NOTE FOR, FILLE:

J Ringgquth tried to contact Roy Amlot or Tim 'Langdale in
response to MOD's letter of 29 March 1985. Both Roy Amlot

and Tim Lanpale are on holiday for between 2 and 3 weeks.

J Ringguth confirmed with the DPP that they were never asked
-elther formally or informally by the defence for Mr Heseltine
,or Mr Stanley to be called. | What Roy Amlot 'mayor may not

have said in an aside to the defence was not known.

In view of the fact that we did not know what defence counce:
may have said to Roy Amlot about calling Mr Heseltine we
thought it wise that the middle sentence of the second

paragraph of the draft be deleted.

J Ringguth rang Mr B H Collins and explained the POSLElon:
Though the middle sentehnce’ was accurate so far 'as it went,
s lgges ted that it 'could lead to more questions. ' It was
agreed that the draft would go forward without that sentence
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John Ringguth Esq

Attorney General's Chambers Our reference

Law Officer's Department i

Royal Court of Justice Date 29 March 1985 ~ZLNT
trand

Deos M Gneaourie |

TRIAL OF MR C S PONTING - LETTER FROM MR TAM DALYELL MP

I attach a letter from Mr Tam Dalyell MP, enclosing one from
Mel 'y asking about the allegation in the Guardian Diary
of 20 February that Mr Roy Amlott apologised to Mr Ponting's
lawyers that neither Mr Heseltine or Mr Stanley would be appearing
as witnesses saying "I'm afraid we could not persuade thenm %o
appear"”.

2 You will be aware that Mr Da¥yell raised the issue of wihiy
no Ministers appeared in court during the debate on 18 February
and lr Heseltine replied (Hansard Vol 73, Col 343). The draft

is based on this reply and also voints out that it was open to
the Defence Counsel, as with the Prosecution, to summon whatever
witnesses they chose. ;

50, Mr Stanley has asked that the Attorney General should clear
the draft reply and I should be grateful for comments by lunchtime
on Tuesday 2 April. It would also be very helpful to know if

you are aware of anything which could shed light on the Guardian
Biary s story.

Tonag Sinoae |
B H. LoV (218 -2060)
Fw Miss TWM. Kdred
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DRAFT REPLY TO MR TAM DALYELL MP

Thank you for your letter of 8vMarch enclosing one from
lihe) ; ] cdncerning the
allegation in the Guardian Diary of 20 February 1985 that lMr Roy
Am\ott had avologised to Mr Ponting's lawyers for the absence of MOD

Ministers.

As I told you in answer to your interruption to my
speech on 18 February, MOD Ministers were not responsible for the
conduct of the trial of e Ponting..Qit—was—egea—%e~bothftho 7

acting for the Defence-as-well-zs tHe Prosecution, to summon

,,wha%evef~wétnessesmtheywieltwapppopriatewtOMthe~ca§eQ’ Nobody

asked either myself of John Stanley to appear and there is
absolutely no truth in the suggestion that the Connsel for the

Prosecution had been unable to persuade us to appear.

With regard to Mr comments about the reasons for
the sinking of the Belgrano, I can only reiterate that the
Government on 2 May 1982 had clear and unequivocal indications
that the Task Force was under threat from a strong and coordinated
pincer movement by the major units of the Argentine Navy, including
both the cruiser 'General Belgrano' and the aircraft carrier
'25 de Mayo', To discuss this further would still risk irreparable
damage to national security and I am simply not prepared to take

that 'riak,

I hope you will show this reply to Mr and that you

will both accept my word.
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HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SWI1A 0AA

8th March, 1985

Rt Hon Michael Heseltine, MM
Stcretary of State for befence,
Whitehall,

LONBON.

Bear Michael,

I enclose & letter that I have received ‘'unprompted’

from Mr in your bld county of Bevon.

Is it true that Roy Amlott apologised to Mr Ponting's
lawyers for the non=attendance of yourself and John Stanley ?

BPid Mr Amlott try to persuade mx you or John Stanley to appear ?

Naturally, I have raad carefully your reply to my interruption

on 18th February calumn 430

With kind regards.

Yours sincerely,

Dalyell, MP
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THE waters that have closed ‘!
over” the General Belgrano
do not grow any less muddy.
Regard Mr Heseltine's ex-
planation of why he did not
appear as a witness during
the trial of Mr Ponting: “If
it had been considered neces-
sary or desirable by those
conducting the case to have
called me to the court I
should, of course. have been
prepared to go. They did not
ask me to go or consult me
about whether they' should
ask me to go, and I was not
called.” .o -

Compare and contrast with
the prosecuting counsel, Mr
Roy Amlott, who was over-
heard apologising to Mr
Ponting’s lawyers on the
first day of the trial for the
fact that neither Mr
Heseltine nor Mr John Stan-
lcy would be appearing as
witnesses: “I'm afraid w2
could not persuade them to
appear.”






