
Young, Innocent and Inside - The Case of Sam Hallam 

Since 2004, 24 year old Londoner Sam Hallam has been serving life imprisonment for a 
murder he did not commit. The only evidence  against him at his 2005 trial consisted of con-
tradictory statements placing him at the murder scene. This evidence was riddled with incon-
sistencies and anomalies.This website outlines the case supporting Sam Hallam's innocence 
of the murder of  Essayas Kassahun. Having considered the facts, we hope you'll agree that 
he is the victim of a serious miscarriage of justice 

Part 1.  The Murder of Essayas Kassahun 
Witnesses whose names have not previously been publicised in the media are identified 

only by their initials in this briefing. 
On the evening of Monday, 11th October 2004, a large group of youths gathered on the St 

Luke's housing estate in the Finsbury area of the London Borough of Islington. Some were armed 
with baseball bats and at least one with a knife. Most had come from the neighbouring area of 
Hoxton in Hackney. Contrary to its media depiction as a fashionable artists' quarter, Hoxton has a 
largely working-class population with the majority of residents living on post-war council housing 
estates. Likewise, St Luke's estate,  a 1960s local authority high-rise estate is a far cry from the 
stereotypical portrayal of Islington as a gentrified area occupied by the so-called 'chattering class-
es'. 

The leaders of the crowd intended to attack a 19 year old local man called Louis Colley. 
Their reasons for seeking him were almost trivial. Colley was a member of Toffee Park youth 
club in Finsbury which was frequented by young people from both Finsbury and Hoxton. On 
Friday, 8th October, he had been involved in a confrontation outside the club with a group of 
teenagers from Hoxton. According to Colley's account, a boy around 15 years old said to him 
"who are you watching?" to which Colley allegedly replied "I don't even want to bother with 
you kids". According to other accounts, Colley and some Finsbury friends had threatened the 
Hoxton teenagers and "chased them out of the area". 

Indignation about the incident ran high among some of Hoxton's young people. On 11th 
October, a sizeable group walked and cycled to Finsbury from  Hoxton. Some joined the grow-
ing crowd out of curiosity or excitement with no awareness of what was about to happen, The 
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the potential conduct matters have been proven in respect to the two chief officers concerned." 
The authority added that it had referred the matters to the IPCC. 

The inquiry by Warwickshire police began after a review by Her Majesty's Inspectorate of 
Constabulary into the way some individuals within Cleveland Police Authority "may have con-
ducted some of its business''. After the review misconduct issues were passed to the IPCC and 
the criminal investigation began under the command of Keith Bristow, chief constable of 
Warwickshire, using North Yorkshire detectives. 

A spokesman for Warwickshire police said: "Police officers conducting a criminal investi-
gation into a number of people with current or past associations with Cleveland police authority 
and the manner in which the authority may have conducted some of its business have arrested 
three people on suspicion of misconduct in a public office, fraud by abuse of position and cor-
rupt practice. "Two men and a woman were arrested and have been taken to a police station 
in North Yorkshire where they will be interviewed." Shortly after the Warwickshire investigation 
began in May the chairman of Cleveland police authority, Dave McLuckie, resigned. He could 
not be contacted yesterday but has denied any wrongdoing. 

The IPCC inquiry into Price is ongoing. It is investigating an allegation which emerged out 
of the HMIC review, that the chief constable used "undue influence" to get a job for McLuckie's 
daughter. Price has responded to the IPCC inquiry by threatening legal action. "I completely 
refute the accusation, which I regard as malicious as I took no part in the recruitment process," 
he said. "I further believe the allegation is mischievous in seeking to cause comparison with 
recent events in other forces. I want the matter to be cleared up as soon as possible and I am 
sure that everyone will realise the damage that such an allegation could have on my personal 
standing and confidence in the force. In addition, I am taking legal advice regarding any action 
I may take in the future."Price, who has been chief constable of the force since 2003, is on a 
remuneration package of £191,905 this year. The salary includes a payment of £54,421, which 
the police authority agreed to pay him to stop him being poached by other forces. Under his 
watch crime has gone down in the Cleveland force, one of the smallest in the country. 

The IPCC said in a statement: "The IPCC can confirm that it has been informed of devel-
opments and would anticipate referrals from the police authority." 

 
Death penalty could be debated in Commons after e-petition calls 
Among the most prominent is one calling for legislation allowing child killers and those 

who murder police officers to face execution. It has been presented by Paul Staines, who 
writes the libertarian Guido Fawkes blog, and has already been backed by several MPs. If it 
is signed by the required 100,000 supporters or more, then the cross-party backbench busi-
ness committee will decide whether it will be debated. 

 

Hostages: Sam Hallam, John Twomey, Thomas G. Bourke, David E. Ferguson, Lee Mockble, 
Talha Ahsan, George Romero Coleman, Gary Critchley, Neil Hurley, Jaslyn Ricardo Smith, 
James Dowsett, Kevan Thakrar, Jordan Towers, Peter Hakala, Patrick Docherty, Brendan 
Dixon, Paul Bush, Frank Wilkinson, Alex Black, Nicholas Rose, Kevin Nunn, Peter Carine, 
Simon Hall, Paul Higginson, Thomas Petch, Vincent and Sean Bradish,  John Allen, Frank 
Wilkinson, Stephen A Young, Jeremy Bamber, Kevin Lane, Michael Brown, Robert Knapp, 
William Kenealy, Glyn Razzell, Willie Gage, Kate Keaveney,  Michael Stone, Michael Attwooll, 
John Roden, Nick Tucker, Karl Watson, Terry Allen, Richard Southern, Jamil Chowdhary, Jake 
& Keith Mawhinney, Peter Hannigan, Ihsan Ulhaque, Richard Roy Allan, Sam Cole, Carl 
Kenute Gowe, Eddie Hampton, Tony Hyland, Timothy Caines, Ray Gilbert, Ishtiaq Ahmed.



Talha Ahsan, A9438AG, HMP Long Lartin, South Littleton, Evesham, WR11 8TZ  
Against Injustice Merseyside (AIM)  
New Merseyside group to tackle wrongful convictions 
A group for anyone in the Merseyside area who has suffered a serious miscarriage of jus-

tice in a criminal case, and who is actually innocent of the crime of which they have been con-
victed, and the families, friends and supporters of anyone who is the victim of such a miscar-
riage of justice. Founded at a meeting 27 July 2011, at The Abbey, 85-89 Hanover Street, 
Liverpool L1 3DZ. Meetings will be held on the last Wednesday of every month. Next meeting 
will be on 31 August, at the same venue, starting at 7.00 pm. Please watch this space for fur-
ther info on meetings, contacts, and other developments. 

 
Judges rule shod feet are weapons 
Shod feet count as weapons when used to kick defenceless victims, the Court of Appeal 

has ruled. Three judges said a community service sentence for Arshad Hussain, 19, of High 
Wycombe, Buckinghamshire, had been unduly lenient as they sentenced him to two years' 
detention instead. He and two others had kicked and punched a man to steal his laptop. Lady 
Justice Hallett said: "Such offences can kill, blind or permanently disable. A shod foot does 
count as a weapon." Hussain admitted robbery at Aylesbury Crown Court in June. 

 
Cleveland police chiefs suspended after arrests 
The chief constable of Cleveland police and his deputy have been suspended by their 

police authority after being arrested by detectives investigating fraud and corruption. 
Sean Price, the chief constable, Derek Bonnard, his deputy, and the former force solicitor 

Caroline Llewellyn, were taken in for questioning in the early hours of Wednesday as part of 
a wide-ranging investigation into allegations of corrupt practices. 

The arrest of the two most senior officers in the force has left Cleveland police in crisis 
and comes after the resignation three months ago of the chairman of the police authority, 
which is also under investigation. Price is also the subject of a separate investigation by the 
Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC) that he used "undue influence" to get an 
individual appointed to a position within the force. 

Price, Bonnard, and Llewellyn, who recently received £213,379 in a voluntary redundancy 
payoff, were questioned by detectives at a police station in North Yorkshire on suspicion of 
misconduct in a public office, corrupt practice and fraud by abuse of position. The criminal 
inquiry, being run by Warwickshire police with the help of officers from North Yorkshire, is 
understood to be a major and complex investigation that includes an examination of the 
awarding of business contracts by the police authority. 

As part of the investigation searches were carried out at properties linked to those who 
were arrested. Shortly after the three were taken in for questioning members of Cleveland 
police authority – which has previously strongly backed the chief constable – held an extraor-
dinary meeting behind closed doors where they voted to suspend Price and Bonnard. 

In a statement a spokesman for the authority said: "Cleveland police authority can confirm 
that it has been made aware of potential conduct matters involving chief officers of Cleveland 
police.The authority can confirm that two chief officers have been suspended from their posts 
with Cleveland police while the investigations are being considered. It should be emphasised 
that suspension is a neutral act and it should not be inferred from the decision to suspend that 

ringleaders, however,  went equipped to inflict violence on Colley. Some of them called at the 
youth club looking for him. They were told he had been there earlier but had since left. 

    Some of the crowd then converged on nearby St Luke's estate. Louis Colley, mean-
while, had gone to an aunt's house in nearby City Road. At around 8.30 pm, while returning 
home, he encountered a group of friends outside a Somerfield supermarket on Old Street near 
to St Luke's estate. Among them was Colley's friend, Essayas Kassahun, a 21 year old trainee 
chef who had fled to the UK from his native Ethiopia when he was a child. 

Also in the group of friends was "BK" a 20 year old man who later gave evidence at Sam 
Hallam's trial.  It is relevant to the case that racial tension is less pervasive in this area of London 
than in many other parts of Britain. There was no racial factor in the dispute which led to Essayas 
Kassahun's murder. The group of friends talking outside the supermarket included young people 
from North African, Caribbean, white British and Irish backgrounds. Likewise, the crowd looking for 
Louis Colley (who is of Caribbean origin) comprised black, and white youths. 

While Colley was chatting to his friends, he received a call warning him that youths were 
on the estate, just around the corner from the supermarket and looking for him. He looked 
down Bath Street at the corner of the Old Street supermarket and saw a group of young peo-
ple standing in the street. 

Louis Colley continued talking to his friends but then exchanged words with one of the crowd. 
Colley recognised him as Hoxton resident Bullabeck Ringbiong who was a former schoolmate. 
Ringbiong challenged him about the incident on the previous Friday. Another youth swung a punch 
at Colley. Both men fell to the ground and Colley was set upon by several youths. Some were wield-
ing baseball bats. His friend Essayas Kassahun went to his assistance. 

In the ensuing melee, Colley managed to escape from the group and took shelter in the 
supermarket. Essayas was much less fortunate. Witnesses saw him being kicked and falling 
to the ground surrounded by assailants. He sustained a serious wound to the left side of his 
head. Eventually, he was helped by one of his friends and they crossed over Old Street into a 
Shell petrol station to get help. 

Essayas went into a toilet inside the station shop. As his friend later related, blood was flowing 
from Essayas' head and he 'blanked out'. He was joined by several friends including Louis Colley 
who had left the Somerfield supermarket. An ambulance was called. By the time it arrived, Essayas 
was unconscious.  He was taken to the Royal London Hospital, Whitechapel. He never regained 
consciousness and was pronounced dead on Wednesday 13th October 2004. 

Part 2: Murder Investigation 
The investigation into Essayas Kassahun's murder was undertaken by the Metropolitan 

Police Specialist Crime Directorate (SCD). The SCD's remit includes 'disrupting criminal net-
works at all levels...from street gangs in neighbourhoods to sophisticated groups also operat-
ing nationally and internationally'. 

There was no reason to believe that the group of young people from Hoxton on St Luke's 
estate on 11th October 2004 were members of an organised gang. Police and prosecution 
subsequently claimed that the attack was carried out by a gang called the "Hoxton Biker 
Boys". It is doubtful whether any such gang existed. SCD officers' 'mindset'  was that they 
were investigating organised gang culture rather than an initially minor dispute between young 
people which had escalated with tragic consequences. 

Officers sought to identify individuals who had been in the group which attacked Louis Colley 
and Essayas Kassahun. On 12th October 2004, PH - a 17 year old former girlfriend of Essayas - 
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made a written statement in which she named two black youths from Hoxton, Pellam McCook and 
KM who she encountered on St Luke's estate shortly before the attack. She walked with the two 
youths into Bath Street where she stopped and observed them joining a group of white and black 
youths among whom she recognised two white males Jamie Martin and Danny Martin. 

PH stated she observed someone being attacked but "could not see who it was...I was 
very concerned about my friends in Old Street outside Somerfields". She said she could see 
"a light coloured baseball bat raised above the group, someone then swung the bat down-
wards very hard." In her 12th October statement, PH said that she later saw a short black 
youth carrying a baseball bat and smirking. The four youths named by PH later stood trial for 
Essayas' murder but were acquitted on the direction of the trial judge. 

In his first statement on 13th October 2004, BK who had been one of the group chatting 
outside the Somerfield store named Bullabeck Ringbiong as one of the attackers. The only 
other assailant he said he recognised was 'a skinny white boy about 19 to 20 years old, 5"8" 
and lives in Murray Grove" (in Hoxton). He also described another boy who was riding a silver 
BMX bike "white about 5'6" 17 or 18 years old...he had some blondish hair poking up of the 
front of his hood". In police interviews, BK stated that he would be unable further to identify 
this boy "because I never looked at him". 

In his initial statement to police on 12th October 2004, the intended victim of the attack, 
Louis Colley professed not to recognise 'by name' any of the crowd which had attacked him 
but in a statement the next day (13th October 2004), he named the leader of the attackers as 
Bullabeck Ringbiong with whom he had attended school. 

Another witness AF, a young Portuguese woman, named the same two Hoxton black 
youths identified by PH as having been on St Luke's estate that night. Although, she was 
unable to name him, the person she stated as having first confronted Louis Colley was con-
sistent with Bullabeck Ringbiong's description. 

As a result of witness interviews and other intelligence, officers brought several Hoxton 
young people into various police stations for questioning  

Part 3: Arrest 
By the time PH and BK came to make subsequent statements, there were significant 

changes to the accounts they had given initially. In her second statement given on 14th 
October 2004, PH stated that on 13th October, she was walking with a female friend in Pitfield 
Street, Hoxton when they encountered 17 year-old Sam Hallam who lived in the area.  

PH had already told her friend that she had heard rumours that someone called 'Sam' had 
been involved in the murder. She was never asked to identify the source(s) of these rumours. 
According to her friend, PH had stated that the person she thought was 'Sam' had been wear-
ing a hood but that 'you could still see his blond hair'. As they came down Pitfield Street, PH's 
friend said 'that's Sam Hallam'. PH confronted him and told him that people were saying he 
had been involved in the attack.  Both young women agreed that he denied having been on 
St Luke's estate on the night of 11th October.   

In a statement given to police on 14th October 2004, PH claimed that she recognised Sam 
Hallam 'as one of the boys who attacked Essayas'. There are, however, a number of problems 
with her second statement. In her 14th October statement, she described Sam Hallam as hav-
ing 'dark brown hair' while in her previous conversation with her friend before their encounter 
with Sam Hallam, she said the person in question had blond hair. She gave no explanation 
why in her 12th October statement, she made no mention of having seen anyone meeting the 

Jefferies, so it will have cost them more than the contempt fine, whatever it turns out to be. 
The court is right to highlight the potential justice gap which exists before proceedings are 

brought; the current language of the law means that to be in contempt a defendant has to prejudice 
proceedings, and without proceedings there is nothing to prejudice. That being said, contempt rules 
primarily exist to protect the administration of justice, so whilst sanctions against vilification may be 
desirable, perhaps contempt proceedings are not the right vehicle for them. 

Nonetheless, this case raises serious questions as to whether the protection of the privacy, 
enshrined under Article 8 of the European Convention, and reputation of criminal suspects is robust 
enough. Hopefully this will be one of the many issues which Lord Justice Leveson will consider in 
the upcoming phone hacking inquiry. Until then, and unless the court takes a very strong line on 
financial sanctions, the vilification of potential criminal suspects is likely to continue.       

 
Caged gems - Haunting poetry written from prison by Talha Ahsan  
'I wish I could trap your laughter in a jar - to unscrew and make me crumble'. This is a line 

from a love poem, a poem from an unrequited lover, entitled 'Lines for f - the doted on', in Talha 
Ahsan's small collection of poems, This be the answer: poems from prison. The emotions 
expressed cover longing, nostalgia, love, courage, despair. But they are lent intensity by the 
author's five-year incarceration awaiting extradition to the US to face charges of conspiracy to 
support terrorists and to kill or injure people abroad.  

Talha Ahsan has been detained since 2006 awaiting extradition on unjust and absurd 
charges to which no challenge can be mounted in the UK. SOAS graduate Talha Ahsan is 
accused in the same case as Babar Ahmad. The charges relate to running an allegedly jihadist 
website in the UK; Talha has never been to the US. The campaign to free Talha calls for a trial 
in the UK, if at all.  

The Joint Parliamentary Committee on Human Rights has argued[1] that extradition with-
out the requesting state having to prove a prima facie case breaches fundamental human 
rights, and recommends changes in extradition law to protect rights. It also calls for the intro-
duction of a 'most appropriate forum' safeguard, which would require the judge in an extradi-
tion case to consider whether it is in the interests of justice for the individual to be tried in the 
requesting country or in the UK.  

Meanwhile, Talha writes. The grimmest poem is 'Wish harder', in which the author 
wishes for a time machine to allow him to 'meet my young mother/ when pregnant with 
me/ to trip her up and miscarry me'. Perhaps the most uplifting is the last poem, from 
which the collection takes its name.  

Taking as his starting point the comment allegedly made to Babar Ahmad by officers as 
they beat him, 'Where is your god now?',[2] Talha meditates on that question, and responds: 
My God is with me now/ hearing and seeing/ whilst your superiors/ when they see you, do not 
look at you/ and when they hear you, do not listen to you. My God is risen above the heavens/ 
and closer to me than my jugular vein/ whilst your superiors no different to you/ allow you no 
further than the desk. My God wants me to call Him/ whilst your superiors demand you knock. 
And when I go towards him a hand span/ He comes to me a yard/ and when I go to Him walk-
ing/ He comes to me running ...' 

You don't have to share Talha's (or any) religious belief to be moved by these lines, awed 
by Talha's courage and by the beauty of the words.  

Review by Frances Webber, this book deserves to be widely read. 
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of the defendants depends on proof to the criminal standard that the publications in question 
have created a substantial risk of serious impediment or prejudice to the course of justice. This 
falls comfortably within the limitations acknowledged in the Convention itself 

The Lord Chief Justice went on to consider the particular facts of this case. In relation to 
the Daily Mirror, the material was “extreme”. Moreover: 

. . . . It is submitted that the articles were unflattering, suggesting that he was an eccentric 
loner. So they were. But they went very much further. It was asserted, in effect directly, that 
his standard of behaviour, so far as sexual matters were concerned was unacceptable, and 
he was linked to both the paedophile offences and the much earlier murder offence. That 
indeed was the point of the articles. 

The court’s next point seems so obvious that it is amazing the newspaper did not spot it: 
. . . . The juxtaposition of the photographs of two murdered women, together with the lay-

out of the places where they died in proximity to Mr Jefferies home, was stark. 
The court was concerned with the potential effect on a trial of Mr Jefferies himself; a nor-

mal consideration in relation to contempt proceedings. But it also made a novel point; that if 
put on trial, Jefferies would find it more difficult to find witnesses in his defence: 

. . . . reluctant witnesses would have been even more reluctant to come forward, and wit-
nesses who might have been prepared to come forward may very well have assumed that 
anything helpful or supportive they might have said about Mr Jefferies could not be right. 

In conclusion, the two Daily Mirror articles created “substantial risks to the course of justice.” As to 
The Sun was also found to have committed contempt. The articles in one issue of the newspaper 

. . . . were written and laid out in such a way that they would have conveyed to the reader of the 
front page and the two inside pages over which the stories were spread that he was a stalker, with 
an obsession with death, who let himself into the flats of other occupants of the building where Miss 
Yeates lived, and that he had an unhealthy interest in blonde young women. 

A final point made by the court was that both newspapers threatened not just the potential 
conduct of any trial of Jefferies himself (this seems unlikely now), but also of the actual defen-
dant in the case whose trial is to come: 

. . . . There is, we put it no higher for present purposes, at least a risk that adverse publicity 
against the first individual may be used in the course of the trial of the defendant to divert 
attention away from him back to the first individual. 

The Lord Chief Justice left open the question of whether the government should consider 
extending the ambit of contempt rules to articles published before proceedings are brought against 
a defendant, in order to protect people against vilification. At present, if the timing of the articles had 
been slightly different, Jefferies may have been unprotected by the criminal law. 

A warning shot: The Attorney General has been active in bringing contempt proceedings against 
newspapers. Just last week the Sun and Daily Mail were fined £15,000 each and made to pay sig-
nificantly more in costs. The facts of this case are just as stark as in that one, but the “vilification” pre-
sent in this case of a man who was released without charge certainly stands out. 

The brazen nature of Jefferies’ treatment  certainly accords with the point made by legal com-
mentator Joshua Rozenberg in the latest Without Prejudice podcast that newspapers appear to 
have no legal expertise on hand to consider whether an article may be in contempt of court. 

Another possibility is that the newspapers know full well the risks and choose to take them 
on the basis of a cold financial calculation; with additional sales now making up for the poten-
tial of fines later. In this case, the newspapers have apparently settled a libel claim brought by 

description of the rumoured 'Sam' at the murder scene. These inconsistencies were amplified 
when it came to her evidence at Sam Hallam's subsequent trial.  

BK made a second statement on 20th October 2004 in which he claimed that he now 
recognised the white youth riding a BMX bike mentioned in his initial 13th October witness 
statement was Sam Hallam. Again, there were serious anomalies in relation to BK's second 
statement. In his 20th October statement, he claimed 'I said in my last interview that I recog-
nised the boy but could not remember his name'. He had, in fact, said no such thing in his pre-
vious statement. Indeed, in a four and a half hours interview with police leading up to his first 
written statement, he said of the boy on the BMX bike "I can't remember that boy at all 
because I never looked at him". He revealed in his second statement that he had "been 
reminded of his name" by PH. This was remarkable as BK had been at the same school as 
Sam Hallam (albeit two years senior to him). He might, therefore, have been expected in his 
first statement to have made some reference to the effect that he recognised Sam Hallam 
because he was a former schoolmate even if he could not recall his name. 

BK gave no explanation why he had described the white youth on the BMX bike as having 
blond hair when Sam Hallam had dark hair. In his 20th October 2004 statement, BK claimed 
that Sam Hallam had been holding a "baseball bat about 15"-20" long and had a screw of 
about 5" long coming at right angles through the top of the bat about 2" from the top". 

PH's second statement said nothing about the role Sam Hallam was supposed to have 
played as part of the group which attacked Louis Colley and Essayas Kassahun. She said that 
while Sam Hallam was in the crowd which carried out the attack, she "could not say exactly 
what he did or what he was wearing". BK's second statement, on the other hand, had Sam 
Hallam 'virtually standing over" Essayas Kassahun with the baseball bat and that he was "wor-
ried that Sam Hallam was going to hit Essayas with it because I had seen the screw in the bat 
just seconds before". The certainty contained in BK's statement contrasts markedly with his 
testimony at Sam Hallam's 2005 trial. 

Sam Hallam was arrested by police at his Hoxton home on 20th October 2004. He told 
the officers that as a consequence of the encounter with PH and her friend, he knew why they 
had come but that he had not been involved. He said that on the night in question, he was 
playing football with a friend TH on a local recreation ground. 

He was taken to Belgravia Police Station for questioning. Somewhat disastrously for Sam 
Hallam, police took a statement from TH on 20th October prior to the commencement of Sam's 
own police interviews. TH denied that he had been with Sam on 11th October. He said that he 
could not have been with him at the relevant time as he had been working a night shift from 7 
pm to 7 am. Curiously, he signed a second written statement later that same day in which he 
said he now remembered that he had not worked a night shift on 11th October and had left 
work at 6.30 pm (it would, of course, have been a straightforward exercise for police to prove 
the veracity of TH's first statement by reference to his employer's work records). 

He still denied, however, having met Sam Hallam that night.  Acting on the advice of the duty 
solicitor (repeated some twenty times during the course of police interviews), Sam exercised his right 
not to answer questions put to him. Detectives confronted him with the fact that TH had failed to con-
firm his alibi. Again on the solicitor's advice, Sam provided police with a prepared written statement 
in which he said that if he was mistaken about playing football with TH, he was probably baby-sitting 
his younger sister for his mother while she was out playing bingo. 

An obvious response to the problems with Sam Hallam's initial answer about his where-

134



abouts on 11th October is that following PH's accusations, he had a whole week in which - had 
he wanted or needed to - he could have concocted more plausible alibi evidence than putting 
forward the name of a friend who in the event did not support him.   Along with seven others, Sam 
Hallam was charged with murder, conspiracy to commit grievous bodily harm and violent disorder.  

Part 4: Trial 
Sam Hallam's trial commenced in September 2005 at London's Central Criminal Court 

(the Old Bailey) before Judge Richard Hone QC. His co-accused were Bullabeck Ringbiong 
aged 20, Pellum McCook aged 20, Jamie Martin aged  20, his brother Danny Martin aged 18  
and four 17 year olds. 

At the close of the prosecution case, the trial judge directed that four of the defendants be 
acquitted on the murder charge. A fifth defendant later had the charges against him withdrawn 
by the prosecution. This left Bullabek Ringbiong and Sam Hallam (later in the trial, Scott White, 
one of the 17 year olds, was convicted for conspiracy to cause grievous bodily harm and was 
sentenced to eight years youth custody. 

The judge directed the acquittals because the evidence presented against them was so weak 
in establishing their alleged roles on 11th October 2004 that it would be unsafe to allow it to go before 
the jury. Sam Hallam's counsel, Robert Fortune QC, submitted that the identification evidence 
against Sam was so flawed by the end of the prosecution case that he had no case to answer. His 
submission was based on the highly unsatisfactory testimony given by BK and PH at the trial. 

BK's behaviour and testimony, in particular, was at complete variance with his 20th 
October 2004 statement in which he had identified Sam as the youth who he first saw on a 
BMX bike and then "standing over" Essayas Kassahun with a baseball bat. 

On entering the court, BK was visibly distressed and he twice attempted to leave without giving 
evidence. After swearing on the Koran, he was heard to say that he had to tell the truth about Sam. 
He was questioned by defence counsel about the white youth he had seen on a BMX bike:"Did you 
know him?""No""Describe him""On a bike wearing a hood... I didn't really look at his face". 

BK admitted that Sam Hallam was "the only white boy I know from Hoxton, so I said it was Sam". 
Questioned about the contradictions between his first and second written statements, he said 

that when he made his second statement, he had been upset because his friend Essayas had died. 
He had mentioned Sam Hallam's name because PH had suggested it to him. He confirmed that he 
could not recognise the boy in question because his hood was tied up tightly so as to obscure most 
of his face. He did, however, state that this boy was wearing a "Gap jumper. 

In light of BK's testimony, the prosecution applied successfully to the judge that he should 
be treated as a 'hostile witness' i.e. although he was called as a prosecution witness, he 
should now be regarded as appearing for the defence and cross-examined as such.        

Giving evidence at the trial, PH was challenged as to the accuracy of her identification of 
Sam Hallam to which she replied "I saw someone who looked like him. If it wasn't him, I saw 
someone who looked like him". 

She also stated that the person she saw was not holding any weapon. Toward the end of 
cross-examination, she said "I saw someone that looked like him running towards me and 
when I... was talking to people, they told me it was a Sam and then someone told me it was 
a Sam Hallam and [her friend] pointed him out to me". 

It was then put to her that "the most you can say is that it is someone who looked like 
him?"  to which she said "yes".  Investigating police officers seem to have made no effort to 
ascertain the identities of the persons who allegedly told PH that a 'Sam' was involved in the 

quash or uphold the conviction. 
Mr Hallam is supported by a campaign (see www.samhallam.com). The contact there is 

Mr Paul May on 07985 238666. 
This press release was issued by Justin Hawkins, Head of Communication, Criminal 

Cases Review Commission, on 0121 233 0906 or e-mail press@ccrc.gov.uk 
Notes to editors 
As part of its investigation in this case the Commission used its statutory powers under 

section 19 of the Criminal Appeal Act 1995 to require the appointment of a senior investigating 
officer from Thames Valley Police to carry out extensive enquires under the Commission’s 
direction. Section 19 of the Criminal Appeal Act 1995 provides the power for the Criminal 
Cases Review Commission to require the appointment of an investigating officer (IO) to carry 
out inquiries to assist the Commission in the exercise of any of its functions. The decision to 
require the appointment of an IO must be made by a committee of three Commissioners. 
Details about Commission policy on section 19 appointments can be seen in a formal memo-
randum on the Commission’s website         http://www.ccrc.gov.uk/news/564_598.htm 

 
Analysis – Daily Mirror and The Sun in contempt over Jo Yeates murder case 
UK Human Rights Blog, July 29, 2011 by Adam Wagner 
Attorney-General Claimant & (1) MGN Ltd Defendants (2) News Group Newspapers Ltd  
The High Court has found that the Daily Mirror and The Sun were in breach of the  Contempt 

of Court Act 1981 (1981 Act) in relation to their reporting of the Jo Yeates murder case. 
The proceedings were in relation to Christopher Jefferies, a school teacher who was 

arrested early on in the investigation. The court is now to consider penalties. 
The ‘strict liability rule’, contained in sections 1 and 2 of the Contempt of Court Act 1981, 

relates to publications during the time that court proceedings are ‘active’, and which create a 
risk of prejudice to those proceedings. The liability is strict, in the sense that the publisher’s 
intention is irrelevant: that is, liability is unaffected by whether or not there was an intention to 
prejudice the proceedings. The rule applies in cases where 

. . . . a publication… creates a substantial risk that the course of justice in the proceedings 
in question will be seriously impeded or prejudiced. (s.2(2)) 

Due to the limits of the Contempt of Court Act, the court was only considering the coverage after 
the arrest of Mr Jefferies. But the Lord Chief Justice was clear that as a matter of principle, 

. . . . the vilification of a suspect under arrest readily falls within the protective ambit of sec-
tion 2(2) of the Act as a potential impediment to the course of justice 

The Lord Chief Justice accepted that juries generally act responsibly in performing their 
public duty, and that the risk of conscious or even unconscious prejudice against the defen-
dant may have dissipated before trial. Nonetheless: 

. . . .  Adverse publicity may impede the course of justice in a variety of different ways, but in the 
context we are now considering, it is not an answer that on the evidence actually available, the com-
bination of the directions of the judge and the integrity of the jury would ensure a fair trial. 

The court was confident that the 1981 Act – and in particular the criminal standard of proof 
(beyond reasonable doubt) which it required – was compliant with Article 10 of the European 
Convention on Human Rights, the right to freedom of expression: 

. . . . The 1981 Act represents the system provided in this jurisdiction to ensure that the 
right to a fair trial is protected. In the present context any interference with the article 10 rights 
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the possibility of collusion between witnesses prior to interview. At October 2010, it was under-
stood that the police inquiry was nearing completion following which Thames Valley Police will 
submit its findings to the Commission. The CCRC will then decide whether to refer Sam's con-
viction back to the Court of Appeal. 

It has long been recognised that uncorroborated identification evidence is inherently unre-
liable. A notorious example was media interviews given by eye-witnesses immediately after 
the shooting of Jean Charles de Menezes at Stockwell station in July 2005. Although witness-
es gave what they sincerely believed were honest and factually accurate accounts, CCTV 
footage showed that their recollections were wrong in almost every detail. There were many 
irreconcilable contradictions and inconsistencies in the interviews, statements and testimony 
given by PH and BK, it was unsafe for Sam Hallam to be convicted and sentenced to life 
imprisonment based on this evidence alone. Justice for Essayas Kassahun has not been 
achieved by the conviction of an innocent man for his murder. Justice for Sam Hallam will only 

be won when he is released and exonerated. 
Sam Hallam 
A3535AD 
HMP Bullingdon 
PO Box 50 
Bicester 

Oxon 0X25 1PZ 
 
Sam Hallam referred to Court of Appeal by CCRC 
The Criminal Cases Review Commission has referred Sam Hallam’s 2005 murder convic-

tion to the Court of Appeal. Mr Hallam was charged with the murder of Essayas Kassahun who 
died after being attacked by a group of youths on the corner of Old Street and Bath Street in 
Islington, London, on 11th October 2004. Mr Kassahun was left unconscious by the attack. He 
never regained consciousness and died in hospital two days later. 

Sam Hallam was tried at the Old Bailey during September and October 2005 for murder 
and for conspiracy to commit grievous bodily harm and violent disorder. The prosecution case 
was based principally on the evidence of two witnesses who said they were present at the 
murder scene and said they saw Sam Hallam there and saw him take part in the fatal attack 
on Mr Kassahun. Mr Hallam maintained that he was elsewhere on the night of the killing. He 
pleaded not guilty but was convicted. 

Because Mr Hallam was 17 years old at the time of the murder he was sentenced to 
imprisonment at Her Majesty’s pleasure. The judge set a minimum term of 12 years. Mr 
Hallam appealed against his conviction but the appeal was dismissed in March 2007. He 
applied to the CCRC for a review of his case in February 2008. 

The Commission has carried out an extensive investigation into the case pursuing many of its 
own lines of enquiry as well as investigating the issues raised by Mr Hallam and his supporters. 

Following its investigations into the case, the Commission has decided to refer Sam 
Hallam’s convictions to the Court of Appeal because it considers that a range of issues, includ-
ing new evidence capable of casting doubt on the reliability of identification evidence at trial, 
together raise the real possibility that the Court of Appeal would now quash the conviction. 

A referral by the Criminal Cases Review Commission means that the Court of Appeal will 
now hear a fresh appeal against Mr Hallam’s conviction and make a decision on whether to 

murder. On the face of it, these persons (if they existed) possessed highly material information 
about one of the murderers. It is remarkable, therefore, that the Operation Yocum team appar-
ently exhibited no  curiosity about the origin of  the rumour that a 'Sam' was involved.    

PH was further questioned as follows: "But you certainly could not say you are sure it was 
him, could you?""No" In re-examination by the prosecution, PH testified that she had "just sort 
of recognised the weird-looking features of his face". In police interviews, she described Sam 
Hallam as having "a really weird-looking face... as if there was something wrong with him... 
possibly disabled".  While any such assessment must inevitably have been subjective, it 
should be noted that Sam Hallam does not have any physical or mental impairment. Asked by 
the prosecution whether she had any doubts about the man she saw with her friend on 13th 
October, she said "No - I was just looking for someone to blame on the spot really". 

Support for Sam came from a prosecution witness who admitted his own presence at the mur-
der scene and who knew Sam well.  He stated that he had not seen Sam Hallam in the group. 
Unfortunately for Sam, other aspects of his testimony and demeanour were unsatisfactory and in his 
summing up, the trial judge warned the jury to approach his evidence with caution. 

One of the acquitted defendants, Danny Martin had also stated that he knew Sam Hallam. He 
admitted being present on the night of 11th October and confirmed that he had not seen Sam 
Hallam.  Scott White from Hoxton was convicted of conspiracy to commit grievous bodily harm. He 
also testified that Sam Hallam was not present at the murder scene. In cross-examination,TH (with 
whom Sam had told police he was playing football on 11th October 2004) agreed that he might have 
been mistaken about the date he played football with him (and hence in his denial that he had been 
with Sam on the night in question).TH also told the court that Sam Hallam was definitely not a mem-
ber of any gang.  Like BK, the prosecution successfully applied to have TH declared 'hostile' and no 
longer treated as a witness for the prosecution. 

Robert Fortune QC for Sam Hallam argued that the identification evidence against him was now 
too weak to allow the jury to convict him. Not only were the alleged identifications made in difficult 
circumstances at night in a fleeting, fast-moving situation but both witnesses - whose evidence con-
stituted the sole case against Sam Hallam - had expressed serious doubts in their trial testimony. 
Their successive written statements contained irreconcilable contradictions. 

Mr Justice Hone nevertheless ruled that Sam Hallam's trial should proceed and the state-
ments should be considered by the jury. An important aspect of the case is BK's second written 
statement made on 20th October 2004 in which he said that Sam Hallam had been the white 
boy that he had seen on a silver BMX bike and later standing over Essayas Kassahun with a 
baseball bat with a 5" screw protruding. This statement was the only evidence which detailed 
Sam Hallam's alleged role in the attack on Essayas Kasahun (in her second statement naming 
Sam Hallam, PH had said she "could not say exactly what he did..." ). 

In his trial testimony, BK effectively disavowed his previous second statement and returned to 
the position in his first interview and statement made on 13th October 200 in which he had said that 
he was unable to recognise the youth on the BMX bike.  It is significant that before 2003, BK's sec-
ond statement would not have been admissible before the jury. The long-standing rule at common 
law was that where a witness conceded that their oral testimony in court was inconsistent with a pre-
vious statement (as BK had done), the previous statement could not be treated as evidence as to 
the truth of its contents (but only as evidence concerning the witness's own credibility). This rule was 
changed by government legislation under s119 of the Criminal Justice Act 2003 which now allows 
previous inconsistent statements to be admitted in evidence. 
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Sam Hallam testified in his own defence. His evidence was entirely consistent with the 
statement he had provided to police. Mr Justice Hone ruled that this was not a case where it 
was appropriate for the jury to draw any 'adverse inference' from the fact that he had followed 
the duty solicitor's repeated advice that he should not answer questions put to him by inter-
viewing police officers.     In his summing-up to the jury at the end of the trial, Mr Justice Hone 
pointed to the weakness of the identification evidence but in a passage which the Court of 
Appeal later said caused them 'some concern' he said that BK in his testimony at the trial 
referred to his second statement 'with which he had agreed in the witness box'. While BK had 
agreed that he made the second statement, he did not agree that its contents were true. Mr 
Justice Hone gave the jury what is known by lawyers as a 'Turnbull direction' (in line with 
guidelines formulated by the Court of Appeal in 1977 in relation to a case involving identifica-
tion evidence). He warned the jury to exercise caution before convicting the accused on evi-
dence of identification alone and that they should pay particular attention to the circumstances 
in which the identifications were made such as distance, lighting, time and whether the wit-
nesses had previously known the accused. 

On 26th October 2005, the jury found Bullabeck Ringbiong and Sam Hallam guilty of mur-
der. Sentencing both men to life imprisonment, the judge told Ringbiong he must serve at least 
15 years in prison and Sam Hallam must serve a minimum of 12 years. 

Part 5: Appeal 
Sam's counsel lodged application for leave to appeal on 4th November 2005. The sole 

ground of appeal was that the state of the identification evidence was such by the trial's end 
that the judge should have withdrawn the case from the jury.  Leave to appeal  was initially 
refused by a single judge. At a hearing before three judges on 23rd October 2006, the Court 
of Appeal granted leave.   

The full appeal hearing took place at the Royal Courts of Justice on 22nd March 2007. 
The court comprised the Vice President of the Court of Appeal (Criminal Division), Lord Justice 
Latham sitting with Mr Justice Treacy and Mr Justice Royce. Sam's counsel, Robert Fortune 
QC reiterated that the case against Sam Hallam consisted solely of identification evidence 
with which prosecutor David Hatton QC who acted for the Crown at Sam's trial agreed. 

Latham LJ consequently stated that that the appeal hearing must, therefore "concentrate on 
whether the case should have gone to the jury".  Sam's counsel argued that the trial judge was 
wrong in allowing the flawed identification evidence to go before the jury. Both witnesses had given 
conflicting accounts in police interviews, written statements and trial testimony. Robert Fortune 
detailed the many anomalies, contradictions and inconsistencies in their evidence. 

Under the Turnbull guidelines, identification evidence may be so poor and unsupported by 
other evidence that the trial judge should withdraw the case from the jury. This "protects a jury 
from acting upon the type of evidence which even if believed, experience has shown to be a 
possible source of injustice". 

Responding to the arguments put forward by Sam Hallam's counsel, David Hatton QC for 
the Crown emphasised that PH's second witness statement placed Sam Hallam at the scene 
albeit that she could not say "what he was doing". So far as BK's evidence was concerned, Mr 
Hatton argued that the trial judge had issued sufficient warning to the jury to "carefully and 
properly examine the circumstances in which the identification by BK was made".      

Latham LJ expressed the Court of Appeal's "concern" that the trial judge stated that BK 
had 'agreed'  in his trial testimony with the truth of his 20th October 2004 statement when he 

It would also suggest that officers involved with the case were aware of BK having been in custody 
(and that whatever charges he was facing had not been resolved by the time of Sam Hallam’s trial). 
This highly material information was not disclosed to Sam Hallam’s lawyers. 

Why didn’t TH support Sam’s alibi? The question may also be legitimately posed why TH who 
Sam Hallam said he was with at the time of the murder did not confirm his alibi. Immediately after 
Sam Hallam’s arrest, TH spoke with members of Sam’s family to assure them that he had been with 
Sam on the night in question.  

Why did TH that same day make a statement to police in which he denied having been with 
Sam Hallam on 11th October? It is believed  that TH may have been prevailed upon by his own fam-
ily not to become  involved in the case for fear that he too might be implicated in the murder. Such 
concerns - while disastrous for Sam Hallam - may not have been entirely fanciful. In at least one 
notorious miscarriage of justice case – the Guildford Four – a witness who approached police to con-
firm  he had been with one of the accused at the time of the murders found himself charged with 
complicity (and was only released when he withdrew his alibi statement).   

Part 7: New Evidence 
Where a first appeal has been dismissed, the only means open to a convicted person to 

secure a further appeal hearing is by referral from the Criminal Cases Review Commission. 
The CCRC is empowered by Parliament to investigate alleged miscarriages of justice and to 
decide whether convictions should be referred back to the Court of Appeal. In most cases, the 
CCRC will only refer convictions where new evidence casting doubt on the safety of the con-
viction comes to light which was not capable of being raised at the trial or previous appeal. 

Since Sam Hallam’s trial and appeal, significant new material supporting his innocence 
has emerged. None of this evidence has ever been considered by any court.  On 20 February 
2008, an extensive dossier of fresh evidence in the case was presented to the Criminal Cases 
Review Commission. The dossier includes statements from witnesses who were present at 
the murder scene who confirm Sam Hallam was not there, material which casts serious doubt 
on the truthfulness of the chief prosecution witness and information that police failed to dis-
close to Sam's defence team the existence of witnesses who confirmed Sam's account. 

Since its establishment in 1997, the CCRC has been subject to successive government 
cutbacks which have meant the Commission is seriously under-staffed. It was not until late 
September 2008 that a caseworker was allocated to investigate Sam's case.  In November 
2008, the CCRC wrote to Sam advising that its investigation was still at an "early stage" and 
that no estimate for its likely duration could be given. CCRC staff interviewed Sam for the first 
time in prison In June 2009 some sixteen months after the new evidence in his case was sub-
mitted. Their discussions with him indicated that it would be a considerable time before the 
CCRC's investigation of his case would be completed. 

In January 2010, Sam Hallam’s representatives were informed that the Criminal Cases 
Review Commission (CCRC) had exercised its powers under section 19 of the Criminal 
Appeal Act 1995 to require an outside police inquiry to be held into his case.  Such inquiries 
are very rare. It is understood that this is only the 40th occasion on which an outside police 
inquiry has been established out of more than 12,000 applications received by the 
Commission. Thames Valley Police officers interviewed witnesses and re-examined case evi-
dence over a nine month period. In March 2010, Sam Hallam was interviewed at HMP 
Bullingdon by the Senior Investigating Officer leading the inquiry. At the request of the CCRC, 
Sam Hallam’s representatives agreed to delay public disclosure about the inquiry to minimise 
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two of the youths charged with the murder. She named both of these individuals in her state-
ments to police without disclosing her previous relationships with them. 

 Given these discrepancies, it is perhaps surprising that police and prosecution did not adopt a 
more sceptical attitude towards her alleged identification of Sam Hallam. In her first statement, she 
had not described anyone remotely matching his description. Despite purporting to recognise him 
immediately two days later, she was unable to provide even a single detail of what Sam Hallam was 
supposed to have been wearing on the night of the murder or what he had done. 

PH’s motives for accusing Sam Hallam may be open to various interpretations but as 
shown above, there can be no doubt that she was capable of distorting and embellishing her 
account  of the night’s events and her own role in them.  BK 

Having named Sam Hallam, PH - by her own admission - told her friend BK of her identi-
fication. In his first statement on 13th October 2004, BK could not identify a white youth who 
had been on a BMX bike “because I never looked at him”.  After he was “reminded of his 
name” by PH, he named Sam Hallam as one of Essayas Kassahun’s assailants in his second 
statement on 20th October 2004. Without this statement - disowned by BK at trial - there would 
be no case against Sam Hallam. (PH’s statement merely placed him at the scene without 
ascribing any specific actions to him.). 

As outlined above, before 2004, if witnesses gave evidence at trial which contradicted any 
statements they made before the trial, those ‘previous inconsistent statements’ could not be 
put before the jury as evidence of the truth of their contents. Section 119 of the Criminal 
Justice Act 2003 (which came into force on 29th January 2004) abolished this rule. However, 
for any ‘previous inconsistent statement’ to be admitted in evidence, the witness must attend 
court to undergo examination and cross examination.  A consequence of section 119 in Sam 
Hallam’s case was that that from a police/prosecution perspective, the issue of what BK said 
at the trial was of secondary importance to the question of whether he attended. In the event, 
the prosecution’s ‘star’ witness against Sam Hallam proved highly reluctant to attend court. On 
the day he was due to testify, the court was informed that he had failed to appear and was 
refusing to leave his home. Police were dispatched to compel him to attend. 

Information which has since emerged may help to explain BK’s reluctance. While he was 
awaiting trial on remand at Feltham Young Offenders Institution, Sam Hallam was extremely 
surprised to encounter BK as an inmate on the same wing. Sam raised concern about BK’s 
presence with staff. He was told that no-one of that name was being held there. This incident 
might be regarded as an unfortunate instance of mistaken identity (albeit that Sam Hallam was 
at school with BK) were it not for the account of a witness who in October 2005 accompanied 
her son while he was waiting to give evidence at the murder trial.  As they were waiting in an 
ante-room adjacent to the courtroom, she says BK was “dragged in” by police officers.  The 
officers told him not to move and then stood guard in the corridor outside. According to this 
witness, BK looked “terrified”. He asked if her son was there for “OId Street”. BK then said 
“Sam Hallam done it, didn’t he?” When her son answered in the negative, BK said that PH 
“said he was there”. Significantly, BK said he had just been released from custody and the 
police had told him that they would “put me back in Feltham if I don’t give evidence”. BK tried 
twice to leave the court building without giving evidence:- first from the ante-room to where he 
was brought back by police officers and later from the witness box. . 

Police officers are rightly allowed to exercise force to compel witnesses to attend court. 
However, the above account would indicate that improper threats may have been made against BK. 

only agreed that he had made it and his sworn testimony actually negated its contents. During 
the appeal, Latham LJ interjected more than once to comment that it was " difficult to get a 
feel for how the evidence was given" at the trial i.e. that a written transcript of words spoken 
by witnesses does not necessarily convey all of the impression which witnesses' demeanour 
and behaviour communicated in court. 

In delivering its verdict, the Court of Appeal faced a clear problem. The transcript of BK's 
trial testimony showed that he had effectively disowned his identification of Sam Hallam as set 
out in his 20th October statement. Without this statement, there would be no evidence linking 
Sam Hallam to the murder (PH's second statement only alleged he was at the scene. She 
"could not say exactly what he did"). The Court's ingenious explanation for the irreconcilable 
contradiction between BK's second statement and his trial testimony was to speculate that he 
might have given his evidence in such a manner that it gave an entirely opposite impression 
to the jury to the apparent meaning of his words as written down. The Court offered no descrip-
tion how such an  extraordinary feat might have been accomplished.  

Part 6: Questions 
If Sam Hallam is innocent, why would prosecution witnesses accuse him and why was 

there no confirmation of his alibi testimony? 
Why did PH accuse Sam? Inconsistencies in PH’s testimony have been outlined above. 

There are additional aspects of her statements which cast doubt on her truthfulness and accu-
racy. In the view of observers at the trial, PH seemed to want to play a ‘star role’ in the case 
by placing herself at the centre of events. This is evidenced in statements she made to police 
on 12th and 14th October 2004. 

In her first statement, she claimed that following the attack on Essayas Kasahun “we led 
him to the petrol station further down Old Street to get him some help”. This was untrue. PH 
did not help the murder victim to the Shell station. CCTV images from the garage shop show 
he was solely assisted by his friend GR. 

 In her second statement, PH no longer claimed to have helped Essayas but instead said 
that having been told that he was hurt, she went to the garage shop. She said Essayas and 
GR “were just going in”. Again, this is not true.  CCTV stills show the two men were already 
well inside the garage shop by 20:44:38pm. It was not until 1? minutes later - at 20:46:15pm 
– that PH entered the shop.  By this time, GR and the wounded victim had gone into the shop’s 
toilet where GR was attempting to staunch the blood pouring from his friend’s head.  PH said 
that “I called for an ambulance when Essayas was still conscious”. This was untrue. At GR’s 
request, the garage proprietor telephoned the emergency services. The ambulance service 
spoke to a female friend of Essayas who had entered the shop shortly before PH.  In the 
female friend’s statement about the night’s events, she said that when she walked over to the 
petrol station PH “told me that Essayas got hit. I asked how. She said by a bat. I asked her if 
she was lying. She said no”. It is noteworthy that this witness’s  immediate reaction to words 
from PH – someone she knew well - was to suspect that she might not be telling the truth. 

Some witnesses have, moreover, claimed that PH was not actually present during the 
attack but only arrived on the scene afterwards. One of those charged with the murder (and 
acquitted) states PH “wasn’t there ..If she had been there, I would definitely have seen her as 
she would have stood out”. There was a good reason why she would have “stood out” to him. 
A salient fact which PH failed to mention in either of her statements was that as well as being 
a former girlfriend of the murder victim, she had been involved in relationships with at least 
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