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When we met last week, you passe.! on tnc cc:.ncern e:Ept;s~-~f 

by lrixh Minister~ et the recent meeting of the >~glo-Irish 
lnter-Goverrunental Conference about the case of the ·airmingha~ 
Si~·. tt might be helpful if I set out the history of the case 
and my role in it. 

As you kn.ow, Section l7(l){a) of the Cri~inal Appeal >.ct 
l 968 gives ate power to refe.r to t.b..e Court of Api;eal the whole of 
a c~~e in which some.one has been convicted foll~wing trial on 
indictza.ent. t"'Like nr, p'Cedecessors, l do not think it right to 
e2ercise this power li9htly. It is, of coutse, a fundamental 
principle of our systea of justice that aatters of 9uilt and 
innoeence are deter~ined by the courts, free from inte~ference 
hy the Government. Thus •• s I explained in my statement to the 
Ho '.££@ last Januaty about this case and about tho Ee ot the 
-G~ildford Four 4 and •Maqui~e Fanily~, as Home Secretary it is 
not foy me to intervene or interfere in the decisions of the 
courts, simply because I or other~ might personally rca-::h a 
oiff~rent conclusion on the facts that the courts have con•idered. Like my pr~ecessors, I have felt it right to 
intervene only by referring a case to the court of Appedl where 
there has come to light some new evidence or new conside~ation 
of substance tbat bas not prev1ously"been before the courts. ~nd 
which Appears to cast doubt on the s~fety of the conviction. 
\lrhen J;UCh satters we're laid before De in the •si r~ingham Si1· 
ca~e. this is th.e action vhich I thought right. 

The Court of Appeal lu!s now given its judgment in this case 
and I do not think that tber~ is any conment ~hich I can properly make on its decision particularly since. as you will be 
.aware, it seems likely that. the ~ppellant.:s will seEk leave to 
~ppeal to the House of Lords. Th.e Coutt has revie~ed the case 
fully and has confirmed that the original convictions ~ust be 
regacd~d as sa.fe and satisfactory. I i»J..!.St accept the "iew that 
tbe Court bas . taken and I thought it riqht t.o state clearly at 
an ~arly opp,oitunity that there 1Jere no grounds for interven·tion 
on my part to reconm-iend the e~ercise of the Royal Prerogative of 
Mezey in the absence of any indication from the coucts that 1 
ah.ould consider doings~ 
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The Rt ti.on Tom King, MP 
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