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IN THE SURREY CORONER’S COURT 

BEFORE HM SENIOR CORONER FOR SURREY, MR RICHARD TRAVERS 

IN THE MATTER OF THE GUILDFORD PUB BOMBINGS 1974 

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE INQUESTS TOUCHING AND CONCERNING THE 
DEATHS OF: 

(1) MR PAUL CRAIG (DECEASED) 

(2) GUARDSMAN WILLIAM FORSYTH (DECEASED) 

(3) PRIVATE ANN HAMILTON (DECEASED) 

(4) GUARDSMAN JOHN HUNTER (DECEASED) 

(5) PRIVATE CAROLINE SLATER (DECEASED) 

JUNIOR COUNSEL NOTE OF PRE-INQUEST REVIEW HEARING 

29th March 2021 
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“SECAMB” South East Coast Ambulance Service NHS Foundation Trust. 

2. Attendance 

2.1 HMC began the PIR by welcoming the attendees. The legal representatives in 

attendance were: 

2.1.1 In person: 

2.1.1.1 Oliver Sanders QC, leading counsel to the inquests; 

2.1.1.2 Matthew Flinn, junior counsel to the inquests; 

2.1.2 Via video-link: 

2.1.2.1 Fiona Barton QC, leading counsel for Surrey Police; 

2.1.2.2 James Berry, counsel for the MPS; 

2.1.2.3 Caroline Reynolds, solicitor for the MOD and the Home Office; 

3. Summary note of hearing 

Preliminary issue: redaction of CTI written submissions 

3.1. HMC began by noting that there was a preliminary issue to deal with in relation to the 

written submissions of CTI, which had been circulated to IPs on 24th March 2021, but 

not yet made available to the press. CTI confirmed that in the normal course of events, 

written submissions from CTI would be made available to the media automatically, 

subject to consideration of any objections received from IPs. 
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3.2. In this instance, Surrey Police had objected to the submissions being provided to the 

press in unredacted form. Specifically, there was an issue in relation to the publication 

of the names of various potential witnesses mentioned in the submissions. HMC noted 

that he had received written submissions from Surrey Police dated 26th March 2021 

and invited Ms Barton QC to address him on the issue. 

3.3. Ms Barton explained that Surrey Police did not object to the submissions being 

provided to the media. Rather, the concern related specifically to the provision of the 

names of individuals mentioned in the submissions. In amplifying on the written 

submissions from Surrey Police, she explained that the rationale of its position was as 

follows: 

3.3.1. There was a real risk that the named individuals would not know that inquests 

were taking place, and further would not know that they have been mentioned 

as a potential witness. 

3.3.2. No contact had been made with potential witnesses at this stage, pending an 

indication from HMC as to which witnesses were likely to be called. 

Accordingly, it was possible that they could find out about these inquests for 

the first time as a result of these submissions being made public. 

3.3.3. If taken by surprise, there was a risk of individuals refusing to participate. The 

position of Surrey Police was that there should be a system of information and 

support in place for potential witnesses before their names were put into the 

wider public domain. 

3.3.4. It was noted that the BBC had been the only media organisation engaging with 

the inquest to date. It was not suggested that the BBC would behave 

improperly, and noted that following the Manchester Area bombing, they had 

been the subject of positive commentary in the Kerslake report
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other WRACs and the parents (now deceased) of the individual 

whose birthday it was. 

3.7.2.2 The second group was a small number of Scots Guards socialising 

with William Forsyth and John Hunter on the night of the bombing. 

3.7.2.3 The third group consisted of those who responded to the blast: police, 

ambulance and hospital personnel. 

3.7.3. Accordingly, it was not a large number of speculative names listed in the 

written submissions – only those who were relatively central to the issues in 

the inquest. They were all adults at the time of the events. They knew they had 

been involved in a serious incident, and they may well know that there is an 

inquest afoot, and if so, that they may be called upon to participate. 

3.7.4. CTI did not agree that there was a real risk of media harassment in this instance. 

The level of media interest to date was not comparable to that which arose for 

the Manchester Area bombing. Moreover, in that case many of the victims were 

children, raising particular sensitivities. 

3.7.5. CTI also submitted that there was not a serious prospect that the manner of 

these individuals finding out about the inquest (whether by way of a letter from 

HMC or seeing their name mentioned in the media in connection with these 

inquests) would be likely to have a significant impact on their willingness to 

cooperate. In any event, CTI noted those within the jurisdiction could be 

compelled by HMC to provide evidence, if necessary. 

3.7.6. It was not considered that there was a need for any particular form of support 

to be provided in this instance. The individuals were all adults at the time, and 

were mostly in public service. It would be reasonable to expect them to be 

aware that, in general terms, such deaths are subject to an inquest process, and 

that they might be required to participate in it. 

5 



!
!

 

!        

    

        

      

   

       

 

 
!         

    

 

 
!         

          

 



!
!

!       

        

 

 
   

 
!       

         

       

      

       

        

       

    

 

!   

            

        

        

  

 

 

 
!   

 

!   

 
!   







!
!

!        

   

 
!         

        

 

 

!     

  

 

 

 
!       

     

      

    

 

 

!      

         

     

       

 

 
!  

 

!      

        

     

         

       

 

3.19.2. Amber: those witnesses who may or may not be able to add something useful 

to the evidence of the green category. 

3.19.3. Red: those witnesses who, in the view of CTI, would not be able add anything 

material to the evidence able to adduced from the witnesses in the green and 

amber categories. 

3.20. CTI would also seek to identify those witnesses who are known to be deceased, and 

seek submissions from the IPs on the proposed categorisation at 
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4.2. CTI noted that further PIRs have been listed for: 2nd July and 8th October 2021 and 14th 

January 2022. The substantive evidence hearing has been provisionally listed to take place 

within a hearing window of 7th March – 14th April 2022, however it was not anticipated that 

the inquests themselves would take that long. Also, those dates remain subject to 

considerations such as progress with the pandemic and with reviewing materials and 

preparing them for disclosure. 

MATTHEW FLINN 

2nd April 2021 
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