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Monday 13 April 1981

MR SYMONDS: Members of the Jury, if you refer to the indictment before you,
you will see that I am charged, John Alexander Symonds, on the 28th day of
October 1969, within the jurisdiction of the central criminal court, being
an officer of the Metropolitan Police, corruptly accepted or obtained for
himself the sum of £50 from Michael Roy Perry as a reward for showing favour
to the said Michael Roy Perry im relation to his principald affairs in
connection with the arrest of the said Michael Roy Perry on 24 September
1969, and if you look at the other two counts you will see they are exactly
the same, except that the dates are different. They are all to do with a
revard for showing favour to the said Michael Roy Perry in relation to his
principals! affairs, namely in comnection with the arrest of the said Michael
Roy Perry on 24 September 1969.

So there you have three counts, members of the jury - it carries a sentence
of two years imprisonment on each ~ about what I sulmit to you is the one
alleged offence, and that is that I did Michael Roy Perry a favour on the
24th day of September 1969. :

When the summonses were issued in 1970 or 1971 I complained bitterly about
the fact this has been broken up into three separate offences and I said
"¢hy can't it be that I am supposed to have received £150 between this date
and that date becase it is the one offence, surely.”

The reason why it has been broken up, members of the jury, as I understand
then and what I propese to you now, is the fact that if it was put
together the Prosecution would feel, or may feel, that they would lose the
date completely because there is not now, and never has been, any evidence
at all on count 1. The evidence on count 2 is very suspect, and the

- Prosecution imagine they have a little bit more firm evidence on count 3,

but, members of the Jury, the Prosecution have to prove each aspect of each
count, 830 you can divide the count inte three parts, that is the favour
regarding the arrest of Perry and the actual alleged obtaining of £50, and
you, members of the jury, must be sure beyond all reasonable doubt that the
Prosecution have proved each part of each count. You must be sure of each
element. So I will deal with each element in turmm and I will start with the
element common to each count and that is the favour.

I submit to you that the favour in comnection with this case is just as
important as to whether you believe that Mr Perry handed over any money or
not. Even if you were inclined to feel that maybe some money had passed,
you must still be sure of the favour.

Now, what was the favour? Well, I suggest that is still uncertain. VWe

have heard of various possibilities as to what the favour might have been.
It might have been that I was alleged to have told Perry, "They don't seem
to have much on you", or it might have been that I told him that they had

a fingerprint and he sheuld plead guilty, or it might be that I told him to
say nothing or to play it by ear. During the past four weeks this has not
become clear and it is still not clear. The Prosecution have said that they ,;
are basing their case on the favour that I entered Perry's cell and said to !
him words to the effect, "I demn't think they have got much on you but if
they have a fingerprint you should plead guilty to section 1."

o TEaina. o B

How did this alleged favour come about? Well, it all started, as we have
heard, with the burglary in Nuneaten when some men, who still remain unimown
according te the records, entered the Co—operative Stere at Nuneaton and
took away over a thousand pounds werth of cigarettes and then that night a

van was found, in the vicinity of Peckham Pelice Station, containing these i
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cigarettes. It was found by uniform officers who decided, for some reason
or other, that they weuld deal with this job themselves altheugh it was
without deubt a CID matter. .

You have heard that there was dissension at Peckham Police Station at that
time between the uniform and the CID - the Prosecutien have admitted this -
and the dissension had arisen before this matter, not over this matter;
this matter just aggravated the dissensien vhich already existed.

As a result of the uniferm deciding to carry eut this observation and to
keep the CID more or less in the dark, the job that day was wnsuccessful -
that is the job of trying teo get the people who had stolen these cigarettes.

It later transpired that after the cigarettes had been remeved from the van
at abeut four o'clock in the morning the thieves did in fact returm but up
to that time the observation still wasn't in existence and so they escaped.

Now, for some reason or other, although the cartons were marked with
"Nuneaton Co-operative Stores! quite plainly, the cigarettes were put away
in a cell and left there over the weekend. Now, the reason why this happened
is a continunation of the dissension that then existed at Peckham Police
Station and the result of that was that Nuneaten were not told of the
finding of these cigarettes until the Monday. They had earlier been told,
on the Monday, ef the breaking but by the time they went aleng there and
started to leok for fingerprints and what not the store had been cleaned,

80 it is just possible that if this jeb had been done properly in the first
place, (a) the thieves would have been caught when they returned to their
van in the early hours of Sunday morming, or (b) there would have been some
fingerprints found or seme ether clues which would have led to the arrest of
the thieves.

The next matter we heard of was the fact an informant telephoned Nuneaton
Police Station and said that he had information as to who had stolem these
cigarettes and it was through this informant, who at that time was com
pletely unknown te the police at Nuneaten, that the trail led from
Nuneaten te Scotland Yard and te twe suspects, Mr Perry and another
suspect, Mr Breok. S0 the Numeaten officers went en to Peckham Police
Station and started to leck for the two suspects. The omly evidence they
had against them at that time was the fact that an informant had picked
them out, and that informatien was not te be relied upen, I suggest because
the man who had supplied the infermation was not previeusly known to the
police officers and the fact of the breaking at the Numeaton Cb-op and the
eventual recevery of the cigarettes had been in fact printed in the local
paper before the informant contacted the pelice, so it would seem that he
was just looking for possibly an easy five or ten peunds for giving this
imformation which sheuld have been regarded as must unreliable.

O arrival at Peckham we heard that the officers had found Mr Brook and
arrested him. We alse heard from Mr Perry that he was present when Mr Brook
was arrested. We alse heard that Mr Brook later escaped from Peckham Police
Station. In the meantime the Nuneaten Officers were looking for Mr Perry,
80 the vhole matter was very unsatisfactory all the way along to this peint.

Now, the Nuneateon Officers had come to kmow of the dissension at Peckham
becanse on arrival there, instead of collaberating with CID Officers, they
found themselves dealing with uniform officers and they soon leamed of the
bad feeling between the two branches which existed at that time and that is
wvhere I came into this whele matter because it was known that I and ether
officers at Camberwell were compiling a dessier on the activities of Mr Perry
and his associates and that we were keeping observations on his home

address. Se Peckham Police contacted myself and Sergeant Howard at
Camberwell and asked us if we would assist the Nuneaten Police Officers to
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find Mr Perry for questioming.

As you heard, we arranged fer a search warrant to be taken out and we took
the Nuneaton Officers alomg te where Mr Perry was living, entered his house
and searched it. Im the house we found a quantity of clething which was of
A interest to Sergeant Hardy and myself as a mumber of clothimg shops on
Camberwell sectiom had beem brokeam imte quite recently and cleaned out of
their steck.

When Mr Perry returmed te his house he was arrested by, having been
identified, by a Camberwell Officer whe was upstairs waiting for him
together with the Nuneatem Officers.

B Mr Perry was then taken to Camberwell Police Statiem, taken to the CID
Office and quite naturally questioned as to his movements on the previous
Saturday night and as te clothing that had beem found in his flat. Mr
Perry's reaction was to deny everything. As far as the clething vas
concerned, he put the owmership ef the clething on te a person who was
sharing the flat with him.

C So, what te de nmow? Nuneaton Poelice Officers had coeme all the way down to
lenden from Muneaten with this rather suspect information. Becamse it had
come from a suspect source it was to be treated with great cautien. They
had arrested two men on the stremgth of this informatien; ene had escaped
and the other ome was demying all kmewledge of everything.

At this stage Jameaton Officers had spemt twe days im Lomdon going around
searching for these men and had put quite a lot of time and treuble into
D their efforts, and so the Nuneaten Officers and myself had a discussien
about this as to whether to release Perry from Peckham, from Camberwell,
or whether there was a chance that he might be comned or tricked inte
pleading guilty to the offence for which he was suspected but for which no
evidence existed.

In the meantime the van had been taken inte Peckham Police Statien,had been

examined for fingerprints by the local fingerprints efficer, Mr Moth, as

E you have heard in one of the statemeats read out, and he had found ne
fingerprints.

The Nuneaton Officers asked my advice and assistance on the best way to deal
with this and the best way te deal with Mr Perry. They saw the dossier which
was in existemce. They realised that this man was kmown to us and had been
under observation amd it wvas quite natural to come to me and ask for my
asgistance under those circumstances to see if I could advise them of the

F best way to deal wvith him.

It was agreed between the Nuneaten Officers and myself that maybe Perry might
aduit this effemce if he was led to believe that there was fingerprint evi-
demce and if he was led to believe that he was certainly going te be

charged. Mr Perry, being a man of many comvictions and no small experience
of dealing with the law and the pelice, could well them loek for a lesser
charge such as, for example, simple theft rather than burglary, which is

G what it would have beem otherwise.

That is what happemed. I went in to see Mr Perry at the request of the
Nuneaton Officers. I teld him that he had ne chance, why did he think
Nuneaton Officers would come all the way down from Muneaten te his heuse
unless they had pretty fimm evidence, and the best thimg that he could do
would be to try for a lesser plea. Mr Perry secemed to accept this amd at
the time that I spoke to Mr Perry, two Mumeaton Officers were in fact

H waiting outside the cell deer. Mr Perry was them taken away to Numeaton.
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Now, we have heard evidence here to suggest that in fact something else
happened. The Prosecutiom, in what I suggest is clutching at straws in a
desperate effert te back wp .the allegation of the favour in seme way, have
come out with this stery that in my owm Police Station, which I had a free
run of, I was overcome with some sort of greed, or saw seme epportunity teo
extract seme meney frem Mr Perry and them, havimg had this idea, imstead of
quietly going aleng to Mr Perry's cell, or passimg Mr Perry's cell and
telling him wvhatever I might have teld him under such circumstances, I
approached one of these Detective Constables who had ceme down from
Mmneaten, who appeared to be standimg guard on Mr Perry!s cell just in case
anybedy should have such an idea and I literally begged him, not ence, but
twice for permissgion to go and see Mr Perry. Abselute rubbish. Abgelute
rubbish. It does mot make amy semse whatsoever. First of all, if I had
any idea to tell Mr Perry about the infermatiem, the true information which
was available against him, it is toe incredible to imagine that I would
have breught atteatien te myself in such a way by beggiag twice to the
young Detective Constable just down frem Numeaten to ge amd see him, and it
is tetally incredible that whea interviewing a prisener, partimlarly a man
who was a very active criminal on that section, whe I had im my sights as
it were to arrest, it is incredible to imagime that I weuld have gene to
such a man and given him any informatiom whatseever to help him in his
pesitien. ‘

It is said that I teld Mr Perry that they had a fingerprint of his - or at
least it was said fer twe years that I teld Mr Perry this. That is alse
incredible, members of the jury, ism't it? Wwhat sort of faveur is that?
There am I supposed to know there is no evidence at all against Mr Perry;

the only evidence against him is the word of am informant that I had met

in fact at Peckham Police Station, a most unreliable man if ever there was
one. His name was O'Rourke. What sort of faveur is that? What sort of
frieand is that to go to a criminal and tell him, "They have your fingerprint,
plead guilty." Nemsense, members of the jury.

I did tell him they had his fingerprint. I am not proud ef it. At the time
that was considered to be active pelice work. I did knew that Mr Perry was
geing to be locked up for twenty-four hours in iselation and to be led teo
believe that he was going to be charged whatever. All right, I can admit
that now. It is all twelve years age, it is a lifetime ago. I was on the
other side of the world mmst of that time, but, you see, the Nuneaton
Officers, can't admit it becanse they are still serving; they are still
worried about their pensioms which will be due this year or next year. This
is a slightly illegal thing to do. If amy of these Muneaten Officers who
came here were to say that there was some sort of minor comspiracy, if you
like, between us te trick this crimimal and to treat him in a way which is
prebably quite wrong accerding te the strict laws of the land, then their
owa jobs would be im jeopardy. Seo what do they say? They say, "Ch, mo, it
is not true”, that vhen Mr Perry was takem te Numeaton he was put in a cell
and the door was lecked, having been told that he was geing te be charged
and left to thimk about it. They say it is mot true because they are in a
difficult positien, but you mest prebably heard, amongst all the statements
read out on Thursday morming, there were statements from every pelice
officer whe had anything to do with Mr Perry beimg in a cell at Mumeaton on
that day. You heard from the Sergeant who was on duty that might, and the
PC; you bheard from the Sergeant who was en duty that morming, amd the PC -~
this is within the Police Station Office; you have heard from the Sergeant
wvho was on duty on the aftermoon, and the PC; you have also heard frem the
Sergeant whe was in charge of the statiom; amd you have heard from the
Sergeant whe was in charge of ridimg areund checking up on the cemstables.

You alse had evidence of the charge sheet from Mumeatem, which should show
every visit made to the prisemer, and according te that the only visits made
te the prisener were the mermal one-every-heur to see that he had not
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committed suicide er had me preblems er was not ill or anything like that.
So it is quite obvious frem the evidence of all the other pelice officers
at Muneaton who were on duty that day and who had anything to do with the
prisoner, that the Mumeaten Officers did im fact centimme with the plam, as
it were, that Mr Perry was:put in the cell and the deer was shut en him

A and that was that, given some time to think abeut it - net a new experience
for Mr Perry as he said im evidemce.

Then we hear that Mr Perry at seme stage durimg that day, according to

Mr Perry'!s evidence: "I told them I had been told te say nothing, I teld
them Sergeant Symends told me®, or slightly differemt: "I told them I had
been teld te say nothing; I told them it was the CID Officer who came inte
my cell.” Well, not worth talking about. Abselute lies. Even the

B Maneaton Officers must flimch at that becamse if Mr Perry had said that
it is inconceivable the following alleged actions when they allege they
tphoned me up and we contimmed to liaise em the eventual obtaining of mere
evidence leading to the eventual re-arrest of Perry amnd charging him.

As for Mr Perry, just about every word he said in evidence, apart frem parts
of his evidemce regarding the taperecordings, he has proved te be a liar;
he has proved te be a man that would go into the witmess box and say
C anything that cemes into his head, the more damaging te me the better.
Well, this is not unnetural, members of the jury, net ummatural at all.
You may have noticed that I appeared to be a little bit remgher, shall we
say, with certain vitmesses than with others, and yeu may have theught I
vas not very reugh at all with Mr Perry. What was Mr Perry deimng? He is
a prefessional criminal. As far as the prefessiomal criminals in Lenden
are cencerned, they are in a state of comstant warfare, if you like, with
D the pelice. It is them against us, and if a peliceman cam be meutralised
or put out of action, that is no small victory. Mr Perry is a crimimal and
a liar and net a simgle word that he said in this ceurt can be given any
credence whatsoever.

Now, what do the Nuneaton Officers say? "Oh," they say, "well before we
released Mr Perry he told us that he had been tipped off to say mething

and therefore, as we had no evidence against him, we had to relmse him.

Of course we were all horrified by this, something outside our experience
E and we realised it was hopeless and decided te release him." Well, of
course, this is nonsemse as well. Mr Perry said nothing all aleng. He
sald nething in Camberwell Police Station amd he weuld have said nothing.
You saw him in the box. He is a criminal but he is not a stupid ome; he is
quite clever in some ways, amd by leeking at his record, which you should
have before you, he has had pleaty of experience im how to behave when under
arrest or under questioning, and as he said himself in the box "I wouldn't

F have said anything anyway."

So why did this bit come up then abeut Mr Perry said he had beem tipped off?

Well, the evidence is that Mr Perry said he had beem tipped off em that day,

the 25th, and that is why they released him, and the evidence of Mr James

was that everyone in the police station kmew about this thorrifying thimg!

I believe his words were, from the Chief Superintendent down to the youngest

recruit or cadet. Untrue, members of the jury, becanse everyone in that

G police station was interviewed and they all said that they mever heard any
such allegatiom and partioularly the people interviewed were the people who

had anything to do with Mr Perry either during his cenfinement or during

his release.

Mr Perry said in his statement teo pelice, and agaim im evidemce, that when
he was being released Sergeamt James told the Sergeant what had been said.
Well, that was Sergeamt Wilkinsom. He remembers mething abeut it. Neither
H he, nor any of the other uniform efficers, mot ome at Numeaton and a mumber
of the CID Officers heard no such thing that Mr Perry had been tipped off te
say nothing and that is why he had been released.

Horphiogs, Bornot'y &
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So how dees this ceme to light then, this damagimg allegatiom, "I have been
tipped off to say methimg by someons im the Met.® It is damaging amd it is
against the Metropelitam Pelice, 80 we go a bit further and them we find,
you will motice, the reluctance of the people comcermed imn this matter. We
find that when Mr Perry was.in Muneaton he was offering a bribe to the
officers there. Well, eme of the officers demied it cempletely which you
may find rather suspicious; the other officer says, "It is true, he did
offer us a bribe, £25.* You will remember I asked him, "Was it te both of
you, could the other officer have heard it?" He said, "Yes." Who was the
second officer? DC Wilsom. You might fimnd that of interest, members of the
jury, becamse the allegatiem is Mr Perry had beem tipped off by someome, a
Metropelitan Police Officer, te say mothing; there was me evidemce against
him, or whatever. Way should he offer a bribe? Why offer a bribe if he
had been told te say methinmg, or there was ne evidemce against him? It does
not make semse, dees it? Either you have beea told to say nothing because
there is no evidence and you are keeping your meth shut very tight and you
are sitting there hoping for the best, or yeu are strugglimg with yeur
little cunning criminal mind te look fer a way out, amd ene pessible way out
is ™Maybe these officers will accept some memey te let me off." That,
members of the jury, is a very impertant peint, Perry effering a bribe,
becanse it does not make semse. :

S0 here we have two very serious thimgs in any Police Statien im this
country, I suggest. If we are to believe the evidemce that has beea put
‘before this ceurt in respect of what happemed at Numeaten em the 25th.

The first serious thing is that here is the Lemden criminal vhe has beem
arrested at me imcomsiderable expase amd treuble, a team of four efficers
wandering areund Lendem for twe or three days, breught all the way back to
Nuneaten, and if you believe Mr Perry's evidemce at Muneaton he comfesses
he has been teld by Sergeant Symends, or the officer vhe came in his cell,
te say nothing - or if you believe the Mumeaton Officers' evidemce, he has
been told by a Metropelitan Police Officer te say nething.

Well, surely that is werth a bit of paper, isatt it, seme sert of repert teo
the Superintendent or whatever, becamse this iz a very serious allegatien.
A lot of time and money amd trouble has been spent and everything has been
legated by a Metropelitam efficer. Was such a repert made? Ok now, there
is no repert in existence anywhere of any complaint by any NMumeaten Officer
about this alleged happeming, about Mr Perry'!s alleged words, and when dees
it first go om to paper? It goes on to paper, members of the jury, whem
half a dozem Numeaton CID officers are being grilled by a large mumber of
senior officers from the Metropolitan Police and elsewhere in respect of
their suspected invelvement becamse when you heard Presecuting coumsel
talking Mr Price threugh the questionaire the eriginal allegation was, as it
must be, that there was a comspiracy, becamse etherwise it dees mot make
sense, does it?

How, going em frem there te the demamd -~ I will ceme back to that whem I
talk abeut the demand, which is the secend part. What clse happened on the
25th? Why, Mr Perry was offerimg bribes areund Numeaten Pelice Statiem, or
I sheuld say perhaps a bribe. Well, isa't that somethimg that weuld be
reperted or seme nete is takem? Not a werd, members of the jury. There is
ne repert amywhere im existamce and the semior officers, whem interviewed,
said they had mever heard of it. The first time amythimg abeut this bribe-
offering wemt dewn em paper was ence again when the NMameaton Officers were
being interviewed later.

I wvill tell yeu what happened, members of the jury. Mr Perry was taken te
Numeatem Pelice Statiem, a very expedenced crimimal, put in the cell - seo
what? - he prebably laid dewn amd wemt te sleep. After a time, prebably
tevards the end of the twemty-feur heurs, he was takem eut te have his
phetegraph and fingerprints taken amd that is the time vhem he allegedly
offered this bribe.
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Shertly after that Mr Perry is released. Shertly after that Mr Perry gees
aleng te Mr UReurke's house and tells Mr O'Reurke that he had get eut, he
had kept his meuth shut but it had cest him. Do yeu remember eme of the
statements that was read eut em Thursday mermimg? Do yeu remember the vital
words that I wvanted 'It had'cest him' amnd that is the infermatien that came
te mc seme days later frem Numeaten. The imformation that came to me -

and it was met threugh Hamnis, it was threugh amether officer - is that
after leaving Nuneaten Pelice Statiem Mr Perry had gene aleng to see the
informant and had teld him that he had kept his moeuth shut, had got eut ef
it, but it had cest him, and nev you knev vhy I vas se interested in all
these bits of paper absut hew mich meney Mr Perry had en him when he was
arrested and takem te Camberwell and hew much meney he had on him whea ke
was searched en arrival at Numeaten and hew much memey he had en him when he
left Numeaten Pelice Statiem because if what Mr Perry had teld the imfermant
was true, if it had any truth in it, then seme meney must have beem paid out
at some time either em the 24th or the 25th.

New, accerdimg te the recerds, Mr Perry had semethinmg like £18.3 peace - I
forget the exact ameunt - when he was arrested and takem te Camberwell amd
he had £18.3 when he left Camberwell. He alse had £18.3 when he arrived at
Nuneaten amnd when he left Numeatem. Now, if ke saw that imformant the same
day, vhen did ke pay the memey? It certainly was met im the Lemden area,

I weuld suggest te you, because he still had his full ameunt ¢f memey om him
vhen ke left NMuneaten Pelice Statiom, amd why did it take twe or three months
befoere information came te light abeut the offer of a biibe, and why did eme
of the officers deny that Mr Perry offered a bribe, and why was Mr Perry
suddealy released from Numeatem whem, accordimg to efficial . recerds amd
accerding te the evidemce of mearly all the other Nuneatem efficers, he was
not questiened at all; ne-ene weat to his cell. Yeu heard the statements
being read out: "I didm't see anyene else when I waat there. I weat every
hour®, etc. etc. etc. That is something te think abeut, members of the jury.

What wvas the faveur? Was Mr Perry teld te keep quiet? If se, by whem? and
is it likely that I teld him, having first begged permission twice from a
Junior efficer frem amether force, te go and see him im order te tell him
this and te tell him mereover thattwe efficers from that ferce were waiting
outside the cell der and listeming te what was said? Whaere is the faveur?
This came up during the trial, members of the jury. I breught it eut
deliberately becamse I still wvant te kmew what the faveur is, er is suppesed
te be. I believe the Presecutien imtimated at that stage that the alleged
favour was and is and remaims that I teld Mr Perry, *I dem't think they have
got a let om you, but if they have a fimgerprimt plead guilty te section 1
because you oenly get twelve menths for that.” Bat ef ceurse that is
nensease.

First of all, I abselutely demy that I said te Mr Perry, er ever would say,
"I den't thimnk they have got a lot on you." That deesm't make semse anyway.
Why tellhim that and theam tell kim they have got a fingerprint amd te plead
guilty to section 1?7 What sert of faveur is that?

The Presecution say that is imcerrect, that I told Perry they had a
fingerprint. I teld him 'If they had a fimgerprint!. This is am attempt te
weaken the whele thing and pessibly allew a glimmer of pessibility inte the
matter,

I remiad you, members of the jury, that Mr Perry's typewrittem statement says
"They have a fingerprint”, and vhen I was questiemed by Mr Meody twe years
later mearly it wvas still 'They have a fimgerprimt?!, Yeu heard all the fuss
abeut this. By the time it comes befere yeou it is 'If they have a finger-
print.! The 'If! has beem put inm later. 7This is agreed and ebvieus and it

is said that it was put in en the same day or whatever.
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JUDGE STROYAN: Yeu may say it is ebvieus, it eei-tainly is net agreed.

MR SIMONDS: What I meam, your Hemeur, is put in later the same day prebably
or perhaps and imitialled by Mr Perry. I weuld suggest, lmewimng the care
that is takem, and you heard,frem Mr Lambert how it is deme, the gitemeat is
A read over many times, it is checked eme against the ether during the ceurse
of beimg typed. Such am impertamt werd, such a vital werd weuld met be
missed, particularly eme that had beem put in later that day amd imitialled.

You heard me suggest to Mr Meedy that he had semething te deo with altering
decuments and statements as well as the taperecerdings. If you leek at the
eriginal piece of paper, if, whem you come to retire and cemgider this case
B you ask specifically te leek again at the eriginal sheet vhere this word
1ift has beem later added, perhaps you sheuld ask for the whole statement

- and hoeld it up to the light, members of the jury. Whem you get hold of
this origimal paper you will see it appears there has been some sort of
rubbing eut there becanse the light cemes threugh mere clearly behind the
werd 'if' than elsevhere. That may suggest te you this was not quite such a
simple additien.

C JUDGE STROYAN: Neo evidemce abeut that at all. You must confine yeourself te
talking abeut the matters which have beem in evideance.

MR SYMONDS: I weuld like you to cempare that 1if! and these inmitials with
pages 21 amd 55.

We alse heard at seme stage during the evidence that Mr Perry was teold te
tplay it by ear!. You may have neticed that several times during his

D evidemce he used that expression himself, 'play it by ear', which weuld
appear te be one of his own expresgioms. Maybe that is what he is alleging
he was teld and teek to mean teo say mething.

Anyway, members of the jury, that is the evidemce before ysu about the favour
vhich is commen te all three charges, te all three ceunts, and it is an
important element in each. What was the faveur and if se dees it make

sense. Members of the Jury, it dees met.

E Folloving on from that we have evidence of the demand which is the secend
part of this ceunt, 'cerruptly accepted er obtaimed for himself.! The
evidence is that I met Perry at some date after he had returned from
Numeaten and I demanded a sum of money from him .... and them it becemes
foggy again. Did I demand this sum of meney from him for getting him off
the charge? Did I say I weuld get him off the charge?

F JUDGE STROYAN: Mr Symends, I think I sheuld remind you that there is nothing,
if yeu look at the indictmemt, about a demand. It is quite ummecessary for
the Progecution te preve ome.

MR SYMONDS: Osrruptly accepted or obtained.
JUDGE STROYAN: Yes.
G MR SYMONDS: The Prosecutiem have said there was a demand made.

JUDGE STROYAN: There is mothing about a demand in the indictmemt, ner is
it mecessary for the Prosecutien to preve a demand and I shall direct the
jury in these terms.

MR SYMONDS: Evidence was breught in by the Prosecution, your Hemeur, of a

H meeting in a car.

JUDGE STROYAN: Yes, on you ge.
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MR SIMONDS: Well, I suggest, members of the jury, that the evideace
breught before ysu abeut a conversation with Mr Perry at seme stage,

in between his arrest and the alleged meetings, altheugh it may met have,
in effect, been the coumt befere yeou.

~

A New, it certainly had an effect upem the Nuneaton Officers whem the mewspaper
published its story because the allegatiem them, and as cemsidered by the
investigating officers, was that if a faveur had been deme, or a demand had
been made, there must, there simply st be a Mumcaten (fficer imvelved
because etherd se that did met make semse either. If I had effered Perry
the chance to escape frem the charge at Mumeaton im respect of the breaking
at the Co-op, then a Numeatem Officer must be invelved because I was net imn
B a pegition at Camberwell to have any effect whatsocver upom what happemed at
Nuneaten.

When Mr Perry was bailed he was bailed, I believe, under a sectien of the
Magistrates! Ceurts Act 38 (2), which he weuld have to return to Numeaton
Police Statiem at a later date te amswer the bail and if he was geing to be
charged with the offence one would assume he would have been charged then.
Why Mr Perry was released uader this section was that the Muncaten Officers
C heped, or said they heped, teo secure further evidence, te make further
" emquiries and maybe pick up semething with which they could substamtiate
the charge against Mr Perry. ‘

What enquries did they make? Well, we have heard nothing about that in any
evidemce. Why did Numeaten, at some stage before the bail expired umder
the Magistrates' Courts Act, why did they sead him a letter tellimg him he
need net return te amswer his bail? I suggest, members of the jury, it is
D understandable that the enquiry officers found this suspkcieus because if
there was any truth in Mr Perry's allegatien, a NMumeaten Officer mmst be
invelved. It seemed that he had been released rather tamely and quietly
from Nuneaten Pelice Statiom and that very little, if amything, had been
dene to gather more evidemce, and then after a couple of weeks, or vhatever,
Mr Perry is sent a letter telling him he meed met returmm, and I suggest it
was with this in mind that the investigating efficers, Mr Lambert and others,
weat to Nuneatom and started questiening the officers there invelved amd,
E as Mr James said, he thought that the investigating efficers were leoking
for a scapegeat up there and the Numeaton Officers up there reseated rather
mich vhat was happening te him and it vas at this stage during the investi-
gation that the allegation suddealy appeared that Mr Perry had met teld -
it vas new chamged ~ Mr Perry had met teld the infermant, on leaving
Nuneaten Pelice statiom, that he had got out of it by keeping quiet and
paying a bribe, it had cost him. It new became differemt. The allegation
nev vas that Mr Perry had been released because he had confessed to them
F that he had been told te keep quiet by a Metrepelitam Pelice Officer, amd
that is the first time that allegatiem saw the light of day.

Who made it? why, omly four er five CID Officers, the emes immediately
invelved, who had either come into Londem or imvelved in seme other way at
Nuneaten, and whe supported this allegation? Why, mo-eme at all, not one
uniform officer and meither did seme of the ether CID Officers.

G There we have a problem, you see, because we have heard a lot througheut
this trial abeut hearsay evidence and cenversations within Nuneaten Police
Statiem are net somethimg that can be breught eut in ceurt if preceedings
are te follow, but there is a way in which you can bring out such hearsay
conversations in ceurt amd that is if semeeme suddemly remembers that he
might have made a telepheme call to the mam under suspensiom, the main
suspect, aad during this telepheme call he may have said words te the effect
of reporting this allegatien or cenversatiem. In this way this can come

H out in evideance.
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out in evidemce.

New, whe was eme of the officers whe was under suspicion at this time?
Detective Constable Hanmas, now braad mew, twe weeks old Detective Sergeant
Hannas, en prebatien, and it was Sergeant Hammas wko suddenly remembered
that he had 'phened me up and teld me that Mr Perry had said that he had
been teld teo say mething, the same man who se steutly barred me frem geoing
inte my ewa cell bleck in my owm pelice statiem, and what did I say when
Mr Hannas teld me in a very forthright mammer abeut this allegation? I
said, "Ch, please den't tell Inspecter Websem." Tetal rubbish, members of

the Jury, abselute nensemge.

What sert of Presecution case is this? Ne wemder the Presecution summing-
up speech was a bit defensive. The wvhele thing is nemsemse. S0 here we
have the evidemce being put before you, saying "Ieok, a man im the dock,

45 years old, seldier, pelicemam, etc, cemvict him, cenvict him, send him
te his grave with a criminal cemviction; put him mumber three million and
one on the unemployed list; go amd loek fer a jeb, whe are you? ok, I used
te be a peliceman, I have been comvicted of cerruptien. Suppert yeur
childrea on that."™ On wvhat evidemce? It is tripe.

Se that is the Prosecutiomn evidence of the favour, members of the jury. I
am net sure that I have made it any clearer, but it was never clear in the
first place because I suggest the Presecutien den't know wvhat the faveur
was, but in erder te comvict me there has get to be one somewhere because
that is in the indictment.

¥hat is the next bit? 7The momey. The evidence that counts in this case is
the evideace as to meney. Neow, originally, vhem the taperecordings were
first transcribed by the expert stemographers and what met of the Times,
there is very little evidence abeut memey. Certainly mothing as regards
count 1 on tape 2. (n count 2 there are some mumbled words, either "Get

a bit more deugh" or "Gat a bit more deugh™ or "Got a little bit of dough™®
if amyeme can malle any semse out of it, just appareatly mumbled into a
microphene as someome is appreaching the car and getting in; and there was
very little on count 3, semething to the effect of: "I've got amether fifty",
ence agaim mysterieusly right at the very begimning. That is what we have
got to worry about, members of the jury, the evidence as to momey.

Now, what have you heard? You have heard hours amd hours and days and
days of evidence as te szilly talk em the tapes, "Did he tell you te peke
it away?" and things like that. Nothing te de with this case. I am charged
with accepting three sums of momey em three differemt occasioms from Mr
Perry. I am net charged with cemspiring with Mr Perry to go out and break
into sheps. I am net charged with giving him advice on how te impreove his
criminal career or how to aveid arrest, although yeu might think that if
anyone believed in it there ghould be some sort of charge like that if
this is true. "I will come out with you. We'll go shopbreaking tegether.
Wefll all be se happy. Wetll beceme the kings of crime in Seuth Lomdom, ™
bla, bla, bla, but me charge abeut this. Why net?

Well, there was a massive enquiry, members of the jury; a large mumber of
pelice officers enquiring ever a peried of two-amnd-a-half years ceuld net
find one other single member of my gang, my fimm. So would it appear to be
a gang of eme, perhaps? No, members of the jury. Wwhen any officer of
experiemnce, any practical police efficer read this, there must have been
parts where he had to grin a bit because it is such obvieus tetal nemsense.
It is such a cen. "I wuldn!t think anything of you if you gave me
infoermation. ™ Rabbish. '

Members of the jury, you are not so naive as to believe that all these

Homprys. Bomedls G
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/\l things were said seriously perhaps, everything was meant, and ne-eme
else believed it either and ne-ome ever wuld believe it. If yeu take your
hidden micropheme dewn amy levers! lame any evening, poke it in a car windew,
you will hear amy young man offering any young lady the meon, the stars,
the earth, amything you like; then what, next merming arrest him for tryimng
A te obtain semething by false pretences or framd? Nemsemse.

The enly things to worry about are the bkits abeut meney which weren't en the
origimal tramscripts, but which suddemly appear on later transcripts and
that is very strange, ima't it? Yeu heard the police order read eut many
times; the taperecordings you heard. There are lots of places which were
called 'garbled!. Seme were very peer quality. Some of them are practically
impessible to make any semse sut of whatseever, and in September 1969 the

B receiver of the Metropolitam Pelice had set up a special laberatery for just
such taperecordings and for tramscribimg such taperecerdings. Mr Bammer and
Mr Ealie who came here are from that laberatery. That laberatory was in
existemce in September 1969. Why, in December 1969 amd Jamuary 1970 did Mr
Moody decide that he would rather transcribe these taperecerdimgs himself,
which is wvhat he did decide? why?

C And then how come such cemvemieatly suspicious werds appear eut of the

jumble of words which had previously been marked 'Garbled! and 'tetally
indecypherable!, and then how come that some of these words can mow be
heard fairly clearly you might thimk? That is another peint I will come
back te later, members of the jury.

Geing back te the taperecordings, or what is said om the tapes, why dees

Perry say se little about memey? We have heard evidence that he had

D informed the reporters that he was meeting pelice officers to give them
meney. We have heard evidence that the reporters were saying te him, "Speak

clearly, wait for the pelice officer to ask for it. When you hand it over

fan it out so that our phetographers cam take a picture.” Not once, many

times. '

What happemed on the first occasion? Not a sinmgle word abeut that. Wwhat
happened on the second occasion? As I am getting inte the car, the mumble
about "Some more deugh." Om the third meeting, omce again as I am appreaching
E or getting into the car, "I've got amother fifty.™"

Way diduft Mr Perry say semething during the meeting for example about the
favour? "Ch, here's another £50. Thank you very mmch fer that favour for
getting me off at Mumeaton"®, or whatever, because werea't they trying te
gather evidence to destroy me? Wasm't that the whele object of the
exercise? Not eme word or one referemce to the favour im any ef the tapes.
F What weuld a normal persen have deme in Perry's pesitien?

What abeut the discrepancies? We mast not ferget those. What he alleges

he said and what the tapes apparently say. I am talking abeut the tapes,

I am falling into the trap here, members of the jury, becamse - let!s put
this case dowm imte half a dozen werds if we cam, basically. The Presecution
case: "Listem to these dreadful, heorrible taperecerdings; new listem again;
new listem again; new hear them again; mow let!s go through the transcript

G word by werd; mew play the tapes again; geo threugh the tramscrifts agaiam",

as if they are trying te brainwash you, members of the jury. ,

What iz the defence case as far as that is cencermed? Dom't listen teo the
tapes at all. Why not? Because they are ebvieusly mot eriginal and
authentic, and before you go away at some time during the next couple of
days te make up your minds as to whether y em are going to find me guilty
or net, you, members of the jury, have got to decide eme point first, and
H that is, "Are we going te pay any attemtion to these tapes or mot? Are we
goeing te believe them?" If you say net, them do net pay a single word of
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attention to anything in those transcripts and yeu must try to put out of
your mind everything yeu have heard ever the past feur weeks on the
taperecordings. If you say .you are geimg te accept them, them the enly
things you have get te werry abeut on these taperecordings, members of the
Jury, are the few werds to-de with memey, to do with the charges.

I did tell you once before that vhem you are dealing with taperecerdings
you have got te be very very careful and if yem remember I peinted out te
you that there are rules and laws to deo with these. I have met got it
here, but frem memery, it is reughly that as it is the burden upen the
Presecutien te preve my guilt te yeou — I den't have to prove my immecence
as such; they have to preve my guilt -~ and it is just as mich a burden on
the Presecution particularly in a case like this, they mast preve the
erigimality and the authenticity of the taperecerdings, and they know that,
and that is vhy the case started off with peeple geing inte the witmess box,
"Is that yeur handwriting, is that your signature, is that your tape, did
you write on it, whem, how, what did you do with the tape after it was
recerded?” ete, etc, etc. That was the attempt of the Prosecution to carry
out that respemgibility te the ceurt.

Members of the jury, they have not deme it. They have failed completely.
They have to prove the tapes under two main headings, er two chanmels,

(1) scientifically and (2) the contimmity of hamdling, and that is becamse
tapes are so ecasily interfered with; it is such a simple matter te take out
a werd or twe, or a sentence, or a whele bleck of speech, without amy trace
vhatseever, and as you may know, by taking ene werd out of a conversation
you can change the eatire meaning of that comversation. With tape editing
it is just as simple to put a word im, or a sentence or a bleck, and just
one word can cempletely change the whole meaning of that recerding, and

that is why everyome is se worried about contimuity of handlimg because the
Prosecution must try to shew te you that there was no possibility whatsoever
of these tapes beimg interfered with. That is why the reperters came along
and said, "Yes, I am a reperter; when we took these tapes I took them S
straight te the Times; I put them in a steel safe to wvhich there was enly
one key which I kept safely; whenever they were takem out of the safe

cither myself or Mr Meunter was there; no-one ceuld have teuched them; if
any senier members of the staff listened to them we were there standing
guard®, becamse that evidemce was vital te the Prosccution so they could say

"look, you must accept these taperecordings as gemmime becanse there was

never a chance to interfere with them." It was vital to the Presecuticn
that that evidence remained unshaken inm amy way whatsoever.,

Now, it has been said semewhere that the evidence of the contimnity of the
tapes is just as goed or as streng as the persemn whe produces them. What
did we find after seme qestions ef the reperters? Yeu find that it is not
quite true, is it, that the tapes were always immediately taken back te the
Times and lecked in a safe specially provided for that purpose. We find

on questiening that in fact some tapes were givem out to typists to be
transcribed and there was no-eme presemt. All right, you may say, members
of the jury, well that is met important. ™"ie did hear semething said about
no allegations being made against typists of the Times", and it is true, I
am not saylmg any of the Times! typists imterfered with these, mot at all,
but what I am saying is that the reperters originally said they were presemt
at all times, and that is the impertance of that evidence, not that there is
any allegatien abeut the typists having edited these tapes, the impertant
thing is that the reperters did attempt teo say that they had always been
present and them the typists then said later, "No, we had the tapes without

being supervisged.®

Miss Woere in particular, I believe - you heard her cemversation being read
out. I believe she said something about seven to tem days she had the tapes.
Then you had the evidence of the reporters of just ene key which was guarded.
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Then Miss Woore says™me, there were twe keys, I had eme, ™ and so on, and

so the reporters' evidemce them begins to leok a big shaky, and so we go
into the custedy ef particular tapes. You may remember all the business
about fourteem cepy tapes hamded ever te the pelice on the first day, and
make ne mistake, members of the jury, there would have beea mo mistake
there, not with that article in the paper and all the chiefs of Scetland
Yard rumning areund im all directiems, peeple beimg called frem their homes,
you cam rest assured that that evideace hamded ever en that day was checked
very very thoroughly and it was deme very very carefully, and what do we
have? We have a statememt abeut the handimg over of fourteem taperecordings.
Fourteen. We went through them and coumted them with mere than one

vitness, but we have fifteen taperecordings before the court. Se what
happened? Se we loeked closely at the taperecordings, and the first
taperecerding, tape mumber 1 en the list of copy tapes handed over, is
showm, to my recollection, em eme zide the telephemecalls on the merming

of the 28th, on the other xide the meeting at The Rhse public house on

the aftermoen of the 28th.

Now, in some mysterious way that dewble-sided tape that is taperecerded on
beth tracks has mew beceme twe taperecerdings, tapes 1 and 2, exhibits 1

and 2, and te borrow Presecuting coumsel's expression "surprise,surprise”
because both these tapes have a lot of suspicious things abeut them which
might indicatk to you that they are copies. On tape 1 we heard sciemtific
evidence wvhich could imdicate that tape 1 had undergone some sort of

copying process. Yeu may remember the fifteen herz and the cyclic hump

and it was explained - I hepe that seme of you are technically minded

and understeod all ~ it was explained that the cyclic lump came in some

way frem two lots of humps which cembined in seme way te make a cyclic
effect, and it was said that one hump ceuld be there naturally because
recording took place in a house off a telephone system, but it was suggested,
I believe, that the other hump came on there, or ceuld net have come on
there, innecently, and the suggestiomn is that this may have come on during
a copying process. Well, that would fit wouldn't it, members of the jury?
If originally en the 28th - and we did hear evidence that when Mr Hawkie
went to Perry!s house he took with him a telepheme recerding device and a
nev real of five-inch tape, and that is the only tape which will fit om that
wachine,

Then we heard evidence that they recorded telephome calls in the morning,
and then we heard evidence that they decided te tape up the car and they
fitted in a micrephene and a Nagra machine and that the Nagra machine and
additional equipment was brought out te them at the house, and then we
heard evidence that the equipment that was brought out was in fact a
seven-inch tape. Then we heard evidence that the lead geimg from the
micrephome to the beot had a Nagra connection om it; it was a Nagra lead
te plug inte a Nagra machine. Then we saw Mr Moumter'!s motebeeok in which
he talked about the Uher(?) put into the car, er vwhatever, s¢ it weuld
appear that the mobile was a Uher which weuld enly use five-inch tape,
and evemtually Mr Lloyd and Mr Hawkie beth said that it was quite pessible
that the meeting en the aftermoon was recerded em the secend track of the
five-inch tape, which fits perfectly with Mr Mounter!'s list of cepy tapes
handed over te Scetlamd Yard. ‘

Se hew did this original tape showing telephene calls in the moming and

the meeting in the aftermoon, how did it get split up into two cepies?

It is awstery, isaft it, but it is a mystery enly until you leok at Mr
Lloyd!s notebeeok which I believe is an exhibit in this case, and vhen you
leek at Mr Lleyd!'s notebook, members of the jury - I forget the page,

perhaps it is page 35 or semething ~ anyway it is to deo with the cepying
proecess on the lith ~ what do we see? Words to the effect, "This tape was
recorded on both sides but copied en to twe tapes.® That'!s the answer.
That!s the answer. 3¢ therefore I would suggest te you that both tapes 1 and

Homproys, Biomotts C.
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2 camnet be the erigimals; they are copies; it has ceme out during the
trial, and cepy taperecerdings are mot allowkd in a ceurt ef law as
evidence unless we hear evidence as te what happemed with the originmals,
which we have net. So immediately that puts tapes 1 and 2 under deep,
deep suspicien just em cemtimuity, apart from the sciemtific evidence,

A vhich I will ceme back te, and what dees tape 2 refer to? Well, tape 2
is about the tetal evidemce in respect of ceumt 1, which is mething,

and you may find it interesting te remember, members of the jury, that on
that day, the 28th, Mr Perry had a perfectly geod Nagra taperecerding
machine in the beet of his car, presumably im werking conditiem, and ke had
a radie micrephene reund his meck with seme sort of transmitter device in
his pecket which he was in a position to switch om and off, I submit.

B Now, why didn't Mr Perry went to have the first meeting im the car with the
Nagra machine? Well, It's obvieus, members of the jury, because he didatt
kmov vhat was going te happen. He did met kmow what the cenversation was
gaing to be about because this was an entirely speculative adventure em Mr
Perry's part. He had cemplaimed te his friemd Mr Bremmam, whe was a lecal
receiver of stelem preperty, amd he was having a lot of pressure put on him
te name the receiver and give him over.

C Mr Bremnan arranged, through an acquaintamce of his at the Times newspaper,
for Mr Lleyd to ceme on te this business and start this whole enquiry going.
We heard that the first day, the 28th, they were sgitting im Perry's house
vaiting for a fpheme call te come from Mr Rebsem and the 'phone call mever

came. We heard that at this time, accerding te the reperters, they were
slightly sceptical, they say, amd it weuld appear that Mr Perry was anxious
to preve te them that he in fact knew seme police officers. There were

D pelice efficers he ceuld 'phone up and ask te meet. Who were these

pelice officers? well, amy police officers that had arrested him in the
past or had had anything to do with him in amy way, becamse Mr Perry must
have knewn, as everybody knews, that any peliceman is always emly too happy
to receive information which is the lifebloed of pelice work and detective
work, Witheut information very few people would be arrested at all.

Everything hinges on informatien.

Mr Perry had me idea what was goimg te happen when he went to meet me on
E the 28th. That is why he made haste te jump out of his car and into mine
becanse he was in a pesitien to cemtrol what was recorded. .

Your Honour, I wender if I can ask for a five-mimute break?
JUDGE STROYAN: Yes.

F THE _COURT _ADJOURNS

MR SYMONDS: The evidemce of the reperters, members of the jury, and the
first question is why, vhat vas their metive, why did they get themselves
invelved im this jeb? If an allegation of a crime had beem made te them
why didn't they repert it te the pelice? Why did they decide te get im with
G this crimimal and te fit him up with taperecerdimg devices amd te emceurage
him te make telepheme calls, emcourage him to meet pelicemen, advise him en
hew te behave, what te say, hew te say it, hew te get the peliceman imte his
car, sit there reading a paper. Way? Way did they do all this? Is it
their public duty? De they feel as citizems that they had a public duty te
de this, er was it because they were reperters amd they wanted te write a
stery? It is quite ebvieus, members of the jury. They were after a stery,
and the more scandaleus the better, the more papers they ceuld sell em the
H strength of this story the better. Make themselves well kmown, ceme eut of
the peel of dezems of little reperters runming areund, and become kmewn as
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the twe reperters who did this er that, and it has werked eut very well
for them; they have built careers en this episede of 1969.

You heard the questiens te Mr Mounter abeut writimg a beek. That was alse
in wind, it weuld make a mice beek.

You alse heard some intimatien er excuses abeut why they did met repert it

te the pelice. Oh, they didm't trust the pelice. Well, why net? "yell,
several reasens. VWell, Mr Perry was tellimg us such things abeut the

pelice, we thought they werem't te be trusted.” What sort of basis is that
for if there is a crime being committed hiding it frem the preper autherities,
the pelige, and deing mere tham that, actively emceuraging it?

B You heard evidence from the twe phetegraphers, Simms amd CGrevitt, abeut the
reperters preducing meney and giving it te Mr Perry.

JUDGE STROYAN: That was met the evidemce and yeu kmew it.

MR SYMONDS: Mr Grevitt im cress-examination was led inte saying it is quite
poessible that Mr Perry may have supplied the memey te the reperters befere
C he came on the sceme, but beth the evidence of Simms and Grevitt, em eath at

Wells Street Magistrates Court, accerdimg te their depesitioms, and later
here on eath -~ although of ceurse the Presecutien had to pull eut all the
stops te try and weaken it in some way — their evidence was that the
reporters previded the meney. '

Then when we loek further at the meney we see they are brand new; the netes
are comsecutive, there are mumbers 321, 322, 323, 324 - where did Mr Perry
D | get this memey from if it is his? Ok, he is a second-hamd car dealer.
"when did you last sell a car?" "Some weeks before." "ghere had you kept
this momey?" ™indermeath the flewer pet in my mether's house.” "How lemg
had it beea there?" "Oh, about three weeks." But, you see, members of the
jury, that memey had emly been printed amd issued by the Bank of Emgland,
as you heard, I believe seme tem days er twe weeks before.

You also heard evidence that Mr Perry suggested he sheuld pay larger sums.
Wouldn't it be a good idea to pay a hundred peunds? Wwhy should Mr Perry

E suggest that? I suggest te you, members of the jury, that Mr Perry was
finding it rather prefitable to tell the reperters he was going te pay the
police fifty pounds and take a bunch of five peund netes ‘off the reperters,
brand new netes fresh off the press, ge away and have a meeting, come back a
little later and say, "Well, I've hamded that ever,"

I suggest Mr Perry has theught at some stage, "Woulda't it be better if inm
F fact I could gaim 2100 a time imstead of fifty", se we heard evideace that

Mr Perry suggested, ™Well, why den't I pay a mumdred?" It certainly wasa't
becanse of his gemeresity to the pelice officers. I suggest it was his own
idea te prefit even mere freom these meetings.

Then yeu heard evidemce as te the reperters! reply. "Oh, mo, ne, me, domn't
de that., It's much better to hamrd over this memey in small sums because
then we have more oppertunities of taperecording the meetings."

G What is eme result of that? (ne result is three charges wvith the pessibility
of six years imprisemment, for example.

JUDGE STROYAN: Mr Symemds, this will met de for reasems you kmevw.
MR SYMONDS: What the pessibility?

H JUDGE STROYAN: Yes, it just will met do. New, I weuld like you to withdraw
that.
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MR SYMONDS: I withdraw that.

JUDGE STROYAN: Yes. The reasen that has been withdrawm, members of the
jury, is that I have already expressed the view, and I tell it te yeou

mow, that this is a case for a cemcurremt semtemce and mot cemsecutive

A seatences. I have already expressed that te the defemdant and he kmows it
perfectly well. He has withdrawm that abeut gix years.

MR SYMONDS: Yeur Hemeur, what I was gettimg at was whea Mr Moody was
here, for example, and his criminal recerd was read out it shewed he had
been semenced to eighteem years imprisemmeat which is a herrific thimg
te say absut a man, but the fact that three of the semtemces were cemcurreat,
B as far as his criminal recerd is comcermed and as far as his life and

future is concermed, he was a man wheo got semtemced te eighteem years
imprisemment as reperted in the mewspapers.

JUDGE STROYAN: The effective sentence, as you lmew quite well, is met
eighteen years. Mr Symoads, you must try te stick te the evidemce in the
case when you are making your address at this stage. It will net do to put
before the jury thimgs vhich were mot evidence, nor misrepresemt things which
C were. )

MR SYMONDS: Very well. I suggest, members of the jury, that the motives of
the reperters are mothing more tham what they ceuld gaim fer themselves out
of this and that is some form of advamcement im their careers, a scamdalous
stery with their mames undermeath it, the pessibility of a beek, and me more
than that.

D They were asked why the reperters should suspect the pelice, or fail te
inferm the pelice of this allegatien whem they first heard of it, amd apart
from Mr Perry's allegatiens to them we hear they had goed canse mot to trust
the pelice. What was that? Well, it appears that Mr Lleyd had at some stage
earlier been emgaged er a similar imvestigatiom which had beem stepped in
seme way vhich was umclear and I suggested te Mr Lleyd that perhaps he had
something againgt pelice in gemeral amd I weuld mew remind you of the
demeanour of the reperters, particularly Mr Lleyd, whem giving evidemce.
E Did Mr Lleyd strike you as a dispassiemale, meutral ebserver who had been
carrying out his citizen's duty ef dispassienately observing his meetings
between Perry and Pelice Officers amd calmly reperting the facts as they
were or was he in seme way more invelved, and I would suggest to yeu that
from the demeameur of Mr Lleyd im the wvitness box there is semething there
vhich is mot quite right for a man vho ¥m appareatly mot come inte cemtact
wvith pelice im any way previeusly apart frem this investigation. How has he
suddenly ceme te have such a bitter and almest cempulsive, it weuld seem,
F dislike of pelice officers. What drives him?

The question also came up of ageat provocateur. Agemt prevocateur reughly
is a man wvhe encourages amether man to commit a crime. Did you see amny of
that, members of the jury, any emceuragement invelved?

We have heard evidence of reperters suggesting that Perry should (ead of
seatence imandible). Perry's statemeat was read out to you. The reperters
G suggested Perry should (emd of semtence imamdible). It was the reperters!
suggestion,

You heard Miss Millard abeut the reperters. Ome of them was semsible amd
one not quite se semsible accerdimg te her recellectien, slightly imbalamced
perhaps. ‘

Did you think the evidence of the reperters was umbiased in any way, shit,
H bastard, eatirely fittimg epithets, Mr Symemés, etc, etc, etc. Om what at
that stage? This was the secend meetimg. All they had had at that stage on
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vhich te base these epithets was what is described as 'scattered,
unintelligible bits and pieces of cenversation' em tape twe, exhibit twe.
Unbiased? I dem't thimk se.

Nev, durimg the trial, members of the jury, ysu heard a lot abeut fifty
herz humps and thirty herz humps and marks em the tapes and lack of
centimuity etc, etc. This, members of the jury, is the truly vital and
impertant evidemee in this case, met, as the Presecution submit te you, what
is said en the taperecerdimgs. Amybedy can do amything with a bit eof
magnetic tape. All you meed it a pair of scissers and a bit of seletape,

or if yeu are mere professional perhaps a demagmetized razer blade or
wvhatever. That is all you need, and this is lmewn. Everybedy kmews this,
that taperecerdings are the west dedgy ferm of evidence that you can
imagine. To put a mam en trial amd just abeut the emly evidemce you have
got te offer are btrips of magmetic tape im which a cemversatiom appears te
take place is a very risky thimg because that cemversation can be altered
eut of all semse very simply, and se, as I said before, this is why the
continuity of the handling is so impertamd and se there was mever epportumity
te make such alteratiems, that is the peint of that; and the secemd peint
is the scieatific evideace, where ysu get experts te leok at the evidence
and see if they cam find anything wromg with it.

Now, when this emquiry first started, quite rightly Mr Lambert and his
semiors decided eme of the first thimgs te do was te get held of the
original recerdings - if you remember there was a bit of a dispute about
that; they were given the copies in the first place - but they imsisted on
having the eriginals. Why? Because it is the originals that must be semt
for scieatific examination. New, where better to semd taperecerdings tham
to their mamufacturers, BMI, amd that is what they did. They seat off these
taperecerdings te the manufacturers, EMI, aand EMI put their tape scientist
on to studyimg them. That was Mr Tayler whe was at that stage the chief
Presecution wvitness against me if he found these tapes to be origimal and
autheatic; he would have beem the mumber ome witmess for the Presecution;
they weuld have based their case om him more or less to suppert their

. evidence.

Net oenly de the tapes go, but semsibly amd maturally there must be the
history eof the tapes to go with them because, as we have heard, scieatists
vhe are geing te examine taperecerdimgs must kmow how they are alleged to
have been made. VWere they made ea a battery-eperated machine or on a mains-
oeperated machine? Why is this impertant, you may ask and I may ask. Well
ROW, we hear it is very very impertaant because if, fer example, a tape-
recording is made in a room and the recerdimg machime is plugged imnto the
mains, you might find a certain hum coming em the tape which would be the
fifty herz hum we hxve heard abeut which plagues the life of prefessiomal
sound recerders aad such.

Alse the sciemtists weuld wamt to kmew something about the tapes. Are they
alleged te be bramd new, virgin tapes, or are they alleged to be rettem or
second~hand tapes or vhat? They must kmow these things in order te make a
full sciemtific opimiom, and se the original, or the alleged erigimal tapes,
plus their alleged histeries went off to EMI, to Mr Taylor.

New, their alleged histeries at that time were that - you have heard the
statements, you have heard me taking all the witmesses threugh their original
statements - were that en each and every occasgien brand mew virgian tapes

were used. That vas the eriginal evidemce, amd further tham that: "I was
present whea the plastic wrapping was umwrapped and the tape was unsealed

and I watched it being placed em the recerder; I was preseat when the
taperecorder was switched on, and on seme occasiomns I lecked the beet and
later on I unlecked the beot and I was present whem they were takem off, and
in most cases, or nearly all cases, the taperecordings were signed as they
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were takem off; in some cases, evem further tham that, they were sigmned
before they were put em, and themn after removing these taperecordings,
playing them back eace im tlie presence of Mr Perry or vhatever®, which I
wvill come te later, "they were taken off the the Times building amd locked
A in a Times safe specially previded fer this purpose, to which there was
only eme key" etc,etc, etc, what you might call cast-irem evidemce.

Cast iron becamse if that was true, if these tapes were virgim tapes, brand
nev, that had been employed in that fashiem amd had been kept im that form
of security, that is contimuity of handlimg as per detective traiming scheel,
lenden. Perfect. Ceulda't agk fer better.

Very well, off they go vith this histery. Whem Mr Tayler locks at these

B tapes he iz leoking fer, as he desckibed to us, semething called 'comtimuity!'.
Is the recerdiag ceatinueus er net? What does he mean by that? He means
wvhea you take a bramd mew taperecerding amd yeu unwrap it eut of its plastic
bag, rip the bag open amd pull it eff, virgia er factery-fresh tape, there
should be a meise on that tape wvhich cemplies with its histery, ie a virgin
or a factery-fresh noise which is a very lew meise level, thea you should
hear the sownd of the recorder beimg switched em; them there should be a
contimueus recordiang, the sound of the car drivimng off, the sound of the

C car stepping, maybe seme mugic playing, the seund of the other persen
arriving, the sound of the cemversatiom, the sound of the ether persem
departing, maybe the radie switched em, the car started up, maybe a little
driving, and the sound of the recerder beimg switched off; them following
on from that you sheuld have emce again virgim tape neise, factory-fresk

tape neoise. :

Now, accerding te Mr Tayler, that is a contimmeus recerding. It need mot be
D recording throughout the full length. That is his idea of a centinuous

recording.

Now, if ke finds amything odd in these recordings, such as umexplained
breaks, umexplained dreps or rises im backgreund neise, wumexplained clicks
- and a click, mmsmbers of the jury, isosylpmad.c of editing, or editing
incempetently; if you den't edit at 45 with a demagnetizer or whatever,
you might get a sglight click meise as it passes over the head. Anything

E like that is geing te raise Mr Taylor's suspiciems, and on these tapes he
found enmarly all eof them thimgs, phemomena shall we call it, which raised
his suspiciens, because taking the phenomema he found —~ and he dida't find
these hums at that stage I believe ~ becanse he found emough of ether
phenemena on various tapes, for imstamce breaks in transmissiom and such,
wvhich caused him te come to the comnclusiom that these tapes did met accerd
with their histories. They were (a) met ceatimmous recerdings, and (b) met
aunthentic.

Mr Tayler spent mearly, as we have heard, mearly twe years on and off with
these taperecordings, examining some, being sent others, being seat some
back, and eventually, as we have heard, Mr Tayler refused te sigrn a statement
sent to him by the directer of public presecutions te say that im his
opinien these taperecordimgs were authemtic. This was a serieus blew,
members of the jury, te the presecutiom because they are basing everything
on taperecordings; they have been sent to EMI and the EMI expert has come

G out against them. Amongst the phenomena he found on tapes were some which
could indicate some form of editing.

So what deo the Presecution do now? Well, by now you must remember, members
of the Jury, Mr Lambert had left the emquiry amd had handed over to Mr
Moedy. Wwhat did Mr Meedy do about this? Mr Meedy, it weuld appear, decided
te look for another expert who might perhaps be of a different opinion te Mr
H Tayler. New, I den't know the names of the cempamies, but I should imagine
there are compamnies similar te IMI, with a similar set-up, but perhaps under
different ownership or management, Bid he geto eme of these companies, HMV
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& or whatever, or Somy? Ne. He went te the Home Office employee in fact,

a scientific officer working in the Home Office Speech Research Laboratery
and asked him to loek at them, but, ysu see, Mr Hide, for that is whe it
was, was net apparently teld the alleged history of the taperecerdings.

A JUDGE STROYAN: Do you thimk yeu can deal with Mr Hide's evidemce after the

‘ adjournmeat? '

MR SYMONDS: Very well, your Hemour.
JUDGE STROYAN: I take it you will be able to cemclude your address today?

B MR SYMONDS: Yes, your henour.

C

D

E ]

F
I certify that I teek shorthand metes im part ef the trial R —v- SYMONDS
and that pages mumbered 1 - 19 are a complete and accurate transcript of my
shorthand notes te the best of my skill amd ability.
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Defendants Closing Speech Continued.

HIS HON, JUDGE STROYAN: Yes,

MR. SYMONDS, DEFENDANT: Members of the jury just coming on to the subject
of Mr. Hyde who is called as an expert by the Prosecution after the main
expert EMI scientist Mr. Taylor who is obviously going to become an expert
witness for the Defence, bringing to your notice the importance of
providing a scientist/expert with the full background alleged history of
the tape recordings he is going to examine. He will want to know whether
they were new virgin tapes, or second-hand, or whether they had been
recorded on before, or whatever in order to make out a thorough
examination — and why is this? Well we heard from the experts that as
far as they are concerned (these are the experts in magnetic tape-
recordings) recordings must be examined as an entity, it is vitally
important to study the whole recording and that is not just the speech
section in the middle or wherever, but it is important to examine the
recorded sections before and after the speech sections., It is particularly
important also to examine the unrecorded sections and that was why Mr.
Lambert insisted that the Times handed over the alleged originals to the
police. If you recall they started by handing over copies. Now Mr. Taylor
examined the recordings and decided that in his épinion they wre not
authentic - he could not say they were authentic recordings. And so the
police you might think might leave it at that because if the tape
recordings weren't authentic then the bulk of their evidence if not all
their evidence so far as the Prosecution is concerned is finished.

But they decided to send the recordings to another expert - Mr. Hyde.

Mr, Hyde is not and did not pretend to be an expert on magnetic recordings
he is an expert of speech. And we heard from Mr. Hyde that he did not
receive the history of the tapes and in fact he did not receive the
original tapes. If you remember, his evidence was that he was brought
copies and he made his own copies from copies. He later made copies from
the originals we understand. And then he proceeded to listen to the copy
he had made of a copy, listening very carefully to the speech content to
gsee if he could find obvious signs of editing. The examples he gave were
truncated words or such things as that - where a word has been cut in
half by bad editing in fact. But we have heard from the experts that in
fact it is a very simple matter to edit tapes. An ordinary person, not

a skilled engineer - an ordinary person can edit tapes using a little i

bit of commonsense and a modicum of expertise which is available in any

Hompbioys, Bomott s C. ,




H

-21 -

taperecording magazine.

HIS HON. JUDGE STROYAN: Mr, Symonds you should be a little careful., The

evidence of Mr. Hyde was that he had examined the original tapes and copies
he made himself,

MR, SYMONDS: I am talking about the beginning Your Honour, he said he

listened to copies, he made copies, later on he examined originals,
jumping ahead, when the defence experts had pointed out to him he had
found phenomena. But in the begimning Your Honour and this was up to
1971 he examined as I understand him to say he listened very carefully

to the copies he had made.

And we have heard it is impossible to discover whether a tape has been
edited or not by simply listening to a conversation recorded. The experts
do it, as we have heard by examining the tape as an entity and looking
for various forms of phenomena which should not be on that recording

for example. If for example the recording is made upon virgin factory
fresh tape.' Now the Defence obtained experts Mr. Ford and Mr. Killock
who you'may think to be very skilled and very gqualified in two directions
and that is in experience and scientific qualifications. 4nd on
examining the tape recordings these experts found that they contained
phenomena which was not possible if it was true that those tapes, those
recordings had been made on virgin factory fresh tapes. Now I am talking
about the 50 htz. hum, the 30 htz. hum and also they found marks upon

the tapes. Now as we have heard the 50 hiz. hum is the sort of thing
that comes on a tape if it is made by a mains power supply or if it is
copied for example by a mains power supply or near a mains power supply.
And the evidence given in this case by the Reporters is that with the
exception of tape number one which was recording the telephone calls,

all these tapes were made on battery operated machines literally out in
the open air - in car parks for example. And yet there was found upon
these tapes a noise which could only come if that tape had been made

plugged into a mains -~ or if in fact that ftape was in fact a copye.

Now why is the matter of copying so important? Well it is important
because if a tape recording is made and is edited it must be mutilated.
It must be physically and actually mutilated -~ that is bits cut off
or bits stuck into it. Or it is mutilated from the continuity point of

view and that is by means of erasure, Now the evidence of the Reporters
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to the Police had been that all these tapes had been factory fresh
virgin tapes. And straight away of course it was realised when tape 3
was looked at that that wag a tap; that had been used on at least two
occasions. It was put to Mr. Hawkey and I believe he said at the time it
must have been a mistake but apart from that all the tapes were virgin

factory fresh tapes and all made on battery operated recorders.

So how could this hum have come on to these tapes under those conditions?
The answer is it's impossible, they could not have come on under those

conditions,

Now we have had a theory put up by the Prosecution that in one case the
hum came onto the tape via the television transmission tower, and the
fact Mr. Perry when giving evidence remembered he happened to drive under
a television tower on his way back to Peckinham, and the proposition was
maybe the hum came from there. But I think that proposition was totally
flatiened to your satisfaction members of the jury. I suggest that was
Just a wild shot in the dark, it was clutching at straws. And the fact
that the prosecution would put up such a theory shows the importance to
their case of those hums. Because the Prosecution realise, as well as
everybody else, thet the fact these hums and such are found on these
tapes casts serious doubts of their originality =nd their authenticity.
And if serious doubts are cast upon their originality and authenticity,
if you have any doubts whatsoever members of the jury that something isn't
quite right and these things should not have happened then you must put

the tapes out of your mind when you come to decide this case.

So this phenomena was brought to the notice of the Prosecution and the
Prosecution experts. 4And apart from the theory of the television tower
what have they offered to account for this phenomena, for the marks?

What do the Prosecution say about the marks? Well, nothing really. It
was suggested I believe by lMr. Lloyd that the marks might have been put

on when the tapes were in Police custody at some stage. But I don't think
the Prosecution are seriously relying on that or relying on you to believe
that. What excuse have the Prosecution for the 50 htz. hum and the 30 htz.
hum on the other tapes in this case apart from tape 13 - nothing at all
members of the jury. HNorthing at all. None of their scientists have
stood up and said anything about it coming from television towers. The

nearest we've got to it is that the Prosecutor says that he accepts the
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tapes 3 and 5 were not new tapes. Well he accepts that but his witnesses
don't. His witnesses say and have always said that tape 5 ... Hawkeéy
says it was a new tape. And the§ say well if you accept that we accept
it wasn't a new tape, s0 a Prosecutor is saying my witnesses are telling
lies, is he? Then how does that effect the hums and the pauses? ‘fell

it doesn't. It doesn't effect it at all because the idea being if tape
five wasn't a new tape and had been used before how does that account

for the phenomena found upon it., It doesn't account for it at all because
if it hzd been used before and the back end of the conversation recorded,
which you see on your transcripts, made according to the evidence in the
'normal way' on a battery operated machine in the back of a car, then if

it was used again in my case and made in the *normal way' on a battery

- operated machine in a car there is no excuse at all for the phenomena

that is found upon the tape - the mark or the phenomena.

And if these tapes or any one of these tapes doesn't come up to absolute
scratch members of the jury then you must have doubts about all of them.
Because as we heard quite clearly from the witnesses it is very difficult
if not impossible to find evidence of editing on a tape which has been
even competently édited but by use of very complicated machines and what
not it may be possible to find something suspicious such as 30 or 50 htz.
hum which is evidence of the fact that that tape is not as described - it
cannot be a virgin tape, factory fresh, unwrapped, recorded upon and kept
in & safe place. 4nd if you think only one of these tapes is just too
suspicious to be able to put a shred of belief or reliance upon it then
you must also suspect all the other tapes members of the jury. ZDecause
the evidence is the same for the lot of them - they were all brand new

tapes used in this fashion, kept in this safe place (in this safe).

The other important thing of course so far as the tape recordings are
concerned is the continuity of handling. A4s I have described before,
thid is important particularly to show to the Court that there was no
chance of editing these tapes in the way I mentioned before - that is
where we had 2ll the rigmarole identifying writing on spools and boxes.
But as I have pointed out the writing on the boxes means nothing et all.
The Prosecution have identified the spools and boxes but not the tapes.
Then we have the wronz tape in the wrong box, the tapes with uwnmerked
leaders. We find boxes turning up with things crossed out on them which

indicates they may have been used for another purpose at sometime.
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Then we heard evidence that copying procedures/rules were followed

where brand new tapes were withdrawn from the spools, the boxes opened,
A the spool put on a machine and the spool put back in their boxes. Now
what is this, is it incompetence or is there something else connected
with it members of the jury? But certainly it doesn't show the careful,
meticulous, scrupulous attention that the Reporters in their evidence in
chief claim to have paid to these tape recordings, to have cared for them
in fact like bullion. How can they have opened new tapes, recorded them,
guarded them in such a fashion and how ¢an they come vefore this Court

in such a fashion - mixed up, suspicious things upon them which show signs
of copying. That's why it's so important the continuity of handling
members of the jury. 4And as I said before once we find the continuity

of handling we find all sorts of gaps - we find it is not quite true they
C were kept in a steel safe., We find that Mr. Lloyd may even have been in
the habit of taking tapes home with him., We have heard lir. Lloyd may
have made 2 film and there was a sound track on the film. That has only
come out in the last few weeks that revelation. - It's always been from
day one they were kept in conditions like Fort Knox. So there we have in
D the case of the first couple of tapes the possibility to edit and that is
very important. Members of the Jury, Mr. Lloyd has taken the tapes home
he has had the possibility to edit, to snip out any embarrassing words
here or there. Continuity of handling accounts for the evidence we've
had of copying. On the one occasion,evidence in chief, Mr. Lloyd went
there and carefully took notes of seven tape recordings. On another
occasion the other seven were copied. Well that's interesting isn't it.
Two occasions of copying — seven the first time and seven on the second.
Seven and seven is fourteen. But we have fifteen tapes here. But fourteen
tapes were handed to the Police and when they handed fourteen tapes to
the Police they handed evidence to show how fourteen were cop%ed. When

was number fifteen copied? When and how?

Well members of the jury remember Miss Millard and what she had to say.
She took part in these series of observations but was not called by the
Prosecution. You may think one of the main reasons why Miss Millard

G was not called by the Prosecution was that throughout, from the time she
mzde her statement to the Police she has said that on every day after
we made tape recordings we went back to Location Sound Facilities and

copied them and you may recall that this was supported by Mr. Hales.

H S0 what facilities 4id you have at Location Sound Facilities? Well, you
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have sound proof cutting rooms, ten of them where editing was going on

all day. You had Mr, Hawkey who is capable of editing. I am asked té

say who do you accuse, who do you accuse. I wamn't there, I wasn't looking
over their shoulders. I am just saying there were people about who were
capable of editing. They were in sound proof cutting rooms with all the
equipment and facilities — although all that is needed is a razor blade

and a bit of selotape, let's face it. Now why didn't the Reporters tell

us in the first place after making the recording during the day they used

to go back to Sound Location Facilities and copy them. It is only common-
gense if yoﬁ think about it, if you take a tape recording that you think

is very important and you are going to transcribe it, after all it's only
commonsense to go and get a copy straight away you may think, But no, they
decided to leave that bit out. Why? Because members of the jury that
gives them the time, the place and the opportunity to edit if they are so0
minded. That is why they never mentioned this business of going to
Location Sound Fpeilities overnight/every night to make copies. That is
why this story was cooked up, in my submigsion, about only copies made on

two occasions under strict security precautions.

And then we heard about the safe at the Times. Where was this safe? -
Tt turns out to have been a filing cabinet in the main news room which

is described as a huge news room full of busy people no doubt. And that
is where the tape recordings were kept and that is where they were
transciibed apparently. But the original evidence was that there was

one key and they were kept more or less directly under the control of the
two Reporters. It later comes out that Miss Whoore for example has
another key and has more or less control of them for seven to ten deys

Or 80

Alright, that's the custody of the tapes till they are handed over to

the police. Then we have a period of years in which they have been in
the custody of the Police. And in respect of this we hear evidence from
Mr. Osborne and others, Mr. Collins, as to the cautions they took and the
fact that there was only one key kept by Mr. Osborne or Mr. Collins ox
Mr. Vernol not exactly around their neck but handed from one to the other.
4nd if any senior officer wanted to see these tapes he had to go to

Mr. Osborne or Mr. Collins who would produce them from this cupboard and
stand guard over them. Well that is all vexy commendable if that is

what happened. But then we hear later on, not one key - there were two
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keys. Who had the other key? Well the Officer in charge of the case.
Who was that - Mr, Lambert. #nd who had it after him, - the officer who
took over after him who was Mr. Moody. Where were these tapes kept -

in a cabinet, in Scotland Yard, something like that. What colour was

it - green says one - gfey says another. What sort of cabinét was it -
any old cabinet.

So there's two keys, one in the possession of Mr. Osborne for example

and one in the possession of Mr, Moody. Because you must remember

Mr. Lambert went off this case in rather strange circumstances after just
a few months., Do you remember the question of whether there was an
argument or not came up. I suggest there was an argument and I suggest
it was about this case. So the custody of the tapes then is handed over
to Chief Superintendent Alfred William Moody and that is from about four
months from the opening of this case in November for the following two
years oOr sO. That is one man who had the custody of these tapes and as
you've heard he was later sentenced to a total of eighteen years

imprisonment.

HIS HON. JUDGE STROYAN: Mr. Symonds I think even your own experts have
commented about these tapes, Mr. Taylor had them examined in January 1970
and I think one of your other experts said he saw them first in December,

1969,

MR. SYMONDS: Your Honour the words which have come up in the intervening
years have magically appeared out of what used to be called gerble and
indecipherable and some have appeared from tapes which were described as
not recorded. This has been pointed out to the Jury and there is also
the fact Mr. Moody decided to do the transcripts himself. We then hear
from Mr. Osborne and others about how they took the tape recordings
everyday to E,I and took them away at lunchtime and back to their safe
place at Scotland Yard overnight. So they are in a filing cabinet in
Scotland Yard everynight, and Mr. Moody has a key.

But Mr. Moody says no my recollection is different, my recollection is
they were taken to EMI and left there for three or four days ... months.
Implying that he had no chance to get at them because they were at EMI,
g0 which is the truth. Has Mr. Osborne, Mr. Collins and Mr. Vernol made
up their evidence or is Mr. Moody's memory incorrect. And if it is
incorrect, why? Why did Mr. Moody suddenly think the tapes had gone to
BMI and stayed there for three months or so,

Perhaps the police were being a bit too keen. We heard evidence from

Mr. Collins about how tapes had never left the office over a long period

%:7“49«» Bornott 4 Co.




~

H

— 2;7 -

of time and then we have a statement read out from Sergeant Marsdon about
how he had taken them in fact to‘Mr. Hyde. But it's all a long time-ago.

I anm just saying the fact is that perhaps these tapes were not being looked
after in such a cast iron fashion as the Prosecution would have you
believe,

Members of the Jury you must be absolutely sure when you think about
these tapes that before you accept them you have got to be absolutely
gure in your own mind that they can only be the true authentic, oxiginal
tape recordings and to be sure of that you must be sure of their history,
the fact that they were or should have been guarded like bullion from day
one. 4And the tape recordings are Jjust as reliable as the people who
produce them. And apart from may I say the lies that we got out of

the Rgporters, I would suggest that reliability also hangs on other
matters. Reliability hangs upon care and preciseness in dealing with
matters. So then the Reporters say, yes before Mr, Perry handed over
money we wrote down the numbers on this bank book all the bank note
numbers and any money that Mr. Perry had left over was writfen down in
my pocket book. Then we look at the numbers of this money and we find
that Lloyd and Mounter have both recorded the same numbers, Lloyd says
I'm right, this wag the money kept by me. Mounter says,no Lloyd must be
mistaken/wrong this was the money that was handed over. What sort of
precision is that members of the jury. What sort of exactness is that.

Then we have the business of the note books. They came here allegedly
contemporaneous notes made at the time etec. And a very brief cross-—
examination shows quite clearly that they are not contemporaneous notes
made at the time. BSo where are the contemporaneous notes made at the
time. Mr. Hawkey scrapped his and Mr. Mounter has lost his. What sort

of preciseness is that when they stated that they had in mind at all times
the importance of making marks upon these tapes and they were being very
careful and they knew they would have to give evidence and such. Mr. Lloyd
insists the note book he produced is the contemporaneous original note
book but when you look at that note you can see it couldn't be. 4nd it
was as I put to Mr. Lloyd concocted at some later date. DBecause 1

suggest to you members of the jury that at some stage during this enquiry
someone with some legal knowledge, someone with knowledge of what a Court
would want to know about adviced these reporters. I suggest they were
advised along the lines of what they should have done was to have searched
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searched Mr. Perry immediately before and immediately afterwards aind
should have made contemporaneous notes at the time. They should have
asked Mr. Perry about what was said before playing the tape recordings
back to him. They should have recorded the numbers of the Bank Notes.
I suggest these Reporters received advice to that effect at some time

during the enquiry.

HIS HON, JUDGE STROYAN: IMr, Symonds there is no evidence of that at all.
You know as well as everybody else it is quite wrong to address the Jury
on that basis.

MR. SYMONDS: It was put to the Reporters.

HIS HON. JUDGE STROYAN: It was not accepted and that means there is no
evidence about it.

MR. SYMONDS: I would suggest that the evidence is plentiful. Thexe is
evidence of the muck~up over the Bank Notes numbers including Bank Notes
only just issued a few days before, both the Reporters showing the
numbers. There is evidence of Mr. Lloyd's note book itself which is
quite obviously not contemporaneous . Comparing the note books to the
statements to the Times it is quite obvious the note books were made
in Mr. Lloyd's case after the statements to the Times because the note
book contains important things, words and sentences of vital importance
which do not appear in the statements to the Times and the statement to
the Times is alleged to have been made up by using the note book as a
reference, I would suggest it is the other way around. And looking at
the dates on the statements to the Times you can see they were made
in fact quite late in the enquiry and there is no way those statements
were made on the day as stated by the Reporters. It all goes to show
members of the jury that there is something very fishy about the whole
business. Something stinks, it's not quite right.

You heara a lot of talk about cover ups and all the rest of it. TYes,
there is a cover up going on here and you are not allowed to know about
it. I suggest this could legd to a miscarriage of justice. I have tried
hard enough, as you know, to get out certain facts which I consider
relevant, Alright, I have been stopped so I say it's a cover up. I say
it is relevant for example iMr. Thompson's criminal record is relevant -

I'm not allowed to bring it up, I'm not allowed to prove it and so on.

Hompsoys, Bnnott's .
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HIS HON. JUDGE STROYAN: I have no idea who you are talking about but there
is no evidence about anyone called Thompson.

MR, SYMONDS: (inaudible)
HIS HON., JUDGE STROYAN: I've told you there is no evidence about that.

MR, SYMONDS: Your Honour you know I applied to you as a practice direction
and whenever I mentioned Thompsons name I was Jjumped on and told it was
not relevant.

HIS HON. JUDGE STROYAN: And a number of othexr things.

MR, SYMONDS: I made an allegation to Mr, Moody that he had concocted this
case against me in return for a bribe from Lord Thompson and that is
exactly what happened because I was clear of this at one stage and
suddenly the case was reopened under Mr. Moody and it is decided that I

C am to be convicted. Why? That is what the row was about and much else

members of the jury. If I am convicted having been refused permission

to defend myself fully and properly I shall spend the rest of my life

having a conviction against my name and fighting the conviection, standing

outside the High Court to try and take out actions and reopen the case.

But I think members of the jury that it may not be necessary because you

see, there is no way in which yéu can accept, truthfully, looking in your

hearts, there is no way you can accept these tape recordings as unblemished,
true original, authentic recordings. No way at all. And if you cannot
accept the tapes asg true original authentic recordings you must ignore
everything that is said upon them - rubbish talk. The one or two

E references to money which has mysteriously in the main appeared after

the Times had handed them over. You must put them all out of your minds

members of the jury and you must consider the other evidence, which is

what? ~ lr. Perry was searched before he went to a meeting and the numbers
of bank notes were taken. Iix. Lloyd and Mr, Mounter joining on some

F oceasions and after that Mr. Perxy sat in his car for twenty minutes

down the road and they all went off to a public house and had some drinks.

And some time later Mr. Perry was taken and searched. And that is

offered as evidence, the search taking place after the first meeting

for example. #nd the evidence of the search taking place after the

G third meeting for example as llr. Perry sets off in his car and disappears

for half an hour and he eventually turns up in an address in Beckinham,

Whether or not he is searched then, no one knows but if he was after

turning up at the address in Beckinham the evidence in this case about

searching is totally worthless.

H
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What other evidence at the end? Only the word of Mr. Perry himself,
which members of the jury is not worth a light. The Prosecution say

A | you must have corroboration. The Prosecution struggle. At one stage

to say there is corroboration on the next tape Mr. Perry says I'#e got
another fifty pounds of whatever or another 50. Well that of course
cannot be corroboration. Yo what do the Prosecution do then, they

fall back desperately clutching at straws and say well we no longer say
B Mr. Perry is saying I've got another 50 as corroboration but Mr. Symonds
gays "Yes" which is accepting in some way that Mr. Perry says there's
another 50 and therefore Mr. Symonds is in fact corroborating.

It is very weak members of the jury. What other evidence is there?

C Well that's it isn't it, nothing at all. BEvidence of the favour, what
Mr., Perry says and that is about it members of the jury without those
taperecordings there's no evidence left in this case I think no one would
argue with that. And the tape recordings you cannot accept. You camnot
accept beczuse of the scientific evidence on them which the Prosecution
have not succeeded in accounting for in any way. ZFifty htz. hum, that means
when that tape recording was made there was the recorder plugged into

the mains supply or sitting under a heavy duty cable or whatever.Fhe
evidence is when the recordings were made they were made on battery
operated recorders out in the open air. 30 htz. means that tape was not
a brand new virgin tape recorded under those conditions as far és I can
E see it, I'm hoping some of you see a bit clearer what 30 htz. means. I'm
by no means technical. The marks means that someone has been making
marks upon these tapes - it is simple as that, Who? Why? If they were
brand new virgin factory fresh tapes teken off the machine and locked

in the safe at the time how did the marks get on? The experts explain

F the marks are editing marks -~ they came at places where if you were going
to for instance make those tapes a little bit better for example on two
of the tapes we have heard evidence that they are not,obviously not,
factory fresh virgin tapes because one of them is following on from
another recording made on a different day and the other one is followed
G on from the remains of a recording made oh g different day. And those
marks are made just where someone would make a mark if they were going

to move either the first or second part of the recording. What would

’ they do with the remains? Well we've heard a 30 htz. comes onto a

tape recording if you are cleahing it in a special way with a spacer

H (inaudivle) mechanically you get left with a higher noise level that you
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would have or should have on a virgin tape. But if you turn the tape
inside out or put a spacer in you then clean the tape but it could bass
A ' as a virgin tape to someone listening to that tape. But fortunately for
us, fortunately for me, unfortunately for whoever was tampering with this
tape, it would seem that this person did not know about this tell tale

30 htz. hum or tone bursts which is left on a tape which is cleaned in

this waye.

' So therefore I suggest that these tones have come on to these tapes
because parts of them have been wiped out and it has been hoped the parts that

have been cleaned will pass as factory fresh noise.

Your Honour, could I ask for five minutes here to see if I have forgotten

anything.
HIS HON. JUDGE STROYAN: Yes.
(BREAK)

MR. SYMONDS: Members of the jury I'll only occupy your attention for two
or three minutes. There are a couple of points I had forgotten and I
would like to remind you of. The matter of tape three and the mysterious
way in which tape three has a recording of a telephone conversation on the

E 30th on one side and then recording on a meeting either on the 30th or

31gt on the other side occupying the first half of the second track and

$hen the recording of this meeting (or alleged recording of this meeting)
occupying the second half of the second track. I would like you to
ponder as to how this could have happened, how this tape could come into
existence if the Reporters original evidence was true. Their evidence
was of carefully marking tape recordings and taking them away to a safe
place immediately they had been recorded. Following on from that I would
like you to wonder why, if they were supported by the facilities at

Location Sound and they could get whatever they wanted at any time, how

did it come to pass that the recording of a meeting of unkmown length

G should have been set up on the second half of the second or last track

of a tape. As this tépe a2lso has indications of copyiﬁg on it I would

suggest that there is a very easy possible explanation and that is if you

have got say twenty minutes of tape time left you know, for example on
the last half of the last track of tape and you've already recorded

H elsewhere a conversation lasting for ten minutes and you want to copy it

Hmproys, Bowotts &
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I would suggest that then it would not be so unusual to put a recording
of that meeting on the remaining bit of tape knowing full well you have
enough tape to cover it. In which cage you must wonder what happened

to the original tape and you must remember tapes three and five were

the ones taken when the photographer walked past in front of the car
with the camera round his neck and what I alleged to Mr, Perry there was
conversation about this photographer which doeg not now appear on any

tape recording.

Tape two isg also interesting members of the jury. Here you have a five
inch tape set at a speed of T4 i.p.s. which will apparently run &nd
record for a period of sixteen minutes and the evidence is this tape is
switched on sometime after five o'clock whilst going to attend a meeting
due to start at half past five. Well if that is true, a true original
recording, that is just sheer crazyness, surely, because any sound
engineer should know that tape is going to run out probably even before
the meeting even starts. And tape two of course is the other half, I
submit, of the missing original tape that had the telephone call on one

side and the conversation on the other.

Tape five members of the jury is another interesting tape. This is the
tape which was supposed to have been a new one = virgin factory fresh, etc.
according to Mr. Hawkey. A new one according to Mounter. I believe Lloyd
said he was not present on the setting up on this day. According to

Miss Millard new tapes were always used. Now why should tape five be
recorded on a tape which has the remains of an old recording on the end.
That does not make sensge either. All I suggest to you is that that
recording was made that morning, allegedly, judging by the conversation
which follows on the end and given back to Mr. Hawkey and taken back to
Location Sound Facilities to be put through the bulk eraser and cleaned.
And we know about the mix up with boxes and what not. I propose a theory
to you and it is only a theory because I wasn't there which seems to make
sense. Possibly the original tape 5 may have been copied on what was
thought to be a new tape which was in the laboratory at Location Sound
Facilities which may well have turned out to be not a new tape but one
which already had a recording on it and hadn't been cleaned. That would
account for the present condition before the Court of tape 5 exhibit 3.
And it may well account for the mark on the back when somebody eventually
realised what had happened.

Hrpihsogs, Bornobt s E.
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So members of the jury covering the first meeting, that's tape two - a
very strange tape. A five inch tape set at 7% to run for 16 minutes.

A Very strange. And there's nothing of interest or of use on there anyway -
that's the evidence for Count One,

The evidence for Count two - tapes 3.b and 5 both very very suspicious,
very strange, neither tape makes sense. 4And tape 3.b. Why does it start
just there? Mr. Hawkey said it was an accident. Accident! - that's =2
very serious accident. Any accident which might lead to such things I
would say is very sgerious, because accidentally the beginning of my
conversation erases the end of the conversation of the Robson and Harris
case which on their back up or matching tape, tape 4, contained the most
suspicious set of things on the whole set of tape recordings. In other
words Mr. Taylors words "an obvious edit sticks out like a sore thumb!" -~
that's very stmange I would suggest that my tape 3.b. ghould start off
in such a way = no switch on or switch off noise. We've heard evidence
of how they must have done if, putting the tape on and winding it back
by hand to.a point Jjust before the suspicious point.used to exist if

D tape 3.a was a true copy. What do we find there members of the jury?

A mark, And this doesn't fit in at all with the Prosecution evidence
what they would like fto have you believe about these meticulous young men,

meticulously opening brand new tapes ete. etc.

E Then we come to the last meeting. Now this was the one with the tapes

13, 14 and 15. 4nd 15 we are told is too bad to be examined in an

expert fashion. The recordings are in too bad a condition. Unfortunately
for me they are both tapes which record throughout the length of the
taperecording. What does this mean? It meansg it is switched on at the
beginning and the tape is contimuous right to the other end. This is

very unfortunate for the defence experts because it leaves them no where

to look to see the sugpicious things they have found in other tapes., You
see the sugpicious things they have found they have found by examining

the tape as an entity and found it on the alleged virgin part of the tape
before or after the recording. So on tape 14 they could find nothing

G wrong with it because there was no where to look for anything wrong anywhere.
And as we've heard many times over anybody even or a moron level with

just the slightest eduction in tapes can learn to edit and be sure of it
never being discovered, providing a copy is made of course., So the experts
could find nothing on tape 14 because they had nowhere to loock. And they

H
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should have found nothing on tape 13 either because thai's recorded
throughout its length, But unfortunately for the Prosecution there

were some breaks in transmission or bresks in tape 13 where for some
minutes the transmitter hadn't been transmitting or something like that.
And then lo and behold what do the experts find in these braaks on tape 137

Hum., 50 htz. hum vhich comes on when copies are made.

Now you saw the efforts the Prosecution have made to repair the facts
about that one. I won't go on to them, but the other thing dbout the
21st November the last meeting, is the mysterious piece of tape ‘X', the
business about that. We heard that four recorders were set up, two in
the car, one on Mr. Perry and one on what was called the mobile Nagra
that was in the car of Mr. Hawkey and Miss Millard. We heard evidence
from Mr., Hawkey that he monitored that conversation and that means he
sat in his car listening to the conversation through headphones as it
was being recorded on to the tape recorder. Now that tape had been in
existence it would have been the most important one for the Prosecution
because it would have been the only case apart from the telephone call
where someone said they listened in and heard what lix. Perry was saying .
That would have been the only occasion when independent people, and 1

do say Mr. Hawkey and Miss Millard are independent in this case. Lloyd
was after writing a story and Perry was after getting any policeman into
trouble (inaudible). But Mr. Hawkey was there as a sound engineer just
getting his weekly pay of whatever it was. There was nothing in it for
him, neither a étory nor getting rid of local policemen if they were
getting too close. What happened to that tape members of the Jjury?

It's never been explained. Mr. Hawkey said it recorded. One of the
Reporters in one of their statements said it was broken up in some way.
And even under re-examination or cross—examination Mr. Hawkey was still
standing by that - that tape had recorded, he had listened to it. 4nd
when bits on the end of tape 1% was put to him about switching something

off or switching something on - no, he was quite sure that tape recorded.

I suggest that tape did record. Why because we find the box of it.

Do you remember copy tape one now an exhibit in this case. I would

like you to look at that box members of the jury when you retire. You
will find those words about the Grove, November 21st mobile nagra, master.
Why 'master'? Maybe it was a copy as well, who knows, that tape does not

exist now. Why should that tape disappear, surely not because it was




N | =35~

broken up because there is other tapes in as evidence which are broken

up - tape two is broken up, broken up to become unintelligable, There is

A no sense whatsoever in it. It is a mystery members of the jury but it is

the sort of thing that should not happen and must worry you. Where is

that tape, why is it not produced before the Court? Is it because lr. Hawkey
or Miss Millard might turn around and say what happened to that bit, or

I don't remember that bit. If the tape is missing there is no chance of
that, is there - that's something to think of members of the jury.

B
There has not been proper care taken over these tape recordings, they 5
have not been handled in the vproper fashion to satisfy this Court or any ]
Court in this land to the strict rules of continuity of handling. These

C tapes have been edited, words have been cut out, words have been added. i

The Prosecution hoped to show that this could not be so because the tapes
had been so heavily guarded and kept in such a strict fashion that there
was never any chance of doing‘this. Well members of the jury there was
plenty of chances of doing that either by the Reporters or Superintendent

PO S

Moody or both. There were plenty of chances of doing so, so the

D continuity of handling has failed. On top of that the scientific proof
of originality and authenticity has failed members of the jury. You
must, on consideration, reject these tapes as evidence to consider even
and having done that members of the juxy there is not much left, not much

|
worth considering anyway. ‘ 5

Members of the jury I would like to apologise to you and to ap010f1se to
everyone in this Court in fact if my behaviour has been in any way
obnoxious or rambling or boring or whatever but I am not a trained lawyer
and I'm trying to defend myself the best I can under conditions of great
difficulty and I have been in ill health which hes meant I have been in

F

a state of more or less constant exhaustion. I apologise anyway.

Thank you. j
G T

I certify that I took the shorthand notes in the case of R, .v. Symonds

on 13th april (late afternoon) and the pages numbered 20to 35is a

complete, true and accurate transcript of the said shorthand notes

according to the best of my skill and ability.
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