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Thank you for your letier of 20 Octgbér, in which you have gsked, om bekalf of the
Culture, Media and Spert Commiittee, for a number of specifie pieces of information. 1
will deal with them in the same order as your lsiter.

I The prosccution document bundle glven 1o Mr Justiee Gross: The prosecution
bundle contained 4 dcupieht sititled 'Oliservhtions o Senfence’ ind
authorities relewant to sentence. 1 'aitach a capy .of the ‘Cbservations on

Senteace’ dociument,

2. The defence bundles: 1 am sure you will understand when'1 say thai it would
not be =zppropriste for the prosecutioh (& provide these. The solicitors
reprgsenting Mr Goodman and Mr Mulcaire are Henri Brandman & Co, 71
Wimpele 5t, London W1G 8AY (020 7224 0616) and Russell Jones and
Walker, 324 Gray™s Inn Rd, London W1X BDH {020 7837 2941, respectively,
Requests for defence bundles should be addressed 1o them.

3. David Perry QC’s ofiinion (0 the CPS: Thete was no written legal apinion
relating 1o the interpretation of section 1 of the Régulation of Investigatory
Powers Act 2000 (RIPA). Coumbel’s sdvice on the ambit of section] of RIPA
was given 6 the CPS orally in conference. Advices given lo the CPS hy
Counsel.ave not usually diseloged: Having said that, it may be, helpfil for you
to kndw that the advice was badsd ont séetion 1{1). of RIPA, which Tequires
the comwnunication o be intervepted *in the courss of its trarismissiot’, section
X(7) of the same Agt, an imerpretive provisiof, which gives an extended
meaning 1o the tmes when a cerumunication iz to be taken as being in
transmission; and the ebservations of Lord WasIE CJ in R {on the application
-of NTL) v Ipswich Crown Court [2002] EWHC (585 (Admin}; [2002] 3 WLR
1173; [2002] QB 131, at paragraphs 18-19, in relation to the effect of section
2(7): 'Subsertion {7) has the cffect of exténding thé time of tommunloation
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until he intended récipient hag collécted it The CPS view was that the
observations of Lord Wooll were correct, and accorded with the rationale of
the prohibition in scetion 1 (1), Morepver, it was also eur view that in this ¢ase
thers was ngthing to be gained from secking to conténd for a wider
interpretation of section 2 {7) than that contemplated by Lord WoolE.

1 - d: The period of the conspiracy was shortened
E}ef;ause “whilst It wis pz}ssmie te prove intgregptions from February 2005, on
the available evidetice it was not possible to pfove that these 6ok place in
gmrsaanne of a sﬁnsptracy unitil the November date. However, although the
ND et {nigiceptions were not'partof the chigige, ey werd opéiied o5
g&r@ﬁ the prosesition'dase aiid; foriiing as they did part of thie context ofthe
caﬁspzmw they remained maters: which the:judge was entitled to take into
adgount il the senlertitng exdrtise whin determining the seriousness of the
offence and the level of culpability.

N 5. Heled Asprev's voicemails: 1 am infermed that in relalion to. Helen Asprey, in
(‘ . common with each of the vietims, expert evidence was gathered velating to:
{4) how volcematl messages wers lefl, stored and accessed; and (b} how aid

when they were in fact accessed in this case.

[ hope this.s of help

KEIR STARMER QC
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