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The Stoke Newington scandal hit the headlines mudgy 1992 with Scotland Yard’s
announcement of a Police Complaints Authority suviged anti-corruption inquiry
code-named Operation Jackpot. For two years tha figured prominently in the

news.

At Snaresbrook Crown Court Pearl Cameron, a drugjedevho was assisting the
police inquiry, alleged she paid an officer refdrte in court as ‘X’ up to £2,000 a
week for cocaineGuardian 11 July 1992). The officer, DC Roy Lewandowskas
later to receive an 18 month prison sentence feft thnd misfeasance in a public
office in connection with a manslaughter invesigatin which he was the exhibits
officer (Guardian 21 November 1992). During the year three officevere
suspended and the Jackpot inquiry went on to censidl cases totalling 134
complaints with regulation 7 notices served agadgsofficers (PCA Press Release, 3
February 1994). In February 1993 the Court of Agpommenced hearing cases
which relied on the evidence of Stoke Newingtoniceffs. By the time Jackpot
reported to the Director of Public Prosecutionsarylater, 11 convictions had been
quashed and a total of 14 were eventually overtu(ié for drug offences). In the
process counsel for the Crown Prosecution Senaceeal four officers to the Court of
Appeal who's reliability as witnesses of truth Hagken undermined in proceedings —
Lewandowski, DC Peter McCullough, PCs Mark Caramitl Terrence Chitty.

And then, the scandal quietly slipped from publew. In December 1995 two of the
suspended officers were acquitted of conspiracyetwert the course of justice and
perjury, and it has not been placed on public m@cwhether any officer faced
disciplinary proceedings. Days after PC Ronaldiélo was acquitted of perjury he
was arrested by Customs and Excise officers andyetlavith conspiracy to import
cannabis. He was convicted and sentenced to ad0prison term at Canterbury
Crown Court in February 199Tifmes 25 February 1997).
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Although the scandal concluded with a whimper, ¢veat Stoke Newington had
important consequences for the manner in whiclkctheinal courts treat allegations
of police misconduct with far reaching repercussifor police management. This
paper firstly considers the approach of the critnicraurts to prosecutions which
relied on the evidence of officers investigatedthy Jackpot team. And then, the
financial implications, as complainants who faitedachieve satisfaction through the
complaint process turned to the civil courts toimladamages against the

Commissioner.

Stoke Newington police station has a history of tomrersy (Benn, M. and K.
Worpole 1986: Ch. 3). In the 1980s allegation®miftality, racism and even murder
were rife. A High Court judge warned of the threéatrace relations by officers
violent behaviour when awarding £51.5k to a blackpe inWhitev. Commissioner
of Police of the Metropoli§1982) Times24 April. Police community relations sank
to rock bottom when the death of Colin Roach indtation foyer in 1983 was greeted
with a series of street demonstrations calling dopublic inquiry. The coroner’s
inquest finding that he shot himself failed to ettwetension, and the local authority
declined to participate in the local police comntymionsultative group (Independent
Committee of Inquiry 1989). The situation had moproved when, in January 1987,
Trevor Monerville had surgery to remove a bloodt étom the surface of his brain
following a period in custody. With Stoke Newiagt officers operating from
neighbouring Dalston, pending rebuilding of theislonal station, Tunay Hussan
died in custody from a drug overdose in June. &rignin response to these two
incidents, a group of individuals with personal esgnces of police misconduct
established a self-help group in the area calleakhley Community Defence
Association.  Such was the dissatisfaction of campgints with the police
investigating themselves that they invariably deadi to make formal complaints and
opted to commence civil actions for damages for thes of assault, false
imprisonment and malicious prosecution. As a menobg¢he Association between
1988 and 1994, the author assisted with the iny&tstin of some 600 complaints
against Hackney and Stoke Newington officers atehded court on many occasions

to monitor proceedings.
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Dilemma for the criminal courts

Difficulties inevitably arise when a complainantegles wrongdoing against an officer
in connection with criminal proceedings he or sheek. The standard procedure
under thesub judicerule is for the complaint investigation to be geld until the
conclusion of proceedings. However, this is netagls possible in circumstances
where multiple complaints are made against a gafupfficers who work together
suggesting a general pattern of misconduct. Akisti feature of the Jackpot
investigation was that the same officers featunedséveral cases. One officer
featured in eight (one third of the total), ones@ven, three in six, two in five, two in
four, four in three and five in two (PCA Press Rele, 3 February 1994). In addition
to the problems this created for investigation @hplaints, including the danger of a
‘bandwagon’ effect, the breadth of the allegatiensured that details of complaints
were not limited to the complainant, officer compéd against and complaint

investigation officer.

Although news of Operation Jackpot was not releas#ill January 1992, the inquiry
started life as an undercover investigation whiathgred pace following the arrest of
Pearl Cameron for supply of class A drugs in Jand@91. She had been arrested
and cautioned by Lewandowski for possession of inecthe previous year and he
subsequently registered her as an informer withl&uod Yard. At that stage only a
small number of officers attracted CIB’s interestowever, a pattern was beginning
to emerge in a series of drug trials at Snaresb@okvn Court which widened the net
appreciably. During the course of 1991 defendeseti® to come before the Court to
allege Stoke Newington officers fabricated evideragminst them, primarily by
‘planting’ drugs. The first formal complaint to bavestigated by Jackpot was
recorded in November 1991, when the team receiMettex from a woman who had
recently commenced a four year sentence for ingestipply heroin. At that moment
it became evident to the complaint investigatioat tthey were not considering the
activities of a few ‘rotten apples’. But, whilegthlackpot team was restricted to
investigating complaints as and when informed, wothderested parties were

independently taking notice.



Graham Smith: The Legacy of the Stoke Newington Scandal 4

Firstly, there was growing concern among judgesihgaases at Snaresbrook. On at
least two occasions in 1991 Palumbo asked to b@ca&d when giving evidence, the
equivalent to asking for the Fifth Amendment in ti8A. In December, the trial
judge halted proceedings in a drug case and ref@apers to the DPP after evidence
of perjury emerged. (This was the alleged offeRedumbo was later acquitted of
when the main prosecution witness failed to comaauproof and the prosecution
withdrew.) In November 1992, Mr Justice Aglionbgntmented when ordering the
jury to acquit a defendant ‘..a number of thesdcpotirugs raids come before the
courts at Snaresbrook and a number of judges, ainwh am one, are getting
increasingly concerned that conflicting evidenceus by the prosecution... T{me
Out, 11 November 1992).

Secondly, persons who came into contact with tlubesiening to have been wrongly
accused were struck by the similarity in cases #mel emerging pattern of
misconduct. In addition to the forum created byDH#Cfor complainants to discuss
and publicise their grievances, members of thegirob service and defence lawyers
displayed increasing concern. An ad hoc groupefémtce lawyers met for several
months to exchange information on their clientssesa and the police officers
involved. One case in particular was to assumagndial importance - the arrest of
Anson King by DC McCullough and PC Carroll in Jarpud991. The officers
claimed King threw away a rock of crack cocaine whpproached. King alleged he
was subjected to an unprovoked assault and knelwmngoabout cocaine until one of
the officers presented a small package to the dysbéficer. The November 1991
trial proceeded without independent witnessesedrthident and the defendant’s case
relied on his exemplary character as attested \grakbcharacter witnesses. The jury
took just 20 minutes to acquit, evidently disbeinevthe evidence of McCullough and

Carroll.

Thirdly, it was only a matter of time before the dize would take an interest, and
shortly before Scotland Yard’'s press release Gluardian’s crime correspondent,
Duncan Campbell, visited a complainant in prisod ass briefed by the author on a
number of Stoke Newington drug cases. (Guardianwas to successfully defend a
libel action brought by five Stoke Newington offisefor the resulting article printed

on 31 January 1992 entitled ‘Police suspected afgsirdealing’, Guardian 8
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February 1997). Time Outmagazine ran weekly reports on the ‘Stoke Newimgto
Scandal’; and two television documentaries wereaticast in November 1992 by
Granada’dVNorld in Actionand BBC’sNewsnight

Unravelling the complex situation which existed 1892 is not easy. Criminal
proceedings and complaint investigations were abua stages of completion and
different parties were aware of the factual detatsr example, it took six months for
the Jackpot team to learn of the case referrede®PP in December 1991 involving
Palumbo; and the complaint against McCullough aad @l concerning King'’s arrest
was not investigated as part of Jackpot. Paralltie internal police inquiry, the CPS
was preparing cases to be tried in the first irgaand simultaneously considering a
number of appeals against conviction which relied tbe evidence of the same
officers who were principal prosecution witnessesthe former. Under such
circumstances it was inconceivable that criminalcpedings might be concluded to
trial prior to the investigation of complaints. rBeularly as several of the
complainants were already serving prison senteadghere was a growing clamour
for their release. Most importantly, the respottisjof CPS solicitors, and instructed
counsel, to impartially prosecute prevented thesmfproceeding if they entertained
doubts about the veracity of police witnesses. Vinews of the scandal first broke,
cases were adjourned at various stages in progedind, as the complexities of the
Jackpot inquiry became evident, the Crown adoptgdreeral policy of discontinuing
prosecutions at Snaresbrook and not contesting ¢tesere the Court of Appeal.

A Lesson from the West Midlands

Judgment by Lord Chief Justice LaneRav. Edwards(1991) 93 Cr. App. R. 48,
involving West Midland Serious Crime Squad officeras relied on as authority in
many of the Stoke Newington cases. Comparisonbeamade between the PCA
supervised complaint investigation by West Yorkslfficers against members of the
disbanded West Midlands Serious Crime Squad andabkpot inquiry. By the end
of 1990 754 SCS arrests were under investigati@hragulation 7 notices served on
198 officers Annual Report of the Police Complaints Authority ¥890(H.C. 351),
1991, p.15). The investigation concluded in e&893, with disciplinary proceedings
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to follow against seven officersGQardian 15 January 1993). By then the Court of
Appeal had quashed 12 convictions (details of 1desagiven in thé&uardian 20
May 1992, and there was another successful appedR.iv. Bromell (1992)
unreported, 22 June), and to date more than 20 theem overturned.

Edwards’ appeal against conviction for robbery @odsession of a firearm was on
grounds that officers had fabricated an admissamia, since his conviction evidence
had emerged that the same officers had fabricasgdnsents against other suspects.
In allowing the appeal Lord Lane ruled ‘..where @ige officer who has allegedly
fabricated an admission in case B, has also giveterce of an admission in case A,
where there was an acquittal by virtue of whichéuglence is demonstrated to have
been disbelieved, it is proper that the jury inecBsshould be made aware of that fact’
(R. v. Edwardg1991) 93 Cr. App. R. 48: 57). Two cases wheee @mown had
discontinued proceedings after scientific evidermasaled that interview notes had
been rewritten to imply admissions were considexaiciently similar to the police
investigation against Edwards for the Court of Agdp® overturn the conviction as
unsafe. The effect of the judgment was to allow flee outcome of criminal
proceedings, whether by jury acquittal, CPS disooiation or judicial direction, to

serve as an alternative gauge of an officer’s bikiyi to a disciplinary finding.

The implications of th&dwardsruling in the Stoke Newington context was to allow
the defence to cross examine police officers whitteg plant’ was alleged about any
previous case where a similar allegation had besttermvhich resulted in an acquittal.
The CPS prevented conditions arising by which cexsamination under the ruling
might be allowed by discontinuing cases which telan the evidence of officers
under investigation by the Jackpot team. The pralgrosecutor instructed by the
CPS in Operation Jackpot cases later revealed ithats policy to discontinue
prosecutions to protect against possible miscagsiayj justice R.v. Maxine Edwards
[1996] 2 Cr. App. R. 345: 350). The Crown emplogadilar criteria in appeal cases,
deciding against contesting 13 of the 14 convidieventually quashed, the exception
beingMaxine Edwardqlbid.), which the Court of Appeal heard after the casitn

of Jackpot (see below).
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Cross-examination of a police officer under Edwardsruling was allowed in only
one Snaresbrook trial. In October 1992 counseMmhael Thompson, prosecuted
for possession of crack cocaine, asked PC Carpollitathe acquittal of King for the
same offence, the defence of ‘plant’ being allegedoth cases. The jury duly
acquitted Thompson, regardless of having beennmddrthat he was a crack cocaine
addict with previous drug convictions. As a consage of these two acquittals, the
Crown did not contest an appeal by Cyrus Baptig&rest a conviction for possession
of cocaine with intent to supply. It was statedhie Court of Appeal that if material
from the trials of King and Thompson had been adé before Baptiste’s trial the
Crown would not have sought to proceed with thespcation R. v. Baptiste(1993)
unreported, 24 May).

The one appeal investigated as part of Jackpoested by the Crown also involved
PC Carroll. By the time the Court of Appeal hebtdxine Edwards’ appeal against
conviction for possession of cocaine with intentsiapply in January 1996, the
complaint investigation had concluded without datioary proceedings against any
of the officers involved in the case against hEne Crown sought to establish that the
exoneration of Carroll by the complaint investigatiwas sufficient grounds for the
rehabilitation of the officer as a witness of trathd there was no reason to regard
Maxine Edwards’ conviction as unsafe. Giving thegment of the Court Beldam LJ
disagreed and allowed the appeal. He statede ‘fdlot remains that in 1993 the
degree of suspicion of the trustworthiness of thieence of Constable Carroll, and
those with whom he was working from day-to-day wsasch that the Crown
considered convictions based upon that evidenckl cai safely be supportedR(v.
Maxine Edward$1996] 2 Cr. App. R. 345: 350).

Financial implications of the scandal

The 1990s have seen a growing number of complanamh to the civil courts in

their attempts to achieve redress against policecanduct. The Metropolitan
Commissioner, then Sir Peter Imbert, observed rtedtfor complainants to pursue
actions for damages rather than make complaintwéeording a 47% increase in

actions in 1991/2Report of the Commissioner of Police of the Metlisfor the year
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1991/2, MPS, p.97). Since then the numbers of actionsnagshe Commissioner
have continued to rise along with the sums paiglamtiffs, either by settlement or
court award. The table below shows the numberagks settled annually by the
Commissioner, both before and after proceedingswameed, and the amount he has
paid in settlements, and the number of cases takémal where the courts awarded

damages against the Commissioner (legal costsoaiaatuded).

Civil action payments by the Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis; 1991/2 — 1997/8

No. of | Settlements No. of Awards | Settlements Total

settlements £k awards £k | and awards payments

1991/2 116 447 11 124 127 571
1992/3 108 1002 8 111 116 1113
1993/4 288 1708 7 53 295 1761
1994/5 271 1382 12 86 283 1468
1995/6* 218 1387 30 542 248 1929
1996/7* 269 1075 36 1529 305 2604
1997/8 350 2610 39 530 389 3140
Totals 1620 9611 143 2975 1763 12586

* Figures of awards reduced following appeal or mediation: by £185k in 1995/6 and £572k in 1996/7.
Source. Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis Annual Reports, 1991/2 — 1997/8.

Excepting the exceptional average payment per cAs£9.6k in settlements and
awards in 1992/3, the figures reveal a steady asgrén average payments from under
£5k in 1991/2 to over £8k in 1996/7 and 1997/8 glaith a steady increase (albeit
with some fluctuations) in the number of actioftsis argued here that actions against
the Commissioner for incidents involving Stoke Negibn police officers
contributed to this trend, and that payments irk&tdewington cases have been far
above the MPS average. The author is aware ot2dna concluded in favour of 32
plaintiffs between 1992 and 1998 at a sum totathti® Commissioner of £942k
(excluding legal costs). This gives an averaggistfunder £35k per action compared
to the MPS average for 1992/3 to 1997/8 of justrd#&. If actions arising from
complaints also investigated by Operation Jackpetcnsidered on their own the
difference is more pronounced; the author has mé&ion on 11 actions settled for a
total of £566k giving an average of over £50k. Tmmmissioner has not defended
one action connected with Jackpot at court ancethas only been publicity of two
settlements following statements in open court. sédn King accepted £70k for
assault, false imprisonment and malicious proseoutwith the Commissioner
denying liability Times 8 November 1994) and Rennie Kingsley acceptedk £316
the same torts with the Commissioner failing toeerda defencelifdependent12
December 1995).
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Both King and Kingsley approached HCDA for assiseawith their criminal cases
and were represented in civil proceedings by thmesasolicitor and counsel.
Sandwiched in-between the two settlements, the sawviltdeam appeared before the
Central London County Court on behalf of Clauddttempson in June 1995 in an
action involving neighbouring Hackney police offise The jury awarded her
damages of £51.5k for assault, false imprisonmeuit malicious prosecution. In
February 1996 the same counsel appeared in the saure representing Kenneth
Hsu, with the jury awarding record damages of £2&2@&inst the Commissioner for
assault and false imprisonment. There followedirghér eight awards of between
£50k and £302k in the next six months and the Casiomer appealed against
damages in ten cases. Lord Woolf MR giving judgtmerihe test case athompson

and Hsuv. Commissioner of Police of the Metropoli$997] 2 All E.R. 762,

introduced judicial guidelines to assist juries whaetermining quantum in police
actions with the effect of capping damages (Sn@th1997a, Dixon and Smith 1998).

The significance of the Stoke Newington scandathi® escalating costs of police
actions lies primarily in the fact that the disdtiedy of officers in criminal
proceedings placed the Commissioner at a considedidadvantage when seeking to
defend actions for damages. This was particuldmty case with regard to King's
action given the succession of cases involving d@larrlf the Commissioner had
defended the action at trial he ran the clear o$ka jury awarding significant
exemplary damages to a man of exceptional charagteagainst a police officer
operating from a scandal ridden police station.er€hwas the additional likelihood
that the amount of damages would be substantiajigeln on account of the Crown
having effectively abandoned Carroll as a witnefsguh followed by failure of the

Commissioner to take disciplinary action against.hi

Having negotiated a settlement of £70k for a pifiintlaiming assault, false

imprisonment and malicious prosecution, who wasudtegl of simple possession of a
class A drug within one year of arrest, the Comioigr was liable to settle more
serious claims for larger sums. The settlemeif7ék to Kingsley reflects the fact he
completed a four month prison sentence for two toahpossession of class A drugs
and obstructing an officer in the execution of thigy under s.23 of the Drugs Act

1971, and waited over two and a half years forcoisvictions to be quashed. The
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reason for the Commissioner’s failure to enter gemise may have been due to the
fact that Lewandowski and Palumbo participatechan plaintiff's arrest during a raid

on his home.

The figure of £566k for Jackpot related settlemagit®n above only includes five
malicious prosecution actions where plaintiffs h@advait for the Court of Appeal to
overturn their convictions. It can be assumed #uatilar amounts will have been
negotiated to settle other actions, including casdsere prosecutions were
discontinued or concluded with acquittals, and thattotal cost to the Commissioner

of the scandal ran into more than £1m for settlémalone.

Recent developments

Sir Paul Condon commenced as Commissioner in Janl@®3 when Operation
Jackpot was in full swing. Interviewed by Duncaantpbell one year into office he
predicted the soon to be concluded inquiry wouldche an ‘unsatisfactory
conclusion’, with some believing management hatediato act and others blaming

malicious slurs for the scand&@\fardian 12 January 1994).

The ‘police management’ view may never be knowrt, reaent developments point
to a determined effort to improve police commuméiations. That is, since the death
of Oluwashijibomi Lapite on his arrest by Stoke Nmgton officers in December
1994, the coroner’s inquest finding that he waswilly killed by a neck hold with
asphyxia as the cause of deaBuérdian 26 January 1996). Although the arresting
officers have not been charged, the decision has Bebjected to judicial review
proceedings Times 24 July 1997; Smith, G. 1997b), and an applicaty the
deceased’s widow to the European Court of HumamtRignder Article Two of the

European Convention of Human Rights is currentlgriomgress.

On the positive side, management at Stoke Newingis been comprehensively
reorganisedunday Timesl2 April 1998). An area complaint unit investiga into
allegations of violence against a group of officersded with one officer being

imprisoned for assault in November 1997nfes 18 November 1997), and a handful
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of officers have been quietly dismissed or requitedesign since in connection with

other complaints.

By way of conclusion it is suggested that eventStake Newington have made a
positive contribution to the gathering momentum rfefiorm of the police complaint
and discipline processes. In the summer of 1987CGhief Constable of the West
Midlands Police, Edward Crew, sparked off debatettwn inadequate disciplinary
powers available to chief officers for dealing withisconduct Ihdependent10 July
1997). Sir Paul Condon unceremoniously stokedctiv@roversy by declaring there
were a significant number of corrupt officers segviin the Met. to the Police
Federation annual meeting in the Autun@uérdian 7 October 1997). Both officers
have since played a leading part in the Associatfddhief Police Officer's campaign
for greater disciplinary powers (Home Affairs Sél€ommittee Police Disciplinary
and Complaints Procedures: Minutes of Evidence ApdendicegH.C. 258), 1997,
vol. 11.). Itis, perhaps, of more than symboligrsficance that the two chief officers
responsible for the forces subjected to the mostadgng police scandals in recent
years have led police calls for reform. Most fuméatally, Stoke Newington serves
as a salutary lesson to police managers that éaitutake community criticisms of the

police seriously can cause major financial damage.
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