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Ian BAILEY Case: Grounds to be inserted in the criminal judgement rendered.  

 

At around 10 am on Monday 23rd of December 1996, the lifeless body of French national Sophie 

TOSCAN du PLANTIER née BOUNIOL aged 39, who had arrived at her holiday home in 

SCHULL, Ireland on December 20th, was discovered by her nearest neighbours, Shirley 

FORSTER and Alfie LYONS. Mr LYONS called the police station in SCHULL Co. Cork, 

Ireland. Members of An Garda Síochána (Irish Police Force) arrived at the scene at 10.38 am. 

The victim’s body was discovered about 60 centimetres from the gate giving access to three 

houses overlooking the landscape. The victim owned the nearest of the three houses on the 

pathway leading to them; it was there that her body lay. She was wearing a cotton T-shirt 

partially lifted up, white leggings of which a patch was caught on a 90cm stretch of barbed wire 

which stretched along a stone wall at a distance of 120cm, covered in briars. The victim also 

wore walking shoes but no socks. 

The initial medical examination carried out on December 23rd 1996 at 1 am showed evidence 

of a large amount of blood on the victim’s face, hands and hair and on the surrounding ground 

near the upper left part of her body, an irregular and deep wound to her right temple and a long 

scratch to the inside of her forearm with visible laceration between the first two fingers of her 

left hand. This was confirmed by the autopsy carried out the following day by the Irish State 

pathologist, and again following the exhumation of the victim’s body in July 2008. It resulted 

from these concordant medical examinations that death was caused by multiple injuries to the 

victim’s head, with fractures to the skull and brain damage, and more specifically multiple 

fractures to her right temple and front face, her left eye socket and trauma to the right front of 

her face measuring 8cm in length and 1.5/1.8cm in width while taking in the eye socket. These 

multiple wounds, according to the experts, are indicative that great violence was carried out 

with the aid of a blunt object with edges, without permitting to determine the number of blows 

struck. The two experts agreed and indicated, the first expert in his report and the second expert 

before the present Court, that the flat stone and cement block found near the victim’s body 

could have caused the injuries observed on the victim’s head. Besides, both pathologists pointed 

out to injuries on the victim’s body that could indicate that she had defended herself. The first 

pathologist listed the multiple scratches and wounds to the victim’s head, neck and hands 

showing not only lesions but also fractures with crushing of the metacarpal bones of both hands, 

such injuries to the bones having been observed and confirmed by the French pathologists who 

carried out the second autopsy in July 2008. The conclusions of these concordant observations 

carried out eleven years apart point to the extreme violence of the blows struck on the victim 

and to the considerable force put up by the victim to defend herself. In addition, the first 

pathologist noted parallel superficial fairly regular scratches which he attributed either to an 

object having a rough irregular edge and having scraped the skin, or to an impact caused by 

“Doc Martens” shoes type or by an object with irregular edges that was used to strike the 

victim’s neck. The pathologist also noted on the victim’s arms: scratches to her left arm, as well 

as two lacerations to the palm of the hand and left thumb, and two cuts at the base of her index 

– the former being compatible with injuries made by thorns or the briars, and the latter being 

compatible with the impact of sharp object; were also noted a large number of bruises on the 

back of the victim’s hand with fractures of the diaphyseal of the fourth and fifth metacarpal; on 



her right arm, two series of scratches indicative of the print of a boot type “Doc Martens”; on 

the right hand, a wound to the skin at the base of the right thumb; scratches; bruises to the back 

of the hand; on the legs, groups of isolated scratches on the back of the right thigh, the back of 

the right knee and the back of the calves.  

The first autopsy, carried out on December 24th 1996, estimated the time of death to be in the 

evening of December 22nd 1996, or in the night of the 22nd to 23rd of December 1996.  

Toxicology examinations confirmed the absence of any narcotics or medication in the blood 

samples and urine of the victim. 

At the crime scene, and in particular: 

- Under the briars and near the victim’s left hip, between the body and the barbed wire, 

was found a cement block measuring 40cm in length which had marks resembling 

blood. The block obviously came from a small building situated nearby sheltering an 

electric water pump and which, it was observed, had at least one block missing at a 

corner.  

- On the left side of the victim’s head, was found a large flat slate like stone which was 

covered in blood. 

- The analysis of the samples taken from the victim’s body and from the objects collected 

and sealed which included the cement block, the flat stone, and the gate, did not allow 

the identification of a trace of incriminating DNA either because the blood group could 

not be determined or because it was the victim’s hair and blood group. 

Taking into account the material findings above described and the reports of the autopsies 

carried out, it is established without doubt that Sophie TOSCAN DU PLANTIER was 

voluntarily killed as a result of multiple blows to the head, by a blunt object which caused the 

fractures to the skull, cranial injuries, and dislocation of the right hemicrania bone and to the 

bones of the left occipital area. Homicidal intent can be deduced from the nature, multiplicity 

and localisation of the blows to the victim’s head, a vital area, as well as from the multiple 

defence injuries of the victim in particular those of her hands with crushing of the metacarpal 

bones and from the numerous scratches on her body caused by the thorns and briars to her legs, 

arms and fingers, all being signs of the victim’s fight to defend herself thereby excluding any 

involuntary cause of death. The victim obviously tried to escape her aggressor in the night and 

had to leave her lodgings notwithstanding its isolated location. 

On the culpability of Ian BAILEY: 

The accused, Ian BAILEY, has persistently denied the allegations made against him, first, 

during the criminal investigation carried out by An Garda Síochána, and again, in his claim in 

defence before the Court of Appeal in Paris ruling on his appeal against the decision of his 

indictment issued on 27th July 2016. He also denied the allegations during the civil proceedings 

he initiated in Ireland against, first, the media which, in his opinion, presented him as the suspect 

in a number of publications and press articles published during the period 1997/1998 which 

resulted in the 2004 judgement, and second, An Garda Síochána as from May 2007 which he 

suspected of complotting against him to encourage a witness to make a false statement so as to 

involve him in the allegations made against him. All this does not stand up to the examination 

of the facts and procedural elements which have been heard by the present Criminal Court as 

described hereafter, notwithstanding the absence of scientific evidence or biological traces 

permitting to establish a link between Ian BAILEY and the crime scene. On this point, it is 

important to note that no exploitable scientific evidence from An Garda Síochána was 

submitted, and that the absence of forensic evidence ought, without doubt, be linked to the fact 



that the body of the victim, which was discovered on December 23rd 1996 at around 10 am, had 

remained covered with a tarpaulin and left where found for 24 hours after discovery, until the 

arrival of the State pathologist. This is an unfavourable element for the conservation of evidence 

found on the body of the victim. Besides, this observation is compounded by the fact that a 

search of the domicile of Ian BAILEY with the confiscation of certain elements of clothing was 

carried out only at the beginning of February 1997. 

Concerning the scratches on Ian BAILEY as noticed on December 23rd 1996: 

It results from concordant statements of both relatives of the accused (Jules THOMAS, Saffron 

THOMAS) and third parties (Arianna BOARINA, Denis O’CALLAGHAN, Gardai O’LEARY 

and Garda KELLEHER) that Ian BAILEY was seen bearing significant scratches on his 

forearms and on the back of his hands described in concordance by the witnesses as could have 

been scratches made by briars, as well as a scratch to his forehead described by his partner and 

by Garda O’LEARY and again by another witness (Mark Mc CARTHY). These scratches were 

noticed on December 23rd 1996 by Arianna BOARINA (for those on his hands and forearm) 

then again on 24th, 27th and 28th December by other witnesses. Besides, Ian BAILEY’s partner, 

Jules THOMAS, once having retracted her initial declarations according to which said that her 

partner had not awaken from their bed once he had gone to sleep on the night of December 22nd 

to 23rd 1996, admitted, first, that he did wake up about an hour after having gone to bed, though 

she was unable to confirm if he had gone back to bed in the lapse of time before he brought her 

a coffee at 9 am the following morning, and secondly, that he had scratches which he attributed 

to cutting down a Christmas tree and killing a turkey on December 22nd 1996, as well as a 

particular fresh scratch with a trace of blood which prompted her to ask him how he got it . He 

said he had hurt himself with a stick; this particular scratch to the face was mentioned in her 

statement on 10th February 1997, and she maintained the statement about this fact during her 

questioning/interview on 27th January1998.  

Despite the fact that the accused did not contest/challenge the existence of these body lesions, 

invariably attributing them to him chopping down a Christmas tree on 22nd December1996 then 

to the killing of turkeys, evidence of such facts being partially contained in statements made by 

witness Liam O’DRISCOLL who saw the accused on 22nd December1996 pulling a Christmas 

tree though without having witnessed Ian BAILEY chopping it down beforehand, and 

concomitant statements made by Jules THOMAS and Saffron THOMAS, it appears that 

subsequent verifications made relative to the chopping of the Christmas tree, combined with 

the account of the many witnesses who spent the evening in the pub with Ian BAILEY on the 

evening of December 22nd 1996, namely Bernard KELLY, Christy LYNCH, David GALVIN, 

Venita ROHE GALVIN, John Mac GOWAN, Sinead KELLY, contradict the existence of the 

aforementioned marks on the date of the evening of 22nd December1996. Indeed, and in the 

context of a gathering in a pub equipped with reasonable lighting – such lighting having been 

checked by the investigators as to being perfectly acceptable – the aforementioned witnesses 

having spoken to Ian BAILEY, and the barman having served him or taken his payment, having 

played music that evening with him, confirm that Ian BAILEY was in close proximity with 

each of them playing the “bodhran”, his sleeves folded up, no trace of scratches whatsoever 

being visible on his arms, hands and face if he had had any; if only one witness (TISDALL) 

remembered in a second police interview having seen a scratch on one hand, it was clear that it 

was not regarded as being significant and not comparable to the observations made by the 

numerous witnesses from 23rd December 1996 which concerned Ian BAILEY’s forearms and 

the back of his hands. 

These lesions are described by witness Arianna BOAINA as to being totally incompatible with 

the cutting down of a small Christmas tree, tree which she personally saw in the home of the 

couple THOMAS/BAILEY where she spent the weekend before Christmas 1996, but appeared, 



on the contrary, perfectly compatible and of similar nature to those found on the victim as 

described by the pathologist, taking into account the surrounding nature of the environment of 

the crime scene where there were many briar bushes. 

Concerning the alleged lack of acquaintance of Ian BAILEY with the victim: 

When questioned during the neighbourhood investigation carried out by An Garda Síochána on 

28th December 1996, Ian BAILEY insisted that he did not know the victim and that he had 

never met her, though subsequently admitting having seen her once eighteen months 

previously.  

However, the investigation and witness statements contradict his statement and reveal that he 

knew her better than he had admitted, without being possible to establish the level of familiarity 

he had with the victim. Thus, Alphie LYONS, nearby neighbour of the victim, confirmed that 

he had introduced them at a time when he had employed Ian BAILEY to do some gardening 

for him. Also, Ian BAILEY boasted to his friends that he knew the victim (to Yvonne 

UNGERER) or that he had met her on the roadway (to Anne CAHALANE) or that he had 

invited her for a meal at his house with one of his friends two years previously (to Bill 

FULLER). These elements must be put in relation with similar statements made by three 

witnesses (Marie FARRELL, Dan GRIFFIN and Ceri WILLIAMS) who affirmed having seen 

Ian BAILEY on Saturday 21st December 1996 in Main Street, SCHULL between 1pm and 3pm, 

lapse of time when it is established that Sophie TOSCAN DU PLANTIER did some shopping, 

an element which he will choose to omit when answering An Garda Síochaná's questionnaire 

on 28th December 1996 and which he will finally admit to an investigator on 21st September 

2000 in the presence of Jules THOMAS, declaring that he did know Sophie TOSCAN DU 

PLANTIER by sight, that he did see her when he did some gardening at Alphie LYONS’s place 

but also on the Saturday prior to her murder when she did her shopping in town, while he denied 

having observed her in a shop or having followed her.  

Close colleagues of the victim, namely Agnes THOMAS and Guy GIRARD, stated that they 

heard the victim refer to an Irish poet she knew and who wanted to meet with her. 

Concerning Ian BAILEY’s changing schedule on the night of the facts: 

The evidence and disclosure indicate that Ian BAILEY varied a lot about his timetable on the 

night of the murder, pretending initially during questioning by the investigating team at the end 

of December 1996 that he went alone to the Courtyard pub in SCHULL until closing time at 

midnight and that he returned alone directly to the home of Jules THOMAS without making 

any stop nor did he go to the traditional music session in The Galley where his participation 

was however confirmed.  

He would later, however, and only when taken into custody on 10th February 1997, confirm to 

have spent the evening in The Galley Pub in the company of Jules THOMAS, reciting poetry 

and playing music from 10pm until midnight stating that during the return journey he and 

THOMAS stopped on the hill, that he got out of the vehicle to admire the full moon, and that 

they subsequently returned to their home without leaving it again. In a following interview, Ian 

BAILEY stated that he woke up during the night to go to the “studio” to write an article, and 

that he came back to THOMAS’s house at around 11 am the following morning.  

It is only when taken into custody for the second time on 27 January 1998 that he would mention 

that he had in fact woken up at 4 am to write the article, returned to bed 30 to 45 minutes later, 

to finally wake up at 9 am the following morning and returned to the “studio” to finish the 

article. 

That the variation in his statements is to be put in comparison with evidence put to him by the 



investigators and which result from the witness statements investigators had collected as well 

as the detailed statements given by Jules THOMAS in February 1997.  

After having, at first, omitted referring to the stop on the hill on their return journey from the 

pub and having said that once he had gone to bed Ian BAILEY did not get up during the night, 

THOMAS changed her statement and admitted the stop on the hill, referring to the view he had 

of the three isolated houses and of the victim’s house, of the presence of light in Alphie 

LYONS’s house, nearest neighbour to Sophie TOSCAN DU PLANTIER, and referring to a 

bad presentiment he felt; moreover, as Ian BAILEY who had gone to bed decided to wake up 

and go out again, she felt him leave the bed about an hour after having gone to bed, though she 

was not able to give more details, with the exception of him coming to her with a coffee at 9 

am which she indicated with precision having immediately noticed that he had a small scratch 

on his forehead which bled a little, a wound that Ian BAILEY said he got from having been hit 

by a stick. 

The changes in the statements made by Ian BAILEY and Jules THOMAS concerning their 

respective timetable of the night of the event indicate an intent to conceal the fact that Ian 

BAILEY left the house that night for a reason which is not credible given that the “studio” 

where he said he went to write an article on the night of the 22nd to 23rd December 1996, is 

described in the file by the Gardai as being scantily furnished with no heating system; besides, 

the article intended for Monday morning would in fact be communicated orally the following 

day. 

These elements are contradicted by the statement made by Marie FARRELL who, consistently 

over a period of 10 years, maintained that she saw on Monday 23rd December 1996 at around 

3 am a man walking on the road, 30 yards to the west of the intersection of Kealfadda as he was 

staggering and holding his head into his hands; and that this man was the same person she had 

already seen the previous Saturday in front her shop, then again hitch hiking the following 

Sunday morning at 7 am. The witness formally identified the individual as being Ian BAILEY 

and maintained her statement, including during the proceedings on the 2004 defamation case. 

Considering the spontaneous and particularly courageous nature of her testimony when 

considering her personal situation at the time of the facts, her retraction at the end of 2006 is to 

be considered exclusively in the light of the pressure and threats exerted on her by Ian BAILEY 

and his relatives as noted in the proceedings and as confirmed by her employee Mrs. O’BRIEN. 

It is also to be noted that the thesis of a police plot suggested by Ian BAILEY in the proceedings 

he brought against An Garda Síochána was definitely dismissed on March 30th by the High 

Court in Dublin. 

Finally, it is to be noted that in spite of her retraction at the end of 2006 to insist that Ian 

BAILEY was not the man she met on Monday 23rd December 1996 at 3 am in the area of 

Kealfadda, Marie FARRELL did however uphold her statement of having seen the same man 

on Saturday December 21st 1996 afternoon, in front of her shop, the following Sunday morning 

at 7am as well as the next day, Monday 23rd December 1996 at 3am. Besides, the same man 

was in front of her shop on Saturday afternoon and had been formally identified as Ian BAILEY 

by another witness, namely Ceri WILLIAMS 

Concerning Ian BAILEY’s knowledge of the victim’s nationality and his presence at the crime 

scene: 

If Ian BAILEY has always insisted that he first heard of the murder of a French woman at 2pm 

on 23rd December 1996, from Eddie CASSIDY, this statement is contradicted not only by the 

testimony of Eddie CASSIDY himself but also by statements made by Richard and Caroline 

LEFTWICK with whom Ian BAILEY cancelled his 11.30 am to 12.30 appointment that 

morning, when he mentioned that the victim was French. Besides, Saffron THOMAS made a 



statement saying that Ian BAILEY and his mother had left in the morning as confirmed by Bill 

FULLER and James CAMIER thereby confirming that Jules THOMAS was within close 

proximity of the crime scene at 11 am and that between 11.30 am and 12.00 pm she told James 

CAMIER that Ian BAILEY was busy covering the murder of the French woman. 

The above confirms that Ian BAILEY and Jules THOMAS knew about the nationality of the 

victim, and this even before 2pm which was the time when the crime and victim’s nationality 

were revealed to the public. 

Considering the preservation measures taken at the crime scene, as soon as 10.38 am on 

Monday 23rd December 1996, only the perpetrator could have known of the existence of the 

murder and that the victim was a French national.  

Concerning the admission by Ian BAILEY– which he made to different witnesses and in 

separate occasions – that he was the perpetrator of the crime: 

Even though the accused, Ian BAILEY did not argue the statements given by Malachie REED, 

Helen CALLANAN and Richie SHELLEY, all three of them having informed the investigators 

that he had personally admitted having committed the crime, of which he is today accused, to 

them to subsequently claim to have made these confessions when drunk or on a sarcastic tone, 

or that he merely repeated what he was accused of by the Gardaí, the following points are to be 

noted:  

- Concerning what he said to Malachie REED on February 4th 1997, a young neighbour 

aged 14 who he was driving home to his mother, he stated to him: “I went to her house 
at night with a stone and I exploded her f----ing brain” adding that he did it to have a 
story for the newspapers. This was said a few weeks after the murder, to a young 
boy/teenager whose credibility is not subject to question; that his mother Amanda 
REED, confirmed before Court the content of the conversation her son had had and 
the overwhelming impression it made on him, but that did not stop Mr. REED from 
maintaining his testimony in the 2004 proceedings for defamation brought by Ian 
BAILEY. Concerning the drunken state of the accused, it is noted that the witness 
always maintained that Ian BAILEY was fit to drive, and that they had also discussed 
other subjects in the course of their conversation that day; besides, Ian BAILEY sought 
to refer to this conversation in January 1998 with the witness so as to clarify it. All this 
confirms Ian BAILEY’s perfect knowledge/understanding of the incriminating nature of 
the comments he had made. 

- Concerning the comments Ian BAILEY made to Helen CALLANAN on 1st February 

1997, the Chief Editor who tasked him with covering the murder investigation, he said 

“it is I who did it, yes I killed her to resuscitate my career as a journalist”. The witness 

said she took this “confession” very seriously especially since they followed her 

question to Ian BAILEY as to whether he was a suspect, which he had concealed from 

her until then, even though he had been given the task of covering the murder and that 

his journalistic deontology should have required him to reveal this to her immediately; 

on the contrary, according to the witness, Ian BAILEY kept quiet about his status as 

suspect and this permitted him to pursue his reporting work and therefore, as a 

journalist, to have privileged access to sources and to write articles which she judged 

orientated against the victim’s family. It results that the content of the conversation 

between Ian BAILEY and his Chief Editor for whom Ian BAILEY worked, during 

which he declared being the perpetrator of the crime, was not held in a joking nor 

sarcastic context. 



- Concerning Ian BAILEY’s attitude and what he said to Richie SHELLEY on New 

Year’s Eve 1998, that is the fact that Ian BAILEY kept referring to the murder of Sophie 

TOSCAN DU PLANTIER, showing him press clippings, and the fact that he started to 

cry and put his arm around Richie SHELLEY while repeating four or five times “I did 

it”, it is to be noted that the witness has always insisted to have taken these declarations 

very seriously in spite of the alcoholised and festive context in which they were 

expressed, declarations that closely resemble a confession especially when taken in the 

context of an obsessive conversation concerning the murder of Sophie TOSCAN DU 

PLANTIER, without any doubt as to the nature of the declaration made. 

The above described incriminating remarks/comments made to three people on different 

occasions, and in different contexts (work, friends, neighbours) must be put in relation with the 

statement collected on 20th February 1997 from Bill FULLER which he fully maintained before 

the Criminal Court expressing the terror that such remarks had impressed on him; according to 

the witness, Ian BAILEY once accused him [the witness] of being the perpetrator of the crime 

in the following terms which, in his opinion, indicated that Ian BAILEY was expressing his 

own guilt: “ It was you who did it. You saw her at SPAR and she excited you walking in the 

alleys with her tight bottom so you went to her house to see what you could get from her but 

she wasn’t interested, you attacked her, she ran and you followed her and you threw something 

at the back of her head and you went too far, much further than you had intended to.” 

The scenario described by Ian BAILEY in which the victim fled and her aggressor threw 

something striking her at the back of the head, to stop her before she got any further is precisely 

and surprisingly compatible in all points with the elements collected during the investigation 

and the conclusions of the forensic reports; the psycho-criminological analysis carried out by a 

clinical psychologist on this point concluded that it could be considered as a projective 

confession, Ian BAILEY attributing to a third party the negative sentiments which he refuses 

to recognise for himself; besides, Ian BAILEY said to the above mentioned witness in the 

course of the conversation: “in fact, that’s how I met Jules, I saw her tight arse and I wanted 

it.” 

It results that Ian BAILEY, in a non-equivocal manner, on three separate occasions, and to three 

witnesses with whom he had either a friendly relationship or in a professional or neighbourhood 

context, admitted being the perpetrator of the crime of which he is accused, and to then give 

precise description conforming to the manner the aggression was carried out on the victim to a 

fourth witness belonging to his friend circle whom he accused of the crime in a projecting 

manner; that this incriminating facts ought not be overlooked, not in the context of a 

supposedly, alcoholised state, absent in at least two of the four above described occasions, nor 

in a context of sarcasm inappropriate with the gravity of the charges, especially given the fact 

that at the time he made all these comments, Ian BAILEY knew he was a suspect or that he had 

already been taken into custody for questioning in relation to the murder of Sophie TOSCAN 

DU PLANTIER. Moreover, it is to be noted that all of these witnesses took his confession to 

be serious, and subsequently cut off all relations with the accused and reported [these 

incriminating statements] immediately to An Garda Síochaná.  

All of these elements having been considered by the present Court in its deliberation must also 

be compared to the location and the configuration of the place where the body of Sophie 

TOSCAN DU PLANTIER was found that is: 

- An isolated and wild environment, comprised of three houses – one unoccupied at the 

time of the crime – and having a common access that constitutes an almost private or 

secluded area where “unexpected” access by total strangers is very unlikely according 

to the elements of the investigation and as confirmed before the Court by witnesses who 



still live in the area. These considerations, not confirmed by any other elements 

corroborating otherwise, led the investigators to discard the possibility of a lone 

prowler, as well as to exclude the possibility of the presence of a close relative or friend 

of the victim, given that the investigation established that the victim travelled to Ireland 

alone a few days previously for a break and to sort out a heating problem, despite having 

unsuccessfully offered to a number of her friends to accompany her. 

- Furthermore, the place where the body was discovered is a short distance from the 

residence of Ian BAILEY, 4 miles by the longest route and 2.4 miles by the shortest 

route, the accused being well acquainted with the area. The various night time itineraries 

possible were measured in respect of distance and time and established that Ian BAILEY 

could have gone there, even on foot, after the evening in the pub, returned to the 

domicile of Jules THOMAS and then to the victim’s domicile and back again to Jules 

THOMAS’s place who would see him with certitude only at 9 am on the morning of 

December 23rd 1996. 

Finally, the nature and gravity of the charges, as well as the modus operandi of the incriminating 

factual elements, must be put in relation with Ian BAILEY’s personality at the time of the crime 

as observed in different statements collected and elements of the investigation. In particular, it 

was established that, in May 1996 that is approximately six months before the incriminating 

facts, he had committed acts of extreme violence and seriousness on his partner as confirmed 

by medical reports and photos in the file; these facts consisted of the tearing out of tufts of his 

partner’s hair, an attempt at enucleation and which required several stitches inside the victim’s 

mouth, resulting in her hospitalisation and a protection/restraining order from the court, as well 

as the assistance of her neighbours to insure her daily safety for several weeks before she, who 

refused to file/make a complaint, resumed her cohabitation with Ian BAILEY three weeks later; 

in his private journal which was included in the prosecution, Ian BAILEY admits/acknowledges 

the seriousness of his behaviour with his partner, wondering about his deeds and admitting that, 

on that day, he wanted to kill her, while still confirming a high level of alcoholism since Easter 

of the same year. Two other violent incidents concerning his partner Jules THOMAS have been 

confirmed on 21st August 1996 and 20th August 2001 respectively. It is to be remarked that Ian 

BAILEY was placed in the same context in relation to the facts he is accused of, in the evening 

of 22nd December 1996 when he attended a pub where it was confirmed that he had consumed 

alcohol. The previous evening was equally well alcoholised, and ending at Patricia MURPHY’s 

home where he stayed overnight, items of his schedule concealed by the accused in his first 

declarations. 

Even though based on written parts of the court file, the psychiatric expertise which was 

ordered, was carried out by both psychiatric and psychology experts who, while excluding the 

abolition or alteration of discernment and control of his actions under Article 122-1 of the 

Criminal Code, concluded that a number of psychological traits described as “borderline” 

existed. These experts concluded that Ian BAILEY was susceptible to having a narcissistic 

personality built on psycho-rigid, violent and impulsive egocentric traits with an intolerance to 

frustration and an immense need for recognition, and prone to committing acts of violence 

under the disinhibiting effect of alcohol; in addition, the expertise concluded that Ian BAILEY 

gets satisfaction in being the centre of attention, resorting to his imagination and cultivating 

ambiguity and provocation in an amused, playful or defiant tone. The experts noted in Ian 

BAILEY the characteristics of a “split” personality with a method of functioning which 

alternates between contradictory behaviour opposing a tendency to profound impulsive bouts 

while mastering a perfect posture of control. 

Thus, in view of the preceding elements, namely: 



- The lack of credibility in Ian BAILEY’s explanations concerning the scratches which 

he had after the crime and which are consistently described by witnesses as probably 

being made by briars which shows similarity with those of the victim’s on account of 

the environment of the crime scene; 

- The concordance in all above mentioned reliable statements which established that Ian 

BAILEY knew the place where the body was discovered and the nationality of the 

victim before this information was made public; that the day of the discovery he offered 

photos of the crime scene to different people and confessed that he was the perpetrator 

of the murder to three different witnesses, even giving a description to a fourth witness 

of the manner in which the crime was committed as compatible with what is contained 

in the proceedings; 

- His attempts to hide that he knew the victim, his timetable of the days preceding the 

murder when it is established that he saw the victim on the Saturday and took an interest 

in her; the fact that he left the domicile of his partner at a time corresponding to the time 

of the crime and was seen by a witness at 3 am in Kealfadda.  

The Court considers that sufficient evidence is adduced that he committed the crime he is 

accused of.  

This criminal offence on Sophie TOSCAN DU PLANTIER’s life, a French national, which was 

committed in Ireland by Ian BAILEY, of British nationality and resident in Ireland, have not, 

to this day, been the object of criminal prosecution in Ireland against this person in so far that 

the accused cannot claim that he has been acquitted in compliance to Article 368 of the Code 

of Criminal Procedure, nor that there has been any final judgment as required by Article 692 of 

the same Code or under Article 113-9 of the Criminal Code, but only a decision not to prosecute 

which is not equivalent to a definitive judgement. Such criminal offence falls under the 

application of French law as provided by Article 113-7 of the Criminal Code which provides 

its application to crimes committed by a French national or by a foreign national outside of the 

national territory to the prejudice of a victim who is of French nationality at the time of the 

offence. 

Concerning the sentence, the Court has noted and considered in its deliberation the following: 

- The criminal record of the accused, including those previous to the period examined 

and exempt of violence before the current prosecution; 

- The ancientness of the facts, to which the civil proceedings engaged by the accused 

person contributed 

- The extreme gravity of the charge, namely the murder of a young 39 year old woman 

by means in particular of a concrete block being thrown at her and striking her violently 

on the head, as well as the circumstances that this was perpetrated on a victim who was 

of small and fragile build, at night time in her home, that she was forced to flee; adding 

the extent of her injuries sustained in trying to defend herself and the mortal injuries 

inflicted on her which confirmed the multiple violent blows she was subject to; 

- The borderline personality of the accused, his inclination to indulge in massive 

consumption of alcohol which triggered the violent behaviour he had towards his 

partner and the sexual obsessions he had at that time as admitted in his personal journal; 

- His behaviour during court proceedings and in front of the media showing a complete 

absence of awareness of the gravity of the acts committed and absence of remorse; 

On the ground of all the above-mentioned elements, the Court has considered justified to 

sentence Ian BAILEY in absentia to twenty-five years in prison/custody. 



In addition, and notwithstanding the effects of the European Arrest Warrant issued by the 

investigative judge against Ian BAILEY on the basis of Articles 122,123, and 131 of the 

Code of Criminal Procedure, on 16th February 2010, as amended by the arrest warrant of 

13th July 2016 for voluntary homicide, the effects of which shall continue in accordance 

with Article 379-3 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, the Court, has decided to issue a 

warrant for the arrest of Ian BAILEY so as to ensure the execution of the present judicial 

decision. 

Paris Court, 31 May 2019. 
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