IN THE CIVIL NATIONAL BUSINESS CENTRE Claim No: K19ZA750

BETWEEN:

GEOFFREY CHARLES BLANCHE
Claimant
-and-
SWANSEA UNIVERSITY
Defendant

DEFENCE

Introduction and Summary

1.

The Claimant is a former student of the University who has brought this claim
following the decision, in 2022, to suspend a decision on the Claimant’s viva voce
pending re-examination following re-submission within 12 months. The Claim
Form states it is a claim for “Gas-lighting, Defamation, Discrimination, bullying,
academic misconduct, scientific fraud, procedural fraud, forgery, withholding
documents, withholding information to commit fraud and forgery, An abuse of

their power.”

The claim is a re-iteration of a complaint made to the Defendant, which has been
considered as both an academic appeal and complaint. Those challenges have

been carefully considered and rejected.

The premise of the case is fanciful. At its core, the Claimant alleges that he has
made a scientific discovery - the “Endometric Electric Effect” - which is akin to
Albert Einstein’s identification of the Photoelectric Effect. This claim has been
roundly rejected by the Claimant’s academic supervisors, including the Exam
Board. Further, the claim raised is fundamentally an issue of academic judgment
- and not one on which it is open to the Court to adjudicate: Clark v University of
Lincolnshire and Humberside [2000] 1 WLR 1988; Abramova v Oxford Institute of
Legal Practice [2011] EWHC 613 (QB) (Burnett J (as he then was) stating that as a




Parties

result “most claims brought in contract which amounted to a challenge to

academic process would be struck out”.

The claim as pleaded is vague and difficult to understand. The Defendant has
responded to the allegations to the extent it is able. However, the Defendant
maintains that the Claimant’s Particulars of Claim (the “POCs”) fail to state a
case of fraud, misconduct, defamation, discrimination, or breach of contract. As

such, it intends to apply to strike out and/or dismiss this claim.

The Claimant is a former student of Swansea University (the “University” or the

“Defendant”).

The Defendant is a public research university located in Swansea, United

Kingdom.

The Claimant was a student enrolled on a research course, the MSc Electronic and
Engineering Course, at the University. The University’s Standard Terms and

Conditions applied to his enrolment.

Factual Background

8.

10.

1.

12.

In October 2019, the Claimant commenced an MSc in Electrical and Electronic

Engineering.

In August 2020, the Claimant submitted a first draft of his thesis to his

supervisors.

Following this, the Claimant’s supervisors identified an issue with his reliance on
the work of Joseph Wesley Newman. They made it clear they did not support the
inclusion of his work in the Claimant’s thesis.

On 31 March 2021, the Claimant’s supervisors responded to a Notice of Intention
to Submit the Claimant’s thesis by making clear that his thesis was going against

the advice of his supervisors.

On 22 April 2021, Dr Zhongfu Zhou was stood down as a supervisor for the

Claimant.



13.

14.

15.

16.

On 5 May 2021, Professor Paul Rees agreed to become one of the Claimant’s

supervisors.

On 10 September 2021, the Claimant submitted his thesis', entitled “An
Investigation of the Photoelectric Effect to the Endothermic Electric Effect During
the Electric Field Charge.”

His viva voce took place on 30 May 2022, in person at the University. The
Claimant’s viva voce took place before an Exam Board comprised, as per the
University’s rules, of an independent Chair (Prof Huw Summers), an internal

examiner (Prof Lijie Li) and an external examiner (Dr Dhamikka Widanalage).

On 30 May 2022, the Exam Board confirmed the result of the Claimant’s viva voce,
namely that the result was suspended pending re-examination following re-
submission within 12 months. On the same date the Claimant was provided with
the “Report and Result Forms” (or the “R and R Forms”). The examiners’ R and
R Forms are intended as instruments for the reports of the examiners and the
Chair of the Examining Board, and are used by the Examining Board to make a
formal recommendation to the University on the outcome of the examination
process. The R and R Forms confirmed that a decision on his thesis was
suspended pending re-examination following re-submission within 12 months, and
the Addendum to the R and R Forms identified the requirements for re-
submission. The Joint Examiner Comments and Requirements for Resubmission

provided:

“The thesis presents an experimental study of temperature -dependent battery
characteristics and claims that the results validate the theories developed by
Joseph Newman in regard to his energy machine. These theories are open to
debate, have not been independently validated in a scientifically rigorous manner,
and are not accepted by the mainstream research community. Any evidence
presented to support these theories must therefore be extensive, accurate,
repeatable and clearly related to the specific claims made. The work presented
does not meet these requirements. The experiment data has limited accuracy and
the format of the investigations allows multiple interpretations of the results.
Various scientific theories are presented but then applied in error to unrelated
phenomena.

In its present form the thesis is scientifically incorrect and does not meet the MSc
by Research standard. A complete re-writing of the thesis is required.

The examiners believe that a focused report, limited to presentation and
explanation of the temperature-dependent battery performance could potentially

! The thesis was not submitted formally until 1 October 2021 as the Claimant needed to update the
declarations in connection with his MSc programme.



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

meet the requirements of an MSc and will therefore consider a resubmission if
made within a 12 month period.” [Annex A - R and R Forms]

The form went out to set out the requirements which must be met on

resubmission (in the Addendum to the R and R Forms).

On 30 August 2022, the Claimant lodged an academic appeal against that

decision. An academic appeal is distinct from a student complaint.
On 1 September 2022, the Claimant provided an “Examination Rebuttal Report”.

On 29 September 2022, the Claimant’s appeal outcome was rejected; this
decision was taken by the Filtering Committee. This was because the majority of
the issues of which the Claimant complained were ones of academic judgment.
The University defines academic judgment as “the experience and knowledge of a
student, the student’s performance and whether he/she has reached the
required academic standard, and an awareness of best practice in her education
are combined to allow an examiner to make an academic judgement on the

ability of a student”. The appeal was re-classified as a complaint.

On 9 October 2022, the Claimant provided an Addendum to his Examination
Rebuttal Report. On 20 October 2022, the Claimant applied for a Final Review of

the Appeal Decision.

On 19 December 2022, the Claimant’s application for a Final Review of the Appeal
Decision was dismissed. The decision-maker, Natalie Wathan, explained that “/
have satisfied myself that the Filtering Committee considered your appeal in
accordance with the relevant Academic Appeal Procedures and that the decision
of the Filtering Committee to reject your appeal and to reclassify issues raised as
issues of complaint had accorded with the Appeals Procedure and had been

reasonable on the evidence provided to the Filtering Committee”.

On 9 February 2023, the Claimant agreed to his complaint being considered under

the complaint process.

On 20 April 2023, an investor, William Seagrim, Senior Lecturer, Hillary Clinton
School of Law, was appointed to conduct the Claimant’s complaint against the
University. His report was issued on 22 June 2023 (the “Complaint Report”)

[Annex B - Complaint Report]. As to that report:



24.1. The Claimant refused to participate in the investigation. [Complaint
Report §9]

24.2. The Claimant’s complaint was described as:

“There was a university wide conspiracy to dishonestly fail Mr Blanche’s
thesis and then cover-up that dishonesty, motivated by: (a) a desire to
silence Mr Blanche’s uncovering of historical crimes against Joseph Westley
Newman; and/or (b) discontent towards Mr Blanche in light of his stance
towards the University’s COVID-19 pandemic restrictions policies; and/or
(c) some other malign intent to protect the University’s interests.”

24.3. The following specific allegations were identified:

“2) Mr Blanche’s dissertation supervisors (Dr Augustine Egwebe, Dr Zhongfu
Zou, Prof. Karol Kalna) made false claims regarding Joseph Westley
Newman to dishonestly censor Mr Blanche’s thesis.

3) Mr Blanche’s supervisors ... used ‘gaslighting’ to further the attempt to
dishonest censor Mr Blanche’s thesis.

4) Mr Blanche’s viva voce was conducted improperly (including by failing to
minute the viva, refusing to share examiner or Chair’s notes (Prof. Huw
Summers), and by the examiners having a lack of expertise)), and the
examiners committed fraud, motivated by an agenda to fail Mr Blanche.

This was in breach of the Guide to the Examination of Research Students,
paragraphs 1, 13, 16 and 17.

5) Following the viva voce, the examiners, the Examination Board, the
Chair of that Board (Prof. Huw Summers), and professional services staff
(including Mrs Sara Kane, Mrs Zoe Perry) acted dishonestly to further an
agenda to fail Mr Blanche, including forging signatures, improperly
completing the R and R form, and by way of the Chair of the Examination
Board, Prof. Huw Summers, lacking independence. This was in breach of
the Guide to the Examination of Research Students, paragraphs 13, 15, 16,
17 and 19.

6) The University failed to fairly conduct Mr Blanche’s appeal against his
examination decision. This was part of an agenda to fail Mr Blanche and
cover up the dishonest actions of the University and its agents. This
included the actions of the “Filtering Committee”, if it exists, and Prof.
Paul Boyle.

7) Academic fraud has been committed by the University and its agents,
including Mr Blanche’s supervisors ..., the internal examiner (Prof. Lijee Li),
the Examination Board, the Chair of that Board (Prof. Huw Summers),
various professional services staff (such as Mrs Zoe Perry, Mrs Michelle
Rees, Mrs Sarah Kane), and the Vice Chancellor, Prof. Paul Boyle, and the
external examiner (Dr Dhammika Widanalange).

8) Misconduct in public office has been committed by numerous University
employees, including the Examination Board, the Chair of that Board,
Professor Huw Summers, and the Vice Chancellor, Prof. Paul Boyle.”



24.4. The Complaint Report summarised the overall tenor of the Claimant’s

documentation (submitted in support of his complaint) as follows:

“a. he is the victim of criminal conduct, i.e. a fraud (academic, scientific
and procedural), to censor his thesis, which itself uncovers a scientific lie.

b. the University has a vested interest in continuing and protecting that lie.

c. there has been “misconduct in public office” and more fraud to ensure
that Mr Blanche’s thesis has been failed. That failure has also been
influenced, to some degree, by Mr Blanche’s exposure of the University’s
wrongdoing concerning, inter alia, COVID-19 vaccinations.

d. there was an agenda to fail Mr Blanche and individuals at all levels of the
University, including the Vice Chancellor, have worked together to ensure
that came to fruition and then cover it up.” [Complaint Report §20]

24.5. The Complaint Report found that the complaint “suffers from an acute
lack of any evidential basis”: Complaint Report §23. There was “no actual
evidence of a conspiracy to fail Mr Blanche and/or of dishonesty towards
Mr Blanche or his work”: Complaint Report §36. The Claimant was not
failed - he was given permission, and time, for re-submission and re-
examination, which is telling evidence that there was no such conspiracy:
Complaint Report §836; 38. There was no evidence of collusion between
the range of actors identified, including the external examiner. Complaint
Report §39.

24.6. Further, it would be anathema to the University to cover up a scientific

discovery, in the manner alleged: Complaint Report §§42-3.

24.7. The Claimant’s supervisors acted appropriately towards him [Complaint
Report §51].

24.8. As to the conduct of the Claimant’s viva voce:

“l find that Prof. Huw Summers arranged and conducted the viva and
Examination Board in a fair manner, conducted with due process, and with
a motivation of ensuring that Mr Blanche had every opportunity to defend
his thesis. There is nothing in the Regulations that requires the viva to be
minuted, and nothing that compels the examiners or the Chair to share
notes with Mr Blanche. Failure to do so is not a breach of the Regulations
per se. As already outlined, there was no agenda to fail Mr Blanche, and
therefore that was not an underlying motivation of those involved.”
[Complaint Report §53]

24.9. As to the documentation which followed the Exam Board:



“Mr Blanche seems to me to be fixated on how the R and R Forms were
signed and that such was a form of ‘forgery’, thus proving a conspiracy.
First, there was no conspiracy. Second, there was no forgery. Prof.
Summers openly states that he copied and pasted the signatures. Prof
Summers states that he did so as he was collating the report and that this is
what the different individuals said: it is normal practice. | accept such
unhesitatingly. The only fraud or forgery would be if the individuals had
not said what Prof. Summers put in the report and then Prof. Summers put
their signature on the bottom of the page, as if they had. That is plainly
not what happened.

None of the actions of the professional services staff are relevant to the
contents of the report. | find, considering all the evidence | have seen,
that they were simply trying to deal with queries. They are not part of a
conspiracy, there was no conspiracy.”

24.10. The Complaint Report did not address matters of academic judgment:

Complaint Report §83; 48; 51.

24.11. As the allegations around “academic fraud”; “scientific fraud” and

“procedural fraud”, the Complaint Report stated:

“63. First, if there was conduct that could also be catagorised as criminal,
e.g. fraud by false representation, contrary to Fraud Act 2006, s.1, | would
have no hesitation in finding such, regardless of the identity of the actor.

64. Second, and importantly, the conduct that is alleged by Mr Blanche to
amount to “fraud” has already been considered by me above. The label of
“fraud” is just a framing of these alleged acts in a criminal manner. For
the reasons explained above, | have not found the acts alleged to have
happened.

65. Third, in any event, it is unnecessary to establish the extent to which
any act that Mr Blanche contends is ‘fraud’ is criminal fraud, over and
above considering the conduct alleged. This is not a criminal investigation,
as | explained to Mr Blanche in one of my first emails to him dated 2 May
2023 .... This benefits Mr Blanche. Matters he alleges do not need to be
proved to the criminal standard. Mr Blanche does not need to prove the
exact elements of the criminal offence alleged, e.g. fraud, under the Fraud
Act 2006. We do not need to delve into, for example, the criminal
definition of dishonesty or whether an individual sought to make a gain or
cause a loss by a false representation, and all the complications regarding
the mens rea of any respondent. What matters are the facts, and whether
Mr Blanche has proved any of the facts he asserts entails the academic,
procedural, scientific, or indeed any other type of alleged fraud. This
allegation is unnecessary to consider as | have considered the underlying
conduct.

Fourth, and finally, regarding Mr Blanche’s claim of ‘academic fraud’ or
‘scientific fraud’, an element of that claim patently relies on a challenge to
the academic view taken by those supervising and examining Mr Blanche.

As explained to Mr Blanche on several occasions, challenging academic
judgement is not available within this investigation.”

24.12. The Complaint Report found that as there was no “misconduct” there was

no misconduct in office: Complaint Report §68.



25.

26.

Fraud

27.

24.13.

24.14.

The appeal was conducted fairly: Complaint Report §60.

The complaint was found to be unsubstantiated.

On 3 August 2023, the Claimant’s file was closed, as he had not requested a Final

Review of the decision within 14 days.

The Claimant did not comply with the pre-action protocol, or otherwise notify the

University of his intention to file a civil claim against it.

The Claimant has made a number of allegations which amount to fraud or

dishonesty:

27.1.

27.2.

27.3.

27.4.

27.5.

The Claimant alleges that University wanted to conceal and censor the
content of his research in renewable energy physics, and that they failed
him as a result [POCs §§18-19; 54]. On a related point, he alleges that the
examiners made false statements about the state of scientific knowledge
during his exam [POCs §§26-28],

The R and R Forms and the Addendum to R and R Forms are fraudulent
[POCs §84; 9].

The Chair wrote the two examiner’s reports and then presented them as
the work of the two examiners [POCs §§10; 21].

The references to the Filtering Committee in the appeals process was

incorrect because there was no filtering committee [POC §44].

The Claimant says that the University has acted fraudulently because the
impact of his research “would conflict with the Corporations business
model for solar panels, heat pumps, etc, Swansea University Corporation
are part of a larger corporate community, and their intentions are to
control the energy market for profit on energy supply to the public, from
conception to final products, 24/7 free energy production using
endothermic energy generators does not fit their business model” [POCs
§52].



27.6.

The Claimant refers to the actions of the National Bureau of Standards in
the 1980s, and others in the United States. These allegations are not
relevant here, where the claim is about the actions of his academic

supervisors between 2020 - 2022.

28. As to this:

28.1.

28.2.

28.3.

28.4.

28.5.

Misconduct

No cognisable claim for “fraud”, including for deceit, dishonest assistance,
conspiracy, breach of fiduciary duty or breach of contract, has been

pleaded or in any way made out.

The “fraud” claim is additionally flawed for its failure to specifically set
out these allegations of dishonesty pursuant to Practice Direction 16,

paragraph 8.2.

The claims regarding “academic fraud” and “scientific fraud” (paragraphs
27.1 and 27.5 above) involve matters of academic judgment and are not
justiciable; paragraph 3 is repeated. Further, as explained in the
Complaint Report, there is no reason why the University would seek to
conceal any scientific discovery made by the Claimant, and paragraph

24.11 is repeated.

It is denied that the R and R Forms, and the Addendum to the R and R
Forms (which set out the requirements for re-submission), are fraudulent
(paragraph 27.2 above). This matter was considered in the Complaint
Report and there is no evidence in support of this allegation; paragraph

24.9 is repeated.

As to the appeal (paragraph 27.4), a fair process was followed; paragraph
24.13 above is repeated. Pursuant to paragraph 5.4 of the Guidance on
Academic Appeals for All Taught and Research Programmes of Study, the
Filtering Committee may reject any appeal where there is no evidence to
support the appeal. Here, in summary, the Claimant’s appeal involved
matters of academic judgment or was appropriate for consideration as a

complaint, rather than an academic appeal.

29. The Claimant makes the following allegations of misconduct:



29.1. The chair of the Examining Board was not independent and intentionally
deceived the Claimant by asserting he was, and that he had the intention

of applying the University’s rules and regulations [POCs §5].

29.2. The R and R Forms should have been filed with academic services on the
day of the viva voce [POCs §7].

29.3. The Addendum to the R and R Forms was filed four days late [POCs §9].

29.4. The External Examiner refused to share his notes with the Claimant [POCs
§11]. The notes which were produced later were not contemporaneous
[POCs §37].

29.5. The Chair failed to obtain the Claimant’s signature for the witness being
present [POCs §16].

29.6. The Claimant’s supervisors instructed him to remove the references to
Joseph Newman from his research between 2020 and 2021 [POCs §18].

29.7. No pre viva reports were produced [POCs §23].

29.8. The Claimant was incorrectly told he could not liaise with the examiners
[POCs §30].

29.9. The Chair failed to write a report, as he should have done because an

appeal as to the examination result was lodged [POCs §42].
30. As to this:

30.1. To the extent that the Claimant claims that the University, or its
employees, committed offence of misconduct in public office, that is a

criminal offence which cannot be brought via a civil claim.

30.2. To the extent the Claimant argues that the University, or its employees,
have engaged in the tort of misfeasance in public office, or alternative
engaged in conduct which was in breach of the contract between the
University and the Claimant, this is denied. It is not necessary to explore
the individual elements of each of these offences. The short answer to

each claim is that there was no misconduct, nor is there any evidence that

10



30.3.

30.4.

30.5.

30.6.

30.7.

30.8.

30.9.

the Defendant’s employees acted with malice or bad faith. As to the

specific allegations of the Claimant:
The Chair was independent (paragraph 29.1); paragraph 24.8 is repeated.

The R and R Forms were properly completed including the External
Examiner’s Report on Thesis (1.1); the External Examiner’s Report on the
Oral Examination (1.2); External Examiner’s Report on matters of general
concern or interest (1.3); the Internal Examiner’s Report (2); the Joint
Report by External and Internal Examiners (1.4); and the Report by the
Chair (4). The R and R Forms were timely sent to academic services, as
was the Addendum R and R Form (setting out the requirements for re-

submission).

There was no obligation to obtain the Claimant’s signature for the witness
to be present; the witness attended at the Claimant’s request (paragraph
29.5).

There was no obligation for the examiners to share their notes with the

Claimant (paragraph 29.4); paragraph 24.8 is repeated.

The allegations regarding the removal of references to Joseph Newman
concern matters of academic judgement and are not justiciable,

paragraphs 3 and 28.3 are repeated.

There was no requirement to produce a pre viva report. Section 1.1. of the
R and R Forms was completed by the external examiner prior to the oral

examination, on 20 April 2022.

The Claimant was not to liaise with the examiners individually either
before or after his viva voce; the Claimant appears to confuse this
requirement with a separate requirement, under the Freedom of
Information Act 2000, for public authorities to provide certain information

on request.

30.10. There was no requirement for the Chair to write a further report

(paragraph 29.9). The University’s “Guide to the Examination of Research
Students” provides that “the Chair is required to provide a written report

on the conduct of the examination as necessary” (paragraph 13). Here,

11



that was not “necessary” because it was determined (within the outcomes
of Claimant’s academic appeal and related final review) that the
Claimant’s complaint about his examination needed to be fully
investigated in accordance with the University’s Complaints Procedure,
and such investigation was then carried out by an independent

investigator.

30.11. Further, it is denied that the types of administrative issues that the
Claimant highlights, such as minor delays, could give rise to a breach of

contract or the misfeasance in public office.

Defamation

31.

32.

The Claimant maintains that the R and R Forms were submitted with the intention
to defame the Claimant [POCs §9],

No other allegations of defamation are made. In these circumstances, there is no
cognisable claim for defamation to which the Defendant can respond. For
completeness, it is denied that the Defendant defamed the Claimant, or that the
R and R Forms were submitted with the intention to defame the Claimant. The R
and R Forms assessed the Claimant’s work; and were not defamatory of the

Claimant.

Discrimination

33.

The Claimant has stated that his claim includes a claim for discrimination, but no
such claim is articulated in the POCs, nor has the Claimant explained on which
protected characteristic he relies, under the Equality Act 2010. For the avoidance
of doubt, the Defendant denies that it has acted in breach of its obligations under
the Equality Act 2010.

Particulars of Loss or Damage

34.

The Claimant states:

“The rest of my career, | planned to write a PhD in my specialist subject
area, and work as a professor in my specialist subject. | expected | would
be in demand as a professor of renewable energy as | would have added to
the knowledge of electromagnetism and renewable energy generation,
written in a Master’s of Science by Research. | cannot say how much |
expect to recover.” [Claim Form]

12



35.

36.

The Claimant went on to value his claim at £10,000,000. He asserts he is entitled
to £200,000 for four years’ salary whilst pursuing an MSc, and £818,019, for nine

years salary as a professor teaching a specialist subject. [POC, p.2]

The assessment which the Claimant received on his dissertation, and viva voce,
was entirely due to his own failings. The basis on which the Defendant took that
assessment has been upheld on a number of occasions, taking into account the
complaints made (then and now) by the Claimant. Further, the Claimant was
given an opportunity to re-submit his thesis. Accordingly, it is denied that the
Claimant is entitled to the relief sought or at all. It is specifically denied that
Defendant is liable to the Claimant for lost wages as a professor and potential

prize money.

Jennifer Thelen
15 January 2024

39 Essex Chambers

STATEMENT OF TRUTH

The Defendant believes that this Defence is true. | am duly authorised to sign the

Defence on behalf of the Defendant.

Name: Deborah Howell

Signed: U}@m@ﬂ&"

Position held: Interim Head of Legal and Compliance Services
Dated: 15" January 2024
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Swansea University
Prifysgol Abertawe

SWANSEA UNIVERSITY

EXAMINATION OF MA/MSC/LLM By Research

EXAMINERS’ REPORT AND RESULT FORMS

PLEASE TYPE - HANDWRITTEN FORMS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED

Surname of Candidate Blanche

Forenames of Candidate
(in full) Geoffrey

Student number of

The following sections of this document require completion:
1. The External Examiner's Report (three sub-sections);
2. The Internal Examiner's Report on the thesis;

3. The Joint Report by the External and Internal Examiners (to be completed after the
oral examination);

4. The Report by the Chair of Examining Board on the conduct of the examination;
5. The Confirmation of Address form;

6. The Result Form making a formal recommendation.

Also in addition the Swansea University Guide to the Examination of Research Students and Guide to the
Submission and Presentation of a Thesis for Research Students should be appended to the above forms, and
examiners are asked to read them before proceeding.

A deadline to consider minor corrections/major amendments/resubmitted theses will be set by the College/School. If
for any reason you are unable to meet this deadline, please contact the College/School Administrator.

Examiners should be aware that, under the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR)
2016, candidates have the right to request access to any comments made about them in
these reports.

R&R Form — MA/MSc/LLM by Research - Version 4.0 (February 2020)




1. EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
1.1 External Examiner’s Report on Thesis

(Additional sheets may be appended, if necessary.)

The primary study of the thesis is on the "Endothermic Electric Effect". The candidate uses Li-ion batteries as an
example to demonstrate that the battery temperature, during a charge, first experiences and endothermic effect
causing the cell temperature to decrease before increasing (from a subsequent exothermic effect). This observation is
then however used as an explanation to the Newman machine (an energy generator machine).

Here the student gives several explanations to the observed temperature and voltage behaviour and provides the
photo-electric effect, and Maxwell's equations as a way of explanation (however the equations are not applied to
predict or verify any of the observations).

There are several concerns to the work and quality of the work presented:

- The endothermic effect in a lithium-ion battery is well understood and reported in existing literature. It is related to the
lattice structure of the electrodes and is characterised by a coefficient known as the "entropy-coefficient", which relates
the open circuit voltage to temperature. However, the candidate does not follow this route in explaining the
endothermic effect observed in his battery experimental data (there are no citations to the entropy coefficient, how heat
is generated in a battery or to the basic workings of a lithium-ion battery), but attempts to make a connection to the
photo electric effect in attempt to justify the Newman machine. This is where the connections and equations provided
were incoherent.

- The experiments conducted, and subsequent conclusions drawn are not conclusive. A battery has two heat source
terms, reversible (exothermic) and irreversible (endothermic). Depending on the magnitude of the applied current one
dominates over the other.

- In the USW data (Chapter 9, figure 27) why are the three starting cell temperatures different and what is the ambient
temperature? If the ambient temperature is lower than the initial cell temperature, the cell can cool down to ambient
despite the battery being charged. The temperature gradient, between ambient and cell temperature, can outweigh the
heat generated (by both irreversible and reversible heat) in the cell. To determine if the cell cooling is truly the
endothermic heat generation of the cell (rather than cooling to ambient), the cell temperature must be at equilibrium
with the ambient before charging commences.

- In the home experiments (Chapter 11) the cell voltage should at equilibrium before the experiments are conducted. If
not, the measured voltage is the relaxation voltage (OCV + over potentials) which appears as "air charge". The cell
could be still relaxing since the over potentials in the cell have not vanished to zero from the discharge step it has
undergone. No details of how long the cell was kept in the oven or how long the cell was allowed to relax (after fully
discharging the cell is given). The results are therefore inconclusive, and the voltage could simply be the relaxation
voltage.

- How many batteries were used in the investigation (seems to be one battery)? Observations should ideally have error
bars. What is the accuracy of the thermocouple and voltage sensors? Are the observations systematic or random?
These were not discussed in the results.

- Can the T2 temperature on pg 62 really be considered as a drop and not a fluctuation due to measurement errors?

- On Pg 72 "you state that some of the electric field charge is coming from the surrounding air electrons”, this is not
true. There are no electron exchange from the external air, it's the change in the electrode entropy that is causing the
voltage to increase (in Figure 41)

- On Pg 75, what the cell temperature below ambient for Test 3?

- On Pg 76 TA increases because the cell is placed in warmer environment and not because of an exothermic reaction.
- On Pg 77 you state "hence discharge of the ions..." there is no discharge reactions taking place in these results (the

_ DHAMMIKA WIDANALAGE ]
Name (block capitals) (External Examiner)

W) W danage Date  20/04/2022

Signature

R&R Form — MA/MSc/LLM by Research - Version 4.0 (February 2020)



1.2 External Examiner’s Report on the Oral Examination

During the examination, the student explained that the motivation for his work is the Newman energy machine. and that
lithium-ion batteries are meant to be an example of a electrochemical device displaying endothermic thermal effects as a
way of verifying the Newman machine phenomena.

The student was not aware of the work that has been done in the scientific literature that explains the observed
endothermic (and exothermic effects) in batteries (which does not rely on nor need photo-electric effects or ideal gas
equations). He was not aware of the entropy coefficient of lithium-ion batteries, which is key characteristic of the
electrodes and can be used to predict the cell temperature (endo and exothermic) to a given applied current and
ambient temperature.)

During his explanations, the student came across as defensive, aggravated and at times condescending. Agreement on
many discussion points were difficult to achieve.

Name (block capitals) DHAMMIKA WIDANALAGE (External Examiner)

Signature WP Widnnag: Date 00%2022
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1.3  External Examiner’s Report on matters of general concern or interest, including
issues relating to quality and standards, which should be drawn to the attention of
the College, or to the University:

The thesis was far from a conventional high-quality report, expected of a MSc by Research. The key motivation of the
work by the student was to verify the Newman energy machine, a machine claimed to be capable of generating more
power at the output than at its input (efficiency >100%). The lithium-ion battery experiments presented in the thesis do
not provide proof of the Newman machine and such claims cannot be supported by the data presented. There is
already an existing body of scientific work capable of explaining (and predicting) the temperature dynamics of lithium-
ion batteries.

Some experiments were conducted at the student's home. This should not have been the case or allowed, primarily as
a safety concern for the student and secondly the data is not reliable for any scientific investigation. Any tests involving
li-ion batteries should be done in an appropriate lab setting with necessary safety precautions in place.

The student also dedicated several chapters (Prologue, Declaration of Investigation) to his views on the scientific
funding landscape and Covid pandemic theories. These served no purpose in supporting his work.

Many equations were written however their use and purpose were not clear neither applied to make any predictions of
the experimental observations.

The thesis was difficult to follow and very poorly structured. Some chapters were only one or two pages long (Chapter
13, 14 and 15).

The quality of the report is well below standard and the student needs more experience in writing a coherent technical
report for an MSc by Research qualification. | am not sure how much supervision the student may have received or if
his work was read before submission.

DHAMMIKA WIDANALAGE

Name (block capitals) (External Examiner)

Signature W Widrrage | Date 20042022
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2. INTERNAL EXAMINER'S REPORT

(Additional sheets may be appended, if necessary.)

The below technical recommendations must be addressed before re-submission of thesis.

1. Equation (1) needs to be corrected.

2. Equation (2) cannot be used for explaining the special case presented in the experiment, i.e. the endothermic effect
at the start of charging process.

3. All equations must be used quantitively and correctly referenced, i.e. calculated results must be presented with the
equation.

4. Photoelectric effect is not applicable to this experiment.

5. The image quality of all experimental figures needs to be improved. All experimental figures need to be added error
bars.

6. Figures 52 and 53 are not correct, electrons don’t flow in air circling a conductor.

7. Basic operation principle of the battery under investigation must be presented.

8. Part or full of reference papers cannot be directly copied and pasted into thesis, for example on page 114, section
19.2

9. References should be correctly formatted, for example using standard IEEE conference or journal format. More
literature study needs to be conducted in relation to batteries, battery charging, temperature characteristics of batteries.

Name (block capitals)  Lijie Li (Internal Examiner)

Signature _ Lga Date ~ 30May2022
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3. JOINT REPORT BY EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL EXAMINERS

The examiners are invited to provide a brief joint report after the oral examination has
concluded.

The report should draw together any disparate views on the thesis which may have
been expressed by the examiners in their individual reports. A brief agreed view on
the candidate's principal strengths and weaknesses, the approach to the topic, and
on the performance at the oral examination might also be expressed.

The joint report might also comment on any difficulties experienced during the
examination process and, especially in the case of unsuccessful candidatures, on the
manner in which the examination was conducted and on whether the candidate was
given the opportunity to draw the examining board's attention to any particular
circumstances which might have affected his/her performance.

The thesis presents an experimental study of temperature-dependent battery characteristics and claims that the results
validate the theories developed by Joseph Newman in regard to his energy machine. These theories are open to debate,
have not been independently validated in a scientifically rigorous manner, and are not accepted by the mainstream
research community. Any evidence presented to support these theories must therefore be extensive, accurate,
repeatable and clearly related to the specific claims made. The examiners agree that the work presented does not meet
these requirements. The experiment data has limited accuracy and the format of the investigations allows multiple
interpretations of the results. Various scientific theories are presented but then applied in error to unrelated phenomena.

During his explanations, the student came across as defensive, aggravated and at times condescending. Agreement on
many discussion points were difficult to achieve.

The examiners were made aware of difficulties faced by the student in getting access to university laboratories and note
the significant disruption caused by COVID restrictions. These were taken into account when deciding to allow the

student to re-submit their work.

Specific requirements for the resubmission of this thesis are provided as an Addendum to this Report.

Signature b) W, MW (External Examiner)
Signature 'Lﬁ’ il (Internal Examiner)
Date 30/05/2022
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4, REPORT BY THE CHAIR OF EXAMINING BOARD

The Chair of Examining Board should ensure that the correct documentation was supplied in good time to the examiners
and that a pre-viva meeting was held to allow the examiners to compare notes on their reports and agree a strategy for the
viva. The Chair should meet with the student prior to the viva in order to ascertain if there are any extenuating
circumstances and inform the examiners if necessary.

The Chair should ensure that the examiners and the student are aware of the University regulations and guides dealing
with the examination of a research thesis and should explain the structure of the oral examination and clarify the roles of
the examiners and any other individuals present. The Chair should ensure that the examination is conducted in a fair and
open manner.

At the end of the viva, the Chair should inform the candidate of the recommendation of the Examining Board and explain
the implications of the recommendation. The date for providing corrections or for resubmitting should be confirmed.

Name of Supervisor: Present(Y/N) No

Augustine Egwebe

Were there other individuals present? (Y/N) Name: Initials:

If so, approved by student and Examiners Y

(initials) in the right hand box. Name: Initials:

Approved by student? (Y/N) Y

Ms Barbara Down attended at the request of the student Student Initials:

Start Time 1pm End Time 4pm

As per requirements, did the Chair meet with the candidate prior to the viva? Yes I:' No

If NO, why was no meeting held?

If YES, did the candidate raise any extenuating circumstances they wished to be taken into I:I Yes I:INO
account?

If YES, what were these circumstances?
student was unable to access labs following COVID restrictions

Was the purpose and structure of the viva explained to the candidate? Yes |:| No
Was the role of the examiners explained to the candidate? Yes |:| No
Was the viva examination conducted according to University Regulations? Yes I:I No
Do you have any concern(s) about how the viva examination was conducted? |:| Yes No

If YES, please state:

Were both examiners in agreement on the outcome of the viva examination for the
candidate? ves [[ |No

If NO, what was the nature of the disagreement?

How has the disagreement been resolved?

If the Student is required to submit minor corrections/major amendments, who is responsible for checking these?
Internal examiner only I:I External examiner only I:I Both Internal and External Examiner |Z|

Name (Block Capitals): HUW SUMMERS Chair of Examining Board

Signature: =5 Date: 30/05/2022
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Swansea University
Prifysgol Abertawe

5. CONFIRMATION OF ADDRESS

Student Name: Geoffrey Blanche

Please ask the student to provide an address to which they would like their certificate
sent. Please also advise the student that it is their responsibility to inform Academic
Services should their address change.

If the student would like to change the address to which their certificate is sent
please ask them to contact: assessmentawards@swansea.ac.uk

House/Flat Number
South Rogeston Farm

Street Name

Portfield Gate
Town/City

Haverfordwest
Country

United Kingdom
Postal Code

SA62 3LF
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SWANSEA UNIVERSITY Swansea University
RESULT FORM

6. 510 g =T a L= 0= e o £= =

Forenames of Candidate (N fUll) ... . e s

946484

StUAENt NUMD I e e e e e

College

Title of Thesis

An Investigation of the Photoelectric Effect to the Endothermic Electric Effect
.dur'ng .th.e. EreCtrlC .F.Ierd. Charge ....................................................................

The Examining Board, after consideration of the work presented for the degree of Master of Arts by Research /
Master of Science by Research by the above-named candidate recommend: [please indicate one only of the

following options below; clarification and guidance on each is provided in the "Guide to the Examination of Research

Students”.] (tick box)

|:| (%)

Pass — no corrections
(1 month to submit hard-bound copies)

Definition : The thesis is deemed to be of Master of Arts by Research (MA by Research) and
Master of Science by Research (MSc by Research) standard in terms of substance and structure.

Minor corrections to be submitted within 3 months; Pass
(Normally to be approved by the internal examiner)

Definition: The thesis is deemed to be of MA by Research / MSc by Research standard in terms of
substance and structure; corrections concern matters of detail. No further research work or any
other substantial work needs to be conducted. Minor corrections typically include typos, clarifying
points, rephrasing, editing, adding paragraphs and correcting references.

Substantial corrections and/or amendments being submitted within 6 months; Pass

This is not an option for resubmitted theses

(Normally to be approved by internal and external examiner, or at the discretion of the examining
board by the internal examiner only)

Definition : The thesis is deemed to be of MA by Research / MSc by Research standard in terms of
substance, but in order to pass, significant but clearly specifiable and quantifiable amendments are
required in terms of a) the presentation of research, e.g. concerning introduction/conclusion; or b)
the structure, e.g. concerning the rearranging of data/sections/chapters; or c¢) the addition of new
material not exceeding one chapter in length — where such amendments are judged by the
examining board to be achievable within a 6 month period.

Decision suspended pending re-examination following re-submission within 12 months

This is not an option for re-submitted theses

(Normally to be re-examined by the same team of internal and external examiners. As a rule, there
will be a second viva; however upon inspection of the re-submitted thesis, examiners may use their
discretion to waive the second viva)

Definition: The thesis is not deemed to be of MA by Research / MSc by Research standard in its
present form; however, in terms of substance, there is real potential, on the basis of what has
already been presented, that the candidate could, within a period of 12 months, present a thesis of
appropriate standard; amendments/alterations/additions required may concern both substance and
presentation.

Fail; Not approved for the award or a lower research degree
(As immediate option and option after re-submission)

Definition: The thesis as presented and defended is not deemed to be of MA by Research / MSc by
Research standard actually or potentially.

1 Options (3) and (4) are not applicable when a re-submitted work is being examined.

R&R Form — MA/MSc/LLM by Research - Version 4.0 (Sept 2019)
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SWANSEA UNIVERSITY Swansea University
RESULT FORM

Information to Accompany the Outcomes of Examination for the above Degrees

1. NB. If the corrections, amendments or re-submission stipulated are not completed to the satisfaction of the
examiners or not submitted for scrutiny within the given time period, then the candidate will be judged to have
failed and will be not approved for the award of a degree.

2. Where a re-submission is stipulated, Candidates must pay the relevant re-submission fee.

3. A candidate may be allowed a single opportunity to re-submit the work.

ke
Signature UQD v Ay (External Examiner)
Signature -A‘?Z‘?' (Internal Examiner)
v
Signature A}o’ﬁ(_’? (Chair of Examining Board)
i &

Date 30/05/2022
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Investigator Billy Seagrim (Senior Lecturer, Hillary Clinton School of Law)
Date appointed 3 May 2023

Report completed 3 July 2023

Introduction

1. On 3 May 2023, | received formal confirmation from Carly Fussell that | would be
conducting Mr Blanche’s complaint against the Engineering department and numerous
employees of Swansea University (‘the University’) (Annex 1). The respondents to the
complaint include both academic and professional services staff, and includes the Vice
Chancellor, Professor Paul Boyle. The complaint arises out of matters concerning Mr
Blanche’s thesis and viva voce on the MSc Electrical and Electronic Engineering.

2. Within this report, | annex key documentation that | consider to be helpful for the
reader to access. Please note that | have read and considered more documentation than
the annexes.

3. | should also make clear at the outset that | have no knowledge of electrical and
electronic engineering. Within this report, | am not passing judgement on the science
involved. This is not an appeal against academic judgement, and in any event, | am not
qualified to consider such. | am considering the conduct alleged by Mr Blanche. Where
Mr Blanche challenges academic judgement, | will not, and cannot, find any decision
academically wrong.

Conflict of Interest

4. Aside from employment at the same university as several of the individuals implicated
by Mr Blanche, | confirm that | have no personal, financial, or other form of connection
to Mr Blanche or any of the potential respondents and / or witnesses to his complaint.
| confirm that before undertaking this complaint | had never met or spoken to any of
the individuals involved.

Background

5. The background to this complaint, and its documentation, is lengthy and complex. In
my view, it assists the reader for me to highlight key dates which summarise how this
Stage 2 Complaint arose. This is not intended to be as a history of important events or



correspondence. It is a very short summary that provides context for the reader of this
report. Mr Blanche’s complaint follows sequentially upon:

October 2019

March 2020

August 2020

(unclear)

31 March 2021

April 2021

May 2021

September 2021

30 May 2022

30 May 2022

30 May 2022

Mr Blanche commenced MSc Electrical and Electronic
Engineering

COVID-19 pandemic restrictions commenced

Mr Blanche submitted a first draft of his thesis to his
supervisors

Mr Blanche’s supervisors identified issues with relying
upon the work of Joseph Wesley Newman, and did not
support the inclusion of his work in any thesis

Mr Blanche’s supervisors responded to a Notice of
Intention to Submit Mr Blanche’s thesis by making clear
that Mr Blanche’s thesis was going against the advice of
his supervisors

Dr Zhongfu Zhou stood down as a supervisor for Mr
Blanche

Prof. Paul Rees became a supervisor.

Mr Blanche submitted his thesis, An Investigation of the
Photoelectric Effect to the Endothermic Electric Effect
During the Electric Field Charge, now allegedly available
on a website www.endothermic-electricity.com

Vive voce at the University (in-person)

Report and Result Forms (‘R and R Forms’) (Annex 2)
confirmed suspension of the decision pending re-
examination following re-submission within 12 months,
and Addendum to R and R Forms identified requirements
for re-submission (Annex 3)

Exam Board confirmed result of suspension of the
decision pending re-submission and re-examination
(immediately following the viva)



30 August 2022

1 September 2022

29 September 2022

9 October 2022

20 October 2022

19 December 2022

18 January 2023

9 February 2023

February 2023

3 May 2023

May- June 2023

22 June 2023

Procedure

Mr Blanche’s Request for an Academic Appeal against the
Examination Board’s decision, entitled ‘AR1RD-1-B1’
(Annex 4)

Mr Blanche’s Examination Rebuttal Report (‘ERR’) (Annex
5)

Appeal outcome - rejection of the appeal and
reclassification as a complaint (Annex 6)

Mr Blanche’s Addendum to the ERR (Annex 7)

Mr Blanche’s application for a Final Review of the Appeal
decision, entitled ‘AR1RD-2-BI’ (Annex 8)

Final Review outcome — application dismissed (Annex 9)
Mr Blanche detailed alleged misfeasance in a public
office by Swansea University staff (Annex 10 [document
is erroneously entitled 18/01/2022])

Mr Blanche emailed Mrs Carly Fussell, accepting the
complaint as a process, albeit making numerous
stipulations to the process

Professor Michelle Lee originally appointed as the
investigator. Prof. Lee’s appointment was opposed by Mr

Blanche

My investigation formally commenced. Complaint
documentation received

| read documentation and conducted interviews

Report completed

6. The burden of proving this complaint rests on Mr Blanche. None of the respondents to
Mr Blanche’s claim need to disprove his allegation(s). The standard that Mr Blanche
must meet to prove any factual allegation is the balance of probabilities, i.e., that
something is more likely than not to have happened. It is no more and no less than that



standard, notwithstanding the serious nature of Mr Blanche’s allegations. For that
standard to be met, there must be evidence proving any allegation. This can be direct
and/ or circumstantial. However, it is important to note that accusation and supposition
alone are not evidence. In determining whether Mr Blanche has proved any of his
allegations, | should look at the specific evidence, and consider the wide canvas of
evidence that | receive.

Several of the University’s Regulations are relevant to Mr Blanche’s complaint. | have
read them carefully. Both of those | am about to mention are publicly available on the
www.swansea.ac.uk website, at Degree of Master’s by Research- Swansea University:

a. Academic Regulations for the Degree of Master’s by Research; and
b. Guide to the Examination of Research Students

Documentation

8.

| have read all of the documentation made available to me as the investigator of Mr
Blanche’s complaint, this includes everything provided to me by the University, e.g., the
14 enclosures in a Zip file attached to the 4 May 2023 appointment letter (each of which
has numerous documents attached thereto), and documentation sent to me by Mr
Blanche in April 2023, when | was contacted to see if | could conduct the complaint. If
a document is not mentioned herein, it does not mean | have not read it and carefully
considered its contents. | have. The following list includes the more material
documentation:

Report and Results Forms (‘R and R Forms’) (Annex 2)

Addendum to the R and R Forms (Annex 3).

Mr Blanche’s Request for an Academic Appeal (Annex 4)

Mr Blanche’s ‘ERR’ (Annex 5)

Appeal Outcome letter (Annex 6).

Mr Blanche’s Addendum to the ERR (Annex 7)

Final Review Application (Annex 8).

Mr Blanche’s documents setting out a potential civil claim (Annex 11).

Mr Blanche’s document entitled ‘18/01/2022 Misfeasance in a Public office by
staff of Swansea University Corporation” (Annex 10)

j. Various emails between Mr Blanche and different staff of the University,
including between Mr Blanche and Mrs Carly Fussell.

S@ o a0 T



Mr Blanche’s Complaint

9.

10.

11.

Mr Blanche’s complaint is voluminous and contained in numerous different documents,
for example, Mr Blanche’s ERR document alone is 223 pages (plus a title page) (Annex
5), and his Addendum to the ERR is 19 pages (Annex 7). Following reading all the
documentation provided to me, and to make the investigation of Mr Blanche’s
complaint manageable and fair to all involved, | contacted Mr Blanche with a suggested
list of the allegations within his complaint (11 May 2023). Mr Blanche responded on 13
May 2023 identifying deficits in my list of allegations, including a lack of specifying
individuals and the Regulations allegedly breached. | responded with an amended list
on 15 May 2023 and invited Mr Blanche to consider it and confirm whether anything
was incorrect; whether any respondent was missed; and whether any material
allegation was missed. Mr Blanche did not respond to that email. On 19 May 2023, |
chased Mr Blanche regarding this request. On 22 May 2023, Mr Blanche responded in
the following terms (the full email chain is at Annex 12):

Hi Billy,

| offered to run the criminal investigation but you turned me down. | will not participate
in your attempted cover up investigation. By the way you are gaslighting me, you are
way off the mark, and you know it. Please do not harass me to do your job.

Regards

Blanche

Needless to say, this is not a criminal investigation; Mr Blanche cannot run the
investigation; this is obviously not a cover up but a genuine attempt to investigate Mr
Blanche’s complaints; | have not gaslit Mr Blanche; rather than the allegations being
‘way off the mark’ they encapsulate all of Mr Blanche’s material complaints; and | have
not harassed Mr Blanche to do ‘my job’, but sought his co-operation whilst investigating
his complaint.

It is disappointing that Mr Blanche refuses to engage in this process. It may be that not
responding to the amended list allows Mr Blanche to hold the position that his true
allegations have not been considered. In any event, and not passing judgement on his
reasons for not responding, the amended list is, in my view, a fair and accurate reflection
of Mr Blanche’s complaints against the Engineering department! / University /
individuals involved.

! Engineering is no longer one formal department of the University following a faculty restructuring. Now, there
is a Faculty of Science and Engineering, which itself has 4 Schools, some of which house elements of
engineering.



12. Mr Blanche alleges:

Overarching complaint

1) There was a university-wide conspiracy to dishonestly fail Mr Blanche’s
thesis and then cover-up that dishonesty, motivated by:

a.

C.

a desire to silence Mr Blanche’s uncovering of historical crimes
against Joseph Westley Newman; and / or

discontent towards Mr Blanche in light of his stance towards the
University’s COVID-19 pandemic-restriction policies; and / or
some other malign intent to protect the University’s interests.

This conspiracy included:

1.

Particular complaints

Mr Blanche’s dissertation supervisors (Dr. Augustine Egwebe,
Prof. Paul Rees, Dr. Zhongfu Zhou, Prof. Karol Kalna);

Mr Blanche’s viva voce examiners (Dr. Dhammika Widanalage,
Prof. Lijee Li);

The Chair of the viva voce and Chair of the relevant Examination
Board (Prof. Huw Summers), and members of the relevant
Examination Board;

Various professional services staff (such as Mrs. Zoe Perry, Mrs
Michelle Rees, Mrs Sara Kane);

Various other members of the University’s Engineering
department (including Prof. David Penney, Prof. Perumal
Nithiarasu)

The Vice Chancellor, Prof. Paul Boyle.

2) Mr Blanche’s dissertation supervisors (Dr. Augustine Egwebe, Dr.
Zhongfu Zhou, Prof. Karol Kalna) made false claims regarding Joseph
Westley Newman to dishonestly censor Mr Blanche’s thesis.

3) Mr Blanche’s supervisors (Dr. Augustine Egwebe, Dr. Zhongfu Zhou, Prof.
Karol Kalna) used ‘gaslighting’ to further the attempt to dishonest censor
Mr Blanche’s thesis.

4) Mr Blanche’s viva voce was conducted improperly (including by failing to
minute the viva, refusing to share examiner or Chair’s notes (Prof. Huw
Summers), and by the examiners having a lack of expertise)), and the
examiners committed fraud, motivated by an agenda to fail Mr Blanche.



This was in breach of the Guide to the Examination of Research Students,
paragraphs 1, 13, 16, and 17.

5) Following the viva voce, the examiners, the Examination Board, the Chair
of that Board (Prof. Huw Summers), and professional services staff
(including Mrs Sara Kane, Mrs Zoe Perry) acted dishonestly to further an
agenda to fail Mr Blanche, including forging signatures, improperly
completing the R and R Form, and by way of the Chair of the Examination
Board, Prof. Huw Summers, lacking independence. This was in breach of
the Guide to the Examination of Research Students, paragraphs 13, 15,
16, 17, and 19.

6) The University failed to fairly conduct Mr Blanche’s appeal against his
examination decision. This was part of an agenda to fail Mr Blanche and
cover up the dishonest actions of the University and its agents. This
included the actions of the ‘Filtering Committee’, if it exists, and Prof.
Paul Boyle.

7) Academic fraud has been committed by the University and its agents,
including Mr Blanche’s supervisors (Dr. Augustine Egwebe, Prof. Paul
Rees, Dr. Zhongfu Zhou, Prof. Karol Kalna), the internal examiner (Prof.
Lijee Li), the Examination Board, the Chair of that Board (Prof. Huw
Summers), various professional services staff (such as Mrs. Zoe Perry,
Mrs Michelle Rees, Mrs Sara Kane), and the Vice Chancellor, Prof. Paul
Boyle, and the external examiner (Dr. Dhammika Widanalage).

8) Misconduct in a public office has been committed by numerous
University employees, including the Examination Board, the Chair of that
Board, Professor Huw Summers, and the Vice Chancellor, Prof. Paul
Boyle.

Remedy sought by Mr Blanche

13. Mr Blanche has indicated what he seeks from any appeal / complaint process several
times. Without commenting on whether it is within my gift to award any of following
remedies, the documentation identifies the following:

1) The letter dated 3 May 2023 appointing me as an investigator (Annex 1)
indicated Mr Blanche sought:

a) Suspension of all staff under investigation;
b) Informing the police and CPS of fraud within the University;

9



c) Punitive damages in the sum of either £7,500 (with the offer of
a Masters degree) or £10,000 (without said degree); and
d) Higher compensation if there is ‘more gaslighting’.

2) In Mr Blanche’s undated document detailing a possible civil claim against
the University and its staff (Annex 11) he sought:

a) The award of a Masters degree and a total of at least £2.7m,
comprising claims of £300,000 against various University
employees and the external examiner; or

b) Without the award of a Masters degree, a total of at least £4.8m,
including the same claims as in a) above, but with an additional
claim against the University as an institution and a claim against
Prof. Paul Boyle.

3) Mr Blanche’s ERR document (Annex 5), dated 21 September 2022,
seeks, inter alia:

) Afirst class Masters with honours;
) Afully published apology in a national newspaper;
c) Publication of Mr Blanche’s work in a reputable journal;
) A ‘hefty’ financial settlement; and
) Written apologies to all past, present, and future students for the
‘cover up’ of new educational knowledge.

| will consider the appropriate remedy if | find any allegations proved.

Interviews and Evidence

Mr Blanche

14. The reader will note that Mr Blanche does not appear on the below list of interviewees.
On 2 May 2023 (13:59), | informed Mr Blanche that | would like to meet, preferably in
person, but via Zoom if necessary. On the same day (18:55), Mr Blanche responded to
that email but not my request. Later that day (19:30), | repeated my request to meet
Mr Blanche and indicated it would be ‘an important part of the investigation’. Mr
Blanche responded (20:04) that he was ‘extremely busy’ and unable to meet me, but
that he had supplied ‘plenty of evidence’. | responded (20:15) that it ‘might hamper’
Mr Blanche’s complaint if we cannot meet, and that it would be of ‘great assistance’ to
me to discuss elements of his complaint. Mr Blanche did not respond to that email (this
email chain is at Annex 13). My subsequent exchange with Mr Blanche is outlined above
and concluded with Mr Blanche refusing to be involved in this investigation.

10



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Mr Blanche’s documentation is therefore the best evidence of his complaints. This
report cannot consider all of Mr Blanche’s comments, they are too many. The list of
allegations above fairly summarises his complaints. The following material evidences
Mr Blanche’s complaints, to the extent that he has done so.

ERR and Addendum to the ERR (Annexes 5 and 7 respectively)

Mr Blanche’s ERR is helpful for several reasons. Overall, it details alleged ‘scientific
fraud’ against him, as the title page makes clear. It was written in response to the Board’s
decision on his viva to suspend and allow re-submission and re-marking. It provides a
history by way of a ‘personal statement’; then it identifies the ‘claims’ Mr Blanche seeks;
it summarises fundamental points from his thesis; and then it details alleged
wrongdoing concerning the viva voce (including recounting detailed transcripts from
the examination), the completion of R and R Forms, and the Examination Board. It then
provides email exchanges with various staff of the University, including those about the
thesis and those about COVID-19 matters. Much of the ERR concerns the correctness
of the academic opinion in the thesis, the pre-viva report, the R and R Forms, and the
discussions concerning the topic during the viva. Overall, this document challenges the
academic view of the supervisors and examiners, and | believe that Mr Blanche would
say it demonstrates how they were wrong and fraudulent. For a full appreciation of Mr
Blanche’s complaint, the reader should read the ERR itself.

Mr Blanche appears to have responded to the rejection and reclassification of his
appeal against the Examination Board decision (made on 29 September 2022, Annex 6)
with the Addendum to the ERR (dated 9 October 2022, Annex 7). Mr Blanche’s
document repeats the allegations of scientific and academic fraud, it identifies how the
Filtering Committee’s decision to reject his appeal was an alleged “dereliction of duty”,
suggesting that the Committee was in fact Prof. Paul Boyle. It alleges misconduct in a
public office, and it identifies motives for failing Mr Blanche, e.g., because he challenged
the official narrative on COVID-19. It also allegedly identifies issues with the signatures
on the R and R Forms.

Civil Claim Documents (Annex 11)

Mr Blanche’s documents about a potential civil claim are helpful to identify what Mr
Blanche seeks from the University, outlined above.

Document - 18/01/2022 Misfeasance in a Public Office by staff of Swansea University
Corporation (Annex 10)

This document details aspects of alleged criminal conduct by the University and its staff.
It also repeats alleged motives for so acting, including the desire to censor Mr Blanche’s
thesis and his alternative narrative to COVID-19 vaccination. It identifies alleged
procedural fraud, the conspiracy to fail Mr Blanche, wrongdoing by the Chair of the
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20.

21.

22.

23.

Examination Board, Prof. Huw Summers, and it details, inter alia, alleged false signatures
and ‘signature forgery’. Finally, the document contends that there had been fraud in the
appeal process.

Overall

The overall tenor of Mr Blanche’s documentation is that:

a. he is the victim of criminal conduct, i.e., a fraud (academic, scientific, and
procedural), to censor his thesis, which itself uncovers a scientific lie.

b. the University has a vested interest in continuing and protecting that lie.
there has been ‘misconduct in a public office” and more fraud to ensure that Mr
Blanche’s thesis has been failed. That failure has also been influenced, to some
degree, by Mr Blanche’s exposure of the University’s wrongdoing concerning,
inter alia, COVID-19 vaccinations.

d. there was an agenda to fail Mr Blanche and individuals at all levels of the
University, including the Vice Chancellor, have worked together to ensure that
came to fruition and then cover it up.

Interviewees

| interviewed 3 of the individuals identified by Mr Blanche as respondents in this
investigation. These were:

1. Prof. Huw Summers, Chair of the viva and Chair of the Examination Board.
2. Dr. Augustine Egwebe, Internal Examiner.
3. Prof. Paul Rees, Dissertation supervisor.

The reader may note that | have not interviewed every person that Mr Blanche has
implicated. | have not, for example, interviewed Prof. Paul Boyle, the Vice Chancellor of
the University, or the external examiner, Dr Dhammika Widanalage, or Mrs Zoe Perry. |
have not interviewed all the individuals that Mr Blanche indicated he sought to
interview (himself), in a document entitled ‘Request for Interviews’. As | explained to
Mr Blanche via email on 2 May 2023, | would decide whom to interview by keeping in
mind a need to deal with Mr Blanche’s complaint justly, including dealing with it
proportionately and in a fair manner.

The decision not to interview other respondents was because to do so would have been
unnecessary, having regard to dealing with this matter justly, fairly, and proportionately.
It is for Mr Blanche to bring evidence against these individuals. If there had been
evidence against Prof. Paul Boyle, for example, | would have interviewed him. As | will
explain, Mr Blanche’s complaint suffers from an acute lack of any evidential basis. That
is not to indicate that there was a prima facie case against Prof. Huw Summers, Dr.
Augustine Egwebe, and / or Prof. Paul Rees. In my view, it was only fair to Mr Blanche
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24.

25.

26.

that the investigator had the opportunity of interviewing at least some of the
respondents to Mr Blanche’s complaint.

One individual | sought to interview, declined to participate: Dr. Zhongfu Zhou; he was
one of Mr Blanche’s original dissertation supervisors (he withdrew from supervision
before submission of Mr Blanche’s thesis). | would remind the reader of several matters.
First, participation in my investigation was voluntary. Second, Dr Zhou does not have to
disprove any allegation against him. Third, the onus is on Mr Blanche to prove any
allegation as it pertains to Dr Zhou. Fourth, it will be remembered that Mr Blanche, the
Complainant, himself declined to take part in an interview. Fifth, Dr Zhou'’s refusal to
take part in an interview is not in and of itself evidence of any conspiracy.

Prof. Huw Summers, Chair of the viva and Chair of the Examination Board

| interviewed Prof. Huw Summers on 22 May 2023 at 11:00am, in person, in my office,
room 133 in the Richard Price Building of Swansea University. The only persons present
were Prof. Summers and me. | attach my notes of that interview, these have been seen
by Prof. Summers. They are contemporaneous notes and not a verbatim account. | will
not recount every question and answer, the reader can see the notes if they wish (Annex
14). | will draw attention to important matters.

Professor Summers recounted that his role as Chair was to conduct a pre-viva meeting
(this was an introductory meeting) and then chair the viva and Board. Prof. Summers
was very experienced as a chair, having chaired “at least 30”. Prof. Summers explained
that he was not a line manager to anyone involved in the viva or Board but was the line
manager of Prof. Paul Rees. | find, without hesitation, that this does not mean Prof.
Summers lacks independence. It is entirely normal for the chair of an examination board
to be the line manager of people involved in the supervision or marking of students
being considered at the Board. Prof. Summers stated that it was his job as chair to follow
a due process and that Mr Blanche had been able to put forward his position in the viva,
and to answer questions. The Exam Board followed immediately after the viva, and Prof.
Summers had pointed out that this was a difficult case and there were difficulties from
COVID-19 and lockdown and to think carefully about their decision, which was theirs
and not Prof. Summers. Prof. Summers commented when asked about conspiracies,
regarding Joseph Westley Newman, the University would not gain anything from such;
COVID-19 was not discussed during the viva and has no relevance to his conduct
towards Mr Blanche; and that he had no contact with the Vice Chancellor concerning
Mr Blanche. Regarding the R and R Forms, he ‘almost certainly’ cut and paste the
signatures, and it was his role to collate and finalise the report. Prof. Summers stated
that he put the signatures there because that is what those people said / wrote — it was
not evidence of a cover up.
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28.

29.

30.

31.

An aspect that is illuminating is the response to how the University would treat Mr
Blanche’s research if it was Nobel-prize worthy or ground-breaking. Prof. Summers
stated that the University would be ‘shouting from the roof tops” and ‘pushing to get it
in Nature’. In his view, there were no wrongdoings committed towards Mr Blanche.

Prof. Summers was an impressive and credible individual. | have no hesitation in finding
he was both truthful and accurate.

Prof. Paul Rees, Dissertation supervisor

| interviewed Prof. Paul Rees on 22 May 2023 at 12:00 noon, in person, in my office,
room 133 in the Richard Price Building of Swansea University. The only persons present
were Prof. Rees and me. | attach my notes of that interview, these have been seen by
Prof. Rees. They are contemporaneous notes and not a verbatim account. | will not
recount every question and answer, the reader can see the notes if they wish (Annex
15). | will draw attention to important matters.

Prof. Rees explained that he came into the supervision team quite late and his role was
to organize the viva and ensure it was fair, including to ensure there was a robust and
sensible examining team. Prof. Rees was not present at the viva but probably arranged
who would be the chair and the internal assessor. Asked about the possibility of a
conspiracy to cover up the exposure of historical crimes against Joseph Westley
Newman, Prof. Rees thought it was the ‘complete opposite’ of a conspiracy to fail. Prof.
Rees stated that despite concerns and misgivings, they did organise a viva and a very
fair set of examiners — the key was for Mr Blanche to defend his work from a scientific
point of view, and the process gave Mr Blanche ample chance to have his work
examined. Prof. Rees stated that the University would gain ‘absolutely nothing” from
such a conspiracy and that if Mr Blanche were correct, they would be holding him up
as the “champion of Swansea”, giving him Nobel Prizes, and that Mr Blanche would be
the “champion of the world”. Later, Prof. Rees stated that if Mr Blanche were correct, it
would be the “most significant discovery in the history of science”. Regarding COVID-19
vaccination views, they have no causal link, and Mr Blanche can’t point to any
conspiracy related to his invention (but did reduce Mr Blanche’s access to the lab). Prof.
Rees has had no communication with the Vice Chancellor, Prof. Paul Boyle, about Mr
Blanche. Regarding conspiracies to fail Mr Blanche generally, Prof. Rees stated that all
went out of their way to ensure Mr Blanche was viva’d in a fair manner. Following the
viva, Prof. Rees had no communication with Mr Blanche, albeit Mr. Blanche would have
been entitled to contact Prof. Rees, and the latter obliged to meet him. Mr Blanche was
not failed but allowed a resubmission, Prof. Rees rhetorically questioned, if there was a
conspiracy to fail Mr Blanche, why would they have done that.

Prof. Paul Rees was also an impressive and credible individual. | have no hesitation in
finding he was both truthful and accurate.
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Dr. Augustine Egwebe, Dissertation Supervisor

32. | interviewed Dr. Augustine Egwebe on 24 May 2023 at 11am, via Zoom. The only
persons present were Dr Egwebe and me. | attach my notes of that interview, these
have been seen by Dr Egwebe. They are contemporaneous notes and not a verbatim
account. | will not recount every question and answer, the reader can see the notes if
they wish (Annex 16). | will draw attention to important matters.

33. Dr Egwebe was a member of the supervisory team; he denied any conspiracy; and he
described arranging the external examiner. This person was not someone he knew and
based on their expertise. If a student invents groundbreaking work that is good for the
university. Dr Egwebe contended there was no wrongdoing towards Mr Blanche and
that every support was given to him.

34. Dr Egwebe came across genuinely and | have no hesitation in also finding that he is
truthful and accurate.

Findings

35. | will address the allegations in turn using the numbering above:

Allegation 1)

There was a university-wide conspiracy to dishonestly fail Mr Blanche’s thesis and then
cover-up that dishonesty, motivated by:

a) a desire to silence Mr Blanche’s uncovering of historical crimes against
Joseph Westley Newman; and / or

b) discontent towards Mr Blanche in light of his stance towards the
University’s COVID-19 pandemic-restriction policies; and / or

c) some other malign intent to protect the University’s interests.

This conspiracy included:

1. Mr Blanche’s dissertation supervisors (Dr. Augustine Egwebe, Prof. Paul
Rees, Dr. Zhongfu Zhou, Prof. Karol Kalna);

2. Mr Blanche’s viva voce examiners (Dr. Dhammika Widanalage, Prof.
Lijee Li);

3. The Chair of the viva voce and Chair of the relevant Examination Board
(Prof. Huw Summers), and members of the relevant Examination Board;

4. Various professional services staff (such as Mrs. Zoe Perry, Mrs Michelle
Rees, Mrs Sara Kane);
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36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

5. Various other members of the University’s Engineering department
(including Prof. David Penney, Prof. Perumal Nithiarasu)
6. The Vice Chancellor, Prof. Paul Boyle.

Mr Blanche must bring evidence of such a university-wide conspiracy. Mr Blanche must
bring evidence that there was this malign intent to fail him. The fact that the examiners
suspended the decision about his work pending re-submission and re-marking
(approved by the Examination Board), and that his appeals have failed, is not itself
evidence of a conspiracy. It is not evidence of an agenda to fail Mr Blanche. Mr Blanche
was not failed. Mr Blanche bears the burden, and he falls spectacularly short. There is
one overarching significant issue to bear in mind: there is no actual evidence of a
conspiracy to fail Mr Blanche and / or of dishonesty towards Mr Blanche or his work.

| have interviewed 3 of the individuals within this alleged conspiracy. All 3 of them were,
in my view, honest and reliable witnesses. They each presented credibly and | find that,
far from any conspiracy, there was an approach to ensure Mr Blanche had a fair
opportunity to defend his work.

There is a danger of legitimising Mr Blanche’s conspiracy-related theories by providing
them oxygen. However, numerous other points are material to note. Mr Blanche was
not actually ‘failed’. As is clear from the R and R Form, Mr Blanche was allowed a
resubmission and remark, and he was sent an Addendum to the R and R that set out
how to achieve a pass. If there was an ‘agenda to fail’, why not actually fail Mr Blanche?
Alternatively, why not create a reason not to conduct a viva? | have no hesitation in
finding that the viva was conducted fairly and gave a fair shot to Mr Blanche to defend
his work.

The sheer volume of people involved in this university-wide conspiracy is improbable,
especially bearing in mind it allegedly involved no less than 8 professors, one being the
Vice Chancellor, numerous professional services staff, and an Associate Professor from
a different university. One can imagine the amount of communication required to put
into effect such a conspiracy, including involving an external examiner. Where is the
evidence?

There is no evidence that Prof. Paul Boyle has had any communication with any of the
other implicated individuals concerning Mr Blanche’s views on COVID-19, its
vaccinations, or any other purported interest of the University. It is wholly unclear what
actual evidence Mr Blanche believes proves that Prof. Paul Boyle orchestrated a
conspiracy or indeed how he did so.

The allegation raises the question: why would these individuals all lie? It should be
remembered that if these people were found out, they would each likely lose their jobs
and reputations. With respect to Mr Blanche, why is he so important for all these
individuals to risk their livelihoods?
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42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

The challenge to the academic opinion about Joseph Westley Newman cannot be
sustained in this appeal, for reasons discussed above. This complaint investigation will
not challenge academic judgement. However, an element of Mr Blanche’s complaint is
a more nuanced, i.e., the University are lying about Mr Blanche’s thesis to cover up the
lie about Joseph Westley Newman. There is no evidence of such lies or wide scale cover
up. To cover up scientific progress or discovery is anathema to one of the overarching
purposes of a university, especially a university’s science department. The more
pertinent point is, why? It is a baffling and wholly unpersuasive claim by Mr Blanche.

If Mr Blanche’s work was “ground breaking” and “[n]oteworthy of a Nobel Prize”, as he
suggests (see the ERR, Annex 5), or “the biggest discovery in electromagnetism since
the photoelectric effect” (Mr Blanche’s claim in an email to Mrs Michelle Rees,
14.03.2022, 14:56, in the ERR, internal p.70), it is unfathomable that the University
would not celebrate and champion Mr Blanche’s work. As Profs. Paul Rees and Huw
Summers made clear, if a Swansea University student had made such a discovery, the
University would be celebrating them enthusiastically, such as pushing for publication
in Nature. In my view, the University would be riding off their coat tails, and likely making
a significant financial gain from additional students wanting to study in a university that
made a world-changing, arguably humanity-saving, discovery. It would clearly be a
fantastic thing for the University, not something to silence.

Mr Blanche’s views on the COVID-19 pandemic vaccinations seem entirely unconnected
to his work and his examination. Mr Blanche has not provided any actual evidence to
link the two. The fact that he complained to the University about COVID-19 vaccinations
and that he was then failed is not itself persuasive evidence. With respect, why does
Mr Blanche believe his views on COVID-19 vaccinations are that important to the
University or Prof. Paul Boyle, the Vice Chancellor? An objective eye can clearly see that
they are irrelevant and unimportant to the University’s operations, and irrelevant to Mr
Blanche’s MSc in Electronics and Electrical Engineering.

Of the other various conspiracy theories that Mr Blanche presents as potential motives
for an alleged agenda to fail him, it is difficult to relate any of them to him being failed
(albeit he was not failed, of course). They are all, in any event, outlandish and
unsupported by evidence. Those claims include matters relating to 9/11, paedophilia,
genetically modified species, and rapists (see the document entitled ‘18/01/2022 For
the attention of the Registrar’).

There is not a shred of evidence of any conspiracy against Mr Blanche. | dismiss
Allegation 1. | go further than finding it not proved. | am sure that there was no
conspiracy of any nature. There was no agenda to fail Mr Blanche, he did not, in fact,
fail.

As Mr Blanche has refused to be interviewed, | am unable to discern whether or not Mr
Blanche believes these various conspiracy theories, i.e., whether Mr Blanche has an
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48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

honest but warped view of what has happened, or whether Mr Blanche is dishonest in
his claims and willing to say anything in order to achieve his desired result(s), or indeed
whether the one has become the other. It is unnecessary for me to determine which of
these is the more likely.

Allegation 2)

Mr Blanche’s dissertation supervisors (Dr. Augustine Egwebe, Dr. Zhongfu Zhou, Prof.
Karol Kalna) made false claims regarding Joseph Westley Newman to dishonestly censor
Mr Blanche’s thesis.

The claim that the views of the supervisors were false rests on a challenge to the
academic judgement of numerous Swansea University academics. This cannot be
investigated, let alone sustained. Underpinning the claim that such was dishonest is the
motivation of a conspiracy. This has been found not to exist. To the extent that alleged
dishonesty is grounded on something else, the claim is devoid of any evidence or merit.

Having interviewed 2 of Mr Blanche’s supervisors, Dr Augustine Egwebe and Prof. Paul
Rees, | have no doubt that they acted appropriately and in a fair manner. There is no
evidence of anything other than such an approach.

Allegation dismissed.
Allegation 3)

Mr Blanche’s supervisors (Dr. Augustine Egwebe, Dr. Zhongfu Zhou, Prof. Karol Kalna)
used ‘gaslighting’ to further the attempt to dishonest censor Mr Blanche’s thesis.

The contention of ‘gaslighting” refers to Mr Blanche’s supervisors indicating that
submission of the thesis relying on the theories of Joseph Westley Newman would be
against their advice, and that Joseph Westley Newman'’s theories had been rejected by
the credible scientific community (Mr Blanche’s document entitled ‘Misfeasance in a
public office by staff of Swansea University Corporation’ details his argument). That
academic view is not going to be questioned within this investigation. Any untoward
underlying motivation for that view is without any evidence or merit. As already
outlined, there was no conspiracy against Mr Blanche. | find that Mr Blanche’s
supervisors acted appropriately towards him and having interviewed Dr Egwebe and
Prof Paul Rees, they were trying to assist Mr Blanche.

Allegation dismissed.
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54.

55.

56.

57.

Allegation 4)

Mr Blanche’s viva voce was conducted improperly (including by failing to minute the
viva, refusing to share examiner or Chair’s notes (Prof. Huw Summers), and by the
examiners having a lack of expertise)), and the examiners committed fraud, motivated
by an agenda to fail Mr Blanche. This was in breach of the Guide to the Examination of
Research Students, paragraphs 1, 13, 16, and 17.

| find that Prof. Huw Summers arranged and conducted the viva and Examination Board
in a fair manner, conducted with due process, and with a motivation of ensuring that
Mr Blanche had every opportunity to defend his thesis. There is nothing in the
Regulations that requires the viva to be minuted, and nothing that compels the
examiners or the Chair to share notes with Mr Blanche. Failure to do so is not a breach
of the Regulations per se. As already outlined, there was no agenda to fail Mr Blanche,
and therefore that was not an underlying motivation of those involved.

Paragraphs 1, 13, 16 and 17 of the Regulations have not been shown to be breached.
Allegation dismissed.
Allegation 5)

Following the viva voce, the examiners, the Examination Board, the Chair of that Board
(Prof. Huw Summers), and professional services staff (including Mrs Sara Kane, Mrs Zoe
Perry) acted dishonestly to further an agenda to fail Mr Blanche, including forging
signatures, improperly completing the R and R Form, and by way of the Chair of the
Examination Board, Prof. Huw Summers, lacking independence. This was in breach of
the Guide to the Examination of Research Students, paragraphs 13, 15, 16, 17, and 19.

Mr Blanche seems to me to be fixated on how the R and R Forms were signed and that
such was a form of “forgery’, thus proving a conspiracy. First, there was no conspiracy.
Second, there was no forgery. Prof. Summers openly states that he copied and pasted
the signatures. Prof. Summers states that he did so as he was collating the report and
this is what the different individuals said: it is normal practice. | accept such
unhesitatingly. The only fraud or forgery would be if the individuals had not said what
Prof. Summers put in the report and then Prof. Summers put their signature on the
bottom of the page, as if they had. That is plainly not what happened.

None of the actions of the professional services staff are relevant to the contents of the

report. | find, considering all the evidence | have seen, that they were simply trying to
deal with queries. They are not part of a conspiracy, there was no conspiracy.
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

Paragraphs 13, 15, 16, 17 and 18 of the Regulations have not been shown to be
breached.

Allegation dismissed.
Allegation 6)

The University failed to fairly conduct Mr Blanche’s appeal against his examination
decision. This was part of an agenda to fail Mr Blanche and cover up the dishonest
actions of the University and its agents. This included the actions of the ‘Filtering
Committee’, if it exists, and Prof. Paul Boyle.

Exactly what the University has done incorrectly according to Mr Blanche is a little
unclear. | think it is that they have reached a decision against the wishes of Mr Blanche.
If the appeal is because they did not overturn the Examination Board, that relies on
challenging academic judgement and is not allowable. If it is because the appeal was
transferred to a complaint, i.e., this complaint, those rules appear to have been fully
explained and fairly applied (see Annexes 6 and 9). No evidence of any failure has been
produced.

Allegation dismissed.
Allegation 7)

Academic fraud has been committed by the University and its agents, including Mr
Blanche’s supervisors (Dr. Augustine Egwebe, Prof. Paul Rees, Dr. Zhongfu Zhou, Prof.
Karol Kalna), the internal examiner (Prof. Lijee Li), the Examination Board, the Chair of
that Board (Prof. Huw Summers), various professional services staff (such as Mrs. Zoe
Perry, Mrs Michelle Rees, Mrs Sara Kane), and the Vice Chancellor, Prof. Paul Boyle, and
the external examiner (Dr. Dhammika Widanalage).

Mr Blanche has described such conduct variously as ‘scientific fraud’, ‘academic fraud,
or ‘procedural fraud’, and has done so in many documents (such as his Request for
Academic Appeal [Annex 4] or his ERR [Annex 5]). Whichever term is considered, there
are several points to note.

First, if there was conduct that could also be categorised as criminal, e.g. fraud by false
representation, contrary to Fraud Act 2006, s1, | would have no hesitation in finding
such, regardless of the identity of the actor.

Second, and importantly, the conduct that is alleged by Mr Blanche to amount to ‘fraud’
has already been considered by me above. The label of ‘fraud’ is just a framing of these
alleged acts in a criminal manner. For the reasons explained above, | have not found the
acts alleged to have happened.
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66.

67.

68.

Third, in any event, it is unnecessary to establish the extent to which any act that Mr
Blanche contends is ‘fraud’ is criminal fraud, over and above considering the conduct
alleged. This is not a criminal investigation, as | explained to Mr Blanche in one of my
first emails to him dated 2 May 2023 (and as has been explained to him by others, such
as Natalie Wathan on 4 May 2023). This benefits Mr Blanche. Matters he alleges do not
need to be proved to the criminal standard. Mr Blanche does not need to prove the
exact elements of the criminal offence alleged, e.g. fraud, under the Fraud Act 2006.
We do not need to delve into, for example, the criminal definition of dishonesty or
whether an individual sought to make a gain or cause a loss by a false representation,
and all the complications regarding the mens rea of any respondent. What matters are
the facts, and whether Mr Blanche has proved any of the facts he asserts entails the
academic, procedural, scientific, or indeed any other type of alleged fraud. This
allegation is unnecessary to consider as | have considered the underlying conduct.

Fourth, and finally, regarding Mr Blanche’s claim of ‘academic fraud’ or ‘scientific fraud,
an element of that claim patently relies on a challenge to the academic view taken by
those supervising and examining Mr Blanche. As explained to Mr Blanche on several
occasions, challenging academic judgement is not available within this investigation.

| therefore do not find Allegation 7 proved.

Allegation 8)

Misconduct in a public office has been committed by numerous University employees,
including the Examination Board, the Chair of that Board, Professor Huw Summers, and
the Vice Chancellor, Prof. Paul Boyle.

Again, as with Allegation 7), this claim does not amount to an allegation of new conduct
but rather the framing of already considered conduct through a criminal-law lens. The
conduct has already been considered. There was no misconduct. Additionally, and once
again as outlined above regarding Allegation 7), there is no utility in considering
whether something amounts to criminal conduct, in any event. | therefore dismiss
Allegation 8). | add that if | had to address this allegation, it is difficult to frame the
University’s employees or Examination Board as a ‘public body’ in the sense meant
under this offence in the criminal law.
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Conclusion

69. For the reasons set out above, | find that none of the allegations by Mr Blanche have
been proved and dismiss every allegation. As | have not found any of Mr Blanche’s
allegations proved, there are no grounds to support any of the outcomes sought by him,
and | therefore will not consider them.
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