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Prisoners’ Counsel Act, Lord Denman, ‘e ®en Chief Jus-
tice, called the judges together, and they (as appears from
the Judges' Book) agreed upon a course of practice which
has always since been followed. It seemed to me that the
question discussed in your letter was one of practice also,
and that the best way of settling it was to pursue the course
I took. Perhaps it might be well to make this resolution
generally known, as there may be considerable difficulty in
making the question the subject of a case reserved. Gen-
erally, I agree with‘you that thé practice is wrong and not
to be permitted, and that if permitted at all, it must, in
justice and fairness, carry with it the right of reply on the
part of counsel for the prosecution. Believe me to be, my
dear Mr. Attorney-General, your obliged and faithful servant. 4

[Signed]  CoreripgE. |
THE ATTOR&}::Y-GENERAL, Q.C,M.P.

The paper enclosed was as follows :—

At a meeting of all the judges liable to try prisoners, held
in the Queen’s Bench room on November 26, 1881 (Present
—Lord Chief Justice Coleridge, Lord Justice Baggallay,
Lord Justice Brett, Lord Justice Cotton, Lord Justice Lush,
Lord Justice Lindley, Justice Grove, Justice Denman, Baron
Pollock, Justice Field, Justice Manisty, Justice Hawkins,
Justice Lopes, Justice F ry, Justice Stephen, Justice Bowen,
Justice Mathew, Justice Cave, Justice Kay, Justice Chitty,
Justice North), Lord Coleridge stated the subjects for which
the meeting was summoned, and Lord Justice Brett moved
the following resolution: “That in the opinion of the judges
it is contrary to the acministration and practice of the
criminal law, as hitherto allowed, that counsel for prisoners ’
should state to the jury, as alleged existing facts, matters
which they have been told in their instructions, on the
authority of the prisoner, but which they do not propose to
put in evidence.” ;

Justice Stephen moved the following amendment :—
“That in the opinion of the Judges it is undesirable to
express any opinion upon the matter.”

This amendment, having been put to the meeting, was
negatived by nineteen votes to two. The original motion




