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EYl~XN QL!NHOLMJ,S 

A -""'i::. '\;::c-:.-\~ 

'(V'I l,\\ , .':, 

With permission, Mr Speaker, X 1houlO like to make a 

etatement about the r,eent regrettable failure to ,,eur• the 

extraOition of Evelyn O enholme1 from the Republic ot Ireland. 

2, Nine en~orsed ~arrant, for the return ot Miss Olenholmes 

were firat iasued on 31 October 1984 anO 1ubmitted to the Irish 

authorities for enOorsement in aocorOanee with the Ul<•Irith 

eztr ~ition le;ialation. The oftences covered by the warrant• 

rtla~oo to various tarrori,t offences committed between 1981 an~ 

198ii including murder, attempt•~ murder, firearms and •~plo$ive1 
• 

offence,. The original warrant• were returned by the Irish 

authoritits, who ask,~ for 1ome technical chan;,a to b• made to 

•i1vL r vM~4 no, rruh ,-,~ rr1mt1 wtre accordin9ly 1ubmi tteO on 6 

November 1984, but by thot time ~etails of the extra01tion requt$t 

' haO been disclose~ int I press and Miaa Glenholmas diaappeare~ 

from view, 

3. She was 

and the hearing 

Court of Dublin 

subaeqaeltly arreste~ in Dublin on 12 March 1986, 

of the 
I 

traOition request opined in the t>i11tric:t 

la•t we~ eao,; on the basis of the warrant• i11ue~ 

in ovember 1984. 

/l unOer1t1nO that t"•·· 
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'. l under1tand that the warrants were in a form whieh met 

the requirement, of tht Iriah pr•aentlng authorities, who at no 

court hearing there was close co-operation between the trish 
I 

presenting authorities and offic•r• from the Metropolitan Poliee 

enO the Office of the Director of Public trosecution. 
I 

S, On Saturday morn ng, havinQ heard 1ubmis1ion1 trom Oetence 

counsel that the eztradition warrants were detective, the court 
I t 

Oi1ehar9ed Mia, Olenholmts, I un~eratanO that the principal 
~ 

eons~deratlon which underlay the court 1 1 decision waa that, 

wheria• the standard worfino printed on warrants referrtd to 

info~mation on oath as having bein l•ld on the O,y the warrant, 

were i1su;d (i.e. 6 Novemb~r 1984), the court conaio,reO that the 

rolevant 1nformat1on wn that 1 .. 1~ .. 1,, .. ,, l.l'.• e,t,ln;il wu L e11l • hr.~ 

been haueo on 31 OctobU .1.111;1,. ! ,.m'501-6Lll\! t!'9.al tho magiltr,t• 
I trea~ed the further application•• having been ma~e unaer oath 

a~opting the information alreaOy laid but not reaworn. 

Neve theless there waa o question but that the information 

requ red for both seta warrants was identical. 

6. 

om ::::0:::::: :::·r~:::n~:::::.~:t:·:::·::: :::u:n::e: fresh 

nt cov1rin9 ona of he charges of murder. On the baaia of 

this frtsh warrant, the Cerda obtained a new provisional warrant 

for ~1,, Glenhol•••' err~st. Once Ml11 Glenholmea h•~ been 

re- note~, 1h1 was br~u;ht back to the District Court, X 
I 

und ratana that Mias Gltnholme, was than released, this time on 
I 

• /th• ;ro~d• that ,,, 
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• I the grrunOa that the court waa not 1atisfieO that thtre waa 

evidence that a fresh warrarit had been i11u10 in Lon~on that 

mornln~ or th1t M!11 Glenholm•• haa In effoet been at liberty 

between her earlier release and her re•1rr11t. 
I 

7, Following Mill Glenholmes' release, a fresh warrant on a 

.> 

char;, ~f murOer haa b&Qn obtaineo, this waa ,ant to Dublin this 

mornidg. !erlier toOay e6~itional warrants were obt1in10 covering 
• I five f the further char9e1; in ed~ition, applieatione are this 

I I , 
after1oon being rnaOe for the is1u1 of three further warrants in 

~1for,shir$ ano the11 will be forwar6e0 to the authorities in 

Publi~ es soon es they have been oranteO. 

I 
?. My Rt Hon en~ learned frieno the Attorney General and I 

have 
1
ooxeO carefully at the information so far available to us. 

On th 1 baaia of -that information it is clear that th• extraOition 

applifation failed beoaus, of e te~hn1cal objection taken by the 

Oublir court. My ~t Hon anO leerneO friend an~ 1 reqret that this 

technical objection was not foreseen enO fr~sh warrants obtaine6. 
l 

we ere consi~ering uroent~y th, need fore review of prooedur11 

anO he hanOling of this r ort of case. My Rt Hon and learn•O 

frie O the Attorney Genet~l haa instrueted the Directors of Public 

Pros cutions for !ngltwiO anO Wales, anO for Northern Ireland, to 

ensue personally that a ll out1tanding warrants 1n rtapect of 
I 

I 

terr riat offenc•• are checked at once for ,eeuracy an~ 

euff ciency. un~er the auapic&a of tht Inter-Governmental 
! Conftrence work has alreaOy begun on a ran9e 

rele ing to extradition; the 1111ons of the 

of le;1l matters 

past few ~eye w~ll be 

atu4 •~ in that contest. , 

/I 1hou14 al,o,, •• 
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e. t 1houl~ . a1,o inform the House, for the sake of . 
compl , t1ne11 , that our en;uiries have shown that ln ;iving 

evide ce to the court ln Dublin an officer trom the Mttropolitan 

Po1ic made en error in r•ferring to the dat•a on which the 

w,rra te were issued. I un~er1tan~ that he aought to correct thia 

error but that an opportunity tor him to do 10 was not 

forth oming. Thil does ·nQt, however, appear to have intluaneed 
I 

the court in its decisi on to reloaso Mies Clenholmes . 

I am sure that the whole Hous, will join with me in 

,1pre sing our disappointment that it h11 not •o far proved 

possi l• to obtain tht 11tr1di t ion of Miss Olenholm,, to face 

justi e in a British court. 
I -

importance that we all learn 
I 

thh failure. 

rt la clearly of the hi~h•1t 

the right l111on1 tor th, future trom 
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