Plea (EGP)
hearing.

The case is then committed and scheduled 15 days
from the receipt of the request. The defence or
prosecution can identify any case to be sent under
section 51 to the Crown Court as a likely EGP case
and at any time prior to Plea and Case Management
Hearing (PCMH) any party can contact the court to
request an EGP date.

Section 51 cases that are identified as EGP after
being sent can be discussed by the defence and
prosecution. The defence can agree to dispense
with unused material and formal evidence as well
as agreeing the essential evidence or information
required.

Where the defence want to offer a basis of plea, the
prosecution will need time to consider whether
they can disprove the basis or have the
independent information to confirm it. Unless they
have material to support the basis independently
they are unlikely to be able to accept it and a Judge
will have to determine if a Newton hearing is
required.

If the basis of plea is acceptable the CPS will send
the papers and any basis to Probation/Youth
Offending. If it is not acceptable then the EGP will

still remain listed for judicial decision. A report will
be prepared in the usual way.

Defence concerns with plea/indication before
evidence

Concerns have been raised at the propriety of
advising a lay client before the full case facts are
known and/or proved in primary disclosure served.
The scheme applies to cases where there is clear
evidence either from the prima facie facts and
advanced disclosure that a plea is likely or possible
in the circumstances.

If the CPS indicate an EGP and the case is
accordingly sent, the case will simply be dealt with
as a preliminary hearing or early PCMH if
appropriate. No prejudice or loss of credit results
from the lay client’s failure to enter a guilty plea. A
case management exercise is conducted.

However, the expectation is that if the case is listed
for an EGP, the hearing will be dealt with by plea and
be sentenced at that single hearing if possible.
Therefore representations will need to be addressed
if this is not the case.

Recommendations to the Defence to help the
scheme succeed

Advocates and Solicitors are advised to actively
engage with the lay client as early as possible,
informing them of the benefits of the scheme.

Lay clients are to be advised to engage with the
probation service or youth offending service and
advise as to the consequences for failing to engage.
Solicitors are advised to instruct counsel in advance
of the EGP so that the hearing can be effective.

Advise the Probation Crown Court Liaison Office
about lay clients who wish to enter an early guilty
plea as soon as possible.

The probation service and YOT will accept
information via email with the details of the offence
and the defendant’s contact details in order to
prepare for the EGP date. They are obliged to
prepare a report for the date allocated.
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If the CPS ask for an EGP hearing but your client does
not wish to plea, you have up until 2 working days
before the date of the hearing to serve notice on the
prosecution, probation/YOS and the court, to vacate
the hearing. The notice must either a) confirm that
your client does not wish to plead guilty and include
details of the defence witnesses required or b)
provide other good reason for vacating the date.

Useful contacts for the Early Guilty Plea Scheme
Crown Court Listing

listing@winchestercrowncourt.gsi.gov.uk
FAX 01962 853 821

Youth Offending Team
Cjsm.basingstoke@hants.gov.uk.cjsm.net

SENTENCING

FAX 01256 327 210

Crown Prosecution Service
Winchestertrials.unit@cps.gsi.gov.uk
FAX 02380 673 852

Probation Service
Nps.secure.winchestercourt
@hampshire.probation.gsi.gov.uk
FAX 01962 870 405

Rachel Spearing

SUSPENDED SENTENCE FOR WOUNDING WITH
INTENT (SECTION 18 OAPA 1861)

HHJ WIGGS - Bournemouth Crown Court,
13 October 2011

Solicitors: Aldridge Brownlee

Counsel - James Newton-Price

Rv SYLVIA JAMES

The Defendant was a 55 year old woman with no
previous convictions. She was a mother of three
adult children and grandmother of four teenagers.
She had a 15 year history of alcoholism and
depression. She pleaded guilty to wounding with
intent to do grievous bodily harm, contrary to Section
18 of the Offences of the Person Act 1861. The
offence concerned the stabbing of her partner (a
convicted murderer who was released on licence in
2006 after having served a 12 year term for the
murder by strangulation of his wife).

She had started a relationship with her partner
following his release from custody in 2006. In 2010,
she had moved to Bournemouth from London to be
closer to him. However, the relationship was
deteriorating. He had not behaved violently, but he
had subjected her to verbal abuse and to demeaning
comments. They had been drinking heavily on one
evening in early 2011. He told her that she was

worthless and useless. She brooded on his comments
for a few minutes then she picked up a knife that was
to hand in the kitchen and stabbed him in the left
shoulder whilst his back was turned. She immediately
left the flat to ask the neighbours to call an ambulance.
Her partner, the victim, was treated for a deep wound
to his left shoulder, but he refused to consent to the
release of his medical records or to give a statement.
The evidence for the Prosecution was based solely on
the Defendant’s later admission in interview that she
had stabbed him deliberately as a consequence of his
demeaning comment that she was worthless and that
she wanted to hurt him badly at the time, although
she regretted what she had done. He had not been
violent or threatened her.

The Prosecution refused to accept a plea to a Section
20 charge in view of her admissions in interview. The
Defendant did not wish to have a trial and pleaded
guilty to the Section 18 charge, notwithstanding the
severity of the sentencing guidelines for Section 18
offences.

The pre-sentence report accepted that she was likely
to receive a long prison sentence and made no
alternative proposal. However, the mitigation was
strong. There would have been no prosecution had it
not been for her raising the alarm and her very frank
admissions in interview. This offence was wholly out
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of character.

The Defendant had been struggling with alcoholism
and depression and her character references were
excellent. Exceptionally, the victim (since recalled to
prison on licence) had written a letter pleading for
leniency.

His Honour Judge Wiggs took the view that the case
was one of “lesser harm and lower
culpability” (category 3) at the lowest end of the 3-5
year range in the Sentencing Council guidelines. If
the guidelines were applicable, he would have
imposed a 2 year sentence after credit for a plea.
However, the Judge remarked that Section 18 was a
“blunt instrument” for such a case and decided that
the guidelines could be set aside in the interests of
justice in view of all the mitigating factors. He
imposed a 12 months sentence to be suspended for 2
years with short term residence and curfew
requirements. The Prosecution have indicated
informally that they are unlikely to appeal on the
grounds of undue leniency.

ABH ON A POLICE OFFICER IN THE COURSE OF AN
ARREST

HHJ JARVIS - Dorchester Crown Court,
13 October 2011,

Solicitors Simon Lacey Law Associates,
Counsel - Mark Ruffell

D pleaded guilty at the PCMH to one count of ABH.
During an arrest for refusing to provide a roadside
breath specimen, D struggled with 2 Police Officers
who were trying to place her in a Police vehicle.
During the struggle she bit the arm of one of the
Police Officers causing broken skin and bleeding. The
Police Officer received anti-infection medication
which had to be administered because D was from
Southern Africa and had initially refused to provide a
specimen of blood at the Police Station to show that
she was infection free.

D was 35 years of age, with no convictions and only a
caution in 2006 for criminal damage. D was described
in a PSR as low risk of re-offending and without any
drug, alcohol or mental health problems.

D was married with 2 children of school age. Both she
and her husband were in full-time employment,

albeit her employment was likely to cease as a result of
the conviction. They had no family locally and if she
lost her liberty then her husband would have to
undertake childcare which might adversely affect his
employment and their ability to pay the rent for their
home.

D wrote a letter apologising for her actions.

In sentencing HHJ Jarvis said ‘When Police Officers deal
with members of the public they are in a very
vulnerable position. They do not know how a member
of the public will respond. This was not a quick bite.
The teeth were used almost as a weapon. You hung on
for a number of seconds causing the skin to bleed. You
put him in great pain and caused him a number of
other anxieties and he had to undergo unpleasant
treatment and his anxiety was heightened by your
(initial) refusal to provide a sample. Fortunately all was
well. I have to have regard to the guidelines. This falls
into category 2 and the starting point is 26 weeks. This
must be a deterrent sentence: Sentence: 12 weeks
immediate imprisonment.

18 MONTHS SUPERVISION FOR POSSESSION OF
FIREARM

HHJ WIGGS - Bournemouth Crown Court
Solicitors - Footner Ewing (Jonathan Driver)
Counsel - Robert Pawson

RV HOCKADAY

D (early 20s) pleaded guilty to possession of imitation
firearm (section 19 Firearms Act). Basis accepted that
he had only been given it a matter of minutes before
arrest. Gun was very accurate replica of a revolver. D
previous for possession of offensive weapon
(Nanchuks) and various minor assaults. Low level
depression and some minor psychiatric history.

Sentenced to 18 months supervision.
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REDUCTION OF SENTENCE TO REFLECT
SUPERVISION AND COMPENSATION

HHJ CUTLER CBE, - Winchester Crown Court
17 October 2011

Solicitors Mark Williams Associates
Counsel Robert Pawson

D, aged 23, in breach of 12 months imprisonment
suspended for 2 years for affray. D had breached twice
before but avoided activation (in the hands of Charles
Gabb), third breach involved assault PC; common
assault and possession crack cocaine. D pleaded in
Magistrates’ and committed for the breach. Judge
reduced original 12 months to 8 months to reflect
completion of supervision and payment of £2,500
compensation for original affray. 4 months total for
new offences to be served first making total 12
months.

12 MONTHS IMPRISONMENT SUSPENDED FOR 2
YEARS WITH 200 HOURS UNPAID WORK

HHJ BURRELLQC - Southampton Crown Court
Sept ember 2011

Solicitors : GPG.

Counsel - Andrew Houston

RV HELEN YOUNG

Carer of previous good character to now deceased
uncle. She pleaded Guilty on 3rd day of trial following
an invitation from HHJ to seek a Goodyear
Indication. Defendant had cared for uncle dying of
cancer and in and out of dementia. She pleaded guilty
to forging cheques and using deceased's bank card
when he was in hospital. Wrote herself one cheque to
buy new car. Loser died months after offending
uncovered.

Total value stolen £4400.

one dwelling house Burglary after being followed by
police to and from scene of offence.

20 MONTHS IMPRISONMENT

HHJ HOPE - Southampton Crown Court
September 2011

Solicitors: GPG

Counsel - Andrew Houston

RV DARRYL CLARKE

Burglar with bad record sentenced on Guilty plea to
Electrical equipment stolen after rear door smashed in
order to gain access while owner out at work. Property
recovered by police.

Judge reduced sentence as 22 year old was showing
signs of mending his ways.

2 YEARS IMPRISONMENT ON GUILTY PLEA TO
SECTION 20.

RECORDER PARKER QC - Southampton Crown Court
Sept ember 2011

Solicitors : Peach Grey.

Counsel - Andrew Houston

RV JOHN MARLOW

Defendant aged 45 of previous good character
punched his 73 vyear old mother. Subdural
bleeding,fractured cheekbone and eye socket. 3 days
in intensive care. Defendant called police himself and
made immediate admissions.
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The information and any commentary on the law contained in these articles is provided free of charge for information purposes only.

Every reasonable effort is made to make the information and commentary accurate and up to date, but no responsibility for its

accuracy and correctness, or for any consequences of relying on it, is assumed by the author or the publisher or Pump Court Chambers.

The information and commentary does not, and is not intended to, amount to legal advice to any person on a specific case or matter. If
Yyou are not a solicitor, you are strongly advised to obtain specific, personal advice from a lawyer about your case or matter and not to

rely on the information or comments on this site. If you are a solicitor, you should seek advice from Counsel on a formal basis.
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