






 

 

Joint Committee on Human Rights  

The Joint Committee on Human Rights is appointed by the House of Lords and 
the House of Commons to consider matters relating to human rights in the 
United Kingdom (but excluding consideration of individual cases); proposals for 
remedial orders, draft remedial orders and remedial orders. 
 
The Joint Committee has a maximum of six Members appointed by each House, 
of whom the quorum for any formal proceedings is two from each House. 

Current Membership 

HOUSE OF LORDS HOUSE OF COMMONS 
Lord Fraser of Carmyllie 
Lord Judd 
Lord Lester of Herne Hill 
The Earl of Onslow 
Lord Plant of Highfield 
Baroness Stern 

Mr Douglas Carswell MP (Conservative, Harwich) 
Mr Andrew Dismore MP (Labour, Hendon) (Chairman) 
Nia Griffith MP (Labour, Llanelli) 
Dr Evan Harris MP (Liberal Democrat, Oxford West & 
Abingdon) 
Mr Richard Shepherd MP (Conservative, Aldridge-Brownhills) 
Mark Tami MP (Labour, Alyn and Deeside) 

Powers 

The Committee has the power to require the submission of written evidence and 
documents, to examine witnesses, to meet at any time (except when Parliament 
is prorogued or dissolved), to adjourn from place to place, to appoint specialist 
advisers, and to make Reports to both Houses. The Lords Committee has power 
to agree with the Commons in the appointment of a Chairman.  

Publications 

The Reports and evidence of the Joint Committee are published by The 
Stationery Office by Order of the two Houses. All publications of the Committee 
(including press notices) are on the internet at 
www.parliament.uk/commons/selcom/hrhome.htm.  

Current Staff 

The current staff of the Committee are: Nick Walker (Commons Clerk), Bill Sinton 
(Lords Clerk), Murray Hunt (Legal Adviser), Judy Wilson (Inquiry Manager), 
Angela Patrick and Joanne Sawyer (Committee Specialists), Jackie Recardo 
(Committee Assistant), Suzanne Moezzi (Committee Secretary) and James Clarke 
(Senior Office Clerk). 

Contacts 

All correspondence should be addressed to The Clerk of the Joint Committee on 
Human Rights, Committee Office, House of Commons, 7 Millbank, London SW1P 
3JA. The telephone number for general inquiries is: 020 7219 2467; the 
Committee=s e-mail address is jchr@parliament.uk. 
 



Draft Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005 (Continuance in force of sections 1 to 9) Order 2007  1 

 

Contents 

Report Page 

Summary 3 

1 Introduction 5 
Background 5 
Lord Carlile’s Report 5 
The Home Secretary’s response 6 
Parliamentary scrutiny of the human rights compatibility of control orders 6 
Our report 8 

2 Deprivation of liberty 9 

3 Due process 12 

4 Prosecution 15 
The importance of prosecution 15 
Lord Carlile’s Report 16 
The High Court judgment in E 17 
The urgent need for measures to facilitate prosecution 18 
Effectiveness 20 

5 Conclusion 21 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 22 

Formal Minutes 25 

Reports from the Joint Committee on Human Rights in this Parliament 26 
 
 





Draft Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005 (Continuance in force of sections 1 to 9) Order 2007  3 

 

Summary 

On 1 February 2007 the Home Secretary laid before both Houses the draft Prevention of 
Terrorism Act 2005 (Continuance in force of sections 1 to 9) Order 2007. It provides for the 
continuation of the Control Order regime until 10 March 2008. The draft Order was 
approved by the House of Commons on 22 February. It is to be debated in the House of 
Lords on 5 March (paragraphs 1-6). 

In his annual Report published on 19 February, Lord Carlile, the statutory reviewer of the 
Prevention of Terrorism Act (PTA), concludes that the control order system remains 
necessary, though in some cases the obligations imposed are more cautious and extensive 
than absolutely necessary. On the same date, the Home Secretary said that control orders 
remained an essential measure to deal with suspected terrorists who cannot be prosecuted or 
deported. The Government has indicated it will “consider carefully” the Carlile Report’s 
recommendations (paragraphs 7-11). 

Last year the Committee criticised the lack of opportunity for meaningful parliamentary 
scrutiny of control orders. The Home Secretary indicated that the government intended to 
bring forward a terrorism consolidation bill in 2007, which would create an opportunity to 
amend the control order provisions. That bill has not appeared. In the Committee’s view, a 
debate on a motion to approve an affirmative resolution is a wholly inappropriate procedure 
for renewal of provisions of such significance.  Last year the Committee also criticised the 
short time available to report to Parliament in the light of Lord Carlile’s Report on the 
operation of the PTA. This year there has been even less time (paragraphs 12-17). 

Last year the Committee expressed a number of human rights concerns about control orders 
and concluded that it could not endorse a renewal of the control orders regime without a 
derogation. Since then the High Court and the Court of Appeal have both agreed that the 
control orders they have considered have amounted to deprivations of liberty. The 
Committee is concerned that the Home Secretary is asking Parliament to renew a power  
which the Courts as well as this  Committee have now said is being routinely exercised in 
breach of the right to liberty in Article 5 ECHR. In the Committee’s view, Parliament is 
being asked to  be complicit in a de facto derogation from Article 5, without an opportunity 
to debate whether such a derogation is justified (paragraphs 17-29). 

Last year the Committee expressed a number of due process concerns about the control 
orders regime. Since then these concerns have been the subject of judicial consideration.  
Although the Court of Appeal has upheld the compatibility of the control order regime with 
the right to a fair hearing in Article 6(1) ECHR and has considered and dismissed many of 
the due process concerns it raised , the Committee remains of the view expressed in its 
Report last year. It is fortified in this view by the views recently expressed by the DPP that 
there should not be exceptions to the rule of law and that certain fundamental principles are 
non-negotiable in the interest of fairness. In the Committee’s view, due process standards 
should apply to control orders in view of the severity of the restrictions they contain 
(paragraphs 30-38).  

The Committee has acknowledged the genuine dilemma of governments facing a threat 
from international terrorism: what to do about individuals in their country who pose a 
serious threat but cannot be deported or prosecuted. It has taken the view that the only 
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human rights compatible answer is to find ways of prosecuting such individuals. The 
Government recently repeated its professed commitment to prosecution. But recent 
significant developments, to which Lord Carlile draws attention in his Second Report on 
control orders, cast serious doubt on this commitment (paragraphs 39-49). 

In the Committee’s view, the Government could do much more to overcome the main 
obstacles to criminal prosecution, notably by allowing use of intercept material. The 
Committee also notes Lord Carlile’s emphasis on the need for an exit strategy from control 
orders and considers that the most effective strategy would be a variety of measures to 
facilitate criminal prosecution. The Committee is reinforced in this view by the 
disappearance of three people subject to control orders, which shows their limitations as a 
means to protect the public. And the Government’s claim that these people do not pose a 
threat to the public because they were not planning to commit terrorist acts in the UK raises 
questions about whether control orders are being used for the purposes for which 
Parliament was told they were necessary, namely to protect the public from the risk of harm 
by suspected terrorists (paragraphs 50-62). 
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1 Introduction 

Background 

1. On 1 February 2007 the Home Secretary laid before both Houses the draft Prevention of 
Terrorism Act 2005 (Continuance in force of sections 1 to 9) Order 2007,1 along with an 
Explanatory Memorandum (“EM”). 

2. The draft Order provides for the continuation of the control order regime contained in 
sections 1 to 9 of the Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005 (“the PTA 2005”) for another year 
from 11 March 2007 (when they would otherwise expire) until the end of 10 March 2008.  

3. The EM explains that the powers are needed to ensure that a control order can continue 
to be made against any individual where the Secretary of State has reasonable grounds for 
suspecting that individual is or has been involved in terrorism-related activity and it is 
necessary to impose obligations on that individual for purposes connected with protecting 
members of the public from a risk of terrorism. 

4. The Home Secretary has made a statement of compatibility in respect of the draft Order: 
“In my view the provisions of the Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005 (Continuance in force 
of sections 1 to 9) Order are compatible with the Convention rights.”2 

5. The draft Order was debated in the House of Commons on 22 February 2007 and was 
approved by 322 votes to 61. It is due to be debated in the House of Lords on 5 March 
2007. 

6. This is the second renewal order extending the life of the control order regime. The PTA 
2005 received Royal Assent on 11 March 2005 and was renewed for the period 11 March 
2006 to 10 March 2007 by the Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005 (Continuance in Force of 
sections 1 to 9) Order 2006. 

Lord Carlile’s Report 

7. The annual report of the statutory reviewer of the Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005, 
Lord Carlile, was not laid with the draft Order but was published on Monday 19 February 
2007, 3 days before the renewal order was debated in the House of Commons.3 

8. Lord Carlile’s conclusion is that the control order system remains necessary given the 
nature of the risk of terrorist attacks and the difficulty of dealing with a small number of 
cases.4 In Lord Carlile’s view, control orders provide a proportional means of dealing with 
those cases, if administered correctly. He remains of the view that as a last resort the 
control order system as operated currently in its non-derogating form is a justified and 
 
1 Under s. 13(2)(c) of the Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005 which empowers the Secretary of State, by order made by 

statutory instrument, to provide that sections 1 to 9 of that Act are not to expire but are to continue in force for a 
period up to a year. 

2 EM para. 6.1. 

3 Second Report of the Independent Reviewer pursuant to section 14(3) of the Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005 (19 
February 2007) (hereafter “Lord Carlile’s Second Report on control orders”). 

4 Ibid. para. 7. 
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proportional safety valve for the proper protection of civil society.5 He reports that he 
would have reached the same decision as the Secretary of State in each case in which a 
control order has been made, so far as the actual making of the order is concerned, 
although in some cases the extent of obligations under the order was more cautious and 
extensive than absolutely necessary.6  

9. He also reports that his recommendation in his First Report on control orders, that a 
Home Office led procedure be established whereby officials and representatives of the 
control authorities meet regularly to monitor each case, with a view to advising on a 
continuing basis as to the necessity of the obligations on each controlee, had now been put 
in place (the “Control Order Review Group”, or “CORG”), with beneficial results.7 

The Home Secretary’s response 

10. On the day of the publication of Lord Carlile’s Report, the Home Secretary said that the 
Government is committed to having the strongest possible armoury to protect the public 
from terrorism. He said that control orders were never the Government’s preferred option, 
but they remain an essential measure to deal with suspected terrorists who cannot be 
prosecuted or deported. He hoped that Parliament would recognise the importance of 
control orders and support the renewal of the legislation for another year. 

11. In the renewal debate in the Commons, the Government has indicated that it will 
“consider carefully” the recommendations made by Lord Carlile in his Report.  

Parliamentary scrutiny of the human rights compatibility of control 
orders 

12. In our report on the first renewal of the control orders regime, we were very critical of 
the lack of opportunity for meaningful parliamentary scrutiny of control orders, in light of 
the Government’s indication at the time of the passage of the 2005 Act that there would be 
further opportunity to debate amendments to the control order regime in light of its 
operation.8 We regretted that the Home Secretary had decided to exercise his power to 
renew the PTA rather than to bring forward a Bill, as this significantly reduced the 
opportunity for meaningful parliamentary scrutiny of the control orders regime, and gave 
no opportunity to amend the legislation. These concerns were widely echoed in the 
parliamentary debates on renewal. One of the reasons given by the Home Secretary for not 
bringing forward a Bill was that he was waiting for Lord Carlile’s report on the definition of 
terrorism. We note that, a year later, this report has still not been published by the 
Government. 

13. In his response to our Report on the first renewal order the Home Secretary recognised 
that during the course of the debates on the 2005 Act a commitment was made to 
Parliament that there would be further opportunity to debate the control order regime and 

 
5 Ibid. para. 59. 

6 Ibid. para. 36. 

7 Ibid. para. 43. 

8 Twelfth Report of Session 2005-06, Counter-Terrorism Policy and Human Rights: Draft Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005 
(Continuance in force of sections 1 to 9) Order 2006, HL Paper 122/HC 915, at para. 12. 



Draft Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005 (Continuance in force of sections 1 to 9) Order 2007  7 

 

to amend the legislation.9 He indicated that the Government now intended to bring 
forward a terrorism consolidation bill in 2007, which would create an opportunity to 
amend the control orders provisions. 

14.  That bill has not appeared and it now seems, from the comments of the Minister 
during the renewal debate in the Commons, that there is no guarantee that this 
consolidation bill will appear before the next annual renewal. The unsatisfactory nature of 
a debate on an affirmative order was graphically illustrated in the renewal debate in the 
Commons when the Minister was unable to reply to an important question about whether 
any of the charges pending for breach of control orders related to the three individuals who 
had been subject to control orders for the longest time. The Minister replied: “In general 
terms, I have deliberately not gone down to that level of detail for a debate of a mere hour 
and a half. I just want to present the highlights of the arguments for the order rather than 
get into the specifics.”  

15. In our view, a debate on a motion to approve an affirmative resolution is a wholly 
inappropriate procedure for renewal of provisions of such significance. To fail to 
provide an opportunity to amend the legislation is also, for the second year running, a 
serious breach of commitments made to Parliament. Parliament is being deprived once 
again of an opportunity to debate in detail and amend the control orders regime in the 
light of experience of its operation and concerns about its human rights compatibility. 
We draw this matter to the attention of each House.  

16. We also commented critically in our Report on the first renewal order on the limited 
time which had been made available by the Government for us and any other interested 
committees to report to Parliament in light of Lord Carlile’s report on the operation of the 
control order provisions. Under the terms of the PTA 2005, Lord Carlile is required to 
carry out his annual review as soon as reasonably practicable in the last quarter of the year 
of the Act’s operation,10 and send it to the Secretary of State as soon as reasonably 
practicable after it is completed.11 The Secretary of State must then lay a copy of it before 
Parliament on receiving it.12 The intention is clearly to inform deliberation in Parliament in 
the period before the provisions lapse.  

17. Last year Lord Carlile’s Report was laid with the renewal order on 2 February and the 
renewal debate took place in both Houses on 15 February. We pointed out in our Report 
that this gave us only a very limited opportunity for proper scrutiny in light of Lord 
Carlile’s Report. This year, the renewal order was laid on 1 February, but Lord Carlile’s 
Report on the operation of the control order regime, which is dated January 2007, was not 
published until 19 February, only 3 days before the renewal debate in the Commons. This 
provided an even more limited opportunity to consider and if necessary report in the 
light of Lord Carlile’s Report than we received last year. We draw this matter to the 
attention of each House. 

 
9 Appendix 1 to our Twenty-fourth Report of Session 2005-06, Counter-terrorism Policy and Human Rights: Prosecution 

and Pre-charge Detention, HL Paper 240/HC 1576. 

10 PTA 2005, s. 14(3). 

11 PTA 2005, s. 14(4). 

12 PTA 2005 s. 14(6). 
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Our report 

18. In our report on last year’s renewal of the control orders regime we expressed a number 
of human rights concerns about control orders, principally that:  

1) the regime was being operated in practice in breach of the right to liberty in Article 
5 ECHR, because the control orders which had been imposed were so restrictive as 
to amount to a deprivation of liberty, which is unlawful in the absence of a 
derogation from Article 5; and  

2) the deficiencies in the adequacy and practical effectiveness of the due process 
safeguards in the control orders regime, and in particular the lack of opportunity to 
challenge closed material, make the regime as a whole incompatible with the right 
in Article 6(1) ECHR to a fair trial in the determination of a criminal charge and to 
a fair hearing in the determination of civil rights and obligations, and with the 
equivalent common law right to a fair trial and a fair hearing. 

19. In light of these concerns, we seriously questioned renewal without a proper 
opportunity for Parliament to debate whether a derogation from Articles 5 and 6 ECHR is 
justifiable. We concluded that we could not endorse a renewal of the control orders regime 
without a derogation, and called for Parliament to be given an opportunity to debate and 
decide that question. 

20. We have considered carefully the quarterly reports and statement by the Home 
Secretary, the Second Report on control orders by Lord Carlile, the judgments which have 
so far been delivered about the human rights compatibility of the control order regime, and 
the relevant human rights standards. We now report our conclusions on the human rights 
implications of the draft Order to each House in the light of all these in the hope that it will 
help to inform the debates in the two Houses about the compatibility of the control orders 
regime with the UK’s human rights obligations. As with all our work in this area, we do so 
while emphasising the importance of the positive obligation on States to take effective steps 
to protect the public from the threat of terrorism. 
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2 Deprivation of liberty 

21. In our Report on the first renewal order, we expressed our concern that the control 
orders regime was being operated in breach of Article 5 ECHR, because the control orders 
imposed are so restrictive of liberty as to amount to deprivations of liberty. Since that 
Report, the High Court (on two occasions) and the Court of Appeal have both agreed that 
the control orders they have considered have amounted to deprivations of liberty. 

22. In JJ v Secretary of State for the Home Department13 the challenge was to the lawfulness 
of six control orders made by the Home Secretary and purporting to be non-derogating 
control orders. The subjects of the control orders were all single men, five Iraqi and one of 
disputed nationality but either Iraqi or Iranian, who had previously been detained pending 
deportation on national security grounds. Each was required by their control order to 
remain in their one bedroom flat for 18 hours a day, being allowed out between 10am and 
4pm. Visitors had to be authorised in advance by the Home Office, to which name, 
address, date of birth and photographic identity had to be supplied. The residences were 
subject to spot searches by the police. During the six hours when they were permitted to 
leave their residences, they were confined to restricted urban areas, the largest of which is 
72 square kilometres, and which, in all but one case, deliberately did not extend to any area 
in which they had lived before. They were prohibited from meeting anyone by pre-
arrangement who had not been given the same Home Office clearance as a visitor to the 
residence. 

23. In the High Court Sullivan J. concluded that these control orders deprived the 
individuals of their liberty within the meaning of Article 5 ECHR. The judge expressed his 
conclusion in strong terms. Describing the individuals’ situation under the control orders 
as “the antithesis of liberty”, he said:14 

“…bearing in mind the type, duration, effects and manner of implementation of the 
obligations in these control orders, I am left in no doubt whatsoever that the 
cumulative effect of the obligations has been to deprive the respondents of their 
liberty in breach of Article 5 of the Convention. I do not consider that this is a 
borderline case. The collective impact of the obligations in Annex I could not 
sensibly be described as a mere restriction upon the respondents’ liberty of 
movement. In terms of the length of the curfew period (18 hours), the extent of the 
obligations, and their intrusive impact on the respondents’ ability to lead anything 
resembling a normal life, whether inside their residences within the curfew period, or 
for the 6-hour period outside it, these control orders go far beyond the restrictions in 
those cases where the European Court of Human Rights has concluded that there has 
been a restriction upon but not a deprivation of liberty.”  

24. He therefore quashed the control orders on the basis that they were in effect derogating 
control orders which the Home Secretary has no power to make. The Court of Appeal 
agreed that “the facts of this case fall clearly on the wrong side of the dividing line. The 

 
13 [2006] EWHC 1623 (Admin). 

14 Op. cit. at para. 73. 
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orders amounted to a deprivation of liberty contrary to Article 5.”15 The Court of Appeal 
also agreed that the control orders should be quashed. The Government is now appealing 
to the House of Lords. 

25. In E v Secretary of State for the Home Department,16 the High Court considered 
whether a less restrictive control order amounted to a deprivation of liberty. The subject of 
the control order was a Tunisian national who had been in the UK since 1994. He had been 
convicted in his absence by a Tunisian military court for various terrorism offences under 
Tunisian law. His claim for asylum in the UK had been refused but he had been granted 
exceptional leave to remain in the UK until 2005. He is married with four young children 
under the age of 7. For all practical purposes the terms of his control order were the same 
as those contained in the pro forma annexed to Lord Carlile’s First Report and commented 
upon by us in our report on last year’s renewal order, save that he was subject to a shorter 
curfew: he was required to remain in his residence for 12 hours a day (7pm to 7 am) rather 
than 18 hours a day. 

26. The High Court concluded that, although this was a more finely balanced case than the 
JJ cases, the cumulative effect of the restrictions deprived E of his liberty in breach of 
Article 5 ECHR.17 The Government is now appealing to the Court of Appeal.  

27. The significance of these judicial decisions for the matter before Parliament should not 
be underestimated. In the case of 7 out of the 19 control orders made or renewed this year, 
the control orders in question have been quashed on the basis that they were so restrictive 
of liberty as to amount to a deprivation of liberty. This means that, while purporting to be 
non-derogating control orders, they were in fact derogating control orders, which there is 
no power to make in the absence of a derogation from Article 5. A derogating control 
order can only be made by a court, and following a derogation by Parliament from Article 
5. Such a derogation would be politically controversial and likely to attract international 
opprobrium. In our view these decisions confirm the concern we expressed a year ago that 
the power to make control orders is being operated in practice in a way which is 
incompatible with the right to liberty in Article 5(1) ECHR. Parliament is now being asked 
to renew those powers without any indication from the Government that it intends to 
modify its use of the power. 

28. We acknowledge that the litigation concerning the compatibility of a significant 
number of current control orders with Article 5 has yet to run its course. However, we 
are concerned that the Home Secretary is asking Parliament to renew a power which 
not only this Committee but now the High Court and the Court of Appeal have said is 
being routinely exercised in breach of one of the most fundamental of all human rights, 
the right to liberty in Article 5 ECHR.  

29. In our view, if the House of Lords or the European Court of Human Rights 
eventually decides that the control orders which have been challenged are unlawful in 
the absence of a derogation, the Government will effectively have been operating a de 
facto derogation from Article 5. Knowing how the power is currently being exercised by 

 
15 [2006] EWCA Civ 1141 at para. 23. 

16 [2007] EWHC 233 (Admin). 

17 Ibid. at para. 242. 
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the Government, Parliament in our view is being asked to be complicit in such a de 
facto derogation, without an opportunity to debate whether such a derogation is 
justified. We draw this matter to the attention of each House. 
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3 Due process 

30. In our report on last year’s renewal order, we expressed a number of due process 
concerns about the control orders regime which led us to doubt whether the regime as a 
whole was compatible with the right to a fair trial and a fair hearing in Article 6(1) ECHR 
and the equivalent common law rights.18 We thought that the criminal limb of Article 6(1) 
ECHR would apply to the non-derogating control orders which were being used in most 
cases, in view of the severity of the restrictions they contain. Even if properly classified as 
“civil” rather than “criminal” for the purposes of Article 6(1), we thought it likely that 
proceedings for non-derogating control orders would attract the protection of criminal 
procedural protections such as the criminal standard of proof.19 

31. We also considered the standard of proof to be set at too low a level in the Act for both 
types of order; that non-derogating control orders should be made by the judiciary not the 
executive; and that a procedure in which a person could be deprived of their liberty 
without having an opportunity to rebut the basis of the allegations against them was likely 
to be incompatible with a number of rights, including the right to a fair trial, the equality of 
arms, the presumption of innocence, the right to examine witnesses and the right of access 
to a court to challenge the lawfulness of detention. 

32. These due process concerns have also been the subject of judicial consideration since 
last year’s renewal order. A challenge to the control order regime on due process grounds 
was brought in MB v Secretary of State for the Home Department.20 The case concerned a 
non-derogating control order against a single male, requiring him, amongst other things, 
to reside at a specified address, report in person to his local police station, surrender his 
passport, not leave the UK, and to permit entry to his home to enable monitoring of his 
compliance with the obligations in the control order. The open statement explained that 
the object of the obligations in the control order was to prevent him from travelling to Iraq 
to fight against the coalition forces. It asserted that he was an Islamic extremist and that the 
Security Services considered that he was involved in terrorism-related activities. No details 
were given of this assertion. No summary of the closed evidence was served on him. He 
denied that he had any intention of going to Iraq. 

33. In the High Court Sullivan J. considered whether the procedures for judicial 
supervision of non-derogating control orders in s. 3 PTA 2005 are compatible with the 
right to a fair hearing in Article 6(1) ECHR. Had the matter been free from authority, he 
would have had considerable sympathy for our view that the criminal limb of Article 6(1) 
applies to at least some of the non-derogating control orders because of the severity of the 
restrictions imposes.21 However, he considered himself bound by Court of Appeal 
authority22 to the contrary. 

 
18 Twelfth Report of Session 2005-06, op. cit. at paras 45-78. 

19 As the House of Lords held in relation to ASBOs in R (McCann) v Manchester Crown Court [2003] 1 AC 787 at paras 37 
and 83. 

20 [2006] EWHC 1000 (Admin) (High Court). 

21 Ibid. at para. 37. 

22 A v Secretary of State for the Home Department [2004] QB 335. The House of Lords in A did not consider the Article 
6(1) point and the Court of Appeal’s decision on this aspect therefore survives. 
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34. In deciding whether the procedures for review of a non-derogating control order were 
compatible with the right to a fair hearing in the determination of a civil right, Sullivan J. 
was concerned by a number of the features of the process which also concerned us in our 
first renewal report. These included the fact that the court was required to apply a 
particularly low standard of proof, and the fact that the court reached its decision on the 
basis of evidence of which MB was unaware and which he was therefore not in a position 
to controvert. He expressed his conclusion in strong terms:23 

“ …looking at the overall picture, there can be only one conclusion. To say that the 
Act does not give the respondent in this case … a fair hearing in the determination of 
his rights under Article 8 of the Convention would be an understatement. … The 
thin veneer of legality which is sought to be applied by section 3 of the Act cannot 
disguise the reality. That controlees’ rights under the Convention are being 
determined not by an independent court in compliance with Article 6(1), but by 
executive decision-making untrammelled by any prospect of effective judicial 
supervision.” 

35. He therefore made a declaration of incompatibility that the procedures in s. 3 PTA 
2005 are incompatible with the right to a fair hearing under Article 6(1) ECHR.  

36. The Court of Appeal, however, disagreed.24 It was concerned about the use of closed 
material, recognising that to deny to a party to legal proceedings the right to know the 
details of the case against him is, on the face of it, fundamentally at odds with the 
requirement of a fair trial.25 But it held that reliance on closed material is nevertheless 
permissible under the ECHR and that the provisions for the use of a special advocate, along 
with the rules of court, constitute appropriate safeguards.26 This decision is also being 
appealed to the House of Lords. 

37. We acknowledge that the Court of Appeal in MB has upheld the compatibility of the 
control order regime with the right to a fair hearing in Article 6(1) ECHR and has 
considered and dismissed many of the due process concerns raised in our first renewal 
report. However, we remain of the view expressed in our earlier report. For the reasons 
given in that Report we are doubtful whether the procedures for judicial supervision of 
control orders in PTA 2005 in fact secure the substantial measure of procedural justice 
that is claimed for them.  

38. We are fortified to some extent in that view by the views expressed by the DPP in his 
recent public lecture.27 He stated his belief that an abandonment of Article 6 fair trial 
protections in the face of terrorism would represent “an abject surrender to nihilism.” He 
stressed that our criminal justice response to terrorism “must be proportionate and 
grounded in due process and the rule of law.” This means that in fighting terrorism, “we 
shouldn’t make exceptions to the rule of law; we should use the strength inherent within 
it.” It means that certain fundamental principles are absolutely non-negotiable, because 
 
23 [2006] EWHC 1000 (Admin) at para. 96. 

24 [2006] EWCA Civ 1140. 

25 Ibid. para. 70 

26 Ibid. para. 86. 

27 Security and Rights, public lecture to the Criminal Law Bar Association by Sir Ken Macdonald Q.C., DPP (23 January 
2007). 
































