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Richard Cole To:
<nchard.colet._._, GRO °jarnail.a.smgh(-._.-_._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._cRo_._._._._

cc: Anthony Vanes

16/06/2009 08:52 
Subject: R v Julian Lewis - Worcester Crown 

Dear Rob/Jarnail, 

I covered the PCMH in relation to the above case in Worcester yesterday on Anthony's 
behalf, as I was already there for Juliet Having been approached by the Defence, I spoke to 
Rob (as I had earlier been told he was the only lawyer irk to see what sort of deal could be 
done, particularly bearing in mind the recovery of losses under POCA As Rob knows, I was 
without an investigation officer or finance investigator. 

I was againsta nice chap from Bradford (Peter Hampson), who seems to be carving himself 
a niche practice in representing Postmaster Federation members I have now been against 
him 3 or 4 times. He is not an awkward chap but can identify the continuity gaps in Horizon 
cases - see AV's advice in this cash 

The Defendant faced counts of false accounting over a 3 year period and then fraud over 
the last 2 years. The allegation over the 5 year period was the same. 

In this case, the Defendant was convinced that there was a systematic problem with Horizon 
as was raised in interview. In interview, the loss (£27,800 odd) had been split - pre May 2007 
£12k, post May 2007 £15k. The Defendant was willing to plead to counts4 and 5 (le 2007 
and 2008) but to £15k of loss. I said no to that. Rob then gave me authority to agree to the 
same if necessary. Eventually the Defendant pleaded to counts4 and 5 but reflecting the full 
loss of £27,800 odd. A basis was entered and agreed but was essentially mitigation The 
case was adjourned off to 3 August for sentence to enable the Def to sell the Post Office and 
repay the monies (thus avoiding POCA). 

I agreed that if POCA proceeded it would be limited to the loss plus interest(which also 
helped lead to the plea). I said that if the loss was repaid before sentence interest was 
unlikely to be added. 

I did not mention POCA in open court given that the judge had refused to deal with it in my 
earlier.Royal.Mail case where the Postmaster was in the process of repaying the amount 
The judge considered that compensation was a more suitable order 

s As. mentioned above, Horizon was questioned by the PM in this case I suspect that 
consideration should be given to looking at the issue generally and a suitable employee from 
the organisation preparing a statement (for use in cases) that says that Horizon works 
perfectly well. 

I think I would like to take up Jarnail's offer of some training in Horizon 

Any queries let me know. 

Richard 
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Ctv1'TA8 Pr OVIDES SPECIALIST ADVISORY AND ADVOCACY EXPERTISE 

TO i.eIENTS THROUGHOUT EN LAND AND WALES 

PLEASE NOTE: The contents of this communication and any attachments are the property of Richard Cole ("the barrister') 

and are intended for the confidential use of the named recipient(s) only. They may be legally privileged and should not be 

communicated to or relied upon by any person without the express written consent of the barrister. If you are not an 

• addressee or it is apparent that you are mistakenly named as an addressee, please notify the barrister immediately at the 

address above or by a-mail to richard.eole;  _ GRo - Any files attached to this email will have been 

• checked with virus detection software before transmission. However, you should carry out your own virus check before 

opening any attachment, and the barrister accepts no liability for any loss or damage which maybe caused by software 

• viruses. You should be aware that under the provisions of the Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act 2000 a-mails and 

'telephone calls may in certain circumstances lawfully be intercepted and the barrister accepts no liability for any loss or 

damage which may result to his correspondents as a result of such interception. 


