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IN THE WESTMINSTER MAGISTRATES’ COURT  

 

 

REGINA 

 

 

V 

 

 

MARK HANKINSON 

 

 

 

DEFENCE CLOSING SUBMISSIONS 

 

 

 

1. “A person of great integrity … utterly trustworthy … honourable … honest … dedicated … 

reliable” - all words that have been used in these proceedings – unchallenged - to describe Mark 

Hankinson.   

 

2. The question for this Court is whether it can be sure that that man, who has, for more than a 

decade, been fastidious in ensuring that others hunt within the confines of the law, committed 

an offence by encouraging others to breach the very same law that he has so assiduously 

safeguarded, promoted and upheld.  And that he did so knowing that it would risk destroying a 

community and a way of life that he holds so dear and which he has striven to protect.  

 

3. As one witness puts it, “I could not think of a man less likely to incite unlawful behaviour” than 

Mark Hankinson. 

 

A. The Charge 

 

4. Mr Hankinson faces a single charge of encouraging the commission of an offence, during a 

training webinar organised by the executive arm of the governing bodies for hunting in the UK, 

the Hunting Office. The Hunting Office’s purpose is “to set and maintain high standards of 

conduct in the activity of hunting with hounds”.  All Hunts must therefore adhere to a 
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Constitution; to a Code of Conduct; and to Disciplinary procedures. That is a topic to which we 

return later in these submissions.  

 

5. It is agreed that the Court is required to answer two questions: 

 

a. First, has the Prosecution made you sure that the words spoken by Mr Hankinson on 11 

August 2020 (and on that day alone) are capable of encouraging the commission of an 

offence.   

 

That requires an assessment of what the words are capable of doing, irrespective of, and 

separate from, Mr Hankinson’s intention in speaking them. If the answer to that question is 

‘no’, then the defendant is not guilty.  If, however, the Prosecution has made the Court sure 

that the words were at least capable of encouraging their audience to commit an offence 

(whatever Mr Hankinson might have intended), that is not the end of the matter – the Court 

must go on to consider a second question.  

 

b. Second: has the Prosecution made you sure that in saying what he did, Mr Hankinson 

intended to encourage the commission of an offence.   

 

That question requires the Court not simply to consider the words themselves, but also to 

consider what else it knows about the defendant and whether it can be sure that he departed 

from all previous behaviours – including his determined efforts to require others to operate 

within the law – on this single occasion, and at 60 years of age.  

 

6. We take each question in turn.  

 

B. Question 1: Has the Prosecution made you sure that the words used are capable of encouraging 

the commission of an offence? 

 

7. As the Prosecution submissions recognise, this question requires the Crown to prove an “act” 

of encouraging (or an “act” capable of encouraging) the commission of an offence, on 11 

August itself.  This question therefore cannot be answered by reference to Webinar 4, which 

can only be relevant to the second question.   

 

8. What then do the Prosecution say was Mr Hankinson’s relevant act? 
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9. At §4, under the heading ‘Law’, the Prosecution advances its case on the basis that the 

defendant “offered advice on how to reduce the possibility of criminal proceedings being 

brought for the offence of illegal hunting; or else to provide for a defence in court if charges 

were brought”.  On a similar but slightly varied theme, at §21, the Prosecution says that the 

defendant was advising others on “how to create a false impression, of artificial trails being 

laid in order to be hunted by the hounds, when in fact they were not being laid; so that if later 

questioned by the police, or prosecuted, they could use trail hunting as a defence in court”.  At 

§31 it is said that the advice is on how to “avoid criminal prosecution”.  

 

10. However, at §7, under the heading ‘Summary’, the Prosecution says that the defendant “offered 

advice to hunt masters on how to hunt illegally, behind a smoke screen of trail hunting”.  

 

11. Either way, the Prosecution stress that they are not required to prove whether anyone was, in 

fact, encouraged to commit an offence (there is in fact no evidence that anyone was).  We agree.  

That does not, however, mean that the circumstances surrounding the Webinar are irrelevant.  

To take a deliberately extreme example, words that might be capable of encouraging those with 

a known malign intent and a history of illegal activity at one end of the spectrum are unlikely 

to be capable of encouraging an audience of lawyers, judges or police officers, at the other end. 

It is not just the words spoken that matter.  

 

The Audience 

12. The Webinar was attended only by individuals aware that the law has, since 2005, made it an 

offence to hunt a wild mammal with a dog.  It was attended only by those who have committed 

to adhering to a Constitution, a Code of Conduct and to Disciplinary procedures produced by 

the Hunting Office, an Office which has, per DC Owen, been “scrupulous to emphasise the 

importance of staying within law.” 

 

13. They were required to register their attendance at the Webinar and that attendee information 

was retained by the Hunting Office.  The Prosecution has done no work at all to identify the 

‘make-up’ of the audience, but the unchallenged evidence is that this is a community made up 

of professionals, including Judges, lawyers and retired police officers.  

 

14. What then does the Prosecution mean when it says that Mr Hankinson was addressing a room 

of “like-minded individuals”?  Or that he “thought he could speak freely without consequence”? 

That the Crown’s submissions are no more than (quite dangerous) speculation is revealed by 

this question: what conceivable comfort could he have drawn from an audience which includes 

individuals who have a positive duty to uphold the law?   
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The Forum 

15. At §17, the Prosecution say that it is “important to keep in mind that this was not a public 

forum”.  There are three answers to that. 

 

16. First, there is no evidence whatsoever that Mr Hankinson has ever, in any forum (be it public, 

professional or private), expressed anything remotely capable of being taken as encouragement 

for illegal hunting.  Whatever the other deficiencies in the investigation (more of which later), 

the Court can rest assured that had there been even a hint of such behaviour, it would have been 

identified by this Prosecution.  On the contrary, as the Court will see, the unchallenged evidence 

is that Mr Hankinson has – in both private and public - been dogged, unrelenting and 

unapologetic in ensuring that Hunts act within the law.  

 

17. Second, whilst not ‘public’ per se, the Webinar can’t properly be described as ‘private’ either.  

There were over 100 attendees, many of whom the defendant will not have known. Moreover, 

this was an ‘online’ event, over which the defendant would have had no conceivable control.  

Audience members were not prohibited from recording or noting the content of the webinar or 

from sharing any of the advice received more widely.  

 

18. Third, if in fact the defendant derived such comfort from the supposedly ‘closed’ nature of the 

Webinar, why was this alleged call to criminality not ‘overt’ – why do the Crown (and by 

extension the Court and defence) now have to look for the meaning of words spoken by Mr 

Hankinson?  Why did he not just say, in clear terms to this ‘private’ forum of like-minded 

individuals (for which read, on the Prosecution case, ‘criminals’): “it’s important to lay a 

dummy trail so that when you catch a fox, you can say its trail was accidentally picked up and 

you will have the evidence to support that.”   

 

 The Organiser  

19. The event was organised by the Hunting Office, whose raison d’etre is ensuring compliance 

with the law and the maintenance of high standards within the hunting community. It was 

described by DCI Bunn as an organisation which is “committed to encouraging compliance 

with the law”.  

 

20. The Prosecution say that the Hunting Office is not on trial yet they dismiss without any basis 

swathes of evidence from experienced (and impressive) huntsmen and masters about the reason 

why a training programme was put in place at all and they assume – again without evidence – 

that those involved in Hunting with Hounds tend to criminality simply because they do not like 
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the law, without any actual examination of what sort of people make up the Hunting 

community.  

 

The Central message 

21. The Court has heard that there was a central message and theme across all five of the webinars: 

“compliance with the law is of the utmost importance”.  That was described by one witness as 

the “consistent message”.   Another (Patrick Leigh-Pemberton) said in evidence that the central 

message of the Webinars was that it was “not only essential to comply with the law, but also 

essential to show you are complying.”  That is demonstrated by a slide prepared by Mr 

Hankinson for Webinar 4: 

 

 

 

 The context in which the words were spoken 

22. The Court has heard evidence about the League Against Cruel Sports and the Hunt Saboteurs 

Association (“the HSA"). DCI Bunn agreed that within those organisations “there is a range of 

conduct and behaviour, from measured, mild, and peaceful at one end of the spectrum to 

menacing, violent and threatening” at the other.  He acknowledged that police take extremely 

seriously the extreme wing of the HSA, which is an organisation listed as a domestic terrorist1.  

 

23. That evidence was further supported by Dr Martin: 

 

 
1 See Defence Bundle, Section D 
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RLQC: On the other side of the argument, there are many who are opposed, for perfectly 

good legitimate reasons, to any form of blood sport?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: Many were assuaged by the 2004 Act?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: Just as the hunting community is diverse and varied, so are those who are 

opposed?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: There is an extreme wing?  

Dr Martin: I agree.  

 

RLQC: They are quite scary, this extreme wing; they turn out, dressed in black, full-faced 

balaclavas, organised, paid, to disrupt the hunt?  

Dr Martin: Yes, I agree with that 

 

RLQC: They don’t care if the hunting is legal?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: They can be violent and frightening?  

Dr Martin: Yes, like with any animal welfare issue, they can be.  

 

RLQC: With hunting, such an evocative subject, the extreme wing adopt extreme 

measures?  

Dr Martin: Yes, I am very aware of this.  

 

RLQC: Webinar 3 is about Sabs and evidence gathering? 

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: Plainly the activist wing of the hunt saboteurs pose a clear and present danger to 

hunting?  

Dr Martin: Yes, their aim is to disrupt, ideally totally, what is going on.  

 

RLQC: And that is whether it is trail hunting, exempt hunting, or illegal hunting - they 

want to disrupt it?  
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Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: You’re not surprised to see the Hunting Office telling Hunts how to deal with Sabs 

and evidence monitoring?  

Dr Martin: Yes, it’s a sensible thing to do. 

 

24. That context was addressed, in not dissimilar terms, by Mr Hankinson in his written answers in 

interview2: 

 

“As well as physical attacks upon, and verbal abuse to Hunt members, they will do 

anything they can to disrupt a legitimate trail hunt and also try and bring malicious 

allegations which quite apart from being deeply distressing for the law abiding hunt 

staff, invariably wastes a lot of police time. 

 

Many Hunts are predominantly made up of women and children with only a few men 

other than the huntsman and his helpers. Therefore, to be harassed by large numbers 

of balaclava wearing, aggressive saboteurs is both frightening and intimidating. 

Quick action is often required and we do our best to try and brief people with training 

seminars and in 2020 (due to the pandemic), with training webinars so they can try 

and deal with any given situation.” 

 

25. The Prosecution say, with emphasis, at §29 that whilst some hunt saboteurs are violent and 

aggressive, “that is not what the defendant’s talk was about”. But the title of this webinar was, 

as the Court knows, ‘Sabs, monitoring and evidence gathering’ and the title of Mr Hankinson’s 

presentation was ‘Overt Trail Laying’.   Its entire focus was therefore on the disruption of legal 

hunts by saboteurs and evidence-gathering in that context. All attendees would have been fully 

aware of that. Mr Hankinson’s presentation concluded by making that very point, “I think that 

pretty much covers what we need to say today as far as Overt Trail Laying and saboteurs3”. 

Support, if it is needed, can be found in the slides that immediately followed Mr Hankinson’s, 

which are headed “dealing with hunt protest4”.  

 

The Other Speakers 

26. Mr Hankinson was one of five speakers, including Lord Benjamin Mancroft, then the Chairman 

of the MFHA and Philip Davies, a retired Police Chief superintendent, with 30 years’ 

 
2 TB 168 
3 TB 4 
4 Defence Bundle, Section B 
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experience as a police officer. Once again, the attendees would have been aware of the calibre 

of the panel and each speaker aware of the status of each of his or her fellow panellists.  

 

27. The Prosecution case is illogical for another reason: in order for Mr Hankinson to be 

encouraging the commission of the offence of illegal hunting, he would, in reality, need to be 

encouraging the commission of an offence by several individuals: 

 

RLQC: Somebody with a malign intent, conspiring with a hunt master and the Whipper In 

– they would all have to agree to pretend to lay a false trail to give cover for illegal 

hunting?   

Dr Martin: If they wanted to illegally hunt 

 

RLQC: Huntsman, whippers In, Masters, countrymen, field masters, officials – would all 

have to be involved wouldn’t they?  

Dr Martin: It’s not appropriate for me to say – it’s outside of what I can say.  

 

RLQC: How many other people would it involve?  

Dr Martin: It would involve some others.  

 

The words actually spoken, in their correct order 

28. The defence insert the word “actually” above to guard against the tendency of the Prosecution 

to insert words not actually used by Mr Hankinson.  By way of example, he was asked several 

questions about what it meant to be “playing a card” when those are not the words he in fact 

used. 

 

29. The Prosecution invites consideration of what the words mean when “given their ordinary 

meaning”.  But these words don’t have an ‘ordinary’ meaning in the broader sense; that is 

precisely why there was a need for expertise on both sides (Dr Martin and Mr Hankinson/Ms 

Bowden).  But we do advance this proposition for the Court’s consideration: if the Court is 

required – as it is here - to strive or search for a particular meaning (amongst, perhaps, several 

possible or competing meanings), can that Court be sure that those words are capable - without 

more - of being used in the way suggested?  More so when considered in the context of: a) the 

audience; b) the forum; c) the organiser; d) the central message.  

 

30. It is against that background that we consider the words used by Mr Hankinson, in the order in 

which they appeared.   
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(i) Plausible/credible 

31. Mr Hankinson began his 5-minute presentation by identifying what he considered to be the 

“most important thing”: 

 

“…I think the most important thing that, that we need to bear in mind is that if you’ve 

got saboteurs out with you in any shape or form, we need to have clear, visible, 

plausible trail laying being done throughout the day.5” 

 

32. Dr Martin endorsed that advice: 

 

RLQC: It is perfectly proper that evidence is visible and plausible?  

Dr Martin: Yes, it’s got to be credible, genuine evidence, recording legal activities to 

demonstrate they are taking place.  

 

33. Mr Hankinson used the words “clear”, “visible” and “plausible” because he believed it was 

necessary to lay trails clearly, visibly and plausibly to prove that what you are doing is 

legitimate and to prevent false allegations from being made.  He explained in his words both in 

evidence and in interview: 

 

“…there are a number of exempt methods of Hunting set out within the Hunting Act 

aside from trail hunting. Where a Hunt is trail hunting a trail is required. The issue 

I am addressing is the need to provide evidence so that members can prove they were 

hunting within the law in the event of a malicious allegation. Malicious allegations 

are made frequently by the hunt saboteurs and members need to be able to rebut 

them.6” 

 

34. “Plausible” is defined in the Cambridge English Dictionary as “seeming likely to be true, or 

able to be believed”.  

 

(ii) Ducking and diving 

35. Next Mr Hankinson said: 

 

 
5 TB 2 
6 TB 168 
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“I don’t think it’s good enough just to have your Huntsman ducking and diving and 

trying to just give them the slip … we need to have very clear evidence of trail 

laying7” 

 

36. This passage does not feature in the Prosecution’s closing address at all, presumably on the 

basis that the Defendant’s explanation – that “ducking and diving” is a reference to getting 

away from disruptive and perhaps aggressive and violent saboteurs – is accepted as true.  

 

(iii) More than one trail layer 

37. On the topic of Overt Trail Laying, Mr Hankinson said: 

 

“…if you’ve got the saboteurs out there, I’m a firm believer that you need more than 

one trail layer8” 

 

38. The Prosecution submissions likewise ignore that aspect of Mr Hankinson’s advice.  This is 

plainly advice to use dummy trail layers, “if you’ve got the saboteurs out there”.  

 

(iv) Smoke screen 

39. At the heart of the Prosecution case is the defendant’s use of the word ‘smokescreen’, although 

in the Prosecution’s submissions the relevant passage has been separated out and considered 

out of order – the full passage reads as follows: 

 

“…if you’ve got the saboteurs out there, I’m a firm believer that you need more than one 

trail layer. Um, I always love Will Day who might be joining us on Thursday, when he lays 

trails for the New Forest he has emblazoned on the back of his sweatshirt ‘TRAIL LAYER 

NO. 3’. Um it’s a lot easier to create a smoke screen if you’ve got more than 1 trail layer 

operating, um, and that is what it’s all about, trying to portray um, to the people watching 

that you’re going about your legitimate business.9” 

 

40. The use of the word ‘smokescreen’ is entirely consistent with the laying of dummy trails: an 

artificial cloud of smoke that is used to hide the Hunt’s physical position in its lawful 

pursuit of a properly laid trail.  

 

 
7 TB 2 
8 TB 3 
9 TB 3 
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41. At §22, the Prosecution says that “creating a distraction, through the use of ‘dummy’ trail 

layers, is the opposite of what legitimate trail hunts are aiming to achieve”. That is entirely 

inconsistent with the evidence of the Prosecution’s own expert: 

 

“RLQC: It is perfectly reasonable for a hunt to apparently lay false trails?  

Dr Martin: Yes, there is nothing to say you can’t lay trails anywhere you like.  

 

RLQC: One way of sending them off course, is to send a false trail 2 miles the wrong way, 

as a smokescreen, without having to duck and dive? 

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: You have never hunted?  

Dr Martin: No 

 

RLQC: If people have been doing this all their lives, you would defer to them about the 

language?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

42. In interview, Mr Hankinson said: 

 

“We repeatedly face attempts by saboteurs to interfere with trail hunts. Usually by 

blowing horns, hollering and playing hound noises on loudspeakers. Apart from 

disrupting a legitimate activity, they often try and lead hounds on to busy roads and 

other hazardous areas with a very real risk to the hounds and indeed human life. My 

advice to those Hunts that suffer from or are likely to suffer from this kind of abuse, 

is to have several “dummy” trail layers in addition to the real ones and thus try and 

thwart the saboteurs attempts to disrupt and possibly endanger people and hounds. 

I think the best term for this tactic would be a “smokescreen”10. 

 

43. And in evidence: 

 

RLQC: So when in the webinar you speak about the huntsman not having to duck and 

dive?   

MH: I feared for my hounds, and I was seriously intimidated myself.  

 

 
10 TB 169 
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RLQC: How do dummy trails help?   

MH: This is where I disagree with Dr Martin. We are not talking about a distance of miles, 

we are talking about fields.  Using dummy trails, you can get clear of the sabs for a time, 

especially if they are on foot.  The dummy trail is to draw their attention.   

 

RLQC: That allows the huntsman to hunt the correct trail?  

MH: Yes, exactly. 

 

RLQC: You used the expression or word, smokescreen?   

MH: So that the huntsman can continue his legitimate and legal trail  hunting, without 

interference from aggressive saboteurs.  

 

(v) In front, clearly visible 

44. Also absent from the Prosecution’s submissions is the next passage of advice: 

 

“…obviously it's important for the trail layers to know where you're going to go; 

give them a brief beforehand, tell them what your order of draw is and, if it changes 

for any reason, let them know. You've got to have clear communication. We're going 

to talk about communications later on, but whether it's secure radios or whether it's 

telephones, someone needs to be liaising with the trail layers the whole time, don't 

just leave it to the Huntsman, he's probably got more than enough on his plate trying 

to um, deal with the hounds and deal with the saboteurs without having to try and 

marshal the trail layers as well, but you need them out in front, clearly visible.11” 

 

45. Explained by Mr Hankinson in interview as follows: 

 

“The Master or Hunt official in charge will know the area over which the hunt can 

go on the day. They will have briefed the huntsman and trail layers accordingly. 

However, it would be impossible to dictate the exact route for the whole day which 

could last for seven hours and encompass a large tract of land. Furthermore, as 

scenting conditions vary throughout the day, depending on ground and air 

temperature, changes in barometric pressure, moisture, wind, type of terrain, etc. 

the trail layers will be constantly reassessing how well the hounds are hunting the 

trail and will need to constantly change their proposed forward route accordingly. 

 
11 TB 3 
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Furthermore, if saboteurs are present in one particular area the Hunt may decide to 

relocate to another area for the safety of the hounds and members of the Hunt.12” 

 

(vi) Something pretty foul smelling/ Old Dreadnought 

46. Next, Mr Hankinson said: 

 

“Um, it's probably just as well to have something pretty foul smelling on the end of 

their, end of their drag just in case an anti leaps out from behind a gateway and 

grabs hold of it and says this is just a clean silk hanky or something, er, and of course 

the other thing is you don't want your um, trail layer getting mixed up with the, er, 

you know stop at the meet or if there's a check or wherever the hounds are and he's 

stood in the middle discussing the next draw with the, with a Huntsman and the, and 

the lure is just dangling down in front of Old Dreadnought's nose and he's paying 

no attention to it, it's pretty obvious it's, it, it's no good for anything, so that is, that 

is another very important fact to bear in mind while you're doing all of this.13” 

 

47. The criticism of this passage is simply not understood.  It is apparent that Mr Hankinson is 

saying that if you have multiple trail layers, as he has just a moment ago advised, the ‘dummy’ 

or ‘false’ trail layers will not long fool any saboteurs if it quickly becomes obvious that the 

‘drag’ they are holding has no scent on it.   

 

(vii) Clear and visible trail laying 

48. Mr Hankinson concludes his very short presentation as follows: 

 

Um, a lot of people in the past have tried to say oh we laid trails earlier, or we lay them 

the day before. In a situation where you've got saboteurs out, or antis or whatever, that's 

not really going to work too well. We need to have clear and visible trail laying going on, 

on the day, and it needs to be as plausible as possible. That has got to be a key lesson in 

all of this. If you've got the saboteurs there, we've got to have that evidence, both in case 

it goes to Court but also to help in dealing with the Police. If you can show that you have 

got a um, trail layers operating you're going to find it so much easier if you have to call 

the Police or if the Police are called by the opposition to say those are our trail layers, 

they're doing their job, we've going about our legitimate business, er, and it will help you 

immensely14. 

 
12 TB 169 
13 TB 4 
14 TB 4 
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49. This was similarly addressed by Mr Hankinson in interview: 

 

RLQC: You used words such as clear, visible and plausible to describe how trail 

laying should be?   

MH: Going back to the early days of trail hunting, you didn’t need to.  Then it 

became clear that we needed to prove what we were doing – so what I am saying is 

that covert trail laying isn’t good enough and overt trail laying needs to be the order 

of the day.  

 

50. It would also be rather surprising for someone who was in fact encouraging listeners to break 

the law to suggest as part of that advice that they themselves might wish to the call the police.  

That is a theme picked up by the next speaker, retired Chief Superintendent Davis, whose slides 

positively encourage the audience to tell saboteurs to take their evidence to the police.  Why 

would an event aimed at illegal hunting be inviting or encouraging police attention or scrutiny? 

 

The first question 

51. We return, then to the first question: can the Prosecution make the Court sure that the words 

used were capable of encouraging those who were receiving them to commit an offence? That 

does not, with respect, mean: can the Prosecution strive to find an interpretation which might 

be consistent with guilt.  It also does not mean: could an attempt be made to convolute, 

manipulate or otherwise use these words, as much as any others, by those determined to commit 

an offence, in an attempt to avoid prosecution or conviction.  Were that the threshold, many 

religious texts might not survive this question.   

 

52. There must, we submit, be a sensible, objective assessment of what the words – taken in a 

common sense way, in their proper context – are capable of doing. Put another way, was there 

an “act” of encouraging (or an “act” capable of encouraging) the commission of an offence.  

 

53. Some hunt saboteurs (and we stress the word “some”) pose a very real personal, physical threat 

to members of the hunt community.  Perhaps more egregiously given their stated purpose, they 

pose a real and physical threat to the animals involved. Dr Martin has volunteered information 

about that threat.  Against that background, Hunts have developed ways of minimising the fear 

and disruption that can be caused by saboteurs, in particular those who care little whether the 

hunting involved is legal or illegal.  One of those ways is the use of dummy trails to send 

saboteurs in the wrong direction, under an artificial cloud of smoke that is used to hide the 

Hunt’s physical position in its lawful pursuit of a properly laid trail.  Another, is the clear, 
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visible use of trail layers (even beyond that which a hunt requires) to ensure that evidence of 

the lawful activity of the hunt is credible, in the sense of properly being capable of being 

believed (in fact the very definition of ‘plausible’).  That is, in one paragraph – and without any 

need for elaboration, inflection, emphasis or over-analysis – what the words were capable of 

telling the audience receiving them.  

 

C. Question 2: Has the Prosecution made you sure that Mr Hankinson intended to encourage the 

commission of an offence? 

 

54. If the answer to that first question is ‘no’, then the defendant is not guilty.   

 

55. If, however, the Prosecution has made the Court sure that the words themselves were at least 

capable of encouraging their audience to commit an offence, that is – by some margin - not the 

end of the matter, because the Court is then required to consider a second, significantly more 

difficult question: whether it can be sure that a man who has himself been responsible for 

ensuring compliance with the law (something he has done “religiously” with almost military 

like focus) intended by these few words to encourage the commission of an offence.   

 

56. This question has received little distinct attention in the Prosecution’s closing address.  

 

57. The requirement on the Prosecution to prove intention demonstrates that there must be 

something beyond the mere speaking of words which are capable of being used by someone 

wanting to break the law – it has to have been the speaker’s specific intention that they be used 

in that way.   

 

58. Put another way, a defendant is not to be taken to have intended to encourage the commission 

of an offence merely because such encouragement was a foreseeable consequence of his act 

(see section 44(2)). The additional mens rea for this offence is that the defendant intends that 

the other person will complete the conduct element of the offence of illegal hunting.  

 

59. Whilst not specifically addressed by the Prosecution as a separate element or question to be 

answered, it is submitted that there are seven relevant aspects or sub-sets to this question: 

 

(I) Who is Mr Hankinson and what is his experience? (I. Background and 

Experience) 

(II) Do the defendant’s views about the Hunting Act matter? (II. ‘The Law is An Ass’) 
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(III) What does the Court know about his character and how should the Court approach 

that evidence?  (III. Exemplary Character) 

(IV) What was the purpose of the Webinar and the training series as a whole? (IV. 

Purpose of Training) 

(V) What is the relevance of Webinar 4? (V. Webinar 4) 

(VI) What is the relevance of the words spoken by others? (VI. Others’ Words) 

(VII) What has Mr Hankinson told this Court? (VII. The Defendant’s own words, to 

this Court, on oath) 

 

60. By way of preliminary comment, we address what has become something of a theme in the 

Prosecution’s submissions, namely what the defendant “could have said”.  To take one 

example, it is suggested that Mr Hankinson “could easily have said, ‘You might want to use 

dummy trail layers, to lure saboteurs away from the hounds, so that they can’t disrupt the hunt.’  

The defendant agreed that he could have used those words – they would, equally, have reflected 

what he was intending to say and the message he intended to convey.  But his failure, if it can 

be so-called, to use the precise language or words suggested by the Prosecution does not make 

him guilty of this offence.  He could have used any manner of words.  What is clear is that he 

did not say: “You might want to use dummy trail layers, to lure saboteurs away, so that they 

don’t catch you out hunting a fox and report you”.  If his true intention was to encourage like-

minded individuals, in a safe and private space, to commit a criminal offence, why would he 

not have just said so in clear terms such as those?   

 

61. The point: this frequent refrain that Mr Hankinson “could easily have said” such and such cuts 

both ways.  

 

I. Background and Experience 

 

62. Mr Hankinson has been Director of the Masters of Foxhounds Association (MFHA) since 1st 

April 2020.  Prior to that he was a Hunt Support Officer for The Hunting Office for eight years 

and before that a Master and Huntsman for eighteen years. He therefore has considerable 

experience both in hunting trails and in advising hunts on trail laying and exemptions under the 

Hunting Act. He has worked tirelessly to ensure that Hunts operate with good health and safety 

and employment practices and, since 2004/2005, to ensure that Hunts and their members 

understand how to hunt within the law.  In his role as Hunt Support Officer, Mr Hankinson 

“visited every former registered fox hunt in the country and ensured they were doing everything 

correctly” and within the law.   
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63. His reputation and experience have been widely acknowledged, prompting even Prosecution 

counsel to say in an email to Mr Hankinson in 2016: “I’m currently writing a piece about 

hunting – I’ve heard many good things from various Huntsmen and Masters about your 

work inspecting hunts for the MFHA.” 

 

64. The “many good things” referred to are reflected in the evidence before the Court, which 

includes, within section E of the defence bundle15: 

 

▪ Page 1: “Mark was always someone I could call upon to ask his opinion on hunt related 

matters whether it be a hound welfare issue, staffing or internal issue … in recent years 

his guidance in managing to run a hunt within the confines of the hunting act has been 

invaluable” 

 

▪ Page 3: “Mark has been fastidious in his approach to ensuring that every aspect of 

compliance and professional workplace standards have been met when working with 

me.  From health and safety to workplace practices, to employment and many other areas, 

Mark has been meticulous and unbending in his approach to ensure that we all adhere 

to the highest possible working standards.  In fact, it would be fair to say that his approach 

ahs been so continuous and unrelenting on these hugely important professional matters 

that one simply had no option but to ensure all recommended practices were put in place 

as fast as possible so that I could get Mark ‘off my back’ so to speak!” 

 

▪ Page 4: “In his current role as Director of the Association he has continued to advise 

members … on topics such as employment law, animal welfare and updates on relevant 

legislation.  All has been carefully researched to ensure accuracy, assisting members to 

carry out their activities wholly within the law and while under provocation and 

unremitting surveillance.  As a former police officer with 30’ years service I would have 

serious doubts in accepting advice from someone I did not fully trust … Mark Hankinson 

is I believe a person in whom I could place my trust” 

 

▪ Page 5: “Our first meeting was when he carried out a kennel inspection … where I was 

Huntsman at the time.  He was very thorough and certainly put me through my paces to 

ensure everything was at the highest standard, especially around the animal welfare side 

of things.  He also carried out checks to see how our hunt obtained the fox scent used to 

 
15 We know that the Court will consider this material in its entirety – what follows is a mere selection which we 

hope will assist the Court.  
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lay the trails.  On telling him that we make our own, he asked to see proof of how we go 

about doing it.  It was quite obvious to me then that this man had every intention of 

making sure that we were hunting correctly within the confines of the law … Three years 

later Mark again carried out another kennel inspection for us.  As our last inspection went 

so well, I expected this one to be more of a paperwork exercise. I was wrong and another 

full thorough inspection took place with no stone unturned, leaving no chance of standards 

dropping. This was very encouraging to me to know that all the hunts Mark would visit 

would certainly have to be following the letter of the law otherwise Mark, through his in 

depth knowledge, would find them out and undoubtedly hold the Masters in charge 

accountable.” 

 

▪ Page 7: “Also included in the kennel inspections was a detailed review into our trail 

hunting activities.  This included the practical method of how to lay effective trails and 

what scent to use. Mark brought a huge depth of knowledge to the subject … at no point 

did he ever indicate that we should not lay trails, nor promote illegal activities, but only 

every promoted best practice within the Hunting Act law… he was very good … in 

advising us what evidence to gather and how best to do it, so that we could prove that we 

were operating within the law. He never promoted anything that could be construed to be 

helping us break the law.  If anything his comments were the opposite, saying in his mind, 

we had maybe not gathered enough evidence or not good enough evidence to prove on a 

particular day we were trail hunting” 

 

▪ Page 9: “Mr Hankinson was instrumental in my early career, working for the MFHA 

carrying out kennel inspections, making sure young hunt staff like myself were 

maintaining high standards and more importantly acting within the law”. 

 

▪ Page 12: “In my role as a committee member of the MFHA and representative for the hunts 

in my region, I have had the opportunity to get to know Mr Hankinson and become familiar 

with his views and the advice he has given regarding trail hunting, His advice has at all 

times been unequivocal and that hunts must always act within the law.  Due to the 

targeted tactics and determination of animal rights activists to undermine hunting, Mr 

Hankinson has also advised on the importance that all hunts should collect clear and 

admissible evidence of their activities.  This is harder than it might appear given the 

physical nature, terrain and animals involved.  Moreover, no other recreation is required 

to regularly acquire and store proof of their law-abiding behaviour… At no time have I 

been witness to him encouraging or assisting any hunts or individuals to conceal non legal 

hunting activities, either publicly or privately … I know he has worked incredibly hard to 
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help the hunting community understand the importance of behaving entirely within the 

law.  The alleged offence he is being charged with is completely contradictory to the 

conscientious guidance he has given to me and all the hunts in my region.” 

 

▪ Page 13: “Mark has a professional, almost military at times, demeanour and his kennel 

inspections are thorough, no nonsense affairs that ask for documents and proof, not just 

compliant agreement … one does not get the impression that Mark would take any law, 

regulation or guidance lightly, rather that he would focus on compliance.” 

 

▪ Page 15: “Mr Hankinson was professional in his manner, and thorough in his observations 

to ensure that all was kept in order.  This included rigorous questioning over our trail 

hunting methods and record keeping as well as spending time watching the hounds ‘out in 

the field’.  I was asked to provide evidence that we were conducting ourselves properly, 

and most importantly, within the law.” 

 

▪ Page 16: “In my dealings with Mark in relation to trail hunting, he has always been 

insistent that we must ensure that we continue to have appropriate systems in place to 

operate in a lawful manner, including having sufficient evidence of our trail laying.  He 

encouraged the use of video cameras to record this and also to record the actions of the 

hunt saboteurs.” 

 

▪ Page 17: “Mark has visited our kennels on several occasions speaking to Hunt Staff and 

Masters, ensuring that we as a Hunt continue to act within the law and are all absolutely 

aware of our responsibilities, the rules and the implications” 

 

▪ Page 21: “This role involved travelling the length and breadth of the country, inspecting 

Hunts … He checked that Hunts were complying with the Hunting Act and, as a result, 

no-one has more experience in the current legislation involving hunting.” 

 

▪ Page 22: “His insistence that all correct procedures were being followed both in the 

kennels and on the hunting field was dogged, unrelenting and unapologetic.” 

 

▪ Page  29: “Over the intervening years we have had several visits from Mark to advise and 

check on our trail laying activities and he has without fail given us practical, sound and 

reliable information as to what we are required to have in place in order to conform to the 

legal requirements and be open and transparent in our daily activities.  He has religiously 
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instructed us to observe the current law at all times and clearly outlined the potential 

pitfalls of non-compliance” 

 

▪ Page 32: “It is ironic that he now finds himself in this position for a person who has worked 

so hard to raise the platform on this issue.” 

 

65. That evidence was not challenged by the Prosecution and is before the Court by agreement.   

 

66. It is, frankly, inconceivable that an individual who has, for many years, been “dogged, 

unrelenting and unapologetic” in ensuring that Hunts act within the law, should in 2020 – some 

15 years after the Act was brought into force – intend to encourage the very Hunts he has been 

responsible for policing to break the law.  It would be described as ridiculous, if the personal 

impact on Mr Hankinson of these ill-conceived proceedings had not been so absolutely 

devastating.  

 

II. “The Law is an Ass” 

 

“…the law is an ass — an idiot. If that's the eye of the law, the law is a bachelor; 

and the worst I wish the law is, that his eye may be opened by experience16” 

 

67. The Prosecution has placed particular emphasis on what is said to be the defendant’s “attitude 

towards the law”; in cross-examination he was criticised for holding strong views on the Act 

and for having campaigned against it -that criticism is also repeated at §11 of the Prosecution’s 

closing submissions.  Later, he was accused of “denigrating” the law.  

 

68. It should go without saying that it is not an offence to disagree with the law.  It is not an offence 

to think the law is wrong, unnecessary, misguided or even “an idiot”. It is not even an offence 

to wish the law was something it is not or to hope that it will change in the future. In 2002, 

HRH The Prince of Wales said: “If the Labour government ever gets around to banning fox 

hunting, I might as well leave this country and spend the rest of my life skiing.”  Tony Blair, 

who had himself introduced the ban on fox hunting, said in his memoirs that the Hunting Act 

of 2004 is “one of the domestic legislative measures I most regret”.  Even counsel for the Crown 

has written an article entitled, “The Law on Hunting is Not Fit For Purpose”.  As DCI Bunn 

agreed in evidence: 

 
16 Charles Dickens, Oliver Twist 
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“This is an Act that has proved challenging and there are strong feelings on both 

sides of the debate.” 

 

69. But there is a vast chasm between a man of good character holding or even expressing views 

or frustrations about what the state of the law is and that same man of good character taking an 

active, thought-out, pre-planned decision to commit a criminal offence himself and to 

encourage others, some of whom he knew but many of whom he did not, to criminal activity as 

well.  

 

70. As one witness says, at page 10 of section E: 

 

“Sometimes outspoken in his views he has always maintained that hunting’s future 

is dependent upon its followers adhering to best practice and thoroughness in its 

application” 

 

III. Exemplary character 

 

71. The Court has been supplied with a significant body of character evidence (all of which was 

provided to the Prosecution on 1 June 2021), none of which has been challenged.  If follows 

that the Prosecution do not dispute that Mr Hankinson is “a person of great integrity with high 

moral standards … utterly trustworthy … honourable … good and honest … dedicated … 

reliable … respected … a totally honest and law-abiding character … a man of his word” and 

“a staunch supporter on upholding the law … always strict in ensuring the law and internal 

rules are followed to the letter”.    

 

72. Major Tim Easby, who has known Mr Hankinson since the mid 90s, described him in his 

evidence to the Court as “very straight, direct and sincere”.  

 

73. The Prosecution must therefore prove, to the criminal standard, that a defendant whom it 

accepts is all of those things – honest, good, law-abiding etc – nevertheless intended to 

encourage others to break the law and that he (honest, good, law-abiding, honourable, a man of 

his word) has lied about that intention, on oath, to this Court.   

 

74. Whilst good character is not a defence to a charge, it is of course relevant in two ways. First, 

the defendant has given evidence. His good character is a positive feature which the Court 

should take into account in his favour when considering that evidence. Secondly, the 
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defendant’s good character may make it less likely that he acted as the prosecution alleges in 

this case. More so here, given the precise quality of his positive good character.  

 

IV. Purpose of training 

 

75. The Court has received evidence about the purpose of the training from several sources.  First, 

it received evidence from Major Tim Easby: 

 

RLQC: The Hunting Office provides a comprehensive amount of training. Were you 

responsible for the introduction of formal training?  

Major Tim Easby: Yes.  Traditionally advice was passed from generation to generation.  

It became clear to me that it was appropriate for there to be proper training, and there is 

a very clear path now in place.  

 

RLQC: Which you set in train? 

Major Tim Easby: Yes 

 

RLQC: Is hunting trails part of it? 

Major Tim Easby: It is very much a part of it, very much a focus of regional seminars and 

there is a seminar focussed on trail laying … we give training for those at the sharp end 

of the Hunting day.  

 

RLQC: What was the message sent by the Hunting Office overall – where does it stand on 

hunting within the law?  

Major Tim Easby: That is one of the prime roles of the Hunting Office.  It is not just hunting 

within the law but complying with the law. And one of Mr Hankinson’s roles was to check 

packs were complying with the law.  

 

RLQC: We know that hunting is an emotive activity. Does that manifest itself on both sides 

of the debate?  

Major Tim Easby: Yes 

 

RLQC: Looking at the anti-hunt side of the debate – what is your experience?  

Major Tim Easby: It’s vast – I think in order to understand the vast array of how anti hunt 

protests take place …  there are calm quiet people filming from a roadside up to masked, 

threatening gangs, all in black, going across the countryside.  
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RLQC: How common was your experience of the masked men? 

Major Tim Easby: It was a daily occurrence.  

 

RLQC: Random or orchestrated?  

Major Tim Easby: A mixture, but the masked protests in some areas are well-coordinated 

and orchestrated. 

 

RLQC: What is the object of these people?  

Major Tim Easby: Their aim is probably to disrupt but then to try to make an allegation 

to prosecute the hunt for something.  

 

RLQC: How important to you was the way in which hunts reacted to this when engaging 

in trail hunting?  

Major Tim Easby: Very important – hunting is a very emotive activity. People keeping 

calm is not easy.  With my former military hat on, dealing with public order issues takes a 

lot of training. You also need to know how to store evidence, how to record it.  

 

RLQC: Did you ever offer a coded message as to this is how you can break the law?  

Major Tim Easby: Absolutely not 

 

RLQC: Are you aware of anyone else at the Hunting Office giving coded messages?  

Major Tim Easby: Absolutely not 

 

…  

 

RLQC: Complying with the law and being seen to be complying – they can be two different 

things?  

Major Tim Easby: I see what you say 

 

RLQC: What is the prime role of the hunting office 

Major Tim Easby: Complying with the law. 

 

76. Second, the Court has received evidence about the purpose of the training in written form, 

particularly in Section B of the Defence Bundle.  We also invite the Court to pay particular 

attention to pages 69-96 of that Section, which provide contemporaneous support for the 

defence case, not addressed at all by the Prosecution.  
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77. Lastly, the Court received evidence from Alice Bowden, which confirmed the important 

advisory role played by the Hunting Office and the introduction of formal and structured 

training, managed by a training sub-committee.  Of these specific webinars which this Court is 

concerned with, she said: 

 

RLQC: You have produced materials which demonstrate how training has developed over 

the years? 

Ms Bowden: That’s correct 

 

RLQC: The Hunting Office arranged training on trail hunting?  

Ms Bowden: Yes 

 

RLQC: And on the management of saboteurs?  

Ms Bowden: Yes 

 

RLQC: The latter was the subject-matter of the 11 August webinar and the former was the 

subject of the 13 August webinar?  

Ms Bowden: Yes 

 

RLQC: You were present at both?  

Ms Bowden: Yes 

 

RLQC: You organised the speakers?  

Ms Bowden: Yes 

 

RLQC: You know who spoke, you’ve seen what said and you’ve seen the slide decks? 

Ms Bowden: Yes  

 

RLQC: The webinar on 11 August – what was the subject-matter of the seminar?  

Ms Bowden: Its general aim was to educate hunts  on the difficulties they may face from 

saboteurs on a day trail hunting.  It included trail laying evidence, what you need and how 

to gather it; how hunt followers should conduct themselves; and how to monitor the sabs 

and gather evidence of their tactics and unacceptable behaviour.  

 

RLQC: There is in the bundle a document you produced – an analysis of saboteur activity.  

Since the Act came into force, has activity increased? 

Ms Bowden:  It was increasing up until 2017, then largely the same.  
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… 

 

RLQC: What about Webinar 4 – what was the purpose of the trail laying seminar?  

Ms Bowden: it was to give advice to hunts on laying trails and organising a day’s trail 

hunting.   

 

RLQC: Was it your purpose in organising to advise attendees on how to break the law?  

Ms Bowden: No 

 

RLQC: You attended both, did anyone encourage hunting to take place illegally?  

Ms Bowden: No 

 

RLQC: Did you understand Mark Hankinson to be advising on ways in which they could 

hunt illegally?  

Ms Bowden: No.  

 

RLQC: How important is it to hunt legally, to the Hunting Office? 

Ms Bowden: Extremely.  

 

RLQC: Why? 

Ms Bowden: We are there to administer hunts and ensure the future of trail hunting.  

 

V. Webinar 4 

 

78. The Prosecution relies upon four phrases from Webinar 4 [as a point of comparison, it also 

relies on just 4 in respect of Webinar 3].  

 

79. We address each of these below (again we take them in the order they were said, rather than 

following the order adopted by the Prosecution), but remind the Court of several important 

features first: 

 

a. No charges were brought in respect of this webinar, against anyone.  

 

b. Whilst several speakers were interviewed, they were not prosecuted – it must follow that 

their answers in interview were accepted by the Prosecution. 
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c. Ms Bowden was not even interviewed.  

 

d. This Panel included not just a retired Chief Inspector, but also a practising solicitor. 

 

e. A defendant cannot be convicted wholly or even mainly on the strength of bad character 

evidence (so-called), even more so where there is no conviction or even charge to which 

the conduct attaches,   

 

(i)  Our Main Card  

80. The first phrase relied upon by the Prosecution is a reference to “our main card” – in its full 

context: 

 

“So effectively um, it’s illegal to intentionally hunt a wild mammal with more than 2 dogs, 

um, but as you see as we go down there’s quite a few exemptions, so obviously trail 

hunting, um, which is our main um, card is the, is the, is the critical one there but as we’ll 

discuss later on that trail hunting needs to be highly visible, it needs to be credible and 

those involved need to be robust when questioned.” 

 

81. The defendant has therefore made clear what the law is and then stated that which the Court 

has heard evidence of, namely that trail hunting is the main form of hunting now employed, 

post the introduction of the Act.  

 

82. We might be forgiven for expressions of real frustration (reflecting the defendant’s visible and 

obvious bewilderment) at the Prosecutor’s repeated references in cross examination to the 

defendant “playing a card”, when those were not the words he used.  If there is an irony in this 

case, it is the failure by the Prosecution to put the words actually spoken, when criticising the 

defendant for not better choosing his words. The phrase, ‘play a card’ makes another 

appearance in the Closing address at §55.  It is perhaps to state the obvious, but “our main card” 

is not the same as “play a card” – the Prosecution cannot invite the Court to look at the “ordinary 

words” used only when it suits them to do so.  

 

83. Mr Hankinson explained this passage in interview (where, it is to be noted, the Police did not 

suggest that “our main card” was the same as “playing a card”): 

 

“Isn’t trail hunting what you should be doing? 

Not necessarily, there are several exemptions which hunts can legally use other than 

trail hunting. Again, I refer you to comments made directly before the cited quotation 
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in which I mention the existence of exemptions under the Hunting Act which I then 

explain,17” 

 

(ii) A terribly good wheeze 

84. Next, the Prosecution rely on the words “a terribly good wheeze”, again taken out of context: 

 

“Bird of Prey 

 

The law states you can use a pack of dogs to flush a wild mammal to be hunted by 

a bird of prey. Now, that’s a terribly good wheeze for holding up and I think that 

everyone during Autumn hunting ought to be considering that. However its, its 

viability, if you’re having a 5 mile hunt, so really at that stage once the quarries 

gone you very much need your, your trail laying, er, exemption because the bird of 

prey one starts to flag”18. 

 

85. The Prosecution’s closing address does not even remind the Court that the words, “a terribly 

good wheeze” feature under the emboldened heading, “Bird of Prey” and relate to a lawful, 

exempt form of hunting.  

 

86. Again, Mr Hankinson has addressed this passage in interview: 

 

“The use of a bird of prey is a valid exemption which many Hunts use. What I am 

highlighting is that it has its limitations and that once it is quite clear that that point 

has been reached they should stop and hunt a laid trail instead which is what usually 

happens. 

 

What do you mean by “that’s a terribly good wheeze”? 

 

This is merely a figure of speech. Autumn Hunting is when the young hounds learn 

to run with the rest of the pack. This is best done by “holding up” a small area so 

that they are kept in a controlled space and the flushing to a bird of prey exemption 

is useful in these circumstances.19” 

 

 

 
17 TB 171 
18 TB 31-32 
19 TB 171 
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 (iii) The point of laying trails 

87. The next relevant topic is the “point of laying trails”.  We have highlighted in blue text the 

words excluded from the Prosecution skeleton argument: 

 

“Some people say well what’s the point in laying trails? Well I think it’s fairly self-

explanatory. Er, if you haven’t laid a trail on a daily basis you’re not going to be covered 

by the insurance. You know we’ve been there before with um, um the sort of um, no 

evidence, er, and it just doesn’t work and we’ve got to have the evidence there if we’re 

gonna take it forward. These, these Court cases are extremely expensive, er, and every 

time it goes badly wrong for us we take quite a financial hit, so we need, we need those 

trail lays laid properly, er, we need that evidence and it needs to be credible and it needs 

to be robust. Um, very important that whoever is laying those trails is prepared to stand 

up and be counted and that will mean going to Court, so your trail layers need to be of 

a calibre that they will stand up and face cross-examination in a Court room.  

 

Um, obviously we also need it um, if we’re going to get any support from the Police, 

particularly when they’re dealing with saboteurs and the like, if you haven’t got any 

viable trail laying evidence, how on earth are we going to refute these allegations? 

 

88. The Prosecution submissions fail for several reasons. 

 

89. First, they fail because this passage comes immediately after the defendant has made clear that 

the huntsman should certainly not be looking for a live quarry.  

 

90. Second, whilst the Prosecutor describes these words as extraordinary because the “point of 

laying trails ought to be so that trail hunting can take place”, the defendant has said precisely 

that on the preceding page:  

 

“So what are we looking for with the trails being laid? It’s got to simulate how the 

quarry would run, so there’s no point having someone with a quad bike just zooming 

up and down tracks and roads; that’s not achieving anything.20” 

 

91. Third, the defendant goes on also to explain the importance of this evidence also in the context 

of saboteur activity.  

 

 

 
20 TB 33 
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(iv) At least one trail layer 

92. Finally, the Prosecution rely on the phrase “at least one trail layer”.  Again, omitted words are 

highlighted in blue: 

 

“…so coming back to the, to the sort of modus operandi of the day, um, the trail layers, 

in my view, you need to have at least 1 trail layer out there, particularly if you’ve got a 

presence of undesirables. Um, they need to be clearly visible um, if nothing else um, you 

can just sort of point to the distance if you’ve got the Police there or some member of the 

public causing a fuss you can say look, there’s our trailer over there on the distance on 

the skyline, or he’s just down there in the wood, you can see he’s got a tabard on or 

something like that. I don’t necessarily think you always have to have tabards or 

armbands, but I think to have a trail layer who’s clearly visible is a great help, er, and 

you want um, several trail layers if at all possible. And you certainly want someone21” 

 

93. This topic is addressed already in respect of Webinar 3.  By way of supplement: 

 

(i) The Prosecution focuses on the words “at least one trail layer” without reflecting on 

the words which follow, namely “out there”.  It is clear that the defendant is making 

clear that there must be at least one trail hunter visible “on the skyline”, i.e. out there. 

  

(ii) In interview, Mr Hankinson was asked about this passage22: 

 

“…we insist that member Hunts abide by the law and either hunt trails or 

stick to one of the other exemptions rigorously. What I am highlighting here 

is that if they cannot provide evidence of what exemption they are abiding by, 

we as an Association will not support them. 

 

I would add that ‘Concealing illegal hunting by trail hunting’ was not a topic 

in my presentation. To give the cited quotation context, it follows on from my 

explanation of what trail hunting is and how it simulates hunting before the 

Hunting Act. The cited quotations are incomplete and should be read in 

entirety where the context can be seen properly and I explain (amongst other 

things) the difficulty of defending allegations of illegal hunting without having 

evidence of laying a trail, what is needed to get police support when faced 

 
21 TB 34 
22 TB 173 
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with hunt saboteurs and the need to gain wider public support for legal forms 

of hunting.” 

 

94. There is nothing in webinar 4 that undermines the defendant’s explanation for his words in 

webinar 3: on the contrary, it reiterates the central messages of this series of webinars: Hunts 

must both comply with the law and be seen to be complying.  

-  

 

VI. Others’ Words 

 

“Saying nothing sometimes says the most23” 

 

95. The Prosecution dedicate two of 15 pages to words spoken by others (non-defendants, non-

witnesses).  This evidence was admitted by the Court on the basis that Mr Hankinson’s silence 

when others was speaking might, subject to other evidence yet to be heard by the Court, be 

capable of assisting the Court on the question of his intention.  

 

96. First, the Court has, with the exception of Alice Bowden, not heard from any of those whose 

words the Prosecution now relies upon.  Their answers in interview have not even been 

disclosed.  The Court does know, however, that whatever answers or explanations they 

provided were accepted by the Prosecution because they were not prosecuted.  

 

97. Second, for the single speaker who has given evidence, there was an immediate and 

unhesitating response to all of the questions put to her in cross examination.  Alice Bowden 

was an impressive and truthful witness.   That she was so swiftly able to correct the Prosecutor’s 

interpretation of her words demonstrates the dangers in seeking to rely upon words spoken by 

others when those ‘others’ are not there to answer for them: 

 

“There are specific apps that record exactly where you have been [as the trail layer].  

The difficulty is if a trail has been laid on one side of a hedge-line and the hounds 

hunt on the other side of the hedge-line – or further across the field.  The hounds 

won’t then be hunting exactly where the trail has been laid. If the app says that the 

trail has gone down the left side, and the hounds are on the right side, you have to 

be able to explain that.  Another example – if the lure was lifted up to form a cast – 

 
23 Emily Dickinson, 1874 
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the app records where the rider goes even if he is not specifically laying the trail 

behind him”.  

 

Ms Bowden also explained that scent is carried on the wind and that it is the consequence of a 

laid trail that the hounds follow, not its line. 

 

98. It is to be borne in mind that Ms Bowden was not even a suspect in this investigation. Plainly, 

Mr Hankinson cannot be held responsible for something he did not himself say.  

 

99. Third, a defendant cannot be convicted wholly or even mainly on the strength of bad character 

evidence (so-called), more so where the Prosecution cannot prove that he was even engaged for 

the remaining 1 hour and 12 minutes that followed on from his own speaking slot.  

 

100. Fourth, the Prosecution relies upon these words for a specific stated purpose and it was on that 

specific basis that the Court admitted them, namely that Mr Hankinson’s silence whilst others 

was speaking might assist the Court to determine his guilt or innocence.  Mr Hankinson was 

asked about this in evidence: 

 

RLQC: If you had heard from Davies, Tyack or Bowden, words or imputations, this is how 

you can hunt illegally, what would you have done?  

MH: It is difficult or different in a webinar, and this was my first time doing a webinar.  

But I would have said something afterwards.   

 

101. It is in fact the unchallenged evidence that Mr Hankinson did speak to his boss, Lord Mancroft, 

about his words after the conclusion of the Webinar, but this evidence in fact assists the Court 

in another, far more important way:  

 

a. It is the Prosecution case that there were more than 100 attendees at each Webinar; 

 

b. The evidence before the Court is that this community includes Judges, lawyers, 

police officers and other professionals; 

 

c. Amongst the other speakers at both Webinars were a practising solicitor and two 

retired senior police officers (Philip Davis and Paul Jelley); 

 

d. The event was hosted and attended by members of the Hunting Office, i.e. the 

hunting governing body.  
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102. Yet, not one of those individuals interrupted Mr Hankinson to suggest that he was encouraging 

illegal hunting.  Not one raised with him after either event that his words were capable of being 

taken in that way.  Not one person made a complaint to the Hunting Office or to the police. The 

Prosecution cannot say that “silence matters” when it wants to use words not said by Mr 

Hankinson against him, but then entirely ignore the silence of more than 100 individuals, 

including lawyers, judges and police officers.   

 

103. The Prosecution puts its case on the basis that “the defendant thought he could give criminal 

advice without being overheard by undesirables”24.   That is, with respect, a nonsense – what 

could possibly be more ‘undesirable’ than an audience which includes Judges, lawyers and 

retired police officers?  It is that they said nothing that tells the Court the most.  

 

(VII) The defendant’s own words, on oath, to this Court 

104. Mr Hankinson was a compelling witness.  He was, as Major Easby’s evidence foreshadowed, 

“very straight, direct and sincere”.  The Court will have formed an impression of him, supported 

by the body of character evidence it has received from those who have known him in different 

capacities for a very significant period of time. We do not repeat all of his evidence here, but 

do remind the Court of these key features of it: 

 

RLQC: In respect of a trail laying, what message did you seek to send regarding hunting 

within the law? 

MH: That the law must be adhered to.  No question about it.  

 

RLQC: Dr Martin gave evidence about the interface between hunters and those who are 

anti-hunting – from the moderate ‘film and record’ and at the other end, he accepted that 

there were those who were there to disrupt and who could be quite threatening?  

MH: Yes 

 

RLQC: Major Easby described daily violent disruption?  

MH: Often more – on a Saturday, you would have multiple incidents around the country.  

 

RLQC: Defence bundle, Tab B – page 25. We see a masked image?   

MH: That’s a very common sight.  

 

 
24 Paragraph 17 
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RLQC: Do they come with anything.   

MH: With an air horn and citronella spray.  They then spray that into the hounds’ noses 

and into their eyes.  

 

RLQC: For what purpose?  

MH: To Sabotage, they are out to disrupt.  They even attack drag hounds and blood hounds 

who have never ever hunted anything live.   

 

RLQC: Have you experienced that yourself?   

MH: Yes, it was in a November, they suddenly turned up in two land rovers. There was 

suddenly a hoard of black-clad people, playing loud music, upsetting the hounds, 

frightening the children, intimidating people.  Pulled my whipper-in off his horse and 

assaulted him.  

 

RLWC: We heard from Major Easby that he introduced a professionalism for the training 

– that the Hunting Office gave voice through seminars held.  Before you took over from 

him had you attended any seminars?  

MH: Yes, I was delegated in 2014 to set up and run all training seminars for 2014, 2015, 

2016 – since then I have attended just about every one.  

 

RLQC: In your years of running them, did you speak at them?  

MH: Yes 

 

RLQC: What did you convey about complying with the law?  

MH: That it must be adhered to. 

 

RLQC: Have you ever said anything that was capable of encouraging illegal hunting?  

MH: Never 

 

RLQC: Have you seen or heard anyone in the Hunting Office do so?  

MH: Certainly not, I would have said something.   

 

RLQC: Have you ever intended to encourage anyone to hunt illegally.  

MH: Certainly not.  

 

RLQC: What has been the consequence for hunting of this Prosecution?  
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MH: It has been extremely detrimental. Many large landowners are understandably 

concerned, they have suspended permission for hunts.  

 

RLQC: Was Dr Martin right when explaining that that sort of prohibition could be 

terminal for hunts?  

MH: Yes 

 

RLQC: With a loss of jobs, loss of income, loss of structure?  

MH: Yes 

 

RLQC: Do you understand that there is a difference between hunting within the law and 

appearing to hunt within the law?  

MH: Of course.  

 

RLQC: What message did you want people to take away about actually hunting within the 

law?   

MH: That is the only thing that is acceptable. I spent 8 years travelling the land to make 

sure that hunts complied with the law.  

 

… 

 

RLQC: What does Overt mean in Webinar 3?  

MH: This webinar is not really to do with the art of trail hunting, it was merely how to 

manage it in the presence of aggressive saboteurs.  

 

RLQC: Did you or anyone else say anything capable of encouraging anyone to hunt 

illegally?  

MH: No 

 

RLQC: What was your intention?  

MH: To help educate our members and to enforce the need for proper practice.  

 

… 

 

RLQC: For the huntsman, what is the interest is the hounds? 
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MH: Yes. It is the whole reason for a huntsman, it’s the whole joy.  Anyone who has worked 

with a dog, multiply that by 30.  That joy is indescribable, total heaven.  That bond with 

the hounds is like nothing else.  

 

RLQC: You control the hounds by horn and voice?  

MH: Yes 

 

RLQC: As a huntsman, do you know each hound individually?  

MH: Yes, of course I do, I bred and trained each one, I bred their parents, probably even 

their grandparents.  

 

RLQC: How sensitive are they to noise? 

MH: Very.  They are very sensitive to the saboteurs’ actions, as they well know.  

 

RLQC: Dr Martin said that it is perfectly appropriate to use dummy trails.  Do you accept 

that he is right in what he said? 

MH: Yes 

 

… 

 

RLQC: Was it your intention at Webinar 4 to instruct attendees how to hunt within the law 

or illegally?  

MH: Within the law.  

 

105. That evidence was tested in cross-examination (again by way of sample only): 

 

Mr Gordon (GG): A hunt intent on breaking the law, could use trail hunting to mask true 

intentions?  

MH: That’s a possibility. I would accept that someone intent on breaking the law, could 

use trail hunting to cover their intentions.   

 

GG: Do you know from your considerable experience of hunting, whether that has in fact 

happened?   

MH: If I may, there are 250 registered packs which formerly hunted animals.  If one takes 

into account how many days hunting that is over 15 years.  Over one million hunting days, 

barely a dozen huntsman have hunted illegally.  
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GG: That was the purpose of your webinars, wasn’t it – to do so without being caught out? 

MH: No 

 

… 

 

GG: Will Day – with trail number 3 on his jacket – although he is only one person.  It must 

look like at least two others out there.  

MH: Yes 

 

GG: If anyone is watching, it might look like someone else is laying a trail? 

MH: Yes. I do not use the word smokescreen in the next webinar because it is this webinar 

that is all about resolving the problem with saboteurs.  

 

GG: You’re saying that having more people out there, having dummy trails, helps keep 

sabs off the trail?  

MH: Yes 

 

GG: Why not just say that?  

MH: I believe I did say that.  

 

D. Do the preliminary ‘matters’ in fact matter at all? 

 

106. At §8-16, the Prosecution identifies four ‘preliminary matters’.  Again, we take each of those 

in turn.  

 

Preliminary Matter 1: The Police investigation 

107. There can be no doubt but that the investigation in this case was seriously truncated – the 

shortest time available for investigation that either officer (Bunn or Owen) has ever known, in 

any case. That does not, of course, mean that a Court could not find the allegation proved, but 

it does mean that the Court cannot derive any comfort or support from the sorts of enquiries 

that it might otherwise have expected from an ordinary, CPIA-compliant Police investigation.  

 

108. The sequence is as follows: 

a. 11 August 2020: Webinar 3 

b. 13 August 2020: Webinar 4 

c. 25 November 2020: CPS approached for early investigative advice 

d. 2 February 2021: CPS advice to interview six suspects 
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e. 4 February 2021: Interview questions sent to suspects  

f. 9 February 2021: interview answers provided on behalf of all six individuals 

g. 10 February 2021: One defendant (MH) charged in respect of one Webinar on the 

last available day. There can have been no informed or expert consideration of the 

answers given by him before the decision was made to charge 

 

109. Against that background, it is troubling that the Prosecution should make submissions such as, 

“the court has the necessary evidence which the prosecution say proves the defendant’s guilt25” 

or, worse still, “there is an irony in the defence suggestion that the police investigation would 

have benefited from access to other webinars, given their attempts to exclude both webinars26”.   

 

110. As to the former, the Prosecution was under a statutory obligation to pursue all reasonable lines 

of enquiry, whether those pointed towards or away from the suspect – not simply to gather 

evidence sufficient, it says, to prove guilt.  It has singularly failed to comply with that duty.  

 

111. As to the latter, we fail to see what irony there is in a suggestion – supported by the 

Prosecution’s own witnesses – that the Police would have benefited from more time to carry 

out a proper investigation, which would have included obtaining all five webinars.  DC Owen 

himself said that it might well have been helpful to speak to those who actually heard the 

webinar and to whom it was targeted27. Here, the police did not even have the opportunity to 

approach a single of the 100 plus attendees at the seminar to seek to establish how the words 

were received or, more importantly perhaps given the submission that ‘silence matters’ and that 

this was a group of “like-minded” individuals, to establish what the audience make-up was.  

 

Preliminary Matter 2: The Hunting Office 

112. Both officers were asked about the role of the Hunting Office in cross-examination.  The cross-

examination of DC Owen included the following: 

 

Q: The Hunting Office was set up to provide training and advice?  

A: Yes 

 

Q: It has been scrupulous to emphasise the importance of staying within law?  

A: Yes 

 
25 Paragraph 10 
26 Paragraph 9 
27 Evidence given by those who did attend has made clear that no encouragement to criminal activity was detected 

by them 
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Q: You have no reason to doubt the genuineness of their commitment to staying within the 

law?  

A: No 

 

Q: Mark Hankinson is one of the senior officers of the Hunting Office?  

A: Yes 

 

Q: He is privy to that information?  

A: Yes 

 

Q: It is there to be read, tested and held to account?  

A: Yes 

 

Q: The Countryside Alliance is serious organisation of some size?  

A: Yes 

 

Q: It too is committed to lawful engagement?  

Yes 

 

Q: No reason to doubt their genuineness?  

A: No 

 

Q: The MFHA – the same applies – a serious organisation, which insists upon members 

complying with the law?  

A: Yes 

 

Q: The Hunting Office was highly responsive?  

A: Yes 

 

Q: Open?  

A: Yes 

 

Q: Pressing for an early decision?  

A: Yes 

 

Q: They were constructive and engaged openly with the investigation?  
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A: Yes 

 

Q: They had nothing to hide? 

A: Agreed 

 

Q: Keen to provide as much detailed information as the police asked for?  

A: Yes 

 

Q: All that applies equally to Mark Hankinson? 

A: Yes 

 

113. The Prosecution now seeks to undermine the evidence of its own witness, on the supposed basis 

that he “had no more knowledge of the Hunting Office than the paperwork which he produced 

from the website”.  That is a surprising submission if the Prosecution has truly pursued all 

reasonable lines of enquiry, but in any event, DC Owen applied no such caveat to his own 

evidence.  

 

114. In addition, the Prosecution attempts to discount, as wholly irrelevant, the evidence of its own 

expert witness about the widely understood deleterious effect of illegal hunting on the hunting 

community.  To be clear, illegal hunting is not something which the hunting community 

wants, encourages or approves of: 

 

RLQC: Hunting is very much a part of the fabric of rural England?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: It is part of the community and a community within itself?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: A community drawn from all sectors of society?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: Quite contrary to the stereotype of a man in a top hat sitting on a horse?  

Dr Martin: Very different 

 

RLQC: A central part of life?  

Dr Martin: Yes, there are certain people who make their income from it and it is their life.  
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RLQC: Hunts also provide a valuable service – they collect dead stock, they provide 

famers with a collection service, they do a lot of good, in exchange for which they can 

cross people’s land?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: It is an activity that only exists by consent?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: Anything that imperils that consent, would be deprecated by people in hunting?  

Dr Martin: Yes, they would lose access to land and then the hunt ceases to exist 

 

RLQC: So illegal behaviour is counter-intuitive?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: The effects can be catastrophic because there are those who make their living out 

of it?  

Dr Martin: Yes, there are people employed by the Hunt but also there are the allied 

suppliers.  

 

RLQC: They all depend on the existence of hunting?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: Some of those people have little by way of transferable skills?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: If hunting goes, their livelihood goes?  

Dr Martin: Yes, what I find is that people have a wide range of rural community skills 

 

RLQC: The people we are here talking about are towards the bottom end of the income 

scale – they depend upon the vibrant hunt community?  

Dr Martin: Yes, some certainly do, and yes they cover a wide range of people and 

industries.  

 

RLQC: Looking at the infrastructure of a hunt – hunt economics are fragile?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

RLQC: Always on the edge?  



41 
 

Dr Martin: I don’t know the precise numbers, but my impression is that some hunts are 

hand-to-mouth.  

 

RLQC: If they lose access to land, the raison d’etre for people coming out, the hunt’s 

income goes and the hunt also goes? 

Dr Martin: Yes  

 

RLQC: This is all having a very bad impact?  

Dr Martin: I can understand why that would be.  

 

RLQC: Anyone in a position of authority, would know that acting illegally would be to 

court disaster?  

Dr Martin: I hope so.  The land owners are also in a vulnerable position.  

 

RLQC: Encouraging illegal behaviour would be to risk all of that?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

… 

 

RLQC: This is a Community that would not tolerate people doing things that jeopardise 

the Hunt? 

Dr Martin: I expect that’s right.  

 

115. The Prosecution effectively invites the Court to discount that part of Dr Martin’s evidence as 

irrelevant because it cannot be explained other than by Mr Hankinson being not guilty – why 

would someone in Mr Hankinson’s position, who knows only too well how disastrous it would 

be for the whole hunting community were Hunts to act illegally, be encouraging that activity? 

As he explained in his own evidence: 

 

RLQC: It has been said that you spoke knowing you are with a like-minded community.  

Would they approve or disapprove of any encouragement to hunt illegally?  

MH: Certainly disapprove. They are all professional people – judges, lawyers, doctors.  

They wouldn’t countenance any form of illegality. 

 

116. At §62, the Prosecution has alighted on the evidence of Nicholas Leeming and Andrew Osborne 

but has failed to recognise its actual import.  Nicholas Leeming was an audience member on 11 

August and did not understand Mr Hankinson to be encouraging illegal hunting.  In fact, not 



42 
 

one audience member has suggested that his words were taken in that way. The evidence of 

Andrew Osborne was important because it explained both why Mr Leeming was unaware of 

the detail of a conviction six years ago within his hunt (it wasn’t any part of his role or 

responsibility), but it moreover demonstrated the attitude of senior individuals within the 

Hunting Community.  Andrew Osborne is Chairman of the Hunting Association.  His actions 

were decisive and unequivocal in the face of criminality – the individual in question lost his 

employment and the Hunting Office advised the Hunt not to employ him.   

 

Preliminary matter 3: David Martin 

117. Dr Martin agreed that it was sensible to give advice on how to respond to accusations, including 

by demonstrating trail laying and having physical proof of it.  He also confirmed that he is not 

an expert in all things hunting and would defer to others with greater knowledge: 

 

RLQC: You have never hunted?  

Dr Martin: No 

 

RLQC: If people have been doing this all their lives, you would defer to them about the 

language?  

Dr Martin: Yes 

 

118. Mr Hankinson is one such person.  It is for that reason that he was able to identify – by way of 

example – some of the areas in which Dr Martin had fallen into inadvertent error (by reason of 

his more confined experience): 

 

RLQC: What role played in the actual hunt by the ladies and gentlemen?  

MH: None.  

 

RLQC: Trail layers – what is their purpose other than laying trails?   

MH: Some hunts use countrymen as a trail layer.  

 

RLQC: Dr Martin also gave evidence about flushing out foxes with guns?  

MH: He is totally wrong about that28.  

 

 
28Dr Martin states that foxes are flushed “out into the open” or flushing “foxes out” – this is not correct.  A 

Terrierman will use his or her terrier to locate and flush a fox into a net in order to dispatch it (usually with a gun 

– not a captive bolt as suggested at point 2.8.3).   
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RLQC: Hollering/pointing? 

MH: Hollering still an acceptable way to draw the hounds to a certain spot. The whipper-

in does not carry a hunting horn, only the huntsman carries a horn.  So a whipper-in or a 

trail layer may use their voice in the form of a holler to draw the hounds to them. You 

wouldn’t want the followers to be doing it. Only the professionals.  

 

RLQC: He said about Autumn hunting that it is for the young hounds and a few of the older 

hounds. Is that right?   

MH: No absolutely not, that’s crazy.  

 

119. The purpose of §93 of the Prosecution submissions is not apparent: Dr Martin fairly volunteered 

that he has no working knowledge of hunting, that terminology and colloquialisms do vary and 

that he would defer to those with greater knowledge.  He also made very clear that he cannot 

give evidence to assist the Court in answering the second question, as to Mr Hankinson’s 

intention.  

 

 Preliminary matter 4: Trail Hunting  

120. The Prosecution submits at §13 that trail hunting can be used as a cover for illegal hunting. He 

relies for that proposition on his cross examination of the defendant: 

 

Mr Gordon (GG): A hunt intent on breaking the law, could use trail hunting to mask true 

intentions?  

MH: That’s a possibility. I would accept that someone intent on breaking the law, could 

use trail hunting to cover their intentions.   

 

121. The use of trail hunting must be seen in that context.  If someone is intent on breaking the law, 

they might seek to use any manner of entirely lawful activities to mask their criminality.  The 

fault there is on the hunt with the malign intent, and not on those who are carrying out the lawful 

activity of trail hunting.  

 

122. In a case that has required such careful analysis of precise words used, it is disappointing to see 

the Prosecution misquote the defendant at §16 – he did not suggest that all convicted huntsmen 

had been wrongly convicted, he said that he believed that some had been wrongly convicted, 

and those convictions overturned on appeal.  He went on to explain that this is a very 

vanishingly small minority when one considers the number of registered packs.  
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Other matter: Terrier Work 

123. There are two answers to the Prosecution’s submissions on Terrier Work.  

 

124. First, terrier men are also countrymen (the same individual will occupy both roles) and 

countrymen have a perfectly legal part to play in trail hunting. Terriermen and Countrymen are 

able to be quickly on hand to assist with the hounds if they are crossing or near a road.  

Terriermen will also often help with laying the trails, as well as transporting the trail layers 

from one area to another more quickly. 

 

125. Second, terrier work remains legal and appropriate as an exemption to the Hunting Act. 

 

E. Conclusion 

 

126. Whilst the arguments on both sides have been lengthy, we respectfully submit that the Court’s 

task is to focus on just two principal questions: 

 

a. First, has the Prosecution made you sure that the words spoken by Mr Hankinson on 11 

August 2020 (and on that day alone) are capable of encouraging the commission of an 

offence.  It is submitted that the Court cannot be sure, for the reasons in paragraphs 7-53, 

above.  

 

b. Second: has the Prosecution made you sure that in saying what he did, Mr Hankinson 

intended to encourage the commission of an offence.  It is submitted that the Court cannot 

be sure, for the reasons at paragraphs 54-104 above.  

 
127. Stepping back, the Court is confronted with a man whose raison d’etre has, for almost a decade, 

been to ensure that hunts are complying with the law.  The unchallenged evidence is that he 

carried out that role strictly, properly and unapologetically.  Why would he break it now? That 

same honest and good man answered all questions in interview; the organisation of which he is 

a senior executive was open, honest and transparent throughout the investigation.  He stepped 

into the witness box and answered every question asked of him: 

 

 RLQC: Have you ever intended to encourage anyone to hunt illegally.  

MH: Certainly not. 
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128. We conclude these submissions by commending Mr Hankinson to the Court as a man of honesty 

and integrity and we echo the words of just some of the very many witnesses who have stood 

in support of his character: 

 

“Having known and worked for Mark for nearly 10 years I could not think of a man 

less likely to incite unlawful behaviour29” 

 

“Given the unique polarisation of views that hunting attracts throughout society, he 

has a very difficult job navigating hunts through the mire of public scrutiny, but he 

has, in my view, done this with the typical characteristics that I have come to respect 

in him over the last 20 years.  That Mark would intentionally advise hunts on how to 

break the law is abhorrent and against everything I have known of Mark over the last 

20 years30” 

 

129. The verdict in this case should be one of not guilty.  

 

Richard Lissack QC 

Fountain Court Chambers 

 

Rachna Gokani 

QEB Hollis Whiteman 

 

1 October 2021 

 

 
29 Defence Bundle, Section E, page 3 
30 Defence Bundle, Section E, page 10 


