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Dear Judge,
 
I’m making an application to vary reporting restrictions. I want to report 
some of HHJ Williscroft’s attached fact-finding ruling (DE19P00318) and 
name the mother and father.
 
I am making the application on behalf of PA, on the basis that, in line with 
the President’s guidance, PA is not at risk of a costs order.

If PA is at risk of a costs order, I would withdraw my application.

I think the case raises some very unusual issues: I can't recall another 
family court case involving a sitting MP and a former MP, and former 
minister, let alone a private law case involving politicians in which such 
serious findings have been made. In deciding whether all, or some, of the 
judgment, should be made public, you will have to weigh the Article 10 
rights of the media, and public, against the Article 8 rights of the child, the 
mother, and the father. On the one hand, HHJ Williscroft has concluded 
that, on the balance of probabilities, a former Government minister raped 
his wife while he was an MP. On the other, HHJ Williscroft oversaw a 
private hearing focused on the welfare of a very young child, whose 
parents are politicians who have high profiles and are well-known. HHJ 
Williscroft found that the child's mother was, on the balance of 
probabilities, a victim of rape, physical abuse, and continuing coercive 
behaviour. HHJ Williscroft heard that the child's father experienced a 
mental breakdown and made suicide attempts. Very unusually in a private 
law dispute, I believe that the balance here falls on the Article 10 side. I 
think you should allow me to report parts of the judgment and name the 
mother and father.
 
I think a redacted version of the judgment, naming the mother and father, 
should be published.
 
I would, with respect, make the following points:
 
1: Fact-finding rulings in private law disputes are now commonly 
published, and reported, anonymously. I think some basic facts from this 
case could be reported anonymously, but I don't believe the judgment 



could be reported, or published, anonymously in any detail. The identity 
jigsaw would be too easy to construct. How many ex-MPs, and ministers, 
can there be in England and Wales who are involved in a family court 
dispute with a sitting MP? The ruling would have to be redacted to such 
an extent that it would be meaningless. I think the choice is stark: either 
names must be named or the key details in the ruling, and the dispute, 
must remain secret.
 
2: I think the argument for naming the father is, in principle, plain. When a 
judge, even a family court judge sitting in private, is dealing with a case 
involving one, let alone, two politicians, there must be a significant public 
interest. There must be an enormous public interest in reporting the 
findings (especially the rape finding) made against the father. He raped 
and abused his wife when he was an MP, and he's a former minister. The 
governed surely have a right to know that one of their governors has been 
found to have committed rape. If a passenger on the Clapham omnibus, 
never mind the  omnibus, read the full ruling, I think it's fair to 
assume that they would be shocked and outraged. They'd ask if there was 
a police investigation; they'd wonder whether there might be other victims; 
they might think the father should be in jail; they might even decide to vote 
Labour at the next election. This isn’t a politician embracing a woman who 
isn’t his wife in breach of Covid restrictions; this is a rape finding. In 
principle, I think it would be scandalous if HHJ Williscroft’s findings, 
certainly the rape finding, were kept secret.
 
3: The problem is, can the child, the mother, and, to a lesser extent, the 
father, be protected, if HHJ Williscroft’s findings are made public, and 
names are named?
 
4: As a matter of interest, I think it’s worth considering what might have 
happened if the mother had complained to the police. HHJ Williscroft 
made her findings, on the balance of probabilities, at a private family court 
hearing. I’m not aware that the mother made a rape complaint to the 
police. (I imagine she must have at least considered such a move). The 
father certainly hasn’t been charged with rape and hasn’t faced a public 
criminal court trial. No jury has made any beyond reasonable doubt 
findings. However, the mother could have chosen to complain to the 
police, as well as to a family court judge. Had she made such a complaint, 
and had the police, and CPS, concluded that there was enough evidence 
to charge, the media would have been able to name the father in reports 
of the case. Journalists would probably have merely described the mother 
as “a woman”, so as not to identify her. (It’s difficult to use the term 



“woman” in this case because in a family court the “woman” is almost 
certainly an estranged wife or estranged partner). I think it’s reasonable to 
assume that, if HHJ Williscroft concluded that the father had raped the 
mother on the balance of probabilities, the police and CPS would probably 
have concluded that there was enough evidence to charge, and the father 
would have been publicly named.
 
THE CHILD
 
5: Initially, I said I wouldn’t name the child or report  age or  sex, or 
say  was an only child. Initially, I said I'd simply refer to  as "a child" 
when summarising what the case was about. Having given the matter 
more thought, I think I can go a step further: I think I can write a report 
without mentioning the child. I think I could simply say: “Mrs Justice 
Lieven said the reason for the launch of the family court litigation could not 
be revealed.”  Seven years ago, I reported this fact-finding judgment. 
https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Fam/2013/4646.html (This is a 
report of the judgment https://www.belfasttelegraph.co.uk/news/uk/killer-
under-pressure-from-dealer-30305031.html.) The facts were different but 
the problem similar: how to minimise the effect on the child at the centre 
of proceedings. King J, as she then was, approved the publication of a 
redacted judgment. We agreed, with King J’s approval, not to reveal the 
reason for the launch of the litigation but to simply use the phrase: “The 
reason for the launch of the family court litigation cannot be revealed for 
legal reasons”. I think such an approach would give this child an added 
layer of protection. People who know the Griffiths have a child would know 
about the child, but I wouldn’t be telling anyone who didn’t know. And no-
one could know for sure that the child was at the centre of the litigation. 
There are many reasons why people become involved in family court 
litigation. Obviously, there would still be a jigsaw identification risk: 
neighbours, or friends of the family, would know there was a child and 
would know who the child was. The bus passenger could discover  
name by Google-searching the parents’ names. However, is there any 
evidence that neighbours, or friends of the family, would harm ? In 
many ways, reports of this ruling would be similar to the reports of the 
"sexts scandal" which engulfed the father in 2018. (Wikipedia ... he was 
the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Small Business, 
Consumers and Corporate Responsibility at the Department for Business, 
Energy and Industrial Strategy from January 2018 until his resignation in 
July 2018, after the Sunday Mirror reported that he had sent up to 2,000 
sexually explicit text messages to two female constituents). Is there any 
evidence that neighbours, or people who knew the family, harmed, or tried 
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to harm the child, after reading those reports? And, in reality, would the 
bus passenger's instinct be to try to identify, let alone harm, the child? 
Wouldn't the bus passenger simply be outraged by the father's 
behaviour?  How many people who read reports of Matt Hancock’s 
embrace with Gina Coladangelo immediately took to Google to see if they 
could identify and harm their children? I also think there are similarities to 
a public law case Hayden J considered in May 2020 https://
www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/2020-EWHC-1282-Fam.pdf 
Concerns were raised that the child at the centre of those proceedings 
would be identified, and harmed, if the local authority was named. Hayden 
J concluded that the local authority should be named. I've not seen any 
evidence that the child was identified or harmed as a result of Hayden J's 
ruling. However, it has been reported that a council "chief" was "sacked" 
in the wake of publicity about the case https://www.standard.co.uk/news/
london/zena-brabazon-childrens-services-haringey-council-sacked-high-
court-ruling-a4463456.html).
 
6: The child is too young to be affected by publicity at the moment.  
won't be bullied or teased or shunned by  peers.  not at school 
yet.  not going to read the Daily Mirror. Might  mother be 
shunned? Might invites to other children’s birthday parties stop arriving, 
for example? Why would that happen? Won’t people logically have 
sympathy for the mother? She’s the victim. Why would they shun her – or 
the child? The father might well be shunned, but he doesn’t live with the 
child. He won’t be opening children’s birthday party invitations. Again, was 
the mother shunned in this fashion in the wake of the “sexts scandal”?
 
7: Of course, in a few years, the child might Google-search  father or 
mother’s name,  friends might read the reports about his behaviour, 

 might be teased, or even bullied.  (It's hard to be sure when that might 
happen. Likewise, it's hard to know what information might be online when 

 starts to look).
 
8: This child is not the average child. This child is the  of two 
politicians, this child was placed into the public gaze shortly after birth. 
(Of course, that's not  fault and  shouldn't suffer because of that.) 
At some point this child is probably going to discover that  name and 
photograph - albeit as a newborn baby - are online, regardless of whether 
this case is reported. Sadly,  is probably going to discover that there's 
an awful lot of information about  parents online. Sadly, at some point, 
this child, and  friends, probably are going to discover that a “sexts 
scandal” engulfed  father. (At the moment, a Google search of  
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father’s name quickly brings up a Sun report about a “Westminster sex 
scandal”. A Google search of “Andrew Griffiths Daddy”, reveals a headline 
which says: “Minister resigns over creepy ‘Daddy’ messages sent to 
barmaid and her friend”).  will probably discover that father spoke 
candidly, in Parliament, about his own sexual abuse as a child, when 
introducing the Compensation Orders (Child Sexual Abuse) Bill. The child 
will probably learn that  parents went through a public separation.  
will probably learn that  mother issued a statement saying: "My recent 
personal experiences have given me a much better understanding of 
domestic abuse issues that can affect women and men from all 
backgrounds. I will be a strong voice for abuse survivors.” Very sadly, this 
child is going to be at risk, of being teased or bullied or shunned 
regardless of whether this case is reported.  Very sadly, due to father’s 
behaviour, this child is going to have deal with information that is already 
in the public domain.
 
9: How much will be added to the child’s load if the rape finding is made 
public? Will that substantially increase a risk of bullying? How will that 
affect  relationship with father? I think it’s a difficult question: it’s 
difficult to be sure what the risk is. If a child, for example, wakes up to 
discover that  has a spot in the middle of  forehead, it’s easy to 
assess the risk. Children will probably point to the spot and be rude. But 
what is the risk if, in maybe seven or eight years’ time, this child’s friends 
discover that  father was an MP who was once caught up in a “sexts 
scandal” and raped  mother. I’m not sure how the response children 
might have can be gauged. This child is possibly in a unique situation.
 
10: The father says there is a “significant distinction” between the child 
growing older and reading information about him and the “sexting scandal 
at a time of a mental break” than there is reading that he “raped  
mother”.  He says the “nuances of burden of proof and the distinction 
between a finding in a family court and a criminal conviction will be lost on 
those who would use this against ”. What evidence is there to support 
that argument? Presumably, the people who “would use this against ” 
are other children who might tease or bully.  It may be true that the 
“nuances of burden of proof and the distinction between a finding in a 
family court and a criminal conviction” will be lost on children. By the same 
token, will child bullies really take into account that the father was “sexting 
… at the time of a mental break”?
 
11: Last year the wife of MP Charlie Elphicke spoke about the effect his 
sex assault trial had on their children.  https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/
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article-8586529/Natalie-Elphicke-MP-describes-husband-Charlies-assault-
allegations-saw-children-suffer.html The Elphicke children’s experiences 
might give some idea of what awaits this child, but the circumstances are 
different. The Elphicke children were older, their father was in the news 
while they were at school, other children and families were reading current 
reports of the trial. The “sexts scandal” and rape finding will be historic by 
the time this child and  peers learn of them: the father won’t be in the 
headlines in the way Charlie Elphicke was.
 
12: I think you must be realistic. In any event, won’t this child’s parents 
have to carefully prepare for what’s online before  or  friends find 
it? They'll have to have difficult conversations. They'll have to do what 
they can to guard  against bullying.  no doubt ask difficult 
questions about the abuse  father inflicted, and that mother 
suffered.  know that  parents are separated. growing up 
with an MP who campaigns about domestic abuse: the issue is bound to 
feature prominently in  life.  It’s very unlikely that  will learn of the 
father’s behaviour from another child in the playground. Who can be sure 
how old  will be when that nettle has to be grasped?  parents will 
probably need help from specialist counsellors. Won’t  need to be 
carefully monitored at school? How can anyone gauge what this child’s 
reaction will be? 
 
13: I think you should also bear in mind that the mother might choose to 
tell the child about the rape, regardless of whether the judgment is 
published.
 
14: I accept that people will use what they read against the father. (I’m not 
sure what evidence there is to show that the “nuances of burden of 
proof…” will be lost on most adults).  I agree with the father when he says 
that he would “forever in the eyes of the press and all who read the 
reports be a rapist”, and a rapist of his  mother: but that’s 
because a judge has found him to be a rapist, and a rapist of his 

 mother.
 
15: The mother broadly supports the applications made by Ms Tickle and I 
and takes a realistic view of this issue. Paragraph 29 of her skeleton says: 
“It is submitted that whether the judgment is published or not, (the child) 
will eventually need to understand  life story…”  You must have the 
interests of the child, not the interests of the father, as a primary - though 
not paramount, concern. I would argue that you should be swayed by the 
mother’s views. The mother lives with the child, the mother has brought 
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up the child through the “sexts scandal” and its aftermath, no-one knows 
the child better than  mother. I’d stress that this mother is no ordinary 
mother: she’s an MP and domestic abuse campaigner, she clearly fully 
understands the issues and knows what the child might have to contend 
with further down the road. If she thinks she can cope, and thinks the child 
can cope, that should be enough for you.  In this case, I would argue that 
mum really does know best.
 
16: I submit that to conclude that the father’s behaviour should be kept 
secret because a child who is probably going to suffer might suffer some 
more if the truth is told would be wrong.
 
17: I submit that the “significant distinction” argument is too simplistic and 
unrealistic, and not enough to override the public’s Article 10 rights in this 
case.
 
THE MOTHER
 
18: I initially appealed to the mother to agree to be named. She is broadly 
supporting the applications made by Ms Tickle and me. I can only thank 
her and admire her courage. I would still make the point that other victims 
will feel empowered if they read that the mother, an MP, has been a rape 
victim, has been to a family court, and has had her allegations found 
proven.
Likewise, issues relating to domestic rape and coercive control are at the 
centre of the family court agenda. (The Court of Appeal has recently 
considered four linked cases; The Archers featured a highly publicised 
coercive-control storyline). These are issues we should be writing about, 
victims should know that they are not alone, and should be encouraged to 
come forward. I think this judgment is very important.
 
THE FATHER
 
19: Regardless of whether names are named, the father’s relationship 
with the child is bound to be very, very difficult. He’s going to have to 
explain the sexts, and his sexting will probably have life-long effects on his 
child. (I don’t know whether the effects will be “catastrophic”). I have no 
doubt that reporting of the rape will make the relationship more difficult, 
maybe even impossible. I’m sorry about that, but don’t shoot the 
messenger: the press would have nothing to report if the father hadn’t 
behaved in the way that he did.  
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20: The father says there can be no doubt that publication of the judgment 
will have a “devastating effect” on the child “throughout the rest of  life”. 
However, it’s hard to see how publication could affect at the moment, 
or for the next few years –  too young. What he is in fact saying is 
that the child will be devastated if  finds out the truth about him. Is his 
argument that the truth must be hidden from throughout the rest of  
life? Would the headline be: “Politician says press must not tell the truth 
and parents must not tell their children the truth?” The father has harmed 
his child and put his relationship with  at risk, not the press. He harmed 

 the moment he started sexting and the moment he began mistreating 
the mother. He wasn’t just a father and a husband, he was an MP and a 
minister; he should have known, and surely did know, that what he was 
doing was wrong.
 
21: I’m sure I can speak for Ms Tickle by saying that neither of us is naïve, 
nor are we being “deliberately” naïve as has been suggested. Ms Tickle 
and I fully understand that this case raises difficult issues. We are both 
parents and this child is at the forefront of our thoughts. We don’t want to 
cause the child any harm and we are not seeking sensation or making this 
application in “order to sell news”. We are trying to hold someone who 
was a lawmaker to account. Politicians can’t have their cake and eat it; 
with power comes responsibility. And the father is naïve if he thinks that 
journalists won’t find out that politicians are sexting women and are in 
family courts facing allegations of rape and domestic abuse.
 
22: The father says, while he did “hold public office”, none of the 
behaviour complained of and found proven “impacted on his public duties 
to the detriment of the wider public and/or his constituents”. That may be 
his judgment, but it is now clear that his judgment of what does and 
doesn’t affect other people was seriously impaired, and was impaired over 
a very long period of time.  Why should we, or the public, have any 
confidence in that assurance, given what he has been found to have 
done? I don’t know, for example, whether any women came to his surgery 
to ask for his help in family court disputes with ex-partners. I don’t know 
whether any men asked for his help after their wives accused them of 
rape. I don’t know whether any young barmaids asked for his help 
because they were receiving sexts from married politicians. But given 
what I know of MPs’ caseloads, I think it is likely that some very 
vulnerable people, whose lives had been blighted by domestic abuse, 
rape, and family justice issues, passed through his constituency office. I 
think the voters of  might have paused for thought if the father had 
told them that he was sexting, in his words, “two third parties”, and 
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mistreating his wife, while representing them. The Labour front bench 
might have had a few questions too. The readers of the  Mail might 
be surprised to discover what the father was doing after the photographer 
who pictured him with his wife and new baby left the house. I suspect 
most bus passengers would be shocked to learn that someone who was 
an MP and minister has been found to have raped his wife. The father 
says his wife was “not involved” in the “sexting scandal” which took place 
between him and “two third parties”. I wonder what most married women 
voters would think of that analysis?
 
23 : Clearly you will have to consider the father's mental health issues. 
There is already information in the public domain about his mental health 
difficulties. HHJ Williscroft explained, in her judgment, how, following his 
separation from the mother, the father was admitted to hospital "having 
wanted to kill himself". The judgment also says he now considers himself 
to be mentally well, and HHJ Williscroft considers his second suicide 
attempt to have been an example of continuing coercive behaviour. 
Obviously, I'm sorry to read of the difficulties he experienced. I can't 
gauge what effect a report of the judgment might have on his mental 
health.  I'd point out that the father himself decided to place his mental 
health problems into the public domain. (Wikipedia ... In November 2018, 
during an interview with The Sunday Times, he reported that he planned 
to kill himself after the sexual misconduct allegations came to light. During 
the same interview, he said that the texts that he had sent to the women 
were 'the result of my mental breakdown' following a 'battle with my own 
mental health'. He disclosed that he had a long history of mental health 
problems resulting from being allegedly abused at the age of eight by a 
fifteen-year-old boy.) Regulators’ codes of conduct make it clear that 
journalists should take great care when reporting mental health issues 
and suicide attempts; and I would be very careful. In any report of your 
judgment, I don't think I'd be telling the public anything about the father's 
mental health which they couldn't already find online.
 
24: You will decide not just if the judgment can be reported, but when it 
can be reported, and when it can be published: the father will be fully 
prepared for publicity.  The father could prepare whatever statement he 
wanted to release, which I'd report, or say whatever he wanted to say in 
his defence. I'd make sure his side of the story was fairly reported.
 
25: You wouldn't be the first judge to allow reporting of someone's health 
issues in a report of family court proceedings. District Judge Hudd 
concluded that this judgment -



https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWFC/HCJ/2019/85.html  - should be 
made public, and names named, after I argued that reporting was in the 
public interest. Her ruling is on a money case, but it also features a former 
MP and was published following private hearings. You'll see that the 
judgment refers to the wife's mental health issues (116). I would suggest 
that the findings she made against the politician involved in that case are 
small potatoes in comparison to the findings made made against the 
father in this case.  Mostyn J also allowed names to be named in this 
judgment https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWFC/HCJ/2019/85.html.  He 
refers to a disabled child (34). In both those judgments, the judges have 
referred to health problems suffered by innocent parties.
 
26: I’m not asking to report the entire judgment, nor asking you to publish 
the entire judgment. I want to report what I consider to be in the public 
interest.
 
27: I want to report your findings that the father: raped his wife; physically 
abused his wife (including on one occasion when she was heavily 
pregnant); and behaved towards her in a "controlling and coercive" way. I 
also want to report that how father implied that he, and other husbands, 
had sexual and touching rights;  how he made indirect threats that his wife 
would be left homeless and without money if she did not "go along with a 
picture to show she is standing by him", when his career was threatened;  
how the judge heard an allegation that he told his wife she would "not be 
believed" because he was an MP;  how the judge heard that he was 
unfaithful; how the judge heard that he threatened a woman he was 
having an affair with that he would "go to the press" if she spoke to his 
wife; and how the judge heard that he had engaged in sexually risky 
behaviour for many years. I think it's in the public interest that those points 
should be reported.
 
28: I'm not asking to be allowed to report detail of the rape; only the fact 
that HHJ Williscroft found that the father had raped the mother.
 
29: I don't want to report evidence relating to the wife's family, or the 
father's . They may be related to politicians, but they're not politicians 
or public figures.
 
30: I think the evidence relating to  

 is difficult. Obviously, 
these matters would interest and titillate readers: on the other hand, they 
relate to a couple's private life. I think on balance you should allow me to 



report that the mother said she was pressurised to engage in sexual 
activity, and that HHJ Williscroft found that pressure to be part of a pattern 
of controlling and coercive behaviour.
 
31: I’m not proposing to lay “bare for all to see” intimate details of the 
Griffiths’ relationship, as the father suggests.
 
CONCLUSION
 
32: I think, with respect, Article 10 outweighs Article 8.
 
33: The judgment relates to a man who is not just a public figure but was 
an MP and minister. Findings have been made about the way he behaved 
when he was an MP.  I think the risk to the child already exists because of 
the father’s publicised behaviour, and, in reality,  given the preparatory 
work that will have to be done with the child, a report of these proceedings 
will not significantly add to that risk.
 
34: It simply cannot be right that the public are kept in the dark about the 
findings made in this case. I'd make the point I made to Hayden J in the 
Haringey case referred to above: what is the purpose of the right to free 
speech, if the voting public can't be told that someone they elected to 
govern and make laws has been found to have committed rape? Yes, a 
judge heard the case in private, yes, a child is at the centre of 
proceedings, but that shouldn't mean that such serious findings made 
against such a high-profile person should be kept secret. Maybe this case 
can't be heard in public, but surely there should be transparency.
 
35: Do parents want children to grow up in a country where the public 
can’t be told that a politician has been found to have committed rape?
 
36: The father might run for office again: he might marry again. Will he tell 
the voters, or any future wife or partner, about HHJ Williscroft’s findings?
 
37: I'd also urge you to consider the wider context: Weinstein and the 
MeToo movement. Shouldn't every woman this husband, a middle-aged 
unfaithful politician, has had a relationship with know that a judge has 
concluded that he raped his wife? Shouldn't the police know?
 
38: By allowing me to name names, and by publishing a version of the 
judgment, you, and the mother, can send a powerful message which may 
deter crime. You can tell people that if they commit rape and abuse their 



partners, they may not be charged with an offence, they may not be jailed, 
but they may face a trial in a family court. (MacDonald J made this point in 
https://www.bailii.org/cgi  bin/format.cgi?doc=/ew/cases/EWFC/HCJ/
2015/58.html&query=(MA14P01452) (53) and (70).) You can tell people 
that the ladder of law not only has no top no bottom, but also has many 
rungs.
 
39: Likewise, a report naming a politician will put the issue of coercive 
control squarely into the headlines and may provide help to thousands of 
victims.
 
40: If you are against me, I think, as a minimum, some basic facts could 
be reported without posing any risk to child, mother, or father:
 
41: I think we could report, anonymously, that HHJ Williscroft concluded, 
on the balance of probabilities, that a former Conservative minister raped, 
physically abused, and coercively controlled his wife while an MP. I think 
we could name judges and add that findings were made at private 
hearings in a family court in Derby. I think, as a minimum, we should be 
able write a report along those lines. (If we wrote a report along those 
lines, I don't believe we could say the mother was an MP. I think saying 
she was an MP would create jigsaw identification).
 
42: I think we could report that mother and father are involved in "family 
court proceedings” and name them. (I wouldn't name, or even mention, 
the child in such a report). There's a mass of information in the public 
domain relating to father's sexting, and the marriage breakdown. The 
mother has spoken of how her experiences have added to her 
understanding of domestic abuse. There are references to divorce. 
(References to sexting, domestic abuse and divorce can be found on 
Wikipedia).  I think a passenger of the Clapham omnibus, certainly the 

 omnibus, could guess that mother and father are involved in family 
court proceedings. Anyone seeing mother and father outside the family 
court in Derby could easily put two and two together. 
 
43: (I'm not sure whether we could report both option 41 and option 42. I 
suppose it's possible that someone could link two such reports, especially 
if they we published at the same time.  As a minimum, I'd rather report 
option 41: I think it's more important that the public is told that an MP, and 
former minister, has been found to have committed rape.)
 



44: I haven't considered reporting of any decisions a judge might make 
about the husband's contact with the child. Broadly, I think, if a judge 
concludes that the husband cannot see the child, that would be a matter 
of public interest. However, one step at a time, issues relating to further 
reporting can be considered once a decision has been made about the 
fact-finding ruling.
 
 
Brian Farmer
Reporter
PA Media
 
 
 




