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Introduction 

1. The Mother has had the benefit of reading the submissions put forward by the 
other parties in respect of the publication of parts of the judgment of HHJ 
Williscroft dated 27 November 2020 following the fact-finding hearing: 

a. Rights of Women’s (“RoW”) skeleton argument dated 1 July 2021 ; 2

b. Ms Tickle’s skeleton argument dated 8 July 2021; 
c. Mr Farmer’s email dated 9 July 2021;  
d. The Guardian’s updating submissions dated 1 July 2021 and 13 July 

2021 ; and 3

e. The Father’s two skeleton arguments dated 1 July 2021 and 12 July 
2021. 

2. The Mother accepts the correct position on the law set out within Ms Tickle, 
RoW’s and the Guardian’s skeleton arguments. She does not intend to 
rehearse the law. The Mother expands upon her position that the Mother 
supports Ms Tickle and Mr Farmer’s applications for the judgment to be 
published. The Mother supports option 1 of Ms Tickle’s proposed publication 
of the judgment which would allow for the parts of the judgment to be 
published which are in yellow but not in green.  

3. The Mother does not support the identification of: 

a. The child’s name; 

b. Any information pertaining to her or Mr Griffiths’ family;  

c.  

 The Mother supports RoW’s broader public policy arguments as well as the right to self-2

expression and self-determination for victims of domestic abuse in the family courts. In 
addition, she supports the pressing need for “higher levels of publication of private law 
judgments across a range of cases” especially domestic abuse (§2(d), RoW).

 The Mother is very concerned that the Guardian , which the 3

Mother discovered less than 48 hours prior to the hearing. If the hearing is adjourned, the 
Mother would likely invite the court to make a cost’s order against Cafcass. Why were the 
parties not informed days if not weeks in advance of the hearing? As a single mother 
receiving no child maintenance and having to fund her legal expenses, the Mother has very 
limited financial means.



d.  
 The Mother prefers Mr Farmer’s 

approach in simply stating that the Mother was pressurised into sexual 
activity. 

4. The Mother seeks a reporting restriction on the name, date of birth and 
picture of . 

5. It is understood that Ms Tickle and Mr Farmer respect the Mother’s wish and 
do not seek to report any of the issues identified above (§66 of Ms Tickle’s 
final skeleton argument). 

6. The Mother does not support the Father’s new position that the judgment 
should be published but anonymously thus leaving ,   the 
family unidentifiable to the public. The Mother submits that the Father 
wholly fails to engage with the Mother’s real concern that the Father is 
attempting to silence her. The Father’s submissions do not stem from a 
concern about ’s Art 8 rights or welfare – but rather as a means to protect 
the Father and bury the serious findings made against him. 

7. If the court does not accede to Ms Tickle and Mr Farmer’s application to 
publish the judgment, the Mother will exercise parliamentary privilege and 
will speak in the House of Commons about the findings made by the court. 
As such, the Father’s new proposal would become academic as plainly the 
parties would readily be identified. The Mother seeks the court’s approval to 
speak about the judgment in a context which allows her to give comment 
outside of the House of Commons; and it would also give the Father the 
opportunity to comment. 

Brief overview 

8. Where the court is asked to lift/extend reporting restrictions, a balancing 
exercise is required between Articles 6, 8 and 10 (or, where applicable, other 
rights) (paragraph 5, Guidance ). Sir James Munby P addressed the balancing 4

 Practice Guidance (Family Courts: Transparency) [2014] 1 WLR 230 (2014 Guidance) which has 4

been supplemented by Practice Guidance on Anonymisation, Practice Guidance: Family Court – 
Anonymisation Guidance (December 2018) (Anonymisation Guidance).
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exercise in Re J (A Child) [2013] EWHC 2694 (Fam) where, at paragraph 22 he 
said: 

it is "necessary to measure the nature of the impact ... on the child" of 
what is in prospect. Indeed, the interests of the child, although not 
paramount, must be a primary consideration, that is, they must be 
considered first though they can, of course, be outweighed by the 
cumulative effect of other considerations. 

[emphasis added] 

9. ’s interests and Art 8 rights are the court’s primary consideration but 
they are not paramount. Equally the court needs to balance, the Mother’s Art 
8 and Art 10 right to speak publicly about the abuse that she was subjected to 
by the Father when he was a MP and Minister – as well as ensuring that the 
Father’s opposition to this application is not another means to control her by 
silencing her.  

10. It is unclear what the Father’s position is in respect of his Art 8 rights. Ms 
Tickle states that the Father does not assert his Article 8 rights as the basis for 
the opposition to the publication of information – this would need to be 
recorded in the court order (§23). The Father confirmed at the hearing on 10 
June 2021 that he was not relying on mental health to oppose the publication 
of the judgment (recital two). 

11. As held by Lord Steyn in the well-cited case of Re S [2005], the ultimate 
balancing test is between Article 8 and 10. At paragraph 17, the court held: 

the justifications for interfering with or restricting each right must be 
taken into account. Finally, the proportionality test must be applied to 
each. 

12. It is submitted that in a case such as this, where there are serious findings of 
rape, domestic abuse and coercive and controlling behaviour (“CCB”) made 
by a Circuit Judge, the Guidance supports the publication of the judgment .  5

13. The starting point, which is accepted by all parties, is that the judgment 
should be published. The question is simply: Should the parents be named?  

 See, (a) §14(i) and §16 of Practice Guidance (Family Courts: Transparency) [2014] 1 WLR 230 5

(2014 Guidance) which has been supplemented by (b) §17, schedule 1(i) of Practice Guidance 
on Anonymisation, Practice Guidance: Family Court – Anonymisation Guidance (December 2018) 
(Anonymisation Guidance).
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14. This skeleton argument addresses the factors that apply to the balancing 
exercise when considering the publication of the Judgment. This involves 
balancing the competing Convention rights of Art 8 and 10 of the various 
parties. The child’s Art 8 rights being of primary interest to the court.  

15. The Mother’s primary focus is on her Art 8 and 10 rights – and ’s Art 8 
rights. The Mother submits that an interference with ’s Art 8 rights is 
limited but it is both necessary and proportionate for the reasons addressed 
below. Any concerns about the impact on the child in the long-term is 
speculative and has to be balanced alongside the excellent and consistent care 
- both emotional and physical - that the Mother and her family provide to 

. 

16. The Mother takes exception to the Father’s attempt to frame the publication of 
the judgment as having “shattering long terms consequences” for the Mother 
(§55). Frankly, the Father is not in any position to attempt to undermine the 
weight of the Mother’s arguments for publication by suggesting that she is 
somehow unaware of the long-term consequences. This is not only 
patronising but it is infantilising – especially in a context of his long-term 
abuse and control over her. To now suggest that he is ‘worried’ for her about 
the public becoming aware of his abuse of her is preposterous.  

17. The Father also states in his skeleton argument dated 1 July 2021, “the 
Mother’s assertion that this application engages her Article 10 rights is not 
accepted and must be treated with circumspection” (§16). In final skeleton 
argument, which conflicts with the second, the Father states, “in assessing the 
article 10 rights of the Mother… the court will decide whether the proposed 
disclosure of the family ranks at the top end of the hierarchy of article 10” 
(§10 (23)). The Father now appears to accept that the Mother has an Art 10 
right to speak publicly about the abuse she suffered and the findings of the 
court .  6

Unique case & Public policy issue 

18. As the Mother stated in her first skeleton argument and as reinforced by RoW, 
the courts have not considered in any real detail the Art 8 and Art 10 rights of 
victims of domestic abuse to have the fact-finding judgment published with 
their names attached. This, therefore, is a unique case. The Mother supports 
the approach of RoW that there is a fundamental legal issue where victims, 

 The Father three skeleton arguments are at times both confusing and conflicting.6
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such as the Mother, seek freedom of expression publicly (Art 10) and a right to 
self-determination thus preventing them from being further silenced (Art 8). 
The right of the Mother to express her experiences and the court’s findings 
reinforces her Art 8, 10 and 14 Convention rights. These arguments underpin 
the Mother’s submissions. 

Silencing the Mother: Further control by the Father (and potentially the courts) 

19. The Mother is becoming, on her own terms and with time, a powerful 
advocate, a Member of Parliament, representing her own Constituency that 
she grew up in. She is an advocate for victims of domestic abuse and she has 
worked closely on the Domestic Abuse Bill, now an Act of Parliament as of 
this year, which concerns significant transformations made to the family 
proceedings concerning domestic abuse. The Mother recently supported 
Yvette Cooper MP’s amendment to the Crime, Sentencing and Courts Bill 
which seeks to increase the 6-month time limit on reporting domestic abuse to 
the police . The Mother intends to work alongside other MPs who are a force 7

for change, for the betterment of victims and children, and to share her story 
and experiences with the public.  

20. In the future, the Mother may wish to write articles about her experiences. It 
cannot be right that a Member of Parliament working at the coalface of 
legislative changes concerning domestic abuse, advising victims of domestic 
abuse, and proposing her own legal changes – that she cannot speak out 
about her own experiences . This would be wholly contrary to Parliamentary 8

privilege and the purpose of allowing MPs to speak freely. It would also 
disproportionately infringe her Art 8 rights to be able to speak about her 
private life and thus to life a healthy private life without being silenced. The 
Mother seeks her right to self-determination and identification.  

21. Any attempt to prevent her from ever speaking about her life with the Father 
would be another form of abuse. This time, the state would be silencing her, a 
victim, now survivor, from raising her voice, for daring to speak out. It cannot 
be right that the family court silences the Mother from ever speaking about the 
Father’s abuse of her including when she was pregnant with  and after 
she gave birth to . This would be wholly contrary to the Mother’s Article 
8 rights.  

 New Clause 60, “Time limits for prosecutions for common assault in domestic abuse 7

cases”.

 There is a witness statement that comprises part of the private law children proceedings 8

(not disclosed into this application) from the Mother’s colleague confirming that the Mother 
has undertaken constituency case work involving at least one Mother whom lost the 
residence of her children after a fact-finding hearing in the family courts.

X
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22. As a survivor of rape, domestic abuse and coercive and controlling behaviour 
(“CCB”) the Mother submits that her Art 8, Art 10 and 14 rights support the 
publication of the judgment. To silence a survivor of abuse, is to continue the 
trauma through family law proceedings.  

23. The Father threatened the Mother that she would not be believed because of 
his powerful position as a MP. The Mother was silenced in the abusive 
relationship.  

§6.25. She told the court the Father had told her she would not be believed as 
he was an MP (Judgment). 

24. Preventing the Mother from speaking about the abuse is another means of 
continuing the Father’s control over her by silencing her. It is submitted that it 
would be wholly contrary to the Mother’s Art 8, 10 and 14 rights to prohibit 
her from ever discussing the rape, domestic abuse and CCB that she 
experienced at the hands of the Father.  

25. The Mother has real concerns that the Father is a repeat offender. He likely 
harassed his ex-partner whom reported him to the police, he threated another 
ex-partner with media attention if she dare tell the Mother about their affair 
and he has raped and abused the Mother. Who is next? There is a public 
interest in knowing of the Father’s true conduct and behaviour. 

26. If family proceedings had never commenced, the Mother would have been 
free to share publicly the abuse she suffered by the Father (subject to 
defamation laws), indeed she raised her identity as a ‘domestic abuse victim’ 
in her campaigning literature, she should not now be barred from speaking 
publicly after seeking legal protection for  through the family courts. 

27. Moreover, in the case of H-N and Others  (children) (domestic abuse: finding 
of fact hearings) [2021] EWCA Civ 448 , the Court of Appeal highlighted at 9

the outset that the case was of significant public importance because it 
involved serious allegations. As a result, the hearing was in open court and 
hundreds of members of the public attended. The Judgment was published 

 There have only been only a handful of other Judgments which shine a light on rape, 9

domestic abuse and CCB in the family courts including, JH v MF [2020] EHWC 86, F v M 
[2021] EWFC 4, A (Domestic abuse: incorrect principles applies) [2021] EWFC B30.
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and three of the four trial judgments were published (it is unknown why the 
trial judgment in Re T has not been published). 

28. In the most recent ‘general guidance’ case concerning rape, domestic abuse 
and CCB, the Court of Appeal held in H-N and Others that, “we are confident 
that the modern approach that we have described is already understood and 
has become embedded through training and experience in the practice of the 
vast majority of judges and magistrates sitting in the Family Court” [§53]. 
One might conclude that this is a rather bold assertion to make given a rather 
scathing report published by the Ministry of Justice, “the Harm Report”, in 
June 2020, which found systemic failures of the family justice system in its 
approach to domestic abuse and the protection of victims and children.  

29. This judgment is a clear example of the court taking a “modern approach” 
and is an example of how the court should weigh the evidence and consider 
“patterns” of CCB which many Judges, including three of the trial Judges in 
the linked appeal, struggled to undertake .  10

30. In addition, Safe Lives and the Domestic Abuse Commissioner published a 
report focusing on the failing of domestic abuse victims to be given support in 
the family courts many of whom feel silenced and suffer further re-
traumatisation .  11

31. The President’s Transparency Review is due to be published forthwith. 

32. To silence the Mother would cause her irreparable harm. The suffering that 
the Mother is experiencing is the ongoing, enduring contact that she has to 
have with Mr Griffiths who is relentless. 

Parliamentary privilege  

 It is certainly, as Mr Farmer says, the most serious and grave judgment that this author has 10

read in a private law children context.

 See, Understanding Court Support for Victims of Domestic Abuse, Mapping the provision 11

of court-related domestic abuse support and advocacy across England & Wales on behalf of 
the Domestic Abuse Commissioner, June 2021, https://domesticabusecommissioner.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2021/06/Court-Support-Mapping-Report-DAC Office- and-SafeLives.pdf 



33. This Mother is a MP. She has Parliamentary Privilege . It was recorded in the 12

court order of 10 June 2021 that: 

AND UPON no party asserting at this hearing that the Mother’s 
rights pursuant to Article IX Bill of Rights can or should be curtailed  

34. It was agreed at the hearing that the Mother is free to exercise her rights to 
speak freely in the House of Commons. It this therefore unclear why the 
Father filed a four-page skeleton argument dated 1 July 2021 addressing the 
Mother’s rights pursuant to Article IX of the Bill of Rights, which is trite.  

35. The Father in his second submission infers that the Mother is seeking a 
privileged status because she is an MP, however the opposite is true as the 
Father argues that the judgment cannot be published because of her public 
status (and his) . The Mother is not ‘seeking’ a privileged status – rather she 13

has one, vested to her by Article IX Bill of Rights. 

36. The Mother ability as a Member of Parliament to stand up in the House of 
Commons and read the judgment of HHJ Williscroft aloud is of factual 
significance. The Mother’s right to freedom of speech within this context 
exists only in parliamentary proceedings. It allows MPs to regulate its own 
proceedings without interference from the courts. Any debate or committee 
meeting on family proceedings and survivor’s experiences of domestic abuse 
would permit the Mother to share, frankly, her story and the findings of the 
court. 

37. An unusual element of this case is that the Mother now as a MP has the right 
to complete freedom of expression within the House of Commons. She is in 

 Parliamentary privilege grants certain legal immunities for Members of both Houses to 12

allow them to perform their duties without interference from outside of the House. 
Parliamentary privilege includes freedom of speech and the right of both Houses to regulate 
their own affairs. See further, https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/79390/consultation.pdf 

 The Father submits in his First Skeleton (“FS1”) argument that the judgment could not be 13

published in any form, even if not identifiable by name as it could lead to a ‘jigsaw’ effect. 
This would mean that anyone holding public office, especially high office would not be able 
to argue on the same basis as private citizens in respect of their Art 8 and 10 rights as it is 
likely that anonymisation will not protect their identities.



an extraordinary position as a MP  which gives her a platform and power to 14

speak openly – as part of her job – and for good reason – it is a means of MPs 
communicating freely with the public. This allows the Mother to share the 
details of the abuse she suffered which would likely enter the public domain.   

38. In many respects the argument about whether this Mother can be silenced is 
academic. This Mother could stand up in the House of Commons and share 
her story with the world and face no legal consequences for doing so. It is her 
legal right. The Mother seeks for the court to give her permission to do so – 
without her going behind a court order. Indeed, the Father took advantage of 
his status as a MP to speak about his own childhood abuse.  

39. The Mother’s story and experiences are inextricably linked with the plight of 
many of her constituents and the direct legislative work of the government 
(not least the now Domestic Abuse Act 2021). Indeed, the government is due 
to consult shortly on whether the presumption of parental involvement 
should be changed in cases where there are findings of domestic abuse  – 15

clearly this is relevant to the Mother’s own case. The Mother firmly considers 
it part of her job, as do many MPs who have spoken about their past abuse, to 
speak about her experiences using her powerful platform to engender further 
change. This Mother, unlike the vast majority of other Mothers in family 
proceedings, can speak about the family proceedings in her role as a MP. The 
court has no jurisdiction to limit her right to speak in Parliament. 
Parliamentary privilege is a fundamental and overriding right that the 
Mother can exercise . The Mother has stated that she intends to campaign for 16

victims of domestic abuse and that she will tell of her own experiences.  

40. Rosie Duffield MP made a powerful intervention in the Parliamentary debate 
on the Domestic Abuse Bill describing her own experiences as a victim of 
abuse and coercive controlling behaviour. Whilst she did not name her ex-

 For some unknown reason the Father speculates in his skeleton argument dated 1 July 14

2021 that the Mother might not continue as a MP. At the relevant time of these proceedings, 
the Mother is a MP.

 See, https://www.gov.uk/government/news/child-protection-at-heart-of-courts-review 15

 It is unclear why the Father appears baffled in his skeleton argument dated 1 July 2021 at 16

§9 that apparently parliamentary privilege does not create a “fundamental and overriding 
right”. Of course, it does. The Mother, as submitted above, can speak out about the Father’s 
abuse in the House of Commons whenever she chooses to do so. The Father has made no 
attempt to curtail her right to do so.



partner, as she had been with him for some time his identity is unlikely to 
have been shielded.  

41. If the judgment is not published she will be able to talk freely whilst in the 
House of Commons but she might be in difficulties if she were to attend be 
able to comment otherwise. No doubt it will attract the attention of the press 
and media. If the Judgment is not freely available there may be two negative 
consequences: 

i. The Mother controls the narrative and that the Father can 
make no comment about the Judges findings – curtailing his 
Art 8 rights  

ii. The Mother’s Art 8 rights to speak outside of the House of 
Commons are curtailed. 

iii. The general public will wonder why a judgment of public 
interest and discussion is not published. It would go against 
the efforts of the Judiciary in line with the Practice Guidance 
(Transparency in the Family Courts) [2014] EWHC B3 (Fam) 
issued by Munby P that acknowledges the public's legitimate 
interest in being able to read what is being done by judges in 
their name and to increase the number of published 
judgments, progress towards greater transparency and 
improve public understanding of the Family Court process 
and confidence in the court system. 

The Father’s abusive conduct 

Father’s subsequent conduct: After the fact-finding hearing 

42. The Father’s subsequent conduct after the fact-finding hearing is relevant in 
so far as his submissions appear to emanate from a position that the Father 
does not actually accept the findings of the court. This appears to be one of the 
reasons for the Father advancing that the judgment should not be published. 
Moreover, the Mother alleges that the Father has continued to engage in CCB 
towards her: contacting the Mother over the Christmas period of 2020 and 
telling her that he “misses her” amongst other emotionally abusive messaging 
and leaving the contact centre during contact with  and staring at the 
Mother. The Mother submits that the Father is opposing the publication of the 

X



judgment to control the Mother, to prevent her from speaking out and to 
silence her. 

43. The Father in his closing written submissions at the fact-finding hearing 
regarded the Mother’s allegations of rape as “a nuclear option to me [him] to 
abandon the case”. (Para 6.46 of the Judgment). The Father’s view is that the 
Mother’s allegations were merely a strategy. The Father appears not to accept 
the findings of the court or appreciate the gravity of his behaviour. This is 
consistent with his submissions in FS1 paragraph 36 where he states that he is 
concerned he “… would forever in the eyes of the press and all who read the reports 
be a rapist, and more than that, a rapist of  Mother. Note that this is in the eyes 
of others rather than himself. He also states at paragraph 4 “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  ( ).” For 
example, a criminal court would not find him guilty. A family court has made 
serious findings of fact. If the case had been in the forum of a criminal trial 
then the case would almost certainly have been reported. 

44. These statements reflect the Father’s inability or unwillingness to accept his 
wrongdoing. Of the difference between the Mother’s allegations as opposed 
to the sexting scandal he states in his submissions that “…it is very different to 
being told a court found your Father raped your Mother.” That is, not that he did 
rape the Mother – but that a court found it proven.  

45. It is disappointing but not surprising to see the Father use his relationship 
with  to oppose the publication of the judgment. The Father does not 
appear to have any real understanding of the gravity of his behaviour 
towards the Mother or the impact of such behaviour on her and thus on . 
His understandable concern is how  will view him and how that will 
affect his relationship with  In fact it may be the Father’s own inability to 
understand the impact of his own behaviour that may affect his relationship 
with . In any event, the details of the sexting scandal are already in the 
public domain and the Mother is likely to speak about domestic abuse and 
her own experience in the House of Commons thus it is unlikely that the 
publication of the judgment will be the overriding factor impacting upon his 
relationship with . As the Guardian submitted, “Preventing publication 
will not prevent the possibility that ’s relationship with the Father may change 
as a consequence of his behaviour when  is older” (§21 Guardians second 
submission).  
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46. It is concerning that the Father in his skeleton argument dated 12 July 2021 
outlines (i) the background of contact between him and ; (ii) the 
discussions that he has apparently had with the Guardian in respect of 
contact; (iii) the mother’s position at the DRA on contact. Certainly issues (i) 
and (ii) would not have been within Ms Tickle or Mr Famer’s knowledge. The 
court carefully agreed to a list of documents that could be disclosed on the 
media (see §3 of the 10 June 2021 order). It appears that the Father’s legal 
team have provided further information to the media without the court’s 
permission or the parties’ permission. An explanation is sought.    

47. To assist with a full and proper explanation of contact: 

a. Father’s skeleton argument states at §36 that prior to the order of the 
court for contact, it was supervised by Mother or her . In fact, as 
noted in the Judgment (§2.6), “Face to face contact between Father and 
child began supervised by friends and family but there were difficulties and 
the Mother described the Father’s behaviour as hostile and aggressive, which 
he denies”. 

b. It is was quite wrong for the Father to inaccurately summarise the 
Mother’s nuanced position on contact at §40. The Mother applied to 
vary the CAO due to the impact on  of contact with a rapist who 
shows no insight into his abusive behaviour. The Mother was 
concerned about the impact of contact on the Mother whom is 
suffering significantly in having to take her child to contact with a 
known abuser. Moreover, the Father is using contact and these 
proceedings to continue his control over the Mother. The Mother 
submitted two witness statements to support her position, which the 
Judge appeared not to have read. 

c. The Mother reported at the DRA on 4 June 2021 before HHJ Williscroft 
that the Father leaves the contact centre during contact and stares at 
her as well as emailing her over Christmas to say he “misses her” - 
showing that he has no boundaries or insight into his behaviour during 
contact with .  

d. The Mother has appealed the decision of HHJ Williscroft to the High 
Court on the basis that: (a) it was wrong for the Judge to order that 
contact continuing following the significant change in landscape for 

 and the Mother after the Judgment; (b) ordering a victim of rape 
to pay the contact costs of a rapist breaches the Mother’s Article 8 
rights and was never the intention of Parliament when enacting s.11(7) 
CA 1989 as can be seen from Hansard Debates and the government’s 

X
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response to a House of Lords amendment the Domestic Abuse Bill to 
prohibit a victim from paying for a perpetrator’s contact costs .  17

Father’s abusive behaviour whilst in public office: Accountability & transparency 

48. The Father’s lack of self-awareness is also reflected in his skeleton argument 
(§4 FS1) that whilst he held public office none of the behaviours complained 
of and found proven impacted on his public duties or was detrimental to his 
constituents. In Harrington v Harrington [2020] EWFC 99, a case in which a 
former MP also opposed an  application for the publication of a judgment but 
within financial remedy proceedings the Judge found that as a former MP he 
was: 

§21 “… someone to whom high standards of probity and specific duties of 
disclosure applied by virtue of the Nolan principles to which he chose to 
submit himself and he himself acknowledged the need to address.”  

§33 “There is a clear public interest in knowing that public figures are subject 
to the same treatment as other citizens…. Given the extent to which his affairs 
either were already or ought to have been in the public domain or within the 
respondent's knowledge the interference with his Article 8 rights is not a 
substantial as might otherwise be the case if he were a private individual.”  

49. It is submitted that these principles apply in this case and weigh in the 
balance of Art 10 rights towards the publication of the judgment. 

50. The Father argues that there is a big difference between sexting two of his 
constituents whilst experiencing a mental breakdown and that of the rape of 
the Mother. Note that it is the findings of rape that he sees as most harmful as 
he appears not to accept that he coercively controlled the Mother or that he 
was physically, verbally and emotionally abusive towards her – and abusive 
towards . 

Coercive and controlling behaviour towards the Mother 

 Amendment 136 to the Domestic Abuse Bill.17
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51. The Father’s efforts to control the narrative of his relationship with the 
Mother and  and oppose publication of the court judgment is a 
continuation of his coercive and controlling behaviour and attempts to control 
the Mother. When the Father’s sexting was exposed by the press he made 
statements both in the House of Commons and to the media that he had been 
abused as a child and that together with the impact of his brother’s cancer 
diagnosis had caused his mental breakdown and thus the sexting. The Father 
campaigned for compensation for victims of child abuse and said in the 
House of Commons: 

“People come to this House for many reasons—to deliver Brexit, to fight 
racism, to champion social justice, to reform Parliament—but I am sure that 
everyone in the House, from all parties, comes here to help the victims, the 
vulnerable and those with the least voice, and there can be fewer in our society 
more in need of our help than the victims of crime, and in particular victims of 
child sexual abuse.” 

and 

 “I hope that other people who see this debate or read my testimony will think 
about coming forward and speaking out about their abuse and the trauma they 
have suffered.” (Hansard Volume 657: debated on Tuesday 26 March 
2019) [emphasis added] 

52. The Father also campaigned for Women to be elected to the House of 
Commons and to encourage girls and women into STEM training. The Father 
also supported the “Upskirting Bill” making upskirting a criminal offence, 
which is in direct contrast to a text he sent to the two female constituents 
published in The Daily Mail on 16th July 2018 in which he said “I want to be 
able to lift your skirts over dinner and show my friends”.  

53. The Father’s narrative as a campaigner for victim’s rights and women’s 
advancement would be completely undermined by publication of this 
judgment. This clearly shows the hypocrisy of a publicly elected figure in a 
great position of power advocating for victims and at the same time raping 
and abusing his wife. The public have a right to know and the media have a 
right to publish the judgment. The Father was in a great position of power as 
a MP, advocating for women’s rights and victim’s rights, likely meeting and 
advising vulnerable victims whom were his constituents and yet at home he 
was raping, abusing and controlling the Mother. The Father submits in his 
final skeleton argument that this is not relevant to Art 10 which is striking in 

X



and of itself and reinforces the Mother’s submission that the Father has 
shown no insight into his abusive conduct or remorse. It is in the public 
interest for people to know that the man who was elected into public office 
was using his platform to control the Mother. 

54. The father made a suicide attempt which was reported in the newspapers. In 
the Times 4 November 2018 it was reported that “He says thoughts of Kate and 

 helped to save him from killing himself.” In fact HHJ Williscroft found in 
para 6.21 of her judgment,“I considered his attempt to blame his second suicide 
attempt on her [the Mother] refusing Christmas contact an example of continuing 
coercive behaviour.” 

55. It is quite extraordinary that the Father in his final skeleton argument at §52 
(and §54) states that it does not appear “convincing” to assert that there is a 
public interest in understanding the abuse of a person whom was in a 
position of power. One might properly conclude that the reasonable person 
on the Clapham Common bus would vehemently disagree – especially after 
the recent publication in the Sun exposing Matt Hancock’s affair during a 
time of Covid-19 restrictions, highlighting his hypocrisy in the face of a 
squeaky clean public image which subsequently crumbled. In the Father’s 
skeleton argument dated 1 July 2021, he said that the same argument that 
there is a public interest in people knowing that politicians commit “heinous 
crimes” was “somewhat misplaced” (§20) but failed to address why it was 
apparently misplaced – and rather more importantly, how the Father’s sexual 
behaviour which is already in the public domain factors into the balancing 
exercise and undermines the Father’s argument against publication? 

56. Correction of the narrative is important. Ryder J in Blunkett v Quinn [2004] 
EWHC 2816 (Fam), [2005]1 FLR 648, held: 

         
§22"In considering the competing rights [under Articles 6, 8 and 10], I have 
come to the clear conclusion that having regard to the quantity of material 
that is in the public domain, some of it even in the most responsible 
commentaries wholly inaccurate, it is right to give this judgment in public. 
The ability to correct false impressions and misconceived facts will go further 
to help secure the Art 6 and Art 8 rights of all involved than would the court's 
silence which in this case will only promote further speculation and adverse 
comment that will damage both the interests of those involved and the family 
justice system itself." [emphasis added] 

X



57. Further, in the very high profile case of Al Maktoum v Hussein [2020] EWCA 
Civ 283, the Applicant, the Ruler of the Emirate of Dubai and Vice-President 
and Prime Minister of the United Arab Emirates opposed publication of a 
judgment dealing with the return of his children to the UAE. The father, in 
that case, also put the case squarely on the basis of the welfare of the children. 
The Court held that: 

  

§66 “Whilst sympathising with the father's understandable sense of intrusion 
in relation to these deeply private and personal matters, this is an intrusion 
suffered by every litigant in such finding of fact hearings, be they prince or 
pauper.”  

58. The court in paragraph 62 concurred with the Presidents findings in his 
judgment at paragraph 74: 

"…widespread media publicity with the aim of presenting the facts as found 
by a judge in a court of law is a necessary step in order to meet the private and 
family life needs of the mother and the children".  

59. And the court held that:- 

“That was a conclusion that he [the President] was fully entitled to reach. In 
our judgment it is entirely reasonable to believe that the publication of the 
fact-finding judgment, representing as it does reasoned conclusions reached by 
the President of the Family Division after a self-evidently careful assessment 
of the evidence which he heard, will carry considerable weight and will, if not 
completely and if not in relation to anything like all of those people who may 
see reports of the case, nevertheless go a long way to correcting the false 
narrative which the President found to be current. In particular, he was 
entitled to conclude that the judgments would be of considerable value in 
altering the attitudes of those friends and family who have been influenced by 
that narrative into so hurtfully withdrawing their support and company from 
the mother and children.” [emphasis added] 

60. The current reporting is distorted and in parts, inaccurate. The media 
coverage of the Father as a man who attempted suicide and as solely a 



“victim” rather than a perpetrator in the eyes of the public is plainly untrue. It 
certainly does not reflect the whole truth and this in itself affects the Mother’s 
Art 8 and Art 10 rights, as the Mother wishes to speak publicly and openly 
about the Father’s abuse.  

’s Article 8 Rights 

61. The Mother has been at pains to carefully consider ’s right to a private 
and family life and the impact upon  of publication.  

62. ’s Art 8 rights are engaged and will be interfered with but it is submitted 
that, considering the balancing exercise of competing Convention rights, the 
interference with ’s Art 8 rights is proportionate. The Mother has ’s 
welfare as her primary consideration. 

63. The further submissions advanced by the Guardian is of particular 
importance to the Mother who appreciates the Guardian’s careful 
consideration of ’s welfare and the painstaking balancing of ’s Art 8 
rights against the broader themes attached to Art 10 and the Mother’s Art 8 
right – not to be silenced and to exercise her right to private and family life by 
sharing her private life with the public . 18

64. The Father in paragraph 11 of his First Skeleton argument of 27 February 2021 
(FS1) relies on the Art 8 rights of  to “maintain the privacy of the families 
involved.” His view is that “in order to reveal the identity of  this court will 
have to decide that Art 10 rights are more important on balance than Art 8 
rights of  and the impact of publication.” This is not an accurate reflection of 
the parties’ submissions. It is submitted that the Mother’s Article 8 rights are 
also relevant and need to be balanced alongside the competing Convention 
rights. The Guardian supports publication and does not, as it seems, agree 
that ’s Article 8 rights would be disproportionately infringed if the 
judgment was published.  

65. The Father now seeks to employ ’s article 8 rights to avoid harming  
through media exposure is remarkable considering that the Judge’s findings 

 Second wave feminist theory supported the notion, adopted by Catharine MacKinnon, 18

that the private becomes public and the personal becomes political. Effectively giving rise to 
making rape and domestic abuse, which ordinarily take place behind closed doors, both a 
public and political issue. 

X

X
X

X

X X

X X

X
X

X

X

X X



that the Father acted in an abusive manner throughout their relationship with 
no regard to ’s welfare whilst the Mother was pregnant with  and 
after  birth: 

a. When the Mother was pregnant, the Father sent text messages 
pressurising her to have sex with him, “they were repeated and in 
effect wanting her to change her mind” (Judgment §6.37). 

b. 24-25 December 2017: The Judge found that when the Mother was 
pregnant with , “he grabbed his  and was angry with  – 
whether by throat or shoulders I am unclear. He did throw  bag out 
and made the threat  - I accept the threat had some justification since 

 was threatening to drive off. This was however a frightening 
incident” (Scott schedule). 

c. 2 April 2018: The Judge found that “just before ’s birth… he 
pushed  and  fell onto the bed” (Judgment §6.18). 

d. 30 April 2018: The Judge found that the Father shouted at  when 
 was three weeks old to “shut the fuck up ” … “his  

was the object of his anger because  was crying in just  first few 
weeks” (Judgment §6.20). This was domestic abuse pursuant to §3, 
PD12J. 

e. The Judge found that he used the threat of press exposure to control 
the Mother (Judgment §6.22) when threatening to reveal  
to coerce the Mother to support him continuing as an MP.  

f. The Judge also found that the Father had threatened the woman with 
whom he had a long-standing affair that he would go to the press if she 
spoke to his wife – which was “rather controlling” (Judgment §6.40).  

g. There are allegations in the public domain that the Father was abusive 
towards his ex-partner . The Father said that he “has never engaged in 19

any harassment or abusive conduct”. 

h. The Judge found that he had been engaged in sexting conduct in 2011 
[§2.1, judgment] and thus his sexting expose in 2018 was not an 
isolated incident due to his mental health crisis as Father previously 
claimed. 

 ‘Sex-text MP Andrew Griffiths reported to cops for 'harassing former partner he cheated 19

on five years ago'’, The Sun 21 July 2018, https://www.thesun.co.uk/news/6836221/sex-
text-mp-andrew-griffiths-reported-to-cops-for-harassing-former partner-he-cheated-on-five-
years-ago/ 
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i. The Father agreed to interviews about the child abuse he suffered 
without properly and fully consulting with the Mother and 
considering the impact that this would have on  in the future.  

j. The Father sent over 2,000 violent and degrading and sexual text 
messages to two young constituents leading to the “sexting scandal”. 
He even sent messages on father’s day. This led to the Mother and 

 being pictured on newspapers. The Father gave no consideration 
to the impact on . 

66. The Father failed to consider how his abusive conduct and the press exposure 
that he invited would affect .  will already be impacted by the 
Father’s abusive behaviour towards women which is in the public domain. 
The Father’s submissions wholly fail to engage with this. 

67. The Mother submits: 

68. Since escaping an abusive relationship with Mr Griffiths, the Mother exercises 
agency and makes her own decisions. Every day she is entrusted with 
considering the likely impact that her decisions will have upon her welfare 
and the child’s welfare.  

a. The Mother is ’s primary carer and she can and will continue to 
meet ’s welfare needs even if the judgment is published. The 
Guardian states in her skeleton argument dated 1 July 2021, “The 
guardian accepts that  will continue to receive good enough 
parenting in the event the findings are published” (§17).  

b.  is three years old.  will not become aware of any reporting 
for at least another 6-7 years.  would not even understand the 
implications of any reporting at age three.  

c. is very young and unable to use the internet; it will be many 
years before concerns arise regarding ’s access to public 
information .  20

d. By the time  is aware of the details of the publication, half a 
decade would have passed by which time the internet and google will 
have moved on. 

 Supported by the Guardian’s skeleton argument dated 1 July 2021 (§21-22).20
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e. The Mother will be careful to ensure appropriate life story work with 
 in the future including the Father’s sexting scandal, his 

harassment of his ex-partner and the childhood abuse that he reported 
to the press. This material is already available in the public domain. 

f.  will be entitled to see a copy of the Judgment in  own right 
when attains the age of 18. 

g. The distress of  learning of the Father’s abuse in an unplanned 
manner can be managed with a plan for life story work in consultation 
with the Guardian . This potential must be balanced alongside the 21

Mother meeting ’s emotional needs. 

h. The Mother is – and will continue to be – an advocate for victims of 
domestic abuse . She will speak with  in time about her work and 22

what drove her to championing the right of victims. 

i. The Mother agrees with Mr Farmer that it is likely that those around 
 will feel compassion for , they would not hate or harm , far 

from it. 

Conclusion 

69. Prohibiting the Mother from speaking about the abuse she was subjected to 
by the Father is preventing her from moving on with her life – from a position 
of silence and victimhood – to being a survivor who can advocate on behalf of 
other victims. If the court silences the Mother, she will likely suffer further re-
victimisation and trauma. Silence can have a profound impact on victim’s 
identities . This would constitute a disproportionate interference with her Art 23

8, 10 and 14 rights. Whilst ’s Article 8 rights would be interfered with, 
the interference is proportionate and necessary. 

Dr Charlotte Proudman 

 §18 of the Guardian’s skeleton argument dated 1 July 2021, “Eventually, in the years to 21

come, the adults in s life will explain to  in a sensitive and child focused way why  
parents separated.  F’s behaviour in 2018 and during the course of his relationship with M 
will likely form part of that conversation; information about 2018 is readily available on the 
internet.”

 Guardian’s skeleton argument dated 1 July 2021, “  mother intends to be an advocate 22

for victims of abuse and draw on her own experiences in that role” (§20).

 It would also mean that the Mother would share her experiences and the Judgment with 23

the world in the House of Commons in a format that is not controlled or managed. 
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Goldsmith Chambers 

13 July 2021 




