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JUDGMENT




MR JUSTICE HILLIARD:

1. On 25 March 2022, in the Crown Court at Teesside, the applicant was convicted of
wounding with intent. On 24 June 2022, he was sentenced to an extended sentence of
8 years, with a custodial term of 6 years and an extension period of 2 years’ further licence.
He now renews his application for an extension of time of 409 days in which to apply for
leave to appeal and for leave to appeal against conviction after refusal by the single judge.

2. On 14 October 2021, the applicant hit his victim in the face with a glass in a public house.
He gave evidence at trial accepting this but saying that he was acting in self-defence
because the victim had threatened to hit him. The judge gave the jury appropriate directions
in his summing-up about the elements of the offence and about self-defence.

3. The grounds of appeal can be shortly set out and we will deal with what in our judgment is
the response to each of them. They have been drafted by the applicant himself. That will

not have been an easy matter for him and we have made every allowance for that.

Ground 1

4. The applicant says that he was denied a representative from his solicitors at the police
station and at court on 16 October 2021. The answer is that the applicant could have had
a solicitor if he wanted one. Most important of all, he was represented before and at his

trial.

Ground 2
5. The CCTV he was shown at the police station was of poor quality and he was told it could

not be used at court. The answer is that it was in fact of good enough quality to be used.

Ground 3
6. The witness statement of Louise Taylor had been changed. The applicant has not said how

he says it has been changed or why that matters and so this point does not go anywhere.



10.

11.

12.

Ground 4
The applicant says his barrister at trial was the prosecutor in the magistrates’ court. The
answer is that he was not the barrister in question, as has been explained. The applicant is

mistaken about this.

Ground 5
The applicant says that CCTV was changed for the trial. The answer is that it may have
been shown on a different screen at different times but there is no evidence that the film

itself was altered in any way.

Ground 6
The applicant says his defence was not properly advanced. The answer is that he told his
advocate not to ask questions of prosecution witnesses. Counsel followed his instructions

and in our judgment the applicant was properly represented at his trial.

Ground 7
The applicant was not arrested at the scene of the offence. The law does not, however,

require this. It is of no consequence where the applicant's arrest took place.

Ground 8

The applicant said he was arrested for one offence and then charged with a more serious
offence. We can explain that that does often happen but does not present a problem at all
and there was more than enough evidence to justify a conviction for the offence of

wounding with intent.

Accordingly, for all these reasons, there are no arguable grounds of appeal. There would be
no point to be served in granting the long extension of time which is required. Thus all

these applications must be refused.
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