
Refuting Richardson
By Richard Carvath

PREAMBLE

Jeremy Richardson QC, a senior judge at Sheffield Crown Court, gave a written judgment 

against me (in appeal case A20200054) in February 2021.  I here refute that judgment.

The Sheffield magistrates' court conviction (March 2020) upheld by Richardson is 

wrong because: (1) in law, there was no crime; and (2) in fact, the non-crime was not 

attributable to me.  It was arrived at via various errors of law and fact, with the false 

findings in this case based not on hard evidence and sound logical discernment, but 

rather upon prejudice favouring the prosecution, wild speculation against and contempt 

for the defence, and a blind eye to anything not conducive to the predetermined 

outcome.  The hurdles of burden and standard of proof never troubled the prosecution 

in this case, either at trial or re-trial, because, in the absence of an impartial jury, in 

what was clearly a calamitous case for the legal establishment, the courts had both the 

power and opportunity to betray justice.  Needless to say, the prosecution failed to 

prove its case against me at both trial and re-trial, but, in view of the rather obvious 

'political' issues in this particular case, an expedient outcome was never in doubt.  

Richardson should not have upheld the wrongful conviction against me, but it is hardly 

surprising that he did.  What is surprising though is Richardson's method of execution: 

a hatchet job of a judgment so cringeworthy that one has to wonder whether he was a 

masochist in search of a spanking.  For a stitch-up done in public, Richardson would've 

been well advised to make it dull and keep it brief.  Instead, he engaged in what was a 

truly remarkable orgy of low insults and defamation, given the setting of a legal 

judgment.  Perhaps he thought he could have his cake and eat it.  After all, he's got me all 

but gagged (till 2026), so why not have a go at me, with no comebacks?  Wouldn't that 

be fun?  Or it is possible Richardson may have thought that to dismiss my appeal with a 

plain judgment would not be sufficient, and that he really must attempt to destroy me in 

a blaze of fury.  Either way I am grateful, for there could be no better evidence of the 

stitch-up against me than Richardson's ludicrous hatchet job.  I am not entirely gagged, 

as this document bears witness, and so I here endeavour to expose enough of the lies 

and lunacy to set the record straight.  Richardson has given me enough rope with which 

to hang him, and justice demands I do it; Richardson's offence was not only against me 

but against the child sex abuse victims on whose side I stand.
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INTRODUCTION

In January 2019 I was attacked by the State after I intervened in a famous child custody 

dispute, in order to protect [at least] two children from further sadistic sexual abuse. 

This led to the Crown bringing a total of four criminal charges against me.

Over 12 months, December 2019 to December 2020, I endured three trials and a re-

trial.

I was acquitted of all charges except one.

FIRST TRIAL: 1st charge to be tried: ACQUITTED by Jury

After trial at Swindon Crown Court in December 2019, I was acquitted by a jury of an 

indictment in which the Crown had accused me of stalking a man called David Madge.

SECOND TRIAL: 2nd charge to be tried: WRONGFULLY CONVICTED by District Judge

After trial at Sheffield Magistrates' Court in March 2020, I was wrongfully convicted by a 

normally London-based District Judge of a single charge under section two of the 

PHA97.

THIRD TRIAL: 3rd and 4th charges to be tried: ACQUITTED by District Judge

After trial at Sheffield Magistrates' Court in September 2020, I was acquitted by 

Sheffield-based District Judge Naomi Redhouse of two charges of failure-to-surrender 

(for sentencing re the wrongful conviction).

(Interestingly, in regard to the wrongful conviction, that case was originally due to be heard by 

Redhouse, before the London judge parachuted in.)

RE-TRIAL: 2nd charge re-tried: WRONGFUL CONVICTION UPHELD by Crown Court Judge

After re-trial at Sheffield Crown Court in December 2020, the appeal against the 

wrongful conviction was dismissed by the Recorder of Sheffield, HHJ Jeremy Richardson 

QC.

A written judgment was handed down in February 2021.

In March 2021, Richardson refused me leave to appeal ('by way of case stated' to the 

High Court) against his decision to uphold the wrongful conviction.

A transcript of the re-trial was produced in April 2021.
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TRANSCRIPT

This refutation is published in the absence of the re-trial transcript

I could publish the transcript, as I do possess a copy, but to do so would be to act 

contrary to not one but two court orders imposed upon me by Richardson.

To publish the transcript contrary to two court orders would be to run the risk of 

further persecution and imprisonment.

The court-approved transcript of all the evidence heard at the re-trial exists only 

because I paid to have it produced.  Richardson was initially agreeable to my enquiry 

about a transcript, but became hostile when he realised it was a serious application and 

not an idle request; then he relented and permitted production of the transcript at my 

expense, but only after having secured from me an undertaking not to publish the 

transcript, or even to circulate it privately.  Richardson thereby made the transcript of a 

public re-trial into a secret document.

The hidden transcript proves Richardson wrong

GAGGING ORDERS

Much as I would like to publish the full transcript together with a comprehensive point-

by-point rebuttal to Richardson, at present I am inhibited in publishing such a detailed 

analysis because of two court orders imposed upon me by Richardson since the re-trial.

These orders heavily restrict my ability to speak out against Richardson, though I am 

not forced into total silence.

To act contrary to the orders would likely bring much trouble my way, and so for the 

time being I work within those unjust constraints in this document.

There are many parts of Richardson's judgment which I do not address here.  You know 

the reason why.

The limited freedom I do possess is I hope sufficient to expose the injustice in this case. 

SAMANTHA BALDWIN AND HER SONS SWEPT UNDER THE CARPET

I cannot publish the transcript I have without acting contrary to court orders imposed 

by Richardson.  Yet I have nothing to hide.  I am not afraid of the transcript and the truth 

it contains being openly available to all.  I would gladly publish the transcript, if I were 

free to do so.  However, I can publish some interesting statistics.  In the transcript:

Samantha Baldwin is named 19 times and David Madge 18 times (besides numerous 

other references); the word 'paedophile' occurs 13 times; Ms Justice Alison Russell is 

named 5 times; the Daily Mail newspaper is named 6 times; and the 'Beechwood Care 
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Home Scandal' is named or mentioned 3 times.

Samantha Baldwin is nowhere named by Richardson in his judgment, despite being 

named frequently at the re-trial.  Given that this case could not have happened without 

Samantha Baldwin and her sons going into hiding in March 2017, together with the fact 

that I sided with Samantha Baldwin from then on, Richardson's total avoidance of her 

name in his judgment is a deliberate and telling omission.

RUSHING THE RE-TRIAL

The official transcript I have for this case covers only the evidence phase of my re-trial; 

the transcript does not record what was said during the whole re-trial process, either 

before or after the evidence phase.  (However I do have other documentary evidence, 

additional to the court-approved transcript, in the form of contemporaneous notes 

which record things said before and after the evidence phase.)

IN A COMPLEX CASE, RICHARDSON RUSHED THE RE-TRIAL

According to the transcript, the giving of evidence began at “12.46 p.m.” and concluded 

at “4.29 p.m.” on Friday 18 December 2020.  Minus an hour for lunch between those 

times, judge Jeremy Richardson QC heard all the evidence [that he was willing to hear] 

in just 2 hours and 45 minutes.

This was not a case concerned with whether I had stolen a Mars bar from Woolworths.  

This was a case in which the prosecuting counsel was instructed by the Crown 

Prosecution Service’s Complex Case Unit.  However, in this complex case, Richardson 

crammed all the evidence – prosecution and defence – into just two-and-three-quarter 

hours.

My total time in the witness box (exam-in-chief and cross-exam) was just one-and-a-

quarter hours (to defend a complex case with an insane charge which claimed ongoing 

offending over a period of some 21 months).   This takes up 29 pages (of a total 55-and-

a-half) in the transcript, of which my evidence-in-chief amounts to just thirteen-and-a-

half pages, of which a good four pages’ worth was taken up by the frequent 

interruptions of judge Jeremy Richardson and the answers I therefore had to give to his 

questions.

RICHARDSON CRACKED THE WHIP AT THE DEFENCE

As to average speed of delivery in the witness box – (though I cannot be precisely 

accurate, given that I have never had access to the original court audio recording for 

analysis) – going by crude and partial information from the transcript, I was able to 

calculate that, as an [approximate] mean-average: (1) my rate of speech (words-per-

minute) was consistently well above 100 w.p.m. during my testimony, and that; (2) the 

re-trial otherwise happened (i.e. prior to my time in the witness box) at a rather more 

sedate and civilised pace of no more than about two-thirds the pace I was driven along 
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at.

Now, I spoke rapidly at the re-trial, despite the fact that I am not and have never been a 

rapid-fire 'motormouth' speaker in general, and that, in the particular scenario of giving 

evidence in a court, I was concerned not to garble or rush my speech, as that wouldn't 

have helped my cause in being heard and properly understood – which was vital.  Nor 

was I overcome by nerves during the re-trial (my fourth time on trial in just 12 months); 

on the contrary, I was intrinsically calm throughout.

My high w.p.m. was only because Richardson drove my evidence along at that fast pace.

Richardson's forced fast pace and frequent interruptions were aimed at tripping me up 

(which didn't happen), or otherwise at reducing the overall quality of my evidence, by 

hampering my ability to think and speak well (and to which end, inevitably, to some 

extent, his conduct couldn't fail to have an effect).

In 'cracking the whip' hard and often, Richardson knew exactly what he was doing to 

me – and only the Defence was treated this way.

RICHARDSON FREQUENTLY DISRUPTED THE DEFENCE

According to the transcript, whilst I was in the witness box (i.e. during my evidence-in-

chief and the prosecution's cross-examination combined), Richardson spoke over 100 

times.  Combining all the time defence barrister Frances Pencheon was on her feet (i.e. 

throughout both sides of the evidence phase of the re-trial) with the time in which the 

prosecution cross-examined me, Richardson spoke about 150 times in two hours whilst 

I and/or Fran was actively engaged (standing and speaking).

(This was perhaps all the more significant for having occurred during a re-trial in which both barristers 

were already very familiar with the case and how to present it, having already presented the same case 

previously at the first trial.)

During the evidence phase of the re-trial, whilst the Defence (defendant and/or defence 

barrister) was active, in two hours Richardson spoke 150 times; by any measure, that's 

a lot.

RICHARDSON TRIED HARD TO TRIP ME UP

Richardson’s repeated disruption of Fran’s examination-in-chief was grotesque; it was 

hostile and aggressive – much more than just legitimate, minor, quick clarifications –

and he was in effect cross-examining me during the giving of my own evidence-in-chief.  

There was nothing to warrant such conduct.  Both I and my barrister are articulate, 

intelligent and well-educated people—and Fran a competent barrister—so there was 

nothing to justify Richardson’s conduct towards us.

Richardson’s conduct was aimed at throwing both me and Fran off, and tripping me up 

before I’d even laid out the basics of my defence properly; his questions really ought to 

have been kept at least until Fran had finished her exam-in-chief.  Richardson’s conduct 

would’ve alienated a jury, but of course this was a non-jury trial.
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Quite clearly, by any measure, I got to give very little evidence in my own defence, such 

was the heavy manipulation of Richardson; and even that evidence I did give was given 

under constant pressure exerted by Richardson.  Richardson tried to break me in the 

witness box, but I did not crack.  Hence he had to go for the Plan B of a hatchet job 

‘Judgment’.

'EXCEPTIONALLY SERIOUS'

The first point I shall 'nail the nutcase' over is what he said about the seriousness of the 

so-called 'offending' in this case.

Richardson described the 'crime' as being "exceptionally serious."

(Richardson, paragraph 120(13), page 27.)

Now, Richardson was either lying or else delusional about this.

There was nothing serious about a case of four tweets on Twitter; on the contrary it was 

a silly and trivial case.

Richardson heard this case on appeal from the magistrates' court; it concerned a single 

summary [only] charge – i.e. it was unquestionably nothing more than a minor matter in 

law.

Had the matter been deemed serious enough by police or prosecutors, the statute law 

(PHA97) I was prosecuted under does have a 'serious section' and I could have been 

charged under that section.  As it was, I was prosecuted under the 'non-serious section'.

(Interestingly, had I been prosecuted under the serious section I would have been acquitted, as 

that section allows defendants a trial by jury.  As it was, I was tried first by a judge in the 

magistrates' court, and then on appeal I was re-tried by another judge—Richardson—in the 

Crown Court.)

PHA97

I was wrongfully prosecuted and convicted under section two of PHA97.

PHA97 is bad law.  Indeed it is possibly the worst criminal law statute in common use in 

England today.

Good alternative names for PHA97 would be the Protection From Journalism Act 1997 or 

the Crime (prohibition against being unreasonable) Act 1997 or the Crime (prevention of 

upset feelings) Act 1997.

PHA97 is a legal device which licenses prosecutors to make up a 'crime of anything' 

against an accused person.
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Got a grudge or an axe to grind?  PHA97 is the tool for you.

And to deny the accused a jury trial, make sure you go for Section Two.

(Whilst I would concede that a 'crime of anything' bad law against the 'crime of causing upset feelings' 

(alarm or distress) may possibly be put to some good use on occasion (e.g. protecting a domestic abuse 

victim), that doesn't make a bad law good.  PHA97 is fundamentally bad law, wide open to abuse for just 

about anything, including, for example, the suppression of public protest or journalism exposing corruption, 

or its misuse by some to exploit the courts in order to pursue a vexatious, malicious or vengeful agenda 

against another.  A vague 'crime of anything' law against a 'crime of upset feelings' is quite clearly a 

dangerous bad law.)

SWEEPING THE GENUINELY SERIOUS CHILD SEX ABUSE CRIMES UNDER THE CARPET

Whilst Richardson was happy to call me an 'exceptionally serious' criminal, he knew 

that in the case background there was real and serious crime of far greater significance 

than the case itself.

This case was nothing more than a section two charge over four tweets under PHA97 –

which, as I said earlier, could've been called the Crime (prevention of upset feelings) Act 

1997.  On the other hand, the case background concerns incest and child sex abuse with 

very real victims of very serious crimes.

When you read Richardon going on and on and on against me in his judgment, 

remember that he knows very well that I'm the journalist who chose to make a public 

stand on behalf of child sex abuse victims in the Samantha Baldwin case, that I'm an 

eyewitness to a crime of David Madge, and that I was arrested inside a court before I 

could testify against David Madge.

TWITTER VENDETTA

The idea of a vendetta in this case is another of Richardson's idiotic claims.

Vendetta by Twitter.

Remember this case is all about four tweets.

Four tweets in 21 months.

The original meaning of the word 'vendetta' concerns a blood feud involving murder 

and revenge.

The word's secondary meaning concerns a prolonged bitter quarrel or an intensive and 

hateful campaign.

Yet this ferocious 'criminal campaign'—this vendetta—didn't try very hard.

Not only did it lack threats or violence, but it failed to post just one tweet per month.
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Richardson made this bizarre accusation of a vendetta no fewer than four times:

(1)  ". . . personal vendetta . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 115(4), page 25.)

(2)  ". . . a malicious personal vendetta pursued by the appellant . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 120(15), page 27.)

(3)  "The appellant indulged in a high octane vendetta . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 121, page 28.)

(4)  ". . . it was a malicious vendetta . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 121, page 28.)

NO VENDETTA

There was no vendetta, personal or otherwise, in this case.  The suggestion of it is 

ridiculous nonsense.

The evidence of the transcript proves that there was no personal element anywhere in 

this case, either in the beginning or as time passed thereafter.  I have never had any 

personal interest in the Samantha Baldwin case, and nothing beneficial has happened to 

me as a result of supporting Samantha Baldwin.  I have never stood to gain anything in 

this case, whether money or personal satisfaction.

(Moreover, had I really "pursued" "a malicious personal vendetta", as Richardson said, tweeting would have 

been a very strange way to go about committing a crime.  If I were going to commit a crime, and a long-

running crime at that, I credit myself with enough intelligence that I would not attempt a 'vendetta by 

Twitter', as publishing the vendetta would be rather incriminating.)

Furthermore, Richardson himself invalidated his vendetta assertion with a curious 

contradiction.

CURIOUS CONTRADICTION

Richardson stated that the publishing of tweets (the so-called 'crime') in this case was: 

". . . for reasons we do not know . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 121, page 27.)

Richardson opined the [nature of and] reason for the 'crime' as being a malicious 

personal vendetta, on the one hand; and yet on the other hand, he stated he did not 

know the reason for it.  This is clear proof of the nonsensical nature of Richardson's 

thinking.
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MAJOR OMISSIONS

The judgment was an exercise in cherry-picking.

Thankfully Richardson himself provides plenty of evidence for this fact.

(1)  "We wish to make it clear that we do not intend to recite every item of evidence that 

we heard during the appeal."

(Richardson, paragraph 56, page 11.)

(2)  "We do not feel it necessary to set out any further details . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 70, page 14.)

(3)  "We do not feel it necessary or helpful to recite the content . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 74, page 14.)

(4)  "We will not set out the details."

(Richardson, paragraph 75, page 15.)

(5)  "We do not intend to recite it."

(Richardson, paragraph 80, page 16.)

(6)  "We will not refer to the examples . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 82(3), page 17.)

(7)  "We do not intend to cover everything . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 83, page 17.)

(8)  "We will not set out any details . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 83(4), page 17.)

(9)  "We do not intend to elongate this judgment by recitation of those arguments."

(Richardson, paragraph 91, page 19.)

(10)  "He also mentioned the name of a journalist with a national daily newspaper in 

support of his evidential contentions.  We forbear to name the journalist.  . . . We feel it 

would be unfair to name the journalist."

(Richardson, paragraph 83(2), page 17.)

Richardson considered "The Evidence of the Appellant" (i.e. me) in just under two pages 
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in his judgment, of which he gave less than a page to my evidence-in-chief.

(Richardson, paragraph 81, page 16 – paragraph 85, page 18.)

Richardson's judgment is quite clearly nothing like a judge's 'Summing Up' of all the 

evidence in the case (as judges would sum up all the evidence for juries, in any trial-by-

jury).

On the contrary, Richardson was highly selective about what was and was not in the 

judgment.

The judgment is Richardson's version of only those cherries he chose to pick.

OMISSION MISLEADING READERS

Paragraph 80 of Richardson's judgment provides a good example of the danger of 

omission.  In this example, the omission of information from the judgment inevitably 

misleads readers into inverting what was actually good defence evidence into a point 

for the prosecution.

Richardson’s paragraph 80: “We have considered the cross-examination of the officer.  We 

do not intend to recite it.  She was asked whether anyone else was investigated by the 

police.  She confirmed they were not because ‘there was no evidence of anyone else being 

involved.'”

The detective was cross-examined by defence barrister Frances Pencheon.  Fran did a 

great job, which is why Richardson didn’t want to “recite” anything, other than his one 

point about ‘anyone else’.

Amongst other things achieved, Fran secured a straightforward admission from the 

detective that the police had failed to gather any physical evidence at all in regard to the 

question of ‘Who was the publisher?’ of the tweets in the case.

(This fact, admitted by the police, that there was quite literally no evidence explains Richardson's need to 

base his finding about publishing in the charge period on ‘evidence’ concocted in regard to a brief period of 

non-publishing which post-dated the charge period by an eyewatering 19 months.  The idea that my not 

publishing anything in August 2020 could somehow prove – and to the high standard of beyond reasonable 

doubt – who published three specific things between May 2017 and January 2019 is extremely absurd.)

The Big Problem with Richardson’s paragraph 80 is that Fran’s question (third 

sentence) and the detective’s answer (fourth sentence) are not set in their actual 

context, and so anybody reading only Richardson's judgment, in ignorance of the 

transcript, is bound to misinterpret paragraph 80 as being about the Cell System.

The detective’s answer of ‘no evidence of anyone else being involved’ was not about the 

Cell System and the multiple publishers issue at all, but you would automatically 

assume that it was, if you only read Richardson; however, if you were to read the re-

trial transcript you would see instantly that your assumption is totally wrong, because 
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the context of the question and answer was very clearly to a different, separate point.

Richardson's readers are thus deceived by omission.

Although, frustratingly, I cannot properly explain (due to Richardson gagging me) the 

actual context of the point the detective spoke to, with her remark about ‘no evidence of 

anyone else being involved’, I can say that, in its proper context, this remark was 

another hit for Fran, because with it Fran proved police failure and police bias.

By omission of context, Richardson not only causes the detective’s answer to appear to 

apply to something it definitely does not, but he inverts a clear-cut point in favour of the 

defence into a prosecution point.

During her cross-examination, the detective said a short, five-word sentence, “I was 

investigating Mr Carvath.”  (This was said in sequence after the ‘no evidence of anyone 

else’ remark.)  (It’s in the transcript gagged by Richardson, page 28.)

The detective’s point here (as is crystal clear in the transcript) was that she was only

investigating me, and nobody else.

This puts the ‘no evidence of anyone else being involved’ remark in a totally different 

light to the one in which the misled readers of Richardson were bound to see it.

This puts the remark in its proper context and plainly proves the police bias against me 

in this case.

The reason that the police found no evidence of anyone else being involved is because 

the police made no attempt whatsoever to find any evidence of anyone else being 

involved.

(Being involved in what?  Due to Richardson’s gagging of me, I cannot answer that 

straightforwardly, but only by putting it like this: being involved in the online support of the 

Samantha Baldwin cause.  Needless to say, hundreds of other people besides me wrote perfectly 

lawful things online in support of Samantha Baldwin, and there is a vast body of evidence to that 

fact; so, the only reason the police found ‘no evidence’ – despite a mountain of evidence – is 

because they never had any interest in looking at anyone other than me.)

This proved the police bias against me, and that very early on the police made a 

deliberate decision to target me alone.  This was actually a strong point in my defence, 

but it is inverted against me in the judgment, by means of omission.

THE CHARADE OF BEMOANING A 'LACK' OF DEFENCE EVIDENCE

An unreasonable demand for more or stronger evidence is the common tactic of the 

man who has firmly decided to disbelieve something true (and often quite obviously 

true), for whatever reason.  But of course, this unwarranted demand is really just an 

excuse by which to justify and sustain the stated disbelief – because no amount of 

evidence can ever be enough to satisfy the man who has already refused to believe in 
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the truth.

This tactic is seen in action in Richardson's judgment.

(Jeremy Richardson did not invent this tactic; it's been around for a long time.  In the gospel of Matthew, 

chapter 16 (verses 1 to 4), the Pharisees and Sadducees demanded Jesus prove himself to them by showing 

them a miraculous sign from heaven.)

However, this pretence of a need or desire for more defence evidence was expressed 

only in Richardson's judgment, when no more evidence could be given.  During the re-

trial, when more defence evidence could easily have been produced had Richardson 

wanted more evidence, he did not ask for any more evidence.

In general Richardson was far from silent during the re-trial, but he was totally silent 

when it came to the particular issue of requesting more evidence from the defence at 

the re-trial.

Though Richardson did not utter a single word about wanting more defence evidence 

during the re-trial, he raised this issue six times in his judgment:

(1)  "Nothing was presented to us to confirm this by way of documentary, electronic or 

other evidence."

(Richardson, paragraph 82(3), page 17.)

(2)  "He also mentioned the name of a journalist with a national daily newspaper in 

support of his evidential contentions.  We forbear to name the journalist.  The individual 

was not called to support the contention and we saw no material to support the 

assertions of the appellant in this regard."

(Richardson, paragraph 83(2), page 17.)

(3)  ". . . we have seen no examples of this . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 85, page 18.)

(4)  "Not a morsel of evidence was presented to us . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 100(4), page 21.)

(5)  ". . . the appellant has not brought a crumb of evidence . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 112, page 24.)

(6)  "Not a morsel of evidence has been presented to us . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 115(4), page 25.)

Richardson painted himself as an honest sceptic, hungry for even a "morsel" or a 
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"crumb" of additional defence evidence to support my testimony.  This was plainly a lie.

THE CONTRAST WITH RICHARDSON'S REQUESTS FOR PROSECUTION EVIDENCE

When Richardson wanted documentary evidence he didn't have in support of the 

prosecution – documents which it was understood existed, but which the prosecuting 

barrister had seen no need to provide to the court – Richardson readily asked for it.  

And he did this not once but twice during the re-trial.

(The first time may be seen on page 11 of the banned transcript, and the second on page 13.)

In the judgment Richardson pretended six times that he had been 'starved' of defence 

evidence, though he did not ask for more defence evidence even once during the re-

trial – but did ask twice for more prosecution evidence.

This is a strong proof—a 'smoking gun'—that Richardson had a clear bias in favour of 

the prosecution during the re-trial.

THE DAILY MAIL EMAILS RICHARDSON DID NOT ASK FOR

Consider Richardson's paragraph 83(2) on page 17 of his judgment:

"He also mentioned the name of a journalist with a national daily newspaper in support 

of his evidential contentions.  We forbear to name the journalist.  The individual was not 

called to support the contention and we saw no material to support the assertions of the 

appellant in this regard."

Richardson was not shy about interrupting my testimony.  Had he genuinely required 

some "material . . . in this regard", it would've been the easiest of quick questions to ask 

the Defence for some; and, had he asked, such material existed and could have been 

provided.  (Indeed, at the Swindon trial which saw me acquitted by a jury of stalking 

David Madge, some of this material, in the form of Daily Mail emails, was provided to 

judge and prosecutor.)

Now, it is a fact that during the re-trial I mentioned the existence of Daily Mail emails 

which were relevant to this case.

(This may be seen on page 44 of the banned transcript.)

At the re-trial, I testified: "I know in person . . . for the Daily Mail . . . a great supporter of 

this case and my journalism on it . . . I've got emails with her on this [case] and she's in 

agreement with me . . . that Samantha Baldwin . . . is in fact a good and protective 

mother and that her children really are child sex abuse victims."

You may think that an 'evidence hungry' judge would've pricked up his ears at this.

Richardson had already asked for two pieces of documentary evidence (helpful to the 
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prosecution), so surely he would ask that the Daily Mail emails be provided to him?

He was hungry for "material to support the assertions of the appellant", right?

You already know the answer: Richardson showed not the slightest interest in seeing 

the Daily Mail emails.  Why?

Because Richardson had no interest in defence evidence, of which he wanted to see and 

hear as little as possible.

Richardson did ask a 'Who is?' question (which I answered) about the Daily Mail journalist, so 

there is no doubt that on the one hand, he was interested to understand a little more about my 

dealings with that person, but on the other hand, he definitely did not want to see any of the 

emails which had passed between the newspaper and myself.  If Richardson had wanted to see 

the Daily Mail emails then he would have asked for them there and then, at the same time as he 

was asking about the Daily Mail journalist.  Richardson did not ask to see the Daily Mail emails 

because it would have obliged him to consider additional defence evidence which he knew 

enough about (i.e. that the emails were relevant to investigative work in this case) to know that 

he would not want to see it, as it would not suit his agenda (upholding the wrongful conviction).

THE BIG QUESTION RICHARDSON DID NOT ASK

Perhaps the best example of all from the re-trial of when – had he been genuinely 

impartial and genuinely curious – Richardson would have asked for more information 

was when I testified that "I know with certainty" that "Samantha Baldwin's children" are 

"child sex abuse victims."

(This may be seen on page 55 of the banned transcript.)

In his judgment Richardson gave the impression that he had been ever so curious about 

the defence case, and was rather disappointed with the defence evidence he had heard, 

and yet – despite regularly interrupting at the re-trial – he never asked for more 

information about any of this.

Who would not want to hear any further explanation of, or details about, how I could 

"know with certainty" that child sex abuse had happened in the Samantha Baldwin 

case?

Child sex abuse went to the heart of the Samantha Baldwin case, and this case was 

simply an off-shoot of that case.  Given that the mere existence of this case running 

against me – (I was charged in this case on the same day, 12 March 2019, as I had tried 

to give evidence about David Madge's child sex abuse) – must have played a major role 

in scuppering action (my eyewitness testimony in the custody proceedings) to save the 

child sex abuse victims, and given that this scuppering function was directly relevant to 

important legal questions central to this case, it is inconceivable really that, had 

Richardson been a fair and impartial judge, he would not have wanted to examine in 

some detail the certainty of my position in regard to the child sex abuse.

Richardson had a very good grasp of the background (i.e. Samantha Baldwin) to this 
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case from the prosecution standpoint; by contrast, he showed no interest in knowing 

about or understanding the details of my position on the case background.  Richardson 

allowed the prosecution to dictate a particular and one-sided interpretation of the case 

background, and the defence was not allowed to challenge the narrative dictated by the 

prosecution.

At the re-trial, Richardson was made aware that: (1) I was an eyewitness to a crime by 

David Madge; (2) I was due to give evidence against David Madge in child custody 

proceedings; (3) on the pretext of wanting to hear my evidence against David Madge, 

judge Alison Russell called for me to attend at court, on one particular day (12 March 

2019), for the sole purpose of having me arrested on David Madge's harassment 

allegation; (4) and thereafter judge Alison Russell refused to hear my evidence; despite 

(5) I was later acquitted of stalking David Madge by a jury.

Now, that's quite a set of case background—those five headline facts—for Richardson to 

know of, and yet to have no interest in hearing the Defence expand on the details behind 

the headlines.  By contrast, the prosecution was never denied the opportunity to go into 

detail.

Only somebody exceedingly stupid or else corrupt could overlook and fail to delve 

deeper into a prima facie case background of stitch-up and cover-up affecting the lives 

of child victims of serious crime.

* * *

Richardson's apparent expectation (in his judgment) that I would prove literally every 

word of my testimony, by calling a witness or producing some documentary evidence 

over even the most minor points, is laughable, as Richardson himself would not have 

allowed it in the re-trial.  It is also at odds with the lack of any enquiry from him at the 

re-trial into points of major importance to the defence.

Richardson [wrongly] excluded various vital defence evidence at the re-trial, pressured 

defence barrister Fran Pencheon all the way and forced a whirlwind defence upon me (I 

had just one-and-a-quarter hours in the witness box), so any suggestion by Richardson, 

anywhere in his judgment, that during the re-trial he desired or would have willingly 

heard any defence evidence of a relatively trivial or peripheral nature is a naked lie.  

Indeed, Richardson did not hear much of the important defence evidence which he 

ought to have heard in this case, either because he himself suppressed it, or else 

because he ignored it when it was plainly lurking as an unspoken 'elephant in the room' 

(and he would have silenced it had I attempted to speak it).

(Can you imagine it?  Fran: 'My Lord, I'm now going to call Mr Carvath's mother, just to confirm that he is 

who he says he is, and that he was given the name Richard Carvath at birth.  She will also be confirming Mr 

Carvath's date of birth.'  Richardson: 'Oh, very well.  And I trust you are going to furnish the court with the 

original birth certificate?'  Fran: 'Yes of course, my Lord.')

Richardson wasn't interested in having more evidence from the Defence; on the 

contrary, he was very keen to 'keep a lid' on the Defence.  Richardson had adequate 

defence evidence from my testimony given in the witness box, given that legally I did 
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not bear the burden of proving my key denial, in order to be acquitted.  But a judge bent 

against a defendant won't give a straight judgment, no matter how much defence 

evidence he may be given (as I have learned well, having observed many magistrates' 

court trials as a journalist).  Imagine, for example, that I had been allowed to produce a 

witness to give oral evidence to corroborate my testimony about the Cell System.  That 

would've been more defence evidence, but so what?  It couldn't and wouldn't have 

stopped Richardson saying he hadn't believed either me or any other witness the 

defence might have produced.

In regard to important evidence in this case, Richardson's lack of need for it was most 

obviously seen in regard to the prosecution, which bore the burden of proof, but which 

failed to prove its case.  There clearly was a genuine need for the prosecution to provide 

proper evidence, but Richardson did not demand of the prosecution that it produce a 

witness or any digital forensic evidence to prove who published the four tweets.

For Richardson, mere speculation was enough to 'prove' the prosecution's case; and 

that being so, the introduction, had Richardson allowed it, of more defence evidence—

trivial or vital—into this case would not have made the slightest difference to the fixed 

outcome.

FRAN PENCHEON (closing submission)

I would gladly publish the text of defence barrister Frances Pencheon's closing speech 

in full, but for the court orders.

To publish Miss Pencheon's submission would, by itself, provide a neat and concise 

public rebuttal to Richardson's judgment.

During the submission, Fran correctly pointed out that, "There is no evidence, other than 

mere speculation..." as to who was responsible for what.

In her final concluding remarks, Miss Pencheon stated correctly that "...the offence is not 

made out; on the evidence the court cannot be sure..." as to who did what.

Furthermore, Fran stated correctly that there had been no "course of conduct" in law, 

and also that the prosecution had failed to meet the legal threshold necessary for 

establishing that "harassment" as a crime had happened in this case.

That basic fact that no offence had been made out (i.e. proven) in this case meant that I 

ought to have been acquitted for that primary reason.

But even if Richardson were unwilling to acquit for the primary reason (as he ought to 

have done), as Fran stated correctly, the secondary reason requiring my acquittal was 

that prosecution in this case was "...not necessary in a democratic society and amounts to 

an infringement of Article 10..." and in the "particular circumstances" of this case the 

"reasonable" nature of the journalism involved in the case (in the broader background 

context to the tweets of the charge) meant that this was not a crime, but rather lawful 
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journalism.

This secondary reason for acquittal was the statutory defence of reasonable excuse, at 

the final step of the five-step route-to-verdict process.

It was here, in the statutory defence, that Article 10 was engaged.

ARTICLE 10

It is probable that a significant reason behind Richardson's desperation to deny me 

journalistic status was that he sensed a need, if he were to uphold the wrongful 

conviction, to neutralise Article 10.

In her closing submission, defence barrister Frances Pencheon told Richardson:

"Criminal prosecution for an offence arising out of speech, communication or 

broadcasting will generally give rise to an interference with the right to freedom of 

expression . . . where Article 10 rights are engaged, the justification for any criminal 

sanction must be convincingly established."

Article 10 is a general right to freedom of expression of any person; it is not just for 

journalists.  However, it is particularly relevant to journalism and journalists.

Fran went on to say that the Supreme Court has "...held that the publication of press 

articles is, in law, capable of amounting to harassment, although only in very rare 

circumstances...  The court considered several cases and highlighted that freedom of 

expression constitutes one of the essential foundations of a democratic society."

All the defence had to do was to prove that it was more likely than not that the free 

expression/journalism/journalistic-investigation in this case was reasonable.

Richardson, however, to refuse the validity of that defence, had to justify this case being 

one of those 'very rare' cases in which the State may entitle itself to criminalise 

journalism.

Even if Richardson were to err in ascribing to me things I didn't do, and in calling it a 

crime, to deny me justice Richardson was obliged to convincingly establish the 

unreasonableness of the four tweets, and thus deny me the statutory defence of 

reasonable excuse.

From Richardson's point of view, since he was absolutely determined to uphold the 

wrongful conviction, it was necessary for him, at this final stage of the route to verdict, 

to convincingly establish that what he was being asked to rule on was totally 

unreasonable.
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THE STATUTORY DEFENCE

In respect to invoking the statutory defence, the burden of proof was on the defence 

(not the prosecution), and the standard of proof required was the 'balance of 

probabilities' (i.e. that it was more likely than not that the four tweets were reasonable).

The statutory defence of reasonable excuse is perfectly legitimate in this case, and it is 

not negated by denial of the acts involved.  It is a defence which says this: 'He is not 

responsible for all four tweets; but even if he were, the four tweets taken together do 

not amount to a crime.'  It was the last hurdle Richardson had to overcome on the five-

step route to a [wrongful guilty] verdict; and it was a defence which would not have 

been necessary had Richardson acquitted me, as he ought to have done, at any of the 

previous stages of the process.

However, given that Richardson did arrive at step five, in order for him to declare that 

the four tweets had nothing to do with preventing/detecting crime and that the four 

tweets were unreasonable—and thus to wrongfully convict me—Richardson needed to 

ignore or deny any validity to the vital background (i.e. the Samantha Baldwin case) in 

this case – which objective he pursued and fulfilled in large part by the expedient of 

denying me any status as a credible witness.

It may have been here, at step five, where Richardson was most in need of his twin and 

complementary denials-of-status (not a journalist, and not a credible witness).

It is arguable that if journalistic status was of any legal significance at all in this case, 

then it was of most relevance to this final stage, in which Richardson had to resolve the 

question of 'Were the publications reasonable in the circumstances?'

(Prior to this last stage, Richardson had deployed the line of his own opinion that 'No journalist would be 

mixed up in a Cell System' as a partial rationale, in the absence of any evidential proof, for his erroneous 

conclusion that I must be the sole publisher of the four tweets.  That was the only time a denial of 

journalistic status crossed Richardson's mind prior to this last stage; and in that earlier event it was a denial 

of only very minor significance, as it is plain that Richardson's sole publisher conclusion was based mostly 

on his thinking stated at paragraph 100(7) on page 22.)

If the four publications were the doing of a serious investigative journalist, then they 

might perhaps be considered reasonable, in view of the vital background in the case.  Or 

if the four publications were part of a legitimate investigative or journalistic process –

again in view of the background context – then they might perhaps be held to be 

reasonable.

In the end, an all-out ad hominem attack was really the only option left to Richardson, if 

he were to make certain of overcoming the statutory defence.

In order to wrongfully convict me it was essential to accord to me zero personal 

credibility.  Why?

Because being credible and being reasonable are so closely related.

A man of no credibility—a total liar and fantasist—is hardly likely to be a reasonable 
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person, but even if he were reasonable in some particular matter, if in regard to that 

matter he bore the burden of having to prove his reasonableness, how could he possibly 

prove anything, being a man of no credibility?

If Richardson were to concede any credibility to me, then he might also have to admit 

that I could be capable of being reasonable (and of proving it), but if I were devoid of 

credibility—if I were a total liar and fantasist—then how could anything attributed to 

me ever be reasonable (or proven to be reasonable)?

CREDIBILITY

There is really only one root finding which underpins the whole of Richardson's 

judgment: it is Richardson's false assertion that my personal credibility is zero – most 

often expressed by referring to me as a liar or fantasist.  This key falsehood is the 

foundation of everything written by Richardson to justify upholding the wrongful 

conviction.

A person without any credibility is one to whom a court may deny any good legitimate 

status; a person once declared 'unbelievable' is thus rendered a non-person – one who 

may be totally disregarded, and treated with total contempt.

The evil slur of zero credibility would be insulting to just about anybody, but it is 

particularly offensive to a journalist.  It is worst of all when spat in the face of a 

journalist engaged in public interest journalism for the primary purpose of child 

protection.

How do you find an innocent man guilty without any evidence against him, given that the prosecution bears 

the burden of proof and must provide evidence to prove its case beyond reasonable doubt?  How do you 

pull off a con-trick like that?  (It helps enormously if it's a trial-by-judge.)  The prosecution has no evidence 

by which to prove its case, so instead it accuses the defendant of being dishonest; and the prosecution's 

exposure of this claimed dishonesty then becomes the 'evidence' which 'proves' the prosecution case.  This 

tactic has no need to prove any actual lie on the part of the defendant.  This is a tactic which may be used 

against a wholly truthful defendant.  It is the prosecution's invitation to the judge (in a trial-by-judge) to 

make a finding that the defendant was not a credible witness, and that the defendant's lack of credibility 

alone is the evidence against him.  It is important to note that it is possible for a defendant to be found 'not a 

credible witness' (and thus found guilty) without him having been caught in a single lie (indeed, that's what 

happened to me in this case).  A judge's finding of 'not a credible witness' does not need to be based on any 

evidence (i.e. a proven falsehood), but may be based on nothing more than the judge's opinion that some or 

all of the defendant's testimony was incredible, i.e. quite simply unbelievable.  The judge's finding of 'not a 

credible witness' is regarded in law as a fact, though it is often no more than the judge's unevidenced 

opinion (as in my case), and this one finding of 'fact' is then treated as all the 'evidence' that is necessary for 

a conviction.  Other than in a tiny handful of truly exceptional cases – i.e. limited essentially to cases of an 

obviously barking-mad defendant who continually makes outlandish statements – this is clearly an 

extremely dubious basis upon which to convict anybody of anything.

Richardson could not start from any evidential basis to take him first to finding me a 

liar, and thence to finding me a criminal.  Richardson had no evidence with which to 

prove any lie.  In the absence of evidence, Richardson was not entitled to find me either 

a liar or a criminal.  But Richardson was determined to uphold the wrongful conviction.  
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So what could he do?  He did what any bent judge may do.  He made it all up.  Who needs 

real evidence?  Why not just make it up?

There may be no real evidence whatsoever against a defendant (as in my case), but as 

long as the judge has the 'evidence' of his own professional opinion, that's all the 

'evidence' it takes for a bent judge to find an innocent man guilty in a trial-by-judge.  

(Since personal credibility was of such central importance to Richardson, it's important to point out – with 

great difficulty, given the gagging orders – that Richardson deployed this issue as, er, how can I put it, both a 

sword and a shield in this case.  Of course, it was a sword only in regard to me.  The discerning reader ought 

to ask whether, on the evidence – not all of which is concealed in the forbidden transcript – this factor was 

justified in application as a shield.)

A stand-alone root finding of 'the defendant was not a credible witness' is the classic 

last resort of the judge who knows very well that the prosecution has failed to prove its 

case and that there is no hard evidence against the defendant, but who is nonetheless 

determined to give a guilty verdict.  It is an expedient device by which to 'magic up' a 

substitute in place of evidence; it may serve to invalidate a defendant's not-guilty plea 

and to invert his whole testimony against him on the basis that if, in the judge's opinion, 

what the defendant said was 'unbelievable', or if the defendant's manner seemed to the 

judge in some way 'dishonest', then the judge's unevidenced opinion about that is the 

'evidence' which proves the case against the defendant.  It is a feeble excuse for 

convicting somebody without any evidence.

Having listened to my evidence, Richardson claimed that I came across to him as lacking 

credibility, and this opinion then became the 'evidence' which proved the entire case 

against me.  From the starting point of declaring an opinion—not a proven fact—that 

the defendant is not a credible witness, the bent judge permits himself to make findings 

of 'fact' rendering anything the defendant might have said as a lie.  This is usually and 

ever so conveniently used to 'prove' a desirable and exact opposite.  Anything a 'not 

credible' defendant says, the exact opposite may be found to be 'true'.  If the 'not 

credible' defendant says he didn't do it, the bent judge may be 'sure' that he did.

(In fairness it may be argued that it is possible for a defendant to, in a broad sense, effectively 'testify 

against himself' by discrediting his own credibility in some general way – though not directly in regard to 

the case at hand – but this actually happens in only a handful of very exceptional cases.  The problem is that 

bent judges use this rare occurrence as a licence to do what they want in cases where the defendant clearly 

hasn't said or done anything to discredit himself.  I am not the case of a defendant such as, say, a man with 

no legs, who from the witness box tells the judge 'Last week I beat the world record for the long jump, my 

Lord'.  There were no references to goblins or unicorns in my testimony.  Nor did I claim to be the Pope's 

long lost son, or blame it all on little green men from Mars.)

There was nothing outrageous or extraordinary about my testimony; I testified to being 

a journalist; and I testified to using an online publishing platform also used by other 

people.  Moreover, the background to the case involved child sex abuse.  It could be 

argued that some of the [true] methodology (re publishing arrangements for 

investigative process) was uncommon or even unorthodox, but it was not for that 

reason untrue, and certainly not incapable of being true (i.e. unbelievable) either.  All of 

this was very much reality; and quite boring reality at that (unless, perhaps, one is the 

type who gets excited about anything which in any way relates to serious crime); 
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indeed, there was nothing 'sexy' about it.  None of this was the stuff of fantasy, either in 

an absolute sense, regardless of the person testifying to it, or because I was the person 

who testified to it.  There was nothing fundamentally incredible about either the 'what I 

said' of my testimony per se, or about that 'what I said' when considered in relationship 

to the 'who said it' factor of my personal integrity and the basic [and rather unexciting] 

facts of my life.

There was quite literally nothing in or about either the substance of my testimony or 

the manner of its delivery in the witness box to permit Richardson to make a 'not a 

credible witness' finding.  The transcript proves exactly what I said, and by extension 

gives a good idea of how well I 'performed' in the witness box: the transcript proves 

that there was nothing in what I said or how I said it to permit a 'not a credible witness' 

finding.  But Richardson has gagged the transcript.

HATCHET JOB

Richardson's 'judgment' is a Hatchet Job.

The judgment's modus operandi is 'Make it Big; Keep it Simple; Repeat it Often'.

Richardson has only one Big and Simple point—one key lie—as the root rationale for his 

judgment – namely the false assertion that I am not a credible witness.

Richardson expressed his Key Lie mostly by the false attribution to me of [non-existent] 

lies or fantasy.

There is no lying or fantasising from me in this case, the corollary of which is that there 

cannot be any evidence of such.  Richardson's only 'evidence' for his Key Lie is therefore 

nothing more than his own [incorrect] opinion.

Richardson's key lie is Big and Simple, and he repeats it often in order to convince 

people to believe it.  In respect to a lie, constant repetition is a form of manipulation 

akin to nagging; Richardson uses repetition to try to make readers believe what he 

wants them to believe, regardless of truth and reason.  The more an unchallenged lie is 

presented for acceptance, the higher is the likelihood that it may be believed.

The Richardson judgment is set out in 128 numbered paragraphs over 27 pages 

(paginated 3 to 29).

Richardson called me a liar and/or a fantasist numerous times in his judgment.

LIAR

(1)  ". . . entirely false information was put on the internet . . ."
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(Richardson, paragraph 81, page 16.)

(2)  ". . . baseless and false assertions . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 109, page 23.)

(3)  ". . . utterly bogus and false."

(Richardson, paragraph 110, page 23.)

(4)  ". . . the false assertion . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 112, page 24.)

(5)  "We re-emphasise the assertion . . . was entirely false."

(Richardson, paragraph 112, page 24.)

(6)  "This was known by the appellant to be wholly bogus."

(Richardson, paragraph 112, page 24.)

(7)  ". . . he would post falsehoods . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 115(5), page 25.)

(8)  ". . . the appellant telling falsehoods . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 116, page 25.)

(9)  "easy way with falsehood has enabled him to actively lie before us . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 115(6), page 25.)

(10) " . . . he saw it as acceptable to tell falsehoods (a lie) . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 100(5), page 21.)

(11) "He saw it as acceptable to publish a lie . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 100(5), page 21.)

(12) "Frankly, in our judgment it is an outrageous lie."

(Richardson, paragraph 112, page 24.)

(13) "Telling malicious lies . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 115(4), page 25.)

(14) ". . . a lie has been told."

(Richardson, paragraph 116, page 25.)

(15) "These lies are deliberate . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 116, page 25.)
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(16) "They are unquestionably malevolent lies . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 116, page 25.)

(17) "The lies the appellant has told us . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 116, page 25.)

(18) "These lies . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 116, page 25.)

(19) ". . . malicious lies."

(Richardson, paragraph 120(10), page 27.)

(20) "He has advanced before us an avalanche of lies."

(Richardson, paragraph 98, page 20.)

(21) "We saw and heard the appellant give evidence and he was telling a lie . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 98, page 21.)

(22) ". . . a man entirely comfortable with telling lies to a court and prepared to lie at will 

if it suited his cause."

(Richardson, paragraph 115(5), page 25.)

(23) ". . . he has an easy way with dishonesty and is a man entirely capable of telling 

repeated lies."

(Richardson, paragraph 100(5), page 21.)

(24) ". . . the evidence of the appellant . . . was completely dishonest."

(Richardson, paragraph 100(8), page 22.)

(25) ". . . the appellant had an easy way with dishonesty."

(Richardson, paragraph 115(5), page 25.)

(26) "We found the appellant to be dishonest . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 120(4), page 26.)

(27) "The appellant had an agenda, and it was pursued without any regard for accuracy 

or the truth."

(Richardson, paragraph 102, page 22.)

(28) ". . . the account he presents is not the truth."

(Richardson, paragraph 98, page 20.)

(29) ". . . the appellant may believe he is telling the truth, but, he is not."
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(Richardson, paragraph 98, page 20.)

(30) ". . . completely untrue."

(Richardson, paragraph 108, page 23.)

(31) ". . . it is not true."

(Richardson, paragraph 112, page 24.)

(32) ". . . peddles malicious fabrication . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 115(3), page 25.)

(33) ". . . a complete fabrication."

(Richardson, paragraph 115(4), page 25.)

(34) ". . . the appellant, who was masquerading . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 120(15), page 27.)

(35) "The appellant masquerades . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 121, page 27.)

(36) ". . . a cruel masquerade."

(Richardson, paragraph 121, page 28.)

(37) "It was a masquerade in many respects."

(Richardson, paragraph 98, page 20.)

(38) "He is a man unhampered by scruples."

(Richardson, paragraph 100(5), page 21.)

FANTASIST

(1)  "...he advanced before us what amounted to a fantasy."

(Richardson, paragraph 98, page 21.)

(2)  "His assertion . . . was so far removed from reality that it sounded like the plot of a 

poorly written spy thriller of the cold war era." *

(Richardson, paragraph 98, page 21.)

[* Richardson may be familiar with 'spy novels of the cold war' but I am not; I have literally never read a 

novel of that genre in my whole life; moreover, since my early teens, over the last thirty years I have very 

rarely read any type of fiction.]

(3)  "The idea . . . was not credible."

(Richardson, paragraph 98, page 21.)
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(4)  "He harbours a malign fantasy in his mind . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 98, page 21.)

(5)  "He, thus, indulged in a lurid fantasy . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 98, page 21.)

(6)  "All that the appellant told us in evidence . . . was so fanciful that it borders, if not 

enters, the territory of being preposterous."

(Richardson, paragraph 100(8), page 22.)

(7)  ". . . malignant fantasy . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 115(6), page 25.)

(8)  "He was a fantasist with malicious intent."

(Richardson, paragraph 120(15), page 27.)

(9)  "It was a malign fantasy within the mind of the appellant."

(Richardson, paragraph 121, page 28.)

(10) ". . . a self-styled journalist who was in fact a fantasist."

(Richardson, paragraph 121, page 28.)

LIAR and FANTASIST

(1)  "The appellant harbours a malignant fantasy in his mind . . . to camouflage the 

reality and – as such – he has lied to the court.  Indeed, repeatedly lied to the court."

(Richardson, paragraph 98, page 21.)

(2)  "He is a fantasist masquerading as a journalist."

(Richardson, paragraph 100(6), page 21.)

(3)  "The appellant has within his mind the cruel and malign fantasy . . . and is prepared 

to lie to us . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 116, page 25.)

(4)  ". . . the appellant told us malicious falsehoods in an endeavour to evade criminal 

liability and pursue his fantasy, unbridled by the truth of the situation."

(Richardson, paragraph 116, page 25.)

(5)  "The appellant is a fantasist and has peddled a series of lies . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 121, page 28.)
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Richardson [in one way or another] called me a liar forty-three times, and a fantasist 

fifteen times, over ten pages (p16 & p20–28) of his judgment.  Yet Richardson failed to 

prove any lie (or fantasy) against me.  That's because I am neither a liar nor a fantasist –

and Richardson is either delusional or evil to say so.

Given Richardson's adamant assertion that my re-trial evidence was 'completely 

dishonest', 'an avalanche of lies', 'not credible' and 'preposterous', and that he accused 

me of non-stop masquerade, fabrication and falsehood – in other words, extremely 

obvious and repeated lying – it is remarkable that Richardson failed to prove even one 

lie against me, and also—in what is good evidence of that failure—that Richardson 

nowhere accused me of inconsistency or anomaly or discrepancy or contradiction in his 

judgment – because, despite being supposedly a stream of obvious lies, my evidence 

was consistent from start to finish.  This is an important point because with [as 

Richardson would have it] so many and such big lies having been told, one would've 

expected there to be at least a little evidence for it, if it were true.  One would expect to 

have seen a mistake, a slip-up or a tell; one would expect something at least—some 

indisputable flaw—by which to begin proving a level of dishonesty so shocking that it 

might merit calling a man a liar forty-three times in one judgment.

In ten pages, Richardson called me a liar 43 times!

In regard to what is a single summary charge (i.e. a minor matter), in a sober and 

sensible legal judgment it would've been quite sufficient—if it were true—for 

Richardson to state, once, in temperate language, [his opinion re] an adverse finding on 

my credibility as a witness.  But what did Richardson do?  He ridiculed me repeatedly 

with a pantomime phraseology reminiscent of a Blackadder script.  That was not the 

conduct of a fair and honest judge; Richardson was rather an assassin bent on character 

assassination.

Just because a judge says something it doesn't make it so.

Any legitimate and true judgment has an absolute need for the fair and correct 

application of the law to facts proven on evidence beyond reasonable doubt.

Richardson's 'judgment' is so fundamentally lacking in regard to facts, logic and law—

and is so profoundly offensive to Justice—that it has no merit as a judgment and ought 

not to be described as such.

What Richardson wrote is plainly a Hatchet Job.

NO CONFESSION

I have not a four-letter but a five-letter word for Jeremy Richardson, and that word is 

not the word 'Judge'.

The word is FRAUD.
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In his judgment Richardson fabricated what amounted to a confession, in regard to 

publication of falsehoods.

This is not true: I do not publish falsehoods, and I most certainly did not give any 

testimony to that effect – indeed, the very idea is utterly ludicrous.

The transcript proves what was and was not said, as well as providing the full and 

essential context for the correct interpretation of things said . . . but Richardson has 

gagged the transcript.

"The appellant told us . . . he saw it as acceptable to tell falsehoods (a lie) . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 100(5), page 21.)

"He saw it as acceptable to publish a lie . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 100(5), page 21.)

"He told us he would post falsehoods to secure a reaction or gauge a reaction."

(Richardson, paragraph 115(5), page 25.)

Richardson's claims are FALSE.

In paragraph 81 on page 16 of his judgment, Richardson stated:

"He also told us that he used the internet to gather information and indulge in what he 

called 'Tactical Manoeuvres'.  He went on to explain that it was used to publicise 

something and gauge a response.  He told us that it could be true or false.  The appellant 

made it clear to us that such conduct would mean that entirely false information was put 

on the internet for the purpose of gauging the public response.  He plainly told us this was 

legitimate investigative journalism."

This is a remarkable fabrication indeed – this idea of Richardson's that during my own 

evidence-in-chief I testified that I engaged in publishing disinformation.  The banned 

transcript proves what was said.  I never said any such thing!

Nowhere in my testimony did I testify that I ever had, ever did or ever would publish a 

falsehood – or that I ever had, did or would knowingly cover for anybody else in that 

specific regard.  Richardon's assertion that I testified to publishing [or else being privy 

to] disinformation is not true.

Very early in my evidence-in-chief, Richardson vexatiously interrupted me (and 

barrister Fran Pencheon) with a sequence of vague hypothetical questions on the theme 

of 'Investigative Technique Using Disinformation'; it was Richardson who suggested 

and introduced the disinformation concept – it did not originate with me.  Richardson 

was on a provocative fishing trip here.  I answered to Richardson's general ramble 
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through the theme of 'Where Journalism Meets Intelligence-Gathering' honestly and 

truthfully, and – it being crystal clear that I was not speaking about myself, or about the 

case being tried – I told Richardson, quite correctly, during a considerable and forced 

detour away from my evidence-in-chief, words to the effect that 'Well, yes, 

disinformation is possibly a tactic some investigators might use', and 'Well, yes, 

ethically speaking, an investigator willing to deploy such a tactic presumably would see 

it as being justified in some particular circumstance.'

The great irony here—as will not be lost on any intelligent reader—is that in mounting 

a speculative exploration of this disinformation-in-investigations theme, Richardson 

was doing that exact thing himself – acting as an agent provocateur putting out a false 

proposition to gauge my response.  Richardson himself was doing the very thing he 

would later falsely accuse me of in his 'Judgment'.  Richardson's assertion that I testified 

against myself in this regard is a totally dishonest fabrication.

For the avoidance of doubt, and to repeat: I said absolutely nothing against myself in my 

own testimony: nowhere in my testimony did I testify that I had, did or would publish 

[or cover up for] a falsehood; nor did I testify to approving of any that may do so.

JOURNALIST

Richardson blended accusations of lying with accusations of fantasising in regard to his 

denial of my journalistic status; if I've understood his false argument correctly, 

Richardson's [somewhat confused] position ran something along the lines of 'he 

fantasises about being a journalist, and when challenged he lies to uphold his journalist 

fantasy'.

One of several relevant facts about this 'fantasy' is the fact that it pre-dates this case by 

a considerable period of time.  There is the inconvenient fact that I was a journalist long 

before this case arose; which is why, for example, the word "journalist" is stated as my 

occupation on a certificate of marriage dated several years prior to this case.  Quite 

clearly therefore, my being a journalist is not a fantasy/lie originating with this case, 

and Richardson cannot [and did not] accuse me of that; but presumably Richardson's 

response would be that I've been 'getting away with' following the [rather un-

appealing] fantasy of occupation in print journalism for the past twenty-odd years, and 

that it's only now, in the light of five minutes of scrutiny by Richardson's legal genius of 

a mind, that the fantasy finally crumbles to dust.

But I am a journalist; that is a plain fact; moreover, I have been a journalist for many 

years.

It is not least for this reason that I am able to point out that the only fantasy going on in 

regard to journalism in this case is that of Richardson's fantasy definition of a journalist.

Richardson's false accusation that my journalistic status is sheer fantasy is entirely 

premised upon Richardson's own fantasy definition of a journalist.
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Furthermore, the fantasy definition adhered to by Richardson carries within it a huge tell as to 

what was transparently Richardson's only motive for making an issue of my journalistic status: 

the total denial of credibility.  Richardson sought not to 'make a mountain out of a mole-hill', but 

actually to make a mountain out of nothing – for there is no sound basis for saying 'fantasist not 

journalist' about me – in order to render me a non-person, a person of zero credibility.  

Richardson's journalism 'accreditation' fantasy fitted [and had to fit] with his need to make a false 

finding of 'not a credible witness' against me, and that is really the only reason why Richardson 

made such a big issue of journalism in his judgment.  Indeed, this issue was otherwise essentially 

irrelevant to determining the outcome of this case.

In all my years of experience as a journalist, there is nothing about the occupation of 

journalism which would make me want to fantasise about or pretend to be a journalist if 

I were not.  My experience of journalism is that it is a life of hard work, generally not 

well paid or highly esteemed, frequently stressful and anti-social – not to mention the 

various risks to self which often attach to investigating and reporting the 'harder' 

stories (including, as applicable here, the risk of malicious and vexatious litigation).

(Indeed if I were to fantasise about anything, the only 'dream occupation' (purely to please myself) that I 

could conceive of for myself would be that of a full-time singer/musician – and even then, only if it were 

consistently and very well rewarded.  If I were to have any fantasy, it would be that.  But as for being a 

journalist, journalism is not my idea of fun; it 'feels right' to me because in terms of practical reality I am 

well suited to the occupation, and I view it as part of 'my calling' in this life, but journalism is not a joy and a 

pleasure to me, day to day; on the contrary, I am quite happy when away from it.  And even when it comes 

to those 'big stories that really matter'—important journalism—the fact of and one's personal belief in the 

importance of the work does not make hard work easy, or make dull research exciting, or make soul-

destroying monotonous routine administrative tasks glamorous or fun.)

PRIOR TO THE JUDGMENT, RICHARDSON ACKNOWLEDGED ME AS A JOURNALIST!

Bizarrely, after having heard the evidence phase of the re-trial, but before he went off to 

write his judgment, Richardson openly acknowledged me as a journalist in court.

I have a contemporaneous note in my reporter's notepad for the second day of the re-

trial; the note records that Richardson accepted the fact that I am a journalist when he 

said "he is an investigative journalist", at 9:38 a.m. on Tuesday 5 January 2021.  This was 

totally at odds with Richardson's subsequent position as stated in his judgment the 

following month.

The most likely explanation for this enormous contradiction is that Richardson meant 

what he said in January (not least because it was true) but realised only later, when it 

came to writing the February judgment, that to allow me even the slightest measure of 

credibility would be dangerous to him, once it had occurred to him that he was going to 

have to stake absolutely everything in the judgment on a 'not a credible witness' finding.

Despite admitting the truth in court in January 2021, a month later Richardson stated 

the exact opposite, quite unequivocally, and denied me any journalistic status at all:
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"The appellant masquerades as a journalist – when he [is] nothing of the kind."

(Richardson, paragraph 121, page 27.)

"Nothing the appellant did . . . may be regarded as . . . proper journalism . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 121, page 28.)

". . . a self-styled journalist who was in fact a fantasist."

(Richardson, paragraph 121, page 28.)

"He may feel he is a journalist, but he is not one in any accepted sense."

(Richardson, paragraph 98, page 20.)

"He has an online presence . . . but it does not make him a journalist . . ."

(Richardson, paragraph 98, page 20.)

". . . the appellant, who was masquerading as a journalist – when he was nothing of the 

kind."

(Richardson, paragraph 120(15), page 27.)

Oddly, given Richardson's apparent certainty (as above) that I am not— and couldn't 

possibly be—a journalist (heaven forbid!), elsewhere in his judgment (paragraph 

120(7), page 26) Richardson contradicted himself when he said that he made "no 

observation about what does and what does not amount to journalism or a journalist."  

Richardson claimed not to have an absolute definition of the word 'journalist', but he 

was absolutely certain that the word did not apply to me!

Interestingly, in his judgment, Richardson was nowhere willing to describe me as a 

writer, a blogger or a publisher (instead of as a journalist).

Though none of these words is 'the J word', each could still convey a modicum of 

credible status.

That is why Richardson avoided describing me as a writer – as to have done so might 

have been dangerous.  For Richardson's stitch-up agenda, only the status of 'liar' or 

'fantasist' would do.

Even for someone with—as we shall see shortly—'a bee in the bonnet' about Press 

Cards, and who incorrectly views the holding of a press card as the only proof of 

journalistic status, it would be impossible to deny that I am, at the very least, a writer.  

But Richardson was unwilling to concede even this in his judgment.

In his judgment, in regard to me, Richardson espoused and sought to impose a narrow, 

legalistic and pedantic view of journalism – a position to which those in the trade do not 
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and would never subscribe.

Richardson arrived at his false finding of 'fantasist-not-journalist' by the expedient of 

setting up his own personal definition of the word 'journalist' – a fantasy definition 

which would not be accepted by journalists, the journalism trade or the UK Press Card 

Authority – to exclude me from my own occupation.

My occupation is an entirely uncontroversial fact, and that it might even be in question 

was not notified to the defence prior to the re-trial (bearing in mind it had not been 

disputed in evidence at the original trial), besides the fact that my journalistic status 

made no substantial difference to anything, either way, as this status was neither a 

central nor a key factor in law in this case.  (At the most, it might perhaps 'add spice' to 

the defence's argument about Article 10, given that freedom of speech is an issue of 

obvious concern to journalism in particular, but Article 10 applies to all people in 

general—not just journalists—and so my occupational status really was 

inconsequential in trying this case.)

Richardson 'made a meal' of disputing my journalistic status in his judgment because he 

was determined to dispute anything and everything I said, for the sake of it, as a 

deliberate device in order to tar me as totally dishonest and not credible in anything I 

said.

I went into the re-trial on the understanding that my journalistic status was not in 

question.  The simple statement 'I am a journalist' was, like my name or date of birth, a 

basic and unchallengeable fact.

It is unusual for occupation to be disputed by a court.  I have attended/reported many 

trials as a journalist and, until it happened to me, I had never known any defendant have 

their occupation disputed.  Richardson's challenge to my occupational status was 

extremely odd.  What I do is quite mundane and ordinary, and easy to understand; it is 

not as though I had claimed to be an inter-galactic astronaut, or the Keeper of Elton 

John's Wardrobe.

There were three trials prior to the re-trial.  Tellingly, in the two trials which considered 

the three charges for which I was acquitted, there was clearly no problem with 

accepting my testimony as to occupation (or anything else).

Why did a jury and a District Judge—thirteen people—acquit me, having heard the 

same core evidence about my occupation, and about the way Carvath WordPress and 

Twitter operated (during the charge period), if I was the same person who would later 

be portrayed as a liar/fantasist by Richardson?  The three acquittals, coming from 

thirteen people, on the same core evidence, provide a powerful testimony to my 

honesty and integrity, and expose the judgment of Richardson as the aberration from 

truth.
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RICHARDSON'S JOURNALISTIC 'ACCREDITATION' FALLACY

Richardson's one absolute test and sole criterion of journalistic status was a press card; 

on the issue of journalism, nothing else mattered to him in his judgment.

His bad attitude towards me as a journalist is very comparable with, for example, the 

historical denial of status to protestant Christians who dissented from the Church of 

England.

Not an Anglican?  Not a Christian.

No press card?  Not a journalist.

It's a nonsensical mentality.

Far from being less real than those 'in the club', non-conformists are often greater

exemplars and proponents.

It would be news (pardon the pun) to plenty of excellent journalists to know that they 

are not journalists because they do not have a press card!

Speaking for myself, I have never applied for a press card and I do not want one.

In paragraph 84 on page 18 of his judgment, Richardson stated:

"The appellant was asked by the court whether he had a press card of any kind.  He said 

that he did not . . . He said most journalists do not have them.  He also stated that he had 

never undertaken any formal training by way of university degree or other course 

connected to journalism.  He was of the view that journalism is a trade . . ."

Consider also what Richardson said in paragraph 120(7) on page 26:

"The appellant may think he is a journalist.  He certainly labels himself as such.  We make 

no observation about what does and what does not amount to journalism or a journalist.  

Certain it is, the appellant has no accreditation from any of the recognised bodies for 

journalists."

And furthermore (paragraph 120(7), page 27):

"Nor does he have any academic qualifications relating to journalism.  He has never 

worked for any recognised media organisation or newspaper or any other form of 

journalism, as far as we are aware.  We venture to suggest that an individual who posts 

items on social media about other people or events is not a journalist, certainly, if they do 

not have appropriate accreditation."

From the quotes above it can be seen that Richardson's sole absolute basis in his 

judgment for denying me journalistic status was the non-possession of a press card: 

according to Richardson, I had "no accreditation" (i.e. no press card) and was therefore 
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not a journalist, because "an individual . . . is not a journalist, certainly, if they do not 

have appropriate accreditation" – 'accreditation' which had to come "from any of the 

recognised bodies for journalists."

Richardson here displayed his basic ignorance of the trade of journalism.

During the re-trial, when Richardson attacked me over press cards (and with other 

questions related to journalism), I explained to him what a press card does and does not 

do.

Though I was under the pressure of being rushed through [and cut off throughout] my 

testimony, at the re-trial there are nonetheless enough references in my testimony to 

trade insider knowledge to make it plain that as a journalist I knew what I was talking 

about when I spoke about journalism.  Had I not been a journalist – had I been, for some 

strange and unknown reason, trying to blag about journalism (though it wasn't even 

essential to the defence) – esoteric information, such as the origin of [UKPCA] press 

cards in the early 1990s, was very unlikely knowledge for any blagger to happen to 

know and be able to give on the spot in a court.

Journalism is a trade; it is not a profession.  (It is not even a 'restricted trade'; anybody 

with the ability to do so may freely engage in the trade of journalism, without 

membership of or vetting by any professional body, or indeed any trade body.)  It is not 

the case that a person working in journalism – a journalist – must, by definition, hold 

some form of 'professional accreditation'.  The only form of 'accreditation' for those 

who are by occupation a freelance journalist comes from the fact of their being 

habitually engaged in journalism day-to-day.  A person is by occupation a journalist if 

journalism is his occupation.  The only 'entry requirement' is the ability to trade in 

journalism.  (This implies certain skills, and a relevant base of knowledge – i.e. there is a 

broad set of standards almost all journalists adhere to, in some form or another – but 

the 'qualifying' factor is simply doing journalism.  One does not have to, as it were, 'pass 

a driving test' or be 'called to the Bar' before one can practise journalism; one may trade 

in journalism if one has the ability and the inclination to do so.)  There are many today 

who wish to portray journalism as a graduate profession; it is not; typical workaday 

journalism is very much a trade activity.  Boiled down, print journalism is no more than 

the ability to look and listen, think quickly, make notes, ask questions of and receive 

answers from almost any person, and report stories by writing well, often to a deadline, 

in a standard hack style.  It is not a profession like practising law or medicine.

A FALSE STATEMENT

Richardson made a false statement in his judgment (paragraph 84, page 18) when he 

said: "He also stated that he had never undertaken any formal training by way of 

university degree or other course connected to journalism."  In fact, as the banned 

transcript proves, though Richardson did ask me about academic education or training 

related to journalism, I did not answer that line of questioning by stating I had no 
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qualifications or training; I in fact made no statement (either way) about my 

qualifications or training related to journalism; what I did do was answer—quite 

correctly—by speaking to the real issue underlying the question, and I did that by 

pointing out that the only ultimate 'qualification' for any real journalist is "doing the job" 

(banned transcript, page 57).  By answering in this way I did not evade the question but 

spoke to the truth of the matter in question, as one would expect of an honest person 

with a concern for truth, and all the more so whilst under oath to tell the truth.

ANOTHER FALSE STATEMENT

Richardson made another false statement in his judgment (paragraph 120(7), page 27) 

when he said: "He has never worked for any recognised media organisation or newspaper 

or any other form of journalism, as far as we are aware."  Richardson quite simply lied 

about this.

Richardson heard my testimony at the re-trial; he did not sleep through the re-trial.

I testified that, shortly after Samantha Baldwin went 'on the run' in 2017, "I went and 

spoke to some of my contacts . . . I went to 2 Derry Street . . . the HQ of the Daily Mail . . ." 

(banned transcript, page 38).

I also testified: "I know in person . . . for the Daily Mail . . . a great supporter of this case 

and my journalism on it . . . I've got emails with her on this [case] and she's in agreement 

with me . . . that Samantha Baldwin . . . is in fact a good and protective mother and that her 

children really are child sex abuse victims."  (Banned transcript, page 44.)

From the above, it can be seen – and directly in regard to the background in this case –

that Richardson knew very well about my working relationship with the Daily Mail, 

including meetings in person at the Daily Mail's London offices as well as emails passing 

back and forth between me and Daily Mail HQ.

Moreover, Richardson accepted this true testimony as true, and accepted it without 

question, because, had he doubted it, he would have asked the obvious question – 'May I 

see the emails?' – but he did not ask that question.  At the re-trial Richardson was 

convinced from my testimony alone that these dealings with the Daily Mail were true 

and did not need any additional verification, but he ignored these facts and proceeded 

to lie about me (as above) in his judgment.

EXAMPLES were GIVEN

In paragraph 60 on page 12 of his judgment, Richardson stated:

"The appellant told us in his evidence that he had been a journalist in both the printed 

media and online media since his late teenage years – on and off.  He gave us no 

examples except that he was a 'Freelance Journalist'; an 'Investigative Journalist'; and he 

undertook 'private investigations' as well as 'private military contracting'.  . . ."

Richardson contradicted himself: compare "He gave us no examples" (Richardson, 

34



paragraph 60, page 12) to "He gave examples . . . The examples [i.e. news reports] related 

to alleged corruption and prostitution."  (Richardson, paragraph 82(3), page17.)

Richardson erroneously said I gave him no examples of my journalism when in fact I 

did, as the banned transcript proves (e.g. page 34), and as Richardson himself 

confirmed, later on in his judgment (albeit he presented his remarks about these 

examples in the wrong context, as though they were examples of something else).

(Re the wrong context: in paragraph 82(3) Richardson said, "He gave examples of what he 

asserted were the use of the Cell System."  This was not true; however I do not automatically 

attribute intentional deceit to Richardson on this particular point because, in view of how these 

examples were introduced in my evidence, I am willing to concede the possibility that Richardson 

was confused on this point, and was thus sincere but mistaken.

The fact is, however, that the examples I gave were examples of my journalism and not of the Cell 

System; and this is clear from the transcript, in which my examples are set between words 

introducing the subject of my journalism – ". . . serious investigative journalism . . ." (transcript, 

page 34) – and words closing the subject of my journalism – "So we are talking about . . . serious 

investigative journalism" (transcript, page 35) – with the point being that those news reports of 

mine were quite clearly examples of investigative journalism on stories of a serious nature.

The examples I gave of my journalism were only incidentally related to a point I was making 

concurrently in my evidence about the Cell System, in effect like this: 'serious investigative 

journalism – such as the examples I'm giving you now – is the kind of journalism that may benefit 

from security measures such as a Cell System'.  As I actually said (transcript, page 35): "Serious 

investigative journalism is dangerous . . . such measures as cell systems . . . protect people 

conducting investigations and . . . protect sources.")

MIXING IT UP

Although I am willing to concede the possibility that Richardson may have been 

confused (though a senior QC judge shouldn't have been), rather than deliberately 

deceptive, in his incorrect presentation of examples of my journalism as being instead 

examples of the Cell System in play, the fact that he mixed up my evidence in regard to 

this not once but twice in his judgment makes it less likely that it was just an 

unfortunate but innocent mistake.

In paragraph 82(3) and paragraph 83(4), on page 17 of the judgment, Richardson twice

refers to examples which I gave of my own work as though these had been given as 

examples of other publishers (the Cell System).

(The banned transcript proves exactly what I said about what.)

I do not know whether Richardson was simply confused himself about these examples, 

or whether he had correctly understood but proceeded to confuse these examples 

deliberately in what he wrote in his judgment.

In fact, in the whole of my re-trial testimony, I testified to just one important example of 

another publisher using the Cell System—for something which was, as it happened,

directly relevant to this case—and that one example was given in what I said about the 
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Beechwood Care Home Scandal.

Exactly what did I say in my testimony?

I spoke of: ". . . two separate investigations going on here . . . I conducted extensive 

investigations into David Madge . . . this other cell is interested in . . . the Beechwood 

Care Home Scandal which dates to the 1980s and 1990s . . . and that's what . . . this cell 

is talking about when they're talking about their investigation."

"There is the Samantha Baldwin case and there is the Beechwood case.  I have never had 

anything to do with the Beechwood case, although I am aware of some of the general 

points, because it's already cropped up in The Independent Inquiry into Child Sex[ual] 

Abuse."

(This may be seen across pages 52, 53 and 54 of the banned transcript.)

DEFINING THE WORD 'JOURNALIST'

'Journalist' is simply a word commonly applied to all those habitually engaged in the 

[mostly] full-time, paid occupation of journalism, which is the trade activity of gathering 

and reporting topical facts (news) for business profit (the publicly-funded BBC aside). 

My own ‘pure’ definition of a journalist is a person habitually engaged in the 

gathering/verifying and public reporting of facts.  The pure definition requires only the 

habitual activity of engagement in journalism; the trade definition of journalist demands 

[fairly regular] payment be added to the habitual activity.

(One should not assume that a paid journalist operates to higher standards than an unpaid journalist. 

Money is no guarantee of quality. In this era of the internet, the amateur journalist may publish an online 

news report or video to standards (of factual accuracy, clarity, fairness, etc) as good as, or better than, 

professional mainstream media. Just as money is no guarantee of high standards in journalism, neither is 

the press card carried by some paid journalists. And in the UK, there is a range of important subjects which 

the paid trade never reports at all, or only infrequently and inadequately; whereas the competent 

independent amateur with a heart for the public interest may be the only one to provide that important 

news – and to do so as lawfully, accurately and fairly as any paid journalist with a press card.)

I have been engaged in serious investigative journalism for many years and there is 

abundant evidence of that fact.  The quality and quantity of my work over time speaks 

for itself.  I am plainly not 'a yobbo with a blog' or a person who is 'just a blogger' –

blogging nothing other than personal opinions about news topics.  I quite clearly gather 

and report news facts, and do so habitually, as an occupation.

PRESS CARDS

A press card is a voluntary identity card; a press card provides identification rather than 

accreditation; press cards are obtained and carried by some occupational journalists 

(and some other media workers) in the UK.

An occupational journalist without a press card is neither an unaccredited journalist 
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nor a person of no journalistic status at all (i.e. is not a person who cannot work and be 

identified—correctly—as a journalist).  That's because press cards are not a form of 

accreditation; the fact some journalists carry a press card does not automatically 

discredit and invalidate the occupational status of journalists who do not carry a press 

card.

Put another way, as a journalist I do not need a press card to prove that I'm a journalist, 

or to be entitled to be called [or to call myself] a journalist.

UKPCA

The UK Press Card Authority Ltd (UKPCA) does not claim, and has never claimed, that it 

is in any way the arbiter or guardian of journalistic status – of who is and isn’t a 

journalist.  The UKPCA is not a statutory body; it is not the authorising and regulatory 

body of a profession; it is not to journalists what the GMC is to doctors; the UKPCA does 

not set, monitor or enforce professional standards in relation to licensed practitioners 

in the news trade. Many journalists carry a UKPCA press card nowadays; but other 

journalists do not.  There is no statutory obligation for a journalist in the UK to obtain 

and carry a UKPCA press card. The UKPCA scheme is not a register of all persons who 

are by occupation a journalist.

The UKPCA scheme may be well-intended, but since it began in 1992 its original proper function has 

become increasingly misunderstood – or worse, intentionally perverted – by some people and 

organisations. Thirty years after UKPCA press cards were launched, some people misuse the scheme as a 

basis for mounting ‘denial of status’ attacks on bona fide journalists who do not participate in the scheme.

Did you know that a person working exclusively as a van driver for a major media broadcasting company is 

eligible for a press card? It’s a fact. The van driver is not working as a journalist at all, but as a van driver 

(for journalists); however, for the purposes of the UKPCA, the van driver may be considered as 

Press/Media. Quite clearly, therefore, the mere possession of a press card is not (and has never been) the 

essential qualification or absolute proof without which a person is not, and cannot possibly be, a journalist.

This is why it is quite wrong, even offensive, to tell somebody who does not have a press card, yet who is a 

journalist by occupation, that s/he is not a journalist, because s/he does not carry a press card. It is an 

irony of the press card scheme that a scheme generally thought to be for the sole purpose of facilitating the 

identification of bona fide journalists . . . isn’t. In fact, it can only be said that the scheme mostly serves to 

help identify journalists (those choosing to participate in the scheme) as journalists, because the scheme 

can and does issue press cards to various people who are not journalists.

The UKPCA states on its website (as at December 2021) that its press cards are a 

“voluntary scheme” intended for “professional newsgatherers”. The meaning of the 

word ‘professional’ (as used by UKPCA) is related entirely to income and business 

activity (i.e. for press card holders, most of their income comes from spending most of 

their time working in journalism); and so in this context, the word ‘professional’ clearly 

is not a reference to a person who must hold a certain qualification, or some regulatory 

body’s approval, simply to be accepted by others as being a journalist, or to be entitled 

correctly to identify oneself as being a journalist.

The word ‘journalist’ is nowhere defined on the UKPCA website. (Nor is 

‘newsgatherer’.)  That’s because it is not a function of the UKPCA to determine who is or 

is not a journalist.  “Any person with a UKPCA press card” is not the sole definition of 
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‘Journalist’. It may be helpful to make the point another way, by offering an accurate 

definition of what is a UKPCA press card: “A voluntary identity card carried by some 

occupational journalists and media workers in the UK.”

OTHER PUBLISHERS

It is not true that I published the three tweets which I denied [and continue to deny] 

publishing.  Accordingly, no evidence exists of me having done that which I did not, and 

the prosecution could offer no evidence to prove its case.  There were no witnesses and 

no computer forensic evidence; there was no evidence at all to prove the prosecution 

case.  So, Richardson simply made it up.

Richardson's 'evidence' for his false finding that I must be the sole publisher comprised 

(1) his false assertion that the Cell System (i.e. that there were other publishers) was 

unbelievable, impossible and did not exist, together with (2) his 'proof' that there was 

no Cell System because of a lack of new content during a brief period in 2020 – some 

twenty months after the last act alleged in the charge (January 2019) – at a time when I 

was being held on remand (prior to sentencing for the wrongful conviction).

Richardson's 'evidence' was no evidence at all.  It was 'evidence' arrived at by reversing 

the burden of proof (i.e. requiring me to prove my innocence), or else by invalidating my 

denials by the expedient—unsupported by a shred of verified factual evidence or 

coherent logic—of simply declaring that in his opinion I could not be a credible witness.

DISTRICT JUDGE REDHOUSE

In the two previous trials which resulted in the three acquittals, the jury and the District 

Judge in those cases heard the same core evidence about the Cell System.  This proves 

that my evidence was neither unbelievable nor impossible.

Furthermore, as to the idiotic 'No new publications when he's briefly in jail proves 

there's only him' argument, this logical fallacy was specifically advanced by the 

prosecution to District Judge Naomi Redhouse in the September 2020 trial, and she 

quite correctly disregarded it as nonsense.

What was 'evidence' for Richardson was no evidence at all for District Judge Redhouse.  

For some reason – and I can't state my view explicitly here, only because I'm gagged –

but for some reason, Richardson was determined—even desperate—to uphold the 

wrongful conviction.

INCONVENIENT TRUTH

If somebody wants to believe that something is absurd and cannot be true – probably 

because that suits their purposes – it's not difficult for them to convince themself.  
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Plenty of people are capable of disbelieving and denying something which is true, if it 

suits them to do so.

In paragraph 100(8) on page 22 of his judgment, Richardson declared: "We became ever 

more convinced of the absurdity of the evidence of the appellant . . . It was completely 

dishonest."

There was nothing absurd or incredible about the Cell System to which I testified at the 

re-trial; indeed clear proof of the credibility of the Cell System [and of my testimony to 

it] is the fact of my acquittals in two previous trials at which I gave the same evidence 

about the Cell System.  The concept of a cell system is widely understood and accepted, 

even if it is something in which few people will ever participate themselves; a cell 

system is a matter-of-fact reality, not some pie-in-the-sky absurdity.

YOUTUBE

Richardson stated [correctly] that I ". . . had an 'online presence' utilising YouTube . . ." 

in paragraph 60, page 12.  This is clear proof that Richardson had heard what I said 

about YouTube.

Now, what I testified about the YouTube account destroys Richardson's argument that a 

lack of new publications in August 2020 could provide any kind of basis for pinning 

anything—let alone everything—on me.

I testified: "So the online presence is, there is a YouTube channel, which has actually not 

been active for a considerable period of time, I think it's something like two years now, 

but there's a YouTube.  There is also a Twitter, and there is a WordPress blog . . ."  

(Transcript, page 31.)

I also testified: "There are all sorts of breaks within the tweets and blogs.  There can be 

gaps of weeks and months.  The YouTube channel has not been used for two years.  

Nobody is suggesting that's anything to do with my being available or not.  Also this 

argument is irrelevant, it cannot prove the prosecution case, and the prosecution has 

already conceded multiple users in the restraining order . . ."  (Transcript, page 54.)

Strangely, for one supposedly so keen to have the evidence – (please refer back to the 

section "The Charade Of Bemoaning A 'Lack' Of Defence Evidence", pages 11 to 16) – at 

the re-trial Richardson did not bother to ask anybody to obtain for him a confirmatory 

screenshot of the date the last video was published on YouTube.

RICHARDSON DID UNDERSTAND THE CREDIBILITY OF THE PUBLISHING SYSTEM

In paragraph 98 on page 21 of his judgment, Richardson dismissed ". . . outside control of 

a media platform . . ." as ". . . not credible."  This remark about "outside control" 

misrepresented the Cell System.
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Consider that Richardson contradicted himself in paragraph 83 on page 17.

In paragraph 83(1) Richardson wrote [incorrectly] of: ". . . surrendering control of an 

online platform . . . to people whom he neither knew nor had contact."

But in paragraph 83(2) Richardson [correctly] stated: ". . . he knew the original 

handler . . ."

At the re-trial I testified: "It is possible to communicate . . . with the handler . . . my 

communication with the handler is rare and it is usually instigated by the handler."  

(Transcript, page 47.)

It was not the case that I allowed outside control of a media platform; on the contrary, 

the Cell System was established under the authority of a person whom I trusted and 

knew well – i.e. by a trusted insider known to me, not an outsider.  At no time was any 

aspect of the Cell System outside the control of its original primary authority, and this 

headship was established with my knowledge and consent.

I testified (banned transcript, page 34) that ". . . I went to an original handler and we set 

up the system . . ." and I also testified (banned transcript, page 36) that "The person with 

the executive authority is the handler."

Richardson grasped this fact and understood it perfectly well.  In paragraph 83(2) on 

page 17 of his judgment, Richardson [correctly] stated: ". . . he knew the original handler 

who was involved in intelligence and high level investigative journalism."

* * *

THE HEART OF THE MATTER: SAMANTHA BALDWIN AND SONS

At the end of this document, it is fitting to return briefly to the subject of Samantha 

Baldwin.  In this case, Samantha and her sons are at the heart of the matter.

Richardson wrote almost three pages about "The Family Case", from paragraph 64 

(page 13) to paragraph 75 (page 15) of his judgment.

This Family section of Richardson's judgment—some three pages—is a good example of 

a large chunk of the judgment which I cannot 'go into' and analyse and rebut here,

without acting contrary to Richardson's gagging orders.

But what I can do is point out a couple of things which Richardson omitted to mention 

in the Family section – things which help to set the record straight.

Samantha Baldwin and her children were swept under the carpet in Richardson's 

judgment, though they are the essential background to this case.  Had what happened to 

Sam and her boys never happened, this case could not have happened either.
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WHAT RICHARDSON KNEW BUT FAILED TO MENTION IN HIS JUDGMENT

(1)  At the re-trial, Richardson was told ". . . David Madge has a history of using 

prostitutes . . ." (transcript, page 37).

(2)  Richardson knew I had been acquitted of stalking David Madge by a jury.

(3)  Richardson knew I am an eyewitness to an act of child sex abuse by David Madge.

(4)  He knew I was arrested inside a court before I could testify against David Madge.

(5)  He knew that the arrest inside the court was set up by judge Alison Russell.

I spent Tuesday 12 March 2019 (noted at paragraph 79 – “12th March 2019” – in 

Richardson's judgment) being interrogated by Nottinghamshire Police at Bridewell 

Police Station, in regard to David Madge’s harassment allegation – for which I was 

subsequently charged, and later acquitted after trial by jury – when I should have been 

at court testifying to the child sexual abuse of David Madge.

However, there was a further twist in the intrigue against me: I later found out that even 

if I had testified that day, it wouldn't have made any difference to saving Samantha 

Baldwin's children, because the judge who would've heard it, Alison Russell, was 'bent 

as a nine-bob note'.

And what evidence is there to Russell's corruption?

I was arrested inside the court building, just moments before I was due to testify.  But it 

later emerged that, though I had been properly entered and accepted as a witness in the 

Samantha Baldwin case, and was thus due to give evidence in that case, on that 

particular day, 12 March 2019, the judge, High Court judge Alison Russell, never had any 

intention of hearing my evidence on that particular day, but had set up the whole day –

lying to me and to others in the process – just to lure me to court and ensure my arrest, 

to the benefit of David Madge.  And after that day, Russell simply refused to hear my 

evidence.

There is documentary evidence to prove this, but the publication of it is gagged by 

Richardson.

CONCLUSION

Boiled down, the wrongful conviction rests entirely on Richardson's false and absurd 

finding of zero credibility.  Just as obvious is the reason for Richardson acting against 

me.  The motive behind the stitch-up is easy to understand, and but for Richardson's 

gags I would state it explicitly here.

In the absence of any evidence against me at the re-trial, Richardson upheld the 
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wrongful conviction solely by means of his resorting to the notoriously dubious tactic of 

finding as a 'fact' his own unevidenced opinion that I had no credibility as a witness.  

Richardson's whole judgment is pinned on this one finding alone.

Richardson's 'not a credible witness' finding was made despite there not being a single 

instance of a lie proved against me in this case.  Nor was the finding supported by 

Richardson's fabricated claim that I'd confessed (in re-trial testimony) to publishing 

falsehoods; the transcript proves I didn't say anything of the sort.

Richardson's 'not a credible witness' finding is plainly false, insulting and ridiculous; 

this false finding was nothing more than a pretext for upholding a conviction contrary to 

justice.

Remember that I was acquitted twice, firstly by a jury and then by a district judge, after 

trials shortly before [and not unrelated to] the re-trial; in both of those trials I was the 

sole defence witness, and at both trials I gave evidence which overlapped heavily with 

the evidence I gave at the re-trial.  There was clearly no problem with my credibility in 

those cases; and, in truth, there is plainly no problem with my credibility in this case 

either.

Richardson's 'not a credible witness' finding is neither credible nor true; but it was the 

desperate last resort of a man determined to deny the truth in this case.

Why did Richardson not quash the wrongful conviction?  Why such a perverse 

'Judgment'?  The answer is extremely obvious.

In the absence of an impartial tribunal—a jury—Richardson could go wherever he 

wanted with this case.  And that's exactly what he did.

The primary motive behind the injustice inflicted upon me was professional expediency.  

Richardson would never have sided with me; indeed, in this case, Richardson was only 

ever going to . . . . . . .

Whilst I am plainly the victim of injustice in this case, far worse than any wrong 

Richardson has done to me is his impact upon the child sex abuse victims with whom I 

am sided in the Samantha Baldwin case.  I am no less a credible witness and no more a 

criminal than Samantha Baldwin's boys.  I might not have written this document, were 

it not for them.

Given all the gagging, the truth is less than half told here; the whole truth ought to be 

out for all to see.  However, despite hindrances and hurdles, this document discharges 

its duty: the crude deceptions of Jeremy Richardson are exposed herein.

Privilege, power and 'political' necessity may appear to have trumped truth in this case, 

but nobody's fooled.  This dirty little stitch-up cannot sustain itself forever.  We know of 

the Justice to come.  Amen.
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