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Application for a public hearing in the case of 

Stephen Alan Wynne   
 
 

Outcome: This application for a public hearing has not been granted. 
 

Introduction 
 
1.The Parole Board (‘the Board’) is an independent body which acts as a court 

when deciding whether prisoners in England and Wales are safe to be released 
or not. It also makes recommendations to the Secretary of State for Justice 

about a prisoner’s suitability for a move to an open prison if the release test 
has not been met.  

 

2.The cases of prisoners serving indeterminate sentences (life imprisonment or 
imprisonment for public protection) will be referred to the Board by the 

Secretary of State only after they have served the minimum period in prison 
set by the sentencing judge ('the tariff’).  

 

3. The cases of some prisoners serving other types of sentences may also be 
referred to the Board but it is unnecessary for present purposes to say any 

more about those as this case is concerned with a prisoner serving a life 
sentence. 

 

4. Whatever type of case is referred to the Board for consideration, the Board’s 
role is to decide whether the prisoner’s risk to the public can be safely managed 
in the community. This is the test set out in the relevant legislation. The Board 

will not direct release of a prisoner unless it is satisfied that his or her risk to 
the public can be safely managed in the community. Public protection is always 

the Board’s primary concern.  

5. If the Parole Board decides that a prisoner’s risk cannot be safely managed in 
the community, the Secretary of State will automatically refer the prisoner 

back to the Parole Board in due course for a further assessment of his or her 
risk to the public. 
 

6. Each year the Board receives referrals from the Secretary of State to review a 

great many cases where a prisoner is serving sentences for murder or other 
serious crimes. Every prisoner serving such a sentence will have caused 

immense pain to the victim(s) of their crime(s) and/or their families and loved 
ones. The Board tries as best it can to take this into account, but it must decide 
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every case referred to it by applying the test set out in law, which is focussed 
on the prisoner’s current risk to the public. 

 

7. Parole hearings are usually held in private. However, the Chair of the Board 

(‘the Board Chair’) has the power to decide that a hearing should be held in 
public if that is in the public interest. In practice the Board Chair will delegate 
that power to one of a number of senior judicial members of the Board. 

Guidance on the criteria for public hearings was issued in October 2022 and 
will be followed by the judicial member - Applying for a Parole review to be 

public - GOV.UK.  
 
8. An application for a public hearing is made under Rule 15(3) of the Parole Board 

Rules 2019 (as amended). The application can be made by (a) either party to 
the parole proceedings or (b) any victim or (c) any member of the public.  

  
9. There are two parties to parole proceedings. One is the Secretary of State, who 

represents the public and the victim(s), and the other is the prisoner whose 

case is to be considered by the Board.  
 

10.The definition of a ‘victim’ under the Victims’ Code is ‘a person who has suffered 
harm including physical, mental or emotional harm or economic loss which was 

directly caused by a criminal offence; or a close relative (or a nominated family 
spokesperson) of a person whose death was directly caused by a criminal 
offence’. Also within the definition of a ‘victim’ is any other person who has 

opted into the Victim Contact Scheme run by the Probation Service. 
  

11.Before deciding whether the application meets the ‘interest of justice’ test, the 
judicial member will ask for representations from the parties to the case. The 
Secretary of State’s representations are usually made on her behalf by a senior 

official in the Ministry of Justice, and if the prisoner is legally represented the 
legal representative will usually submit representations on the prisoner’s 

behalf. 
 
12.In order to receive fully informed representations, the judicial member may 

send to the parties a summary of the reasons for the application, in a way that 
does not disclose the identity of the Applicant or any sensitive information that 

he or she has provided.  
 
13.The judicial member will also ask the Secretary of State to find out the views 

of any victims involved with the case. The Secretary of State will usually seek 
the views of victims who are signed up to the Victim Contact Scheme. In some 

circumstances the Secretary of State may choose to seek the views of victims 
who have not opted into that scheme or are not eligible for it for technical 
reasons. This is a matter for the Secretary of State. The Parole Board does not 

generally have direct contact with victim(s). 
 

14.Finally the judicial member will consult the Chair of the panel which is dealing 
with the case ('the Panel Chair’), as he or she will be most familiar with the 
details of the case and therefore will be best placed to assess  

                                 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/applying-for-a-parole-review-to-be-public
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/applying-for-a-parole-review-to-be-public
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(i) whether a public hearing would cause a victim or prisoner undue 
distress or prevent witnesses from having an opportunity to give their 

best evidence;                                                                                                         
(ii) whether it could adversely affect the prisoner’s ability to resettle 

safely into the community; and                                                                           
(iii) whether it could compromise the panel’s ability to assess risk. 

 

15.As an alternative to applying for a public hearing, a victim or anyone else with 
a legitimate interest in the case can apply to the Panel Chair under Rule 14(4B) 

of the Parole Board Rules 2019 (as amended) to be permitted to observe the 
hearing if it is to be conducted in private.  

 

16.I am one of the judicial members to whom the Board Chair has delegated 
decisions on applications for public hearings, and this case has been allocated 

to me.  
 
Matters to be considered in deciding whether to grant an application for 

a public hearing 
 

17.Each case will of course need to be considered by the judicial member on its 
own facts. A helpful but non-exhaustive list of matters which may need to be 

considered in any particular case is provided on the form on which an 
application for a public hearing is made. The matters listed are as follows (as 
the form makes clear, the list does not purport to set out the various matters 

in the order of their importance):  
 

(i) Whether there are any particular special features in the case (which 
set it apart from other cases) which may add to proper public 
understanding of the Parole system and public debate about it and 

which particularly warrant a public hearing.  
(ii) The wishes of the victim(s). 

(iii) Any risks of undue emotional stress and/or re-traumatisation of the 
victims including an adverse effect upon the mental health of the 
victim or the victim’s family in the short or long term. 

(iv) The victim’s right to attend parts of the hearing in any event. 
(v) The (informed) wishes of the prisoner. 

(vi) Any particular vulnerability of the prisoner by reason of age and/or 
mental disorder.  

(vii) Any risks to the safety of the prisoner.  

(viii) Any risks of undue emotional stress to the prisoner.  
(ix) The Parole Board’s power to exclude witnesses from the hearing 

and/or hold part of the proceedings in private where evidence is 
especially personal, confidential or sensitive.  

(x) Any difficulties in confining personal, confidential or sensitive matters 

to a private part of the hearing.  
(xi) Any proper concerns about the quality of evidence including the 

importance of witnesses (including the prisoner) having the ability to 
give their best evidence.  

(xii) Any significant risks of inhibiting open and honest discussion during 

the hearing.  
(xiii) The availability of summaries to the public in any event. 
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(xiv) The ability to make practical arrangements for a public hearing 
without a disproportionate burden upon the Parole Board.  

 
18.As will be seen, some of these matters are likely to point in favour of granting 

an application for a public hearing and others are likely to point against it. It is 
the judicial member’s task to assess all relevant matters and to decide whether 
the overall picture means that granting or refusing the application would best 

serve the interests of justice. 
 

Background to the case 
 
19.The prisoner in this case is Mr Stephen Wynne. He is serving a life sentence 

for murdering a young woman whom he had invited to his address. He killed 
her with a meat cleaver. He has said that he initially tried to conceal her body 

in the loft of his address but later disposed of it (in parts) in a park and in a 
landfill site. It was never discovered. 
 

20.I have the deepest sympathy for the victim’s family for the continuing anguish 
caused to them by Mr Wynne’s crime which is one of the most serious ones 

which I have ever had to consider. It is all the worse for the fact that the 
victim’s body has never been discovered, as a result of which her family have 

not been able to see her to rest.   
 

21.The circumstances in which the murder came to light were unusual. Fourteen 

months after the murder, Mr Wynne committed another very serious offence 
(arson) and when the police were questioning him, he confessed to the murder 

as well as the arson. 
 

22.The arson was at a mosque which Mr Wynne and another man decided to burn 
down as a result of the 7/7 bombings in London which had taken place a couple 

of days earlier.  
 

23.Mr Wynne pleaded guilty to both offences and was sentenced to life 
imprisonment for the murder with a minimum term (‘tariff’) of 21 years less 
the time which he had served. His tariff was later reduced by the Court of 

Appeal to 18 years. He received a sentence of imprisonment for public 
protection for the arson attack but that of course added nothing to his life 

sentence. 
 

24.Mr Wynne’s tariff expired in July 2023 and he was then eligible for release on 

licence. He had been transferred from a closed prison to an open one in the 
previous month and has remained there since then.   

 

25.In August 2023, a panel of the Board reviewed Mr Wynne’s case at the request 
of the Secretary of State to decide whether to direct his release on licence. 
That panel decided on the papers not to direct his release as he had only been 

in the open prison for a short time and had had no opportunity to be tested in 
open conditions and to demonstrate that he was safe to be released on licence.   

 

26.I understand that an application for a public hearing of Mr Wynne’s case in 
2023 had been made but was refused. In fact there was no hearing at all 
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because of the panel’s decision to make a decision on the papers instead of 
sending it for an oral hearing.   

 

27.I am of course not influenced in any way in making my decision on the present 
application by the knowledge that the previous application for a public hearing 

was unsuccessful. 
 

28.The present review of Mr Wynne’s case commenced in August 2024. He is 

seeking a direction for release on licence. There is to be an oral hearing of the 
case on 25 June 2025. 

 

The application for a public hearing  
 

29.The Applicant first submitted an application for a public hearing by e-mail in 
March 2025. Unfortunately there was a mistake in the address to which the e-

mail was sent so it was not received by the Board. 
 

30.The mistake was not discovered until much more recently. By then the time 
limit for making an application for a public hearing had expired. The Applicant 

applied on 17 May 2025 for an extension of the time limit. I received that 
application on 20 May 2025 and granted it. The Applicant’s original application 
was then re-submitted to the Board. 

 

31.I will now consider in turn the Applicant’s reason for making this application 
and the various representations/observations made by others to assist me in 
making my decision. I will summarise each point being made and my response 

to it.  

The non-disclosable addendum to this decision 

 
32.This is a convenient stage, before I embark on discussing the various points, 

to mention that there are a few matters (referred to in the evidence in the case 
and in the representations/observations provided to me) which are extremely 
sensitive. It would be undesirable for them to be put into the public domain as 

that would cause a good deal of distress to the victim’s family. This decision 
will be published on the Parole Board website so I will not refer to them in the 

decision itself, but I will address them in a separate non-disclosable addendum 
which will only be seen by 

 
(a) the Secretary of State and her senior officials                                            
(b) Mr Wynne’s legal representative on an undertaking not to disclose it to Mr 

Wynne or anyone else without my permission                                                                                 
(c) the Victim Liaison Officer who may discuss it with the any member of the 

victim’s family and                                                                                     
(d) any other person to whom the Board Chair agrees it should be disclosed 

(on terms which would be specified by the Board Chair).   

The Applicant’s reason for a public hearing 

 
33.The Applicant advances a single reason why there should be a public hearing 

of this case, and also makes a number of general comments about offenders.  
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As those comments are not relevant to my decision I need not say anything 
more about them. I will concentrate on the single reason. It is none the worse 

for being the only reason being advanced by the Applicant. 
 

34.That reason is that due to the high profile nature of the case it is in the public 

interest for the public to know more about the case and how the Board deals 
with it. 
 

35.This is certainly a valid reason which I have put into the scales in favour of a 

public hearing.  
 
 Representations by Mr Wynne’s legal representative  

 
36.The legal representative makes a number of points. They are as follows:  

 
37.Point 1: Quality of evidence.  The legal representative submits that a public 

hearing would affect the quality of Mr Wynne’s evidence to the panel: he will 

be aware that anybody will have access to the hearing and what is discussed 
within it. He will not be able to be as open as possible knowing that the hearing 

is not confidential. 
 

38.This point must carry some weight against a public hearing. Whether the 

hearing is conducted publicly or privately the subject matter of the murder will 
mean that the hearing will inevitably be emotional, and it will be more 
emotional if it were to be conducted publicly.   

 

39.It might be reasonable to expect most prisoners to give their evidence in public 
hearings if such hearings were to be held. However the circumstances of this 

case are exceptional. If Mr Wynne was required to give evidence when he knew 
that members of the victim’s family and many members of the public were 

watching or listening to him there is a strong probability that he would be 
overwhelmed by their hostility towards him and would be unable to ‘give best 
evidence’ and to do himself justice in answering questions from the panel and 

the Secretary of State’s counsel.  
 

40.He would not be permitted to listen to the victim personal statement (‘VPS’) 

made by the victim’s mother being read at the commencement of the hearing 
but due to a serious mistake by a member of prison staff the VPS (or a previous 

version of it) was disclosed to him. It had been the subject of a successful non-
disclosure application and should not therefore have been disclosed to Mr 
Wynne. He must therefore be only too well aware of the victim’s mother’s 

strong feelings about him. 
 

41.If (as is likely) his inability to give his best evidence was recognised by the 

panel during the hearing the only fair course would be abandon the public 
hearing and for a private hearing to be conducted in its place. If the panel 
continued the public hearing and made a decision adverse to him there might  

be a successful challenge to the decision on the ground of his inability to give 
his best evidence. Neither of those outcomes would be at all satisfactory.  
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42.Point 2: Risk of retribution. The legal representative submits that a public 
hearing would place Mr Wynne at a greater risk of retribution from prisoners 

and subsequently from individuals in the community. Both the murder and 
arson attack are likely to stir up strong feelings, and Mr Wynne has genuine 

fears for his and his family members’ safety in relation to both of these cases.  
His fears of retribution for the arson offence fears come from the religious 
aspects of that offence. There is a fear of extremists seeking retribution. 

 

43.I am satisfied that Mr Wynne’s fears for the safety of his family and himself 

are genuine. This case has attracted a great deal of public attention, all of it 
extremely hostile to Mr Wynne. That attention has inevitably been increased 

by the actions of the victim’s mother who has, entirely understandably and 
properly, campaigned tirelessly for a substantial increase in the sentences for 
offences of this kind. She has strongly criticised the courts and the Parole Board 

for their handling of this case. She has expressed the view that the sentence 
imposed on Mr Wynne was wholly inadequate, that he should never have been 

transferred to an open prison and that he should certainly not be released on 
licence. 

 

44.The victim’s mother is of course perfectly entitled to her views and to convey 
them to the public at every possible opportunity. However, her actions will 

inevitably have created a significant risk that some members of the public 
might be tempted to take the law into their own hands and to wreak on Mr 
Wynne and/or his family the retribution which the victim’s mother believes 

should have been provided by the legal system. It is obviously not for me to 
make any comment about her views.   

 

45.Of course there is no suggestion that the victim’s mother would knowingly 
incite a serious criminal offence against Mr Wynne but such an offence (which 

might be as serious as murder) might very well be an unintended consequence 
of her actions. The risk of that happening would obviously be increased if there 
were to be a public hearing. 

 
46.This must therefore provide a strong point against there being a public hearing 

of this case.  As I have said, I have the deepest sympathy for the victim’s 

family, but it would be wrong of me to disregard the safety of Mr Wynne and 

his family and to make a decision which would have the effect of increasing the 

risk to them. 

 

Representations by the Secretary of State 

 
47.These representations were, as is usual, made on behalf of the Secretary of 

State by a senior official in the Ministry of Justice. The representations make a 
number of points. They are as follows: 

 
Point 1: The Secretary of State fully supports this public hearing application and 
asks that due weight be given to the reasons within the application. 

 

48.I have certainly attached appropriate weight to the Applicant’s reason for a 

public hearing. 
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Point 2: The Secretary of State acknowledges that Mr Wynne has certain mental 
health issues, but observes that we can take measures to alleviate his stress 

during the hearing (for example, by ensuring that there are regular breaks), 
such that the case for a public hearing is not undermined in any way.  

 
49.I agree. Mr Wynne does not have mental health issues sufficient to afford a 

ground for refusing a public hearing.  

Point 3: If a public hearing is granted the Secretary of State requests that 

HMPPS witnesses be allowed to be known by their job titles rather than their 
names. 

 

50.This is a matter for the Panel Chair to decide. He has already had to consider 

it in the context of a request by the victim’s mother to be permitted to observe 
the hearing if (as will now be the case) it is a private one. As part of his 

representations concerning this application for a public hearing the Panel Chair 
has provided a very helpful summary of matters discussed at a case 
management conference (‘CMC’) which was held with the Secretary of State’s 

counsel, Mr Wynne’s legal representative and the professional witnesses. This 
summary is headed ‘The ability of the professional witnesses to give their best 

evidence’. It reads as follows: 
  

1. “At the CMC on 29/05/2025 [Counsel for the Secretary of State] 

indicated this is a case where the position of the Secretary of State is 
likely to be different to that of the professional witnesses; all of whom 

recommend release in their most recent reports. 
2. Nevertheless, [Counsel] has set out in her submission the “strongly held 

concerns” expressed by the professional witnesses. 

3. The points made on behalf of the witnesses in the context of the victim 
observer application, which appear equally relevant to the public hearing 

application, can be summarised as follows: 
a. A difficulty giving ‘open’ and ‘closed’ evidence fully in a way that 

protects sensitive information. 

b. That confidentiality would be breached, and information would be 
published in the media. 

c. That their personal details would be published against a background 
of criticism given that they are all recommending Mr Wynne’s release 
against the wishes of the victim’s family. 

4. These issues were considered at the CMC where it was agreed that 
these concerns could be mitigated to a degree by professionals being 

referred to by their job title and giving evidence ‘off camera’.” 
 

51.The professionals’ very reasonable concerns provide powerful reasons for there 

not being a public hearing. It cannot be in the interests of justice for a hearing 
to take place where the Secretary of State’s own professional witnesses are 

facing these clearly expressed difficulties. There would be a serious risk that 
they would not be able to give their ‘best evidence’ and would be influenced in 

their evidence by these difficulties.  

Observations by the Panel Chair 
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52.The Panel Chair very properly does not express any view about the issue which 
I have to decide. He has provided a very helpful summary of the case. I have 

referred above to his explanation of the differing views of the Secretary of State 
and her own professional witnesses and the concerns of those witnesses. He 

sets out some logistical difficulties about a private hearing but I do not think I 

need not go into those. 

Decision 
 

53.I have carefully considered all the arguments for and against there being a 
public hearing of this case. I am satisfied that the argument in favour is 
substantially outweighed by the cumulative effect of the factors which I have 

described above. In summary those factors are: 
 

(1) If there were to be a public hearing there would be a 
significant risk that Mr Wynne would be unable to give his best 
evidence and do himself justice (paragraphs 37-41); 

 
(2) If there were to be a public hearing there would be a 

significant increase in the risk of serious harm to Mr Wynne 
(paragraphs 42-46); and  
 

(3) If there were to be a public hearing there would be a 
significant risk that the professional witnesses would be unable to 
give their best evidence (paragraphs 50-51). 

 

54.I must therefore refuse this application for a Public Hearing. 
 

55.It is inevitable that this decision will disappoint the Applicant. It is, however, a 
judicial decision and I have had to follow the relevant legal principles. To do 

otherwise would not be in the interests of justice. 
 
56.This matter will only revert back to me if there is any fresh information which 

represents a significant change in the relevant circumstances and necessitates 
further consideration. 

 
 

HH Jeremy Roberts KC (on behalf of the Chair of the Parole Board) 

18 June 2025 


