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Ruling 9: Ruling on reporting restrictions after convictions
	                      R v Marcus STANIFORTH and MSL 





REPORTING RESTRICTIONS 
Orders under section 45 of the Youth Justice and Criminal Evidence Act 1999 have been made in this case. No matter relating to “MSL” may be published that would identify him, including his name, address, any educational establishment or any workplace he attends, and any picture of him. This order lasts until he reaches the age of 18 on 25 February 2027.
Introduction
The defendants Marcus Staniforth (“Marcus”) and MSL were convicted on 23 December 2025 after a trial of the murder of Kamran Rasool Aman on 1 July 2025 in Barry, South Wales. They will be sentenced at a hearing in Cardiff Crown Court tomorrow, 20 February 2026.
Before the trial, reporting restrictions were imposed by the Magistrates’ Court under section 45 of the Youth Justice and Criminal Evidence Act 1999 (“the Act”). This meant that no matter relating Marcus or MSL could while they were under the age of 18 be included in any publication if it would be likely to lead members of the public to identify them as a person concerned in the proceedings. By section 45(8), this included but was not limited (in respect of each defendant) to his name, his address, the identify of any school or educational establishment attended by him, the identify of any place of work and any still or moving picture of him.
In accordance with section 45(3), these reporting restrictions fall away automatically when the defendant in question reaches the age of 18.
Marcus was born on 9 May 2008. He was, therefore, 17 years old at the date of the murder and he is still 17 years old today. His 18th birthday will be in just over 2 months’ time.
MSL was born on 25 February 2009. He was, therefore, 16 years old at the date of the murder and next week he will have his 17th birthday. He will be 18 in almost exactly a year’s time.
Towards the end of the trial, I received applications from the BBC and from Wales Online for the reporting restrictions under section 45 of the Act to be lifted. So that I could decide these applications on the basis of full submissions and evidence specifically directed to the potential impact on each defendant, on 23 December 2025 I set a timetable for the service of further submissions and evidence, in advance of the sentencing hearing on 19 February 2026, from the prosecution, the defence and the media, including expert evidence in respect of the defendants. This has also allowed both defendants to be aware of the possibility of reporting restrictions being lifted, well in advance of my decision. It has allowed me to make a decision which is fully informed, and upon which I have been able carefully to reflect, with the benefit of representations from all the interested parties, in advance of the sentencing hearing.  
There is a general power under section 45(9) of the Act to lift reporting restrictions originally imposed, as these were, under section 45(3). Section 45(9) provides:
“A direction under subsection (3) may be revoked by the court or an appellate court.”
This follows, however, a specific power to make an excepting direction, in respect of which the Act provides guidance. These provisions are in section 45(4) to (6) which provide:
“(4) The court or an appellate court may by direction (“an excepting direction”) dispense, to any extent specified in the excepting direction, with the restrictions imposed by a direction under subsection (3) if it is satisfied that it is necessary in the interests of justice to do so.
(5) The court or an appellate court may also by direction (“an excepting direction”) dispense, to any extent specified in the excepting direction, with the restrictions imposed by a direction under subsection (3) if it is satisfied—
(a) that their effect is to impose a substantial and unreasonable restriction on the reporting of the proceedings, and
(b) that it is in the public interest to remove or relax that restriction;
but no excepting direction shall be given under this subsection by reason only of the fact that the proceedings have been determined in any way or have been abandoned.
(6) When deciding whether to make—
(a) a direction under subsection (3) in relation to a person, or
(b) an excepting direction under subsection (4) or (5) by virtue of which the restrictions imposed by a direction under subsection (3) would be dispensed with (to any extent) in relation to a person,
the court or (as the case may be) the appellate court shall have regard to the welfare of that person.”
One basis for lifting reporting restrictions wholly or partly is, therefore, is what is “necessary in the interests of justice”. But, more specifically, the court is to consider whether the effect is “to impose a substantial and unreasonable restriction on the reporting of the proceedings” and whether “it is in the public interest to remove or relax that restriction”. The fact that proceedings have been determined is not wholly irrelevant, but subsection (5) provides that it cannot be the sole reason for making an excepting direction. 
In every case, by subsection (6), the court is directed to “have regard to the welfare” of the person affected. 
The principal aim of the youth justice system is to “prevent offending by children and young persons”: section 37(1) of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998. Marcus and MSL have been convicted of crimes which will inevitably attract sentences of detention at His Majesty’s Pleasure, including incarceration for a minimum term which is bound to be substantial. The prospects of rehabilitation are a particularly important consideration because they are young. 
The Overarching Principles in the Judicial College Bench Book on Child Defendants in the Crown Court (June 2025 edition) draw attention to the duty of the court under Article 3.1 of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child to recognise that “in all actions concerning children… undertaken by… courts of law… the best interests of the child shall be a primary consideration”. This underscores the importance of the welfare of the child to which section 45(6) gives weight, but that does not mean it weighs in the balance to the exclusion of the other relevant factors, which include the principle of open justice. 
The Sentencing Guideline for Sentencing Children and Young People identifies the primary purpose of the youth justice system as “to encourage children and young people to take responsibility for their own actions and promote re-integration into society rather than to punish” (para 1.4). 
I have been referred to the Guide to Reporting Restrictions in the Criminal Courts (July 2023) and, particularly, the statement that “The court must be satisfied that, on the facts of the case before it, the welfare of the child outweighs the strong public interest in open justice.”
I have read and received guidance from a number of cases which include, in order of decision:
R v Winchester Crown Court, ex p B (A Minor) [1999] 1 WLR 788 at 790C-G (judgment of Simon Brown LJ).
R v Markham and Edwards [2017] EWCA Crim 739 (judgment of Sir Brian Leveson, President of the Queen’s Bench Division).
R v Brathwaite 14 September 2018 (judgment of Picken J)
R v Aziz [2019] EWCA Crim 1568 (judgment of Lord Burnett of Maldon, LCJ).
R v Leighton Amies 17 April 2023 (judgment of Martin Spencer J).
R v X and Y (in the matter of the murder of Brianna Ghay) 21 December 2023 (judgment of Yip J).
R v Nibeel and Choudhury 20 May 2024 (judgment of Foster J).
R v BGI and CMB [2024] EWCR 5 (judgment of Tipples J).
However, all these cases are highly fact sensitive, and defendant focussed, and it is only the points of principle which are useful to me in the discussions in those cases. Wales Online have also referred me to another eight cases in which reporting restrictions were lifted on the facts of those cases. 
I will consider each defendant separately, starting with Marcus.
In favour of lifting reporting restrictions are the following points:
The strong public interest in open justice and in the reporting of crime, including the identification of perpetrators.
The fact that Marcus will be 18 in as little as two months’ time, at which point there will be no reporting restrictions.
The fact that, notwithstanding (ii) above, public interest in the case is, legitimately, at its highest when the news is made which means, in this case, on the day of sentence.
The fact that, having considered the expert evidence and the Pre Sentence Report, I do not believe that shortening the period of reporting restrictions by two months, by lifting them now rather than on his 18th birthday, will have a significant adverse effect on Marcus, or on his rehabilitation. When Marcus was asked by Dr Hales about this possibility, he said that “it would not matter”. He said that he had told his peers on his wing in custody about his offence and “In general, this did not have any impact upon their attitude towards him”. Dr Hales herself is of the opinion that “the current risk to self is low and releasing his name, if it has no impact upon his family, will have no impact on him”. The impact on his family is not a relevant consideration and I judge that the impact on Marcus, through impact on his family, will be minimal, especially since the question is, not whether his name should be released, but whether it should be released at the date of sentence rather than the date of his 18th birthday only two months’ later. 
The fact that, whereas until 23 December 2025 Marcus was accused of a crime which he denied, he has now been convicted of murder.
Against lifting reporting restrictions are the following points:
Reporting restrictions are in place and will lapse in two months’ time. They should not be lifted only because a verdict has now been given.
The only practical effect of the reporting restrictions, given that Marcus has since last July been in custody, is that his name cannot be reported and his image cannot be published in association with any report. There is no restriction on reporting the facts of the case, and there has already been widespread reporting of the facts, both in Wales-based and in national media.
Murder is a serious crime, and this is a case in which a knife was brought to the scene (by Marcus) and which is said to have been racially motivated (particularly in MSL’s case), but it is not a case which has attracted the highest level of interest which some other murders and serious crimes have attracted. Nor, despite the reporting which has taken place (without naming the defendants), has it engaged or formed part of a broader public debate. The public interest in reporting this case is no more than usual; it is not exceptional. 
Dr Hales says that “not reporting his name would be better for his future self and for future costs to the public purse” because of the effect on his prospects of rehabilitation. However, in this passage (para 4.11 of her latest report, dated 18 February 2026), she seems not to appreciate that reporting restrictions will lapse in two months’ time in any event. She does not suggest that those two months will be particularly important to Marcus’s process of rehabilitation and I am satisfied there is no basis for saying, in respect of what is bound to be a life sentence with a substantial minimum term, that they will. 
I am in no doubt that the balance is in favour of lifting the reporting restrictions in respect of Marcus on the date of sentence, which is tomorrow, 20 February 2026, and I so order.
I now turn to consider the application in respect of MSL. Because I consider his case separately, I will not avoid repetition, even of points I have already made in Marcus’s case.
In favour of lifting reporting restrictions are the following points:
The strong public interest in open justice and in the reporting of crime, including the identification of perpetrators.
The fact that MSL will be 18 in one year’s time, at which point there will be no reporting restrictions.
The fact that public interest in the case is, legitimately, at its highest when the news is made which means, in this case, on the day of sentence, rather than a year later.
The fact that, whereas until 23 December 2025 MSL was accused of a crime which he denied, he has now been convicted of murder.
The fact that I have lifted reporting restrictions in relation to his co-defendant, Marcus.
Against lifting reporting restrictions are the following points:
Reporting restrictions are in place and would not ordinarily lapse until MSL’s 18th birthday, which is a year away. They should not be lifted only because a verdict has now been given.
The Pre Sentence Report on MSL, and the report of Dr Knowles, suggest that MSL is capable of a significant degree of rehabilitation, and that the prospects of this, in his case, are particularly sensitive to his circumstances. At times in his life, when his circumstances have been more favourable, he has done relatively well; and at other times, when they have been very unfavourable, he has gone downhill. Since his arrest on the day of the murder, and during the nearly 8 months in custody which have followed, MSL, after a shaky start, “has shown signs of increasing maturity, improved levels of emotional regulation and positive initiative” (Pre Sentence Report para 3.23). He has made good progress in maths and literacy. He has engaged on a voluntary basis with the drug and alcohol worker and his mental health issues have received attention from the Child and Adolescent Mental Health Service (CAMHS) and other health practitioners. I consider the next year to be potentially very important to his prospects of rehabilitation, and I also note that the point when he turns 18, as well as ending the reporting restrictions in any event, will also mark his transition into the adult prison estate, about which he and others have expressed particular concern. Unlike Marcus, MSL does not seem to have made his own disclosure about the crime he has been convicted of. Nor has he apparently disclosed the circumstances in which it took place, including the very specific allegation that it was racially motivated on his part. Lifting reporting restrictions would, in my judgment, have a significant impact on him and on his prospects of rehabilitation in the next 12 months. 
The only practical effect of the reporting restrictions, given that MSL, like Marcus, has since last July been in custody, is that his name cannot be reported and his image cannot be published in association with any report. There is no restriction on reporting the facts of the case, and there has already been widespread reporting of the facts, both in Wales-based and in national media.
I have lifted reporting restrictions in relation to Marcus and, whilst I have counted this as a factor in favour of lifting them in relation to MSL (as a matter of fairness and equal treatment), it is also a factor against lifting them, because the press reporting will in any event, now, be given point and focus through the naming of the defendant who was responsible for bringing the knife to the scene and for administering the fatal blow, which was Marcus, not MSL.
Murder is a serious crime, and this is a case which is said to have been racially motivated (particularly in MSL’s case) and in which a knife was brought to the scene (by Marcus), but it is not a case which has attracted the highest level of interest which some other murders and serious crimes have attracted. Nor, despite the reporting which has taken place (without naming the defendants), has it engaged or formed part of a broader public debate. The public interest in reporting this case is no more than usual; it is not exceptional. 
Having carefully considered and balanced these factors (which are not of equal weight), I have concluded that I should not lift or relax the reporting restrictions in respect of MSL and I will not do so. They will continue in place until his 18th birthday in twelve months’ time, on 25 February 2027.
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