WEBMASTER DESIGN SERVICES

To Mr Miles Trent / Mr Justin Hawkins,

The Criminal Cases Review Commission
Michael Stone Appeal Application

Alpha Tower
Suffolk Street Queensway
Birmingham B1 1TT





21st June 2009

Dear Mr Trent,

Michael Stone Application
Further to my letter of 21st April 2009, I understand the Commission believes there is insufficient time to arrange a comparison of Mr Levi Bellfield’s DNA with that found on a lace at the scene of the crime.
I would ask the CCRC to reconsider their view because notwithstanding the CCRC’s need to efficiently organise its workload, time is not of the essence in this matter, but rather justice. A report would also obviate the need to make another application in the future to request the same information.
Levi Bellfield was not included in the pool of suspects originally investigated by Kent police, but he clearly needs to be excluded on the basis of his DNA because of his propensity to commit random ‘hammer’ murders and more particularly because he strongly resembles the police e-fit of the suspect described by witnesses.
Mr Stone’s solicitor had not been apprised of this potential line of enquiry prior to submitting the current application and therefore has only recently been able to make a request to the CCRC to commission a report. Mr Stone’s solicitor would if required be put in funds to pay the full costs of producing this report.

I wish to again remind the CCRC of the fact that the jury was not informed of the articles in the national newspapers published on 23rd September 1997 – namely The Times and The Daily Mail – which printed the details of the confession which Stone was alleged to have made.

There were informed about the Daily Mirror, but they were not told about these other articles and therefore would have been unable to properly assess Daley’s ability to learn of their contents and to have concocted the confession.
The Prosecution’s Admission of Facts stating that “the material was either in the public domain or capable of being inferred from material in the public domain” merely served to obfuscate the essential fact from the jury that the material had been published in the morning newspapers on the day of the alleged confession.

The Court of Appeal stated in dismissing Stone’s appeal in January 2005 that the jury had “heard evidence of the time-scale available to Daley in which to concoct a confession” and Daley himself had suggested (his voice recording at www.MichaelStone.co.uk) “it would have been like winning the lottery” for him to have learnt about the facts of the crime which only the murder could have known.
The facts of the crime might indeed have been very hard to discover: they could have been published a year previously immediately following the crime; they could have been shown in the TV programs which Daley vaguely remembered watching; they may have been presented directly or indirectly in just a handful of publications over an extended period of time. 

The jury’s verdict confirmed Daley’s view that it would have been “like wining the lottery” to have uncovered the points of detail referred to in the confession, but if the newspapers on 23rd September 1997 had been presented rather than withheld from the jury, a reasonable doubt regarding Daley’s evidence could well have arisen. 

The failure to adduce the evidence of the newspaper articles published on 23rd September 1997 amounted to a material irregularity which prevented a fair trial being held on the central issue: was the confession a concoction?
Michael Stone did not confess to anyone in the year leading up to his arrest, but if we are to regard his conviction as safe, we must accept (i) that coincidentally he chose to confess on the very day when all the national newspapers carried articles about the crime (ii) he disclosed exactly the same facts which had been published  on 23rd September 1997 (iii) his confession was genuine.

A ground of referral cannot be based on ‘fresh evidence’ because the newspaper articles are not fresh evidence, but their omission did most decidedly give rise to an unfair trial and a miscarriage of justice. Any prosecution which withholds crucial facts from the jury will invariably produce this outcome no matter who is in the dock.
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