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IN THE CIVIL NATIONAL BUSINESS CENTRE Claim No: K19ZA750 
 
B E T W E E N: 
 

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.”  

2. 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. 

3. 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 
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result “most claims brought in contract which amounted to a challenge to 

academic process would be struck out”.  

4. 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.  

Parties 

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

“Defendant”). 

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

Kingdom.  

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

Engineering. 

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

supervisors. 

10. 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. 

11. 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. 

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

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

supervisors.  

14. On 10 September 2021, the Claimant submitted his thesis1, entitled “An 

Investigation of the Photoelectric Effect to the Endothermic Electric Effect During 

the Electric Field Charge.” 

15. 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).  

16. 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 

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

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

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

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

decision.  An academic appeal is distinct from a student complaint.  

19. On 1 September 2022, the Claimant provided an “Examination Rebuttal Report”. 

20. 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. 

21. 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. 

22. 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 “I 

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”.  

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

the complaint process.  

24. 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: 
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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.”  
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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 §§36; 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: 

“I 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: 
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“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.  I 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.  I find, considering all the evidence I 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 §§3; 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, I 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, I 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 I 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 I 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.  
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24.13. The appeal was conducted fairly: Complaint Report §60.  

24.14. The complaint was found to be unsubstantiated.   

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

Review of the decision within 14 days.  

26. 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.   

Fraud 

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

dishonesty: 

27.1. 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],  

27.2. The R and R Forms and the Addendum to R and R Forms are fraudulent 

[POCs §§4; 9]. 

27.3. The Chair wrote the two examiner’s reports and then presented them as 

the work of the two examiners [POCs §§10; 21].  

27.4. The references to the Filtering Committee in the appeals process was 

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

27.5. 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].  
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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. 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.  

28.2. 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.   

28.3. 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. 

28.4. 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.  

28.5. 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.  

Misconduct 

29. The Claimant makes the following allegations of misconduct: 
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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 
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the Defendant’s employees acted with malice or bad faith.  As to the 

specific allegations of the Claimant: 

30.3. The Chair was independent (paragraph 29.1); paragraph 24.8 is repeated. 

30.4. 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).  

30.5. 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). 

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

Claimant (paragraph 29.4); paragraph 24.8 is repeated. 

30.7. 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. 

30.8. 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.  

30.9. 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, 
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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. The Claimant maintains that the R and R Forms were submitted with the intention 

to defame the Claimant [POCs §9],  

32. 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, I planned to write a PhD in my specialist subject 
area, and work as a professor in my specialist subject.  I expected I would 
be in demand as a professor of renewable energy as I would have added to 
the knowledge of electromagnetism and renewable energy generation, 
written in a Master’s of Science by Research.  I cannot say how much I 
expect to recover.” [Claim Form]  
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35. 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]  

36. 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.  I am duly authorised to sign the 

Defence on behalf of the Defendant. 

 

Name: Deborah Howell 

 

Signed:  

 

Position held: Interim Head of Legal and Compliance Services 

Dated: 15th January 2024 
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