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REPORT

2 Crown Office Row 
Temple, E.C.4.

To the Right Honourable SIR FRANK SOSKICE, Q.C., M.P. 
Secretary of State for the Home Department.

Sir,
I  have  the honour to  report  that  pursuant  to  the Warrant  of  the Right  Honourable Henry

Brooke,  M.P.,  then  one of  Her  Majesty’s Principal  Secretaries  of  State,  dated  the  18th  day of
August, 1964, I have held an Inquiry into the circumstances in which it was possible for Detective
Sergeant Harold Gordon Challenor of the Metropolitan Police to continue on duty at a time when he



appears to have been affected by the onset of mental illness.

The Inquiry was held in public at 6 Burlington Gardens, London, W.1 on the 28th day of
September 1964 and succeeding days, and was concluded on the 26th day of November 1964.

Throughout  the  Inquiry  I  was  assisted  by  Commander  W. J.  A.  Willis,  C.B.E.,  M.V.O.,
C.G.M., D.L., R.N. (Retired) as Assessor and G. H. Baker Esq., D.S.C. as Secretary of the Inquiry.

The evidence was presented by Mr. Hugh E. Park Q.C., now The Honourable Mr. Justice
Park, and Mr. M. L. M. Chavasse, both of Counsel instructed by the Treasury Solicitor.

Certain  persons  and  bodies  claiming  to  have  a  particular  interest  in  the  Inquiry  and  in
evidence likely to be adduced made application to be legally represented at  the Inquiry. These
applications  I  granted  save  and except  those  made on behalf  of  the  Police  Federation  and the
National Council for Civil Liberties whose respective interests I did not consider such as to warrant
legal representation.

The inquiry was held pursuant to the powers vested in the Secretary of State by section 32 of
the Police Act 1964 and I exercised the powers, provided by section 290, subsection (2) of the Local
Government Act 1933, enabling me to require the attendance of witnesses and to take evidence on
oath. This proved to be necessary as there were witnesses whose evidence was required but who
were reluctant to give evidence at a public inquiry.

A preliminary question was raised as to whether the wording of section 290 subsection (2) of
the Local Government Act 1933 permitted only the taking of evidence on oath or by subscribed
declaration, and by implication included taking evidence on affirmation where for proper reason a
witness declined to be sworn. Having regard to the various statutory provisions I ruled that at an
inquiry  held  under  section  32  of  the  Police  Act  1964,  there  was  power  to  take  evidence  on
affirmation,  and  I  considered  that  the  taking  of  evidence  by  subscribed  declaration  was  less
appropriate than the other methods of adducing evidence on oath or affirmation.
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I would respectfully invite your attention to the fact that the Warrant under the authority of
which the Inquiry was held directed, pursuant to section 32 subsection (2) of the Police Act 1964,
that the Inquiry should be held in public. There were times during the hearing of evidence when I
felt strongly that a power to receive evidence in private would have been of assistance in arriving at
the truth, for the reasons that,—

(a)  certain witnesses were reluctant  to  have their  conduct  brought into public  scrutiny in
relation to matters which had been disclosed in public in the past and since forgotten with the
passage of time, and

(b) in matters concerning information given by citizens accustomed to giving information to
police officers, there was a bond which inhibited both the citizen and the police officer concerned
from disclosing the truth or the relationship between them.

Further, in regard to the advantage of a power to hear evidence in private at a public inquiry, I
would respectfully invite your attention to the aspect that, in matters touching the conduct of police
officers, documentary evidence is at times in the nature of, or is intermingled with, written records
of  facts  outside the scope of the inquiry, or written expressions  of opinion which in  style  and
content were not intended to bear the close analysis of public scrutiny. I fear the situation, should it
arise, when every memorandum or note is penned with the prospect in view that it may at some
future time be scrutinised in public, and subject to critical analysis of every word.



In order to inquire into the circumstances in which it was possible for Detective Sergeant
Challenor to continue on duty at a time when he was affected by the onset of mental illness it first
had to be ascertained when it was that he became so affected. This necessitated the consideration of
a number of episodes in relation to which it was contended that there was conduct on that officer’s
part indicative of mental illness. In particular certain medical evidence opened the possibility of
Detective Sergeant Challenor being affected by the onset of mental illness in the summer of 1962.
The Court of Criminal Appeal on 28th July 1964 quashed the convictions of Riccardo Pedrini, John
Ford, James Fraser, Joseph Oliva and Alan Cheeseman on the ground that, had the jury at their trial
at  the Central  Criminal Court in December 1962 been informed of the medical evidence at  the
disposal of the Court of Criminal Appeal, the jury might have returned a different verdict. Therefore
it was necessary to inquire into the facts concerning the arrest of, and the proceedings against, those
five named persons.

Wherever I have reached the conclusion as a result of inquiring into these episodes that there
is no evidence of mental illness affecting Detective Sergeant Challenor at the time of such episode, I
have nevertheless considered it right to include in this Report my findings in respect thereof. It
would be less than just to those persons whose character and conduct have been called in question
in public if I failed to do so.

My principal conclusions can be reported briefly. The evidence given and my findings of fact
thereon necessitate a longer report. For convenience of reference, and to save perusal of the whole
by persons whose interest  is confined to a part,  I  state my principal conclusions hereunder and
append to this Report Appendices A, B, and C. Appendix A sets out a summary of the evidence and
my findings of fact thereon. There are matters which are common to many of the
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Chapters in this Appendix. In order to reduce cross references to a minimum I have endeavoured to
make each Chapter complete in itself. This has inevitably resulted in some repetition. Appendix B
sets out the particulars of persons represented at the Inquiry by counsel or solicitors. Appendix C
sets out the names of witnesses who gave evidence at the Inquiry.

I  have  reached  the  conclusion  and  respectfully  report  that  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor
suffered the onset of paranoid schizophrenia, a mental illness, in the month of April or early in the
month of May 1963, and that he remained on duty, apart from his annual leave between 19th July
and 5th August 1963, until 6th September 1963. Prior to the month of July 1963 there were no
manifestations or symptoms which at the time could be attributed to mental illness even by an
expert  in  psychological  medicine:  only in  retrospect  can  it  be  said that  the  mental  illness  was
present and developing in this period. In the months of July and August 1963 Detective Sergeant
Challenor spoke to his wife in terms and so conducted himself  in relation to their  holiday that
caused her to worry: had Mrs. Challenor informed Detective Superintendent Townsend, or any other
of  her  husband’s superior  officers,  or  had  she  informed  a  doctor  of  her  husband’s words  and
behaviour, the need for an investigation of his mental state would have been apparent: that Mrs.
Challenor informed no one prior to 24th October 1963 is understandable and not to be criticised. On
6th and more so on 11th July 1963 Detective Sergeant Challenor behaved in a manner now clearly
identifiable as a symptom of mental illness: his conduct was attributed by his superior officers and
in particular by Detective Superintendent Townsend to a state of tiredness due to overwork plus
additional  strain  caused  by an  apparent  defect  in  hearing.  The  known behaviour  of  Detective
Sergeant Challenor did not necessarily point to mental illness and was consistent with the causes to
which it was attributed. The failure to recognise or suspect mental illness on the part of Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s superior officers prior to his return from holiday on 5th August 1963 cannot be
criticised. At the end of June and on 12th July 1963 steps were taken to limit Detective Sergeant



Challenor’s hours of work to eight hours per day, and to restrict his duties to dealing with matters
already in progress. From 12th July 1963 he was under strict instruction not to exceed those limits.
In the month of July and early in the month of August 1963 consideration was given by Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s superior officers at West End Central Police Station and at New Scotland Yard
to the question of transferring him to other duties where his apparent defect of hearing would be
less strain and cause less embarrassment. This led to his being examined on 16th and 23rd August
1963 by the Consultant Physician to the Metropolitan Police, who found on each occasion that he
was fit for duty. The above-mentioned steps were, in the absence of knowledge of the facts known
to Mrs. Challenor, reasonable and proper steps to take: more detailed information could have been
provided to Sir John Richardson, the Consultant Physician, particularly on 23rd August 1963 and,
had those concerned realised what information would have been of use to a doctor, greater detail
would have been provided. If it had been, it is probable, but not certain, that Detective Sergeant
Challenor would have been removed from duty on 23rd August 1963 instead of fourteen days later.
Had Sir John Richardson been given on 23rd August 1963 every detail of the information in the
possession  of  the police it  is  highly improbable that,  in  the  absence  of  information from Mrs.
Challenor, he would have diagnosed a “mental illness”: it is probable that he would have advised
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that  the  officer  should  report  ‘sick’ to  his  own doctor  and  seek  psychiatric  advice,  — and  if
Detective Sergeant Challenor had then refused to co-operate he would have been suspended from
duty for a breach of discipline.

On 6th September 1963 Sir John Richardson for the first time had information and evidence
justifying  suspension from duty on the  ground of  sickness.  On sufficient,  but  still  incomplete,
evidence he removed Detective Sergeant Challenor from all duties.

I respectfully report that Detective Sergeant Challenor was able to continue on duty at a time
when he was suffering from mental illness due to a combination of these factors:—

1. The extreme difficulty in diagnosing paranoid schizophrenia in certain cases, of which this is
a pre-eminent example.

2. The evidence which, at the time, would have indicated mental illness was known to Mrs.
Challenor alone.

3. The existence of possible causes of abnormal behaviour other than mental illness.

4. The requirement of medical authority for removing an officer from duty on the ground of
sickness,  and  the  absence  of  evidence  enabling  such  medical  authority  to  be  given  until  6th
September 1963.

I have given particular consideration to a possible additional factor which was urged upon me
as a cause of Detective Sergeant Challenor remaining on duty when mentally sick. The factor is a
subtle and indefinable one which can best be expressed in this way. In any disciplined force there
are rules and regulations which must be observed. Nevertheless in order to get on with the job in
hand there is always the temptation to disregard a rule, to “take a short cut”, or to subscribe to the
view that the end justifies the means of getting there. An atmosphere can grow which, if allowed to
grow, undermines discipline and produces wrongful acts and omissions. It is the atmosphere in
which the lower ranks of a disciplined force know that there are certain things which are contrary to
regulations and which are wrong, but they also know that they are allowed to do those things
provided that  they are not found out,  and no one is  going to  try very hard to find out.  It  was
submitted to me, with tact and moderation which enhanced the force of the submission, that at West



End Central  Station such an atmosphere had developed whereby police officers,  and Detective
Sergeant Challenor in particular, could use violence and show disrespect to persons in custody, and
could indulge in the fabrication of evidence without exciting attention.

If the evidence established that such was the atmosphere at West End Central Police Station it
surely would have been a contributory cause to Detective Sergeant Challenor remaining on duty,
and  a  serious  situation.  I  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  evidence  does  not  support  the
submission made, and that there was no such cause enabling Detective Sergeant Challenor’s mental
illness to be undetected.

That a police officer should be carrying out his duties at a time when he is suffering from
mental illness is of course a matter of grave concern: that Detective Sergeant Challenor did so is not
in my conclusion a matter for which any person can be justly criticised. The manner in which Chief
Superintendent
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James Starritt,  Detective Superintendent Ronald Townsend, and Mr. Harry Raymond Pike (then
Detective  Chief  Inspector  acting  Detective  Superintendent)  in  the  months  of  July,  August  and
September 1963 dealt with the problem presented by Detective Sergeant Challenor is worthy of
praise.

I make the following recommendations for your consideration.

1. Where initiative is taken by the police to refer a police officer for medical examination, 
other than routine examination, by a Consultant, the fact of the examination taking place
and any findings made therein should always be communicated to the officer’s general 
medical practitioner by the Medical Branch at New Scotland Yard.

2. When a police officer is referred to the Medical Branch for medical examination on 
account of apparent over tiredness or mental strain, a full detailed report of all known 
facts should be made available to the Consultant at the earliest opportunity.

3. Renewed emphasis should be placed on the importance of police officers’ official pocket
books: steps should be taken to ensure that under the present regulations these 
documents are safely kept for a reasonable period so that they may be available for 
inspection at such an Inquiry as this.

I desire to record my appreciation of the great help I have received at all stages of the Inquiry
and  the  preparation  of  this  Report  from  Commander  Willis  upon  whose  experience  and
understanding of human nature I have made heavy calls. Commander Willis and I place on record
the invaluable assistance given to us throughout by our Secretary Mr. G. H. Baker, not only in
respect of the formal and administrative arrangements but also in the codification and referencing of
the mass of documentary and transcribed oral evidence and in the arrangements for presentation of
this Report.

Many of those advocates who appeared for the various interested persons have requested that
I place on record their thanks to Detective Inspector K. Oxford. Throughout the Inquiry he gave to
all persons interested his impartial assistance in every way, and his mastery of the documentary
evidence saved much time. I desire to add my own expression of gratitude to him.

I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient Servant,



ARTHUR EVAN JAMES

WILLIAM J. A. WILLIS 
(Assessor)

G. H. BAKER 
(Secretary)

16th July 1965
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APPENDIX A THE EVIDENCE AND FINDINGS THEREON
PART ONE—DETECTIVE SERGEANT CHALLENOR

Chapter I—Introduction and the general nature of the mental illness 

“Chief Superintendent Du Rose, I would be very grateful if you would bring to the attention
of the Commissioner my grave disturbance at the fact that Detective Sergeant Challenor was on
duty at  all  on 11th July, 1963.  On the evidence which I  heard from the doctors  when he was
arraigned it seems likely that he had been mentally unbalanced for some time, and the evidence
which I heard from Superintendent Burdett in this case has worried me a good deal. It seems to me
the matter ought to be looked into further.”

Those  words  of  the  Honourable  Mr.  Justice  Lawton  spoken  on  23rd  June  1964  at  the
conclusion of the trial of three police officers at the Central Criminal Court focused public attention
upon the immediate need for investigation of those matters which are the subject of this Report.
Detective Sergeant Challenor had stood indicted together with those police officers with the offence
of conspiracy to pervert the course of justice, and had by verdict of a jury been found unfit to plead
to  the charge.  Mr. Justice Lawton had heard  evidence  on 4th June,  1964 from Dr. Calder, the
Principal Medical Officer at H.M. Prison at Brixton, that in his view Detective Sergeant Challenor
had been “mentally abnormal for a considerable time,” from Dr. Farnan, a Consultant Psychiatrist at
Netherne Hospital, who said he agreed with the evidence and conclusions of Dr. Calder, and from
Dr. W. Sargant,  Head  of  the  Department  of  Psychological  Medicine  at  St.  Thomas’ Hospital,
London, that on 25th October, 1963 he had found Detective Sergeant Challenor to be “very mad
indeed” in the medical sense. The Judge also had heard the evidence of Superintendent Burdett who
described Detective Sergeant Challenor’s appearance and conduct on the night of 11th July, 1963 as
a man out of whom he “could not get any sense,” as appearing “red eyed and particularly tired,” as
being “completely unable to control himself,” as “shouting,” and as giving the impression of “being
in a mental condition.” It was not necessary for the purpose of the proceedings before Mr. Justice
Lawton to investigate the date of onset of the mental illness and evidence was not specifically
directed to that question. Further, Superintendent Burdett’s evidence before Mr. Justice Lawton did
not extend to relating the ability of Detective Sergeant Challenor to control himself and to behave
properly  when  rebuked  by him.  The  quoted  observation  of  Mr. Justice  Lawton,  based  on  the
evidence before him, was founded upon a necessarily incomplete picture of the medical aspect and
an unfortunately incomplete  recital  of the facts  relating to  the behaviour  of  Detective Sergeant
Challenor on 11th July, 1963. The impression may well have been created in the mind of the Judge
that the mental illness was “persistent” as distinct from “episodic.”

Upon the subject of the nature, the aetiology, the onset and the progress of the mental illness
of Detective Sergeant Challenor, I had the advantage of
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hearing the evidence which I report in Part Two of this Appendix. There is unanimity of medical



opinion that the correct diagnosis of the mental illness in question is paranoid schizophrenia, and it
is material to consider the nature of that disease.

Medical  knowledge  of  paranoid  schizophrenia  is  by no  means  complete  and  the  disease
remains the subject  of study and research.  The opinion expressed by Professor Curran and Dr.
Barlow, from which no witness dissented, was that research pointed to the disease having an organic
origin and I it was the opinion of all the medically qualified witnesses whose evidence was directed
to this issue that a person may have a predisposition to suffer the onset of paranoid schizophrenia. A
person having such a predisposition may progress through life without manifesting any symptoms
of the illness and indeed may never  be affected by the illness.  On the other hand a person so
disposed may suffer  the onset  of  that  mental  illness,  in  the sense that  he is  affected by it  and
symptoms become manifest, by reason of environment or the impact of events of everyday life.
Overwork,  overtiredness,  stress,  worry,  fear,  conscience,  indeed  any  strain  either  physical  or
emotional, may trigger off manifestations of the disease in a hitherto predisposed, but symptom-
free, person. The medical evidence adduced was without exception to the effect that the onset of
paranoid schizophrenia, in the sense of the commencement of manifestations, may be quite sudden
and acute,  or may be a slow, insidious process in  the course of which minor  and insignificant
incidents occur without giving any indication of mental illness, but which process builds up to a
major and identifiable symptom of a disease. Where the manifestations of the illness are not sudden
but  develop  insidiously  there  is  a  prodromal  phase  evidenced  by non-specific  symptoms  of  a
psycho- neurotic character such as a general feeling in the patient of being run down, of lassitude,
or of irritability. At such a  stage diagnosis of the illness,  even by a specialist  in psychological
medicine, is exceedingly difficult and, human nature being what it is, the layman would not think of
attributing the symptoms to mental illness, but would readily find some physical explanation such
as over-work. A further difficulty in the diagnosis of this mental illness arises from the facts that
manifestations are variable and that patients themselves and friends and relatives of patients, being
unaware of the significance or otherwise of incidents of behaviour, are frequently unable to place
before the doctor the material  relevant to making an assessment of mental illness. The medical
evidence also emphasised what is in the case of Detective Sergeant Challenor an important aspect to
bear in mind, namely that it is a feature of paranoid schizophrenia that the patient can, and often
does, by reason of the illness deliberately conceal from all  others his feelings and in particular
delusions. The circumstance that Detective Sergeant Challenor was a trained and experienced police
officer  would  equip  him  particularly  for  affecting  the  concealment  of  his  feelings  from  his
colleagues and from those examining his state of health. The progress of the disease as described in
the evidence can be likened to a switchback proceeding down hill; overall a decline, broken by
periods of remission to normal. A sufferer from this form of mental illness may change quite rapidly
even from day to day from being apparently normal to being obviously mentally ill. The evidence
made it abundantly clear that two highly qualified medical practitioners examining a patient at an
interval of as little as two days could reasonably reach differing conclusions as to the patient’s
mental health.
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The position is that Harold Gordon Challenor has been diagnosed as suffering from mental
illness of the type broadly described above and presenting the greatest difficulty in diagnosis. The
medical evidence ruled out any possibility of this patient faking the symptoms and of the disease
being simulated in order to avoid the consequences of any misconduct. It is necessary to look back
from the time when that diagnosis was made to determine, on such facts as the evidence given
established, when it was that he was first affected by mental illness, and the time at which the effect
of mental illness was or ought to have been apparent to his superiors in the Metropolitan Police, or
to persons whose duty it would have been to inform his superiors of the symptoms. In doing so it is
necessary to guard against the danger of clothing each and every incident of abnormal behaviour
with the garb of a manifestation of mental illness. Once the diagnosis is established, hindsight can



point to past behaviour clearly identifiable as attributable to the illness, but unless there is evidence
both of abnormal behaviour and, concurrently, of mental illness, it is unsafe to assume that the one
is manifestation of the other. This was stressed in the evidence of Sir John Richardson, Dr. Barlow
and Professor Curran in particular, and it accords with common sense. The first symptoms maybe
minor oddities of speech and behaviour, suspicions and undue concern about bodily sensations. At
the time of such symptoms even the best psychiatrist may well fail to recognise them as being
indicative of a slowly progressive schizophrenic disease and they are often so identical to slightly
exaggerated psychological actions that no one would dare to base such a serious diagnosis upon
them. It  is necessary to bear in mind also, when considering the question when was it that the
manifestations of mental illness were, or ought to have been, first observed that the onlooker judges
the behaviour against the known character of the person and all the circumstances of the case in
which the behaviour occurs. It is therefore material to invite your attention to the personality and
character  of  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor,  and  to  the  circumstances  of  his  service  in  the
Metropolitan Police which are the background against which his behaviour was to be observed and
assessed. For the detail of the medical evidence and the evidence of other persons upon which the
medically  qualified  witnesses  based  their  opinion  I  respectfully  refer  you  to  Part  Two of  this
Appendix.
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Chapter II—History to April, 1963

Harold  Gordon  Challenor  was  born  on  16th  March,  1922.  He  received  an  elementary
education, leaving school at the age of 14 years having been captain of school games and physical
training. He had successive employments as a motor mechanic, male nurse and lorry driver until he
enlisted in the Army on 30th April, 1942. He served in North Africa and Italy between October,
1942 and 26th April, 1944, during which period lie suffered one attack of malaria. He was awarded
the Military Medal and other medals and, after  service in North West Europe,  Norway and the
Middle East, was discharged to the reserve in the rank of Company Quarter Master Sergeant on
17th February, 1947. His character was assessed as “Exemplary.” The citation of the award of the
Military Medal in the London Gazette of 9th November, 1944 read:- 

“This N.C.O. was dropped by parachute near Borgo val di Taro, north of Spezia, on 7th September, 1943. The
total detachment consisted of two officers and four other ranks. After landing the detachment split, Lance Corporal
Challenor accompanying one officer. This small detachment succeeded in derailing two trains on the Spezia-Parma line
on night of 14th September at a point north of Pontremoli. Again on night 18th September a third train was derailed
south of Villafranca. Having no further explosives the detachment started to return to our lines. During this time the
enemy were continually searching for escaped prisoners of war and on 27th December the officer was captured. Lance
Corporal Challenor continued southwards alone; he was captured north of Chieti, but succeeded in escaping later from
Aquila prisoner of war camp. He continued south and on 5th April, 1944 was again captured while attempting to pass
through the enemy lines; on 7th April he again escaped and reached our lines.

Throughout  the  seven months spent  behind the enemy lines  this  N.C.O.  displayed  the highest  courage  and
determination.”

On 1st August, 1944 he married Doris May Challenor, who gave evidence before me and to
whom I would like to pay tribute for her assistance, provided in the most objective manner in very
distressing circumstances, both in giving evidence in public and in placing all relevant information
at the disposal of the doctors and police officers engaged in the investigation of her husband’s
behaviour.

After  his  discharge from the Armed Forces,  Harold Gordon Challenor  worked as  an iron
moulder until he joined the Metropolitan Police on 24th September, 1951. The report upon him on
completion of 14 weeks training included the words:—



“A very  good  recruit,  age  29  years,  exceptionally  willing,  keen  and  hardworking.  Seeks  diligently  after
knowledge, and at times needs someone to keep the brake on for his excess of energy.”

His progress was excellent and in his first two qualifying examinations he achieved 85% and 93·5%
markings  respectively. On 16th  February, 1953,  while  still  within  his  probationary period  as  a
constable,  his  application to become an ’Aid’ to  C.I.D. was approved subject to trial.  On 14th
September, 1955 he was described by his Divisional Detective Superintendent as having been
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employed as an Aid to C.I.D. since February, 1953, in which period he had effected 105 arrests for
crime, and as being conscientious, efficient and conducting his cases in court in a very able manner;
mention was made of the long hours of work put in and of the officer’s ability in correspondence.
He was recommended strongly for appointment to the Criminal Investigation Department. On 9th
January, 1956 he was appointed to the C.I.D. as a Detective Constable. Thereafter he attended a
course at the Hendon Detective Training School and achieved the “Very Good” classification in all
but two subjects. Attention was then drawn to his very hard working qualities, his natural quick wit
and  his  forthright  manner. Reports  on  his  work  in  1956,  1957 and  1958  described  him as  “a
magnificent worker,” continuing “to forge ahead,” “excellent,” and “very hard working.” On 5th
August,  1958 he was attached to  the Flying Squad,  this  posting being the  result,  according to
Commander Hatherill, of his extremely good performance at the Hendon course, and his progress
thereafter. Within a month he was reported as having “made his presence felt by his initiative and
drive.”

In May, 1960 Detective Constable Challenor attended St. Thomas’ Hospital complaining of
difficulty in hearing conversation against background noise. Examination and test showed nothing
abnormal except a progressive loss of hearing for high tones. Consideration was, it seems, given to
the possibility of his deafness being due to overdosage of quinine when suffering from malaria in
Italy. In the following month of June, 1960 there is recorded the first report containing criticism of
Detective Constable Challenor. It  reads, “Continues to apply himself industriously to the job in
hand. Is capable and willing but is inclined to noisy tactlessness. Room for improvement in this
direction,” and is over the signature of “T. Butler,” then a Detective Chief Inspector. That same
officer reported thirteen months later that Detective Constable Challenor “has continued to work
enthusiastically and well. Is capable and fearless in his dealings with criminals. Has improved in
general bearing since working with present partner.” This assessment was repeated in March, 1962
when Detective Constable Challenor was promoted to Detective Sergeant 2nd Class, and transferred
from the Flying Squad to “M” Division of the Metropolitan Police. That transfer was occasioned
because Commander  Hatherill  assessed  him as  likely to  do well  in  a  working class  area;  and,
because he was considered to be the type of officer needed for the kind of police work required in
the Soho area, Detective Sergeant Challenor was transferred to “C” Division on 9th July, 1962,
being then described as “a very capable and energetic officer and one who is completely loyal to the
Service.” Ten days later on 19th July, 1962 Detective Superintendent Townsend took command of
“C” Division C.I.D.

On 4th December, 1962 Detective Superintendent Townsend reported on Detective Sergeant
Challenor that he “continues to work with industry and has developed a knowledge of the problems
of the Division well in advance of many long serving officers”. In January, 1963 Detective Sergeant
Challenor and Detective Sergeant Evans were put  in charge of the Aids to  C.I.D. at  West End
Central  Police  Station,  the  former  assuming the  dominant  responsibility for  outside  work.  The
annual  report  by  Detective  Superintendent  Townsend  on  5th  March,  1963  marked  Detective
Sergeant  Challenor  as  “Outstanding”  for  energy, and  “Very  Good”  for  all  other  qualities,  and
described him as “a very shrewd, deep thinking officer who works with energy and purpose.
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Keen, competent and loyal.” By March, 1963 Detective Sergeant Challenor had received in all 18
commendations for his  work as a police officer, and in February, 1963 he sat and successfully
passed the examination in educational subjects for promotion to Sergeant 1st Class, the result of this
examination being promulgated on l0th July, 1963.

In  April,  1963  of  his  own  initiative  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  attended  St.  Thomas’
Hospital  again  complaining  of  difficulty in  hearing.  Examination and test  revealed no material
change since his last attendance in 1960. He was supplied with a hearing aid but it was considered
that he would find it troublesome to use on account of his normal hearing for all but higher tones.

The  evidence  revealed  that  throughout  his  service  in  the  Metropolitan  Police,  Detective
Sergeant  Challenor  was  known  as  a  man  who  spoke  his  mind,  who  was  brusque,  blunt  and
boisterous, was possessed of a loud speaking voice, and was in the habit of emphasising his words
with gestures.  He was regarded as a  man who was kindly and considerate  to  children and the
elderly, and who was abhorrent of the bully.

Detective Sergeant Etheridge who, whilst not being a friend of Detective Sergeant Challenor,
got to know him as a police colleague better than all others, described him in evidence as a police
officer with a tremendous appetite for work a good natured man with a good sense of humour, noisy
and a bit of a rough diamond. The witness further said of Detective Sergeant Challenor that he was
generally liked by his colleagues, a man well disciplined himself and a strict disciplinarian when in
control of junior officers, and a man to whom the Aids to C.I.D. used to go a lot not only with their
problems within the Force but with domestic problems as well.

Such was the history and the reputation of Detective Sergeant Challenor up to the month of
April, 1963, to which reference would be made had any person questioned his behaviour or his
mental health at that time; such was the background against which his subsequent conduct stood to
be judged.
l5

Chapter III—Metropolitan Police Force, “C” Division, West End Central Police Station

At the time material for consideration the organisation of the Metropolitan Police included
No. 1 District which comprised six Divisions. Of those, “C” Division had headquarters at West End
Central Police Station, Savile Row, W.l. The senior officer at “C” Division at all material times was
Chief  Superintendent  J.  Starritt.  “C”  Division  was  organised  into  three  sub-divisions,  ‘C.D.l’.
‘C.D.2.’ and ‘C.T.’ Sub-divisions ‘C.D.l.’ and ‘C.D.2.’ were also based at West End Central Police
Station; sub-division ‘C.T.’ was based at Tottenham Court Road Police Station.

Prior to 30th September 1962 the C.I.D. personnel at West End Central Police Station served
as one unit divided into two squads, each under a Detective Inspector, who in turn were responsible
to  a  Detective  Chief  Inspector  working,  as  from  19th  July  1962,  directly  under  Detective
Superintendent  R.  Townsend.  As  from 1st  October  1962  there  was  a  reorganisation  of  C.I.D.
personnel. From that date to 6th September 1963 under the Detective Superintendent and Detective
Chief Inspector the C.I.D. personnel were divided into teams allocated one each to the sub-divisions
‘C.D.l.’ and ‘C.D.2.’, each team being headed by a Detective Inspector. Eventually, in the summer
of 1963, the two C.I.D. sections occupied separate accommodation on different floors in the police
station. Detective Sergeant Challenor served in ‘C.D.2.’ which was concerned with the area between
Oxford Street on the north, Old Compton Street, Brewer Street, Beak Street, Mount Street on the
south,  Charing Cross  Road on the  east,  and Park Lane on the  west.  Prior  to  1st  August  1963
Detective  Chief  Superintendent  McArthur  held  the  rank  of  Detective  Chief  Inspector  in  the
establishment, and he was then succeeded by Detective Chief Inspector Pike. Chief Superintendent



Starritt  was  responsible  for  all  branches  of  the  Force  in  his  Division,  but  in  respect  of  C.I.D.
personnel within the Division an additional advisory supervision was provided by the Detective
Chief  Superintendent  at  No.1  District  Headquarters,  such  post  being  filled  by Detective  Chief
Superintendent Cudmore up to 8th July 1963, by Detective Chief Superintendent Butler from 8th
July 1963 to 14th August 1963, and thereafter by Detective Chief Superintendent Mannings. The
office  of  Detective  Chief  Superintendent  at  District  Headquarters  provided  the  link  between
Divisional C.I.D. officers and the Assistant Commissioner Crime of the Metropolitan Police.

On 19th September 1962 Detective Superintendent Townsend submitted a memorandum to
Detective Chief Superintendent Cudmore at No.1 District Headquarters drawing attention to the
C.I.D.  establishment  at  “C” Division  and to  the  increase  in  crime since  1959,  since  when the
establishment had remained the same. The establishment was then up to strength,  and for male
officers  provided  1  Superintendent,  1  Chief  Inspector,  3  Inspectors,  4  Sergeants  1st  Class,  19
Sergeants  2nd  Class  and  21  Constables.  The  crime  figures  in  the  three  sub-divisions  ‘C.D.l.’,
‘C.D.2.’ and ‘C.T.’ up to 30th June 1962 revealed an increase over the crime figures for 1959 of
33·4%, 54·7% and 42·3% respectively. Correspondence dealt with up to 31st August 1962 showed
an increase over 1960 figures of 33·8% for ‘C.D.1.’, 32% for ‘C.D.2.’, and 9% for ‘C.T.’ Yet for
1962 the combined ‘C.D.1.’ and ‘C.D.2.’ figures for arrests was estimated for the full year at only
13·3% more than in 1959, and for ‘C.T.’ the 
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figure for arrests remained static. The case load of crime per C.I.D. officer (including Detective
Inspector) in “C” Division was as follows:

1959 1960 1961 1962
C.D.1 + C.D.2 264 261 274
C.D.1 306
C.D.2 384
C.T. 293 252 231 279

In July 1963 the establishment at “C” Division for C.I.D. officers was increased by 4 Detective
Constables, but the vacancies thus created were not filled at any material time.

Evidence  of  the  above matters  indicated  the  pressure  under  which  C.I.D.  officers  at  “C”
Division were working in 1962 and revealed how detection and arrests were not keeping pace with
the incidence of crime up to September 1962. This pressure continued unabated in 1963.

The work of the C.I.D. in the Metropolitan Police is intimately connected with the system of
Aids to C.I.D. Constables in the uniformed branches may apply for transfer to the C.I.D. as an Aid.
As Aids they work with or under the supervision of a detective officer, and after a period of trial
extending maybe 2 or 3 years, they are, if found suitable, appointed Detective Constables in the
C.I.D. The best use of Aids was the subject of experiment in “C” Division, and on 21st January
1963  they  were  put  for  training  and  administration  under  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  and
Detective Sergeant Evans.

The evidence called at the Inquiry gave rise to a question which, having regard to the terms of
reference, it is not necessary to resolve. I would respectfully report however that it might prove
beneficial  to  give  further  consideration  to  the  present  practice  of  placing  a  young officer  who
desires to join the C.I.D. for training under a Detective Sergeant without the selected “Aid” being
given an initial course of training in C.I.D. work. Such an initial course would protect the Aid from
the dangers of the unorthodox, and enable him to blend more easily with the older members of the



C.I.D. The period of service as an Aid in the present system appears to vary between six months and
two years and a large proportion of the Aids return to uniform patrol duties. This in itself may cause
those not finally selected for C.I.D. duties to suffer in efficiency and morale.

On  22nd  April  1963  Detective  Superintendent  Townsend  and  Detective  Chief  Inspector
McArthur brought into operation, a special night squad of C.I.D. officers in an effort to check crime
in the Division. This squad was put under the charge of Detective Sergeant Etheridge and Detective
Sergeant Challenor. It was appreciated that, with available manpower, such a system could only be
operated in short bursts because of the hours of duty involved, for any success inevitably meant
additional time on duty attending courts. So successful was this special night squad that it had to be
discontinued on 16th May 1963 because of the excessive hours of duty it imposed on those engaged
in that duty. Statistics produced in evidence are indicative of the work involved, and the result
achieved.
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For “C” Division — Sub-divisions ’C.D.1’ and ’C.D,2’

Crimes committed Crimes cleared up Arrests
1962 Jan.-July 7752 1907 1325 
1963 Jan.-July 7172 2163 1612

From the evidence it appeared that the steps taken at “C” Division (a) to separate the C.I.D.
force  into  two  units  ‘C.D.1’ and  ‘C.D.2’,  (b) to  place  all  the  Aids  to  C.I.D.  under  Detective
Sergeants  Challenor  and Evans,  and  (c) to  operate  the  special  night  squad,  brought  immediate
success in combating crime in the Division.

Success as a C.I.D. officer inevitably involves longer hours on duty for that officer. Analysis
of figures produced in evidence by Chief Superintendent Starritt reveals that, for three weeks taken
at random in January, March and May 1963, the average weekly hours for each C.I.D. officer on
duty in ‘C.D.l.’ were respectively 60·8 hours, 64·9 hours and 63·6 hours, and for each C.I.D. officer
on duty in ‘C.D.2.’ were respectively 65·5 hours, 67 hours and 64·4 hours, In those weeks the
highest number of hours duty in a week for an individual officer were 82·75 hours, 86 hours and
89·75  hours  respectively.  Such  hours  Chief  Superintendent  Starritt  did  not  regard  as  grossly
excessive but greater in number than he wished. They compared reasonably, in his view, with hours
worked by both uniformed police officers and C.I.D. officers in other Districts of the Metropolitan
Police and in other police forces. In his view, which I accept, sufficient supervision and contact was
maintained to enable senior officers to observe if, and when, a particular officer was overworked, or
overtired, and steps were taken when possible to afford rest days, or to cut down on hours worked in
order  to  enable  such  an  officer  to  recuperate.  Commander  Hatherill  and  Chief  Superintendent
Starritt stressed the difficulty of affording time off, or cutting down on hours worked in order to
overcome strain or tiredness in the case of C.I.D. officers. To take a C.I.D. officer off duty or to cut
down his hours of work results in his work being passed to an already fully occupied colleague, or
the job does not get done — with consequential advantage to the criminal classes.

In the case of Detective Sergeant Challenor in particular, in the 46 weeks from 1st September
1962 to 19th July 1963 when he went on annual leave, there were 53 days, inclusive of Sundays, on
which he was not on duty, and his weekly hours of duty for the 5 weeks up to 12th July 1963 were
respectively 76 hours, 88½ hours, 80¼ hours, 91 hours and 102 hours. Commander Hatherill said of
those hours that in his  view they were “a bit  too heavy”.  Detective Sergeant  Etheridge in fact
worked slightly longer hours than did Detective Sergeant Challenor, averaging 12½ hours duty for
every working day in  1963,  and it  can  be  said  with  confidence  that  such hours  of  duty were
regarded as within normal limits for a C.I.D. officer at West End Central Police Station. In this



respect it cannot be emphasised too strongly that no police officer who gave evidence before me, or
to whom reference was made in the evidence, at any time complained of the hours of duty expected
of him, or suggested that too much was demanded of him by his superior officers, or by the calls of
police duty.

Each C.I.D. officer at West End Central Police Station kept a desk diary which was open to
inspection by his superior officer at all times. Such diaries
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recorded  the  daily  hours  of  duty,  and  a  weekly  check  of  diaries  was  made  by  the  Detective
Superintendent.

Although the desk diaries enabled a check of the number of hours on duty to be made they
afforded very meagre information as to the nature of the duties actually carried out. In fairness to
the officers whose duty it was to enter up particulars in the diaries, it must be said that their heavy
commitments  and  long  hours  of  duty  were  not  conducive  to  the  recording  of  much  detail.
Nevertheless no great assistance could possibly be obtained from these records when assessing what
work had been done in the hours of work recorded.

At  the  end  of  June,  and  again  on  4th  or  5th  July,  and  on  12th  July  1963,  Detective
Superintendent Townsend spoke to Detective Sergeant Challenor concerning the number of hours
work recorded in his diary. With increasing emphasis, which culminated in a firm order on the last
occasion, Detective Superintendent Townsend told him to restrict his duties to current commitments
and to work an eight hour day.

The need for repetition of instructions to restrict Detective Sergeant Challenor’s hours of duty
was  occasioned  not  by  the  fault  of  his  superior  officers  but  by  the  fact,  established  to  my
satisfaction, that he was an enthusiast and a glutton for work, and was resentful of any restriction
imposed upon his duties.

The  evidence  of  Commander  Hatherill,  Chief  Superintendent  Starritt,  Detective  Chief
Superintendent  McArthur,  Detective  Superintendent  Townsend,  Mr.  (then  Detective  Chief
Inspector) Pike, Detective Chief Inspector Bruce and Detective Sergeant Etheridge left no doubt in
my mind that the volume of work to be carried out by C.I.D. officers available at West End Central
Police  Station  inevitably  meant  long  hours  of  duty  and  sustained  pressure  upon  the  officers
concerned; that where respite from strain could be provided it was provided — but this was seldom
possible; that a reasonable degree of supervision was exercised over junior officers; and that when
the occasion arose, as it did in June and July 1963 in the case of Detective Sergeant Challenor, of an
officer showing, by his appearance of tiredness and by his behaviour, that he was suffering from the
effects  of  strain  and  overwork,  special  instructions  were  issued  to  maintain  efficiency, and  to
safeguard his health, even at the cost of putting additional duties upon his colleagues.
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Chapter IV—Survey of the period April 1963 to 6th September 1963 

This period calls for separate report because it extends from what I find to be the onset of mental
illness to the date on which Detective Sergeant Challenor ceased to perform all police duties. 

Detective Superintendent  Townsend said that  he first  noticed signs of abnormality in Detective
Sergeant Challenor in the month of May or early June 1963. He had never suggested to anyone that
there was any indication of mental instability or impending mental instability in 1962 — a point to
be remembered when considering the medical  evidence of  Dr. Sargant  — and the abnormality



which he first observed was principally concerned with an apparent impairment of hearing and an
associated tendency to raise the voice when speaking. This witness was the police officer whose
rank and status at West End Central Police Station placed him in the position of the person whose
duty it  was to supervise and to be responsible  for the work and welfare of Detective Sergeant
Challenor during this period. In carrying out such duty and responsibility he was in part dependent
upon information given him, but he had also a heavy obligation to maintain personal observation of
those under his orders and their work, and to find out for himself how duties were being carried out
and with what effects. 

Detective  Superintendent  Townsend’s  attention  was  first  drawn  to  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor’s  apparent  defect  in  hearing  by  an  oral  report  that  that  officer  had  misheard,  or
misunderstood, certain questions put to him during a court hearing. He immediately made it his
business to talk to Detective Sergeant Challenor and ask him what was the trouble. In the course of
conversation  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  told  him of  difficulty  with  his  hearing,  that  he  had
already visited St. Thomas’ Hospital for advice and that the hospital was going to supply a hearing
aid. He noticed that Detective Sergeant Challenor was in fact showing signs of increased deafness,
as he was turning towards the speaker as if to catch his words better, and was speaking more loudly.
They discussed whether he would be able to continue duty at West End Central Police Station if he
had to wear a hearing aid. This did not seem to worry Detective Sergeant Challenor unduly at the
time, but he obviously did not want to leave that station. After discussing this matter with Detective
Sergeant Challenor, Detective Superintendent Townsend spoke to Detective Chief Superintendent
Cudmore, his immediate superior, about the problem of the officer’s impaired hearing. Reasonably
at this stage, I find, attention was focused upon the defect of hearing as the cause of Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s troubles. Detective Chief Superintendent Cudmore confirmed in evidence that
the defect of hearing was mentioned to him, that Detective Superintendent Townsend also brought
to his attention that Detective Sergeant Challenor had been working exceptionally long hours, and
that he had been told to “ease off” in his duties. Detective Chief Superintendent Cudmore spoke to
Detective Sergeant Challenor within a few days of this, and so far as he could tell there did not
appear to be anything wrong with his hearing. The difference between the observation of Detective
Superintendent Townsend and Detective Chief Superintendent Cudmore as to the defect of hearing
is an illustration of the many instances, which the evidence at the Inquiry revealed, of Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s behaviour and manner differing from time to time.

The long hours of duty performed by Detective Sergeant Challenor were discovered through
Detective Superintendent Townsend’s inspection of the
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desk diaries: he observed that Detective Sergeant Challenor was looking tired and he told him, by
way  of  advice  rather  than  as  a  stern  order,  to  cut  down  on  his  work  and  to  concentrate  on
investigations already in hand. Detective Superintendent Townsend also informed Detective Chief
Inspector  McArthur  and  Detective  Inspector  Bruce  of  his  concern  over  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor’s hours of duty, and his tired look, and of the need to cut down his work. When told to cut
down his work Detective Sergeant Challenor had protested to Detective Superintendent Townsend:
he said he had a grasp of the situation in the West End, that he did not want to lose his grasp, and
that he wanted to do his job. However, Detective Superintendent Townsend told me, he appeared,
albeit reluctantly, to be prepared to act on the advice given.

On  26th  June  1963  Detective  Superintendent  Townsend  had  occasion  to  speak  with  the
Deputy Commander; the late Mr. Spooner, at District Headquarters and he took the opportunity of
mentioning the position of Detective Sergeant Challenor. In his evidence at the Inquiry he said of
his discussion with Mr. Spooner, “The discussion was that Challenor had been working very, very
long hours, he had done some good work in the West End, he was going deaf, getting boisterous, he
was going deaf, he might have to wear a deaf aid, but the criminal fraternity were, as I have heard,



preparing or trying to stop his activities, and I felt it was time for his own good to move him to a
quieter station where he could take a rest, perhaps work much shorter hours and have a quieter way
of life, and also for the good of the job, the good of the police force, because it was obvious to me at
that time that the criminal fraternity were endeavouring to take some action to stop his activities”.

This  was  not  an  urgent  request  to  the  Deputy  Commander  to  move  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor, but was put forward on the basis of a general picture justifying the moving of this officer
to  another  station  when a  convenient  opportunity arose.  Although  to  Detective  Superintendent
Townsend the appearance of Detective Sergeant Challenor at the end of June 1963 was that of a
very tired man who was looking ‘drawn’ rather than ‘downcast’, this he felt did not demand urgent
action. At this period all the officers at West End Central Police Station were working very long
hours; everyone was tired, and to give time off to a detective officer was not practicable if the work
of the C.I.D. was to be done. Having regard to the documentary evidence of crimes committed,
investigations  carried  out,  correspondence  conducted,  and  hours  of  duty  worked,  I  have  no
hesitation in accepting Detective Superintendent Townsend’s evidence to that effect.

The above quotation of evidence at the Inquiry refers to the desire of the criminal fraternity to
stop the activities of Detective Sergeant Challenor. Detective Superintendent Townsend elaborated
this  aspect  in  his  evidence.  His  information  was  culled  from more  than  one  source.  On  one
occasion, he thought in August 1963, Detective Sergeant Challenor had himself spoken of this, but I
attach little weight to that source of information at that period of time. The information from other
sources extended to the fact that £1,000 was offered for the services of a man without criminal
record to give evidence detrimental to Detective Sergeant Challenor. This was at some date prior to
12th July 1963. Detective Superintendent Townsend’s evidence did not stand uncorroborated on this
aspect. The most cogent of all corroboration was a book addressed to Detective Sergeant Challenor
at Netherne Hospital, but which was intercepted
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by the medical staff and not delivered to him. The book, entitled ‘Broadmoor. A History of Criminal
Lunacy and its Problems’, by Ralph Partridge, was inscribed, ‘From the Chaps and Slags. With love
you nut case’ and upon a photograph therein of the ‘Old Cemetery’ is written, ’Poor o’l Harry’, and
a grave marked ‘Reserved for you’.

Detective  Superintendent  Townsend  said  that  he  was  satisfied  that  ‘desperate  men  were
prepared  to  take  desperate  remedies’ to  get  rid  of  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor.  He  described
Detective Sergeant Challenor as ‘a thorn in the side of the criminal fraternity’ and made the point
that in June 1963 he had it in mind that whenever it was possible for false allegations to be made
against Detective Sergeant Challenor it was likely that they would be resorted to in order to stop his
work in the West End: he said ‘There is a limit to everything and if a man is doing a job of work and
is being continually complained about, then as a senior police officer, one must take notice of the
position and try to take him away from the scene until the thing is clarified. Quite obviously it is a
position which cannot be tolerated’.

On 4th June 1963 Detective Superintendent Townsend became aware of the complaint and
allegations of Mr. Pink, whose reputation and character he already knew. The prosecution of Mr.
Pink was  then  pending and the  trial  did  not  take  place  until  16th-22nd July 1963.  It  was  not
practicable for Detective Superintendent Townsend to enquire into these allegations until after the
end of the court proceedings. Mr. Pink was convicted by the jury, the conviction being subsequently
quashed on the ground of misdirection in the summing up.

On  29th  June  1963  Mr.  Irvine  Shine  made  a  complaint  regarding  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor. Detective  Superintendent  Townsend  heard  of  this  on  3rd  July 1963,  by which  date



Detective  Chief  Inspector  McArthur  had  dealt  with  the  complaint,  apparently  to  Mr.  Shine’s
satisfaction, in his absence from West End Central Police Station at the time of the complaint. When
this matter of complaint was again raised, Detective Superintendent Townsend and Acting Chief
Superintendent Lyscom (in the absence of Chief Superintendent Starritt) explained to Mr. Victor
Mishcon, Mr. Shine’s principal, in an interview on 27th July 1963, that as at 29th June Detective
Sergeant Challenor had been working long hours, was very tired, that his hearing had been getting
worse, and that he had been prone recently to shouting. An apology was tendered to Mr. Mishcon
who graciously accepted the explanation given.

I  have reached the conclusion that,  up to the end of June 1963, there was nothing in the
behaviour  or  appearance  of  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor,  and  no  information  concerning  him
available to Detective Superintendent Townsend, which in fact directed attention to the possibility
that he was suffering from mental illness, or which could reasonably have formed the basis of
suspicion of mental illness, The plain indications of strain due to pressure of work and of fatigue
would have made it advisable for Detective Sergeant Challenor to be given a rest from duties. The
facts that all officers were overworked and that Detective Sergeant Challenor’s leave was due on
19th July justified the course of allowing him to remain on duty.

Over the period of 13 days ending on 2nd July 1963 Detective Sergeant Challenor’s desk
diary revealed l87½ hours on duty. Detective Superintendent Townsend observed this fact and the
obvious failure to cut down on work. He
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spoke to Detective Sergeant Challenor again in stronger terms and to the same end that he should
restrict his hours of duty and not take on fresh investigations. He reminded Detective Sergeant
Challenor that his annual leave was due on 19th July and explained to him that the object was to
‘nurse’ him until he went on leave and then he could get fit again in his period of leave. He spoke
also  to  Detective  Chief  Superintendent  Butler,  who  succeeded  Detective  Chief  Superintendent
Cudmore  as  from 8th  July 1963.  Detective  Chief  Superintendent  Butler  confirmed  this  in  his
evidence,  and  stated  that  Detective  Superintendent  Townsend  was  clearly  very  worried  about
Detective Sergeant Challenor’s defect of hearing and the fact that he had been overworking and
putting in long hours of duty. From the minute signed by Detective Chief Superintendent Butler and
addressed  to  Commander  Hatherill,  it  is  quite  clear  that  he  was  in  agreement  with  Detective
Superintendent Townsend that the root of Detective Sergeant Challenor’s trouble was deafness.

On  the  late  evening  of  11th  July  Detective  Superintendent  Townsend’s  attention  was
specifically drawn to Detective Sergeant Challenor’s conduct by Superintendent Burdett, who was
stationed at Tottenham Court Road and not West End Central Police Station, The details of this
occasion I report in Part Three, Chapter VI, of this Appendix, In the course of recounting what had
been observed in the nature of shouting, gesticulation, and loss of self control, something of the
initial impact upon Superintendent Burdett’s mind was inevitably lost.  The look in the eye, the
expression on the face, and the complex behaviour which are now identifiable as florid symptoms
of the mental illness subsequently diagnosed, were not easy to translate into words, That which was
novel  and  startling  to  Superintendent  Burdett  fitted  readily  into  Detective  Superintendent
Townsend’s already formed opinion that Detective Sergeant Challenor was a very tired, overworked
officer suffering from the strain of increasing deafness. No complaint was made on 11th July 1963
by any of the arrested persons in respect of whom Detective Sergeant Challenor’s conduct was
called in question by Superintendent Burdett.

On 12th  July 1963 Detective  Superintendent  Townsend emphasised  in  very strong terms,
amounting to an order, to Detective Sergeant Challenor that he was to limit his hours of duty and
restrict his work to pending matters. Only on a few exceptional days thereafter, and in the main only



because he was engaged in respect of court appearances for long hours, did Detective Sergeant
Challenor disobey that instruction,  and from 19th July to 5th August 1963 inclusive he was on
annual leave.

On 25th July, 1963 Detective Superintendent Townsend received from New Scotland Yard the
letter of complaint dated 18th July, 1963, from Mr. Clinton Davis, a solicitor. The subject matter of
this  complaint is dealt  with in Part  Three, Chapter VII, of this Appendix. On 1st August, 1963
Detective  Inspector  Taylor  reported  to  Detective  Superintendent  Townsend  the  result  of  an
investigation into that complaint for which he had called, Detective Superintendent Townsend said
there was nothing in the facts, as reported to him in writing, which indicated to him the possibility
that Detective Sergeant Challenor was mentally ill. My conclusion also is that there was nothing
which would have indicated that possibility.

On 12th July, 1963 Ronald Ede had complained to his Member of Parliament of his treatment
on 11th July, 1963. This complaint was passed, through
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the  Home Office,  to  the  Metropolitan  Police  and by 26th July, 1963 Detective  Superintendent
Townsend was in  possession  of  a  report  from Detective  Chief  Inspector  Pike.  This  report  was
necessarily incomplete because Detective Sergeant Challenor was on leave and because, since the
matter arose out of events which were the subject of pending charges, it was not proper to interview
those persons who were accused or witnesses who might be called on their behalf. The matter of
complaint was the very crux of the charge preferred: Detective Superintendent Townsend took the
only step open to him at that time of informing his superior officers of the facts so far as they had
been ascertained.

On Detective Sergeant Challenor’s return to duty on 6th August, 1963 it was necessary to
bring to his attention the complaints which had been received during his leave, and for his version
as  to  the  facts  to  be  obtained.  On  8th  August,  1963  Detective  Superintendent  Townsend  was
informed of the complaint made by Mr. Padmore and contained in a letter dated 2nd August, 1963
from his solicitors, Bernard Solley & Co. Investigation of this complaint was promptly started and
Detective Sergeant Challenor was interviewed by Detective Chief Inspector Pike. 

Prior to Detective Sergeant Challenor’s return from leave Commander Hatherill, having been
informed  through  Detective  Chief  Superintendent  Butler  of  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s
apparently increasing deafness,  and of the suggestion that  he should be moved from West  End
Central  Police Station and the reasons therefor, issued instructions that he should be medically
examined by Sir John Richardson, the Consultant Physician to the Metropolitan Police.  On his
return  from leave  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  was  instructed  by  the  Medical  Branch  of  the
Metropolitan Police to attend for examination on 16th August, 1963. 

Detective Superintendent Townsend told me that on 17th August, 1963 he was informed that
the result of Sir John Richardson’s examination was that Detective Sergeant Challenor was fit for
duty. As at that date he had had opportunity of observing Detective Sergeant Challenor after his
return  from  leave;  he  formed  the  impression  that  the  Detective  Sergeant  was  very  worried.
Detective  Superintendent  Townsend  thought  that  the  fact  that  complaints  had  been  made  was
worrying him, and that naturally he would be worried in case any of the complaints were upheld. At
this  period  of  time  it  still  did  not  occur  to  Detective  Superintendent  Townsend that  Detective
Sergeant Challenor was sick mentally. His personal feelings on 17th August, 1963 were that he
wished Detective Sergeant  Challenor  had been provided with some aid to  his  hearing and that
arrangements could be made to put him on an office job for twelve months to get completely fit: the
situation  was  however  that  he  had  been  passed  fit  for  duty.  On  19th  August,  1963  Detective



Superintendent Townsend went on his annual leave and did not resume duty until after Detective
Sergeant  Challenor  had  been  certified  as  ‘sick’ on  6th  September,  1963.  On  resuming  duties
Detective Superintendent Townsend was informed of Detective Sergeant Challenor’s behaviour on
22nd  August  in  the  presence  of  Detective  Chief  Inspector  Pike  (who  acted  as  the  Divisional
Detective Superintendent in his absence) and of his conduct on 3rd September as hereafter referred
to. Detective Superintendent Townsend advised him to take another holiday while off duty. This
advice led to Detective Sergeant and Mrs. Challenor spending a week at Swanage.
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Although it is a matter outside the period under consideration, it is pertinent to record, as a
matter affecting the assessment of Detective Superintendent Townsend’s diligence and concern in
respect of Detective Sergeant Challenor’s health and fitness for duty, that when in October, 1963
Detective Sergeant Challenor reported to him that Dr. Barlow had indicated that he could resume
duty, Detective Superintendent Townsend had the courage to take a different view from that report,
told him so, ordered him to report to his private doctor and obtain a medical certificate, and then
informed Chief Superintendent Starritt of the situation which had arisen.

I have reached the firm conclusion and respectfully report that in the months of July and
August,  1963  there  was  nothing  which  Detective  Superintendent  Townsend  observed,  nothing
which  he  ought  to  have  observed but  did  not  observe,  and  nothing which  was  brought  to  his
attention which should have made him realise or suspect that Detective Sergeant Challenor was
suffering from a mental illness. He was worried and justifiably worried about Detective Sergeant
Challenor, about his apparent deafness, about his obvious exhaustion, and, in the months of July and
August, 1963, about the number of complaints received. The aspects of deafness and exhaustion
and such complaints as appeared to arise therefrom he dealt with in the only way open to him. The
more serious matters of complaints were not for him to prejudge before the end of investigations
which were taking place.

The evidence at the Inquiry of Detective Inspectors R. L. Taylor and Bruce concerned, in part,
the behaviour  of Detective Sergeant  Challenor  in  the month of  July, 1963.  Detective Inspector
Taylor told me that on Saturday, 13th July, pursuant to Detective Superintendent Townsend’s order
that  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  should  curtail  his  duties,  he  interviewed  that  officer  who
appeared to go to sleep on his feet while Detective Inspector Taylor was appealing to him to take
things easier. Detective Inspector Bruce was informed of this and, as he confirmed in evidence at
the Inquiry, Detective Sergeant Challenor was at once persuaded to go home and rest.

On Monday, 15th  July Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  appeared  fully  recovered,  fresh  and
bright, according to the evidence of Detective Inspector Bruce who made a point of seeing him to
ensure that he was all right in health. Detective Inspector Bruce had a special responsibility as the
Inspector allotted to ‘C.D.2.’. He told me that on 6th August, 1963 he was aware of the complaints
that had by then been received concerning Detective Sergeant Challenor. He observed that officer
and the standard of his work in the days following 6th August. Detective Sergeant Challenor looked
well  and said he  felt  well,  and there was no falling off  in  the  standard of  work.  This  witness
apparently did not observe any particular signs of worry over the complaints.

Detective  Sergeant  Evans  did  not  work  closely  with,  but  was  in  frequent  contact  with,
Detective Sergeant Challenor, with whom in the relevant period he shared the special responsibility
for Aids. There was no incident in the whole of their association which he could recall and which he
could, in retrospect, say was an incident indicative of mental illness. Although negative in character
the evidence of this witness was impressive in relation to the first three months of the period under
review.

Mr. Harry Pike, formerly a Detective Chief Inspector in the Metropolitan Police, played a



prominent part in the month of August, 1963 in the investigation
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of complaints received about Detective Sergeant Challenor. He took over the duties of Detective
Chief  Inspector  at  West  End Central  Police  Station on 1st  August,  1963 from Detective Chief
Inspector  McArthur  and  acted  as  Superintendent  from 19th  August  to  the  end  of  this  period.
Detective Superintendent Townsend informed him on his taking up duties that Detective Sergeant
Challenor was then on leave, that he had been working very long hours, that he was a very tired
man, that his hearing was deteriorating, and that he had been instructed to work an “eight hour day”
and take on no fresh work until the backlog of work was dealt with.

On 12th August, 1963 Mr. Pike interviewed Detective Sergeant Challenor in respect of the
complaints of Mr. Ronald Ede and Mr. Clinton Davis. The interview was not easy to conduct, as he
found Detective Sergeant Challenor appeared to have difficulty in concentrating upon the subject
discussed, and seemed at times to be falling asleep; he did not appear to appreciate the gravity of
the complaints and there was difficulty in obtaining a statement from him.

Mr. Pike also dealt with the letter dated 2nd August, 1963 concerning the complaint of Mr.
Padmore and arranged with his solicitors that he should interview him on 16th August in respect of
the complaint. Having interviewed Mr. Padmore and obtained a statement from him relating to the
complaint of violence used by Detective Sergeant Challenor and other officers against him, Mr.
Pike sought to interview Detective Sergeant Challenor on this subject on 22nd August, 1963. On
that date he found Detective Sergeant Challenor to be tense, frustrated and inclined to stare blankly
into space at times. He asked Detective Sergeant Challenor if he felt fit and was given assurance
that he did. Nevertheless Mr. Pike felt it unfair to attempt to take any statement from him while he
was in that state. Mr. Pike consulted Chief Superintendent Starritt and was instructed to do his best
to get a statement. It was known to both that Detective Sergeant Challenor was due for medical
examination the following day. Chief Superintendent Starritt confirmed at the Inquiry that he gave
this instruction to Mr. Pike.

Mr. Pike then interviewed Detective Sergeant Challenor and found a marked deterioration in
his powers of concentration since 12th August. Apart from what was recorded in notes of evidence
which he had, Detective Sergeant Challenor was unable to recall the events and unable apparently
to apply his mind properly to the subject matter of the interview. To obtain his statement took 4½
hours; a much longer time than it should have done. Mr. Pike was very concerned. He was now
convinced that Detective Sergeant Challenor was a sick man. He had formed that view but not so
strongly after his interview on 12th August, and on 19th August, 1963 when Deputy Commander
Spooner  had  asked  him how he  was  progressing  with  his  investigations  concerning  Detective
Sergeant Challenor he had ventured the opinion that he thought he was sick, and was told that this
view would be passed to Commander Hatherill. There is no doubt that it was this communication of
Mr. Pike’s view which led to Mr. Ettenfield, the Medical Branch Secretary, being informed that
Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s  ‘mental  attitude’  was  questioned,  and  to  Sir  John  Richardson
applying his mind to that aspect when he examined Detective Sergeant Challenor on 23rd August,
1963.

Mr. Pike stressed in his evidence at the Inquiry the diffidence he had in expressing his view
that Detective Sergeant Challenor was a sick man as at
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12th August: he had seen him conduct a case in a Magistrates’ Court on 6th August and had heard
him cross-examine an expert witness in a manner which Mr. Pike described as “superb.” Mr. Pike
did not report his opinion of Detective Sergeant Challenor until the Deputy Commander’s question



provided an opportunity. As at 12th August that officer was due for medical examination on 16th
August.  There  was  therefore  an  understandable  basis  for  Mr.  Pike  not  making  an  immediate
voluntary report.

I have reached the conclusion which, in the light of evidence now available, is the plain one
that,  on  12th  August  and  more  so  on  22nd  August,  1963  at  a  time  when  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor was put under the strain of having his attention forced, held fixed, and concentrated upon
the substance of complaints made against him, the mental illness from which he was then suffering
revealed itself in the symptoms observed by Mr. Pike. At other times, when not put under strain
requiring  close  concentration  imposed  by  some  other  person,  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s
behaviour in August was free from symptoms suggesting mental illness.

At the conclusion of his interview on 22nd August Mr. Pike impressed on Detective Sergeant
Challenor the instruction as to restricted duties. He told me that Detective Sergeant Challenor had
difficulty in accepting the situation that he should confine himself to work in the office. He was an
energetic man with sources of information which would lead to active work outside the office and
he resented the restraint put on him. On 20th August, 1963 Mr. Pike had found it necessary to
reinforce the prior oral instructions by recording them in Detective Sergeant Challenor’s desk diary.
So concerned was Mr. Pike at this period of time and so closely was he watching the situation that
on 24th August when Detective Sergeant Challenor returned from the medical examination and
announced he had been found fit for duty, Mr. Pike telephoned to the Medical Branch to ascertain
whether in fact Detective Sergeant Challenor had attended and, if so, whether it was true that he had
been found fit for duty and whether some further appointments for examination had been made. Mr.
Ettenfield read part of Sir John Richardson’s minute to Mr. Pike over the telephone, and Mr. Pike
had no alternative at that time to accepting the finding of the Consultant Physician. There is no
doubt that it was a surprise to Mr. Pike that Detective Sergeant Challenor had been found fit for
duty. He had the  advantage  over  Sir  John Richardson of  experiencing and knowing Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s behaviour on the previous day.

Between 24th August and 3rd September, 1963 Detective Sergeant Challenor did not seriously
contravene his instructions as to the limits of his duties and Mr. Pike maintained close supervision
of all he did. On 3rd September Mr. Pike instructed him to be available at West End Central Police
Station at 3.30 p.m. for the purpose of the service of a writ of summons upon him by Mr. Clinton
Davis or his representative, as solicitor for Mr. Rooum, the plaintiff named on the writ. Mr. Pike
suggested to Detective Sergeant Challenor that he should say nothing on the occasion of service of
the writ. This suggestion and the nature of the occasion appeared to distress Detective Sergeant
Challenor, who became emotional, clenching and unclenching his fists. He said he would try to say
nothing but he found it very hard as there was much that he would like to say. Then he gave way to
an outburst of feeling in which some of his words were incoherent. Mr. Pike’s evidence was that he
was saying
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such things as, “I’m a simple man but I know what I’m paid for and I’m just not being allowed to
do my job” and “I can’t go on remaining in the office because I feel I’m getting money by false
pretences.” He went on to protest in a trembling state that there was a conspiracy among thieves and
villains in the West End to destroy his character and to try to get him transferred so that protection
racketeers could take over.

I have no doubt that this unrestrained outpouring of his feelings to Mr. Pike was contaminated
with  ideas  of  grandeur  symptomatic  of  his  mental  illness,  and  more  clearly  discernible  on
investigation  of  his  condition  in  October  and  November,  1963.  I  find  however,  in  Mr. Pike’s
evidence of this outburst, support for the opinion given by Detective Superintendent Townsend that



Detective Sergeant Challenor was fully aware of the fact that the criminal elements of the West End
were conspiring together to achieve his removal, was fully determined to get the better of those
criminals, and was fearful that his restricted duties would be regarded as a victory for crime over
law and order. Mr. Pike in his evidence confirmed at the Inquiry, but only from hearsay, that there
was a factual basis for the belief that there was a conspiracy directed against Detective Sergeant
Challenor.

In the course of this outburst by Detective Sergeant Challenor, Mr. Pike was informed that the
solicitor  had arrived.  He therefore told Detective Sergeant  Challenor  that  he would discuss his
problems later, and instructed him to wait in the C.I.D. office. Instead of going to the C.I.D. office
Detective Sergeant Challenor made to leave the building. Mr. Pike stopped him and, as he persisted
in  his  desire  to  leave,  took him immediately before  Chief  Superintendent  Starritt  to  whom he
recounted what had occurred. Mr. Pike’s evidence as to what then took place was corroborated by
that of the Chief Superintendent. Detective Sergeant Challenor made the same protest about being
confined to the office, said his hands were being tied behind his back and used the dramatic phrase,
“These villains are doing their best to crucify me.” Having listened to what he had to say Chief
Superintendent  Starritt  asked the direct question,  “Do you consider yourself  fit  for duty?”,  and
received the answer, “Fit as a fiddle, Sir. All I want to do is to go out and get some thieves.” The
Chief  Superintendent  then  told  him that  if  that  was  so  he  must  carry  out  orders.  During  this
interview Detective Sergeant Challenor had stood rigidly to attention with head bowed on his chest.
After  the  Chief  Superintendent  had  satisfied  himself  that  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  was
composed and in control of his emotions Mr. Pike accompanied him to have the service of the writ
effected. This passed off without conversation or incident, but immediately afterwards Detective
Sergeant Challenor again broke down emotionally. He was trembling and in tears. Mr. Pike left the
room to instruct Detective Sergeant Etheridge to come and look after his colleague and on his return
he  discovered  that  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  had  left  the  station.  Within  a  short  time  the
Detective Sergeant returned and went straightaway to the Chief Superintendent’s office. The Chief
Superintendent told me that on his return Detective Sergeant Challenor apologised for leaving the
station contrary to instruction and explained that the service of the writ had felt like “the last straw,”
and that had he not left the station he might have said or done something which he would have later
regretted.  Such  was  the  sorry  and  tearful  state  of  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  that  Chief
Superintendent Starritt sat him down and discussed the whole
28

situation with him for about an hour. He made clear to Detective Sergeant Challenor his view that
he should consult a doctor and that he needed help and advice. At the close of the interview the
officer had again composed himself and the Chief Superintendent reminded him that he was due to
give evidence at Chelsea Juvenile Court on the following day. Detective Sergeant Challenor said
that he was fit to do that and described giving evidence as “the least of my worries.” The Chief
Superintendent  took the view that  the testing of evidence in  court  was essential  for the proper
determination of complaints, and, as there had been no instance of reported misconduct in court, he
decided that it  was in the interests  of the public  and of the police officer that the case should
proceed. On leaving his Chief Superintendent’s office, Detective Sergeant Challenor asked for an
appointment to discuss his future duties, thanked him for his consideration, and promised not to
cause embarrassment again.

A full report  of the day’s events concerning Detective Sergeant Challenor together with a
statement of the background leading up to those events was made in writing on the same day to
Commander  No.1  District  by Chief  Superintendent  Starritt.  The  situation  could  not  have  been
expressed with greater force and clarity than it was in this report which was placed before Sir John
Richardson when he examined Detective Sergeant Challenor on 6th September, 1963.



Mr.  Pike  accompanied  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  to  Chelsea  Juvenile  Court  on  4th
September for the hearing of charges against the youths Hill and Ede. No trial took place for want
of time to hear the charges. Mr. Rooum was there as a witness for the defence and Mr. Pike was
surprised to hear Detective Sergeant Challenor greet Mr. Rooum — the man on whose behalf a writ
of summons had been served upon him on the previous day — with the words, “Wotcher me old
darling, what about playing football for us on Sunday?”

The  early  hours  of  5th  September,  1963  witnessed  an  incident  in  Clapham  High  Street
between Detective Sergeant Challenor and three youths who were sheltering in the doorway of
vacant premises. Detective Sergeant Challenor was off duty and walking home, a distance of some
15 miles. I did not hear evidence concerning this incident but it was stated in public at the Inquiry
that, as a result of the incident, Detective Sergeant Challenor desired to prefer a charge against the
youths which the Officer in Charge at Clapham Police Station refused to accept on the evidence
given to him. Also it was stated that in the incident Detective Sergeant Challenor received a very
trivial injury. A police surgeon examined him and certified him as unfit for duty for 24 hours. As a
result of communication between Clapham Police Station and West End Central Police Station Mr.
Pike  went  to  the  former  where  he  found  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  resting  and  apparently
puzzled as to why there was a delay in summoning him to court to give evidence against the youths
he had arrested in the early hours. Mr. Pike gave evidence at the Inquiry that he sat with Detective
Sergeant Challenor that morning for about three hours talking about ordinary things, and that apart
from concern at the delay in going to court there was nothing abnormal that he observed in his
behaviour.

Arrangements  were  made  by Mr. Pike  through  Mrs.  Challenor  for  Dr. Meerapfel  to  see
Detective Sergeant Challenor on the afternoon of 5th September. I report on the findings of that
Doctor in Part Two hereof. As the result of the reports of Chief Superintendent Starritt and Mr. Pike,
reinforced as they were by the occurrence of the Clapham High Street incident, it was arranged 
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that  Sir  John  Richardson  should  examine  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  again,  and  at  that
examination on 6th September, 1963 he was certified unfit for duty.

In order to complete the narrative I go beyond 6th September and report that in October, 1963
Detective Inspector Dilly, who gave evidence at the Inquiry, attended a dinner at which Detective
Sergeant  Challenor  was  present.  The  behaviour  which  he  witnessed  on  that  occasion  led  to
arrangements  being  made  for  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s immediate  admission  to  hospital,
where his mental illness was diagnosed.

In respect of this period from April to 6th September, 1963 I heard the evidence of a number
of witnesses concerning their knowledge of Detective Sergeant Challenor and their observation of
his behaviour. The fact that I have not referred to all such witnesses by name is no reflection on the
value of their evidence or their credit. It was an advantage to hear a considerable body of evidence
in order to test the reliability of the evidence of the principal witnesses, but once that reliability was
established, as it has been, there is no necessity to refer in detail to purely corroborative evidence.

As the senior  officer, Chief  Superintendent  Starritt  was  responsible  for the discipline and
welfare of all officers stationed at West End Central Police Station. It was therefore necessary to
consider whether there was any act or omission on his part during this period which resulted in
Detective Sergeant Challenor continuing on duty at the time when he should not have been. Chief
Superintendent  Starritt  himself  gave  evidence  of  the  organisation  at  West  End  Central  Police
Station, the chain of command and the division of responsibilities. In particular he explained the
procedure for dealing with complaints by members of the public.  All  matters of complaint and



action taken to investigate complaints received his personal attention. Documentary evidence in the
form of contemporary reports, file minutes, and correspondence, established beyond question that
the  Chief  Superintendent  was kept  fully informed of  all  matters  relating to  Detective Sergeant
Challenor’s health and welfare and of complaints against him. There was however no indication to
him until 22nd August, 1963 at the earliest, that the officer was sick. He was on leave from 23rd
July to 10th August, 1963 and on his return he noticed that Detective Sergeant Challenor appeared
“sick with worry,” a state which he reasonably attributed to the existence of the complaints then
being investigated. On 22nd August, 1963 the Chief Superintendent must have appreciated from
what Mr. Pike told him and from what occurred in his presence that Detective Sergeant Challenor
was under considerable mental strain. He then had it expressly in mind that a medical examination
was to take place on the following day by Sir John Richardson, In so far as the thought of “illness,”
as distinct from “worry” and “strain,” entered Chief Superintendent Starritt’s mind he undoubtedly
and naturally felt that the medical examination would reveal what, if anything, was wrong. I do not
criticise  him in  that  respect,  On 3rd  September, 1963 Chief  Superintendent  Starritt  considered
Detective Sergeant Challenor to be mentally ill. At that time, having had a long talk with Detective
Sergeant  Challenor, the Chief  Superintendent  was nevertheless prepared to  allow the officer  to
remain on duty knowing that he would be giving evidence in court on the following day. At the
Inquiry he was closely questioned about this decision. He said that there was no reason to think that
Detective Sergeant Challenor was ill in a way which would affect his evidence or behaviour in
court: there was
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a basis for thinking that the illness was caused by worry over complaints arising from the charges
due to be heard. Sir John Richardson had found no need for psychiatric treatment. He considered
that the court hearing would be the best way of ascertaining the truth of the allegations which had
been made, and was in the interests of the public, the complainants, and the officer himself. On the
facts known to him there was logic and force in Chief Superintendent Starritt’s reasoning.

I have reached the firm conclusion and I report that there is no room for criticism of Chief
Superintendent  Starritt’s conduct  in relation to Detective Sergeant Challenor  remaining on duty
until 6th September, 1963.

This survey of the period April to 6th September, 1963 reveals, in retrospect, four occasions only
which can be described as possible opportunities for removing Detective Sergeant Challenor from
duty:— 

(a) 11th July; the behaviour witnessed by Superintendent Burdett,

(b) 12th August; the reaction to Mr. Pike’s first interview,

(c) 22nd-23rd August; the reaction to Mr. Pike’s second interview and the absence of an  
immediate detailed report to Sir John Richardson, and

(d) 3rd September; the behaviour in relation to service of the writ.

I respectfully report that, for the reasons given in those passages in which I deal with those
occasions, no criticism can justly be made for the loss of those opportunities.
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PART TWO—THE MEDICAL ASPECT

Until the year 1960 Detective Sergeant Challenor had enjoyed robust health apart from the



attack of malaria when in Italy during his war service and the surgical repair of an inguinal hernia in
December 1959.

He married in  1944 and thereafter according to  his  wife they lived a happy life together
without any significant troubles of any sort. She described him as always fit and of a boisterous,
happy disposition. They made no close friends and had little social life outside the home by reason
of her husband’s position as a police officer and the hours of duty involved. Indeed apart from
Sundays and a short period at breakfast time on other days of the week she saw little of him. She
was aware of his deafness and of his worry in 1963 lest that disability might affect his position in
the Police Force. Conversation between them in the home was not made difficult in any way by the
hearing defect of which he complained.

In  1962  and  1963,  Mrs.  Challenor  told  me,  they  took  the  same  type  of  holiday abroad
together. In 1962 they went  to Italy and had a  thoroughly enjoyable holiday unmarked by any
abnormal features: a very different holiday experience from that in 1963. At Christmas time 1962
all was normal and happy in the home and nothing had become apparent to Mrs. Challenor that her
husband  was  in  any way different  from his  usual  healthy  self.  He  had  been  working  for  his
promotion examination up to January 1963, but this he was taking in his stride without any apparent
overstrain.

Mrs.  Challenor  related  that  in  April  1963 her  husband mentioned his  visit  to  hospital  in
respect of his hearing difficulty, which he explained to her as one in which he had trouble in hearing
conversation against a background noise. It was not long after this that she spoke to him about his
long hours of working for she felt that he was getting overtired and strained. In the month of June,
so far  as  she could place the date,  Mrs.  Challenor  told me that  on an occasion when she had
mentioned over-working to him, her husband replied, ‘If someone tells you I’m having a breakdown
you mustn’t worry about it. It is all part of a plan’. At about the same time he told her he was
toughening up for a special job. One Saturday, probably 29th June 1963, he arrived home saturated
and with bleeding feet, and told her that he had walked home in the rain. This he explained was to
keep himself fit. In respect of these matters Mrs. Challenor said that her husband spoke normally
and rationally and the way he put it to her made it seem quite logical. As she said in evidence, ‘At
the time I thought he was the last person in the world to have a breakdown’.

Mrs,  Challenor  knew  of  her  husband’s  war-time  experiences  and  of  the  way  he  had
distinguished himself, and it is easy to understand why she thought, as she said she did think, that
her husband was engaged upon some special work which required complete fitness and into which
it was not for her to enquire. Naturally she spoke to no one about these matters,

The proposed holiday for 1963 was a visit to Jugoslavia due to start on 19th July. Only two
weeks before that date, Mrs. Challenor said, her husband suddenly changed his plans, saying he
must not go through Italy and decided that they must go to Switzerland. She questioned his reason
for this change of
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arrangements and he said that there might be someone waiting for him to kill him, or get rid of him
by reason of his work. At this period immediately before the holiday her husband seemed to Mrs.
Challenor to be more irritable in mood, as if very tired, and he spoke in even louder tones than his
usual strong voice. After a rest he was more placid and quieter. Mrs. Challenor put this change of
mood down to tiredness and increasing deafness, and yet, as she explained in evidence, she had an
uneasy feeling, an underlying apprehension, that all was not well, but she could not ‘put her finger
on  the  trouble’.  The  holiday  in  Switzerland  increased  her  concern  for,  although  her  husband
apparently revelled in the physical exercise of climbing, there were occasions when he said he was



compelled to go to certain places but could give no reasons for going, and at the same time his
attention and mind seemed to wander from the person with whom he was in conversation. Mrs.
Challenor sensed that he was changing in some way; his behaviour was the same but as a person he
seemed to be different. Even so it did not at the time occur to her that he was mentally ill. She did
not disclose to anyone the feelings which her husband explained to her he was experiencing of
‘being tested, hypnotised and brainwashed’, or the assertion that he made that there were ‘agents’
everywhere who had to get to know his face. On the return from holiday on 5th August 1963 Mrs.
Challenor was a very worried wife who did not know what to do in regard to her husband. She had
begun  to  wonder  whether  he  was  in  fact  engaged  in  some  special  duty.  She  contemplated
communicating with one of his superior officers but then discarded the idea because her husband
had enjoined her more than once that she must trust him, and that she must not worry. She felt that
to communicate with a superior officer might be disloyal to her husband and put him in the wrong.
Therefore she took no step to  inform anyone until  she was approached for information by Dr.
Sargant on 24th October 1963. Mrs. Challenor described in evidence how during the month of
August 1963 and up to 6th September 1963 her husband seemed to become more short-tempered in
the home, more agitated and excited, and even louder in voice. During this month she “wrestled”
with herself as to what to do. Then, after 6th September 1963, her husband was off duty, having
been certified unfit, and they went for a holiday to Swanage where he seemed much better in health,
and more relaxed,  and there was no more talk of secret  work or plans.  As Detective Sergeant
Challenor did not return to duty after 6th September 1963 I did not consider it necessary to trouble
Mrs. Challenor to give evidence as to matters later in date than those referred to above.

It is quite clear in the light of the medical evidence that had Mrs. Challenor provided to her
husband’s doctor in the month of August 1963 the information which she gave to Dr. Sargant in
October 1963, or had she given that information to Chief Superintendent Starritt or to Detective
Superintendent Townsend there would have been sufficient material to alert both medical advisers
and Detective Sergeant Challenor’s superiors at West End Central Police Station that there were
clear indications of mental illness. Mrs. Challenor revealed herself as a loyal, devoted wife who had
earned the admiration of the eminent medical practitioners who have been in touch with her in
relation to the diagnosis and treatment of her husband’s illness. She was a most impressive and
frank witness, I have no hesitation in my view that at the time of the events which were engulfing
her, Mrs. Challenor did not appreciate that mental illness was the cause, and further, that it would be
quite unrealistic to think that Mrs. Challenor should have acted otherwise than she did. 
33

The undoubted manifestations of mental illness shown to but unrecognised by Mrs. Challenor
in  the  months  of  July  and  August  1963  remained  a  closed  book  to  those  in  authority  in  the
Metropolitan Police until long after Detective Sergeant Challenor had ceased to perform any police
duties.

Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  was  a  National  Health  Service  patient  of  Drs.  Stern  and
Meerapfel,  both  of  whom gave evidence,  Dr. Stern  was  consulted  in  April  1963 by Detective
Sergeant Challenor who then complained of a ringing in the ears, of feeling “lousy,” and having no
energy. He was sent for a specialist’s report as to hearing and the routine medical tests were carried
out appropriate to a patient complaining of debility and general lassitude. Nothing abnormal was
detected and no treatment was prescribed apart from a hearing aid, the use of which was expected to
be of doubtful advantage owing to the defect being only in respect of high tones.

After April 1963 those doctors saw and heard nothing of their patient until 5th September 1963
when, at the request of Detective Chief Inspector Pike, Dr. Meerapfel called at Detective Sergeant
Challenor’s home. The only information the doctor was given as to the reason for this request was
that his patient was not well,  was sometimes elated, sometimes depressed, and was not normal.



When he saw Detective Sergeant Challenor the doctor formed the impression, based on a 15-20
minute interview but no physical examination, that he was a worried but not a sick man, The patient
assured  him  that  he  felt  perfectly  well  and  had  no  wish  to  discuss  his  health.  After  a  short
conversation about general matters and golf, the doctor was politely but firmly told that he could go,
This  was  a  difficult  and puzzling  situation  for  Dr, Meerapfel  who had been given no specific
information by anyone, Dr. Meerapfel advanced a very tentative diagnosis of “hypomania,” and this
was communicated to Mr. Ettenfield of the Medical Branch of the Metropolitan Police by Dr. Stern.
On 7th September 1963 Detective Sergeant Challenor called on Dr. Meerapfel. He never said a
word about having seen Sir John Richardson on the previous day, but on this occasion did permit
the doctor to carry out an examination, and take samples for laboratory tests, and he did vouchsafe
the information that he worked very long hours. Dr. Meerapfel certified that he was not fit for work
by reason of “general exhaustion.” On this occasion, said the doctor, there was nothing revealed that
would justify a diagnosis  of “paranoia.” He was quite  ignorant of the fact  that  within the past
twenty-four hours Sir John Richardson had made that diagnosis and had advised the patient to see a
psychiatrist. Dr. Meerapfel took the view that a holiday might well restore his patient to normal
health, for he considered that the picture presented was one of a very tired man having rather a
haunted look, as if he was trying to run away from something and yet face up to it at the same time.
It was a picture of a person of whom a layman in medical matters might well have said that he was
“heading for a nervous breakdown.”

On Detective Sergeant Challenor’s return from holiday at Swanage Dr. Meerapfel persuaded
him on 21st September 1963 to consult a psychiatrist, and in order to obtain a speedy appointment
requested Mr. Ettenfield to arrange this. At this date Dr. Meerapfel felt in considerable difficulty in
issuing a certificate that his patient was still not fit for duty; hence his wish to obtain a psychiatrist’s
opinion in the case.

Dr. Stern,  who  had  not  seen  this  patient  since  25th  April  1963,  saw Detective  Sergeant
Challenor again on 26th October 1963 at his home. He then had the
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appearance and symptoms of a very sick man, and a certificate was issued for his admission to
Netherne Hospital under the provisions of section 29 of the Mental Health Act 1959.

A point of general importance emerged from the evidence of Drs. Stern and Meerapfel. On
16th  and 23rd  August  1963 Detective  Sergeant  Challenor,  their  patient,  was  seen  by Sir  John
Richardson in his capacity as Consultant Physician to the Metropolitan Police, and to whom the
patient was sent at the instigation of his superior officers, not his doctors. The patient’s doctors were
not informed of those visits to Sir  John Richardson, nor of any matters touching their  patient’s
health. On 5th September 1963 Dr. Meerapfel was given only the vaguest of information, whereas
there was known to the patient’s superior officers and to the Medical Branch of the Metropolitan
Police a considerable number of facts relating to alleged abnormal behaviour towards members of
the  public,  and  undisputed  abnormal  behaviour  in  the  presence  of  superior  officers,  On  5th
September  1963  Dr. Stern  felt  it  necessary  to  make  the  specific  point,  when  speaking  to  Mr.
Ettenfield, that he and his partner should be kept informed of the result of Sir John Richardson’s
consultation  with  the  patient,  and  Mr. Ettenfield  recorded  that  request.  Between  5th  and  30th
September  1963  there  were  a  number  of  telephone  conversations  between  police  officers  and
Detective Sergeant Challenor’s doctors, but beyond indicating that the patient’s superior officers felt
he was unwell, not fit for duty, and very tired, the police gave no information as to behaviour or
other symptoms which would have been helpful to medical practitioners in making a diagnosis or
prescribing treatment.

It would have been more helpful to Drs. Stern and Meerapfel if they had been informed by the



Medical Branch of the details giving rise to their patient seeing Sir John Richardson in consultation,
and of his findings, and in turn they would have been in a better position to assist the medical
consultants.  As from 21st  September 1963 the  patient’s doctors  were kept  fully informed.  The
reasons for the absence of liaison before that date were;—

(i) the patient’s superior officers had taken steps to bring him to the notice of the Medical  
Branch  and,  having  done  that,  they  considered  it  beyond  their  province  to  intervene;  
they  were  not  qualified  to  assess  what  sort  of  information,  beyond  that  placed  before  
Sir John Richardson, would be of use,

(ii) Sir John Richardson and Mr. Ettenfield, the Executive Officer in charge of the Medical 
Branch, took the view, and I consider rightly took the view, that it was not their function to act
as detectives seeking out or cross-checking information beyond those presented to them and 
provided by the patient; to have done otherwise would have been a breach of confidence  
towards the patient, and

(iii) the patient attended upon Sir John Richardson on 16th and 23rd August 1963 otherwise 
than at the request of his doctors, and upon the rather limited basis of the question whether or 
not his defect of hearing and possible mental attitude to his work rendered him unfit for duty.

Sir John Richardson in evidence stated his full appreciation of the need for general medical
practitioners to be kept informed of the results of hospital investigations and / or consultations with
specialists. He said that the Medical
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Branch, profiting by experience, was organised to ensure that this need was met. I think it only fair
to add that the complaint of lack of information made in particular by Dr. Stern was one expressed
in moderate terms, was not put forward as a matter which led to any damage in this particular case,
and was indeed one instance of a very common difficulty which the family doctor meets in respect
of patients having specialist treatment or advice. Further, having heard the evidence of those police
officers who were in communication with Drs. Stern and Meerapfel, I do not consider that their
failure to give fuller information to those doctors, once Detective Sergeant Challenor was referred
to the Medical Branch, was in any sense blameworthy.

Commander Hatherill told me that in the Metropolitan Police there is no special procedure
laid down for the situation in which an officer is suspected to be suffering from mental illness. This
is a matter left to the common sense of those serving in the Force and the normal procedure would
be for any symptoms of such illness to be reported to a superior officer who would then ensure that
the officer concerned was seen by the Chief Medical Officer. He also explained that it was not
possible to suspend an officer from duty on suspected medical grounds — a medical report must be
obtained as to fitness or unfitness for duty. When, for example, the question was raised as to the
desirability  of  transferring  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  to  another  station  on  account  of  his
deafness,  he,  Commander  Hatherill,  had  required  that  the  officer  should  have  a  medical
examination.

Mr. Ettenfield, the Executive Officer in charge of the Medical Branch at New Scotland Yard,
who also acts as secretary to Sir John Richardson in regard to police matters, confirmed that the
medical  examination  of  a  police  officer  believed  to  be  sick  is  initiated  by  the  officer’s
superintendent unless the officer is already under treatment from his own doctor. Such initiation
being taken, Mr. Ettenfield — as Executive Officer — would receive information by way of written
report or telephone conversation as to why a medical examination was required. He would collate
that information and place it before the consultant examining the officer immediately before the



examination. In the event of treatment being recommended after the examination, then the officer’s
own doctor would be informed: if nothing was required no communication would be sent to the
officer’s own doctor.

Apart  from reference for  examination because of illness  or  suspected illness,  the medical
examination  of  police  officers  takes  place  on  joining  the  Force,  and when promotion  is  being
considered. All instances of an officer being off duty for fourteen days or more on account of illness
are automatically considered by the Medical Branch and the patient seen by a consultant.

In February 1962 Detective Sergeant Challenor was examined as a candidate for promotion
and nothing wrong was found.

As a result of Commander Hatherill’s move to have Detective Sergeant Challenor medically
examined, on 14th August 1963 Mr. Ettenfield wrote a note for the attention of Sir John Richardson,
summarising  the  information  given  to  him  by  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s  superiors,  and
arranged for Sir John to examine him on 16th August. In it Mr. Ettenfield described the case as one
“of a very good Detective Sergeant whose increasing deafness is leading to
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embarrassing and possibly dangerous situations”.  Complaints  received from Mr. Shine and Mr.
Clinton Davis were referred to in brief form, and Mr. Ettenfield reported that the officer’s superiors
thought that “his increasing deafness, long hours, and pressure of work seem to be affecting his
health”. The note further informed Sir John Richardson of the officer’s previous examination at St.
Thomas’ Hospital in respect of deafness, and concluded by stating that Commander Hatherill was
prepared to move the officer from West End Central Police Station if Sir John felt that the disability
would affect the performance of full police duties.

Sir John Richardson examined Detective Sergeant Challenor on 16th August 1963. He told me
that he did not find anything wrong with his hearing and that there was no indication that the man
was mentally disturbed. Sir John reached the conclusion that he should obtain information from the
Ear, Nose and Throat Department of St. Thomas’ Hospital before proceeding further and this he did.
He recorded that Detective Sergeant Challenor did not himself consider a hearing aid necessary. On
20th August the hospital sent Sir John a report as to their findings in respect of Detective Sergeant
Challenor. The only defect discovered was a minimal loss of hearing from the higher tones.

On 23rd August 1963 Sir John Richardson was due to see Detective Sergeant Challenor again.
Prior to that date Mr. Ettenfield was informed that a further complaint had been received about
Detective Sergeant Challenor’s conduct. His information was in general terms only and he recorded
it for Sir John Richardson to see when he examined the officer on 23rd August. The words used by
Mr. Ettenfield  included,  “?  mental  attitude”,  and  in  his  evidence  at  the  Inquiry  he  stated  his
recollection to be that his informant, who he thought might have been Detective Superintendent
Townsend or Commander Hatherill, raised the question of Detective Sergeant Challenor’s mental
approach to his work. He was not given, nor did he seek, further particulars of what was meant by
“mental attitude”.

On 23rd August 1963 Mr. Ettenfield noticed nothing about Detective Sergeant Challenor’s
behaviour to indicate mental illness. Sir John Richardson examined the officer for 15 to 20 minutes.
Sir  John told me that  he observed that  the question of mental  attitude was raised,  but that  on
examination he could not find any evidence of psychological disturbance. He recorded that fact and
also recorded, “This man again declares he has no trouble with his hearing. He says he sleeps well,
feels well, and has no tensions”. Sir John Richardson wrote to Commander Hatherill on the same
date, stating that the hearing defect was minimal, that the officer denied the existence of any defect



of  hearing,  and said  he was  without  any tension,  troubles,  or  anxieties,  and that  he,  Sir  John,
considered there was nothing to suggest that the officer should see a psychiatrist. Mr. Ettenfield had
a vivid recollection of Detective Sergeant Challenor saying to Sir John, “I am a mature man. If I’m
in difficulties I can manage them myself”. He described his behaviour as “calm and dignified”.

At 23rd August 1963, therefore, the position was that Detective Sergeant Challenor’s superior
officers  were  troubled  in  their  minds  about  his  deafness  and  mental  attitude,  which  to  them
appeared to be the cause of complaints being made about  his  conduct;  that Detective Sergeant
Challenor had not complained 
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of ill health and had protested at two medical examinations by Sir John Richardson that there was
nothing the matter with him; and that Sir John Richardson had been unable to observe or detect any
illness or disability.

On 5th September 1963 Mr. Ettenfield was informed orally by the Deputy Commissioner, Mr.
Webb,  that  he  was  very  concerned  about  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  and  desired  Sir  John
Richardson to see the officer again. Mr. Ettenfield ascertained from Chief Superintendent Starritt
and from the Assistant Commissioner the facts relating to the arrest of three youths shortly after 1
a.m.  on  5th  September  in  Clapham  High  Street  by  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor,  which  had
culminated  in  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  being  placed  sick  for  twenty-four  hours  by  Dr.
Dymond, a police surgeon, and in a charge preferred by Detective Sergeant Challenor against the
youths being refused, Mr. Ettenfield further ascertained that Dr. Meerapfel had not been able to
examine Detective Sergeant Challenor, who had refused to permit examination or to discuss his
health.  This  information  was  recorded  in  writing  for  Sir  John  Richardson’s assistance,  and  an
appointment made for him to examine Detective Sergeant Challenor on 6th September 1963. In the
record made by Mr. Ettenfield he included Dr. Meerapfel’s tentative diagnosis of “? Hypomania”.

Sir John Richardson saw Detective Sergeant Challenor on 6th September 1963. He considered
the officer to be in need of psychiatric advice and treatment. His finding expressed in a written
report was, “This man is unfit for duty. I have advised him to see a psychiatrist and this he refuses
to do. He also refuses to go sick or attend his own doctor. Paranoia.” He took what was for him the
unique step of placing Detective Sergeant Challenor off duty on the ground of sickness. Normal
practice would have been to leave the certification of sickness to the officer’s own doctor, but in this
case the officer refused to co-operate by attending or agreeing to attend his own doctor. Sir John
Richardson on this occasion was assisted by the attendance of Detective Superintendent Woolner
who accompanied Detective Sergeant Challenor to the medical examination and gave Sir John an
oral account of Detective Sergeant Challenor’s undisciplined behaviour on 3rd September 1963 in
respect  of the service of  a  writ  upon him,  and of the incident  in  Clapham High Street  on 5th
September 1963. Sir John also had the advantage of a file in which there was a detailed report
concerning interviews with Detective Sergeant Challenor made by Detective Chief Inspector Pike
on 3rd September 1963, and a report made by Chief Superintendent Starritt on the same date which
was a careful and cogent analysis of the situation concerning Detective Sergeant Challenor with
reference to the complaints which had been made of his conduct. Apart from one matter I do not
consider  that  a medical  consultant  could reasonably expect to  be provided with better  or fuller
statements  of  facts  concerning his  patient  than that  afforded in  the  file  placed before Sir  John
Richardson, supplemented as it was by Detective Superintendent Woolner’s oral statement. The one
missing piece of the puzzle was the information which Mrs. Challenor could have provided, and
this  was unknown to Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s superior  officers  and colleagues.  Sir  John
Richardson stated in terms that if he had been informed on 23rd August 1963 of the facts known to
Mrs.  Challenor  and  of  the  manner  in  which  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  had  behaved  when
interviewed by Detective Chief Inspector Pike on 22nd August 1963, it would have been of great



assistance to him in his task of assessing what, if anything, was wrong with
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the officer  concerned.  At  that  date  the defect of hearing was eliminated as a possible  cause of
Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s behaviour. Had Sir  John Richardson sought  further  information
from Detective Sergeant Challenor’s superior officers, or had those officers volunteered more detail
as to his behaviour when under particular strain and stress, Sir John Richardson would probably, but
not certainly, have taken on 23rd August the course that he took on 6th September, namely putting
the officer off duty on the ground of sickness if he did not agree to attend his own doctor and obtain
psychiatric advice. In fact Detective Sergeant Challenor did not resume duty after seeing Sir John
Richardson on 6th September 1963. Regarding the situation with hindsight and adopting a standard
of behaviour applicable to an ideal world I would report that Detective Sergeant Challenor ought to
have been suspended from duties on the ground of mental illness on 23rd August 1963, whereas he
was engaged on very restricted duties for a further fourteen days. Regarding the situation as at 23rd
August  1963  I  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  Sir  John  Richardson  and  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor’s superior officers acted in a manner which cannot criticised in any way, and that there
was nothing known to Sir John which could have justified him in placing the officer “sick”.

Sir John Richardson expressed the opinion — which he emphasised was not the opinion of
one specialising in psychiatry or mental illness — that Detective Sergeant Challenor first became
psychotic  for certain subjects  and at  certain times in  May or June 1963.  His view was that  if
Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  was  involved  in  “planting”  evidence  in  July  1963  then  it  was
impossible to ignore, when seeking to date the onset of his mental illness, any alleged incidents of
“planting” evidence which occurred in 1962. In this view he supported Dr. Calder.

On  21st  September  1963  Mr.  Ettenfield  was  informed  by  Dr.  Meerapfel  that  Detective
Sergeant Challenor had agreed to be examined by a psychiatrist. Immediately, Mr. Ettenfield wrote
a letter to Dr. J. J. Bradley of the Psychiatric Department at St. Thomas’ Hospital setting out very
briefly  what  had  transpired  at  Sir  John  Richardson’s examination,  the  reputation  of  Detective
Sergeant Challenor as a police officer, and the facts which had led up to the medical investigations.
Mr. Ettenfield treated the matter as one of urgency and did not delay in order to obtain and forward
to  the  hospital  the  full  details  in  the  Police  file  which  Sir  John  Richardson  had  seen.  It  was
anticipated that the trained hospital staff would carry out their own investigations.

On  24th  September  1963  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  was  seen,  in  the  absence  of  Dr.
Bradley, by Dr. Barlow, a consultant psychiatrist  and the Senior Lecturer in the Department of
Psychological Medicine at St. Thomas’ Hospital. Dr. Barlow’s findings were communicated to Sir
John Richardson by letter dated 26th September 1963. Detective Sergeant Challenor had assured
Dr. Barlow that he felt fit, had no complaints related to any medical condition, and was anxious to
get  back  to  work.  He  had  said  that  the  trouble  leading  to  the  present  difficulty  started  with
complaints from arrested persons in June 1963; he considered that there was a form of conspiracy
among C.N.D. people against him and the publicity which had been given to the arrest of some
members of C.N.D. had been directed inferentially against him, which had made him angry. He
described his long walk home from duty as beneficial to him as it him to think and to sleep, and
being normally active and energetic he
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needed such exercise after a long period of office work. Detective Sergeant Challenor had stated
that he was averse to any form of treatment and Dr. Barlow concluded that it would be advisable to
see him again in two weeks, and that a provisional diagnosis of ‘paranoia with a monosymptomatic
delusional system’ should be made.



On  15th  October  1963  Dr.  Barlow  again  saw  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor,  and  on
examination was unable to find any evidence of persistence of delusions at that date. So far as he
could ascertain the patient was leading a perfectly normal life. Dr. Barlow reported on 16th October
1963 to Sir John Richardson, “… I do not see how I can keep him off sick any longer, and I am
therefore referring him back to you. I suppose it is possible that future court cases may indicate how
disturbed he has been, and he may need treatment in the future ….”

In his  evidence  before me Dr. Barlow, who has  the advantage  of  vast  experience in  this
medical field, said of the case of Detective Sergeant Challenor that, “I have never seen a single case
like  this  before,”  and  that  it  was  very  difficult  to  pin  down  any  symptoms  as  being  due  to
schizophrenia. He conceded that the officer’s complaints to him of conspiracy were not necessarily
delusional. If there was a basis of true fact this could be exaggerated in a schizophrenic mind. He
told me that it was not a matter of surprise to him that senior police officers had attributed Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s behaviour to overwork and exhaustion. Having considered all the evidence
made available to this Inquiry, Dr. Barlow expressed the view that “planting” of evidence could be a
pattern of behaviour, but  if  “planting” of evidence was based on a  delusional  system it  would
indicate an advanced stage of schizophrenia; that it  was probable that in July and August 1963
Detective Sergeant Challenor was suffering from schizophrenia; and that speaking broadly the type
of paranoid schizophrenia from which he was suffering was a combination of the acute form and the
form which starts with a number of incidents, meaningless in themselves, but which finally build up
into a cataclysmic incident. Finally Dr. Barlow’s considered view on the whole of the evidence
available was that no assistance in determining the date of onset of the illness could be derived from
a consideration of incidents occurring in July to October 1962. Dr. Barlow did not suggest that in
this case the disease was in an advanced stage in July 1963.

As a  result  of Dr. Barlow’s findings on 15th October  1963 Detective Sergeant  Challenor
reported to Sir John Richardson three days later. Suffice it to say that his behaviour on that occasion
left Sir John Richardson in no doubt that he was still suffering from a paranoid illness, This view
involves  no  reflection  upon  Dr.  Barlow’s  findings  and  illustrated  the  rapid  fluctuation  in  the
patient’s condition and behaviour. Sir John Richardson, after discussion with Dr. Barlow, arranged
that Detective Sergeant Challenor be seen by Dr. William Sargant, the physician in charge of the
Psychological Medical Department at St. Thomas’ Hospital, to whom he wrote, “I feel that he is
totally abnormal but Barlow’s recent report makes it extremely difficult for me to act in this man’s
interest, namely to keep him off duty until he becomes his normal self again.”

Dr. Sargant’s eminence and experience in the field of psychological medicine are well known
to the public and need no further mention here. On 22nd October 1963 he interviewed Detective
Superintendent Townsend and obtained from him at great length and in great detail information as
to Detective Sergeant Challenor. On 24th October 1963 Dr. Sargant interviewed Mrs, Challenor and
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obtained from her also in great detail all the information she could give as to her husband and his
behaviour. This was the first revelation of those facts of which Mrs. Challenor gave brief evidence
before me. On 25th October 1963 Dr. Sargant, armed with the information he had obtained from
those sources — a feature which Dr. Sargant stressed — interviewed Detective Sergeant Challenor.
The original notes made at these interviews were made available to the Inquiry and the relevant
portions, were quoted publicly. I do not consider it to be necessary in the public interest nor to the
public’s advantage that I should include in this Report detailed references to the content of those
notes.

Dr. Sargant reported his findings to Sir John Richardson by letter dated 25th October 1963.
The letter commenced, … “I am certain that Harold Challenor is very mad indeed. His affect is very



discrepant. I am sure he is covering a mass of delusional ideas which were given me by his wife. I
consider him certifiably insane ….”

On the same date Dr. Sargant wrote to the Deputy Commissioner in reply to an enquiry as to
Detective Sergeant Challenor, “… if there is any trouble I think there should be no hesitation in
picking Mr. Challenor up and putting him under some form of mental certificate which I would be
prepared to back with the evidence that I have collected which has come from various sources ….
The diagnosis is a fairly severe paraphrenic state. He is not fit to resume work. One cannot say
when he will be well enough if ever to return to police duties. He is quite mentally unfit to defend a
civil action brought against him. I consider his judgment much too impaired to do this. He is a
“patient”  within  the  meaning  of  the  Mental  Health  Act  1959,  section  147.  He  may  have  a
recollection of the last four months, but it is bound to be distorted by the delusional system present
in his thinking due to his illness.”

In his evidence before me Dr. Sargant stated that on the evidence he obtained from all sources
the  onset  of  the  mental  illness  occurred  in  Mayor  June  1963,  and that  in  July 1963 Detective
Sergeant Challenor was obviously “mad” in the medical sense of that word, which he distinguished
from “the legal” concept — not knowing the nature and quality of his acts, or knowing that his
conduct was wrong. In September 1963 there had been a complete breakdown due to the mental
illness.  Dr.  Sargant  stressed  that  he  could  not  have  certified  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  as
mentally ill on the result of his interview with the patient alone, and it was only upon the basis of
the information supplied by Mrs. Challenor when added to that given by Detective Superintendent
Townsend, that he was able, at the end of his interview with the patient, to report in the terms he
did. Mrs. Challenor’s contribution was the most valuable of all.

I  think it  right to  draw your attention respectfully to the precise words of Dr. Sargant in
evidence before me on this aspect of the date of onset of the disease. He said, “The only view I can
give you is  what  I  have got evidence of,  and I  have got  no evidence at  all  that  this  paranoid
schizophrenia started before May, May to June, of 1963.”

Asked if  there  was  anything  in  his  notes  of  his  interview with  Detective  Superintendent
Townsend  which  might  justify  any  other  doctor  in  concluding  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor
suffered from this illness in 1962, Dr. Sargant replied. “There is only one possible thing. Townsend
told me that he was obsessed with the idea that he was the Saviour of the West End, to clean it up. I
do not know how long he had this idea, that he was specially designated to
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do so…. I do not know when that idea took root and perhaps Townsend will tell you more. That is
the only evidence which I have got which could possibly be construed in that way. I have not got
any other  evidence  whatsoever.  I  cannot  believe  that  planting  or  not  planting  of  a  weapon  is
evidence of schizophrenia.”

The  increasing  deafness,  loudness  of  voice,  the  irritability  and  the  impatience  of  being
confined to desk work observed by Detective Superintendent Townsend were in Dr. Sargant’s view
not matters which could be used, at the time of occurrence, as a basis for diagnosing mental illness
by doctor or policeman, although they may have been prodromal symptoms. Dr. Sargant expressed
the  view  that  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s  condition  was  an  acute  paranoid  schizophrenic
reaction brought about by real stress. For the evidence and my findings as to the general nature of
this mental illness I respectfully refer you to Part One, Chapter I, of this Appendix.

Dr. Sargant emphasised that at all times his opinion was that there was no evidence of the
onset of the disease before May 1963, in which respect his evidence had to be compared with that



which he gave in the Court of Criminal Appeal on 28th July 1964.

The Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  were furnished with  copies  of  a  long report  made by Dr.
Sargant for the benefit of all parties to the cases of Mr. Pedrini, Mr. Ford, Mr. Fraser, Mr. Oliva and
Mr. Cheeseman, which had been referred to that Court. Attached to the report were copies of Dr.
Barlow’s notes and Dr. Sargant’s notes. On one page of Dr. Sargant’s notes there was the marginal
entry of the date “Oct. 1962” in his handwriting. An inspection of the actual copy of the report and
notes placed before the Court of Criminal Appeal revealed that the date “Oct. 1962” was stressed at
the hearing.  The passage in the notes related to information given by Detective Superintendent
Townsend  to  Dr.  Sargant,  whose  oral  evidence  in  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  included  the
following passages:— 

(i) Q. “Would you be good enough to look at the top of page 14 of these notes, There I 
think the earliest date you actually noted was October 1962. Was the same rather 
excessive conduct recorded?”
A. “In October 1962 Townsend said he was drinking Guinness 7–9 at a time but he was 
never seen drunk at any time. This is quite true. This is the earliest evidence I have got.”

(ii) Q. “Having talked to Superintendent Townsend and having now spent two hours” (on 
27th July 1964) “with Mrs. Challenor can you form a view as to when this mental 
condition began?”
A. “If Mrs. Challenor is to be believed, and it is confirmed by what Townsend said, she 
thinks he started to get ill or very ill, observably ill, in May or June last year. I can give 
you the evidence if you ask me.”

Q. “Was there anything that you learnt that would require you to contradict the view 
formed by Dr. Calder, particularly based on Superintendent Townsend’s view, that the 
mental state can be cast back to an earlier period?”
A. “I feel the person who is likely to give the truth of anyone is the wife who observed 
in person.”
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(iii) Q. “I gather, to sum up your opinion and trying to repeat what you have said, that you 
could not deny that he may well have been in this stage at a much earlier period?”
A. “I cannot deny it but I cannot support it by concrete evidence except that he was 
drinking more excessively in October.”

In his evidence before me Detective Superintendent Townsend said that he had informed Dr.
Sargant on 22nd October 1963 of Detective Sergeant Challenor’s drinking habits but this was in
reference to 1963 not 1962, and the quantity he spoke of was 7 or 9 Guinness a day, not “at a time”.
Dr. Sargant in evidence before me agreed that he may have noted “at a time” instead of “in a day”
and would not dispute Detective Superintendent Townsend’s evidence as to that. More significant
was Dr. Sargant’s evidence before me, which was quite clear and unambiguous, that the date in his
notes “Oct. 1962” was an error and should have read “Oct. 1963”. Having had his attention directed
specifically to the point and the advantage of an overnight adjournment to consider the matter Dr.
Sargant told me, “I have spoken to Inspector (sic) Townsend about this and I think we are both
convinced  now  it  was  1963,  and  I  am  very  sorry  indeed  there  should  have  been  any
misunderstanding. Inspector Townsend is quite definite it was 1963, and it looks from this note as
though it was 1963, and I would therefore like to apologise and say it was 1963.”

From  the  intrinsic  evidence  of  the  notes  of  interview  with  Detective  Superintendent
Townsend, and from a comparison of those notes with the notes of the interview two days later with



Mrs. Challenor, in which she is recorded as referring to drinking more than usual in October 1963, I
reached the conclusion that Dr. Sargant’s evidence that his note was an error for “Oct. 1963” was in
fact correct. It should be pointed out that the notes were made hurriedly during the course of an
interview, the continuity of which it was important to preserve; in circumstances such as those in
which the notes came into existence it is understandable how errors may occur.

This  disclosure that  October 1962 was not a  relevant date  undermines the validity of Dr.
Sargant’s answers in the Court of Criminal Appeal quoted at (i) and (iii) above. There was no doubt
in his evidence before me that Dr. Sargant excluded the period prior to May 1963 as the date of
onset of mental illness.

Concluding his evidence at the Inquiry Dr. Sargant answered as follows:—

Q. “You have clearly considered the possibility that Challenor’s mental illness was a long-
standing illness?”
A. “In the absence of any positive evidence at all, I cannot say this.”

Q. “Is there any evidence that you possess which would indicate that it was of long-standing?”
A. “None at all.”

Q. “Would it be evidence of the existence of that illness in the year 1962 if someone said that 
Sergeant Challenor “planted” an offensive weapon upon him and no other evidence except  
that?”
A. “No.”

Q. “Would you regard an incident which consisted solely of that as any indication at all of the 
existence of this mental illness in that year?”
A. “No.”
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Professor Desmond Curran was consulted in respect of Detective Sergeant Challenor for the
specific  purpose  of  advising  the  Treasury  Solicitor,  and  of  assisting  at  the  Inquiry  by  giving
evidence supplementary to the medical advice given on previous occasions in respect of this patient.
Professor Curran’s evidence was consistent with the main body of medical evidence adduced, and
his was the most definite and emphatic of the opinions expressed.

He stated that in the case of Detective Sergeant Challenor the paranoid schizophrenia was of a
severe  type  and  therefore  one  which  could  well  manifest  itself  in  violent  behaviour;  that  the
prodromal phase started in March Or April, 1963 which led to the feeling of lassitude and being
rundown — symptoms of  a  non-specific  character  which  no doctor  would  diagnose  as  mental
illness and that there were no definite symptoms manifested until June, 1963. His opinion was that
the behaviour of the patient in June and July, 1963 observed by Mrs. Challenor was that of more
definite symptoms, and that had Mrs. Challenor described to a doctor her feelings of a change
taking place in her husband’s personality, that doctor would have been alerted to the possibility of
mental disease. That she did not do so was not to be criticised, for Professor Curran’s experience
was that often lay people are not capable of assessing the relevance of information and, if they say
anything at all, are prone to inform the doctor of what they consider to be the cause of trouble rather
than describe the symptoms. Similar considerations, he said, applied to the aspect of the information
afforded to Sir John Richardson by Detective Sergeant Challenor’s superior officers: in an ideal
world more detail might have been provided for the assistance of the Medical Branch, but even in
an ideal world that was not a certainty.



It was Professor Curran’s view that the features of zealous overworking and walking home
many miles after long hours of duty were in this case symptoms of and not the cause of the mental
illness. The features of sudden violence, if established, on 6th July, 1963 and 11th July, 1963, the
features of keeping persons in custody for unreasonable periods without charging them on those
dates, and the behaviour on l1th July, 1963 described by Superintendent Burdett were all in his
opinion manifestations of mental illness when judged in the light of evidence of Detective Sergeant
Challenor’s generally excited state at those times. This opinion was expressed with the advantage of
hindsight, and Professor Curran did not suggest that those features, at the time at which they were
manifested, should have been diagnosed by layman or doctor as symptoms of mental illness. With
that same advantage of hindsight Professor Curran was unable to point to any definite symptoms of
mental disease in Detective Sergeant Challenor prior to the month of June, 1963,and he expressed
very strongly indeed the opinion that on the whole of the information available as to the patient’s
behaviour  over  the  years  up  to  the  holding  of  this  Inquiry  there  was  no  evidence  of  mental
abnormality at a date prior to June, 1963, and that if the question in issue was the date of onset of
Detective Sergeant Challenor’s mental illness, it would on the information known to him serve no
useful purpose to investigate events occurring in the period July to October, 1962.

Upon Professor  Curran’s view it  was unnecessary for  me to  inquire,  within the terms of
reference,  into  the  matters  concerning  Messrs.  Pedrini,  John  Ford,  Fraser,  Joseph  Oliva,  and
Cheeseman, and it was out of respect
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for the contrary opinion of Dr. Calder, receiving as it did some qualified support from the evidence
of Sir John Richardson, and in view of the decision of the Court of Criminal Appeal in those cases,
that I decided that incidents occurring in 1962 should be inquired into.

Professor Curran dealt specifically with the question of “planting” of evidence in relation to
this officer’s mental illness. His opinion was that before one could associate crime or wrongdoing
with mental illness one must have evidence of both. Thus on the assumed premise that on 11th July,
1963 Detective Sergeant Challenor was guilty of “planting” bricks as evidence against Mr. Rooum
and others, and was at that time manifesting symptoms of mental illness, it did not follow that, if he
was guilty of “planting” offensive weapons in the cases of Mr. Pedrini and others, he was also
suffering at that date from mental illness. The manufacture of evidence against an accused person
by way of planting “a brick or other offensive weapon was conduct which Professor Curran was
reluctant to attribute to mental illness. If such conduct was perpetrated in conspiracy with others
then it would be a unique, but not an impossible,  situation to find such conduct to result from
mental illness.  On the whole of the medical evidence and upon Professor Curran’s evidence in
particular I find it extremely improbable that a paranoid schizophrenic would manifest his mental
illness in the symptom of agreement with others to perform a purposeful criminal act.

In  the  case  of  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  the  more  florid  symptoms  of  paranoid
schizophrenia appeared only shortly before the patient’s admission to Netherne Hospital, and some
of them only after admission. This feature, coupled with a careful review of the patient’s behaviour
as eventually revealed by those persons who lived and worked closest to the patient, and all the
medical evidence, led Professor Curran to the conclusions that — (i) as at the early days of July,
1963 the disease was of recent onset but severe in type, and (ii) whilst not expressing any criticism
of the failure to provide fuller details of behaviour to the Medical Branch, it would have been of
advantage to Sir John Richardson in making a diagnosis if he had been given fuller information, and
it was surprising that certain details had not been disclosed.

In respect of this second conclusion it must be recorded that after Professor Curran had given
his evidence at the Inquiry it became apparent that Sir John Richardson had in fact been given much



more  detailed  information  by  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s  superior  officers  than  Professor
Curran had been informed was the case.

Dr. Niall Farnan, a consultant psychiatrist at Netherne Hospital, Coulsdon, where Detective
Sergeant Challenor had been a patient from 27th October, 1963 and still was a patient at the time of
the Inquiry, gave evidence before me.  His oral  evidence of fact  was supported by the detailed
hospital notes. He told me that Detective Sergeant Challenor was admitted to that hospital under
section 29 of the Mental Health Act, 1959, and at the time of the Inquiry was a patient subject to
section 71 of that Act. Dr. Farnan told me that on admission Detective Sergeant Challenor was
excited,  aggressive,  and difficult  to restrain,  and was in urgent need of treatment.  Dr. Farnan’s
diagnosis agreed with that of the other medical witnesses namely “paranoid schizophrenia.” The
illness as genuine not simulated. At the Inquiry no suggestion was made to the
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contrary. Dr. Farnan stated that  Detective Sergeant  Challenor  had not fully recovered from the
mental illness, Basing his view upon the progress of the disease and the response to treatment, Dr.
Farnan was of the opinion, but not certain, that this case was one in which the disease was more
likely to have been of sudden onset than not. As to the date of onset Dr. Farnan’s evidence was, “I
am unable to say when his illness began. I think from the external evidence we have had, from the
external accounts we have had, I think it probable that it began a few months prior to his admission,
but I cannot make any definite statement about when it began,”

Having regard to the evidence given by Dr. Calder, to which I hereinafter refer, it is pertinent
to record that Dr. Farnan stated that he could find no evidence that in normal health Detective
Sergeant Challenor had a “defect of personality.” This view was based on information obtained as
to behaviour prior to admission to hospital and upon the observation and treatment of the patient
over the period of a year in hospital. Further, Dr. Farnan stated that because the combination of (a)
the  illness,  (b) the treatment  undergone,  and  (c) the  possible  effect  of  a  head injury involving
concussion sustained in December 1963 which might well have been the impairment of Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s memory and accuracy of recollection, it would be necessary to treat Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s own statements as to his illness and its onset, if uncorroborated, with great
care when assessing their reliability.

Dr. Farnan had given evidence before the Honourable Mr. Justice Lawton on 4th June, 1964
upon the issues of whether or not Detective Sergeant Challenor was fit to plead to an indictment,
and whether or not he was fit to stand trial. He gave his opinion that Detective Sergeant Challenor
was not fit mentally to make a proper defence to the charge and he stated that he “agreed with the
evidence and conclusions” of Dr. William Calder who had already given his evidence at that trial.
Dr. Farnan was not himself asked on that occasion the specific question “When was the onset of the
disease?”, but his agreement with Dr. Calder’s evidence by inference involved the opinion that the
disease was longstanding. In the cases of Mr. Pedrini and others heard in the Court of Criminal
Appeal on 28th July, 1964, Dr. Farnon gave evidence and was asked specifically as to the date of
onset of the disease. He stated that the illness had already commenced in June, 1963 and had been
present for several months before the admission to hospital in October, 1963. He considered that it
was a matter of speculation as to whether the onset was before June, 1963 but that he could not
“exclude the possibility” of an earlier onset.

The Principal Medical Officer at Brixton Prison, Dr. William Calder, gave evidence before me
that on 29th May, 1964 he had first examined Detective Sergeant Challenor, who was due to stand
his trial on 4th June, 1964. The object of this examination, Dr. Calder said, was to ascertain whether
he was medically fit to plead to an indictment and to stand trial. Dr. Calder reached the conclusion
that he was not fit either to plead or to stand trial.  In Dr. Calder’s view he was suffering from



paranoid schizophrenia.

At the hearing before The Honourable Mr. Justice Lawton on 4th June, 1964, Dr, Calder gave
evidence, in the course of which this passage occurs:— 

Q. “Are you satisfied that he (Detective Sergeant Challenor) has been mentally abnormal for a
considerable time?”
A. “A very considerable time, yes, sir.”
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Q. “Are you satisfied that his mental condition deteriorated rapidly from September of last  
year.”
A. “Yes sir.”

As the issue before the learned Judge and jury at that time was the limited one of fitness or
unfitness to plead, the evidence of Dr. Calder was not developed to ascertain what he meant by “a
very considerable time,” or to ascertain the date at which in the witness’s opinion the disease first
manifested itself.

In the Court of Criminal Appeal on 28th July, 1964 Dr. Calder again gave evidence, and on
that occasion his evidence was directed in particular to the date of onset of the disease. He based his
evidence on his own interviews with Detective Sergeant Challenor on 29th May, 1964 and on three
days  between 4th and 8th June,  1964,  upon the Netherne Hospital  notes,  and the  notes  of  the
interview between Dr. Sargant and Detective Superintendent Townsend. These last mentioned notes,
Dr, Calder told the court, confirmed his own impressions formed on 29th May, 1964. The notes
contained the error in date “October, 1962” instead of “October, 1963,” but Dr. Calder could not
recall noticing the date “1962” or relying upon it. Dr. Calder expressed his own impression to be
that Detective Sergeant Challenor “was suffering from mental abnormality and certainly from a
very abnormal attitude to his work for a very long period of time.” He added, “I discussed his work
with him and it seemed to me that his attitude was decidedly unusual, and from his own account had
been so before September, 1963 in any event.” Dr. Calder was asked about a passage in the notes in
which  Dr.  Sargant  had  set  out  Detective  Superintendent  Townsend’s  description  of  Detective
Sergeant Challenor as follows: — 

“Normally  boisterous,  noisy,  enjoys  joke,  but  very  conscientious  indeed,  an  
exceptionally good  officer  who  would  work  14 hours  a  day if  necessary.  Always  a  bit  
eccentric, would talk in riddles, and took duties well but its worries lightly — did not mind 
court criticism — very conscientious. Much the same one year ago when moved to West End, 
not possible to use for Mayfair enquiries ….”

Those words, Dr. Calder stated, could easily be changed to words of description he had in his own
mind, for example “conscientious” could mean “over-zealous,” and “boisterous and noisy” could
suggest “disturbed, excited temperament.” The following passage then occurred in  Dr. Calder’s
evidence in the Court of Criminal Appeal. 

Q. “The view of Inspector (sic) Townsend was that his conduct had been more or less the  
same throughout that period.  Given these various aspects of his  character  and behaviour  
spoken of, can you speak with confidence of the summer of 1962?”
A. “I  cannot  speak with  great  confidence  but  I  am inclined to  think he had a  paranoid  
delusional state developing at least from that time.”

Dr. Calder’s equation of “conscientious” with “over-zealous” is difficult to follow, and to my



mind it is a premise upon which it is not safe to rely. I accept, on the evidence of Professor Curran,
that “over-zealous working” can be a symptom of mental illness. I reject as repugnant to common
sense the contention that if a reputedly conscientious person develops a symptom of mental illness,
in  that  he becomes  “over-zealous”  at  work,  it  follows that  the  mental  illness  has  been present
throughout the time in which he has been conscientious.
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At the date of giving evidence before me Dr. Calder had not seen DetectIve Sergeant Challenor
since  8th  June,  1964.  His  evidence  was in  complete  agreement  with  that  of  the  other  medical
witnesses except in the following respects;— 

(i) the reliance which could be placed upon Detective Sergeant Challenor’s own account of 
his illness and attitude to work,
(ii) the presence of an “abnormal personality defect,” and
(iii) the very important question of the date of onset of the mental illness.

Dr. Calder’s views, backed by his long experience in the field of medicine and in particular in
the Prison Medical Service, are entitled to the greatest respect. In the result I am unable, in the light
of the whole of the medical evidence and the facts as I find them to be, to accept Dr. Calder’s
opinion on these matters in which he differs from his medical colleagues, but that is no reflection
upon the care and consideration which Dr. Calder has given to the problem.

At the Inquiry, Dr. Calder told me that his view was that Detective Sergeant Challenor was
certainly mentally ill  as  at  11th July, 1963.  He said  that  he  was “convinced” that  there  was a
“personality defect” which had existed for a  very long time, and that  his  attitude to  work was
morbid and abnormal, but Dr. Calder added in the same answer, “of course I could not say that he
had not developed this attitude while he was in hospital for example, but my impression was that he
had had it for a very long time.” He developed that answer by explaining that in his interview with
Detective Sergeant Challenor on 29th May, 1964 he had discussed the history and attitude to work
from the date at which the officer was stationed at West End Central Police Station, which was July,
1962, and from what he gleaned in that interview he considered that there had been a personality
defect in the form of a morbid and abnormal attitude to work from that time onwards. Dr. Calder
stressed that his prime concern at the date of interview was to determine whether the accused person
was fit to plead to an indictment, and he was not then applying his mind to the question when did
the mental illness, if any, commence. He said, “What I was desiring to satisfy myself about was that
this was not something that had occurred recently when he knew that he was going to stand his trial.
I was looking back to see if I could find any evidence of abnormality that convinced me that this
was no new occurrence, that this was an illness that could have occurred with this personality type.”
Asked what evidence, if any, he found of manifestation of the personality defect prior to 11th July,
1963, Dr. Calder answered, “I was not applying my mind to that, but I discovered nothing to say
that it had manifested itself.”

Dr. Calder’s approach to the questions arising out of Detective Sergeant Challenor’s mental
illness  was  therefore  a  different  one  from  that  of  the  other  eminent  doctors  who  have  been
concerned,  and the difference arose from Dr. Calder’s special  status as  Prison Medical  Officer
undertaking an examination for a specific purpose.

In his evidence Dr. Calder maintained his first impression that there was in Detective Sergeant
Challenor a long-standing personality defect, and reaffirmed his opinion — although he said, “I
admit it is largely conjecture” —  that the morbid personality defect probably existed in the summer
of 1962. This opinion was one formed retrospectively and Dr. Calder made it quite clear that his
view was that if in the year 1962 the question had been posed,
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“Is  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  mentally  ill?”  the  answer  would  have  been  that  he  was  not
“mentally ill” within meaning of the Mental Health Act 1959, nor in the sense of those words as
used in everyday medical practice. Detective Sergeant Challenor was in his opinion a man whose
nature it was to be suspicious, a bigot, and strong willed, and that his bigotry was the product of
mental illness which had probably been developing over a long period of time. In cross examination
Dr. Calder stated that, as bigotry might manifest itself in patterns of behaviour, and as such a pattern
of behaviour could be, in the case of a mentally ill, bigoted police officer, the “planting” of evidence
on suspected persons, it was necessary to look at alleged incidents of “planting” in order to assess
the date of onset of the disease which produced the bigotry. He stated that if the allegations of
“planting” of offensive weapons by Detective Sergeant Challenor in 1962 were assumed to be true
allegations, then the incidents out of which the allegations arose would be very relevant to the
assessment of the date of onset.

Dr. Calder told me that in the formation of his opinions he relied largely upon the assessment
he made of information given to him by Detective Sergeant Challenor himself which he considered
to be as good a source as any other if not the best source. He agreed that the only suggestion of
Detective Sergeant Challenor suffering from mental illness before June or July 1963 was contained
in his assessment of information given by the officer himself. There was however no recorded fact
in his notes of interview or in his report  dated 1st  June 1964 which could be the basis for the
opinion that there was mental illness prior to June or July 1963. As Dr. Calder explained at the
Inquiry, in relation to the date of onset of the disease, “What is so important now was of very little
importance in my mind at the time.” Nevertheless mature consideration led him to maintain his
view that the mental illness in July 1963 was not an acute onset, but was a flaring up of a pre-
existing state of mental illness which had been developing insidiously over a long period of time.

My conclusions upon the oral and documentary medical evidence are as follows. I find that
Detective Sergeant Challenor was suffering in September 1963 from paranoid schizophrenia, and
that he had not recovered from that mental illness at the time of the Inquiry. In assessing the date of
onset of this disease information given in the year 1964 by Detective Sergeant Challenor himself
cannot be relied upon unless corroborated by extrinsic evidence, because there are many factors
which may be affecting his memory and accuracy, and his mind may be coloured by the delusions
which  he  is  proved  to  have  suffered.  Great  weight  can  be  attached  to  the  evidence  of  Mrs.
Challenor, and the information she gave to Dr. Sargant as to the behaviour of her husband, both as
to the year 1962 and earlier, and as to the year 1963. I find that the schizophrenia was acute in its
form and commenced in what can now be recognised as a prodromal phase in the month of April or
early May1963. I find that Detective Sergeant Challenor was a person of abnormal zeal and energy;
he  had  a  boisterous,  robust  character  and  was  habitually  noisy,  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  a
personality defect existing prior to April or May 1963. He was a person who was liable to suffer
from schizophrenic  illness  induced  by the  strains  and  stresses  of  his  everyday life.  I  find  no
evidence  to  support  the  view that  his  illness  commenced prior  to  April  or  May 1963,  and the
evidence  of  Mrs.  Challenor  negatives  any  impression  or  conjecture  to  the  contrary.  Those
manifestations which
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can now be recognised as the prodromal symptoms of the disease eventually discovered were not,
and could not reasonably have been, regarded at  the time as indications of mental illness.  The
behaviour  in  June  or  July 1963 spoken to  by Mrs.  Challenor  and known only to  herself  until
October 1963, would, if disclosed to a doctor, have resulted in immediate investigation of Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s mental state. I find that Detective Sergeant Challenor was particularly adept at
concealing from others the emotions which he was experiencing, which concealment is a normal



feature of the disease. He made some revelations to his wife but gave her such explanations of his
behaviour and such assurances that, with her knowledge of his past record, she could not reasonably
have acted otherwise than she did in keeping her worries to herself. Even Mrs. Challenor did not
regard the behaviour as due to mental illness. Detective Sergeant Challenor manifested on 6th July
and more so on 11th July 1963 florid symptoms now clearly identified as the products of mental
illness. Those florid symptoms were genuinely attributed by his superior officers, and in particular
by Detective Superintendent Townsend, to tiredness, overstrain, and to a defect in hearing, and I
find  that  the  medical  evidence  supports  the  reasonableness  of  that  genuine  but  mistaken  lay
diagnosis.  The  step  taken  by his  superior  officers  to  secure  his  examination  by the  consultant
physician in August 1963 was a reasonable and proper step. It would have been of great assistance
to  the  Medical  Branch  had  more  detailed  information  about  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s
behaviour been provided for the purpose of the examination on 16th August, and the more so for the
examination  on  23rd  August,  but  his  superior  officers  were  not  experts  in  assessing  what
information the Medical Branch would require. I find that the disclosure to Sir John Richardson on
23rd August of the behaviour of Detective Sergeant Challenor on the previous day would probably
have resulted in his being required to see a psychiatrist and, in default of his agreeing to do so, in
his being suspended from duty on the ground of sickness.

I  find  that  5th  September  1963  was  the  first  occasion  upon  which  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor manifested symptoms in the presence of a doctor which justified, on the information
available to him, a tentative diagnosis of mental illness. I find that 6th September 1963 was the first
occasion upon which Sir John Richardson had sufficient data to justify a diagnosis of mental illness,
and that Detective Sergeant Challenor was removed from duties by Sir John Richardson at the first
opportunity on which the information available justified his removal.
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PART THREE—THE SEPARATE EPISODES

Chapter I—The episode concerning Lionel William King and David Lewis Silver

At about 4.30 a.m. on 25th April 1963 Lionel William King and David Lewis Silver were
arrested in Charing Cross Road by Detective Sergeants Challenor and Etheridge. At the County of
London  Sessions  on  20th  June  1963  they  were  convicted  of  the  offences  of  receiving  stolen
detonators knowing them to have been stolen, possessing detonators with intent to cause malicious
damage to a building by explosion, and conspiracy to cause malicious damage to a building. Each
was sentenced to a term of imprisonment.

On 27th November 1963 Mr. King provided a written statement to Mrs. Joyce Butler, M.P., in
which he alleged that the detonators had been “planted” by Detective Sergeant Challenor who had
previously threatened to fabricate a case against him. On 9th January 1964 Mr. Clinton Davis, a
solicitor in the firm of Messrs. Clintons, wrote on behalf of Mr. King to Chief Superintendent Du
Rose  of  the  Metropolitan  Police,  who  was  then  investigating  complaints  as  to  the  conduct  of
Detective Sergeant Challenor, requesting that Mr. King’s complaint that the detonators had been
“planted” by Detective Sergeant Challenor be included in the investigation.

On 2nd July 1964 it was announced that Mr. King and Mr. Silver were being granted Free
Pardons in respect of these offences.

Mrs. Joyce Butler, M.P., with the consent of Mr. King, kindly made available to the Inquiry a
copy of the statement made by Mr. King on 27th November 1963.

The  significance  of  Mr. King’s allegations  is  two-fold,  in  that  he  alleged misconduct  by



Detective Sergeant Challenor in the form of “planting” evidence on 25th April 1963, and also in
that he alleged that that officer’s actions on that occasion were precisely what he had previously
threatened to do if Mr. King failed to act as an “informer”.

Mr. King’s version of the events leading up to his arrest starts in point of time as far back as
the summer of 1962, and in its inception is related to matters in which Messrs. John Ford, Joseph
Oliva, Pedrini and Gardiner were involved. He said that he was a man with a criminal record who
had known Mr. Joseph Oliva since 1960. He had last been released from prison on 9th November
1961 after serving a sentence for an offence committed with Mr. Joseph Oliva. Thereafter he took
employment in the service of a bookmaker trading, in the name of Major Collins, at betting shops
situated in Greek Street and Percy Street. Each of those betting shops was the subject of criminal
attack by the use of explosives on or about 8th October 1962. On 9th October 1962 he heard that the
police wished to see him, and he called at Tottenham Court Road Police Station to see Detective
Sergeant O’Connell whom he had known for some time and whom he trusted and held in respect.
Detective Sergeant O’Connell knew nothing of a request to see him but communicated with West
End Central Police Station and then told him that it was Detective Sergeant Challenor at that police
station whom he should see. He therefore went to see
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Detective Sergeant Challenor who behaved in a very unusual manner, greeting him with the words,
“Hello me darling”. That officer then proceeded to complain in a loud, excited voice that Mr. King
had interfered in the affairs of Mr. Gardiner and Mr. Ford which was none of his business. Detective
Sergeant Challenor continued by saying that Mr. Gardiner had made a statement implicating him,
but that he would not in fact be involved as it was desired that he should remain in his employment
at  the betting shop and so be in  a  position to  give information to  the police about  the person
responsible for attacks on those premises. The incident concerning Messrs. Ford and Gardiner was
one which occurred in the summer of 1962 when Mr. Ford, a betting shop customer, asked him if he
would try to effect a reconciliation between Mr. Gardiner and Mr. Ford and this he did by getting
them to shake hands. The interview by Detective Sergeant Challenor was conducted in a rough,
tough manner with threats, emphasised by banging the fist on the table, that if he did not provide
information he would be “nicked” and something “would be found” in his possession. The officer’s
whole attitude was directed at frightening him. On leaving the police station he happened to meet a
Detective Sergeant whom he knew and to whom he complained of what had occurred. He then
deliberately sought  out  Detective  Sergeant  O’Connell  once  more,  and told  him how Detective
Sergeant Challenor had behaved, and how he had raved at him and threatened that he would be
“nicked”, and that something would be “found on him” if he failed to give information. Detective
Sergeant O’Connell sought to assure him, saying that if anything more was heard from Detective
Sergeant Challenor then he, O’Connell, would put it right.

At the end of October 1962 Mr. King was taken by police officers to see Detective Sergeant
Challenor again. He said that on that occasion Detective Sergeant Challenor, although not quite so
excited, adopted the same rough manner of speech. The conversation started by the suggestion that
the officer had heard he had been selling or dealing with guns, and then switched to persistent
demands for information about the attacks on the betting shops. On being told that “Major Collins”
had issued instructions that any information should be passed to Detective Sergeant O’Connell,
Detective Sergeant Challenor “went up in the air”, and in rage shouted and spat out words that he,
Challenor, was “in charge of the protection racket”.

A further brief encounter took place between him and Detective Sergeant Challenor prior to
the date of his arrest. On that occasion Detective Sergeant Challenor told him, in respect of his wife
who was awaiting him, “She’ll have to wait a long time for you if you don’t help me”.



Such was Mr. King’s story as told in evidence. In a signed statement made in January 1964 he
had also said of Detective Sergeant O’Connell that that officer had told him that he could not get
any sense out of Detective Sergeant Challenor on the occasion of his telephoning to West End
Central Police Station.

Before relating Mr. King’s and Mr. Silver’s evidence as to the circumstances of their arrest it
is  convenient  to  refer  to  the  evidence  given  by  Detective  Sergeant  O’Connell  and  Detective
Constable Jay as to these events. Detective Sergeant O’Connell confirmed the visits made by Mr.
King  to  Tottenham  Court  Road  Police  Station,  and  the  fact  that  he  had  told  Mr.  King  after
telephoning West End Central Police Station that it was Detective Sergeant Challenor who wished
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to  see  him.  Beyond  those  matters  Detective  Sergeant  O’Connell’s,  evidence  was  entirely
inconsistent with the evidence of Mr. King. He said that on Mr. King’s return to Tottenham Court
Road Police Station Mr. King only said that he had been asked if he could give any information as
to the persons responsible for the betting shop attacks, and that he had replied that he could not help
Detective Sergeant O’Connell was emphatic that (i) he never told Mr. King that he “could not get
any sense  out  of  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor”,  (ii)  Mr. King  made  no  mention  of  abnormal
conduct or raving or threats on the part of Detective Sergeant Challenor, and (iii) he never told Mr.
King he would put matters right if any more was heard from Detective Sergeant Challenor. One
further material fact spoken to by Detective Sergeant O’Connell was that he regarded Mr. King as
the  sort  of  person  from  whom  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  might  reasonably  have  sought
information concerning the betting shop offences, although he, O’Connell, was in fact pursuing a
different line of enquiry.

Detective Constable Jay gave evidence that he was present at the interview between Detective
Sergeant Challenor and Mr. King on 9th October 1963. He made a note of the conversation in his
pocket book at the time. His pocket book could not be found for production at the Inquiry. This
feature aroused my suspicions,  but having seen and heard Detective Constable Jay, and having
enquired into the system then in operation as to the issue and handing in of C.I.D. officers’ pocket
books, I am satisfied that there is nothing sinister in the fact that this particular pocket book could
not be produced. From his pocket book Detective Constable Jay had prepared a statement dated
10th October 1963 (which he told me was an accurate record of his original notes) for consideration
by the Solicitor to the Metropolitan Police in order to decide whether Mr.. King should be charged. I
accept his evidence on this aspect. He gave a version of the interview which involved a denial of all
the  allegations  made by Mr. King as  to  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s behaviour  and  threats.
According to Detective Constable Jay, Mr. King was told that the police had been looking for him
for some time, and he replied that he had been at  the betting shop all  the time. The interview
proceeded with Mr. King being asked if he knew Wilfred Gardiner, and his reply was that he had
known him for ten years. Asked if  he knew Messrs. Oliva, Ford, Pedrini and Fraser, Mr. King
replied that he knew them only as persons visiting the betting shop. Mr. King was then told that Mr.
Gardiner had alleged that he, in the company of Mr. Ford and another man, had threatened Mr.
Gardiner to which Mr. King replied, “I’ll tell you what happened. I came out of the betting shop
with Ford and the other fellow. Ford pointed out Gardiner and said that Gardiner was going to
‘nick’ him. The other fellow threatened to do Gardiner up and I stopped them. There was a lot of
aggravation. I told Gardiner not to aggravate Ford and make it up. I might have seemed nasty but I
didn’t join in the aggravation”. Detective Sergeant Challenor then told Mr. King that the facts would
be reported for consideration of whether he would be charged, and cautioned him. Mr. King replied
“Don’t you think I’m in enough trouble with all these bombs. I can’t say anything — I will get my
throat  cut.  I’m  getting  it  all  ways”.  The  statement  was  in  fact  forwarded  to  the  Solicitor’s
Department of the Metropolitan Police.



Reverting to the story as told in evidence by Mr. King, he said that in the late evening of 24th
April  1963  he  was  engaged  in  visiting  clubs  in  the  West  End  for  the  purpose  of  distributing
literature on behalf of a club then employing 
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him. In the course of doing so he met by chance Mr. Silver, whom he had known previously, and
who asked  for  a  lift  home in  his  car.  They then  visited  clubs  together  and  having  joined  the
company of  two girls  named Murray (who feature in  matters  concerning Messrs.  Ford,  Joseph
Oliva, and Pedrini) they took them home at 3.30 a.m. and then returned to the West End for a cup of
coffee. On driving away from Leicester Square he was stopped by police officers who transpired to
be Detective Sergeants Etheridge and Challenor, and Detective Constable Jay. Mr. Silver was in the
passenger  seat  of  his  car  and  was  told  to  get  out  by  Detective  Sergeant  Etheridge.  Detective
Sergeant Challenor ordered him out of the driving seat and he was placed in charge of Detective
Constable Jay. Mr. Silver was searched and taken by Detective Sergeant Etheridge to the police car,
while Detective Sergeant Challenor leaned into his car and removed from it a cushion. The cushion
was taken to  the police car  where Detective Sergeant  Challenor, with the cushion between his
knees, sat half in and half out of the front passenger’s seat. Detective Sergeant Challenor called him
over, and he then saw that his cushion was slit open and that in the officer’s hand were two small
objects  which  appeared  to  be  bundles  of  wire.  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  said,  “I’ve  two
detonators here. You’re nicked”, and “I’ve given you a chance, I could have found them in your
pocket”. He was told to drive his car to West End Central Police Station, which he did under the
supervision of Detective Constable Jay.

Mr. King asserted in evidence, as he always had asserted, that the detonators were not his and
had not been in his possession. He stated in evidence, as he had stated in November 1963 and when
interviewed by Detective Inspector Ashby in January 1964 as a result of the letter from Mr. Clinton
Davis, that the detonators had been “planted” by Detective Sergeant Challenor.

Mr. Silver was not concerned with Detective Sergeant Challenor prior to the occasion of his
arrest. His version of what occurred up to the time of the cushion being brought to the police car
corroborated Mr. King’s account. He was seated in the rear of the police car with Detective Sergeant
Etheridge and by leaning forward was able to see something of what took place. He described how
Detective Sergeant Challenor, half sat on the front seat, borrowed a knife from Detective Sergeant
Etheridge and with the knife in his right hand slit the cushion open; the knife was passed back with
the right hand, which returned across the front of the officer’s body and seemed to deviate towards
his raincoat pocket before being put into the cushion and withdrawing the detonators.

Mr. Silver  asserted  that,  although he  could  not  say that  he  saw any action  by Detective
Sergeant Challenor which indicated that the production of the detonators was other than a genuine
discovery in the cushion, the detonators were in fact “planted” by Detective Sergeant Challenor.
This assertion became a matter of certainty in his mind from about seven days after his arrest. What
in  particular  made  him certain  was  (i)  that  Detective  Sergeant  Etheridge  ascribed  to  him oral
statements tending to implicate him in the possession of the detonators which statements he had
never made and (ii) the fact that Mr. King swore on the life of his child that he knew nothing of the
detonators.

Detective Sergeant Etheridge, Detective Constable Jay, and Police Constable Tweedy gave
evidence of the arrest of Mr. King and Mr. Silver. The materiality of Police Constable Tweedy’s
evidence was restricted to the fact that it was he
54

who observed Mr. King’s car parked in Leicester Square, which led to the car being stopped by the



police in Charing Cross Road.

Detective Constable Jay’s evidence was that in the early hours of 25th April 1963 he was told
by Detective Sergeant Challenor that he had information that Mr. King was in the West End with his
car in which were explosives. He with Detective Sergeants Etheridge and Challenor and Police
Constable Tweedy then set out in search of Mr. King. He confirmed the stopping of Mr. King’s car
in Charing Cross Road, that Detective Sergeant Etheridge took Mr. Silver to the police car where
they sat in the rear seat, and that Detective Sergeant Challenor took the cushion from the front seat
of Mr. King’s car to the police and stood where both could see what Detective Sergeant Challenor
was doing, He heard Detective Sergeant Challenor ask for a knife,  and saw Detective Sergeant
Etheridge hand over a penknife with which a cut was made in the cushion, and he saw the knife
handed back. Detective Sergeant Challenor then twice put his right hand into the cushion and each
time pulled out one detonator and wire attached. Detective Constable Jay expressed the opinion that
Detective Sergeant Challenor could not have “planted” the detonators in the cushion, and that he did
not have the opportunity for doing so. Detective Constable Jay took a somewhat different view of
Mr. King from that taken by Detective Sergeant O’Connell,  in that he considered him to be an
unlikely source of information for the police to act upon. On this aspect I preferred the evidence of
Detective Sergeant O’Connell who had known Mr. King for a long time and regarded him as “a
most likeable rogue”, and between whom and Mr. King there was a sense of mutual regard. 

Detective Sergeant Etheridge gave the following version of the material events of the night of
24th/25th April 1963. He was travelling with Detective Sergeant Challenor in the West End when
the latter stopped the car saying he had observed an “informer”, and left the car for a few minutes.
On his return he told Detective Sergeant Etheridge that Mr. King was in the West End with other
men and that they had explosives. They returned to West End Central Police Station and various
officers  were  detailed  to  proceed  on  patrol  looking  for  Mr.  King.  With  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor, Detective Constable Jay and Police Constable Tweedy he went in a police car in search
of Mr. King whose car was observed parked in Leicester Square. As their car approached, Mr. King
drove away with Mr. Silver as his passenger. After Mr. King’s car was stopped he took Mr. Silver to
the rear seat of the police car after searching him in a shop doorway. Detective Sergeant Challenor
brought a cushion to the police car, leaned into the car and asked for a penknife which he handed to
him. He, Etheridge, saw Detective Sergeant Challenor cut open the cushion and, after handing back
the knife, put his hand inside the cushion and withdraw in two separate stages the two detonators
and wire.  Refreshing his memory from his notes,  made (after  checking against  notes  made by
Detective Sergeant Challenor) within ten minutes of his return to the police station with Mr. Silver,
Detective Sergeant  Etheridge averred that  when Mr. King saw the detonators produced he said
“Don’t look any further Sergeant. There’s no ‘gelli’ here now. You could score all this down to
aggravation. We’re unlucky: that’s somebody else’s gear”.

At their trial in June 1963 neither Mr. King nor Mr. Silver alleged that Detective Sergeant
Challenor had “planted” the detonators in the cushion. When giving evidence at the Inquiry both
were questioned closely and at length
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on this aspect as affecting their credibility as witnesses. Mr. King agreed that not only had he not
suggested that was so, but that in order to establish that some agency other than the police could
have “planted” the detonators he had given evidence of the fact that his car could not be locked, so
any person could have had access to the cushion, and of the fact that there had been two other
persons in the car apart from Mr. Silver on the night of 24th April. He said at the Inquiry that he
took this line at his trial, which was not the line of defence he wished to adopt, because he was told
to do so by his solicitor’s managing clerk and by his Counsel, and it was explained to him by them
that to attack the prosecution case by alleging that Detective Sergeant Challenor had “planted” the



detonators would result in the jury being told his previous criminal record. The Counsel named by
Mr. King kindly made available  to  the  Treasury Solicitor  and to  Mr. Hugh Park,  Q.C.  all  the
instructions and papers he had received in respect of Mr. King’s defence. On investigation it was
absolutely clear  that Counsel  had no opportunity of being told by Mr. King, and there was no
indication  in  any  of  Counsel’s  papers,  that  Mr.  King  in  fact  alleged  that  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor had “planted” the detonators. On the other hand, although Mr. King was shown to be
wrong in including Counsel in his reasoning, I accept his evidence to the extent that I have no doubt
he was advised by his solicitor’s representative of the effect of alleging the “planting” of evidence
by the police. I consider that Mr. King was, apart from advice received, fully alive to the possibility
of his being questioned as to his own character if his defence involved an attack on the character of
a witness for the prosecution. The evidence of Mr. King was sufficient to enable me to assess the
probability to be that it was agreed between him and the solicitor’s clerk concerned what should be
included and what should be excluded from the defence at the trial. The fact that Mr. King did not
allege at his trial that detonators were “planted” by Detective Sergeant Challenor, I do not regard, in
the light of his explanation, as detrimental to his credibility.

Mr.  Silver,  in  evidence  at  the  Inquiry,  explained  the  absence  of  any  allegation  against
Detective Sergeant Challenor in his defence at the trial on the ground that he had been advised by
his solicitor, Mr. Norman Beach, that firstly there was not enough evidence to establish that the
officer had “planted” the detonators, and that secondly it would be bad defence tactics to make
allegations which would permit the jury to hear of his minor criminal record. He explained that at
his trial the oral statements falsely alleged to have been made by him were not challenged on his
behalf because he was advised by his solicitor to accept them as having been said rather than to
challenge the police evidence. He agreed that in his evidence at his trial he had lied on oath to
explain the oral statements attributed to him, and that his admissions on oath as to making those oral
statements were false admissions. He agreed that he felt bitter against the police and asserted that he
had good cause to feel that way as he had been wrongly convicted on fabricated evidence.

The evidence of Mr. Silver at the Inquiry, had it stood alone, would have been difficult to
assess because as a witness he was on the defensive and regarded himself as again being put on
trial. It was possible however to evaluate his evidence by comparing it with the evidence of Mr.
Norman Beach, the solicitor who had acted for him in the preparation and conduct of his defence. 

With the consent of his client Mr. Beach had written to the Commissioner of Police a letter
dated 14th April 1964 to assist the police investigation into matters
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concerning the behaviour of Detective Sergeant Challenor. The accuracy of the main facts set out in
that  letter  was  confirmed  in  evidence  by  Mr.,  Beach  who  stated  that  on  his  first  receiving
instructions  the  suggestion  was  made  by  Mr.  Silver  that  the  detonators  had  been  “planted”.
Although Mr. Silver’s defence was, “I had nothing to do with the detonators and did not know they
were there”, the suggestion of their being “planted” was very carefully investigated between Mr,
Beach and Mr. Silver. On this investigation Mr. Beach formed the opinion that police officers were
not involved in any “plant”. He enquired expressly of Mr. Silver whether between handing back the
knife and putting the hand in the cushion Detective Sergeant Challenor had put his hand in his
pocket, Mr. Silver had told him that he could not say that Detective Sergeant Challenor did that. He
had pointed out to Mr. Silver that on the evidence, whatever could be said on the question of a
‘plant’ by someone, it could not possibly be suggested that the police had “planted” the detonators,
and Mr. Silver had agreed with that view. Mr. Silver had told him that Mr. King was suggesting that
Detective Sergeant Challenor had “planted” the detonators, but that Mr. Silver had said that he did
not wish to put forward an allegation which was not justifiable. In a statement which Mr. Silver had
made on 17th January 1964 to Chief Inspector Green he had described how Detective Sergeant



Challenor had actually put his hand into his raincoat pocket and then into the cushion and after
withdrawing his hand showed the detonators to Detective Sergeant Etheridge. That version, Mr.
Beach said, was at variance with Mr. Silver’s defence. Mr. Beach considered that his client had
retained the feeling that the detonators had been “planted” by some person in the cushion, but
accepted  the  position  that  there  was  no  evidence  going  to  establish  that  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor was that person.

This evidence by Mr. Beach was disputed by Mr. Silver, who was emphatic that by the time
he gave instructions to Mr. Beach he was certain in his mind that Detective Sergeant Challenor
“planted” the detonators, that he never changed his mind, and that he made this clear to Mr. Beach.

In this conflict of evidence between the witnesses who dealt  with matters concerning Mr.
King and Mr. Silver, I prefer the evidence of Detective Constable Jay to the events of 9th October
1963  supported  as  it  was  by  a  contemporaneous  statement  forwarded  to  the  Solicitor  to  the
Metropolitan Police at a date long before Mr. King made any allegations against Detective Sergeant
Challenor. Detective Sergeant O’Connell impressed me as a highly responsible officer who would
have no hesitation in reporting to his superior any complaint made by Mr. King about Detective
Sergeant  Challenor.  I  reject  Mr.  King’s  evidence  that  he  complained  to  Detective  Sergeant
O’Connell. In these circumstances I feel unable to regard Mr. King as a witness of truth and I find
no reliable evidence that, prior to 25th April 1963, Detective Sergeant Challenor had threatened to
arrest  Mr. King or to fabricate  evidence against  him.  Upon the evidence of Detective Sergeant
Etheridge and Detective Constable Jay there was no opportunity for Detective Sergeant Challenor
to place the detonators in the cushion. The only evidence tending to show that he did so is the
written  statement  dated  17th  January 1964  made  by Mr. Silver,  and  Mr. King’s evidence  that
Detective Sargeant Challenor said,  “I’ve given you a chance,  I  could have found them in your
pocket”. I accept Mr. Beach’s evidence where it is in conflict with that of Mr. Silver. In view of Mr.
Beach’s evidence and Mr. Silver’s admission that at the time of the production of the detonators he
observed nothing to indicate that 
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the discovery by Detective Sergeant Challenor was not a genuine one, I reject as inaccurate and
deliberately  untrue  the  passage  in  Mr.  Silver’s  statement  reciting  that  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor’s hand was put into a raincoat pocket before being put into the cushion. In the light of the
whole of the evidence I find it quite unsafe to accept Mr. King’s evidence as to Detective Sergeant
Challenor’s remark to him.

The reliable evidence in its totality leaves open the possibility of a person aggrieved at Mr.
King placing the detonators in his cushion and then taking steps to ensure that Detective Sergeant
Challenor heard that Mr. King was in the West End with explosives: that as a possibility is not
negatived. On the other hand the reliable evidence strongly points to the conclusion that Detective
Sergeant Challenor did not place the detonators in the cushion but did make a genuine discovery
thereof, and that is my conclusion.

It follows, from the facts as I find them to be in relation to Mr. King and Mr. Silver, that there
was no conduct of Detective Sergeant Challenor at any time which was symptomatic of mental
illness or which gave any indication that he was not fit to carry out his duties.
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Chapter II—The episode concerning Ernest George Pink, Robert Joseph Brown, William  
Francis, and Frederick Steven James Bridgeman

Detective  Sergeants  Etheridge  and  Challenor  with  other  officers,  including  Detective



Constable Smith and Detective Constable (then Police Constable) Robb, went to the Establishment
Club in Greek Street, Soho, at 12.20 a.m. on 25th May 1963, at the request of the Club Manager.
There  they arrested  Ernest  George Pink,  Robert  Joseph Brown,  William Francis  and Frederick
Steven James Bridgeman. Mr. Pink is a deaf mute; Mr. Brown is deaf. All four arrested men were
subsequently  charged  each  with  being  in  possession  of  an  offensive  weapon  without  lawful
authority or reasonable excuse, the weapons respectively being an open type razor, a flick knife, a
hatchet and a knife. They were tried at the Central Criminal Court on 16th to 22nd July 1963. In
each case the defence put forward was that the weapon in question had been “planted” by the police
officers concerned, and had never been in the accused’s possession. The jury found each guilty,
thereby refuting the defence put forward. Mr. Pink was sentenced to 2 years’ imprisonment; the
other three were sentenced each to 12 months’ imprisonment. On 20th December 1963, the Court of
Criminal Appeal quashed the convictions on the ground of misdirection of the jury by the trial
judge.

Mr. Pink gave evidence before me. At first he declined to do so on the ground that he was
frightened because he had been threatened by a police officer. On investigation Mr. Pink said the
alleged threat was a suggestion that in order to keep away from trouble he should not visit a certain
club, and it was made by an officer who was friendly disposed towards him, having known him
since boyhood. I formed the impression, a strong impression, that Mr. Pink was not frightened of
any person or any matter.

Mr. Pink’s own evidence was, “I don’t have trouble because most people are afraid of me. I
am deaf and dumb and use exaggerated signs and they think I  mental”.  He is  a person of big
physique and strong, who stated his occupation to be that of a “strong arm man” at a strip tease
club, and who has a criminal record for offences involving dishonesty and violence. By reason of
his disability he is given, as appeared during his evidence, to making wild forceful gestures, and to
uttering strange noises, in order to make himself understood. His version of the events of the night
of 24th–25th May 1963, was that he, with his friend Mr. Brown, Mrs. Brown, Mr. Francis, and Mr.
Bridgeman had been together in the Rehearsal Club, and that in order to obtain a drink somewhere
else had gone to the Establishment Club. None of the party was a member, but admission was
obtained by Mr. Pink frightening the doorman with a threat to blacken his one undamaged eye.
This, said Mr. Pink, was done as a joke. At the Club there was no incident apart from an accusation
made by Mr. Pink that the barman was “fiddling the till”, and it was to his surprise that, as he and
Mr. Brown were proceeding upstairs, a number of men who transpired to be police officers seized
Mr. Brown and himself and took them out of the premises. Mr. Pink did not suggest that any undue
force was used upon him, and was emphatic that he was not searched before arriving at West End
Central  Police  Station.  He  was  taken  there  by  police  car,  in  which  he  sat  between  Detective
Sergeant  Etheridge  and  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor.  The  latter,  who  had  arrested  him,  he
described as very friendly, slapping his back, and shaking hands with him. When in the charge room
at the police station 
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Detective Sergeant Challenor produced an open razor from his own pocket, and accused Mr. Pink of
having had it in his possession. As he was being taken to a cell he saw his friend, Mr. Brown, and
tried by sign language to warn him against the possibility of a similar accusation being made against
him. Mr. Pink averred that to an interpreter who visited him in the cell,  to Detective Inspector
Taylor and to Detective Sergeant Challenor, he repeatedly protested during the night that he was
being “framed” and that he had never been in possession of the razor.

Detective Sergeant Challenor had no personal dealings with the arrested man, Mr. Brown, nor
with  Mr.  Bridgeman.  Mr.  Brown  was  dealt  with  by  Detective  Constable  Birch  and  Detective
Constable Robb. As Mr. Brown was a patient in hospital during the Inquiry he did not give evidence



before me, but from documentary evidence made available it was shown that he corroborated Mr.
Pink’s version of the arrest at.the Establishment Club, that he complained of being struck on the
face by an officer identified by description as Detective Constable Robb, and that it was Detective
Constable Robb, quite independently of Detective Sergeant Challenor, who had produced the flick
knife and alleged that it was in Mr. Brown’s possession. It was not suggested by Mr. Bridgeman,
nor by Mr. Francis, both of whom gave evidence before me, that Detective Sergeant Challenor was
responsible for production of the weapons attributed to them, save and except that Mr. Francis said
that Detective Sergeant Challenor, when asked by another officer what the charge should be, gave
instruction  that  the charge should  be possessing an offensive  weapon,  which instruction  led  to
Detective Constable Smith producing a hatchet which he brandished as if dancing an Indian war
dance. Mr. Bridgeman described Detective Sergeant Challenor at West End Central Police Station
as,  “rubbing his hands,  clapping his hands,  walking up and down, and saying,  ‘Lovely, lovely,
lovely. More and more’ ”, but otherwise he observed nothing abnormal in that officer’s behaviour.
Mr. Francis who, particularly under cross-examination, showed himself to be a very unsatisfactory
witness, related how he was manhandled roughly and was struck violent blows by police officers,
and in particular by Detective Constable Smith, when in West End Central Police Station before
being placed in a cell. He alleged that Detective Sergeant Challenor had posed in front of a number
of other officers as the Superintendent; and had suggested to him that he could walk out of the
police  station  free  if  he  provided  £150.  Mr. Francis  was  at  pains  to  emphasise  that  Detective
Sergeant Challenor was not alone responsible for what occurred at the police station, and that the
other officers present behaved in just as abnormal or unusual a manner as he did.

The four arrested men were detained in cells until 5.30 a.m. when they were charged. No
satisfactory explanation was provided in evidence as to why they were so detained for five hours
before being charged and admitted to bail, although by inference it may possibly be that a large-
scale police raid planned for that night, and executed very shortly after the arrest of these four men,
had the effect of delay in dealing with them. I remain disquieted at the length of time for which
these men were in custody without being charged.

On  4th  June  1963  Mr. Pink  visited  West  End  Central  Police  Station  for  the  purpose  of
complaining that Detective Sergeant Challenor had “framed” him by asserting falsely that he had
possession of the razor. His complaint was
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recorded in a signed statement. Mr. Brown, to whom Mr. Pink had communicated what he had
done, also visited the police station on 10th June 1963 in the company of Mr. Pink, and complained
that he had never been in possession of the flick knife produced by the police officer who had
arrested him. His complaint was also recorded in a signed statement. These events were brought to
the notice of Detective Superintendent Townsend who, because the complaints related to matters
going to the root of the criminal proceedings then pending against these four men, took no steps to
investigate the allegations except to arrange for the criminal proceedings to be watched and reported
upon. It was explained to both Mr. Pink and to Mr. Brown that because of the pending proceedings
these complaints could not be immediately investigated and that it was of course open to them to
advance the matters of complaint in their defence at any trial. After the verdicts of guilty the trial
judge commented adversely upon the defence of the accused as being a baseless attack on a number
of police officers. This was noted by Detective Superintendent Townsend and Chief Superintendent
Starritt and no further action was taken at that time. Mr. Pink wrote on 2nd November 1963 to the
Commissioner of Police requesting that his allegations in respect of the razor be investigated, and
pointing out that he had been expecting to hear on this matter as a result of Detective Inspector
Taylor’s  promise  to  look  into  the  complaint  when  he  had  complained  on  4th  June  1963.
Investigation was recommenced after conclusion of the appeal, and further statements in more detail
were obtained from Mr. Brown on 17th December and from Mr. Pink on 23rd December 1963. Mr.



Francis was interviewed on 31st December 1963 and a signed statement of his complaints was
made by him on that  occasion  in  which  he substantially confirmed what  had been said in  his
defence at his trial and for the first time made reference to his complaint of violence and to the
suggestion that he could go free if he paid £150.

Detective Sergeant Etheridge gave evidence of the arrest of Mr. Pink and in particular of the
events  in  the  car  which  conveyed  Mr.  Pink  to  the  Police  station.  According  to  this  witness,
Detective Sergeant Challenor took the razor from Mr. Pink’s pocket when in the car, and there
showed it to Mr. Pink and demonstrated to him that he was arrested for being in possession of that
weapon.  Detective  Sergeant  Etheridge  said  he  observed  nothing  unusual  in  his  colleague’s
behaviour and that there was no back slapping or hand-shaking as described by Mr. Pink. Detective
Sergeant Etheridge asserted that some physical restraint had to be exerted initially on Mr. Pink. This
officer was senior in rank to Detective Sergeant Challenor and in charge of the operation which
resulted  in  the  four  men  being  taken  to  the  police  station,  and  was  therefore  responsible  for
preventing, and for reporting upon, any misconduct on the part of the other officers taking part.
Once  the  arrested  persons  were  in  the  police  station,  however,  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor
assumed charge of the proceedings, as Detective Sergeant Etheridge then concerned himself with
organising the raid on the Roaring Twenties Club which took place within a matter of minutes
thereafter. Detective Sergeant Challenor also took part in that raid and was away from West End
Central Police Station whilst so engaged.

Detective Sergeant Walker, then a Detective Constable, was the driver of the vehicle in which
Mr. Pink travelled to the police station, and he corroborated the evidence of Detective Sergeant
Etheridge to the extent that he said he saw the razor held by Detective Sergeant Challenor and
shown to Mr. Pink in the car.
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I was able to check the evidence of Detective Sergeants Etheridge and Walker against signed
statements  made  by them on  11th  June  1963  for  submission  to  the  solicitor  concerned  in  the
prosecution of these four men, which statements were consistent  with their  evidence.  Likewise
comparison between the evidence given by Mr. Pink and Mr. Bridgeman before me and statements
made previously by them and evidence given by them at their trial showed consistency throughout.
Detective Constable Birch gave evidence of his assisting Detective Constable Robb in the arrest of
Mr. Brown,  spoke of  Mr. Brown’s violent  behaviour  in  resisting  arrest,  and of  the  finding by
Detective Constable Robb of the flick knife in Mr. Brown’s possession when searched in Greek
Street before being taken to West End Central Police Station.

Inspector Champion, a ‘C.D.1’ officer gave evidence of the charging of the four men. He was
concerned in so doing as a result of pressure of work during that night upon the ‘C.D.2’ officers
who would normally have undertaken this duty. All four men declined to sign the charge sheets
acknowledging possession of the offensive weapons recorded as part of their property, and both Mr.
Francis and Mr. Bridgeman wrote words disputing such possession. None of these men made any
complaint to Inspector Champion of any conduct on the part of any police officer, but they had been
advised in the form of a caution that they were not obliged to say anything and it cannot be a matter
of criticism of any of them that no complaint was made at that time.

On 26th June 1964 Messrs. Clintons, solicitors, acting on behalf of both Mr. Francis and Mr.
Bridgeman, wrote to the Solicitors’ Department of the Metropolitan Police claiming damages for
wrongful arrest, malicious prosecution, and false imprisonment. The letter expressed the view that
the evidence given by Detective Sergeant Challenor at their trial was perjured evidence, and that
evidence was fabricated against them. The delay in notifying the claims was explained in the letter
as  due  to  awaiting  the  conclusion  of  a  police  inquiry  by Chief  Superintendent  Du  Rose,  and



thereafter to awaiting the result of any proceedings taken against Detective Sergeant Challenor and
other officers. That claim for damages has not been met.

In respect of this episode concerning Mr. Pink, Mr. Brown, Mr. Francis and Mr. Bridgeman
the evidence given of police officers producing from their own possession offensive weapons and
asserting that such were found in possession of the accused touches equally four officers including
Detective  Sergeant  Challenor.  The  evidence  given  of  violence  by  police  officers  towards  the
accused does not involve Detective Sergeant Challenor directly, save in that violence is alleged to
have occurred in his presence. In all at least eight police officers were intimately connected with the
alleged wicked conduct of fabricating evidence and the use of violence and a number of other
officers must have been aware of what was taking place if the evidence of Mr. Pink, Mr. Francis and
Mr. Bridgeman,  and the  complaint  made by Mr. Brown are  true.  If  the conduct  of  fabricating
evidence or tolerance of the use of violence is contended to be evidence of the onset of mental
illness in the case of Detective Sergeant Challenor, then it is evidence of the onset of mental illness
on the part of the other officers concerned. The only other possible manifestations of abnormal or
unusual behaviour which could be advanced as indications of mental illness in Detective Sergeant
Challenor are those spoken to by Mr. Bridgeman and Mr. Francis. I accept the truthfulness of Mr.
Bridgeman when he described Detective Sergeant
62

Challenor as rubbing his hands, saying, “Lovely, lovely, lovely. More and more”, and I conclude
that Detective Sergeant Challenor’s behaviour in that way would appear to those who knew him and
observed his conduct as attributable to his  boisterous enthusiasm. I  accept the evidence of Mr.
Francis on the point that he asked to see the Superintendent and that Detective Sergeant Challenor
was called across the room to speak to him, but I reject his evidence that the Detective Sergeant
expressly posed as the Superintendent. I consider Mr. Francis to be an unreliable witness.

The  evidence  of  Detective  Sergeant  Etheridge  in  respect  of  this  matter  I  consider  to  be
credible evidence, as was also the evidence of Detective Sergeant Walker and Detective Constable
Birch. In so far as it could be contended that the fabrication of evidence or the planting of a weapon
is  a  manifestation  of  mental  illness,  I  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  there  was  no  such
manifestation in this case for I am convinced by the evidence that Detective Sergeant Challenor
found the open razor in the pocket of Mr. Pink when in the motor car. I find no evidence to support
a contention that Detective Challenor instructed or countenanced the “planting” of evidence by any
other officer. Indeed on the evidence at the Inquiry I am not satisfied that any weapon was “planted”
on Mr. Pink, Mr. Brown, Mr. Francis or Mr. Bridgeman.

The only facts which I find, in relation to this episode, to be a possible indication of mental
deterioration on the part of Detective Sergeant Challenor are (i) the length of time the four accused
were in custody before being charged, and (ii) the uninhibited enthusiasm evidenced by the rubbing
of hands and the words “Lovely, lovely, lovely” and “More and more”. Neither of these facts would
have indicated to those present at the time that Detective Sergeant Challenor was affected by the
onset of mental illness.
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Chapter III—The episode concerning Ronald William Braggins, Frank Matthews, Clifford  
Ireland and Frederick Steel

Ronald William Braggins, Frank Matthews, Clifford Ireland and Frederick Steel were arrested
at about 10.50 a.m. on 22nd June 1963 within the precincts of Marlborough Street Magistrates’
Court. They were charged at West End Central Police Station at 2.15 p.m. with the offence of using
insulting words and behaviour, and at the request of Detective Sergeant Challenor they were not



bailed until between about 5 and 6 hours later when the officer’s objection to bail was withdrawn.
They appeared on four occasions at Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court, being committed for
trial on 19th July 1963 at the Central Criminal Court, the main charge then being one of conspiring
to pervert the course of justice by the intimidation of witnesses. At the Central Criminal Court on
18th September 1963 no evidence was offered by the prosecution against the four accused and they
were accordingly acquitted of all charges. The reason for no evidence being offered was the illness
of Detective Sergeant  Challenor, who on 6th September 1963 had been diagnosed by Sir  John
Richardson  as  suffering  from paranoia,  and  who  was  at  that  date  in  the  opinion  of  Sir  John
Richardson to be regarded as an entirely unreliable witness.

In respect of these matters all four men claimed compensation for unlawful arrest, and Mr.
Braggins received £750 from the Metropolitan Police, Mr. Matthews £574, and Mr. Ireland and Mr.
Steel £250 each. No complaint was made by them or on their behalf until after their acquittal on
18th September 1963.

The story unfolded by the evidence is a strange one. On 15th June 1963 at the Limbo Club in
Wardour Street a fight took place in which a man named Bates sustained injuries. Arising out of that
incident Ernest George Pink, then on bail in respect of the offence of being in possession of an
offensive weapon at the Establishment Club on 25th May, was charged with assaulting Mr. Bates
thereby occasioning him bodily harm. On 16th June 1963 Mr. Pink met Mr. Ireland in the evening
and arranged for Mr. Ireland to attend Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court on 18th June to see if
bail was granted. Mr. Ireland attended court on 18th June when bail was refused for Mr. Pink and
his case adjourned to 22nd June 1963, a Saturday. On that date he, Mr. Pink, was due to appear with
Mr. Brown, Mr. Francis and Mr. Bridgeman in relation to the charges of being in possession of
offensive weapons on 25th May 1963.

The versions given in evidence before me by Mr. Braggins, Mr. Matthews, Mr. Ireland and
Mr. Steel as to the events which brought them together at Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court on
Saturday 22nd  June  1963  revealed  consistency with  statements  previously  made  by them and
consistency with each other. Even so, a benevolent view of their evidence and the manner in which
it was given stretched credulity to its limit. Mr. Ireland and Mr. Steel are deaf mutes and by reason
of that knew each other well  and both knew Mr. Pink, having met  him at clubs  and functions
attended by persons suffering from such disabilities. Mr. Ireland knew Mr. Pink well, but Mr. Steel
knew him only slightly. Both Mr. Ireland and Mr. Steel also knew Mr. Braggins well, and Mr. Steel
knew Mr. Matthews as a person who worked for Mr. Braggins. Mr. Ireland and Mr. Steel knew Mr.
Brown, Mr. Steel being in the habit of seeing Mr. Brown on Saturday afternoons. Mr. Braggins
knew Mr. Pink by sight and knew him
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to be a deaf mute. Mr. Matthews knew nothing of Mr. Pink. Mr. Ireland and Mr. Steel both knew
Mr. Bates, the victim of assault alleged to have been committed by Mr. Pink, but only knew him by
sight and did not know his name.

The combined effect of their evidence was that, bail having been refused to Mr. Pink on 18th
June, Mr. Ireland visited him on the following day in prison and arranged with him that Mr. Ireland
would collect a motor cycle from Earl’s Court and deliver it to the home of Mr. Brown. On 20th
June Mr. Ireland, having discovered that the motor cycle could not be ridden because of a puncture,
arranged with Mr. Steel that Mr. Steel’s van should be used to  convey the motor  cycle  to Mr.
Brown’s house on 21st June. On 21st June, on the occasion of the delivery of the motor cycle, Mrs.
Brown told Mr. Ireland and Mr. Steel that her husband would be at Marlborough Street Magistrates’
Court in the morning, and Mr. Ireland and Mr. Steel thereupon decided to attend that court because
Mr. Steel usually saw Mr. Brown on Saturdays and wanted to discuss some business with him. On



the evening of Friday, 21st June Mr. Braggins by chance was in the company of both Mr. Ireland
and Mr. Steel in licensed premises at Clapham but there was no mention of the next day’s court
proceedings. On the morning of 22nd June Mr. Matthews called upon Mr. Braggins before he had
risen from bed and it  was agreed between them that they would spend the morning on a debt
collection tour in respect of Mr. Braggins’ window cleaning business and would have, as a prelude,
breakfast together at the Tiger Cafe at Wandsworth. Whilst at the Tiger Cafe, Mr. Braggins and Mr.
Matthews were joined by Mr. Steel who happened to be passing by in his van on the way to collect
Mr. Ireland at  a pre-arranged meeting place at  Clapham Common, and who saw Mr. Braggins’
vehicle outside the cafe. Mr. Steel told Mr. Braggins that he was going to court where Mr. Pink was
due to appear and invited him to “come and see how my mates are getting on in court”. Without
making any enquiry of Mr. Steel as to which court or as to details of the matter in which he was
interested, Mr. Braggins and Mr. Matthews decided to attend the court with Mr. Steel. Mr. Ireland
was duly met at Clapham Common and all four arrived at Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court at
about 10.45 a.m. As to what took place at the court the evidence of all four was consistent. It was
that they consulted the charge list in the corridor and then Mr. Ireland went to look in the court
room for Mrs. Brown, and, returning to his companions, observed Detective Sergeant Challenor
talking to Mr. Bates. That officer then approached the group of four, together with Police Constable
(now Detective Constable) Robb, and they were subsequently joined by an interpreter in deaf and
dumb language who demanded their names and addresses because “the Sergeant” required them.
No  further  reason  was  given.  According  to  Mr.  Braggins,  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  on
approaching them said  “I  heard  there  was  going to  be  trouble  up  here.  Take their  names  and
addresses”. Names and addresses having been given by the four men they were shepherded to a cell
on the instructions of Detective Sergeant Challenor. All four men were emphatic that none of them
did anything which could be construed as intimidation of or an attempt to intimidate a witness, and
all four asserted that they did not know who were the witnesses in Mr. Pink’s case. Mr. Ireland said
that at one stage Mrs. Brown pointed out Mr. Bates to him in a surreptitious manner as the man she
thought was the person alleged to have been assaulted, but apart from that there was no evidence
that any of the four did know who the
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witnesses were. Evidence given before the Magistrate in the proceedings against them on 8th July
1963 by Police Constable Robb to the effect  that  Mr. Braggins  had said on entering the court
building, “Wait until they see the other mob tonight”, and that Mr. Matthews had said “He’ll want a
bigger bit of plaster than he’s wearing now”, was said by both men to be untrue. The evidence given
by Detective Sergeant Challenor before the Magistrate on 16th July1963 was hotly disputed by all
four. It was not necessary, having regard to my terms of reference, for me to hear all the evidence
available as to what occurred at Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court on 22nd June touching upon
the conduct of these four men. In particular I did not hear Detective Constable Robb upon this
aspect. The words he attributed to Mr. Matthews and denied by Mr. Matthews are troublesome, for
so  far  as  I  did  hear  evidence  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how Mr. Matthews  could  have  had
knowledge of the fact concerning which he is alleged by Detective Constable Robb to have spoken.
Detective Constable Robb, who gave evidence in respect of other matters and who was a police
officer  whose conduct was investigated with the greatest  thoroughness by way of rigorous and
searching cross-examination,  impressed both  Commander  Willis  and me as  being a  completely
truthful and honest witness and an officer of ability and promise. Whilst dealing with this episode
therefore on the basis that there was no evidence before me that Mr. Braggins and Mr. Matthews
spoke  the  words  attributed  to  them,  this  must  not  be  taken  as  any reflection  upon  Detective
Constable Robb’s conduct or credibility so far as this Inquiry is concerned. 

In  the  early  hours  of  22nd  June  1963  there  had  been  further  disturbances  of  the  peace
involving the  use  of  a  gun at  the  Limbo Club,  and there  is  no  doubt  that  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor connected that incident with the attendance of these four men at  Marlborough Street



Magistrates’ Court  later that  morning. Be that as it  may, on the evidence before me there was
nothing in the conduct of these four men at the court which justified Detective Sergeant Challenor’s
instruction that they should be taken into custody.

The narrative of events following upon their being placed in a cell at the court is that the four
men were taken to West End Central Police Station, arriving at about 11.45 a.m. Police Constable
Laing who accompanied them informed the early turn station officer, Inspector Thomas, that he had
brought  four  prisoners  who  had  been  arrested  for  insulting  behaviour,  that  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor was still engaged in giving evidence at Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court, and that
the officer would come as soon as possible to give information about the case. Detective Sergeant
Challenor was in fact giving evidence and was engaged at court until 1 p.m. He then interviewed an
“informer”,  secured the attendance of an interpreter  for deaf and dumb persons,  and with such
interpreter he arrived at the police station at 1.30 p.m. The lapse of time before Detective Sergeant
Challenor’s arrival led to Inspector Thomas questioning him over the delay and the fact that four
men had been detained in the police station without being charged and without his being told, if
only by telephone message, any detail of why they were there. This questioning of his conduct upset
Detective Sergeant Challenor, who took the view that it was an unfair accusation, and Inspector
Thomas therefore suggested that they should put their differences before Detective Superintendent
Townsend. This they did: it became clear that there was a misunderstanding as to the situation in
which the delay had occurred and why the Inspector had not been given
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details, and to quote Detective Superintendent Townsend’s words he “tried to pour oil on troubled
waters”, and dealt with it as a minor domestic dispute,

Because of Detective Sergeant Challenor’s delayed arrival at the police station the charges
were not preferred until 2.15 p.m. Thereafter the men remained in custody until between 7.25 and
8.35 p.m. when they were released on bail as a result of Detective Sergeant Challenor informing the
Station  Officer  that  he  had  made  arrangements  which  disposed  of  his  objection  to  bail.  The
evidence of Inspector Thomas, which was uncontradicted and which I accept, was that none of the
four  men  made  any complaint  about  the  delay  in  being  charged  and  none  of  them gave  the
appearance of being worried over the delay.

On 16th July 1963, according to Mr. Ireland and Mr. Steel, while they were waiting for an
adjourned  hearing  of  their  case  at  Marlborough  Street  Magistrates’ Court,  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor produced in front of them a length of iron bar or tube on which was a piece of paper
bearing the word “Limbo”, but nothing was said to them. The only relevance of this  evidence
appears to be the inference therefrom that in the officer’s mind these four men were connected with
events at the Limbo Club.

All the witnesses (except Mr. Steel) who gave evidence in respect of matters concerning Mr.
Braggins,  Mr. Matthews, Mr. Ireland and Mr. Steel were specifically requested to state in their
evidence whether or not they observed anything unusual or abnormal in the behaviour of Detective
Sergeant  Challenor  at  any stage  or  whether  he  gave  any sign  or  impression  of  being  ill.  Mr.
Ireland’s only suggestion was that on 16th July the officer was walking round and round the waiting
room, hands behind his back and looking at the ceiling most of the time. Mr. Braggins described
Detective Sergeant Challenor as “looking all  right”, “not looking ill”,  and not behaving on any
occasion when he saw him in any way other than normal. His only criticism, if criticism it be, was
that the officer at  the time of the charging threw his chest out and gave the impression of  “a
sergeant  in  the  Army”,  and a  “don’t  talk  back to  me” attitude.  Mr. Matthews agreed with the
impression, and stated that apart from that he saw nothing wrong with Detective Sergeant Challenor
in any way and that his conduct was in every way normal.



Inspector Thomas and Inspector Keene who charged the four men observed nothing abnormal
or unusual in Detective Sergeant Challenor’s behaviour in respect of these matters apart from his
being upset at being treated by Inspector Thomas in what he considered to be an unfair manner.

There are in regard to this incident concerning these four men the following facts as I find
them  which  can  be  considered  as  a  possible  indication  of  the  onset  of  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor’s mental illness: 

(a) the arrest of persons without sufficient evidence to support an arrest,

(b) the delay in informing the Station Officer of the details of why the men were detained, and

(c) the resentment shown when his conduct was questioned by Inspector Thomas.

As to (a), it is only by consideration of the evidence of the arrested persons that the conclusion
is reached that the arrests were not justified. Looking back with hindsight from the vantage point of
knowing that within three months of these arrests a mental illness had been diagnosed one can see
in the wrongful
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arrests an exercise of mental powers out of step with the judgment and experience of Detective
Sergeant Challenor. To make a wrongful arrest is not necessarily evidence of the onset of mental
illness. Judged in the light of the totality of the evidence before me I consider that in this case the
arresting of these men was a manifestation of the onset of mental illness.

As to (b), the delay was regrettable and ought not to have occurred. There were however
special circumstances which when investigated explained the delay, and Inspector Thomas, having
heard both sides of the question, was disposed to accept the explanation as sufficient. Detective
Superintendent Townsend was acquainted with the facts by both Inspector Thomas and Detective
Sergeant Challenor, and he in my view made a correct assessment of where the misunderstanding
between the officers arose. The problem called for the exercise of common sense rather than the
wisdom of Solomon, and Detective Superintendent Townsend dealt with it in a manner of which no
criticism can be made.  I  am convinced that  the  delay in  charging the  four  persons was not  a
manifestation of the onset of mental illness in the unusual circumstances in which it occurred.

With regard to (c), upon the whole of the evidence I am convinced that the misunderstanding
which arose between Inspector Thomas and Detective Sergeant Challenor was sufficient to explain
the latter becoming upset and mildly resentful. There was no suggestion by Inspector Thomas that
in this regard Detective Sergeant Challenor’s attitude or behaviour was out of reasonable proportion
and it was Inspector Thomas himself who suggested that the matter be put before a superior officer.
In this aspect there is I find no manifestation of mental illness.

There being in one respect — namely the ill-judged wrongful arrest — a manifestation of
mental illness, it must be considered whether such manifestation was apparent or ought to have
been apparent to others and in particular to Detective Sergeant Challenor’s superior officers at the
time. The answer to such a question is two fold and in each respect is clear. First, unless and until
there was a full investigation of the arrests, including the ascertainment from the arrested persons of
their versions of the facts, no one could say that the arrest was wrongful or ill-judged. Secondly,
assuming a contemporaneous assessment that the arrest showed lack of judgment and was wrong, I
do not consider in the light of the medical evidence before me that any doctor or specialist  in
psychological medicine would have dared to diagnose that conduct at  the time as indicative of



mental illness; certainly no responsible police officer would have been rash enough to hazard so
dangerous a suggestion.
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Chapter IV—The episode concerning Irvine Shine.

One matter of complaint concerning Detective Sergeant Challenor which it was contended
might be of assistance in determining the state of that officer’s mind, and when the onset of mental
illness became manifest, was his behaviour on 29th June 1963 in relation to Mr. Irvine Shine.

Mr. Shine is a legal executive employed by Victor Mishcon & Co., solicitors, with some seven
years extensive experience of the conduct of criminal matters on behalf of his principals. On 29th
June at about 6.30 a.m., as I found on the evidence, he arrived at West End Central Police Station,
the Station Officer having summoned him at the request of his client, a Mr. Jarvis. Having been
called from his bed Mr. Shine appeared at the police station in an unshaven and what was described
as a “scruffy” appearance. To Detective Sergeant Etheridge his appearance, even taking into account
the hour and circumstances of his attendance, was far different from that expected of a person in the
legal profession. The facts as to what occurred were much disputed in the evidence of Mr. Shine
and Detective Sergeant Etheridge who were the principal witnesses as to this incident.

Mr. Shine’s version was that after waiting twenty minutes he was seen by Detective Sergeant
Challenor who said he was in charge of the case of Jarvis and to whom Mr. Shine introduced
himself as, “I am Mr. Shine of Victor Mishcon & Co., solicitors”. Mr. Shine’s evidence was that
Detective Sergeant Challenor refused him permission to see his client because a search of a motor
van had first  to be made; that  the refusal  was repeated by that  officer, after  the van had been
searched, on the ground that he did not know who Mr. Shine was; that on clarifying his identity and
status as a managing clerk he was called an “impostor”, and interrogated as to his full name and
address; and that on his complaint to an Inspector whom he had requested to see, the refusal to
allow him to see Mr. Jarvis was repeated by the Inspector  who said that  if  Detective Sergeant
Challenor said he could not see his client then he could not do so.

It was unchallenged evidence that at about 8.45 a.m. Mr. Shine made an oral complaint to
Chief Inspector O’Connell at New Scotland Yard in respect of alleged abuse shown by Detective
Sergeants  Etheridge and Challenor  towards  him at  West  End Central  Police Station and of the
refusals to allow him to interview his client.  Mr. Shine returned to that police station and was
interviewed by Detective Chief Inspector McArthur who, having verified his identity and status by
communicating with his principals, arranged for Mr. Shine to see Mr. Jarvis in the presence of
Detective Inspector Taylor.

Mr. Shine’s complaints, apart from the main complaint of refusal of access to his client, were
that Detective Sergeant  Challenor  spoke very loudly in a commanding rather than a requesting
manner,  spoke  in  a  gruff  voice,  addressed  him as  if  he  “was  nobody”  and  inferior  in  status,
interrogated him by asking for full particulars of his name and address, called him an “impostor”,
and enquired during the search of the van what it was Mr. Shine had in his hand. The difference
between commanding and requesting manner  was exemplified by Mr. Shine’s account  that  the
officer said “Sit over there”, and “Wait over there”, rather than “Will you sit over there”, and “Will
you wait over there”.

Detective Sergeant Etheridge gave evidence that he was in charge of the investigation of the
case of Jarvis and that he rather than Detective Sergeant
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Challenor dealt principally with Mr. Shine. He asserted that on introduction Mr. Shine described
himself as a solicitor, and that it was only subsequent to the search of the van that Mr. Shine, after
showing  reluctance  to  give  full  particulars  of  his  name  and  address,  disclosed  that  he  was  a
managing clerk and not a qualified solicitor. This situation, added to Mr. Shine’s appearance and the
fact that Mr. Jarvis had Mr. Shine’s home telephone number in a diary in which Detective Sergeant
Etheridge recognised the names of criminals, made the Detective Sergeant suspicious of the identity
of  Mr. Shine.  It  was  in  these  circumstances,  according  to  the  evidence  of  Detective  Sergeant
Etheridge, that he — not Detective Sergeant Challenor — refused to allow Mr. Shine to see his
client, and requested the Inspector not to permit him to do so, particularly for the reason that other
persons  were  being  sought  for  charging together  with  Mr. Jarvis  with  the  offences  of  causing
grievous bodily harm and demanding money with menaces, and it was considered unwise to allow
Mr. Jarvis to be interviewed by a person whose identity was suspect.

Contemporaneous documentary evidence in the form of the police station occurrence book
supported Detective Sergeant Etheridge’s evidence that Mr. Shine initially misrepresented himself
to  be a  solicitor. Detective Sergeant  Etheridge did submit  a  report  to  Detective Superintendent
Townsend on 9th July 1963 on this aspect. The value of that report in this Inquiry is that Detective
Sergeant Etheridge had forgotten that he had made such a report. Towards the close of his evidence
he was informed that Detective Superintendent Townsend had a recollection of seeing a report. A
search was made and a copy of the report was found. When the Detective Sergeant resumed his,
evidence it was possible to check his reliability by comparing the evidence he had given unaided by
that document with what he had recorded at a date proximate to the incident. His report of 9th July
was entirely consistent with the evidence he had given.

Mr. Shine under cross-examination agreed that in the circumstances there was initially room
for  misunderstanding  by  the  police  officers  who  may  genuinely  have  been  under  the  false
impression that he was a solicitor, and he further agreed that if there was that misunderstanding
initially then his subsequent statement that he was a managing clerk not a solicitor would justify
suspicion arising in their minds. Mr. Shine maintained however that after he had made it perfectly
clear who he was and that he was a managing clerk he was still refused access to his client without
any justification.

Upon the oral and documentary evidence I am quite satisfied that Mr. Shine did represent
himself to be a solicitor and I accept Detective Sergeant Etheridge’s evidence as to that fact. I am
equally satisfied that Mr. Shine did so for no ulterior motive save that of seeking to secure the best
respect and attention in the interests of his client. There can be no question in my mind, on the
totality of the evidence that it was Detective Sergeant Etheridge who was in charge and was the
officer who decided to refuse Mr. Shine’s request to see his client. The action of Detective Sergeant
Challenor requesting Mr. Shine to disclose what was in his hand during the search of the van was in
my view the action of a prudent detective officer who was fully alive to what was going on. In fact
there was nothing sinister in the subject of inquiry as Mr. Shine was merely holding his own car
keys  which he revealed on request.  I  am satisfied that  Detective Sergeant  Challenor  did speak
loudly almost to the point of shouting, and gruffly, and I accept Mr. Shine’s evidence that he was
treated by that officer
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in a way that he felt was unjustifiable. Having regard to all that Mr. Shine could quote in evidence
as instances of the use of a commanding manner, interrogation, and treatment of him as an inferior,
I formed the strong view that these complaints were without real substance and sprang from over-
sensitivity on Mr. Shine’s part in the circumstances in which he found himself. Mr. Shine himself
made it quite clear to me that the gravamen of his complaint was the refusal of access to a client. It
must be remembered that, at the time of their encounter at 6.30 a.m., on the one hand Detective



Sergeant Challenor had been continuously on duty for 21 hours and Detective Sergeant Etheridge
had been on duty all night and both were under pressure of the culminating stages of an enquiry into
serious offences, and on the other Mr. Shine had been called from his bed and had hurried to the
police station; this situation was not conducive to the exchange of pleasantries.

On 26th July 1963, a month after the incident had occurred and at a date when no more was
expected  to  be  heard  of  it,  Mr.  Victor  Mishcon  requested  an  interview  with  the  Chief
Superintendent, “C” Division. Chief Superintendent Starritt was on annual leave and Acting Chief
Superintendent  Lyscom and Detective Superintendent  Townsend received Mr. Mishcon on 27th
July. He complained of the refusal of access to a client, of the surly attitude of Detective Sergeant
Challenor, and of  the  fact  that  the  latter  spoke in  tones  almost  amounting  to  shouting.  It  was
explained to Mr. Mishcon that the identity of Mr. Shine had been doubted and the reasons for this
doubt were stated. It was further explained to Mr. Mishcon that Detective Sergeant Challenor had
apparently become increasingly deaf and was given habitually but unconsciously to shouting. These
explanations were accepted by Mr. Mishcon who was thanked for his understanding attitude and
who expressed appreciation of the explanations given and his wish that the incident be regarded as
closed.

On  18th  July  1963  there  occurred  an  incident  at  Marlborough  Street  Magistrates’ Court
involving Detective Sergeant Challenor and Mr. S. Clinton Davis, a solicitor, in respect of which the
latter made complaint of the former’s conduct. Mr. Clinton Davis told me in evidence that he might
have mentioned this briefly on the same day at that court to a member of the staff of Victor Mishcon
& Co. It was canvassed at the Inquiry whether such a communication by Mr. Clinton Davis, who
had been articled to Mr. Victor Mishcon some years previously, was the cause of Mr. Mishcon’s
raising Mr. Shine’s complaint on 26th July after a month had elapsed since the incident occurred.
The recollection of Mr. Clinton Davis was too vague to support such a finding. Mr. Mischon did not
give evidence and I accept Mr. Clinton Davis’s evidence that he did not speak to Mr. Mishcon
personally on the matter. There is no evidence to show that Mr. Mishcon’s attendance on 27th July
was prompted by the actions of Mr. Clinton Davis.

My conclusions in respect of the incident concerning Mr. Shine are that on 29th June when
under strain from long, continuous hours of duty, and in circumstances when his suspicions as to the
identity  of  the  person  with  whom  he  was  dealing  were  rightly  aroused,  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor revealed, by his raised voice, his abruptness and dominant approach, exaggerations of
what  were his  normal pattern of behaviour;  that assessed in retrospect  those exaggerations can
properly be attributed to the onset of the mental illness from which he was later diagnosed to be
suffering; and that assessed at the time the exaggerations would not have been construed even by a
specialist in psychological medicine,
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and still less by Detective Sergeant Challenor’s superiors at “C” Division, as symptoms of mental
illness.

The fact of Mr. Shine’s complaint was duly recorded by Detective Sergeant Etheridge and the
information was shown by documentary evidence to have been passed on through the chain of
command to Commander Evans and Commander Hatherill. In the course of transmission Detective
Chief Superintendent Butler at District level drew attention specifically to the feature of Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s increasing habit of shouting, conveying an impression of churlishness which
was attributed by his colleagues to his deafness, and to the need for action to avoid embarrassment
being caused by this feature. It is my view, having regard particularly to the medical opinions which
I received in evidence, that this explanation of the exaggerated behaviour of Detective Sergeant
Challenor was the natural one to be adopted, and the fact that no one considered the possibility of



mental illness or the need to suspend Detective Sergeant Challenor from duty is not a matter of
criticism.
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Chapter  V—The  episode  concerning  Sydney  Harold  Dacosta  Padmore,  Patricia  Violet  
Hawkins, Jean Browne and Broulio Dario Oliva.

The events comprising this episode took place on and between 5th and 12th July 1963. Before
reporting  the  evidence  of  the  events  themselves  it  is  necessary  to  set  out  the  background  as
disclosed at the Inquiry.

Prior to and in the month of July 1963 the Boulevard Club occupied premises on the ground
floor and in the basement of 16 Frith Street W.1. In February 1963 the licensed club activities
ceased and the only business carried on thereafter was that of a “near-beer” establishment or “clip
joint”. Mr. Dario Oliva was the tenant of the premises and the proprietor of the Club. At the Inquiry
he said that he sub-let the premises and transferred his interest in the Club to Mr. Mario Requena in
February 1963. Other evidence was given that Mr. Oliva in fact retained substantial interest in and
control of the Club, and on his own admission Mr. Oliva continued to receive a varying weekly
income from the Club activities through Mr. Requena.

Mrs.  Patricia  Hawkins  was  employed  at  the  Boulevard  Club  as  “waitress”.  Her  duties
included the supervision of the hostesses engaged there, of whom, at the material time, Miss Jean
Browne was one.

On 4th July Mr. Beck,  a  visitor  from Switzerland,  was engaged in conversation by Miss
Browne at the entrance to the Club. Eventually he entered the clip joint on the understanding with
the girl that he would pay for drinks they consumed and would later have sexual intercourse with
her. Mr. Beck paid a total of £8 18s. 0d. and was then told by Miss Browne to wait for her in a
coffee bar in Wardour Street.  The girl  did not keep the appointment and Mr. Beck on 5th July
complained to the police that he had been defrauded. This complaint was investigated by Detective
Sergeant Challenor at West End Central Police Station.

On  5th  July  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  went  with  Mr.  Beck  and  Detective  Sergeant
Etheridge to visit  the Boulevard Club.  The last  named accompanied the others because he had
experience, in the course of his duties, of “clip joint offences”, into which category the subject
matter  of  Mr. Beck’s experience  appeared  to  fall.  Mr. Beck identified the  girl  Browne.  To the
officers she denied that she was a prostitute or had a room used for purposes of prostitution, and
gave an explanation in these words, “I have to earn a few pounds somehow. We kid the punters that
they can have a bit of the other and then send them down to Wardour Street where friend Padmore
speaks to them about his girl. They don’t come back. Have a word with Mr. Oliva; he is the real
boss  here”.  This  was the  first  heard  of  Mr. Padmore  by the  police  officers.  From the  start  of
enquiries Mr. Padmore has denied, and he denied on oath at the Inquiry, that he was in any way
connected with the Club. In this denial he has at all times been supported by Mrs. Hawkins and by
Mr. Oliva. Miss Browne’s words indicated that the procedure usually followed was that a person,
such as Mr. Beck, would wait for his hostess to come from the Club and, whilst waiting, would be
told by Mr. Padmore that the hostess was in fact Mr. Padmore’s girl  friend, and by a show of
resentment and aggression the man would be frightened away.

The two Detective Sergeants next encountered Mrs. Hawkins. Her version of what occurred
differed markedly from the evidence of Detective Sergeant Etheridge. At the Inquiry Mrs. Hawkins
said she was asked by Detective
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Sergeant Etheridge if she was “Big Pat”, or “Fat Pat”, and if Mr. Dario Oliva was the owner of the
Club. Before she could reply she was abused in foul terms by Detective Sergeant Challenor who, in
the course of the encounter, struck her violently to the ground. She could smell alcohol on his breath
and realised he was drunk. She tried to protest and sought to persuade the officers to take her to the
police station but to leave the girl: she tried to give £9 to Mr. Beck, who was complaining he had
been overcharged and had been promised sexual relations, but Detective Sergeant Challenor ordered
him to return the money to her. She was so shocked that all she could say was “May God forgive
you”, to which Detective Sergeant Challenor replied,  “He probably won’t”.  She described both
officers as “grinning” during this incident. In her evidence, which was given at the Inquiry in an
extremely voluble and colourful manner, Mrs. Hawkins exonerated Detective Sergeant Etheridge
from misconduct, and said that he showed no sign of intoxication; of him she said, “My point is he
knew how that man was behaving. He should have corrected him”.

The  contrary  version  of  Detective  Sergeant  Etheridge  was  given  at  the  Inquiry with  the
assistance of his pocket book in which he had recorded salient points of the occurrence. It is worthy
of mention that this was one of the few instances at the Inquiry when a police officer was able to
produce pocket book notes to assist his recollections: Commander Willis and I both felt on many
occasions that the availability of pocket books containing well-recorded notes would have been of
great help and would have avoided witnesses relying purely upon memory. The complete absence of
all Detective Sergeant Challenor’s pocket books, save one, was surprising and disturbing. I was
informed at the Inquiry that since September 1963 there has been a different procedure under the
regulations in respect of official pocket books. The new procedure should provide a stricter control
over the issue and safekeeping of these very important records.

Detective Sergeant Etheridge told me that he asked Mrs. Hawkins if she was the woman who
assisted the girl Browne to defraud Mr. Beck of his money on the faith of a false promise of sexual
intercourse, and that she replied, “Yes, but don’t take the girl, she takes her instruction from me. I
told her to send him down to Wardour Street, and if a man had been there as he should have been
this wouldn’t have happened. Why don’t you talk to Mr. Oliva?” She was told that a warrant would
be applied for to secure her arrest. Her mood then became hysterical and alternated from pleading to
threatening; she seized Mr. Beck and thrust money into his pocket; she seized Detective Sergeant
Challenor who moved forward to hand the money back from Mr. Beck; she fell to the floor, but in
what  manner  or  for  what  reason  the  witness  could  not  say.  Detective  Sergeant  Etheridge
emphatically denied that Detective Sergeant Challenor was in any degree under the influence of
drink, or that he abused or swore at Mrs. Hawkins. No arrest was made on this occasion.

In the only pocket book of Detective Sergeant Challenor which was available at the Inquiry
there are entries which corroborate the evidence of Detective Sergeant Etheridge.

On 6th July 1963 warrants were issued for the arrest of Mrs. Hawkins and Miss Browne in
respect of an alleged offence of obtaining money by false pretences with intent to defraud, and at
11.15 p.m. that night Detective Sergeant
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Challenor, Detective Constable Robb, (then an Aid to C.I.D.) and a number of other police officers,
male and female, went to 16 Frith Street to arrest them. Miss Browne was not available but Mrs.
Hawkins  was  arrested,  the  circumstances  of  which  Detective  Constable  Robb  described  in  his
evidence  at  the  Inquiry. He said  that  Mrs.  Hawkins  advanced  along  the  passage  shouting  and
screaming hysterically, with one arm outstretched, the fingers forming a claw, and the other hand in
her  bosom  as  if  holding  something.  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  immediately  called  for  the
assistance of a policewoman and Mrs. Hawkins was removed from the premises and placed in a



police van in which she was taken to West End Central Police Station. The charge sheet in respect
of Mrs. Hawkins recorded her arrest at 11.15 p.m., her arrival at the police station at l1.30 p.m., and
the time of service of documents in connection with bail and legal aid as 12.45 a.m. Evidence was
given  that  the  time  of  charging  was  about  11.45  p.m.  Detective  Constable  Robb  had  made
reasonably full  notes  in  his  pocket  book of  the  events  at  16  Frith  Street,  and this  record  was
available.

Mrs. Hawkins’ evidence as to her arrest was that she happened to be going upstairs from the
basement when police officers arrived headed by Detective Sergeant Challenor who in extremely
vulgar parlance told her she was “nicked”. Then followed repeated punches and pushes, and digs
and pokes, from both Detective Sergeant Challenor and Detective Constable Robb. They propelled
her on to the pavement and pushed her into the van where they joined her, one on each side, to
make the journey to West End Central Police Station. In the course of the journey she was subjected
to a further dig in her ribs from Detective Constable Robb, and at one time she fell from her seat on
to the floor. Detective Sergeant Challenor abused her, swore at her, and threatened that he would get
her two years’ imprisonment. Detective Constable Robb echoed his sergeant’s catch phrases. As on
the previous night, but not to the same degree, Detective Sergeant Challenor appeared to be under
the influence of drink. In her evidence of these matters Mrs. Hawkins insisted on explaining that she
felt sorry for Detective Sergeant Challenor and had no feeling of hatred for him; she was sorry for
him because his colleagues knew of his conduct and condoned it instead of trying to help him. It
was very striking how this witness was almost obsessed with the point she wished to make of the
responsibility of officers who knew of Detective Sergeant Challenor’s behaviour: I do not think that
the point was the product of her own mind.

These  allegations  of  the  use  of  abusive  language  and  assault  were  denied  by  Detective
Constable Robb at the Inquiry. He was of course a person very much personally involved in the
allegations made, and would have strong motive for denying them if they were true. His evidence
had to be scrutinised very carefully in respect of his dealings with Mrs. Hawkins, as it also did in
respect of the dealings with Mr. Padmore which followed.

The driver of the police van, Police Constable Powell, gave evidence mainly of a negative
character but nevertheless of importance as he was not directly concerned in the events. He saw no
abnormal behaviour either in form of words or in action on the part of either Detective Sergeant
Challenor or any other officer, He had a clear recollection of Mrs. Hawkins being rather hysterical
and crying. He recalled her saying, “I’m rather a sick woman”. He had opened the door of the van
for her to get in which she did unaided and without being pushed.
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Rather more cogent was the evidence of Mrs. Maureen Holland, formerly a policewoman
stationed at West End Central Police Station. At the time of the Inquiry she had no connection with
the Police Force. She had been instructed by Detective Sergeant Challenor to attend at the arrest of
Mrs. Hawkins as he feared that the arrested woman might, make allegations of improper conduct
against  him.  She  therefore  watched  very  closely  what  happened  between  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor and Mrs. Hawkins. The arrest was uneventful save that Mrs. Hawkins became rather
hysterical; there was no actual violence used by her or against her. She refuted Mrs. Hawkins’
evidence that she was abused and sworn at, that she was pushed into the van, and that at one time
she fell on the floor of the van. The only conversation in the van which she could recall was Mrs.
Hawkins saying that she was a sick woman.

This witness impressed me as a person who would have had no hesitation in reporting any
misconduct by a male police officer towards a female prisoner, and who would have remembered
any such conduct as Mrs. Hawkins complained of in her evidence. It was the one and only occasion



on which the witness had carried out duties in which Detective Sergeant Challenor was concerned
and nothing occurred which made her think that he was abnormal. She had no recollection at all of
Detective  Constable  Robb as  an individual,  but  her  evidence  in  content  and manner  was  very
persuasive in favour of the truth of Detective Constable Robb’s version of the facts.

Detective Sergeant Challenor himself later typed a short note about the events of the night of
6th July 1963 which began by recording the arrest of Mrs. Hawkins and simply read, “At about
11.15 p.m. 6/7/63 Patricia Violet Hawkins, age 38, a manageress of 11 Islington High Street N.1.
was arrested by Detective Sergeant Challenor and brought to this station where she was charged on
a warrant with false pretences (Near Beer Establishment fraud)”.

On 6th July 1963 Police Sergeant Trump was on night duty as Assistant Station Officer at
West End Central Police Station from 11 p.m. until 7 a.m. the next morning. At about midnight Mr.
Padmore  called  at  the  station,  gave  his  name  and  asked  to  see  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor.
Sergeant  Trump  gave  evidence  at  the  Inquiry  of  telephoning  the  C.I.D.  office  and  receiving
instructions to bring Mr. Padmore upstairs to that office., Thereupon he conducted Mr. Padmore up
the  stairs  and  showed  him into  the  room where  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  was.  From the
evidence called it  is  clear that also in the C.I.D. office were Detective Constable Robb, Police
Constable Bridge, then an Aid to C.I.D., and Detective Sergeant Cruse. During the night a number
of other officers entered and left that office in the normal course of their duties.

Mr. Padmore is a coloured gentleman, a native of Barbados, who came to England first with
the Provost Corps of the Canadian Army. He is a man of large and athletic build, six feet three and
one half  inches  in height  and weighing at  the material  time about 16 stones.  After the war he
returned to Canada where he was employed as a bodyguard and as a chauffeur, and for a time
operated his  own taxi  business.  He settled  in  England in  1955 and obtained employment  as  a
railway shunter. At the Inquiry he gave his address as 11, Islington Park Street, N.1. where he had a
flat which he had shared with Mrs. Hawkins for three or four years. After considerable evasion of
questions, and with protest that it was irrelevant, he admitted that he and Mrs. Hawkins were then
living on terms of intimacy. Also in 1963 there was living in the same house, at Mrs. Hawkins’
invitation, a girl he knew as Jean, or Jane, who worked
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in the Boulevard Club where Mrs. Hawkins was employed as waitress. He told me he knew nothing
about their work at the Club or about the Club itself; he never went to the Club but had on occasions
taken Mrs. Hawkins home from the Club. He steadfastly denied being in any way concerned with
the Club’s activities and refuted the suggestion that he played any part in offences of obtaining
money from club customers by false pretences. In this respect his evidence was corroborated by
Mrs. Hawkins who described the suggestion as “laughable”.

Mr. Padmore gave evidence that he was at 11, Islington Park Street on the evening of 6th July
and, hearing a commotion, he went upstairs where he found a number of agitated girls who gave
him the news of Mrs. Hawkins’ arrest. Immediately he left the house and went by taxi, which by
chance was available in the street, to West End Central Police Station where he asked if he could
see Mrs. Hawkins and arrange for her to be released on bail. According to Mr. Padmore, Police
Sergeant Trump went upstairs,  from where Mr. Padmore then heard the sound of laughter, and
returned telling him, “Upstairs and you can see the prisoner and arrange bail”. He went upstairs and
a voice shouted, “In here”. He entered an office in which there were six or seven plain clothes
police officers. Detective Sergeant Challenor rudely and roughly asked him why he was there and
he explained who he was and what he wanted. In a loud voice that all could hear Detective Sergeant
Challenor then said, “What does a black ponce like you want in a white police station?” The other
officers jumped when he spoke as if they were afraid of him. Mr. Padmore told the Sergeant that he



had not come to be insulted but voluntarily to stand bail for Mrs. Hawkins, and he thought he had
better leave. Detective Sergeant Challenor then ordered that the door be closed and said, “We’ll
have some fun with this coon; he looks big enough”. The door was then closed. With two other
officers he came up to Mr. Padmore and asked if he was carrying any weapon and demanded to
search him. Mr. Padmore, having nothing to hide, emptied his pockets and as he did so three or four
officers, including Detective Constable Robb, grabbed him and Detective Sergeant Challenor struck
him a violent blow. A “tooth was broken” on the right side of his mouth; his tie-pin was broken. The
witness indicated the right side of his jaw as he used the word “right”. At the Inquiry he said of
Detective Sergeant Challenor that he struck him with his fist and the back of his hand, and, “after
the others were holding me he enjoyed himself”. The repeated blows delivered while his hands were
held caused him to slump to the floor, his mouth bleeding, and his shirt torn. Detective Sergeant
Challenor then told Detective Constable Robb, “Take that black bastard out of my sight. I wish I
was in South Africa. I’d have nigger for breakfast every morning”, and started to sing, “Bongo,
Bongo, Bongo, I don’t want to leave the Congo”. All the officers appeared to think this performance
was a  huge joke but,  although enjoying themselves,  they were all  afraid of Detective Sergeant
Challenor. Detective Constable Robb led him to a chair by a window and sat him down. Detective
Sergeant Cruse, who had been engaged on telephone duties, brought him a cup of water. He asked
Detective Constable Robb if this was the usual way in which a caller was treated, and received the
reply that  the  Sergeant  was a  hard  man who would  “make you  wish  you  were  never  born or
hatched”. The quoted words had been attributed to Detective Sergeant Challenor, not to Detective
Constable Robb, in a number of statements Mr. Padmore had made prior to the Inquiry.
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Both Detective Sergeant Challenor and Detective Constable Robb partook of drinks of whisky from
a bottle which Mr. Padmore saw lying on the desk. The former was showing signs of being affected
by drink, Mr. Padmore then described how Detective Sergeant Challenor told him that he was going
to get him seven years’ imprisonment, that he was going to “think of something with which to
charge him”,  and that  all  he had to  do was tell  to  the Magistrate  something and he would be
believed, “because the Magistrate was a white man” and would accept his evidence. At this point
Detective Sergeant  Cruse told Detective Sergeant  Challenor  that  a Mr. Oliva was at  the police
station and he, Mr, Padmore, was pushed into and told to sit in the typist’s cubicle and to keep quiet.
Up to this stage the name of Hawkins had not been mentioned by Detective Sergeant Challenor, but
he did ask Mr. Padmore where Jean Browne was. He said he wanted to find her and was not able to,
and “If you don’t find her I’ll have your guts for garters”.

From the typist’s cubicle Mr. Padmore said he observed Dario Oliva come into the C.I.D,
office. He recognised him as a man he knew and he saw Detective Sergeant Challenor striking him
on his face and apparently abusing him, Mr. Oliva was seated on the far side of the room and it was
not possible for them to communicate with each other. In summarising Mr. Padmore’s evidence of
Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s words  and  conduct  I  have,  intentionally  omitted  the  extremely
offensive  and  vulgar  expressions  which  Mr.  Padmore  told  me  were  lavishly  sprinkled  in  the
Detective Sergeant’s conversation. There is no point in recording them. If they were spoken they
were examples of entirely wrong behaviour.

At 2 a.m., after Mr. Oliva had been taken from the office, Mr. Padmore said that he was also
taken from the typist’s cubicle to a downstairs cell where he remained until 7 a.m. He had not been
charged and had not been told with what offence he would be charged. At 7 a.m. the gaoler took
him from the cell and he was seen by Detective Sergeant Cruse and Inspector Willars. Detective
Sergeant Cruse gave him another drink of water, as he was shaking so badly, and tried to mend his
broken tie-pin. The uniformed Inspector told him he was being released but that he should return on
the following Thursday at which time his diary, which had been abstracted from his property, would
be returned to him. Mr. Padmore told me that he tried to complain to this Inspector of the treatment



he had received at the police station but the Inspector did not seem to be impressed with his story.
At the Inquiry Mr.Padmore described Detective Sergeant Challenor’s behaviour while he was in his
presence as “shouting his head off”, “walking up and down the room”, “jumping” and “doing fancy
things over desks”. This was said by Mr. Padmore to be accepted as unobjectionable by the other
officers who witnessed it.

On his release he went out of the police station into Savile Row, where he joined Mr. Dario
Oliva who was also released at about the same time. Apparently waiting for this event was Mr.
Mario Requella,  the man closely concerned with the Boulevard Club, and others known to Mr.
Dario Oliva. On the following night of Sunday 7th July Mr. Padmore was at work, and on Monday
morning, according to his evidence, he took to Bernard Solley and Co., solicitors, a manuscript
statement  in  which  he  had  set  out  his  experiences  at  West  End  Central  Police  Station.  The
manuscript statement was handed to Mr. Stoller, a legal executive in the service of that firm.
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On Thursday 11th July Mr. Stoller accompanied Mr. Padmore to West End Central Police
Station at 6 p.m. Detective Sergeant Challenor, according to Mr. Padmore, told Mr. Stoller that his
client would be staying in custody and would be charged; a form of warrant was read but the
Detective Sergeant would not let Mr. Stoller or Mr. Padmore inspect it. They were separated and
Mr. Padmore’s request to speak to Mr. Stoller was refused. His property was taken from him and he
was  placed  in  a  cell  where  he  spent  the  night  without  being  charged.  A uniformed  Inspector,
according  to  Mr.  Padmore,  asked  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  about  charging  him  and  the
Detective Sergeant replied that he was “too damned busy”.

Mr. Stoller gave evidence before me and produced the original manuscript statement which
Mr. Padmore had handed to him on his first being instructed. He said that on 10th July he informed
Detective Sergeant Challenor by telephone that he would accompany Mr. Padmore as his solicitor’s
representative on the following day. On this occasion Detective Sergeant Challenor had said that he
wished Mr. Padmore to make a statement.  His version of the appointment at  West End Central
Police Station was that Detective Constable Robb was with Detective Sergeant Challenor who said
that he had a warrant and was arresting Mr. Padmore. He took a document from his pocket, read it
to  Mr. Padmore,  but refused to  allow Mr. Stoller  to examine it.  He used a vulgar expletive to
emphasise his refusal. If this document was the warrant obtained in respect of Mr. Padmore there
was on the face of it a defect in that it alleged a conspiracy by Mr. Padmore alone. It is possible that
the document was not in fact the warrant.

The evidence of Police Constable Birch was that in the early hours of 12th July Detective
Sergeant Challenor was “upset” because the warrant had been mislaid. At what time it was mislaid
no witness could say. Mr. Stoller  recounted how he accepted from his client certain articles of
property at his request, and that Detective Sergeant Challenor pushed Mr. Stoller away saying that
Mr. Padmore  was  now in  custody  and  Mr. Stoller  must  not  accept  any  of  his  property.  This
interview, which  concluded  with  Mr. Padmore  being  taken  to  a  cell,  Mr.  Stoller  described  as
“something quite  exceptional”  in  his  thirty-five  year  long career  in  the  law and experience  of
dealings with police officers.

At 5 a.m. on 12th July, Mr. Padmore told me, Detective Sergeant Challenor called him out of
the cell to have his fingerprints taken. He was addressed as “You black bastard”. He asked to see his
solicitor and was struck violently on his lip by the Detective Sergeant. This assault was observed, he
said, by two officers who were with Detective Sergeant Challenor. He protested against the taking
of his fingerprints but gave way in order to avoid further blows. He complained to a uniformed
Inspector of the treatment he had received but the only answer he got was, “I am too busy. I cannot
do that now”. His mouth was bleeding, he believed another portion of his tooth was broken, and it



was obvious to anyone that he had been hurt. — After spending a further period in a cell he was
taken to Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court where he found himself in the company of Mr.
Rooum, who had been arrested on the previous evening in the circumstances reported in Chapter VI
hereof. Mr. Padmore had little if any recollection of Mr. Rooum, who gave evidence at the Inquiry
of seeing signs of Mr. Padmore’s injury and hearing from Mr. Padmore of the assault upon him. I do
not accept Mr. Rooum’s evidence on this aspect.

At the court on 12th July Mr. Padmore was represented by Mr. Claud Allen, of Counsel, who
was instructed by Mr. Stoller. Both saw Mr. Padmore who
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told me he complained to them of the conduct of Detective Sergeant Challenor. Mr. Allen gave
evidence at the Inquiry that his original instructions related solely to an application for bail for Mr.
Padmore and Mrs. Hawkins. At the court he saw his client, who complained of being assaulted by
Detective Sergeant Challenor during the previous night. The complaint was that he was punched in
the face and that a tooth had been knocked out.  Mr. Allen noticed that Mr. Padmore’s lip was
swollen at one side, with no surrounding damage, and told me that he had some recollection of
blood on Mr. Padmore’s shirt sleeve, and a very vague recollection of a complaint being made of an
injury to the arm. As a result of what Mr. Padmore said, Mr. Stoller instructed Mr. Allen to apply for
a summons alleging assault against Detective Sergeant Challenor. Application for the summons was
made but it was refused. Mr. Allen said in evidence that, in court on 12th July, Detective Sergeant
Challenor appeared to him “rather odd”, “rather strained”, and as if making an effort to stand up
straight in the witness box. After the hearing his interest was aroused by seeing that officer in the
charge room with his head in his hands saying, “I must have my Guinness”, or “I must have my
beer”. These matters, Mr. Allen told me, he reported to Mr. Pike, then a Detective Chief lnspector,
in about September 1963. The behaviour in court was not such that he would have mentioned it to
anyone had it not been for the subsequent behaviour in the charge room, but more than one person
had apparently noticed it.

Mr. Stoller’s evidence differed from Mr. Allen’s in that his recollection was that Mr. Padmore
showed him a gap in his mouth from which a tooth was missing, and that he observed that both lips
were swollen, one eye was blackened, and one arm was in a blood-stained bandage. The arm was
held  across  the  body, dangling  as  if  broken.  He corroborated  Mr. Allen’s version of  Detective
Sergeant Challenor saying that he wanted his Guinness or beer. Upon the basis of what he then saw
Mr. Stoller formed the opinion that Detective Sergeant Challenor “was either under the influence of
alcohol or drugs”. Mr. Stoller was quite emphatic at one stage of his evidence that on the morning
of 12th July at the court Mr. Padmore produced to him the broken tooth and alleged that it had been
broken on the previous night of 11th July. At a later stage of his evidence he was equally emphatic
that that could not have been so and the breaking of the tooth must have been on Saturday 6th July.

Dr.  Hassan  Bayoumi,  a  registered  medical  practitioner,  gave  evidence  of  attending
Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court at 3 p.m. on 12th July for the purpose of examining Mr.
Padmore. He found on examination a small contused wound on the inside of the lower lip on the
left side and the second pre-molar tooth on the left in the lower jaw was broken. The wound had in
his opinion occurred within 24 hours preceding the examination. Mr. Padmore complained of pain
in the left side of the jaw but no sign of injury was observed. He saw no sign of injury to an eye nor
to an arm, and Mr. Padmore made no complaint of either. This evidence was a striking contradiction
of that given by Mr. Stoller. Dr. Bayoumi said of the wound that it was consistent with a person
biting the inside of the lip, and of the tooth that it had been substantially filled in the past and such a
tooth could break under slight pressure. The condition was also consistent with a blow to the jaw,
and this the doctor regarded as the most likely cause. Such a blow would not need to be of any great
force. This witness’s evidence refers to a broken tooth on the left side whereas Mr. Padmore had



asserted that on 6th July the blow broke a tooth on the right side.
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The broken tooth found by the doctor had been subjected to dentistry, and the portion of “broken
tooth” which Mr. Padmore said he had preserved and which he produced at the Inquiry was in fact,
as Mr. Padmore admitted, not a portion of tooth but a piece of dental filling. Dr. Bayoumi had been
summoned by Inspector Dooling who was Court Officer at Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court
on 12th July 1963. Mr. Allen made an application on that occasion for his client to be examined by
a  doctor.  As  Mr.  Padmore’s  representative  could  not  obtain  the  services  of  a  private  doctor,
Inspector Dooling had requested Dr. Bayoumi, a police surgeon, to attend. Inspector Dooling told
me that from what he saw of Mr. Padmore in the dock at court he saw no sign of injury. He said of
Detective Sergeant Challenor on that occasion that he was subdued and looking tired, but that he
gave his evidence in a normal manner without any apparent strain. He recorded the event of Dr.
Bayoumi’s  visit  in  the  occurrence  book,  which  entry  had  immediately  attracted  Chief
Superintendent Starritt’s attention. The Chief Superintendent had enquired the reason for the police
surgeon’s attendance, and Inspector Dooling had recorded this in a further note appended to the first
entry.  The  documents  containing  these  records  were  produced,  and  they  supported  Inspector
Dooling’s oral evidence.

On 13th July Mr. Padmore was granted bail by the Magistrate, and having returned to his flat,
he told me that he felt so ill that he required medical attention. Dr. David Pitt was asked to attend to
him. He had never  consulted this  doctor  before but  his  own doctor  was not  available.  Dr. Pitt
attended him on the Saturday afternoon and this was the only occasion upon which the doctor saw
him. He did not complete the various National Health Service forms subsequently sent to him by
the doctor. Dr. David Thomas Pitt  gave evidence of his  being called to  see Mr. Padmore.  His
recollection was vague and he had no documents from which to refresh his memory. He could not
say whether Mr. Padmore was a National Health Service patient or whether he attended him as a
private patient. He had no medical record card and no notes of examination. His recollection was
that Mr. Padmore was distressed and that there was evidence of injury in that the face and jaw were
swollen, and there was a split lip. Mr. Padmore complained to him of being assaulted by a police
sergeant in West End Central Police Station, where he had gone to stand bail for a friend. Mr.
Padmore made no complaint of a broken tooth so far as he could recall. In view of Dr. Bayoumi’s
findings on the afternoon of l2th July, which were recorded in contemporary documents produced at
the Inquiry, I find it impossible, with great respect to Dr. Pitt, to rely upon his admittedly vague
recollection of Mr. Padmore’s state 24 hours later. He was no doubt doing his best  to help the
Inquiry by his evidence, but, despite the unusual circumstances on which he was consulted, Dr. Pitt
was understandably in difficulty in recalling detail.

Reference has been made above to the arrival of Mr. Dario Oliva at West End Central Police
Station on the night of 6th July 1963. This witness has no connection with, and is not related to, Mr.
Joseph Oliva who features in Chapter VIII hereof. He told me that he was aged thirty, by occupation
a professional gambler, and had a record of criminal offences involving violence.  He had been
connected with a number of clubs, and in evidence at the Inquiry he explained the working of a
“near-beer” establishment or “clip joint”. His understanding of such a club was that it was a place to
which men were accustomed to resort by reason of the attraction of girl hostesses. No charge was
made for admission. The hostesses worked on a commission basis receiving
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a percentage of the moneys paid for drinks by those they entertained. He said that as far as his
business was concerned there was not any element of a promise of sexual intercourse involved,
although some customers appeared to take the view that they had been promised intercourse and
were  disgruntled  when it  was  not  available.  Such customers  were  refunded their  money. Mrs.



Hawkins had been employed by him as a waitress at the Boulevard Club for a number of years. He
denied that he could be correctly described as the “boss” of the clip joint at 16 Frith Street in July
1963. Mr. Oliva’s answers to questions at the Inquiry and his demeanour as a witness convinced me
that he was far more closely concerned with the activities in the basement of 16 Frith Street than he
would have me believe. Every one of his criminal convictions arose out of his activities at clip
joints, and three convictions related to offences involving violence towards customers at the Club.

Mr. Dario Oliva said that in July 1963 he had known Mr. Padmore for nearly three years, he
knew him as a friend of Mrs. Hawkins, and he had seen him outside but never inside the Club
premises. Mr. Padmore, he said, had nothing to do with the running or the activities of the Club.

On 6th July in the late evening, Mr. Dario Oliva told me, he was in the Venus Rooms Club in
Old  Compton  Street  when  persons  seeking  Mr.  Requena  informed  him of  the  arrest  of  Mrs,
Hawkins. He volunteered to go to West End Central Police Station to inform the police that Mrs.
Hawkins was suffering from heart trouble and in order to arrange bail.  On arrival at the police
Station he made his business known to an officer at the desk, and Detective Constable Robb took
him to an upstairs office in which were four or five other police officers. He saw Mr. Padmore in a
small cubicle in the corner of the room. Mr. Padmore appeared to be gesticulating to him, indicating
that his mouth had been damaged. The impression on Mr. Oliva was that Mr. Padmore had been
assaulted and that he was the next one to suffer that fate. He saw Detective Sergeant Challenor,
whom he already knew by sight, in this office, and described him on this occasion as being “very
excited”, “not normal”, “very aggressive”, and “very insulting”. As he entered the room, the door
was closed and his exit barred by Detective Constable Robb. Detective Sergeant Challenor said,
“Ah, you’ve saved me a lot of trouble”, and went on to say that he was going to “book” Mr. Oliva
and have him put away for five years. He was struck a hard blow which landed on his stomach and
his recollection, assisted I think by having heard the content of Mr. Padmore’s evidence, was that
his  face may have been struck as well.  The blow or blows were struck by Detective Sergeant
Challenor who had blood on his hand, to which he referred as “black blood” or “poncey blood”.
That officer’s behaviour and words were irrational; he vaulted over a desk, kept repeating “book
him”, and he ordered one officer to go and get some whisky. The other officers present appeared to
be frightened of him and no one protested or sought to intervene. The evidence given by Detective
Sergeant Cruse at the Inquiry Mr. Oliva described as “rubbish”.

Mr. Oliva said that he was detained for about two hours in the office where these events took
place, and then was placed in a cell from which he was released at about 7 a.m. He was not charged
with  any offence  that  night.  He made no complaint  to  anyone about  the  events  which  he  had
witnessed, nor about the fact that he had been assaulted.
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Outside the police station Mr. Padmore was complaining of the treatment he had received, and
Mr. Oliva described Mr. Padmore’s condition in these words:— 

Q: “Had Padmore got any mark on him?”
A: “Yes he did”. 

Q: “What mark did you see on him?”
A: “A hanging tooth, a few loose teeth. He had a mouth bleeding and swollen”.

Q: “A hanging tooth?”. 
A: “Literally hanging”.

This description cannot stand square with the evidence of Mr. Padmore, nor with the object



produced as being the “broken tooth”. Prior to leaving the police station Mr. Dario Oliva had been
told that he was required to report again on Thursday 11th July, but as he, to use his words, “didn’t
like the whole tenor of things”, he brought forward his holiday and left the country on 10th July. He
told me that he thereafter extended his holiday until 27th January 1964 by which date he learned
that  no  proceedings  were  to  be  pursued  against  him.  He  then  returned  to  this  country  in  the
knowledge, which had reached him in Spain,  that Detective Sergeant Challenor was in hospital
suffering from mental illness.

In the cross-examination of Mr. Oliva at the Inquiry the following evidence was given:—

Q: “You of course had a good deal of reason to fear that you would be convicted, had you not,
if you had stayed behind?”
A: “Very much?”

Q: “Because in fact you still had a close connection with the Boulevard Club, had you not?”
A: “Let’s say I am wise to a lot of things?”

Q: “But you were wise to a good many things that were going on in the Boulevard Club?”
A: “I was wise enough to know that it was very easy for Detective Sergeant Challenor to lock 
me up”.

Later  he stated that  he knew of Detective Sergeant  Challenor’s reputation in  the class  of
society in which he, Mr. Oliva, moved, and that reputation was that he was a police officer who
would “frame” a person; therefore he had always kept out of Detective Sergeant Challenor’s way.
He did not trust Detective Sergeant Challenor and was afraid of being “framed” by him. On the
night of 6th July Detective Sergeant Challenor seemed to him to be different from his usual self, he
gave the impression that he had been drinking but was not drunk; it appeared that he was a “sick
man”, but only in the sense that there was “something wrong” with him.

With the evidence of Mr. Padmore and Mr. Dario Oliva as to the events of 6th and 11th July
1963 there  must  be  considered  the  evidence  of  Detective  Constable  Robb and of  other  police
officers at the Inquiry. In considering this evidence it has been necessary to keep well in mind the
possible situation in which witnesses combine to shield each other and to hide wrongful acts and
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omissions in which they acquiesced. Detective Constable Robb in particular has been an active
party to  very grave  misconduct  if  the evidence of  Mr. Padmore  is  believed.  I  place on record
immediately  my finding  that  Detective  Constable  Robb  was  a  most  impressive  witness  at  the
Inquiry and one whose evidence I accept as reliable. It is pertinent to record briefly his history.

Born in the north of Scotland, Detective Constable Robb had come to the Metropolis with a
strong desire to make a successful career in the Police Force. He had served at West End Central
Police Station since he was a police cadet in May 1959. In August 1959 he became an attested
constable and in July 1961 an Aid to C.I.D. For the first six months of 1963 he worked as an Aid
under Detective Sergeants Evans and Challenor, and was a member of the night duty squad formed
in April  1963. On 11th July 1963 it  was announced that he had passed the selection board for
appointment to Detective Constable and on 9th December 1963 he was so appointed.

After Mrs. Hawkins had been charged at 11.45 p.m. on 6th July 1963 Detective Constable
Robb went to the C.I.D. office into which room, he said, Mr. Padmore was brought by a uniformed
officer. He was at that time engaged in completing a form relating to the arrest and charging of Mrs.
Hawkins. The door was not closed; this witness believed that at this date the door could not be



closed because of damage to a hinge, and it remained propped open. This belief was confirmed to
be based on fact by the evidence of Detective Inspector R. L. Taylor who told me that, as at 6th July
1963, the top hinge of the door had been defective for some weeks and the door had to be wedged
in the open position. I accept this evidence and regard it as a small but important pointer to the
unreliability of those witnesses who said the door was closed. Detective Constable Robb heard no
conversation  between  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  and  Mr.  Padmore  but  observed  the  latter
emptying his pockets. His version of the events described how Detective Sergeant Challenor called
out  for  someone  to  witness  the  emptying  of  Mr. Padmore’s  pockets,  and  how  he  and  Police
Constable Bridge walked across to where Mr. Padmore was. Detective Constable Robb denied that
Mr. Padmore was struck or held by anyone; he asserted that it was he, not Detective Sergeant Cruse,
who fetched a cup of water at Mr. Padmore’s request for a drink. He observed that Mr. Padmore
swilled his mouth out and he asked why he did so. Mr. Padmore explained that he had had some
trouble with his mouth, He then showed Mr. Padmore to a chair. Detective Constable Robb denied
that there was any abnormal conduct on the part of Detective Sergeant Challenor as described in
evidence by Mr. Padmore.

On his way downstairs to deliver the completed form Detective Constable Robb told me he
was informed of Mr. Dario Oliva’s presence in the police station, and he confirmed that he was in
fact the officer who led Mr. Oliva upstairs at Detective Sergeant Challenor’s request. Mr. Padmore
was then in the typist’s cubicle. The unusual course of receiving visitors to the police station in the
C.I.D. office was taken on this night as all the waiting rooms were engaged. His evidence was a
complete denial of that given by Mr. Padmore and Mr. Oliva and in particular he said he heard no
foul language used or saw any blow struck by Detective Sergeant Challenor, nor was there a whisky
bottle  in  the  C.I.D,  office  where  these  events  took  place,  Neither  he  nor  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor were drinking.
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The contention that it was incredible that he should have been present and yet not heard and
seen all that Mr. Padmore alleged had taken place between Detective Sergeant Challenor and Mr.
Padmore was put in a series of questions in cross-examination of Detective Constable Robb; it was
further put to him that, as an admirer of Detective Sergeant Challenor and an Aid to C.I.D., he stood
in no different relationship to that officer than did the three police officers who had since been
convicted of conspiring together and with Detective Sergeant Challenor to pervert the course of
justice; the direct question was put to him:— “You are not telling the truth, are you Robb?” These
questions, put by Leading Counsel appearing on the instructions of the Treasury Solicitor, clearly
took the witness by surprise. They proved a good test of his reliability. The manner in which he
dealt with the questions and his answers were of assistance in establishing him as an honest and
truthful witness in respect of the events of 6th July 1963.

Detective  Constable  Robb  was  present  at  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s  request  on  the
occasion of Mr. Stoller’s visit to West End Central Police Station with Mr. Padmore on 11th July.
His recollection of this incident was more vague but he did recall Detective Sergeant Challenor
forbidding the handing over of any property by Mr. Padmore to Mr. Stoller after what he assumed to
be a warrant had been read to Mr. Padmore. He also recollected a stage at which Detective Sergeant
Challenor extended his arm to keep those gentlemen apart. He with Police Constable Battes took
Mr. Padmore to  the charge room where they left  him with Detective Sergeant  Challenor  to  be
charged.

Detective Sergeant Cruse was appointed to “C” Division in January 1963 and allocated to
‘C.D.1’ He had met Detective Sergeant Challenor on a few previous occasions and knew him to be
an exuberant, loud-spoken individual. He told the Inquiry that he noticed little change in Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s behaviour or appearance until August 1963, but there had been some mention



of a deaf-aid earlier in the year. After his return from leave in 1963 Detective Sergeant Challenor
appeared tired, his eyes red-rimmed and sunken, his expression drawn, and he required conversation
to be repeated for his benefit. This witness told me that he was on duty from 9.30 p.m. on 6th July
to 8 a.m. on 7th July, and was present in the C.I.D. office when Mr. Padmore was brought in by
Police Sergeant Trump. Detective Sergeant Cruse was looking after the telephone switchboard at
the time, and, because he was invited to listen,  he moved towards Mr. Padmore and Detective
Sergeant Challenor. The former said, “I’d like to speak to you about Pat, the woman you took from
Frith  Street;  she  is  my friend”.  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  said,  “What  do  you  mean,  your
friend?” According to Detective Sergeant Cruse, Mr. Padmore then said, “Well Sergeant, I think you
know my friend Dario Oliva who has the clip at Frith Street. Now this is rubbish and only a few
pounds owing. If I could have been at Wardour Street when the Swiss boy turned up you would not
have this trouble”. When Detective Sergeant Challenor said he did not follow what he meant, but it
had certainly caused him a lot of extra work, Mr. Padmore was alleged to have continued, “Look, I
know that Sergeant. That is why Dario asked me to come and see you. Leave it to us man. Dario
will pay the Swiss boy, and when the punters come to Wardour Street I will make sure that if they
are still unhappy I will take them to Dario and he will pay them and you will get no more trouble”.
Detective Sergeant Challenor finished making his notes and then told Mr. Padmore that he appeared
to be part of a conspiracy to obtain
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money by a false pretence, that a warrant would be applied for, and that he would be arrested, Mr.
Padmore was said by Detective Sergeant Cruse to have replied,  “Very clever  Sergeant  but you
forget we have the girl. You won’t get her, and where is your case then?” The Detective Sergeant
said, “You will be detained here until I have made all possible enquiries to find that girl”.

The above evidence of Detective Sergeant Cruse, if true, is of the greatest consequence in
respect of Mr. Padmore. If not expressly, by implication, it  is evidence of an admission by Mr.
Padmore of complicity in the offence which was being alleged, and of an attempt by him, at the
instigation of Mr. Oliva, to avoid criminal proceedings against Mrs. Hawkins. Detective Sergeant
Cruse’s evidence was at first given from his unaided recollection. He then confirmed it by reference
to his pocket book in which he had on the same night recorded the conversation. His notes were
made with the assistance of notes put in an official pocket book by Detective Sergeant Challenor at
the time of the conversation. This pocket book of Detective Sergeant Challenor was the one book of
his which was available at the Inquiry. As was to be expected in such circumstances, Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s notes and those made by Detective Sergeant Cruse were in agreement. There
was also available a statement made by Detective Sergeant Challenor dated 10th July 1963. This
statement recorded the conversation in almost identical terms to the.evidence of Detective Sergeant
Cruse.

After hearing that Mr. Padmore was to be detained Detective Sergeant Cruse moved away,
and the next  matter  of  which he  became aware was Mr. Padmore  turning out  his  pockets  and
Detective Constable Robb and Police Constable Bridge being close by, watching the operation.
They were close enough to have held him, but no holding and no violence was seen by Detective
Sergeant Cruse. Later he saw Mr. Padmore seated on a chair with a cup of water on the desk nearby.
Detective Sergeant Cruse said he did not provide that water. Mr. Padmore was next seen by him to
be seated in the typist’s cubicle, and Mr. Oliva came into the office. Detective Sergeant Cruse made
some notes of a conversation between Mr. Oliva and Detective Sergeant Challenor at the same time
as the conversation took place, and shortly afterwards made a fuller pencil note thereof with the
assistance of Detective Sergeant Challenor’s pocket book. Detective Sergeant Cruse refreshed his
memory  from the  notes  when  giving  evidence  to  the  Inquiry  and  his  and  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor’s pocket books were produced. The most significant entry was that which recorded Mr.
Oliva saying, “What can I say? I know you know the routine, and there is no answer to it if the



Swiss boy goes the whole way. We have got the girl, and if the big spade had been doing his job at
Wardour Street the boy would not have troubled you. I will be generous to the Swiss boy, and I will
tell you Sergeant that there will be no more complaints”. At the conclusion of the conversation,
according to Detective Sergeant Cruse, Mr. Oliva was told that a warrant would be applied for, that
he would be arrested for being a party to a conspiracy, and that he was to be detained until after the
girl had been traced.

Shortly after 2 a.m. Detective Sergeant Cruse left the police station, and on his return at about
3 a.m. he met Detective Sergeant Challenor on his way out. He understood from Detective Sergeant
Challenor that he was going home, that he had left instructions with the Station Officer that both
Mr.
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Padmore and Mr. Oliva were to be told to report again on the following Thursday, and that if news
was received of Miss Browne’s whereabouts she was to be arrested. Other duties kept Detective
Sergeant Cruse out of the station for most of the time thereafter until 5.45 a.m. when he observed in
the  office  two  envelopes  which  contained  the  property  of  Mr.  Padmore  and  Mr.  Oliva.  He
immediately got in touch with the Station Officer, Inspector Willars, who had in fact been looking
for him, and discovered that, contrary to his earlier belief, Mr. Padmore and Mr. Oliva were still
detained in the cells. Detective Sergeant Cruse confirmed that Mr. Padmore was told to report back
at 6 p.m. on the following Thursday and he was released by Inspector Willars. At that time he
noticed nothing abnormal about  Mr. Padmore  except  the  nervousness  one would expect  in  the
circumstances; he denied seeing the clip or tie-pin which Mr. Padmore had said he had tried to
mend.  It  was at  this  time that  he provided a drink of water  for Mr. Padmore,  after  which Mr.
Padmore left the police station with Mr. Oliva. He next saw them in a group of four or five persons
at about 7 a.m. in the road outside the police station.

On 11th July at about 6 p.m., Detective Sergeant Cruse told me, he was informed by Detective
Sergeant Challenor that Mr. Padmore had returned to the police station. Shortly afterwards he met
Detective Constable Robb who said he was taking Mr. Padmore to the charge room. At about 7 p.m.
that same night Detective Sergeant Challenor told him not to worry about Mr. Padmore as he would
attend to him.

In his evidence at the Inquiry Police Sergeant Trump confirmed that during the time at which
Mr. Padmore was at West End Central Police Station on 6th July 1963 Detective Sergeant Challenor
requested him to make enquiries as to the whereabouts of a girl and he did so but without success.
The  evidence  called  also  revealed  that  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  pursued  his  own  line  of
enquiry  in  an  attempt  to  find  Miss  Browne.  The  proprietor  of  the  Venus  Rooms  Club,  Mr.
Moustapha, gave evidence that on a day early in July 1963 Detective Sergeant Challenor called at
his club between 3 and 4 a.m. trying to trace a Miss Browne who was said to work at a clip joint in
Frith Street. From the totality of the evidence available it would appear that, after seeing Detective
Sergeant Cruse at 3 a.m. on 7th July, Detective Sergeant Challenor was out and about in the Soho
area making enquiries as to the likely whereabouts of Miss Jean Browne.

Police Constable Bridge gave evidence at the Inquiry as to the events of the, night of 6th July
1963. He was then an Aid to C.I.D., having been appointed to West End Central Police Station in
June of that year. He happened to be in the C.I.D. office when Mr. Padmore was brought in and the
next thing that drew his attention was Detective Sergeant Challenor saying, “Come over here you
two”. He and Detective Constable Robb then walked across the room to where Mr. Padmore was
emptying his pockets. Whilst there he heard Mr. Padmore ask for a drink which was brought by
Detective  Constable  Robb.  Police  Constable  Bridge  recalled  that  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor
asked him to make an enquiry of the Criminal Records Office regarding Mr. Padmore, (who in fact



was a man of good character without previous conviction) and he did this by telephone from the
switchboard in  the corner  of  the C.I.D.  office.  When he had finished that  enquiry he saw Mr.
Padmore seated on a chair. At the Inquiry he had no recollection at all of Mr. Oliva being in the
office, but he had made a statement on 6th September 1963 in which he did recall a man
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coming in whom he later knew to be Mr. Dario Oliva. At no time did the witness recollect anything
concerning Mr. Oliva taking place in the office.

Police Constable Bridge agreed that if two officers did hold Mr. Padmore while Detective
Sergeant Challenor struck him, he must have been one of those officers and Detective Constable
Robb the other. He denied that anything of that nature occurred. He did not see or hear any ill
treatment of Mr. Padmore and if there had been any conduct of the kind described by Mr. Padmore
and Mr. Oliva on the part of Detective Sergeant Challenor he felt certain he would have been aware
of it. He saw no unusual or strange behaviour and no violence. In respect of the assertion by Mr.
Padmore and Mr. Oliva that the door of the office was closed, it was Police Constable Bridge’s
recollection also that the door was defective and difficult to close.

Police Constable Morse gave evidence that prior to 6th July 1963, when on duty in uniform,
he had seen both Mr. Dario Oliva and Mr. Padmore outside the premises at 16 Frith Street. Mr.
Padmore he had seen there two or three times a week, either outside the Boulevard Club or nearby
coffee bars in Frith Street. In that way he knew them both by sight. On 6th July he had occasion
during the night to go into the C.I.D. office at West End Central Police Station. He saw both Mr.
Padmore and Mr. Oliva there. Nothing abnormal was taking place. He had no recollection of seeing
Detective Sergeant Challenor. He saw Detective Inspector (then Detective Sergeant) Burrows come
into the room and speak to a Police Constable Jones, and then both Mr. Padmore and Mr. Oliva
were taken out of the office. Neither made a complaint to him although they knew him.

This witness happened to be at a party on 4th September 1963 at which Detective Sergeant
Challenor was present. On that occasion he observed nothing unusual about his behaviour. This was
the  day  following  that  on  which  the  Detective  Sergeant  had  broken  down  emotionally  in  the
presence of his Chief Superintendent and Detective Superintendent, and only the day before Dr.
Meerapfel had tentatively diagnosed “hypomania”. It is an illustration of how Detective Sergeant
Challenor’s behaviour and self-control varied.

In August 1962 Police Constable Thomas Oliver Jones became an Aid to C.I.D. at West End
Central Police Station. His recollection of his first meeting Detective Sergeant Challenor at about
that date was the vivid impression of a Detective Sergeant “Waltzing into the room and round a
couple of officers”. This was he thought typical of Detective Sergeant Challenor whom he described
as a “cheerful” and “a happy-go-lucky” person. This witness was on night duty on 6th and 7th July
1963, and at  about 1.45 a.m. he went into the C.I.D. office where he saw Mr. Padmore in the
cubicle. At the request of a Detective Sergeant he handed Mr. Padmore over to the custody of the
gaoler. He said he took pains to have a good look at Mr. Padmore as he was a big man and he was
taking him downstairs alone, and he would have noticed any facial injuries had there been any
visible.

Detective Inspector Burrows gave evidence which, though brief, was of importance in respect
of Mr. Padmore’s condition on the night of 6th July 1963. This witness, then a Detective Sergeant,
went into the C.I.D. office at West End Central Police Station at about 2 a.m. and observed Mr.
Padmore seated in the typist’s cubicle. He went right up to the partition to see who he was, and he
was able to see him full face. His interest was such that he questioned why the
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man was there, and was told by Police Constable Jones that he was a prisoner in a case with which
Detective Sergeant Challenor was dealing. Detective Inspector Burrows considered it to be wrong
to have a prisoner in that room and ordered that he should be taken downstairs. I formed the view of
this witness that he had an eye for discipline and for regulations, and that had there been any sign of
injury on Mr. Padmore at that stage he would have seen it and reported it.

Police Constable Clifford Smith gave evidence at the Inquiry upon two aspects. The first was
in respect of 6th July when he was on duty in the C.I.D. office at a time when both Mr. Padmore
and  Mr.  Oliva  were  there.  He  observed  nothing  unusual  in  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s
behaviour. He saw at one time that the Detective Sergeant was engaged in typing. Mr. Oliva he saw
sitting at a desk, and Mr. Padmore was alone in the typist’s cubicle. He asked Detective Sergeant
Challenor who they were and got the reply that he was “dealing with them” but no further details.
He  saw  nothing  unusual  about  either  man.  The  second  aspect  of  his  evidence  touched  upon
procedure  when a  police  officer  goes  sick.  He told  me that  shortly  before  the  Inquiry he had
suffered from the effects of overwork: loss of appetite, irritability, and worrying over work, all led
him consult his doctor, who certified him unfit for duty. He was given weekly certificates by his
doctor and all these he took to his local police station,  who informed West End Central  Police
Station.  The  final  certificate  authorised  his  return  to  duty,  and  when  he  reported,  he  was
immediately  called  for  examination  by  Sir  John  Richardson  as  Consultant  Physician  to  the
Metropolitan Police. Sir John recorded that he should restrict his duty to eight hours a day. This was
communicated by the Medical Branch to his superior officers, and he was then required to discuss
his duties with his Superintendent. The witness made it plain that, after being instructed to work an
eight hour day, the nature of the duties to be carried out and the heavy demand upon available man
power did not always permit him to keep within that limit.

Detective Constable Docking also gave evidence of being in the C.I.D. office on the night of
6th July 1963 at the same time as Mr. Padmore and Mr. Oliva. His evidence was diametrically
opposed to that of every other witness called on this aspect in that he said that there was a time
when Mr. Padmore and Mr. Oliva were seated quite close together facing each other, and in a
position to communicate with each other. Such had been his recollection when he made a statement
on  27th  August  1963.  I  am  sure  he  is  quite  mistaken,  and  I  cannot  rely  upon  his  evidence.
Nevertheless I am equally sure he was completely honest in his evidence.

Police Constable MacLean was the night  duty gaoler  on the  night  of  6th  July 1963.  His
evidence was that of receiving Mr. Padmore into his custody, and of Mr. Padmore being placed in a
cell for want of other accommodation. His recollection was very vague at the date of the Inquiry
and he was  largely dependent,  for  the  purpose of  being  reminded of  what  took place,  upon a
statement he had made on 26th August 1963. His duty was to observe at regular intervals all persons
detained,  but  it  is  not  possible  after  the  passage  of  time  to  rely upon his  evidence  as  to  Mr.
Padmore’s appearance. In his statement he had made reference to Mr. Padmore repeatedly asking
how long he was being detained and of his telling Mr. Padmore that his detention would be “until
the C.I.D. officers had completed their enquiries”. This witness emphasised that as gaoler he would
not place any person in a cell unless he was satisfied that
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such person was arrested and either had been charged or was going to be charged, or with the duty
Station Officer’s authority. He placed Mr. Padmore in a cell on the night of 6th July, according to
his recollection,  with the permission of the Station Officer which had reached his ears through
another officer. Through this witness attention was drawn to the Metropolitan Police General Orders
and Regulations, paragraph 23/236, which reads:— 



“When necessary for safe custody, a prisoner may be placed in a detention room or cell  
pending any enquiry before the charge is entered; but he must be present when statements are 
made on which the charge is founded. Whilst so detained the door will be kept locked as in 
the case of other prisoners”.

On 6th July 1963 the night duty officers at West End Central Police Station were Inspector M.
A. Taylor and Police Sergeant Trump in respect of ‘C.D.1’, and Police Sergeant Hanlon in respect
of ‘C.D.2’ The duty patrolling officer was Inspector Willars. Inspector Taylor gave evidence that the
night had been a busy one up to 1.30 a.m. when Detective Sergeant Challenor came to the desk and
told him that he was interviewing a man who had come to the station to enquire about a woman
named Hawkins, who was in custody, and that he considered the man to be involved in a clip joint
offence of false pretences: he asked Inspector Taylor if  the man could be arrested and charged
forthwith. Inspector Taylor declined to accept the charge as there was no power of arrest without
warrant, but agreed to Detective Sergeant Challenor’s suggestion that the man be allowed to go, and
for an entry to be made in the occurrence book to the effect that the man had been asked to return at
a later date. The discussion was in relation to one man only, and no mention was made of a second
person. Detective Chief Superintendent McArthur said in evidence that he considered Mr. Padmore
could have been charged, despite the absence of a warrant, and that is the course he would have
authorised had the same facts been presented to him as were told to Inspector Taylor. Inspector
Taylor noticed nothing abnormal about the Detective Sergeant at the discussion between them. He
assumed, as a result of that discussion, that the man referred to would leave the station. At 3 a.m. he
found, or had his attention drawn to, a note apparently left by Detective Sergeant Challenor, and he
became aware of the fact that two persons were involved in that officer’s enquiry, and that both
were still detained. He immediately made enquiries to find either Sergeant Challenor or Detective
Sergeant Cruse. The former, he was told, had gone home; the latter he saw at 5.45 a.m. Inspector
Taylor  told me he was very concerned about  this  situation of  two men in the cells,  no charge
preferred, and the Detective Sergeant dealing with the matter off duty. He personally took no further
action as Inspector Willars, his senior, was also responsible for dealing with what had occurred. He
was present on an occasion shortly after this when Inspector Willars rebuked Detective Sergeant
Challenor about this incident.

Police Constable Harris relieved Police Constable MacLean as gaoler at about 6 a.m. on 12th
July 1963. He recalled Mr. Padmore being in custody at that time, and that he remained in a cell
until taken to Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court at about 8.30 a.m. In this period, the witness
said, he would have seen Mr. Padmore on three occasions, on one of which he offered him food. He
had a recollection of Mr. Padmore refusing food. It was his practice when taking over custody of the
prisoners to ask on his first visit if they were all right:
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on this occasion Mr. Padmore, whom he remembered because of his physique, made no complaint
to him. He did not make any close examination, but up to the time when Mr. Padmore was put in
the van to go to court he saw no sign of injury upon his face. If there had been obvious injury, but
not otherwise, he thought he would have noticed it.

Police  Sergeant  Lilley, the  early turn duty officer  for  C.D.2.  at  West  End Central  Police
Station on 12th July, gave evidence, but as he had no occasion to observe Mr. Padmore closely his
evidence did not assist.

At Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court on 12th July, 1963, Police Constable Chaney was
No. 1 Court Assistant Gaoler. He gave evidence of conducting Mr. Padmore into court and back to
the cells after the proceedings. During the hearing he stood next to Mr. Padmore and recalled an
application  being  made  on  his  behalf  for  a  summons  for  assault  against  Detective  Sergeant



Challenor. He did not see any evidence of an assault on Mr. Padmore, and had a recollection of
thinking to himself, “Well, I cannot see anything wrong with him”. The highest his evidence can be
put is that he would have looked at Mr. Padmore out of curiosity on bearing the application made,
and had there been any obvious sign of injury he believed he would have seen it — but in fact he
saw nothing.

Police Constable Parkinson gave evidence that he was posted to West End Central Police
Station in January 1961, and became an Aid to C.I.D. in November 1962. In April 1963 he came
under Detective Sergeants Etheridge and Challenor in the special night squad. In the early hours of
12th July 1963 he and Police Constable Birch, on the instruction of Detective Sergeant Challenor,
attended in the charge room for the purpose of taking fingerprints and particulars of antecedent
history from Mr. Padmore. Inspector Willars and Detective Sergeant Challenor were then in the
charge room. Mr. Padmore had been charged by the time he arrived. After an initial protest his
fingerprints  were taken and this  witness then obtained particulars of his  history from him, and
recorded a description of him. The description of a person charged is entered upon Form 74 which
sets out a number of items, such as “complexion”, “lips”, “chin”, “marks”, “eyes”, “mouth”, against
which particulars have to be entered; it is self-evident that an officer conscientiously completing
that form must make a detailed scrutiny of the person charged. Police Constable Parkinson said he
noticed no sign of injury to or unusual feature about Mr. Padmore.

Police  Constable  Birch  confirmed  in  evidence  that  Mr.  Padmore  protested  against  his
fingerprints  being taken,  but denied the suggestion made that Mr. Padmore was told that  if  he
agreed to this procedure the “beating” would stop. He saw no sign of injury to Mr. Padmore, and
was not aware of any unusual commotion in the charge room at the time of taking the fingerprints.

Inspector Willars said in evidence that his duties as night patrolling officer kept him out of
West End Central Police Station for most of the night of 6th July but that he learned on a visit to the
station at about 3.15 a.m. that Mr. Padmore and Mr. Oliva were detained in the cells. At about 5.15
a.m. he called at the station and discovered that they were still detained, and he was shown a note
left by Detective Sergeant Challenor. This type-written note recorded the arrest of Mrs. Hawkins,
and that a warrant had been issued for the arrest of Miss Browne. It further set out that Mr. Padmore
and Mr. Oliva had voluntarily
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come to the station and that both were detained whilst efforts were being made to trace the girl
Browne,  and that  a  full  report  would be made with a  view to charging them with conspiracy.
Inspector Willars then sought information as to what in fact was being done, and eventually was
able to speak to Detective Sergeant Cruse about the position. By this time it was 5.45 a.m. and it
was decided between them that Mr. Padmore and Mr. Oliva should be released. Inspector Willars
entered the facts, as known to him from his discussion with Detective Sergeant Cruse and the type-
written note, in the official occurrence book, which was produced at the Inquiry. The recorded entry
concludes, “Owing to the late hour and it being Sunday, the enquiries were unable to be completed
within a reasonable time, therefore both Padmore and Oliva were released at 6.15 a.m. on their
promise to attend this station at 6 p.m. on Thursday 11th July, 1963”. 

Inspector  Willars  stated  that  neither  man  made  any  complaint  when  released.  He  was
particularly struck by Mr. Padmore’s appearance; although he had seen him on occasions in the
West End, it was the first time he had met him and he described him as a “fine figure of a man”,
wearing a very well-cut navy blue suit and white shirt. They chatted together about sport, wrestling
in particular. Mr. Oliva he knew from past experience: Mr. Oliva never said a word.

Inspector  Willars  said at  the time of the events  he was not  happy in his  mind about  the



detention of Mr. Padmore and Mr. Oliva although, as he believed they would be charged with an
offence and were detained pending enquiries, he did not then consider the detention was unlawful.
On Monday 8th July he raised with Detective Sergeant Challenor the aspect of the duty Station
Officer not being told that the men were detained. Detective Sergeant Challenor’s reply was that he
had reported the full facts, and this could be verified. Inspector Willars was annoyed with him over
the matter, and Detective Sergeant Challenor appeared shocked at this annoyance, and did not seem
to appreciate that he had done anything wrong. On 9th July Inspector Willars did make enquiries of
his superior officer in order to verify what Detective Sergeant Challenor had said. He was then
informed that the facts had been reported and that he need take no further action.

Police Constable MacLean was again gaoler on the night of 11th July 1963. Mr. Padmore was
already in a detention room when he came on duty. From time to time during the night he looked at
Mr. Padmore but noticed nothing unusual about him. He saw no sign of injury and no complaint
was made by Mr. Padmore to him. At about 4 a.m. Detective Sergeant Challenor came with two
Aids to C.I.D. and said that he was ready to charge Mr. Padmore. He returned Mr. Padmore from
the detention room to the charge room and, at Detective Sergeant Challenor’s request, left to find
the  duty Station  Officer  to  charge  Mr. Padmore.  He was  unable  to  find  Inspector  Willars  and
returned to the charge room only to find that Inspector already there preparing the papers for the
charge to be preferred. At this time Mr. Padmore was seated facing the Inspector quite calmly. He
bore no mark of injury and his clothing was tidy, and he made no complaint to the Inspector. The
witness was present during the taking of the fingerprints, and after that had been completed he took
Mr. Padmore upstairs to a cell. On the way they talked together in a normal way. He thought Mr.
Padmore was rather sullen but he made no complaint of assault or of the length of time he had been
detained.  In the course of the conversation Mr. Padmore referred to  service with the Canadian
police and appeared to be comparing police methods in Canada with police methods in this country
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and at West End Central Police Station in particular. The aspect of “toughness” was mentioned, but
Police Constable MacLean did not agree with Mr. Padmore’s evidence that that was a characteristic
attributed by him in the conversation to  the Soho area and to  Detective Sergeant  Challenor  in
particular. It seemed that Mr. Padmore was concerned about the procedure which had been followed
and the witness sought to reassure him that he would find that the procedure was correct.

Police Sergeant Trump and Police Sergeant Hanlon were on duty in the station office at about
4.15 a.m. on 12th July 1963. Police Sergeant Trump said in evidence that he heard the voice of
Detective Sergeant Challenor shouting in the adjoining charge room and he hastened to investigate.
It appeared from what he saw and heard that Detective Sergeant Challenor was angrily shouting at
Mr. Padmore that he was going to have his fingerprints taken, and Mr. Padmore was refusing. Police
Sergeant Trump thought that Detective Sergeant Challenor was aggressive in his tone towards Mr.
Padmore, and he informed Inspector Taylor of the noise as he considered it advisable for a senior
officer to be present in case Detective Sergeant Challenor “exceeded his duty”. By “exceeded his
duty” Police Sergeant Trump meant, I have no doubt, “struck him”. Inspector Taylor went to the
charge room and remained there a little while, during which period all was quiet and normal.

Police Sergeant Hanlon’s memory of the events, unaided by previous statements which he had
made, was almost non-existent. It is clear that the impact on his mind at the time was much less
than it was on Police Sergeant Trump, or consciously or subconsciously he was playing down the
incident. In a statement made in August 1963 he said, “I do not believe that the noise itself was of
any significance except that it indicated to me that there was someone in the charge room”. In the
same statement he referred to Detective Sergeant Challenor and Mr. Padmore being in the room and
said, “They may have been talking but I cannot remember for certain”. From the statement as a
whole it is clear that he gave a very different impression of the incident from that given by Police



Sergeant Trump. This witness gave evidence at the Inquiry in some detail of Detective Sergeant
Challenor’s personality  and reputation  among his  fellow officers;  such evidence  confirmed the
evidence of the more senior officers who dealt with this aspect,  and added one new feature —
namely the rather enthusiastic and somewhat unorthodox habits of Detective Sergeant Challenor
especially in dealing with paper work — a feature which sometimes caused the uniformed branch to
suffer a “headache”.

Inspector Taylor told me that on his entry into the charge room, at Police Sergeant Trump’s
request, he heard something said about fingerprints. He saw Mr. Padmore and Detective Sergeant
Challenor and they both saw him. There was nothing unusual in Mr. Padmore’s appearance and no
complaint was made to him.

On 11th July 1963 Inspector Willars learned, at about 9.45 p.m., that Mr. Padmore had been
detained at  the police station and had not yet  been charged. As duty Station Officer it  was his
responsibility to ensure that the charge was preferred. The fact that no charge had been made did not
trouble him because there was a warrant extant for Mr. Padmore’s arrest, and when the charge was
made he would still remain in custody until he appeared in court the next morning. There being a
considerable amount of work to be done on this particular
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night in connection with the demonstration against the Greek Royal visit, Inspector Willars did not
think it unreasonable that the charging of Mr. Padmore should wait until a convenient moment. He
saw Detective Sergeant Challenor at about 12.30 a.m. and inquired about charging Mr. Padmore.
The Detective Sergeant asked if he could have a meal first: Inspector Willars agreed. The next time
he saw Detective Sergeant Challenor it was his own ‘break’ for refreshments. Eventually at 4.30
a.m.  Mr.  Padmore  was  charged  by  this  witness  who  noticed  nothing  extraordinary  about  his
appearance at that time. Inspector Willars said that Mr. Padmore made no complaint to him, and
there was nothing unusual in Detective Sergeant Challenor’s behaviour in his presence.

Evidence  concerning  this  episode  was  also  given  at  the  Inquiry  by  Mr.  Ralph  James
Rodriguez. At the time of giving evidence he was serving a term of eight months’ imprisonment
passed on 23rd May 1964 for the offence of stealing from a car. He told me that he had served
previous  terms  of  imprisonment  of  16  months  for  receiving  stolen  goods,  and  four  years,
commencing in 1952, for assault, forgery and theft. When not in prison he occupied himself as a
‘leg  man’ for  Fleet  Street  reporters.  It  was  through  this  connection  that  his  evidence  became
available to the Inquiry. On 1st October 1964 he wrote a letter from Pentonville Prison to a Fleet
Street  journalist  in which he related facts,  of  which he purported to  have personal  knowledge,
concerning Mr. Oliva, Mr. Padmore, and the events of 6th and 7th July 1963. This letter was passed
to the Treasury Solicitor, and was produced at the Inquiry.

In his evidence Mr. Rodriguez said that prior to 6th July he knew Mrs. Hawkins and he knew
of Mr. Padmore as “Pat’s boy friend”. Dario Oliva he knew well as he had been friendly with him in
the past and was a partner of his in a cafe business some five or six years ago. He and Mr. Oliva
were  natives  of  Gibraltar.  He  knew  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  by  reason  of  giving  him
information in respect of an alleged protection racket. On the night of 6th July he said he was in
Frith Street with Mr. Oliva, Mr. Mario Requena, a Mr. Ralph Lopez and Mr. Padmore. When he
joined, the group they were already talking of the arrest of Mrs. Hawkins. The subject of discussion
was who was the best person to seek the release of Mrs. Hawkins from the police station, and Mr.
Padmore left the group to go to West End Central Police Station for that purpose. As Mr. Padmore
did not return, Mr. Oliva volunteered to go to the police station to see about bail as he had the
money to stand surety, Mr. Oliva then left the group; he also did not return. After waiting some time
Mr. Requena, Mr. Lopez and he made their way to West End Central Police Station and he alone



went inside.  He asked to  speak to “the C.I.D.” and Detective Sergeant  Challenor  came. In the
conversation between them the Detective Sergeant told him that he had Mr. Oliva and Mr. Padmore
upstairs and that he wanted information about a girl. The witness told the Detective Sergeant that
there were two others outside the station and he would see if he could get information. He hoped
that, if he did, the result would be that the girl would be charged but not Mr. Oliva. The time of this
interview Mr. Rodriguez put at about 2.15—2.30 a.m. He left the station and discussed the matter
with Mr. Requena and Mr. Lopez who took the view that if the girl, Miss Browne, could be kept in
hiding away from the police, it would not be possible to prefer any charge against anyone. They all
three adjourned to the Boulevard Club until after 4 a.m. and then returned to West End Central
Police Station to see if Mr. Oliva was to be released. They waited until after
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5 a.m. and then he went into the station and asked for Detective Sergeant Challenor. He told me that
he saw that officer and promised him that if Mr. Oliva was released he would do his best to get
information about Miss Browne in the next day or two. Mr. Oliva and Mr. Padmore were released
shortly afterwards and joined Mr. Requena, Mr. Lopez and the witness. Mr. Padmore and Mr. Oliva
disclosed that they had to report back to the police on 11th July. The situation was reviewed, and
Mr. Requena,  who  was  regarded  as  the  legal  adviser  of  the  group,  announced  that  Detective
Sergeant Challenor had made “a big mistake” in not charging Mr. Oliva and Mr. Padmore there and
then. It was now open to them when they returned on 11th July to say that they had been beaten up.
Mr. Requena advised that Mr. Padmore, having no previous convictions, should report back with a
solicitor and, if he was charged, he should remain in custody overnight and harm himself, by, for
example,  biting his  lips  and pinching his  cheekbone,  and then in  the morning complain to  his
solicitor at once. Mr. Padmore suggested that Mr. Lopez and Mr. Rodriguez should be prepared to
support this by giving evidence of his release that morning in a sorry state, as if beaten up. The
witness and Mr. Lopez had discounted the latter suggestion on the ground that they had previous
convictions and were therefore not suitable witnesses. Mr. Requena however promised his services
in this respect.

The witness said that on their release neither Mr. Padmore nor Mr. Oliva in fact showed signs
of distress,  nor did they exhibit  any sign of injury or damage.  Both were angry;  Mr. Padmore
because Mrs. Hawkins was kept in custody, and Mr. Oliva because he had not been allowed to
smoke.

On the evening of 7th July Mr. Rodriguez said he had seen Mr. Oliva and Mr. Requena again.
After  some  conversation  Mr.  Oliva  left,  ostensibly  to  get  some  information  about  Detective
Sergeant Challenor. He returned looking very worried and told them that his information was that
Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  would  not  accept  a  penny from anyone  and  his  informants  had
advised him to forget all about the matter and leave the country. The witness had not seen Mr.
Padmore nor Mr. Oliva since 7th July 1963.

As was expected, Mr. Rodriguez was cross-examined at length and with force as to how it
came about, when he had had ample earlier opportunity, that he first disclosed the substance of his
evidence in a letter to a journalist in October 1964. He denied that the purpose of publishing these
facts in his letter was to secure that his evidence was called at this Inquiry, or was a sale of a story
of considerable news value. He had been informed by the Assistant Governor of the prison of the
implications of sending the letter, which had been censored at the prison. It is hardly credible that,
by purporting to assist with this evidence, he anticipated some advantage in the form of a remission
of part of his sentence or such like benefit, for he was due to be released within a few weeks of
giving evidence. Apart from the possibility that this witness may receive some financial benefit
from the disclosure of his story, of which possibility there is no evidence, the fact of his coming
forward to give the evidence which he did appears to be entirely to his disadvantage. The reason



which he gave for writing the letter and for disclosing the substance of his evidence was that he
considered  an injustice  was being done to  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  by persons  who were
“framing” him by false allegations of assault.

In the version given by Mr, Rodriguez there were two features which did not stand square
with a considerable body of other evidence at the Inquiry. They
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were — (i)  his  assertion that  he saw Detective Sergeant  Challenor  at  West  End Central  Police
Station at about 5 a.m. or later on 7th July, whereas all the other evidence pointed to Detective
Sergeant Challenor leaving the station at 3 a.m. and not being there when sought from 5.15 a.m.
onwards; and (ii) his implied assertion that Detective Sergeant Challenor arranged for the release of
Mr. Oliva and Mr. Padmore on the morning of 7th July, whereas all other evidence points to the
contrary.

There is one other feature in this witness’s evidence which reveals an inconsistency between
the content of his letter and his evidence at the Inquiry; in the former he said of his first visit to the
police station on 7th July, “I ask straight away for Challenor”; in his evidence he altered that to
‘asking for the C.I.D.’ on his first visit, and asking for “Challenor” on his second visit.

I have reached the conclusion that the probable explanation of these three features lies in the
fact that Mr. Rodriguez was, in relation to Detective Sergeant Challenor, an “informer” but that he
was not prepared to disclose that position even on oath except to the very limited and guarded
extent  to  which  I  have  already  referred.  If  one  accepts  the  uncontradicted  evidence  of  Mr.
Moustapha, Detective Sergeant Challenor was in Soho after he left the police station and did not go
home at 3 a.m. on the morning of 7th July. I consider that the probabilities are that Mr. Rodriguez
did ask for ‘Challenor’ on his first call at the police station; that he did meet Detective Sergeant
Challenor a second time; and that this second meeting was at a place he did not wish to disclose and
for which he substituted West End Central Police Station. I stress that there was no direct evidence
of this called at the Inquiry, but assessing the truth as best I can on the evidence found to be reliable
and upon the manner in which the evidence (both reliable and unreliable) was given, I have reached
the conclusion that this is probable. This position is consistent with Mr. Rodriguez believing, on the
strength of what Detective Sergeant Challenor told him, that his efforts had resulted in the release of
Mr. Oliva and Mr. Padmore, whereas this in fact was not so.

I have considered the grave possibility of this witness being induced to give this evidence by a
person or  persons  who wish  to  protect  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  and other  officers  of  the
Metropolitan Police from the consequences of participating actively in, or of turning a blind eye to,
assaults upon Mr. Oliva and Mr. Padmore. If this had been so I do not consider that anyone of those
three features of his evidence, upon which I have commented above, would have been present.
Basing my findings upon the whole of the evidence I reject that possibility as unfounded. Neither
Mr. Padmore nor Mr. Oliva suggested that this was the reason for Mr. Rodriguez’ evidence.

Both Mr. Padmore and Mr. Dario Oliva gave evidence as to the allegations of fact made by
Mr. Rodriguez. Mr. Padmore said he did not know Mr. Rodriguez, and had only heard of him as
Spanish Jim. Mr. Dario Oliva told me he knew him well. The brevity with which I record their
evidence on this aspect must not be taken to detract from the emphasis with which it was given.
After Mr. Rodriguez’ evidence had been given Mr. Padmore and Mr. Oliva had met and naturally
had discussed it. They both stated that the events and discussions described by Mr. Rodriguez as
occurring in their presence did not occur. Mr. Rodriguez, on their evidence, was no more than an
“informer” who was lying for his own ends, and in particular to curry favour with the police.
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The documentary evidence adduced at the Inquiry included the original manuscript statement
made by Mr. Padmore and handed by him to Mr. Stoller (to which reference has been made), a
typed statement dictated by Mr. Stoller in his office and entitled “Statement of H. D. Padmore”, and
Mr. Padmore’s diary. The typed statement, in so far as it dealt with the events of 6th and 7th July
1963,  was  based  upon the  manuscript  but  was  not  and did  not  purport  to  be  a  copy thereof.
Comparison of the two revealed changes of words and substance which could have arisen either
through Mr. Padmore giving further instructions to Mr. Stoller, or by alteration of the content in the
course of dictation. The typed statement was the more adverse to Detective Sergeant Challenor.

The manuscript document on the reverse of the last page contained a note “This is your life
Hal. Raj”. In Mr. Padmore’s diary under “Telephone Numbers” was the entry “Raj. STA 7940”.

Examples of the changes from the wording and substance of the manuscript are “a voice” is
changed to “a loud voice”; the word “said” is changed to “yelled” and to “snarled”; “I could smell
his breath and noticed an open bottle of whisky” is changed to “his breath could be smelt from a
distance and to confirm it  he took the bottle  out  from the desk and relaxed after  his  so-called
exercise”; and, most striking of all, the sentence “I saw he could not concentrate as he was wiping
his eyes and yawning” is changed to “he could not concentrate due to his heavy drinking”.

Mr. Stoller was severely cross-examined with a view to ascertaining whether Mr. Padmore
had  given  further  instructions  leading  to  an  “improvement”  or  “strengthening”  of  his  story or
whether  there  was  some explanation  for  the  changes.  His  replies  on this  aspect  were in  some
respects contradictory and were entirely unconvincing.  He suggested that  he may himself  have
altered the word “said” to “yelled” to make the statement “read more legibly”; then he said that he
did receive oral instructions from Mr. Padmore which supplemented the manuscript, and that he
incorporated these in the typed version, and that Mr. Padmore had used the word “yelled”. Another
explanation he gave of the difference of wording was “Perhaps to put it into more proper English”.
He said that he saw little difference between the words, in respect of the inability to concentrate, (a)
“as he was wiping his eyes and yawning” and (b) “due to his heavy drinking”; he expressed the
view that the latter expression” minimised” the former. In respect of that rather startling change of
wording he could think of no explanation other than it was changed to make the statement “read
more legibly”.

Mr. Stoller’s evidence in regard to these matters was completely and utterly unreliable, and I
am driven to the conclusion that the true explanation is that Mr. Padmore having produced his
detailed manuscript account, the typed statement was a “hotted up” version designed to carry more
weight  against  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor.  My  conclusion  is  supported  by  the  fact  that  in
statements made by Mr. Padmore to the police in the course of investigating his complaints, and in a
note book produced at the Inquiry in which Mr. Padmore had also written his account, the wording
is  much  more  akin  to  that  of  the  manuscript  he  handed  to  Mr. Stoller  than  it  is  to  the  typed
statement.

In his evidence at the Inquiry Mr. Padmore dealt with the content of the typed statement and,
subject to the substitution of ‘close the door’ for ‘lock
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the door’ subscribed on his oath to the truth of that statement.  At that stage of the Inquiry the
original manuscript version had not been produced. Mr. Padmore had no recollection of telling Mr.
Stoller  orally  about  the  matters  of  which  he  was  complaining.  He  had  telephoned  for  an
appointment and was told to bring a written statement. This he did and when he gave Mr. Stoller the
document. Mr. Stoller had said he would go through it and deal with the matter. When shown the



manuscript version he identified it as the one taken to his solicitors on 8th July. Contrary to his
earlier evidence that he had written the statement while at work on the night of 7th July, he stated
that he had composed it in the basement of his flat and it so happened that an Indian friend called on
him on the Sunday and, seeing what he was doing, offered to type a copy on a typewriter which by
chance he had with him on this visit. The Indian’s name was Raj and, said Mr. Padmore, this was
the explanation for the words on the manuscript “This is your life, Hal. Raj.” Mr. Padmore finally
told me that he had written one statement at home, of which Raj made a typed copy — not to be
confused with Mr. Stoller’s typed statement — and he then wrote out another statement while at
work on the Sunday night.

Of Raj, Mr. Padmore said he knew little. He did not know his other name or where he lived or
how he could be traced. He gave the clearest impression that his meetings with Raj were casual
ones and not the result of appointments to meet. Asked how he used to get in touch with Raj he
replied “Truthfully I do not see him much. Sometime when the Club was open he used to come
down to the Club and we would meet and have a drink, but I do not know very much about him”.
Then the entry “Raj. STA 7940” in his diary was pointed out to him. He admitted this referred to the
same man, and said the telephone number related to his former address from which he had moved a
long time ago.

Mr. Padmore’s evidence concerning these documents, as to the composition of the manuscript
handed to Mr. Stoller, and as  to  his  friend Raj,  was far from convincing.  It  was  submitted by
counsel on his behalf that the effect of the very searching cross-examination to which he had been
subjected had been the unfortunate one of turning him into a confused witness but that his evidence
was not discredited. Mr. Padmore himself ended a long period in the witness box by saying “This is
now six times that I have visited this place. I have been subject to cross-examination, worry, called
names, and stuff like that. I have even been asked to admit some of my personal business. This is
affecting me tremendously, Sir. I can’t sleep, I can’t eat. This has really gone I think very, very far
as far as I am concerned. It is very, very bad for me”.

As a consequence of the events in which Mr. Padmore was involved, Messrs. Bernard Solley
& Co., solicitors, wrote on his behalf on 2nd August 1963, a letter to the Commissioner of Police
alleging “grave assaults and even graver indignities” inflicted upon Mr. Padmore on the nights of
6th and 11th July 1963, and asking for an investigation. By arrangement with these solicitors a
detailed statement was obtained from Mr. Padmore on 16th August 1963 by Mr. (then Detective
Chief  Inspector)  Pike.  This statement  formed part  of the documentary evidence adduced at  the
Inquiry.

In the month of September 1963 Miss Browne was arrested and she, with Mr. Padmore and
Mrs. Hawkins, were committed for trial at the Central Criminal Court on a charge of conspiracy to
obtain money by false pretences. At the trial the jury were unable to agree and a new trial was
ordered. Mr.
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Beck,  who  had  already  made  a  number  of  visits  from Switzerland  for  the  purpose  of  giving
evidence, refused to attend on the occasion of a new trial, and therefore, on 20th January 1964, the
prosecution offered no evidence in support  of the charge and all  three accused were acquitted.
Thereafter on 8th April 1964 Messrs. Bernard Solley & Co. wrote on Mr. Padmore’s behalf to the
Commissioner of Police, claiming damages for assault and false imprisonment against Detective
Sergeant Challenor. This claim was settled, after negotiations between solicitors, by the payment to
Mr. Padmore of £750.

When witnesses have on a number of previous occasions been interviewed and have made a



number  of  statements  touching  the  subject  matter  of  their  evidence,  and  when witnesses  have
previously given evidence, been cross-examined, and heard the evidence of others all on the same
subject  matter, the  assessment  of  the  reliability  of  their  evidence  is  made more  difficult.  This
difficulty is obviously present in respect of the episode with which I am now concerned and in
regard to which I now report my conclusions.

I find that on 5th July Mrs. Hawkins was interviewed without any violence being used against
her, other than that which was necessary to free her grasp of Mr. Beck and for Detective Sergeant
Challenor to break from her hold of him. I do not believe the evidence of Mrs. Hawkins as to the
behaviour or intoxicated state of Detective Sergeant Challenor on 5th and 6th July 1963. There was
no occasion for Detective Sergeant Etheridge to correct Detective Sergeant Challenor on 5th July.

I reject the evidence of Mrs. Hawkins that she was assaulted at the time of her arrest on 6th
July as untrue. I find that she was so hysterical at that time that she does not know what did take
place. I accept the evidence of Mrs. Holland, Police Constable Powell  and Detective Constable
Robb as to what occurred. On the facts as I find them there is no indication from his dealings with
Mrs. Hawkins that Detective Sergeant Challenor was suffering from mental illness.

My conclusion, on the evidence at the Inquiry, is that Mr. Dario Oliva was closely concerned
with the running of the Boulevard Club and that Mr. Padmore through his association with Mrs.
Hawkins, had become involved in the practices which were referred to as “clip joint offences” in
connection with the Boulevard Club. I reject Mr. Padmore’s evidence that he went to West End
Central Police Station from his flat. I accept the evidence of Mr. Rodriguez that Mr. Padmore left a
group of persons in Frith Street to see if he could obtain the release of Mrs. Hawkins on bail and
that, when he did not appear again, Mr. Dario Oliva went into the police station to see what was
happening in respect of both Mrs. Hawkins and Mr. Padmore. I reject the evidence of both Mr.
Padmore and Mr. Oliva in regard to the allegations of assault on 6th July. I accept in substance the
evidence of Detective Constable Robb, Police Constable Bridge, and Detective Sergeant Cruse as to
the happenings in the C.I.D. office when Mr. Padmore and Mr. Oliva were there. I have no doubt
that Detective Sergeant Challenor spoke in a loud voice and that his attitude towards Mr. Padmore
was aggressive, tough and disrespectful, but I am not satisfied that he used the foul language and
abuse attributed by Mr. Padmore to him.

It was contrary to procedure and practice that both Mr. Padmore and Mr. Oliva should have
been placed in cells without the duty Station Officer’s know-
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ledge, as I find they were. This error arose probably because the gaoler accepted another officer’s
word that the duty Station Officer had authorised their detention. It was wrong that Mr. Padmore
and Mr. Oliva should have been detained for so long without being charged on the night of 6th July
1963. They should either have been charged and detained or they should have been allowed to go
and  asked to  return  when  enquiries  were  complete.  The  fault  here  lay entirely with  Detective
Sergeant Challenor. It arose because of his enthusiasm for duty, which by this date was becoming
almost an obsession and which resulted in his leaving the station to seek information as to Miss
Browne and in his disregarding his duty to persons in custody. This lack of judgment on the part of
an experienced officer would not indicate mental illness at the time, but now that mental illness has
been established as present in September 1963 it can be said that this was in fact a symptom of that
illness existing on 6th July 1963.

I  have reached the conclusion that  Mr. Rodriguez is  accurate  in his  evidence that  on the
morning of 7th July it was planned between Mr. Padmore, Mr. Oliva and others that Mr. Padmore
should  make  allegations  against  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  to  discredit  his  evidence.  The



statement taken by Mr. Padmore to Mr. Stoller contained false allegations and the typed statement
made at Mr. Stoller’s dictation contained embellishments not of Mr. Padmore’s invention but which
he was prepared to adopt. I am satisfied that Mr. Stoller had no knowledge or means of knowledge
that the allegations made by his client in the manuscript statement were false; no suggestion was
made to the contrary.

On 11th July Detective Sergeant Challenor was abrupt in words and manner towards Mr.
Stoller and Mr. Padmore. He was gravely in error in that he would not permit Mr. Padmore to speak
freely with Mr. Stoller, and in that he either purported to read from a warrant when he was reading
from another document, or if he had the warrant he failed to observe that it was defective. Mr.
Padmore’s detention on 11th July without his being charged until the small hours of the morning
should not have occurred. I accept that the night was a busy one at West End Central Police Station
but the pressure of work did not justify the delay. The fault here was mainly that of Detective
Sergeant Challenor, whose attitude towards Mr. Padmore in custody was one of indifference.

Although the delay in charging Mr. Padmore did not result in his remaining in custody longer
than he otherwise would have done, the fact is that Mr. Padmore was entitled to be charged at the
earliest opportunity. Inspector Willars had personal knowledge of Detective Sergeant Challenor’s
irregular behaviour towards Mr. Padmore on 6th July and knew that Mr. Padmore had been in
custody since about 6.30 p.m. on 11th July. It was unfortunate that he did not, at 12.30 a.m. on 12th
July, insist  on Detective Sergeant Challenor dealing with the charge instead of allowing him to
delay that step any longer.

I find that during the evening and night of 11th July 1963 Detective Sergeant Challenor at
times lost control of himself. There is sufficient corroborative evidence to enable me to accept the
evidence of Mr. Padmore that he was on this occasion struck on the mouth by Detective Sergeant
Challenor. As I am unable to accept the evidence of Mr. Padmore when it is uncorroborated I am
left uncertain whether any other officer saw the blow struck. There was a time when Detective
Sergeant Challenor and Mr. Padmore were alone. Whether the slight cut on the inside of the lip was
self-inflicted by biting or was the result of
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the blow is open to doubt but the latter cause is the more probable. I accept the evidence of Mr.
Claud Allen that there was a swelling of one part of Mr. Padmore’s lip and that there were some
spots of blood on his shirt sleeve, but I reject as entirely incredible Mr. Stoller’s description of his
client.

I find that on the occasion of the taking of Mr. Padmore’s fingerprints in the charge room
there was considerable vocal pressure and show of hostility brought to bear on him by Detective
Sergeant Challenor. I accept Police Sergeant Trump’s evidence that the noise disturbed him and that
he  sensed a  potentially dangerous situation  requiring  the  presence  of  a  senior  officer. I  accept
Inspector  Taylor’s evidence  that  all  was  normal  when  he  arrived.  This  is  another  example  of
Detective Sergeant Challenor controlling himself in the presence of an officer of senior rank and
can be compared with the experience of Superintendent Burdett on the same night of 11th July as
reported in Chapter VI hereof. I consider that the evidence of others who were present, apart from
Police Sergeant Trump, belittled and played down this incident in the charge room which they must
have realised was improper conduct on the part of Detective Sergeant Challenor.

On 11th July 1963 there are established in regard to this episode errors of judgment, breaches
of discipline, departures from proper procedure, a noisy aggressive attitude, and an instance of a
physical assault by Detective Sergeant Challenor. Not one of them at the time could reasonably
have been attributed to mental illness. So far as they were observed or heard by others there was the



ready explanation of overtiredness and strain from overwork. Once the fact and the nature of the
mental  illness  were  established  in  September  and  October  1963,  it  became possible  to  say in
retrospect that these were all symptoms of mental illness existing in July 1963.
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Chapter VI—The episode concerning Donald Rooum, Gregory John Hill and Ronald George 
Ede: the “Brick” cases.

On 4th June 1964 at  the Central  Criminal Court Detective Sergeant Challenor and Police
Constables Oakey, Battes and Goldsmith stood indicted for that they between 10th July and 23rd
October 1963 conspired together to pervert the course of public justice by the making of unlawful
arrests, the making of false statements and the fabrication of false evidence. At the heart of this
charge was the allegation that portions of brick had been falsely attributed to the possession of
innocent persons in order to secure their conviction of a criminal offence.

Upon a preliminary issue Detective Sergeant Challenor was found by verdict of a jury to be
unfit to plead to the indictment, and the Honourable Mr. Justice Lawton ordered that he be kept in
strict custody until such time as Her Majesty’s pleasure is known.

The three police constables pleaded not guilty to the charge. In his summing up to the jury the
learned Judge directed them in these terms, “When the charge alleges that these three defendants
conspired together, by implication it means, too, that they conspired not only together but with
Challenor to pervert the course of justice”. On 23rd June 1964 after a lengthy trial the jury returned
verdicts of guilty in respect of each of the three accused in their charge. In passing sentence the
learned Judge said these words,  “I  take into consideration your  comparative youth;  I  take into
consideration your good service and, above all,  I  take into consideration the fact that you were
working, possibly under the direction, and certainly under the supervision, of a Detective Sergeant
who, I am satisfied, at the material time was mentally unbalanced”.

The terms  of  reference  of  the  Inquiry did not  necessitate  any findings  to  be made as  to
whether or not Detective Sergeant Challenor was guilty of conspiring to pervert the course of public
justice, or in particular as to whether or not Detective Sergeant Challenor fabricated evidence by
means  of  “planting”  bricks  upon  innocent  persons  who  had  been  unlawfully  arrested.  I  have
therefore studiously avoided making any findings on those questions, and the Inquiry has not been
conducted in any sense as a review of the verdicts of the jury or the observations of the learned
Judge.

I now report upon the evidence given in respect of what have been conveniently termed, “The
Brick cases”, and state my conclusions thereon.

Mr. Donald Rooum, a cartoonist, teacher, and typographer, played an important part in the
events of the night of 11th July 1963. He had, prior to the Inquiry, given evidence of the events in
his own defence on 8th August 1963, and for the prosecution in the trial of the three police officers
at  the  Central  Criminal  Court  in  June  1964.  He  had  made  a  detailed  statement  to  Chief
Superintendent Du Rose on 20th November 1963. By the time of the Inquiry he was well versed in
his evidence, and his apparent enjoyment in the giving thereof detracted from its objectivity and the
weight which could be given to it.

In his statement of 20th November 1963 he described himself as not being a member of the
Committee of One Hundred nor the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, but as an Anarchist and a
member of the National Council for Civil Liberties. His evidence and demeanour at the Inquiry
confirmed this. He told me that with two friends he attended the demonstration on 11th July
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1963 which  was  held  as  a  protest  on  the  occasion  of  the  visit  of  Her  Majesty The  Queen to
Claridge’s Hotel as the guest  of Their  Majesties The King and Queen of Greece.  His personal
interest in the demonstration lay in the cause of one Lambrakis, a Greek, whom he believed to have
been murdered. He carried a banner inscribed, “Lambrakis R.I.P.” He told me his intentions were
peaceful but that he appreciated that in carrying out his intentions he would necessarily seek to
avoid or surmount the police control of the demonstrators, and that inevitably he would be making
the task of the police more difficult. He accepted as accurate the description of his attitude, “Con-
sciously playing the brinksmanship game with the police”. He described how, when spoken to by
uniformed police officers, he was also approached by four plain clothes police officers,  one of
whom was Detective Sergeant Challenor. He asked for his banner, which had been taken from him
by a uniformed officer, and Detective Sergeant Challenor struck him a violent blow on his ear, and
told him in foul language that he was arrested. He was hustled along the street being forcibly held
by his collar and placed first in a police ’bus and then in a tender. When pushing him into the tender
Detective Sergeant Challenor said, “I’ve got a desperate one here”. At no stage did he resist the
force used on him.  When in the police ’bus  and when in the police tender  Detective Sergeant
Challenor was, he told me, behaving in an excitable way and was shouting to other officers in the
street and answering back, in an undignified way, the good humoured cheek of the crowd, enjoying
what Mr. Rooum described as “the atmosphere of battle”. Detective Sergeant Challenor appeared to
Mr. Rooum to be a noisy, bullying type of fellow the like of whom he had met in the Army but, said
Mr. Rooum, “he did not strike me as mad”. His behaviour was not decorous, but it was not insane
behaviour. Mr. Rooum gave evidence of his arrival at West End Central Police Station and of his
progress up flights  of stairs  to a charge room. At the top of the entrance steps and at  the two
landings between flights he was struck violently from behind by Detective Sergeant  Challenor.
Twice he was knocked to the ground. His condition when he was placed in the detention room
leading off the charge room he described as “confused” so that the stairs and the clouts about the
head which he received seemed to have continued indefinitely. Detective Sergeant Challenor again
referred to him as “a desperate one” in the charge room. He told me that in the detention room he
was alone for a time with Detective Sergeant Challenor who accused him of being prepared to,
“Boo the Queen”, which he denied. Three more violent blows were delivered to his ears. Then
Detective Sergeant Challenor produced a piece of brick saying, “There you are me old darling.
Carrying an offensive weapon: you can get two years for that”. After Detective Sergeant Challenor
had left, taking the brick with him, another police officer, who Mr. Rooum believed to have been
Police Constable Goldsmith, entered the detention room and asked him if he knew why he had been
arrested. He said he did not and he was then told it was for carrying an offensive weapon. This
officer, said Mr. Rooum, had been present on his arrival at the police station and was in a position
from which he could have seen the assaults upon him as he made his way to the charge room. He
was asked by the officer if he had been in trouble with the police before and he truthfully answered,
“Yes, sit down for the Committee of One Hundred.” Once more left alone in the detention room he
heard a voice apparently repeating three times in a formal tone a recital of an arrest and the finding
of a brick in the pocket of the arrested
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person. Immediately, Mr. Rooum, said his mind went to a book entitled “Science in the Detection of
Crime”, written by C. M. Cuthbert, a former Metropolitan Police Officer. He worked out in his
mind that the recital he had heard was that which would be alleged against himself, and if he could
prevent the placing of the portion of brick in his pocket he would then be able to prove that he had
not been in possession of it, for the dust and debris in his pockets would not contain any trace of
brick dust and there would be no fingerprints on the brick. On this line of thought it became of
importance to his defence to any charge of carrying the brick that he remain in custody overnight,
and be able to show that he remained in the same clothing until it could be handed to a forensic



science expert. It was this reasoning that led Mr. Rooum not to seek to be admitted to bail that night.

He described being taken from the detention room and charged by Inspector Munns after
Detective Sergeant Challenor had falsely informed the Inspector that he, Mr. Rooum, had been in
the  company  of  two  girls,  one  of  whom  had  passed  a  remark  which  led  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor to search his suit pocket, wherein he found part of a brick. Detective Sergeant Challenor
produced to Inspector Munns part of a brick larger in size than that produced in the detention room.
At the court proceedings on 8th August a third portion of brick differing in size again was produced.

At the time of being charged Mr. Rooum declined to sign a list of property which included the
item of the brick. Among his property was his diary in which he had, on 9th July, recorded the
number of a police officer which he had heard shouted out by one of a crowd of demonstrators,
although on investigation he discovered that no complaint against the officer was or could be made.
Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  observed  this  entry,  and  when  the  diary  was  returned  the  page
containing the entry had been torn out.

Mr.  Rooum  spent  the  night  in  a  cell  and  on  the  morning  of  12th  July  was  taken  to
Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court where he met Mr. Harold Dacosta Padmore. Mr. Padmore he
described as having a swollen lip and spots of blood on a shirt cuff, and he understood from Mr.
Padmore that Detective Sergeant Challenor had assaulted him. In his long statement dated 20th
November 1963 Mr. Rooum referred to meeting Mr. Padmore but made no reference to any sign of
injury, bloodstained clothing or allegation of assault.

At the court a solicitor told him he was attending to look after his interests and that he had
come from the National Council for Civil Liberties. Mr. Rooum’s own request to the police that he
should  see  his  solicitor  had  not  been  met.  He was  remanded on bail  after  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor had informed the court that he should have been admitted to bail on the previous night
and that it was an error which had caused his being detained overnight. On leaving the court Mr.
Rooum said he went straight to the office of Mr. Clinton Davis, solicitor, where he remained until a
change of suiting was obtained, and the suit  he had been wearing put aside safely for forensic
science laboratory tests to be carried out.

On 18th July 1963 the charge against Mr. Rooum of carrying an offensive weapon without
lawful authority or reasonable excuse was adjourned to 8th August. The circumstances attending the
adjournment  are  the  subject  matter  of  Chapter  VII  hereof.  On  8th  August  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor appeared to Mr. Rooum to be in good spirits when they spoke briefly together before the
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hearing; he was described as buoyant, confident and happy, but, as Mr. Rooum had noticed in his
earlier  encounter,  apparently  a  little  deaf.  At  the  hearing  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  gave
evidence of finding in Mr. Rooum’s pocket a part of a brick, which was produced. Mr. Rooum gave
evidence denying this and asserting the same version as he was telling the Inquiry. A Mr. Kayser
gave expert evidence of the absence of any trace of brick dust in the debris in Mr. Rooum’s suit
pockets. The Magistrate stated that there was a reasonable doubt as to Mr. Rooum’s guilt, and Mr.
Rooum was acquitted. Mr. Rooum continued in his evidence before me to describe how Detective
Sergeant Challenor left the court in a dignified manner but how his appearance changed to that of a
“depressed, miserable man”, a man who was “alone” and “shaken” by the court’s decision. Mr.
Rooum added, in his evidence before me, the words, “I am sorry to say I was not sorry to see him
shaken”.

Mr. Rooum told me that he had agreed to give evidence on behalf of the defence in the cases
of Mr. Hill and Mr. Ede, due for hearing on 4th September 1963 at Chelsea Juvenile Court. He
attended the court for that purpose but due to want of time the cases were not proceeded with. He



met  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  on  that  date  and  described  him as  being  affable  but  not  so
buoyant  as  on  previous  meetings  and  looking  “quite  depressed”.  On  that  occasion  Detective
Sergeant Challenor was collecting names of persons willing to play in a football  match and in
robust terms invited Mr. Rooum to play. The invitation was declined. The evidence of Mr. (formerly
Detective Chief Inspector) Pike corroborated Mr. Rooum in respect of the facts of this incident. Mr.
Rooum thought at  the time that  Detective Sergeant  Challenor was being very polite  to him by
reason of the fact that he had commenced an action and the writ of summons had been served on
Detective Sergeant Challenor the previous day. Mr. Pike took a different view, and was surprised
and troubled in mind.

As to all his encounters with Detective Sergeant Challenor up to and including 4th September
1963 Mr. Rooum said, “He seemed to me to be a nasty type of person but not a sick type of person”;
it never occurred to him that Detective Sergeant Challenor was in any way mentally sick.

Mr.  Rooum  said  the  action  commenced  by  that  writ  of  summons  had  eventually  been
compromised by a payment to him of the sum of £500 in settlement of his claims for damages for
false imprisonment, malicious prosecution and assault. The settlement of the action was arranged
with  the  Solicitor  to  the  Metropolitan  Police;  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor,  being  a  patient  in
Netherne Hospital, was not able to be personally concerned.

An important aspect of Mr. Rooum’s evidence was that, according to him, the first assault
upon him was witnessed by five other officers, and the next three assaults were witnessed by the
officer he believed to be Police Constable Goldsmith, and yet not one of those witnesses protested
or reported the incident, and not one has subsequently admitted to witnessing any such incident.
There is no corroborative evidence of Mr. Rooum’s allegations of assault. Despite the facts that Mr.
Rooum was small in stature and of a gentle disposition, I find it very difficult to accept that a man
so fervent in the causes which to him seem just and so hostile to injustice was assaulted as brutally
as he described and yet made no complaint immediate thereof. In the light of the whole evidence
before me as to the events of the night of 11th July 1963 I find the probabilities to be that Mr.
Rooum was assaulted by Detective Sergeant Challenor but that his version is an
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exaggerated one both as to the number of occasions on which he was struck and the degree of
violence used. I reject his evidence that he believed at that time that the whole Police Force was
involved in  a  great  conspiracy and he  was  a  victim thereof.  Although I  am satisfied  that  Mr.
Padmore had a small wound on the inside of the lower lip when he was at Marlborough Street
Magistrates’ Court on 12th July, I do not accept the evidence of Mr. Rooum that there was on that
date  conversation  between  Mr.  Padmore  and  himself  concerning  that  injury.  I  do  accept  the
evidence that Detective Sergeant Challenor was in an excited mood and was behaving in a noisy,
boisterous way. To those police officers who knew him this would appear as an exaggerated display
of his normal behaviour. I heard the evidence of Police Constables Burton, George, Pearson, Plester,
Purrington and Raffie, all of whom were present in the police tender which conveyed Mr. Rooum to
the police station. Police Constable Burton, whose first experience this was of duty in connection
with controlling a crowd of demonstrators, thought Detective Sergeant Challenor’s conduct in the
tender to be markedly abnormal in respect of his shouting to the crowd and other officers. Others of
those  witnesses  either  noticed  nothing  unusual  or  were  surprised  in  varying  degrees  by  his
behaviour. On the whole of this evidence it is clear that on this night Detective Sergeant Challenor
departed from the standards of behaviour to be expected of a Police Sergeant, and did not keep a
check on his ready wit and boisterous nature.

Gregory John Hill told me that as at 11th July 1963 he was a schoolboy aged 14 years. He was
a supporter of the Committee of One Hundred and had heard that there was to be a demonstration



against The Queen of Greece on 11th July. He went to take part in the demonstration and met
Ronald Ede and John Apostolou, whom he had not previously known, in Trafalgar Square. They
made their way in a group of others to Brook Street and when there were signs of the approach of
the Royal party he said to people around “Is anyone going to boo her?” He was immediately seized
from behind by Detective Sergeant Challenor who said, “Right me young son, you’re nicked”, and
marched him along to West End Central Police Station holding him by the arm all the way. At the
police station he said he was pushed into a downstairs room and Ronald Ede was pushed in after
him. Detective Sergeant Challenor came to them as they sat on a bench, told Ede to remove his
glasses, and then hit both of them across the head about six times. This witness was very vague in
his evidence as to what occurred thereafter. He said he was dazed, but he recollected that at some
stage  not  long after  being  hit  he saw two pieces  of  brick which  Detective Sergeant  Challenor
produced and put on the table saying, “This is for you and this is for you”. He was not at all sure
whether or not there was another plain clothes police officer present when this took place. He and
Ede were then taken to the female charge room upstairs where Detective Sergeant Challenor pushed
him into the room and struck the back of his head. In that room they were joined by the youth
Apostolou and the three of them told to put their belongings on to the table in front of them. When
this was done Detective Sergeant Challenor added a piece of brick to each pile of property. In a
statement made by this witness on 20th November 1963 to Chief Superintendent Du Rose in the
presence of Mr. Clinton Davis, his solicitor, he had said that Apostolou passed a remark about it not
being Christmas and continued, “I started protesting and Ede backed me up, but we were told to
shut up. We were saying that we did not have those bricks to a number of policewomen round the
table”. At the
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Inquiry he had no recollection of that happening. After the bricks had been placed on the table he
was taken to a prisoners’ waiting room where he, Ede, and Apostolou remained for about one hour
until they were removed one by one and charged. Detective Sergeant Challenor was calm and not so
aggressive or excited at the time of preferring the charge against him.

I cannot place reliance upon the evidence of this witness when it is uncorroborated, for the
simple reason that at the time of the Inquiry his recollection of the events was very poor and one
could not be sure what in fact he remembered and what he was saying as a result of talking the
matter over with other persons. As an example of his inability to remember the most salient of
features, I quote from the end of his evidence before me when his attention was drawn to the words
in his own statement dated 20th November 1963, ‘Then Sergeant Challenor told Ede to take his
glasses off, then he started hitting us on the head with his open hand, slapping us’.

Q: “Can you remember that part of the story?”
A: “Not really, no.”

Ronald George Ede, aged 16 years in July 1963, said he was a member of the Campaign for
Nuclear  Disarmament  and  a  supporter  of  the  Committee  of  One  Hundred.  He  went  to  the
demonstration on 11th July 1963, a demonstration against what he believed to be a Fascist element
in Greece. He confirmed the evidence of the youth Hill up to the time when Hill said, according to
his recollection, “Shall we boo?”. Ede then described how he too was grabbed from behind and
forced along the street to West End Central  Police Station by a plain clothes  officer  whom he
believed to be Police Constable Oakey. There he saw Detective Sergeant Challenor push the youth
Hill against the door and the police officer holding him said, “It’s lucky my mate didn’t get hold of
you”. This witness told me that in a waiting room Detective Sergeant Challenor told him to remove
his glasses and then struck him and the youth Hill about the head. Detective Sergeant Challenor
produced two pieces of brick and put them on the table saying, “A present from Uncle Harold”. Ede
described how he and Hill were taken upstairs to the female charge room, in the course of which he



was struck in the face and later kicked by someone he assumed to be Detective Sergeant Challenor,
who called out on entering the charge room, “We have got some brick throwers here”. He disagreed
with the evidence of Hill to the effect that Hill was struck while going upstairs and on entering the
room. On his evidence it would not have been possible for Hill  to have been struck as he had
described. In the room they were joined by Apostolou, and Detective Sergeant Challenor added
three portions of brick to their property on the table saying “The biggest brick for the biggest boy”,
in  reference  to  Apostolou.  This  witness  was  under  the  impression,  but  was  not  certain,  that  a
uniformed Inspector, who may have been Inspector  Munns,  was present  at  that  time and in  a
position to hear what was said. Having regard to the marked difference between his evidence before
me and a prior statement which he agreed he had made, I am unable to accept his evidence as
reliable on this point. He did recall an officer asking Detective Sergeant Challenor whether he was
going to charge them and being given the reply, “No, we will go out and get some more”. They
were kept in a cell for about an hour before being brought out singly and charged. When an officer
discovered that Apostolou had given a false name when arrested he made a remark to the effect that
Detective Sergeant Challenor
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would  have  struck  him  for  giving  a  false  name.  The  witness  described  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor’s behaviour on this evening as “rather boisterous”, “rather brutal”, and “more fitting for a
Nazi officer in a friendly moment”.

After  being  charged Ede left  the  police  station  in  the  company of  his  parents  who were
informed by Inspector Munns what the nature of the charge was. He told his parents that he had not
committed the offence alleged but he did not complain to his parents in the presence of Inspector
Munns that he had been struck or kicked. On the following day he telephoned to the offices of the
Committee of One Hundred who referred him to the National Council for Civil Liberties, through
which organisation he was directed to Mr. Clinton Davis who thereafter acted as his solicitor.

The charges preferred against Hill and Ede were due for hearing at Chelsea Juvenile Court on
4th September 1963 but were adjourned for want of time and eventually no evidence was offered on
those charges and the allegations were withdrawn. After negotiations between solicitors, claims for
damages were settled by the payment of £200 to Hill and £250 to Ede.

Ronald Ede suggested in his evidence to me that the incident of 11th July 1963 had adversely
affected him scholastically and in sport, and that he had not “got his life in the same perspective” as
before the incident. I am not satisfied that there is any substance in that suggestion.

Mr. Sidney Fear, a caretaker by occupation, was present in the female charge room at West
End Central  Police Station when the witnesses Hill  and Ede were in custody there.  Mr. Fear’s
presence  was  due  to  the  arrest  of  his  own son,  and his  attention  and thoughts  naturally  were
concentrated  upon his  son.  He told  me  that  at  one  stage,  when he  was  near  a  table  at  which
Inspector Munns was seated, he heard a rumpus and observed a man in plain clothes behaving in an
excited  manner.  He  believed,  but  could  not  be  certain,  that  that  man  was  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor. He described how at that moment his eyes met those of Inspector Munns and he gained
the impression that the Inspector was thinking the same as he was, namely “that the man is mad”.

Inspector Munns described in his evidence the arrangements made at West End Central Police
Station for the charging of arrested demonstrators. Four charging tables were set up: he was in
charge of one, Inspector Chidzoy of another, and two Sergeants took charge of the remaining two
tables. He dealt with the charging of Apostolou, Hill and Ede. From the record he made it appeared
that all three were arrested at 8.20 p.m. and arrived at the police station at 8.30 p.m. The time of
preferring the charge was recorded as 10 p.m. for Apostolou, 10.10 p.m. for Hill, and 10.15 p.m. for



Ede. Detective Sergeant Challenor appeared to be excited, more boisterous than his normal self, and
was shouting rather than speaking. There was a delay in charging the three youths which Inspector
Munns viewed with concern for the reasons that it was contrary to regulations and practice to delay
charging prisoners, particularly juvenile prisoners, that it was important for the smooth running of
the charge room not to have uncharged persons in custody there, and that he and his colleagues in
charge had been on duty for many hours and naturally wanted to finish their  work as early as
possible. Inspector Munns asked Detective Sergeant Challenor if he was going to charge the youths
on their arrival in the charge room and had received a reply to the effect that there were others
concerned and he was not ready. He did not appreciate that Detective Sergeant
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Challenor intended to leave the police station in order to effect other arrests. Being concerned with
the delay, Inspector Munns spoke to Superintendent Burdett who instructed him to find Detective
Sergeant Challenor. At 9.30 p.m. Detective Sergeant Challenor arrived in the charge room with Mr.
Rooum (who  was  eventually  charged  at  10.25 p.m.)  When  he  brought  Mr. Rooum,  Detective
Sergeant Challenor appeared to be very tired and was still shouting rather than speaking. Inspector
Munns asked him about charging the three youths and he replied that he wanted refreshments as he
had been on duty a long time. Superintendent Burdett intervened to question why the youths had not
been  charged  and  took  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  from the  room.  When  spoken  to  by  the
Superintendent, Detective Sergeant Challenor “pulled himself together”, calmed down and became
respectful, but at the same time appeared sullen and resentful of being spoken to.

Inspector Munns had no recollection of Mr. Fear, and was inclined to doubt whether Mr. Fear
was in the position which that witness had stated. He had left the table at one stage for refreshments
and he understood from a statement made by his relieving officer that Mr. Fear had been present
then. He had no doubt that Mr. Fear was in the room but denied any incident of their eyes meeting
in an understanding look.

At about 10 p.m. Detective Sergeant Challenor returned to the charge room with Detective
Chief Inspector McArthur who supervised the charging of the youths Apostolou, Hill, and Ede, and
of Mr. Rooum. At the time immediately before charging those persons Inspector Munns had an
argument with Detective Sergeant Challenor who wished the charge to be framed as a joint charge
for  the  three  youths  which  would  have  enabled  all  three  to  be  dealt  with  by the  same court.
Detective Chief Inspector McArthur decided that Inspector Munns was right in framing the charges
against each separately.

Inspector  Munns explained that  at  the  time of  these events  he was seriously troubled  by
Detective Sergeant Challenor’s failure to charge the arrested persons promptly and he felt that he
was not  receiving the co-operation which he should have received.  He was struck by his  loud
speech and unusually boisterous and excited behaviour, which was exhibited in waving the arms
about when speaking, but he had no suspicion or thought that he was ill or not fit for duty. Looking
at the events retrospectively, Inspector Munns considered that that which he observed in Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s behaviour were signs of strain which developed into what are now recognised
as symptoms of his illness.

Upon the conflict of evidence between Mr. Fear and Inspector Munns I have reached the
conclusion that Mr. Fear is accurate as to his position in the room and that Inspector Munns did not
happen to observe his presence. Mr. Fear was however clearly in error in his description of where
the rumpus took place, if the rumpus had any connection with Detective Sergeant Challenor and the
three youths, because the other evidence before me conclusively established their position on the
side of the room opposite to where Mr. Fear placed the source of the noise. My conclusion is that
the noise was being made by Detective Sergeant Challenor, that the eyes of Inspector Munns and



Mr. Fear did meet, but that Mr. Fear read more in Inspector Munns’ gaze than there was in fact
present, and Inspector Munns has genuinely no recollection of that incident which to him had no
significance. It is quite clear from both Mr. Fear and Inspector Munns that the abnormal behaviour
of Detective Sergeant
109

Challenor in the form of raised voice and excited gestures was obvious to every person in that room.
The reason why Inspector  Munns and other  police officers who must  have been aware of  this
abnormal behaviour did not report the matter to a superior officer was that Superintendent Burdett
took charge of the situation.

Inspector Chidzoy confirmed Mr. Fear’s evidence that Mr. Fear was at one time seated near
Inspector Munn’s table. He was not aware of any particular noise or rumpus as described by Mr.
Fear, and he did not notice Superintendent Burdett speaking to Detective Sergeant Challenor. He
was engaged in charging various persons and would not pay attention to other matters. He recalled
Detective Sergeant Challenor’s presence in the room, but he did not notice anything abnormal in his
behaviour. He had known Detective Sergeant Challenor slightly for some time. He knew him to be
loud-spoken, and regarded him as a competent officer but boisterous, “rather over confident”, and
“self-opinionated”. He was no different on this occasion from his normal self. Except in so far as he
corroborated Mr. Fear I gained no assistance from Mr. Chidzoy’s evidence as to the events of 11th
July 1963, not through any fault of his but because his mind was concentrating upon his own work
to such extent that he did not appreciate those other matters with which he was not concerned.

Superintendent  Frederick  Harry  Burdett  was  the  officer  whose  evidence  before  the
Honourable  Mr. Justice  Lawton  caused  that  learned  Judge  grave  concern  as  to  why Detective
Sergeant  Challenor  was  on  duty  on  11th  July  1963.  In  his  evidence  before  the  Inquiry,
Superintendent Burdett stated that from 1st July 1962 to 1st September 1963 he was Superintendent
in charge of the Tottenham Court Road sub-division of “C” Division. Prior to 11th July 1963 he did
not know Detective Sergeant Challenor. On that date he was allocated for duty at West End Central
Police  Station  and was  responsible  for  supervising  the  arrangements  for  charging any arrested
demonstrators. At about 8.30 p.m. in the police station corridor he heard raised voices in the male
charge room. He entered and saw two youths, who were in fact Hill and Ede, Detective Sergeant
Challenor  and another  plain clothes  officer. Superintendent  Burdett  was in  uniform and on his
opening the door all noise stopped except the voice of Detective Sergeant Challenor who continued
to shout in words which came out in a rush and tumble. He asked what was happening and who was
in charge. Detective Sergeant Challenor said he was but did not seem to recognise Superintendent
Burdett’s  rank  and  was  inclined  to  ignore  his  intrusion.  Then  the  Detective  Sergeant’s  eyes
wandered  to  his  badges  of  rank,  he  came  to  rigid  attention,  and  was  a  transformed  man.
Superintendent Burdett called him into the corridor and reminded him in strong terms of his duty as
a Police Sergeant, about the conduct expected of a police officer in the presence of prisoners, and
the provisions of General Orders. He reprimanded him and told him he would not tolerate the kind
of  conduct  he  had  just  witnessed.  During  the  reprimand  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  was
apparently  making  a  great  effort  to  control  himself,  his  knuckles  appearing  white  from  the
clenching and unclenching of  his  fists.  Superintendent  Burdett  described him as  “like a  spring
gradually uncoiling and as he gained his self-control so he relaxed.” At the end of the encounter
Detective Sergeant Challenor walked away downcast and as if ashamed of himself. Superintendent
Burdett had a matter of urgency to deal with and went about his duties. The sound of Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s voice emanating from the male charge room was heard in the adjoining
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interview room where Detective Superintendent Townsend, Detective Chief Inspector McArthur
and  Detective  Inspector  Bruce  were  interviewing a  prisoner  in  connection  with  an  incident  of



shooting. Detective Inspector Bruce went to investigate and saw that Superintendent Burdett had
assumed  charge  of  what  was  happening.  Superintendent  Burdett  next  saw  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor  in  the  female  charge  room and his  behaviour  was  then  normal.  At  about  9.20  p.m.
Superintendent Burdett learned from Inspector Munns of the facts that the three youths, Apostolou,
Hill  and Ede, had not been charged and that Detective Sergeant Challenor had brought another
person in  custody to  the  police station  and had disappeared  and could  not  be found.  He gave
instructions  for  a  search  to  be  made  for  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor,  who  was  eventually
discovered to be having a meal. When Detective Sergeant Challenor arrived back at the charge
room  Superintendent  Burdett  intercepted  his  entrance  because  he  was  shouting  incoherently,
shaking, and waving his arms excitedly. His behaviour was such that it  gave to Superintendent
Burdett the impression that he was under the influence of drink, although in fact perfectly sober.
Realising that drink was not the cause of this extraordinary behaviour Superintendent Burdett’s next
thought  was  that  he  might  be  bordering  on  a  nervous  breakdown.  On  10th  August  1963
Superintendent Burdett first committed to writing his impression of Detective Sergeant Challenor at
this time, and he then used the expression, “I thought he might be bordering on mental illness”. At
the trial before the Honourable Mr. Justice Lawton he described Detective Sergeant Challenor as
appearing red-eyed, looking particularly tired, giving the impression of being in a mental condition,
and  being  completely  unable  to  control  himself.  It  was  a  feature  of  this  second  incident  of
uncontrolled  behaviour,  according  to  Superintendent  Burdett,  that  once  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor  appreciated  that  he  was  being spoken to  by an  officer  of  senior  rank,  he  became a
changed  man  and  controlled  himself  properly.  This  ability  to  pull  himself  together  When  the
occasion demanded clearly influenced Superintendent Burdett’s mind to a considerable degree. This
feature however was not referred to in evidence before the Honourable Mr. Justice Lawton.

Superintendent  Burdett  directed Detective Sergeant  Challenor  to  Detective Superintendent
Townsend’s office as he regarded the behaviour as a breach of discipline requiring an explanation.
For  this  reason  he  got  into  touch  with  Detective  Superintendent  Townsend  in  his  capacity  of
Detective Sergeant Challenor’s immediate superior officer, and told him in broad outline the two
incidents he had witnessed of uncontrolled and abnormal behaviour. Without going into great detail
he described Detective Sergeant Challenor as “either drunk or he must be mental”. From Detective
Superintendent Townsend he then learned that the officer concerned was suffering from deafness
and had been working very long hours in respect of a number of court cases. He was also told that
arrangements were planned for the officer to have a respite from duties but that the back-log of
work had so far prevented this being conveniently done. This information Superintendent Burdett
accepted as a reasonable explanation in part, but only in part, of the loud tone of voice and the
gesticulation he had witnessed. The explanation was sufficient for Superintendent Burdett to decide,
as the senior officer then on duty, that there should be no disciplinary action taken against Detective
Sergeant  Challenor. Superintendent  Burdett  told  me  that  his  expression  “drunk  or  he  must  be
mental” was not used as a term of art or a statement of diagnosis, but as a phrase descriptive of
inexplicable behaviour
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and that despite the behaviour he had witnessed he did not regard Detective Sergeant Challenor as
unfit for duty.

In  assessing  the  evidence  of  Superintendent  Burdett  at  the  Inquiry  I  had  in  mind  the
possibility that either out of kindness to Detective Superintendent Townsend, or out of a desire to
protect himself against criticism for failing to report the incident to Chief Superintendent Starritt,
this  witness  might  be  minimising  the  description  of  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  and  the
impressions he formed at the time. I have reached the conclusion without any reservation that this
was not so. Superintendent Burdett gave the clear impression of being a strict  disciplinarian. It
appeared  in  evidence  that  he  had the  reputation  of  a  strict  disciplinarian  and he  had occupied



positions  of special  responsibility for discipline.  I  am satisfied that had he suspected Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s fitness for duty he would have suspended him from further duties that night. I
am satisfied from the statement which he made one month after the incident that his evidence before
me was true and uncoloured by any motives when he stated that he received an explanation from
Detective Superintendent Townsend which to his mind made it unnecessary for him to take any
further action.

I accept Superintendent Burdett’s explanation of his phrase “bordering on mental illness” as
meaning that Detective Sergeant Challenor was heading for a nervous breakdown if he carried on as
he  was  doing.  Detective  Chief  Inspector  McArthur  confirmed  that  the  behaviour  of  Detective
Sergeant  Challenor at  the time of the prisoners being charged was proper and normal.  He was
present on the instructions of Detective Superintendent Townsend to ensure that the procedure of
charging was properly conducted. The only abnormality he noticed was that in giving the account of
the arrest Detective Sergeant Challenor appeared at times to have difficulty in getting his breath, as
if he had had some emotional upset. He knew what had taken place between Superintendent Burdett
and Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  and this  was  an apparent  explanation  for  what  he observed.
Superintendent Burdett told me that he saw Detective Sergeant Challenor on a further occasion that
night when Inspector Munns was charging persons in the presence of Detective Chief Inspector
McArthur. His conduct at that time appeared normal.

Superintendent Burdett confirmed that the C.I.D. personnel engaged on duties in connection
with  the  public  demonstration  were dismissed  at  about  midnight.  At  about  that  time Detective
Sergeant  Etheridge was on his way by foot  to  make an enquiry in  respect  of a matter he was
investigating.  He  gave  evidence  of  meeting  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  who  was  obviously
dejected and in low spirits. Detective Sergeant Challenor walked along with him and in the course
of conversation Detective Sergeant Etheridge gleaned from him that his depression sprang from the
fact that he had been rebuked in strong terms by a uniformed Superintendent, and also that he had
the unpleasant duty of arresting and charging some youngsters who he said ought not to have been
“mixed up in the crowd they were with”. The depression wore off as they walked and talked and by
the  time  they  arrived  back  at  West  End  Central  Police  Station  at  3  a.m.  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor was in better spirits though very tired. Detective Sergeant Etheridge travelled home by
car and took Detective Sergeant Challenor home on his way. He recollected no unusual behaviour
on that journey.

Detective Superintendent Townsend’s evidence in respect of the events of 
112 

the night of 11th July 1963 did not entirely accord with that of Superintendent Burdett. He gave
evidence of being heavily engaged personally during the evening in connection with an incident of
shooting which took place that day. He heard Detective Sergeant Challenor’s raised voice, which he
recognised, coming from the male charge room and he confirmed that Detective Inspector Bruce
went to investigate, but he did not have to leave the interview room as the noise ceased. Detective
Superintendent  Townsend  recalled  Superintendent  Burdett’s  conversation  with  him  but  his
recollection was of milder terms than those which Superintendent Burdett told me he used. The
incident as recalled by Detective Superintendent Townsend was less flamboyant than as described
by Superintendent Burdett, but he did confirm that he was told that Detective Sergeant Challenor
was excited, shouting, and waving his arms about to express himself. He had no recollection of
words such as “he is drunk or he must be mental”. He told me that the impact on his mind of the
news that Detective Sergeant Challenor had delayed unreasonably in charging prisoners would have
been greater had he not already known that that officer was very tired and overworked. He regarded
the matter as one for his own immediate action: he saw Detective Sergeant Challenor and told him
to  attend  to  the  charging  immediately  and  instructed  Detective  Chief  Inspector  McArthur  to



supervise this. He had occasion to rebuke Detective Sergeant Challenor himself at this time for
shouting at him when giving his explanation of the delay.

According to his evidence, had he appreciated from what Superintendent Burdett said that
Detective Sergeant Challenor had lost control of himself he would have regarded the matter as more
serious.  He  was  aware  of  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s  normal  loud  voice  and  habit  of
gesticulating  and he  knew the  officer  was  overtired.  He saw and  spoke to  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor who was in control of himself. Therefore it appeared to him sufficient to ensure that the
charges were properly preferred. Because of the need for manpower on this particular day an order
had been issued for all officers to work a 12 hour day. This was not intended to apply to Detective
Sergeant Challenor, and would not have done so but for the coincidence that he was unexpectedly
required to attend the Central Criminal Court during the morning, and the incidence of crime during
the day which led to there being a shortage of 6 to 8 C.I.D. officers. In some way, which Detective
Superintendent Townsend could not recall, Detective Sergeant Challenor became engaged in duties
normally  undertaken  by  uniformed  officers.  On  the  following  day  Detective  Superintendent
Townsend interviewed Detective Sergeant Challenor again, and without referring specifically to the
previous night’s events instructed him firmly to undertake only 8 hours work a day and no fresh
commitments  at  all  until  his  annual  leave,  due  in  a  week’s  time.  This  instruction  was  given
primarily  because  Detective  Superintendent  Townsend  had  observed  from  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor’s diary that he had worked 100 hours in a week and because previous instructions to cut
down his work had not been obeyed.

In the course of his evidence at the Inquiry Detective Superintendent Townsend was asked to
give his comments upon the situation, assuming that Detective Sergeant Challenor was mentally ill
and as a result “planted” bricks as evidence and that three junior police officers followed suit in that
enterprise. It was suggested to him that that feature revealed that there was something wrong with
discipline and morale at West End Central Police Station. The witness first made it graphically clear
that he accepted the fact that the jury’s
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verdict on Police Constables Oakey, Battes and Goldsmith was a verdict of guilty and at the same
time in his mind was unable to accept the validity of that verdict. Then followed this passage in his
evidence:—

Q: “Of course, on the other hand, if one accepts the decision of the jury then it does show 
there was something very wrong with morale at that police station, does it not?”
A: “I do not think I can answer that sir. If we accept something that I am not happy to  
accept, then I fail to see how I can say there was something wrong with morale. As the  
Superintendent at West End Central, I would say that the morale at that station was as high as 
I have ever seen it anywhere. I had the most loyal and efficient set of officers I have ever  
worked with. I do not think there is anything wrong with morale there”.

Q: “I appreciate it is difficult for you because of your mental reservations; but take a purely
hypothetical police station. If at that hypothetical police station, of the size and importance of 
West End Central, you found a Sergeant “going round the bend” and three men following him 
in planting evidence and committing perjury, then would you say, in regard to the hypothetical
police station, there is something wrong with the discipline?”
A: “Something horribly wrong, yes”.

Q: “And if  you found another  police  officer, of  the  same rank as  the men who were  
convicted, …. showing that clearly he knew something wrong was likely to happen, and kept 
out of it, that would again support it, if you thought that there was something wrong with  



discipline?”
A: “It would, sir, yes. I accept that”. 

The last quoted question referred to the possible situation of Police Constable R. R. Jones
whose evidence I now deal with.

Police Constable Richard Raymond Jones joined West  End Central  Police Station in July
1959, became an Aid to C.I.D. in April 1963, and was allocated to ‘C.D.2’ under Detective Sergeant
Challenor  in  May  1963.  He  received  weekly  directions  as  to  duties  from  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor and he would see him every day in the course of his duties. He admired and respected
him and regarded him as a good example of a police officer. Up to 11th July 1963 he regarded
Detective Sergeant Challenor as normal in every way physically and mentally.

On 11th July 1963 he was detailed by Detective Chief Inspector McArthur for patrol duties in
respect of the anticipated demonstration. Before commencing those duties he spoke with Detective
Sergeant Challenor in the C.I.D. office. Detective Sergeant Challenor pointed to an object which at
a glance appeared to be a stone or brick, or part of a brick, on his desk and said “We will have to do
something  about  throwing  stones  at  Royalty”,  or  “We’ve  got  to  stop  them throwing stones  at
Royalty”. The witness said he did not pay much attention to this incident at the time. It appeared
from the evidence of Detective Superintendent Townsend at  the Inquiry that there had been an
incident the day before, on 10th July 1963, in the course of another demonstration directed against
the visit of the Queen of Greece, in which a stone had
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been thrown and had struck a Police Inspector, and that this fact was known to Detective Sergeant
Challenor. The incident had in fact been reported in the press on the morning of 11th July 1963.

Police Constable Jones in his evidence narrated that while on duty at the corner of Bond Street
and Grosvenor Street that night he was ordered by Detective Sergeant Challenor to accompany him
to Brook Street. He unwillingly did so walking about ten yards behind him. He then saw Detective
Sergeant Challenor and Police Constables Battes and Oakey approach three youths and speak to
them in separate groups. He did not join them, had no idea of what was going to happen, and he left
the scene on his own. His unwillingness to accompany Detective Sergeant Challenor he attributed
to the fact that to have done so would have been in breach of Detective Chief Inspector McArthur’s
instructions. This evidence as it was given by the witness created the impression that it was not a
complete account of the facts known to the witness. Police Constable Jones was a person who had
difficulty in expressing in words that which he wished to communicate in evidence. Further he was
obviously ill at ease in the witness box, and from the start very much aware of the fact that his
evidence would be attacked on the ground that he had on former occasions made statements and
given evidence touching the same matters, which were at variance with each other and with the
evidence he was giving at the Inquiry. For these reasons his evidence as a whole was not easy to
evaluate, but I reached the conclusion that he was, at the Inquiry, endeavouring to relate the true
facts as he knew them but was confused between the thoughts which had been in his mind at the
time of the events he described and the thoughts which he had entertained at various points of time
thereafter  in  the light of after  acquired knowledge and gossip.  Signed statements made by this
witness and dated respectively 20th September, 15th November and 20th December all 1963, were
made documentary evidence at the Inquiry, the content thereof was read publicly and the witness
was cross-examined closely thereon. The first statement was brief and solely to the effect that the
maker saw and knew nothing of arrests on 11th July 1963. In his evidence before me the witness
admitted that at the time of making that statement he was minded to say as little as possible as he
did not wish to be involved. In the second and longer statement he had disclosed for the first time
the fact that Detective Sergeant Challenor pointed to a brick in the C.I.D. office and said, “We’ve



got to stop them throwing stones at Royalty”, and he also referred to the three officers approaching
and talking to three youths. He made the point that he had no reason to think that there was any
connection between the incident in the C.I.D. office and the events of the evening. In his evidence
before me the witness reiterated this point, and stressed that he had no knowledge whatsoever of
Detective Sergeant Challenor’s intentions, and no knowledge of any facts which would enable him
to say there was a connection between the two incidents. The third statement was the most detailed.
It was made to Chief Superintendent Du Rose and I have reached the conclusion that substantially it
set out the true facts, but that it is possible that in this statement, which was made in answer to
questions,  there  are  instances  of  confusion  as  to  the  time  at  which  he  formulated  his  various
thoughts. The most significant passages in the statement are when the witness said of
Detective Sergeant Challenor:—

(i) that on the night of 11th July “he was in a nervous state. He was
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a fanatic as regards work, long hours, then walking home, and remembering seeing the 
brick in his locker and his remarks about it, I thought it possible that he may or might go
too far as regards prisoners”, and

(ii) “I have heard lots of allegations made about him and it worried me. This is why I did 
not want to get mixed up with him that night”.

Since making that statement he had sought, he told me, to retract the words, “I thought it
possible that he may or might go too far as regards prisoners”, because he felt that it involved an
unfair criticism of a person unable to answer it.

In his evidence at the Inquiry he explained that his words, “I have heard lots of allegations
about him”, referred to a certain amount of gossip that Detective Sergeant Challenor had “planted”
a detonator. I accept his evidence that he had heard such gossip and it follows that the probabilities
are  that  other  police  officers  at  West  End  Central  Police  Station  also  heard  the  same  gossip.
Allegations of that nature and gossip concerning them are, on the evidence given at the Inquiry, not
infrequently made against police officers. Such allegations form part of the armoury of the criminal
and are directed at any target which it is wished to destroy. The fact of gossip is no indication that
its subject matter is true.

Police Constable Jones gave evidence for the prosecution on 17th March 1964 before the
Magistrate who committed Detective Sergeant Challenor and the three Police Constables for trial at
the Central Criminal Court. His evidence in chief was so pitiful a performance that the court gave
leave for prosecuting counsel to cross-examine him on his statement to Chief Superintendent Du
Rose. His explanation to me of his apparently evasive behaviour and failure of recollection on that
occasion was that he felt a strong loyalty to his colleagues, that he found himself unable to believe
in the truth of the allegations against them, and that when he stood in the witness box and saw them
in the dock he “went to pieces”. I was very suspicious of this explanation, but having seen and
heard Police Constable Jones in the witness box over a long period in  which he was properly
subjected to searching cross-examination I have reached the conclusion and respectfully report that
it would be wrong to reject his explanation.

I  find  the  truth  to  be  that  when Police  Constable  Jones  was  told  by Detective  Sergeant
Challenor to accompany him it was apparent that the Detective Sergeant was in an excited frame of
mind far beyond his normal boisterous nature and that Police Constable Jones did sense that in
some way he might exceed his duty. I find that Police Constable Jones did not at that time think of
the possibility of evidence being “planted”, but did think of the possibility of an unlawful arrest



being made. I find that Police Constable Jones did witness the arrest of the three youths, Hill, Ede,
and Apostolou, that he took no part therein and saw no portions of bricks at the scene of the arrests.
I am driven to the conclusion that, out of loyalty to his colleagues, Police Constable Jones failed in
his  duty  to  inform Detective  Chief  Inspector  Pike  of  the  facts  known to  him,  firstly  on  20th
September 1963, and again on 15th November, 1963. I do not consider that Police Constable Jones
had sufficient evidence to justify his making a report concerning Detective Sergeant Challenor’s
behaviour to Detective Chief Inspector McArthur on 11th July 1963 or shortly thereafter. Had he
made such a report, I have no doubt, from the evidence before me,
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that Detective Sergeant Challenor would have had an explanation of the facts reported. No action or
omission on the part of Police Constable Jones resulted in Detective Sergeant Challenor continuing
on duty longer than he otherwise would have done.

I have already stated my findings that Mr. Rooum was subject to some force at the hands of
Detective Sergeant Challenor. I also find that both Hill and Ede had their ears boxed by that officer
but I reject the evidence of Hill that he was struck on ascending the stairs or thereafter. There was
an unnecessary delay in  charging the  youths  who were  arrested  and this  was  solely Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s responsibility. I find that Inspector Munns was not at fault in accepting the
charges made: there was nothing in the nature of the information given to him or in the manner in
which it was given which should have aroused his suspicion or justified him in refusing to charge
the  persons  accused.  Where  the  evidence  of  Superintendent  Burdett  is  in  conflict  with  that  of
Detective Superintendent Townsend I prefer the evidence of the former, but this preference in no
way reflects adversely upon the latter. My reasons for preferring Superintendent Burdett’s evidence
are:—

(a) that the events he witnessed himself made a greater impression upon him than he could 
convey in the prevailing circumstances to the mind of Detective Superintendent 
Townsend;

(b) that to him the events stood out in isolation whereas to Detective Superintendent 
Townsend they merged into an existing background of facts known to him;

(c) Detective Superintendent Townsend’s mind was at the time occupied with another very 
urgent and complex investigation; and therefore,

(d) there is a greater probability of accurate recollection by Superintendent Burdett.

It is my conclusion that on the night of 11th July 1963 Detective Sergeant Challenor was
behaving in a noisy, boisterous, excited manner to a marked degree beyond his normal and robust
behaviour,  and  this  was  observable  by  those  officers  with  whom  he  came  in  contact.  The
abnormality of this behaviour in regard to this episode was manifest first to Police Constable R. R.
Jones, later to those officers who were in the police tender, and finally to Superintendent Burdett. It
was also manifest to Police Sergeant Trump in respect of the matters reported in Chapter V hereof. I
have  reached  the  conclusion  that  this  behaviour  was  the  result  of  mental  illness,  but  was  not
recognised as, and could not reasonably have been attributed to, mental illness at the time by any
person who witnessed it. Likewise I find that the grave departure from the fundamental principle
and practice of charging an accused person in custody at the earliest opportunity was the result of
mental illness, but was not reasonably recognisable as such at the time. If Detective Superintendent
Townsend had taken time to consider every detail of Detective Sergeant Challenor’s behaviour, as
witnessed  by  Superintendent  Burdett,  he  would,  I  find,  have  instructed  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor to prefer charges immediately and then cease duty for the night and go home: he would
not and could not reasonably have diagnosed mental illness. I stress my finding based on undisputed
evidence  that  no  complaint  was  made  that  night  against  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  by  any
accused person: the only protests made were in the nature of denials of possession of an
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offensive weapon and refusals to sign a property list which itemised a piece of brick.

I find that the assault[s] made upon Mr. Rooum and upon the youths, Hill and Ede, were
committed in  the excited and emotional  state  which was a symptom of the mental  illness then
affecting Detective Sergeant Challenor, but not diagnosed until later.

I respectfully report my conclusions:—

(i) that there was a well-founded basis of fact namely long hours of work, overtiredness, strain, 
and apparent deafness, to which Detective Superintendent Townsend could not unreasonably 
attribute Detective Sergeant Challenor’s behaviour as reported to him, and

(ii) that having regard to the fact that Detective Sergeant Challenor’s annual leave was due 
on 19th July 1963, Detective Superintendent Townsend’s action in ensuring that the 
charges were preferred in a proper manner and in ordering Detective Sergeant Challenor 
to confine his duties to matters already in progress, was a reasonable and appropriate 
action to take.
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Chapter VII—The episode concerning Stanley Clinton Davis

On a day between 12th and 18th July 1963 Mr. Clinton Davis called at West End Central
Police Station with a Mr. Martin Ennals, the General Secretary of the National Council for Civil
Liberties,  for  the  purpose  of  seeking  inspection  of  the  portions  of  brick  which  were  potential
exhibits in prosecutions involving his clients Messrs. Rooum, Ede, Hill and Apostolou.

Mr. Clinton Davis’s version of what occurred was that he was first seen by Detective Sergeant
Challenor who was “abrupt, offensive and obstructive”, and appeared determined to prevent, as far
as  he could do so,  Mr.  Clinton Davis  from seeing the  bricks.  He said  he was angered  by the
obstructive attitude, demanded to see a superior officer and, through the intervention of Detective
Inspector Bruce, he was eventually authorised to examine the bricks. Mr. Clinton Davis did not
suggest that his description of Detective Sergeant Challenor on that occasion was based on anything
more than that that officer asked him why he wished to see the bricks, and said that he was not
prepared to go and get the bricks for examination.

Detective Inspector  Bruce’s version of  what  occurred was that  he accompanied Detective
Sergeant Challenor to see a solicitor, who transpired to be Mr. Clinton Davis, and who was with a
person he understood to be his clerk; that Mr. Clinton Davis spoke immediately to the Detective
Sergeant requesting to see the bricks; and that the officer replied respectfully that the best place to
view exhibits was at court when the case was heard. Detective Inspector Bruce recounted how at
that stage Mr. Clinton Davis waved papers excitedly in front of Detective Sergeant Challenor and
said words to the effect, “You are used to cautioning people, Sergeant, and I now caution you that
you are being extremely obstructive”. Detective Inspector Bruce then, according to his evidence,
intervened to introduce himself and, having ascertained from Mr. Clinton Davis the names of his
clients,  informed  him  that  as  the  case  of  Rooum  had  already  been  passed  to  the  Solicitor’s
Department Mr. Clinton Davis should seek their authority to inspect the exhibit in that case, and he
might think it a better course to speak to that Department in relation to all the cases at the same
time.  According  to  Detective  Inspector  Bruce  Mr.  Clinton  Davis  then  accused  him  of  being
obstructive also. In the result Detective Superintendent Townsend was consulted by the Detective
Inspector  and  authority  obtained  for  Mr. Clinton  Davis  to  see  the  bricks.  Detective  Inspector
Bruce’s recollection of what occurred was aided by a report which he had made on 17th August



1963, and where his evidence was in conflict with that of Mr. Clinton Davis I prefer the evidence of
the Detective Inspector, which was consistent with his report made fourteen months previously. In
fact there was little conflict between them, for when Mr. Clinton Davis had put to him in cross-
examination the evidence given by the Detective Inspector, he agreed substantially with it, but he
disputed  a  minor  detail  of  the  sequence  of  introduction  and  the  fact  that  he  had  accused  the
Detective Inspector of being obstructive. He also differed from that officer in that he averred that he
asked to see, and did in fact see, four portions of bricks and not three as the officer asserted. These
differences  are  not  matters  of  importance  in  respect  of  the  assessment  of  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor’s behaviour on this occasion.

The  visit  by  Mr.  Clinton  Davis  was  made  deliberately  without  appointment,  and  was
conducted by Mr. Clinton Davis in a manner calculated to disclose as
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little of his clients’ defence as possible to the police: no one could criticise that attitude. I do not
believe that Mr. Clinton Davis expressly stated that Mr. Ennals was his clerk, but I do not accept
that Mr. Ennals’ status as an officer of the National Council for Civil Liberties was disclosed. I
consider that the position was that Mr. Clinton Davis was content to allow the police officers to
believe that Mr. Ennals was his clerk, knowing full well that the officers would object to producing
potential  exhibits  to  a  person other  than  a  solicitor  instructed  in  the  case  or  his  clerk.  As  the
interview progressed,  Mr. Clinton Davis said in evidence,  he had in mind the use of Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s obstructiveness as a point in favour of the defence at his clients’ trial. In all the
circumstances disclosed by the evidence before me I do not consider that there was any matter to
complain  of,  nor  any  manifestation  of  mental  illness  in  the  behaviour  of  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor on this occasion, but I have no doubt that what occurred affected the reactions of Mr.
Clinton Davis and Detective Sergeant Challenor in relation to each other on 18th July 1963.

On that  date  the  prosecution  of  Mr. Rooum was  due  to  be  heard  at  Marlborough Street
Magistrates’ Court.  Mr.  Clinton  Davis  said  that,  as  Mr.  Rooum’s  solicitor,  he  had  had  some
difficulty in preparing the defence for hearing on that date. Detective Sergeant Challenor was a vital
witness for the prosecution and he was also required as a witness at the Central Criminal Court in
the case of Messrs. Pink, Brown, Francis and Bridgman. Mr. K. Richardson, of Counsel, appeared
for the prosecution of Mr. Rooum, and Mr. Michael Sherrard, of Counsel, instructed by Mr. Clinton
Davis, appeared for Mr. Rooum at Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court. The case of Mr. Jarvis,
referred to in Chapter  IV hereof in connection with the complaint of Mr. Irvine Shine, was also
listed  for  hearing  at  Marlborough  Street  Magistrates’  Court,  and  required  the  attendance  of
Detective Sergeant Challenor on that same day. Detective Sergeant Challenor attended the Central
Criminal Court and Detective Sergeant Etheridge attended the Magistrates’ Court. For the reason
that the length of the list of cases for hearing at the Magistrates’ Court made it unlikely that either
the case of Mr. Rooum or the case of Mr. Jarvis would be heard that day, and for the reason that
Detective Sergeant Challenor was engaged at the Central Criminal Court, both those cases were
adjourned  to  a  future  date,  the  Magistrate  being  informed  of  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor’s
absence.  Prior  to  the  adjournment,  and  unknown  to  the  legal  representatives  engaged  at  the
Magistrates’ Court, a message was sent to Detective Sergeant Challenor at the Central Criminal
Court requiring his urgent attendance at Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court. Detective Sergeant
Challenor thereupon obtained his temporary release from the Central Criminal Court and arrived at
the  Magistrates’ Court  very  shortly  indeed  after  the  case  of  Mr. Rooum had  been  adjourned.
Detective Sergeant Etheridge described him as arriving “hot foot from the Old Bailey” as he was
“perspiring  freely  and  had obviously been  in  a  great  hurry”.  According  to  Detective  Sergeant
Etheridge,  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  at  once  enquired  of  him  in  a  loud  and  somewhat
disgruntled voice, “What’s this all about?”, and he then told Detective Sergeant Challenor that he
was free to go back to the Central Criminal Court as the cases had been adjourned. Mr. Clinton



Davis, who with Mr. Sherrard had followed Detective Sergeant Etheridge out of the court room,
observed the presence of Detective Sergeant Challenor and approached him with the suggestion that
now that he had in fact arrived it might be possible for the case of Mr.
120

Rooum to be reinstated in the list and heard. There is no doubt that Detective Sergeant Challenor
then said, “What do you want me to do next, a handstand?” in a loud and seemingly bad tempered
voice. Mr. Clinton Davis, with every reason for so doing, considered that remark to be a reply to his
suggestion. Detective Sergeant Etheridge heard the remark and thought it was addressed to him.
Whilst accepting the honesty of Detective Sergeant Etheridge on this point I find that the remark
was made in reply to Mr. Clinton Davis. It was an indiscreet and unfortunate remark and one that in
an ideal world a Detective Sergeant should not have permitted himself to express, but in the context
of the preceding events, any contention that the words or tone evidenced the onset of mental illness
I utterly reject. The incident did not close at that point for Mr. Clinton Davis, shocked at the reply
he received, spoke to Mr. Sherrard about it, and whilst speaking he observed Detective Sergeant
Challenor walk across the lobby as if in temper and heard him say to another officer in a very loud
voice,  “What  is  this  ruddy case?  I’ll  bloody well  go  back  to  court”.  Mr. Clinton  Davis  gave
evidence that those words were obviously intended for hearing by Mr. Sherrard and himself, and
that  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  was  looking  in  their  direction  as  he  spoke.  According  to
Detective Sergeant Etheridge, Mr. Clinton Davis then said to Mr. Sherrard, “What an offensive
officer. Something will have to be done about him”. This second remark by Detective Sergeant
Challenor,  whether  or  not  intended  for  the  ears  of  solicitor  and counsel,  was  a  lapse  of  self-
discipline which is not excusable. I accept the evidence of Detective Sergeant Etheridge that, to a
person such as Mr. Clinton Davis — who was not familiar with Detective Sergeant Challenor, or his
natural robust and boisterous behaviour and his loud voice — the words and behaviour of that
officer  on  this  occasion  would  have  appeared  offensive  and aggressive.  To Detective  Sergeant
Etheridge, who knew his colleague well and who was mindful of the circumstances in which the
conduct took place,  the loud spoken words and conduct as heard and observed by him did not
impart offensiveness or aggression towards Mr. Clinton Davis or Mr. Sherrard. To him they were
misplaced  colourful  examples  of  the  officer’s  natural  manner  springing  from  understandable
irritation of being fetched from one court to another, told he was not required and could go, and
then being asked if the adjourned case could proceed. 

The conduct and words of Detective Sergeant Challenor made a big impression on both Mr.
Clinton Davis and, he told me, upon Mr. Sherrard. On the same day, Mr. Clinton Davis said in
evidence,  he may well  have mentioned the matter  to  the representatives  of  V. Mishcon & Co.
attending court for the defence of Mr. Jarvis. He was very vague in his recollection as to this, and
even if he did so I do not find that there is any significance in his doing so. He did write a letter
dated 18th July 1963 to the Commissioner of Police making a strong protest  against  Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s words and behaviour and suggesting disciplinary action. This letter was sent
with the approval of Mr. Sherrard of Counsel, with whose assistance it was drafted. This letter was
received after Detective Sergeant Challenor had proceeded on annual leave on 19th July 1963. The
reply was delayed until after full inquiry had been made into the circumstances of the complaint,
and on 28th August 1963 a letter was handed to Mr. Clinton Davis expressing the Commissioner’s
regret that the officer should have spoken in terms to which exception could be taken and giving an
assurance that appropriate action was being taken.
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Prior to this incident steps had been taken by Detective Superintendent Townsend to reduce
the strain and hours of work of Detective Sergeant Challenor, and the question of that officer’s
deafness was being considered as a potential source of embarrassment in the performance of his
duties. The circumstances of this complaint arose out of the arrest of Mr. Rooum on the night of



11th—12th  July  1963  on  which  occasion  there  had  been  more  florid  behaviour  by  Detective
Sergeant  Challenor,  which  all  the  medical  evidence  at  the  Inquiry  attributed  to  the  disease  of
paranoid schizophrenia. The receipt of this complaint was one of the causes of Detective Sergeant
Challenor, after his return from leave, being sent to Sir John Richardson for medical examination.

I consider that there is a very real danger of ascribing too much significance to the facts of this
incident. Looked at in isolation at the time of the events, no indication of mental illness would have
been apparent. Looked at in the light of all the knowledge possessed by his superior officers, and of
Detective Sergeant Challenor’s history, reputation, and recent activities, the facts of this incident
would not direct the mind to the possibility of mental illness, but would indicate, in respect of the
incident at Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court, that work was getting on top of the officer with
resultant failure to control his feelings, a situation possibly aggravated by the disability of impaired
hearing. Looking back in the light of the established fact that in September 1963 Detective Sergeant
Challenor was suffering from paranoid schizophrenia,  it  is not possible to say that the show of
annoyance  and  the  indiscipline  were  not  symptoms  of  the  illness  which  was  subsequently
diagnosed, but equally it is, in my view, impossible to say that such behaviour was such a symptom.
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Chapter VIII—The episodes concerning Riccardo Pedrini, John Ford, James Fraser, Joseph 
Oliva and Alan Cheeseman

Section A. General

The incidents concerning Riccardo Pedrini, John Ford, James Fraser, Joseph Oliva and Alan
Cheeseman took place  in  the  months  of  July, August,  and September  of  1962.  Wilfred  Henry
Gardiner, a strip club proprietor, was closely involved therein. The only reasons for my hearing
evidence as to these incidents were (i) that on one view of some of the medical evidence before me,
a view which I reject,  it  is possible to say that in the above period of time Detective Sergeant
Challenor was suffering from the onset of mental illness, and (ii) that the Court of Criminal Appeal
on 28th July 1964, after a hearing which attracted wide publicity, quashed the convictions of all
five,  Pedrini,  Ford,  Fraser, Oliva  and Cheeseman,  on the  ground that  there  was  fresh relevant
evidence capable of belief and possibly carrying weight, which evidence had it been before the jury
at the trial of the five men might have placed the jury in reasonable doubt and have led to verdicts
of not guilty being returned. The only reason I include this Chapter in my Report is that, although I
am satisfied that there is no evidence of mental illness in respect of Detective Sergeant Challenor in
July, August and September 1962, the investigation of this matter in public necessarily involved
revelation of, and attacks upon, the conduct and characters of a number of persons, and it is I feel
only just that my conclusions should be reported.

The  allegations  arising  out  of  these  incidents  fall  into  two  quite  separate  parts,  (a)  that
Detective Sergeant Challenor assaulted persons he was accusing and “planted” offensive weapons,
and (b) that Detective Sergeant Challenor accepted bribes to show favour.

Before dealing with those two aspects it is convenient to summarise certain evidence of a
general character given by or concerning the persons principally involved in the incidents and their
knowledge of one another.

Mr. Pedrini told me that he lived in Holborn and until recently worked as a waiter and cashier
in one of the restaurants owned by his parents. He was never short of money. He had known Mr.
Ford since childhood and in recent years they had spent a lot of their spare time together, mostly at
week-ends, dancing and drinking in West End clubs especially the Belmont Club in Moor Street. He
had not noticed that there was a strip-tease club called the Geisha Club next door to the Belmont



Club.  He  had  known  Mr.  Cheeseman  since  about  the  beginning  of  1961,  having  first  been
introduced to him by Mr. Ford. In the summer of 1962 they would all three visit the Belmont Club.
As far as he knew he had not met Mr. Fraser before he was arrested, and denied any recollection of
seeing Mr. Fraser at the restaurant where he worked, on an occasion when Mr. Fraser said he went
with Mr. Oliva on a friendly call to see him. He had not met nor heard of Mr. King. He did not
know Mr. Gardiner nor Miss Evans, nor anything about the Phoenix or Geisha Clubs. Mr. Ford had
never mentioned Mr. Gardiner’s name to him nor said he was having trouble with a club owner. He
did know Mr. Spiller. He told me that he had known Mr. Oliva quite a few years as a near neighbour
in Holborn and as an acquaintance to speak to or have a drink with, but he was not one of his
intimate circle of friends. He admitted that he lied at his trial in December 1962 when he said he did
not know Mr. Oliva and that the first time he met him was in court. He
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said it was Mr. Oliva’s idea when they were discussing their defence while on remand in Brixton
Prison that it would be best for all of them if their acquaintanceship was concealed because he, Mr.
Oliva, had been in trouble before. Mr. Pedrini said that the evidence against them at that trial was
fabricated, and the only way they could think of getting out of being framed for something they had
not done was for them to tell lies as well. He agreed that once the trial was over there was no need
to perpetuate that lie, but that in a statement to the police that he made on 3rd February 1964, in the
presence of his solicitor while he was still in prison, he did in fact repeat it. He knew at that time
that there was an investigation going on into the conduct of Detective Sergeant Challenor, but his
own case, which was the only one he was interested in, had not been mentioned in the investigation,
although he knew that his family were always trying to prove his innocence and that the National
Council for Civil Liberties had sent a statement to the Home Secretary in November 1963. When
the police came to see him he just stuck to the same story. He told me that he now realised it would
have been better to have told the truth at that time.

Mr. Ford told me that he was 26 years of age and lived in Holborn with his parents. He was a
waiter by occupation, but in 1962 was working for his father as a painter and decorator. He was a
member of the Belmont Club and used to visit the club from time to time in 1962. He also visited
the Lorraine Club but was not a member. He had known Mr. Pedrini, his best friend, since they were
at school, and they spent much of their spare time together. They visited West End clubs and also
frequented the White Hart public house in Theobalds Road, where he first met Mr. Cheeseman
through a friend of Mr. Cheeseman’s father. In 1962 he had known Mr. Cheeseman for about a year
or eighteen months. They used to meet in the White Hart and then go to the West End for a night
out. Sometimes there would just be Mr. Pedrini, Mr. Cheeseman and himself going to the West End,
and sometimes there would be another two people with them as well. Mr. Oliva was also a close
friend of his although not such a close friend as Mr. Pedrini. He had known him all his life, and had
been to the West End with him. He did not know Mr. Fraser before they were arrested. When they
met in Brixton Prison, Mr. Fraser told him that he knew him but he, Mr. Ford, could not remember
ever seeing Mr. Fraser before. He did not know Mr. King although he had heard of him about 10
years ago, and had met him since on the one occasion when Mr. King acted as mediator between
Mr. Gardiner and himself. Mr. Ford said the first time he met Mr. Gardiner was in the Phoenix Club
at either Easter or Whitsuntide 1962 when a girl who was a stripper in the show took himself and
some other people into the club, and Mr. Gardiner told them to leave because they were larking
about. They then left. Mr. Gardiner said he would throw them out if they did not keep quiet, but
there was no fight. Mr. Ford admitted to me that throughout the whole of the case until he was
released from prison, he had consistently lied about his close friendship with Mr. Oliva. The first
occasion was when he told his solicitor at an interview in Brixton Prison on 28th September 1962,
six days after his arrest, that he did not know Mr. Oliva. He told me he lied then because he knew
that  Mr. Oliva had twelve convictions  and he did not  want  to  be involved with him,  and also
because Mr. Oliva had told him that he had been “framed” before. The next occasion was when he



said on oath at the Central Criminal Court that he did not know Mr. Oliva. He was trying then to
defend himself against all the other people who were telling lies and
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trying to get him sent to prison. Mr. Gardiner, Miss Evans, Detective Sergeant Challenor, Police
Constables Ratcliffe, Harris and Stephenson, and the other police officers concerned all told lies, he
said,  and had  conspired  together  against  him to  tell  lies.  He  himself  told  lies  to  establish  his
innocence. The third occasion that he lied about his friendship with Mr. Oliva was when he made a
statement to the police on 10th February 1964 while he was in Wormwood Scrubs Prison. He knew
then that his case was being investigated and he wanted to get out of prison, but he did not know
that Mr. Oliva was going to change his story, as in fact he did, and say that he had known Mr. Ford
all his life. Mr. Ford said that after his release from prison he had an interview with Mr. Goodchild,
the  Chief  Constable  of  Wolverhampton,  who  was  making  enquiries  into  allegations  against
Detective Sergeant Challenor and he told him the truth about his friendship with Mr. Oliva.

Mr. Fraser, aged 23, told me he was married and lived in London S.E.17. He was regularly
employed as a Covent Garden porter. When he was on night work, he used to go to the Wimpy Bar
in Monmouth Street, which kept open all night. Some time early in 1962 he met Mr. Oliva there
quite casually. They struck up a friendship and continued to meet there from time to time. Mr. Oliva
was sometimes accompanied by Miss Murray and Miss Ryan, and on about two occasions he was
with Mr. Ford, to whom Mr. Fraser was introduced. Mr. Fraser said he also once had a drink with
Mr. Oliva, Mr. Ford, Miss Murray and Miss Ryan in the Belmont Club some four or five months
before he was arrested. Those were the only occasions he could remember meeting Mr. Ford. Mr.
Cheeseman was also in the Belmont Club on that occasion and bought him a drink, but he did not
know Mr. Cheeseman then and did not see him again until after his arrest. He agreed that they all
arranged before the trial to say as far as was possible that they did not know each other, and that he
lied  at  his  trial  when  he  said  he  had  not  met  Mr.  Ford  or  Mr.  Cheeseman  before  their  first
appearance at Marlborough Street Magistrate’s Court. He had also met Mr. Pedrini once only, and
that was some months before he was arrested when he went with Mr. Oliva to meet him in his
restaurant. Mr. Fraser said he did not know Mr. Gardiner nor that he owned two striptease clubs in
Soho, and could not remember Mr. Oliva ever mentioning his name. He did not know Miss Evans.
He did not know that Miss Murray had once worked for Mr. Gardiner  and as far as he could
remember she had never mentioned it, not even after an incident on 25th August 1962 involving Mr.
Gardiner’s car and his van in which she was a passenger.

Mr. Oliva,  aged 26, who lives in London E.C.1., told me that he was a docker, but that in
September 1962 had been unemployed for a time. He had known Mr. Ford since he was a boy and
they used to frequent together the White Hart public house in Theobalds Road and also the Lorraine
Club and the Belmont Club, of both of which he was a member. He had also known Mr. Pedrini
since he was a boy, and he too would sometimes go with Mr. Ford and himself to the West End,
usually at the week-ends. He had known Mr. Cheeseman for some years. He used to meet him in the
White Hart public house in Theobalds Road with Mr. Ford and Mr. Pedrini; sometimes all four of
them would go to the West End and sometimes Mr. Cheeseman and Mr. Oliva would go alone. He
knew Mr. Fraser and used to meet him in a restaurant in Shaftesbury Avenue near Covent Garden
where he worked; sometimes when he met Mr. Fraser there he would be accompanied by Miss
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Murray and Miss Ryan. He knew Mr. King and knew that he worked in a betting shop; they used to
go dancing at the Lyceum, and they were also convicted together in 1961 of being in possession of
house breaking implements, which involved a motor car in which masks and jemmies were found,
and for which offence he was sentenced to nine months’ imprisonment. He also stated that he was
convicted  in  1961  and  sentenced  to  two  months’ imprisonment  on  a  charge  of  assaulting  an



attendant at a Turkish Baths with his fists because the attendant would not let him in, but while he
said he had forgotten the truth of this matter he denied the truth of the allegations made against him.
Mr Oliva said he did not himself know Mr. Gardiner, but he had heard of him and knew that he
owned the Phoenix Club and the Geisha Club, which was next door to the Belmont Club; when Mr.
Ford told him in the summer of 1962 that he was having trouble with Mr. Gardiner, he knew whom
he meant. He only knew Miss Evans by sight. Mr. Oliva said that he discussed in Brixton Prison
with his fellow accused, except Mr. Cheeseman, the evidence he was going to give at the trial. He
said that they were all well known to each other, and used to be in each other’s company in the West
End, although he could not remember an occasion when they were all five together at the same time
in the West End. He admitted that they decided to tell lies at the trial as to who knew whom, and
that it was untrue when he said at the trial that the only other defendant he knew beforehand was
Mr. Fraser. He said that he agreed with Mr. Fraser to lie about his other evidence, because he was
not going to call the police liars since they would have read out his previous convictions in court.
He told me that his own evidence at the Central Criminal Court was all lies. It was suggested to Mr.
Oliva that for some time he had fancied himself as someone who could run “protection rackets”,
that he boasted it was not necessary to work for money because he could get what money he liked
without working by operating “protection rackets”, that he could call on a gang of men, 400 strong,
to help him, and that it was based upon these boasts that the Daily Sketch had published an article
about  him on 1st July 1959 with a  photograph of him smiling and showing off shotgun pellet
wounds on his chest. He said that everything in the article was untrue, and had been invented by the
newspaper.  When  he  was  given  a  copy  of  the  newspaper  to  look  at  in  the  witness  box  he
immediately tore it up quite deliberately, and on being asked why he had done so said, “Because it’s
lies and it’s filth”. At this stage in his evidence Mr. Oliva became truculent. He refused to look at
the torn newspaper again or to answer questions about it. On resuming his evidence he maintained
that the article was not a publication of juvenile boasts but from start to finish had been invented by
the newspaper reporters, although he admitted posing for the photograph. Mr. Oliva was then shown
a  document  dated  30th  June  1959  (the  day before  the  article  appeared)  and  he  identified  his
signature at the foot of both pages and his initials against corrections to the typescript in four places.
The document, as corrected, reads as follows:—

“30th June 1959

JOSEPH FRANCIS OLIVA, aged 19, of 6 Radcliffe Buildings, Bourne Estate, ClerkenweII,
N. says:—

I was shot in the chest as I stood in the doorway of Carlo’s Restaurant, Theobalds Road,
Holborn, last night.
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I am a Roman Catholic, educated at St. Peter’s Italian School in Clerkenwell Road, leaving at
15. Since then I have had four convictions — one at 15 for stealing a car; another at 16 for stealing
a motor cycle; three years borstal reduced to six months on appeal for breaking and entering at 18,
at 17 I was fined for causing grievous bodily harm.

I was used to be a fish porter but I have not worked for two years.

My father is a docker and I have two brothers, aged 22 and 29. The eldest one is married.

In the shooting last night I got about 16 lead shots in my chest. My mates picked them out
with a knife.

This is what happened. Ten of us were drinking tea when a black Austin pulled up outside the



cafe. A man stuck a single barrel shot gun through the window when I went out to see them. When I
was two yards from the car the man fired. The car raced off before I could get at the man. I am not
disclosing his name to anyone, not even the police. I know who it is and I am out to get him myself.
I will settle this my way.

I went to the Homeopathic Hospital. They gave me an injection but I insisted on leaving. My
mates had washed the wounds and picked out the 16 shots. Perhaps there are one or two still in but
this doesn’t worry me.

The reason for the shooting is because I am the leader of a gang 400 strong. They call me
King Oliva.

The shooting was in retaliation for a fight which took place in a dice speiler in a Camden
Town club three weeks ago. It was a revenge attack because six of us cleaned up all the money,
about £80. We just did it to show I was the “Governor”. The money has gone on a car — a big
Buick car, big enough to hold a lot of us. 

I am going to be boss of the night clubs — and run the night clubs around the West End. I
have got to shift one or two big gang leaders to do it. But I have got a man behind me financing me.
I already work for him. We have got to have cars to get around in and “clobber” (clothes) to look
the part.

We already get a nice little living from East End clubs and some in the West End. And we
look after about 12 clubs. We see no one takes liberties with the juke boxes and we make sure there
is  no  trouble  in  the  clubs.  The  club  owners  pay  us  for  this  and  we  give  the  money  to  the
“Governor”.  He is a London business man who owns property and lives in a big house on the
outskirts of town.

I command about 400 people. I can get them all at 24 hours notice just by fifteen to twenty
’phone calls to individual top men in each gang. Then I am the Governor of them all. They are
different gangs from all North and South London but mostly in the Theobalds Road Area. 

All the 400 do not get paid. They do it for the kicks. They are all teenagers. They worship me
— King Oliva. 

We last called the 400 up six months ago for a big fight at the Memorial Hall, Camden Town.
But the other side backed out. 

I have two Lieutenants.  I split equally with them. I am drawing about £30 a week at the
moment. 5 
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We do not value our lives because without money we are nothing.

I am not worried about jail. If you do these things you have to expect “bird”. It is one of those
things. I am not afraid of prison or afraid of anything or anybody. When I am dead, that’s it. I am
not afraid of serving as much time as Billy Hill but I am not going to jail for nothing.

Look at Billy Hill. He was like us when he started. We admire him and look up to him. He’s
living easy. He is respected — feared if you like. I am going to be like Billy Hill one day.

We are going back at the fellows who shot me to give more than we got. In the death, they



will fall in with me and I’ll be stronger still.

It was Chicago come to London. A car pulled up . . . . bang, bang. Men can get shooters easily
in London if they know where to go. We are not afraid and not worried about the public. They don’t
worry about us.

We don’t want to have a go at the public. Only gang governors like us in the underworld. I am
going to be boss because there are some rich pickings. All a fellow needs is guts and backing — and
I’ve got both. We are going to live good with cars, and fine clothes. A big showdown for power is
coming and when it does come it will be a bloody battle.

I used to fight for fun but now I’m going to the top for money. Girls? I go out with a few but I
don’t go steady. I’ve not time for them in my business.

(Signed) JOSEPH OLIVA.”

On being questioned about the truth of that statement Mr. Oliva said that the first part containing his
name, age, address, convictions and family history was true. The description of the shooting when
he received lead shots in his chest was also true, although he did not himself go after the person
responsible. He agreed that he refused to assist the police in any way in bringing to justice those
persons who were charged with shooting at him with intent to murder. He knew that they were
found in possession of weapons, including loaded guns, when they were arrested. He agreed that
neither he nor Mr. Ford, who was also there at the time, was called to give evidence. The reference
in the statement to the pellets in his chest was not true, but he said he could not remember what
really happened. He also said he could not remember the reason for the shooting, but it was not for
any of the reasons in his statement which were not true, nor because he was the leader of a gang. It
was true that he was called King Oliva, but untrue that he intended to be boss of the night clubs or
that he already had a nice little living from clubs. Mr. Oliva said he did not know what he meant
when he said that “we look after about 12 clubs”, nor did he agree that it was a good description of
a “protection racket” when he said in the statement that “We see no one takes liberties with the juke
boxes and we make sure there is no trouble in the clubs”, and “The club owners pay us for this and
we give the money to the ‘Governor’ ”. At one stage in his evidence Mr. Oliva said that everyone
knew what a protection racket was, but at another he said he did not himself know and did not care.
On being questioned further, he said “a protection racket is one where Challenor framed people,
getting money out of them when they were going to prison”. He denied that he was 
128

prepared to say whatever he could to discredit Detective Sergeant Challenor and anyone else in the
police force whether it was true or not. He maintained that he had not boasted about “protection
rackets”, and said the newspapers asked him for a story and he did it for money, not because he
wanted to. Mr. Oliva told me that on the evening of the day he was released on bail he met all his
fellow defendants, together with his own father, Mr. and Mrs. Cheeseman, Mr. and Mrs. Ford and
Mr. and Mrs. Pedrini, in the White Hart public house. This had been arranged on the day he was
arrested and the discussion at the meeting concerned Detective Sergeant Challenor.

Mr. Cheeseman  told  me he was aged 22,  a  salesman,  and lived  at  Kings Cross  with his
parents.  He had always  suffered from bronchitis  and for  a  period of  about  two months  in  the
summer of 1962 was out of work through ill health. During that time he used to come up to the
West End about once a week and visit the Lorraine Club in Greek Street and the Belmont Club in
Moor Street as a change from going dancing at the Streatham Locarno. His parents were supporting
him financially. He did not notice a strip tease club called the Geisha Club next door to the Belmont
Club. Some eighteen months to two years previously, through a friend of his father, he had met Mr.



John Ford, and through him Mr. Riccardo Pedrini. They used to see one another in the White Hart
public house in Theobalds Road and would have a drink together about once a fortnight. The first
time he met Mr. Ford or Mr. Pedrini in the West End was on the night he was arrested when he met
them quite by chance in the Lorraine Club. Mr. Fraser was not an acquaintance of his but he thought
he might have met him before their arrests. Similarly he could not recollect having met Mr. Oliva.
He said he did not know Mr. King or Mr. Spiller, and denied that he had ever been to greyhound
race meetings with Mr. Spiller. He did not know Mr. Gardiner or Miss Evans or anything about
either of them.

Mr. Gardiner  told me he was the proprietor of a strip tease club in Old Comp- ton Street
formerly known as the Phoenix Strip  Club. He had owned the club since August  1960. In the
summer of 1962 he also owned the Geisha Strip Club in Moor Street which he acquired at the end
of 1961. The two clubs were run separately until 19th September 1962 when they were closed by
threats of violence, and for some time after that he kept only the Phoenix Club going because he
could not get staff to work at the Geisha Club. The Geisha Club was re-opened later. He employed
Miss Evans at the clubs and they were living together at the time. Prior to the first trouble he had
with Mr. Ford in July 1962 he had not met him or spoken to him, although he had noticed him
looking in his direction before then. He agreed that he had a record of violence and dishonesty
starting in 1944, which record included convictions for receiving stolen goods, obtaining money by
false pretences, and assaults on police officers. He denied that there was any conspiracy between
him, Detective Sergeant Challenor and other police officers to obtain the conviction of men known
to be innocent. He agreed that he told a number of people that he wanted Mr. Ford prosecuted. He
denied suggestions put to him that he had offered money to persuade persons to give evidence
against Mr. Ford, that he had sought to instruct Miss Evans in evidence she should give against Mr.
Ford, and that he had tried to persuade a doorman named Emmerson to give false evidence against
Mr. Ford. Mr. Gardiner maintained that allegations against him contained in statements made by the
three doormen Mr. Goff, Mr. Emmerson and Mr. Berrill for the purpose of the Court of Criminal
Appeal hearing in July 1964
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were false. He suggested that the false allegations of these employees were due to intimidation.

Miss Murray,  aged 21, told me she was a waitress. She worked in a club in Frith Street,
serving drinks to men customers. She had worked there for six to nine months. After leaving school
at the age of 15 in 1959, she worked as a clerk in Shoreditch and used to go dancing in the lunch
time with her sister and her friend, Miss Ryan. She met Mr. Gardiner there and was persuaded to
work for him part-time as a club hostess. After a week she left her job as a clerk and worked for him
full-time. Her duties were to look after men customers and to see that they bought a number of
drinks. She was paid in accordance with the number of drinks her customers bought, and on the first
night she was there she earned between £6 and £8. At first she worked at the Phoenix Club and later
at the Butterfly Club which was also then owned by Mr. Gardiner. She never worked at the Geisha
Club. She wanted to continue working in that sort of club earning that sort of money, but after a few
months the police found out how young she was, and in 1960 she was placed under supervision as
being in need of care or protection. In November 1961 she started associating with Mr. Oliva. She
did not remember where she first met Mr. Oliva but it might have been in the Coffee Pot in Berwick
Street.  He was really her  sister’s boy friend,  and when her  sister  was not  available  he  started
associating with herself and Miss Ryan because, he said, if he went out with his friends he would
only get into trouble. She did not know what sort of trouble he meant, nor did she know which
friends he was referring to. When she was going about with Mr. Oliva they used to meet Mr. Fraser
sometimes in a Wimpy Bar near Covent Garden, and she would sometimes go in Mr. Fraser’s van
round Soho when Mr. Oliva borrowed it. She also met Mr. Ford and Mr. King, as friends of Mr.
Oliva. She did not think she met Mr. Cheeseman.



Miss Ryan, aged 21, said she worked as a club hostess. She told me that when she left school
at the age of 15 she worked in a shop in Moorgate and used to go dancing in the Lyceum Ballroom
in the Strand in the lunch time. In 1960, when she was nearly 17 she met Mr. Gardiner there and he
persuaded her and some of her friends to work in his clubs. At first she worked part-time in the
Phoenix Club and later became a full-time employee of Mr. Gardiner’s. The Phoenix Club was then
a hostess club, not a strip tease club. She also took work at clubs other than those owned by Mr.
Gardiner. Then she was placed on probation and told to stay away from the West End, and as a
result took a job in a shop in Ludgate Hill. In the summer of 1962, after keeping away from the
West End for about fifteen months, she returned and, not having much to do, spent all her time
going around cafes and clubs with Mr. Oliva and her friend Miss Jean Murray. She first met Mr.
Oliva through Miss Murray in  about  1959 but  did not  know him very well  then.  Through her
association with Mr. Oliva she had met Mr. Ford, Mr. Pedrini and Mr. Cheeseman.

Mr. King told me he was a publicity agent for groups of singers. In the summer of 1962 he
worked in a betting shop in Greek Street W.1., and prior to that in 1961 had been serving a sentence
of imprisonment for possessing house-breaking implements, an offence of which he was convicted
with Mr. Joseph Francis Oliva. He had known Mr. Oliva since about 1960. In the summer of 1962,
he said, he also came to know Mr. Ford. In a statement dated 27th November 1963 that he gave to
Mrs. Joyce Butler, M.P., he said that in 1962 he had known Mr. Gardiner for years.
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Mr. Spiller  was escorted from prison to give his evidence before me. He told me he was a
window  cleaner  by  profession.  He  said  that  during  an  earlier  sentence  of  imprisonment  in
Pentonville Prison three or four years previously he first met Mr. Gardiner, whom he said he knew
vaguely. He shared a cell in Pentonville Prison at that time with Mr. Goff, one of the doormen
employed by Mr. Gardiner at his clubs in 1962. Mr. Spiller told me that he was a member of both
the Lorraine Club and the Belmont Club in 1962. He had then known Mr. John Ford for some time
and Mr. Pedrini since about 1960. Mr. Pedrini went to dog racing meetings with Mr. Ford and
himself, and on a number of occasions Mr. Cheeseman was also in their party. Mr. Spiller said he
had met Mr. Oliva twice before he was arrested, the first occasion being in the Lorraine Club a few
months beforehand. He did not know Mr. Fraser. He first realised there was some sort of trouble
between Mr. Gardiner and Mr. Ford at the time of the incident on 7th August 1962 when Mr. Ford
accused Mr. Gardiner of threatening him with a hammer.

On 18th December 1962 at the Central Criminal Court, Mr. Riccardo Pedrini, Mr. John Ford,
Mr. James Fraser, Mr. Joseph Oliva and Mr. Alan Cheeseman were convicted of the following
offences and sentenced to the following effective terms of imprisonment.

Mr. Pedrini and Mr. Cheeseman … for conspiring to demand money with menaces, demanding
money  with  menaces,  and  possessing  an  offensive  weapon  in  a  public  place  without  lawful
authority or reasonable excuse.
Mr. Pedrini: seven years’ imprisonment. 
Mr. Cheeseman: three years’ imprisonment.

Mr.  Ford  …for  conspiring  to  demand  money  with  menaces  and  for  demanding  money  with
menaces.
Five years’ imprisonment.

Mr. Fraser … for possessing an offensive weapon in a public place without lawful authority or
reasonable excuse.
Fifteen months’ imprisonment.



Mr. Oliva … for conspiring to demand money with menaces, for possessing offensive weapons in a
public place without lawful authority or reasonable excuse, and for receiving a radio set knowing it
to have been stolen.
Six years’ imprisonment.

On 15th  May 1963 the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  refused  Mr. Pedrini  leave  to  appeal  against
sentence, refused Mr. Cheeseman leave to appeal against conviction and sentence, and allowed Mr.
Oliva’s appeal against sentence by varying the period of imprisonment to five years.

On 7th October 1963 and 5th December 1963 respectively Mr. Pedrini and Mr. Ford applied to the
Court of Criminal Appeal for leave to appeal against conviction out of time. Both these applications
were pending when the cases of all five men were referred to that Court by the Home Secretary.

On 28th July 1964 the Court of Criminal Appeal quashed all the convictions. 
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Section B. The allegations of assault and “planting” of weapons

Mr. Gardiner told me that in the summer of 1962 he had noticed young men loitering near the
Geisha Club and on 16th July 1962 the apparent leader of the group, Mr. John Ford, sought to
engage him in conversation in the street and butted him in the face. The purpose of Mr. Ford’s
conversation according to Mr. Gardiner was that a business arrangement should be made for some
of Mr. Ford’s friends to work for Mr. Gardiner, who understood that what was suggested was a
“protection racket”. They parted with Mr. Ford telling Mr. Gardiner, “Watch where you walk”. Later
the same day, according to Mr. Gardiner, Mr. Ford approached him again, asked him if he had made
his mind up, and again butted his face. The resulting fight ended, said Mr. Gardiner, when Mr. Ford
and his friends ran away when someone said the police were coming.

Mr. John Ford’s version of this incident was a denial of threatening Mr. Gardiner, and a denial
of being concerned in or suggesting to Mr. Gardiner a “protection racket”. He also denied butting
Mr. Gardiner, but he admitted striking Mr. Gardiner with his hand and that he fought with Mr.
Gardiner, but could not remember much about the fight. He told me the reason he had approached
Mr. Gardiner was because the latter had stopped money from the emoluments of a lady employed at
the Club, in order to pay Mr. Ford’s entrance fees to the Club on a previous occasion when the lady
in question had taken him to the Club as her friend. Mr. Ford agreed in evidence that in respect of
an  incident  in  1964 he  had butted  a  police  officer  in  the  face,  and that  “butting”  people  was
something he was inclined to do, but he later retracted that admission.

The police investigated this incident, and Mr. Gardiner declined to give details of the incident,
or to disclose the identity of any person involved or even his private address. The Club doorman
Mr. Berrill employed by Mr. Gardiner told me that Mr. Gardiner had started the fight.

Although Mr. Gardiner was revealed to be a man of bad character, and on the totality of the
evidence I formed the opinion of him that he was prepared to run his business of a strip tease club
proprietor irrespective of the social evil involved in the exploitation of young girls, nevertheless I
found him to be substantially a truthful witness. As to the incidents of 16th July 1962, I find that the
terminal fight was started by Mr. Gardiner but that it was provoked by the threats and suggestion of
a “protection racket” made by Mr. Ford and by Mr. Ford’s butting Mr. Gardiner in the face.

On 17th July 1962 Mr. Lionel William King (who features in Chapter I) spoke with Mr. Ford
about the previous day’s fight between Mr. Gardiner and Mr. Ford, and as a result went with Mr.



Ford to Mr. Gardiner outside the Phoenix Club in order to effect a reconciliation between them. Mr.
Gardiner told me that Mr. Riccardo Pedrini was also present with Mr. Ford on that occasion and
said, “If you nick Ford I’ll cut you up”. Mr. King had asked him not to report Mr. Ford to the police
and had said that if he did not report the incident he would be left alone. Mr. King remembered a
fourth person being present but could not be certain that it was Mr. Pedrini. Mr. Ford denied that
Mr. Pedrini was present. Mr. Ford’s version to me was that he had heard from various persons that
Mr. Gardiner was going to report the previous day’s incident to the police as an allegation of assault
by Mr. Ford, and that the ap-
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proach with Mr. King on 17th July was in the desire to shake hands and forget about the incident.
He said that they did shake hands and he believed that ended the matter. The doorman, Mr. Berrill,
gave evidence of hearing Mr. King say to Mr. Gardiner that “they” did not want money from him
but just wanted to forget the incident. Mr. Ford, on oath in December 1962 at his trial, and in a
statement made in the presence of his solicitor in February 1964, had denied that there had been an
occasion in which Mr. King in his presence had asked Mr. Gardiner not to report him to the police
in respect of assault. These denials Mr. Ford agreed in evidence before me were completely false.

Mr. Riccardo Pedrini in evidence before me denied being present with Mr. Ford and Mr. King
on this occasion, and as the only positive identification of Mr. Pedrini is by Mr. Gardiner, I am not
satisfied that Mr. Pedrini was present. I am satisfied that a companion of Mr. Ford did issue the
threat  erroneously  attributed  to  Mr. Pedrini,  and  I  am certain  that  the  approach  made  to  Mr.
Gardiner on 17th July was for the purpose of intimidating him so that he would not pursue any
allegation of assault against Mr. Ford. The incident is an illustration of what on the evidence before
me was a real problem facing police officers stationed at West End Central Police Station, including
Detective Sergeant Challenor, namely that victims of threats or of violence in Soho were frequently
unwilling to make complaints, or to give information because of fear of recrimination.

In the early hours of 18th July 1962 Mr. Gardiner went to his car, parked in New Compton
Street, and discovered that the hood and tyres had been slashed and the windscreen smashed. Mr.
Gardiner told Mr. Berrill, who saw the damage, that it had been done by Mr. Ford, but when he
reported the damage to  the  police on the  same day Mr. Gardiner  was evasive  as  to  whom he
considered was responsible, and said he did not know who might have done the damage. Mr. Ford
denied damaging the car and asserted that his belief was that Mr. Gardiner had invented the whole
story.

I am satisfied the car was damaged but it is not possible to say who caused the damage. The
only significance of the incident is that it reveals Mr. Gardiner’s fear of recrimination by Mr. Ford if
complaints were made to the police concerning Mr. Ford. This aspect was taken a stage further by
the evidence of Detective Inspector Bruce who, having seen a newspaper article dated 22nd July
1962 to the effect that Mr. Gardiner was the victim of a protection racket and had been assaulted
and suffered damage to his car, interviewed Mr. Gardiner on 24th July. Mr. Gardiner complained of
the  incidents  of  16th July to  Detective Inspector  Bruce,  but  declined to  disclose the names of
persons involved or witnesses, and on 25th July Mr. Gardiner failed to keep an appointment with
Detective Inspector Bruce which had been made in order that a written statement of his complaints
could be made. Detective Inspector Bruce considered that Mr. Gardiner’s conduct at the interview
and his failure to attend on the following day were consistent with the complaints being true, and I
do not regard Mr. Gardiner’s refusal to disclose names and failure to make a signed statement as
reflecting adversely upon his veracity.

On the evening of 7th August 1962 in Old Compton Street, Mr. Gardiner was engaged in
repairing part of the damage to his car which had occurred on the night of 17th/18th July. For this



purpose he had a copper headed hammer which he was using to knock out a dent. I accept Mr.
Gardiner’s evidence to
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that effect. Mr. Ford told me that on this occasion he was walking along Old Compton Street with a
Mr. Turner, when Mr. Gardiner’s car stopped in front of him, Mr. Gardiner jumped out and then
threatened him with a hammer. Mr. Ford said he ran away and returned with a police officer to
whom he  complained  of  Mr. Gardiner’s conduct,  and  who then  removed  a  hammer  from Mr.
Gardiner’s pocket and forcibly held Mr. Gardiner. According to Mr. Ford, the police officer and
those present made their way on foot towards the police station but before arriving he changed his
mind about preferring a charge as he became frightened, so he turned aside and walked away. Mr.
Turner gave evidence but I  derive no assistance therefrom as his  recollection was undoubtedly
impaired. A Mr. Spiller told me that he was a companion to Mr. Ford on this occasion. Mr. Ford
denied knowledge of Mr. Spiller. According to Mr. Spiller, Mr. Ford was threatened by Mr. Gardiner
who rose from a bending position where he was doing something to his car. Mr. Berrill said Mr.
Gardiner ran out of the Club with the hammer and that the car was not in the street, which evidence
I reject.

Police Sergeant Ratcliffe was the officer who was fetched to the scene by Mr. Ford who,
according to the officer, was very excited and complaining of Mr. Gardiner’s threats and assault
with a hammer. The officer went to Mr. Gardiner who, he said, was by his car and who gave an
account  of  raising  the  hammer  to  defend  himself  against  Mr.  Ford  and  three  others  who  had
approached him and demanded money from him with threats of violence if he did not pay. Police
Sergeant Ratcliffe said that Mr. Gardiner handed the hammer to him and he recognised the type as
part of a car tool kit. He then asked Mr. Ford if he wanted to prefer a charge and was willing to
come to the police station to do so; Mr. Ford agreed and Mr. Gardiner was willing to accompany
them. They all set off on foot and at no time did he arrest or take hold of Mr. Gardiner. Police
Sergeant Ratcliffe spoke to hearing Mr. Gardiner remark to Mr. Ford, “I’m going to finger the lot of
you when we get over there”, to which Mr. Ford replied, “You know what will happen if you do.
That woman of yours won’t want to be seen with you again”. According to the officer, Mr. Ford
also said of Mr. Gardiner, “I’m going to fix the bastard one way or another”, and there was an
argument between Mr. Ford and his friends as to whether it was wise to prefer the charge against
Mr. Gardiner. Eventually Mr. Ford and his three companions ran away. There was corroborative
evidence of Police Sergeant Ratcliffe from Miss Evans, an employee and close associate of Mr.
Gardiner at that date, who spoke to hearing Mr. Ford’s threats on the way to the police station.

Mr. Gardiner’s version  was  that  he  was  approached by Mr. Ford  and three  others  while
repairing his car, and that Mr. Ford threatened violence if Mr. Gardiner did not give them money.
His evidence tallied with that of Police Sergeant Ratcliffe save in that the officer told me that Mr.
Gardiner mentioned the name of Detective Sergeant Challenor in respect of Mr. Ford’s connection
with a protection racket, whereas Mr. Gardiner said he did not think he mentioned that officer by
name.

On arrival at the police station, Mr. Gardiner, Miss Evans, and Mr. Spiller, the only one of the
four men who had run away to be caught again, were questioned by Detective Constable Walker
and then allowed to go, no further action being contemplated by the police.
l34

I have no hesitation in reaching the conclusion as to this incident that Mr. Ford did approach
Mr. Gardiner  with the intention of  demanding money and that  he did threaten violence if  Mr.
Gardiner did not pay. I have equally no doubt that having a hammer ready to hand Mr. Gardiner
immediately raised it threateningly towards Mr. Ford.



A few hours later at 12.25 a.m. on 8th August 1962 Detective Constable Harris, then a Police
Constable, saw three men outside the Phoenix Club. They were Mr. Gardiner, who was standing
back to the was looking rather white, and Mr. John Ford and Mr. Riccardo Pedrini who appeared to
be threatening Mr. Gardiner. The officer intervened and he told me that Mr. Pedrini gave his correct
name but that Mr. Ford gave the name of “Williams”. Mr. Gardiner did not make any complaint to
the police officer at the time but the latter made a note of the occurrence in his pocket book and in
the records at West End Central Police Station.

In evidence before me both Mr. Ford and Mr. Pedrini denied all recollection of this incident.
Mr. Pedrini said he did not know Mr. Gardiner and had never threatened him and suggested that he
must have been mistakenly identified, or, if he was rightly identified, that he had had too much to
drink.

I have no doubt in reaching the conclusion, having seen and heard Mr. Ford and Mr. Pedrini,
that they both recollect the incident quite well and that it was an incident of intimidation of Mr.
Gardiner of which he was afraid to complain.

Mr. Gardiner gave further evidence of an incident which occurred in the small hours of 25th
August  1962,  when  he  was  driving  his  open  top  car  with  Miss  Evans  as  his  passenger  from
Kensington via Bayswater Road to Piccadilly and Piccadilly Circus where he stopped and spoke to
Police Constable Goss. He described how in the course of that journey he was followed by a van
driven by Mr. Joseph Oliva and in which Mr. Fraser was a passenger. Mr. Gardiner said that when
he  was  stationary  at  traffic  lights  the  van  drew  level  and  Mr. Fraser  shouted,  “Are  you  still
grassing?”, and struck at him with a metal bar which looked like a bayonet. The van tried to cut in
front of him when the lights changed but he got ahead and stopped to report to the first policeman
he saw.

Miss Evans corroborated Mr. Gardiner save in that she could not hear Mr. Fraser’s words. She
gave evidence that after the police officer stopped the van at Piccadilly Circus, Mr. Fraser said to
her “When we do your old man up we will do you as well”.

Mr. Oliva’s version of this matter was that he and his friend Miss Jean Murray met Mr. Fraser
in the West End and he drove in Mr. Fraser’s van to a Knightsbridge club and thence back towards
Piccadilly. On the journey towards Piccadilly, he said, Mr. Gardiner in a car kept “cutting him up”
and eventually forced him to stop. He denied emphatically any incident of Mr. Fraser shouting at
Mr. Gardiner or of the use of a metal bar. He denied travelling along Bayswater Road where that
incident was alleged to have taken place.  Mr Fraser who gave evidence did recollect travelling
along Bayswater Road and stated that he was the driver. He recollected an incident in Bayswater
Road which involved a car driven by Mr. Gardiner, but he denied the use of or presence of a metal
bar.
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Miss Jean Murray gave evidence of her presence in the van which she said was driven by Mr.
Oliva. Her first impression of any “incident” was after driving along Bayswater Road and when
proceeding along Piccadilly. She then became aware of a car apparently trying to race them, and of
the driver of that car shouting something. When stopped by the police she appreciated that the car
driver was Mr. Gardiner. She told me she saw nothing of any weapon of any description.

Police Constable Goss  stopped the  van on hearing  Mr. Gardiner’s complaint  of  its  being
driven dangerously. Mr. Oliva and Mr. Fraser got out of the van and when Mr. Gardiner repeated his
complaints in  their  presence,  including the complaint  of  the threat  with a  metal  bar, both men



denied them. The van was searched but no metal bar or like object was found. Police Constable
Goss told me that Mr. Gardiner had mentioned to him Detective Sergeant Challenor’s name and had
said  that  the  men in the  van were involved in  a  protection  racket  into  which  that  officer  was
enquiring. Mr. Gardiner did not recollect saying that.

The discrepancies between the evidence of Mr. Oliva and Mr. Fraser and the discrepancy
between the evidence given by Mr. Fraser to me and that which he gave on oath in December 1962
at his trial, together with the demeanour of both in the witness box made it quite impossible to
accept the evidence of either of them as reliable. I prefer the evidence of Mr. Gardiner as to what
occurred but I consider that his complaints were exaggerated and do not accept as accurate every
detail of his evidence as to this incident. The only matter which is relevant to the consideration of
the conduct of Detective Sergeant Challenor is that just as one has evidence from Police Sergeant
Ratcliffe of Mr. Gardiner mentioning the name of Challenor to him on 7th August 1962, so one has
evidence from Police Constable Goss of Mr. Gardiner mentioning the name of Challenor on 25th
August 1962 to him.

Mr. Gardiner told me that at the Geisha Club on the evening of the next day 26th August, he
was sought out by Mr. Oliva and Mr. Ford. He said that Mr. Oliva threatened to report him for
dangerous driving if Mr. Gardiner so reported to the police about Mr. Oliva, and further stated that
unless Mr. Gardiner was prepared to give them money he would not be in business much longer.

Mr. Oliva’s version was that as he and Mr. Ford emerged from the Belmont Club adjacent to the
Geisha Club, Mr. Gardiner started an argument with Mr. Ford who would have nothing to do with
Mr. Gardiner. Mr. Oliva said he did not know what it was all about but he offered to fight Mr.
Gardiner who walked away, and no fight took place.

Mr. Ford told me of this incident that he was not there and had never been present when Mr.
Oliva had demanded money from Mr. Gardiner. This denial of his being implicated was consistent
with his evidence on oath in December 1962. As I find it difficult to see any reason why Mr. Oliva
should implicate Mr. Ford unless Mr. Ford was in fact present I do not accept Mr. Ford’s denials in
this respect. In the light of the whole of the evidence I find the fact to be that money was demanded
from Mr. Gardiner on this occasion by Mr. Oliva in Mr. Ford’s presence.

In the early morning of 19th September 1962 Mr. Gardiner saw, according to his evidence,
Mr. Joseph Oliva, in the presence of Mr. Ford, engaged in
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cutting the hood of Mr. Gardiner’s car in the road outside the Club. Mr. Gardiner said that on this
occasion Mr. Ford said to him, “That is what we will do to your face”. Corroborative evidence of
the fact that the hood was cut was given by Mr. Berrill.

Both Mr. Oliva and Mr. Ford denied this incident and said that they had not been outside the
Club on that occasion. Mr. Gardiner as a result of this incident went on the same day to West End
Central Police Station where he saw Detective Sergeant Challenor and made complaints to him. He
returned to that police station later that day to make a written signed statement at Detective Sergeant
Challenor’s request. This statement was in fact made not to Detective Sergeant Challenor but to
Detective Constable Harrison who quite  independently of  Detective Sergeant  Challenor  had by
chance met Mr. Gardiner on 17th or 18th September, and had asked him to come to the police
station in order that he could investigate information he had received from another source.

In his evidence Mr. Joseph Oliva alleged that Mr. Gardiner had invented the incident, and that
he had said, in his written statement to the police, what he had been instructed to say by Detective



Sergeant Challenor.

I accept the evidence of Mr. Gardiner as to the cutting of the hood by Mr. Oliva.

Mr. Gardiner described his interview with Detective Sergeant Challenor on 19th September
1962 as the first of a limited number of occasions on which he recalled seeing that officer. He did
not consider that he was mentally sick. Whilst I accept Mr. Gardiner’s evidence that at no time did
he get the impression that Detective Sergeant Challenor was mentally sick,  I  do not accept his
recollection that this was the first time he had seen that officer as accurate. I am satisfied on the
whole of the evidence that prior to 19th September 1962 Detective Sergeant Challenor was hoping,
through the assistance of information from Mr. Gardiner, to arrest such person or persons who could
be shown to be engaged in “protection rackets”.

At the same time at which Mr. Gardiner was at the West End Central Police Station on 19th
September 1962 making his statement to Detective Constable Harrison, the Geisha Club where
Miss Evans was in charge was visited by Mr. Joseph Oliva, Mr. Ford and Mr. Pedrini. Proof of their
presence depended almost entirely on the evidence of Miss Evans to that effect.  All  three men
denied that they visited the Club; Mr. Oliva, and Mr. Pedrini said that they had never been there,
and Mr. Ford said that he was at home every evening that week. A Mrs. Beer was called to establish
that Mr. Pedrini was at her house from 6.30 p.m. or 7.0 p.m. to 11 p.m. on 19th September, which
was her birthday. A Mr. Beavington gave evidence that he was at the home of Mr. Charles Ford, the
father of Mr. John Ford, on 19th and 20th September in the evenings and that Mr. John Ford was
there on the evening of 19th September. Mr. Charles Ford corroborated Mr. Beavington, but there
was disagreement between them as to when Mr. Charles Ford first mentioned to Mr. Beavington
that his son John was in trouble because of something supposedly done on 19th September. I do not
think that either Mrs. Beer or Mr. Beavington were deliberately trying to deceive me but I do not
accept their evidence.

Miss Evans, whose evidence on this aspect I accept, said that she told Mr. Oliva that she did
not know where Mr. Gardiner was, and would not tell him
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even if she knew, and that Mr. Oliva and Mr. Ford threatened that they would do violence to Mr.
Gardiner if he reported them to the police.

Mr. Gardiner told me that on his return from West End Central Police Station that night at
about 9.30 p.m. he found both his Clubs closed, that he learned from Miss Evans what she said had
occurred, and that he went straight back to the police station. Mr. Gardiner’s evidence of his return
to the police station, his further complaint, and the result that he was taken out in a police vehicle in
an attempt to find Mr. Oliva and his companions was corroborated to my entire satisfaction, and the
acceptance of this evidence supports my view that Miss Evans told the truth as to the events at the
Geisha Club on that evening.

The incidents referred to above so far as they were known to the police were causing grave
concern. The police received an anonymous letter dated 28th August 1962 drawing their attention to
the meetings of a gang of men at the Coffee Pot in Berwick Street. Enquiries revealed to Detective
Constable  Harrison  that  a  gang  of  about  seven  men  headed  by  Mr.  Joseph  Oliva  met  there.
Detective  Constable  Harrison  also  received  information  from  a  source  unconnected  with  Mr.
Gardiner, that Mr. Joseph Oliva and his associates were causing trouble and trying to operate a
protection  racket,  and  that  the  informants  believed  that  Mr. Gardiner  might  be  suffering  from
similar  pressure  being  brought  to  bear  on  him.  The  officer  formed  the  impression  that  his
informants  were being intimidated:  they were not  prepared to  make signed statements  of  their



allegations. He submitted a report to his superiors and intended to interview Mr. Gardiner about the
matter. He met him by chance and arranged for him to make a signed statement on 19th September
1962. This statement having been made it was placed with other papers relating to the same matter
on his desk pending further enquiries. Detective Sergeant Challenor was the officer in charge of
night duty in the early hours of 19th September 1962 and had received Mr. Gardiner’s complaint on
that day. In the course of investigating that complaint he took from Detective Constable Harrison’s
desk the statement made by Mr. Gardiner and the other papers, and on Detective Constable Harrison
coming on duty he discovered that his papers had been so removed and that Mr. Riccardo Pedrini,
Mr. John Ford and Mr. Alan Cheeseman had already been arrested.

On the night of 21st September 1962 Police Constable Legge and Police Constable Wells, two
Aids to C.I.D., were on duty in plain clothes in Old Compton Street on the opposite side to the
Phoenix Club. At that date Police Constable Legge had only been stationed at West End Central
Police Station for  four  days  and he  had never  met  nor  been in  communication  with Detective
Sergeant Challenor. Police Constable Wells had been stationed at West End Central Police Station
for at the most seven days and he had neither seen nor heard of Detective Sergeant Challenor prior
to the night of 21st September 1962. These are important facts given in evidence which I accept.

Police Constable Legge said that on this occasion he observed Mr. Gardiner, in the doorway
of  the  Phoenix  Club,  being  pushed  by Mr. Ford,  Mr. Pedrini  and  Mr. Cheeseman.  There  was
shouting and swearing going on, and he crossed the street and stood about two yards from the
incident. The officer said he heard Mr. Pedrini say to Mr. Gardiner, “You are going to give us £100
or what
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you going to do”, to which Mr. Gardiner did not reply. The two officers then moved forward and
Police Constable Wells announced that they were police officers and had heard threats and the
demand for money with menaces, to which Mr. Pedrini replied that Mr. Gardiner would not dare to
charge them. Mr. Ford ran away. Police Constable Legge told Mr. Cheeseman that he was being
arrested for the same offence to which he replied, “I don’t know anything about this. We were only
kidding about doing him up”. According to Police Constable Legge, Mr. Pedrini was wearing an
overcoat and Mr. Cheeseman a suit but no overcoat. Both arrested men and Mr. Gardiner were taken
to West End Central Police Station, with the two officers who had arrested them, in a police van.
According to Police Constable Legge neither of the arrested men was searched before arrival at the
police station. On the journey to the police station it was seen that Mr. Gardiner’s ear was bleeding.

Police Constable Wells corroborated Police Constable Legge.

Mr. Gardiner told me that the three men came up to him outside his Club and Mr. Pedrini
threatened to close the Club if  he did not give him £100. He said that both Mr. Ford and Mr.
Cheeseman had knives and that he saw an iron bar sticking out of the inside of Mr. Pedrini’s coat.
Mr. Ford, according to Mr. Gardiner, threatened to cut his ears off and did nick one slightly as he
pointed with the knife to his ear. Mr. Cheeseman, alleged Mr. Gardiner, had exhorted Mr. Ford to
“cut him up”.

Mr. Pedrini, Mr. Ford, Mr. Cheeseman, Mr. Spiller and a Mrs. Jennings all gave evidence of
having spent  some time together  in  the  Lorraine  Club in  Greek Street  on the  evening of  21st
September, after which they, with the exception of Mr. Ford who left the group on the corner of
Greek Street and Old Compton Street, made their way along Old Compton Street. A Mr. Keen was
also with them. Mr. Pedrini’s version to me was that Mr. Gardiner shouted from the doorway of the
Phoenix Club, that he said nothing to Mr. Gardiner, and that Police Constable Legge and Wells then
arrested himself and Mr. Cheeseman and “frisked” them respectively. Mr. Pedrini also said that as a



result of Miss Evans intervening on behalf of Mr. Cheeseman, Police Constable Wells let him go.
This was denied in evidence by Miss Evans and both officers. Mr. Pedrini said that Mr. Cheeseman
was re-arrested as a result of Mr. Gardiner’s protest.

Mr. Cheeseman in evidence told me that the first unusual matter of which he was aware was
in Old Compton Street when his arm was seized by a man who produced a Metropolitan Police
card. This man, Police Constable Wells, then searched him thoroughly, turning out the contents of
every pocket with his consent. It was after this, he said, that Miss Evans intervened and obtained his
release, but having walked some distance away he was re-arrested by Police Constable Legge. Mr.
Cheeseman asserted that up to the moment of his arrest he had not even seen Mr. Gardiner and had
heard no shouting.

Mr. John Ford told me that having said goodbye to the others at the corner of Old Compton
Street and Greek Street he did not walk along Old Compton Street that night but went along Moor
Street.  He told me that at  his  trial  in December 1962 his defence was that  he was not  in Old
Compton Street and knew nothing of the alleged incident of demanding money. He asserted that all
the evidence of the police officers at his trial was false and part of a conspiracy to tell lies. He
agreed that about a week after his arrest he made a statement to a Miss Laville, a legal executive
employed by solicitors instructed on his behalf,
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and that in that statement he told one lie only in that he said he did not know Mr. Oliva. Miss
Laville told me that, on behalf of her principals as solicitors instructed on Mr. John Ford’s behalf by
his father, she interviewed Mr. John Ford on 28th September 1962 and took down in shorthand a
note of the interview. In the course of that interview Mr. Ford described how he was walking down
Compton Street at about  11 p.m. with Mr. Cheeseman, Mr. Pedrini, a man named John, and two
friends of Mr. Pedrini, when Mr. Gardiner ran out of the Club. He said that no one took any notice
and he just walked on. At the Inquiry Mr. Ford swore that he never said that to Miss Laville and he
suggested that she had invented it because she was in league with the police. I have no hesitation in
accepting  Miss  Laville’s  evidence,  and  I  find  that  Mr.  Ford  was  then  telling  a  story  quite
inconsistent  with  his  evidence  at  his  subsequent  trial  (when  he  was  represented  by  different
solicitors) and before me.

Mr. Spiller’s  recollection  of  the  incident  was  I  find  somewhat  dimmed.  He  had  no  real
recollection of what happened to Mr. Ford or when or how he left the group. He described seeing
Mr. Pedrini in a doorway with Mr. Gardiner and advising Mr. Cheeseman not to get involved. The
place he said seemed full of policemen and he observed two officers go up to Mr. Pedrini and Mr.
Cheeseman and frisk them. Mr. Spiller told me he saw nothing of any knife or iron bar during the
evening; in particular there was no sign of an iron bar in Mr. Pedrini’s coat when he removed it to
dance at the Lorraine Club. Mrs. Jennings gave evidence of dancing with Mr. Pedrini at that Club
and of not being aware of any iron bar or hard object in his possession or in his overcoat which he
removed. She told me she saw Mr. Gardiner emerge from his Club and saw and heard Mr. Pedrini
and Mr. Gardiner in raised conversation, the words of which she could not hear. Mr. Cheeseman she
said joined Mr. Pedrini and then police officers went up to the group of people. She observed that an
officer frisked Mr. Pedrini, but she was not really noticing what was happening.

At about 1 a.m. on 22nd September 1962 Detective Constables Harris and Stephenson (then
Aids to C.I.D.) were looking for Mr. Ford, whom they under- stood to be the man who had run
away  from  Police  Constables  Legge  and  Wells,  and  they  found  him  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue.
According to these officers, Mr. Ford asserted that his name was “Assarati” and when told that he
was thought to be concerned in the offence of demanding money with menaces, he replied, “It’s that
bastard Gardiner; he has grassed on us”, and added, “It’s a nice club he has got; if he charges me he



won’t have it  for  long”.  Mr. Spiller  who was present  confirmed that  Mr. Ford gave  the  name
Assarati but added that the police officers knew who Mr. Ford was.

Mr. Ford’s version of this matter differed from that of the police officers only in one respect:
he told me he gave his name as Ford and said he was also called Assarati-his mother’s name.

Mr. Ford was arrested and taken to West End Central Police Station.

There was a complete conflict of evidence as to what happened in respect of Mr. Pedrini, Mr.
Cheeseman and Mr. Ford and their property at West End Central Police Station. The Station Officer
on duty at the relevant time was Inspector Chidzoy. The gaoler in charge of the cells from 10 p.m.
on 21st September to  6 a.m. on 22nd September was Police Constable Smith.  On the night  in
question some cells normally allocated to female prisoners were used for male prisoners due to the
number of persons in custody.
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Mr. Pedrini’s evidence of what occurred was as follows. He was first taken to a big room
where his belongings were taken from him and then he was put in a cell by himself. Detective
Sergeant Challenor and another police officer came into his cell. Detective Sergeant Challenor was
holding an iron bar, about 10 inches long, and said, “Hello my little darling I don’t want you.
Where’s your pals?” He then mentioned a lot of names one of which was Oliva. Mr. Pedrini said he
did not know any of the named persons. When he gave Detective Sergeant Challenor his own name
and address the officer said something about Italians and looked displeased. Detective Sergeant
Challenor threw the bar on to the floor saying, “That’s yours my old darling”. When he declined to
pick it up he was punched half a dozen times on his face by Detective Sergeant Challenor, who was
swearing at him, and the other officer picked up the bar, put it to Mr. Pedrini’s head and threatened
him. He was told by Detective Sergeant Challenor “By the time I’ve finished my little darling, you
will be lucky if you get five years”, and his request that the police should get in touch with his
family was refused. As a result of this assault he suffered a broken tooth, his face was puffy and
there was a trickle of blood from his nose.

At his trial in December 1962 Mr. Pedrini gave evidence of this assault but made no mention
of an injury to a tooth for the reason, he told me, that he was then accusing the police of lying and
he thought it better to keep quiet about that injury as it was not worth mentioning. He believed
Detective Sergeant Challenor assaulted him because he was an Italian and either Police Constable
Legge or Wells told him of Detective Sergeant Challenor, “That man is mad. He was a prisoner of
war by the Italians and he hates Italians”.

Mr. Pedrini further described how he was taken from his cell later that nigh: by Detective
Sergeant Challenor and charged, together with Mr. Ford and Mr. Cheeseman, by a uniformed officer
— Inspector Chidzoy. He refused to sign a list of property which included the metal bar as one item
in  brackets.  At  the  time  of  his  being  charged  his  facial  injuries  would  have  been visible.  His
impression  of  Police  Constables  Legge  and  Wells  was  that  they  were  frightened  of  Detective
Sergeant Challenor, whom he described as “an out and out bully”. He told me that the evidence for
the prosecution at his trial was fictitious and fabricated from start to finish and although he had
discussed the case with some of the other accused in prison while awaiting trial there had been no
invention of allegations against Detective Sergeant Challenor as part of his defence.

Mr. Cheeseman gave in evidence the following account of his experience at the police station.
He was searched and his belongings were taken from him by Police Constables Legge and Wells.
No  knife  was  taken  from his  pocket.  He  was  told  he  was  in  custody because  he  was  in  the
“protection game”, which he denied. His request that his family be told of where he was, was met



with “We’ll see”. After he had been locked in a cell adjoining that occupied by Mr. Pedrini, he was
visited by the gaoler, Detective Sergeant Challenor, and another plain clothes officer, all of whom
he regarded as having “gone potty”, by reason of their false accusation that he had been demanding
money with menaces. He was left alone again until Detective Sergeant Challenor returned with a
different officer and the gaoler, and in their presence Detective Sergeant Challenor struck his face
with his hand and told him he was in “a right lot of trouble”. That officer repeatedly asserted that he
had been concerned with Mr. Ford visiting West End clubs and demanding money with menaces,
and when he denied it he was told not to tell lies.
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Detective Sergeant Challenor paid a third visit to his ceil, the gaoler and another officer being
present, and on that occasion he had a knife and an iron bar. Pointing to the knife he said, “That’s
for  you”,  and pointing  to  the  iron  bar, “That’s for  your  mate,  Pedrini”.  At  the  time,  said  Mr.
Cheeseman, Detective Sergeant Challenor had “a horrible laughing grin” on his face. He then heard
the officers visit the cell in which Mr. Pedrini was in custody and from that cell came the noise of
violence.

He was later taken by Detective Sergeant Challenor to be charged and he saw Mr. Ford and
Mr. Pedrini, the latter’s eyes and nose appearing swollen and the nose bleeding. He saw the knife
among his  possessions  on the desk in  front  of  him and he  told  Inspector  Chidzoy that  it  was
Detective Sergeant Challenor’s knife, but no notice was taken. Again Detective Sergeant Challenor
was laughing and treating the charging as funny and the other police officers were grinning back at
him. It did not occur to him that Detective Sergeant Challenor was “mental”, but he thought his
gaze and his laughter strange. Mr. Cheeseman was not in Brixton Prison on remand with the others
with whom he stood trial in December 1962, and therefore had no opportunity of discussing the
charges with them. He told me that he was advised by his counsel and solicitor to plead guilty to the
charge preferred against him relating to possession of an offensive weapon, but he denied his guilt,
refused to accept that advice, and changed his solicitor.

Mr. Ford told me that on arrival at the police station he was taken upstairs by the officer who
had arrested him. He was visited by Detective Sergeant Challenor who told him that Mr. Pedrini and
Mr. Cheeseman were in custody, and asked him if he knew Mr. King and Mr. Oliva. He told me that
he then falsely denied knowing Mr. Oliva because he did not know why he had been taken to the
police station.  Detective Sergeant Challenor, accompanied by several other officers, visited him
again in the cell into which he had been placed. On this occasion Detective Sergeant Challenor told
him that he had demanded £100 with menaces from Mr. Gardiner and tried to cut Mr. Gardiner’s
ear. This he denied and in a temper told the police officers to leave, which they did. He was later
taken to the charge room by Detective Sergeant Challenor. He saw Mr. Pedrini who had both eyes
puffed up, a cut lip, and blood trickling from his nose. Mr. Pedrini whispered that he had been given
“a belting” and mentioned an iron bar being shown to him. Mr. Ford saw on the table two knives
and an iron bar. Detective Sergeant Challenor pushed the bar towards Mr. Pedrini and told him to
pick it up which Mr. Pedrini refused to do. Then Detective Sergeant Challenor picked up one knife
and  pushed  it  towards  Mr. Cheeseman’s property  saying  “That’s for  you”.  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor picked up the second knife and looked at Mr. Ford. A uniformed Police Inspector came
into the room, everyone stood to attention, Detective Sergeant Challenor closed the knife and put it
in his pocket. This knife was a type of flick knife which he saw later during the court proceedings
and which was then being described as having been found in Mr. Oliva’s car. He asked Detective
Sergeant  Challenor  why he,  Mr. Ford,  was  not  given  a  knife  and received  the  reply,  “I  want
something bigger for you”. His impression was that Detective Sergeant Challenor did not “plant”
any weapon on him because he hoped he might get money from Mr. Ford’s family.

Mrs. Bellini,  sister of Mr. Pedrini,  told me that on 22nd September 1962 at  Marlborough



Street Magistrates’ Court she saw her brother, whose eyes and
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lips were swollen and who looked as if he had been crying. He told her he had been hit by Detective
Sergeant Challenor and had been asked to sign for an iron bar which was not his. Mrs. Bellini’s
command of the English language was very not good, but it is significant that she had not made any
reference to Mr. Pedrini’s injuries when she was interviewed by police officers on 4th February
1964.

Mr. Spiller, who accompanied Mr. Ford to West End Central Police Station on the occasion of
his arrest, told me that on arrival he saw Mr. Pedrini and Mr. Cheeseman, and that Mr. Pedrini’s face
looked as it if had been punched. He gave evidence of waiting in the police Station and of being
struck in the face by Detective Sergeant Challenor without anything being said or done by him. This
evidence of a blow in the face by Detective Sergeant Challenor was not mentioned by Mr. Spiller to
police officers to whom he made a statement on 17th February 1964 relating to the incident. He
agreed that  in that statement  he had mentioned only a  push in  the back by Detective Sergeant
Challenor. This he said was much the same thing, as both acts would be assaults.

Detective Sergeant Challenor threatened him that if he “poked his nose in” he would “get
more bird” than the others because he would give him “more iron bars” than he had given the others
altogether. Mr. Spiller felt certain that the officer was threatening to “plant” offensive weapons upon
him. Then, said Mr. Spiller, Detective Sergeant Challenor told him he wanted assistance to pick Mr.
Oliva up and offered him a £1 for taxi fares. As the officer appeared to be in the mood to arrest
anyone, and as this seemed a convenient method of getting away from the police station, Mr. Spiller
agreed to help and accepted the £1. He went to Mr. Oliva and told him what had happened, and
warned him to keep away from the West End.

Mr. Joseph Oliva and Mr. Francis Oliva, his father, both confirmed that Mr. Spiller did call in
the early morning to see Mr. Joseph Oliva, and the latter corroborated Mr. Spiller’s evidence of the
warning. Mr. Joseph Oliva told me that prior to Mr. Spiller’s visit he had not heard of Detective
Sergeant  Challenor, and did not know what reason there was for arresting him, apart  from his
criminal record and the fact that Detective Sergeant Challenor was in his view a “maniac”. At a later
stage  of  his  evidence  before  me  Mr. Oliva  said  that  Mr. Spiller  had  not  mentioned  Detective
Sergeant Challenor and his earlier evidence as to this was mistaken.

There was produced to me as part of the documentary evidence a statement purporting to have
been signed by Detective Sergeant Challenor on and dated 24th September 1962. A passage therein
relating to the events of 22nd September 1962 reads, “On the 22nd September 1962 at about 2 a.m.
I was obtaining the antecedent particulars of the accused Ford at West End Central Police Station
when he said to me, ‘Can I speak to you guv?’ I reminded him that he had been cautioned, and he
said, ‘That’s all right. l’m nackered anyway, but don’t get the wrong idea, this is all a take on. Joe
Oliva and a few of the boys have been taking the mickey out of him, we wouldn’t have had his
money, it was just frightners’. I again reminded him that he had been cautioned and after making
my note I said, ‘I have now written down what you have said’. He replied, ‘It’s frightners, that’s all,
frightners’.”

No original note made by Detective Sergeant Challenor of that conversation was produced as
none could be found.
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Police Constable Smith told me that as gaoler he would retain the cell keys in his personal
possession throughout his period of duty and no one could enter a cell without his presence at the



cell. He acted on orders from the Station Officer on duty and he would not lock or unlock a cell
without the permission of that officer. Without such permission he would not permit a Detective
Sergeant  to  enter a cell.  The prisoners being his responsibility, any sign of ill-treatment  would
reflect upon him personally and he would report immediately to the Station Officer if he saw any
signs of assault upon or injury to a prisoner. Apart from other considerations he would do so in
order to protect himself from criticism or accusation. He would have made a report if he had seen
any prisoner with puffy eyes or a bleeding nose. No report was made in respect of Mr. Pedrini, Mr.
Cheeseman or Mr. Ford.

I heard evidence from Police Constable Laing and Detective Constable Gibson as to their
seeing  Mr. Pedrini,  Mr. Cheeseman and Mr. Ford in  West  End Central  Police  Station  and not
observing any sign of injury. Neither officer suggested that he had a close look and having regard to
the circumstances in which they saw the prisoners I do not place any weight on their evidence.

A much better opportunity of observing the three accused was afforded to Inspector Chidzoy
for they were immediately in front of him when they were charged. The Inspector, however, did not
recollect the occasion and was only able to say that by looking at the records he could confirm that
both Mr. Cheeseman and Mr. Pedrini refused to sign the property lists which included the offensive
weapons which were the subject of the charge. Had Mr. Pedrini showed signs of facial injury he, as
Station Officer, would have sent for a doctor.

The evidence of Police Constable Wells as to the events inside the police station was that he
searched Mr. Pedrini and found in the inside pocket of his overcoat a piece of iron tubing about a
foot long which had not been visible while the coat was worn. He asked what it was for and Mr.
Pedrini  said  it  was  his  “cigar  holder”.  Mr.  Pedrini  in  his  evidence  emphatically  denied  this
conversation, averred that it showed how Detective Sergeant Challenor’s mind worked, and that
Police Constable Wells’ evidence was what Detective Sergeant Challenor had told him to say. Police
Constable Wells told me that Mr. Pedrini offered to give him a £100 if he would “see him all right”.
No sign of injury to Mr. Pedrini was observed by Police Constable Wells, who denied visiting the
cell to see Mr. Pedrini either alone or with Detective Sergeant Challenor.

Police Constable Legge dealt with Mr. Cheeseman at the police station and he told me that he
found on searching Mr. Cheeseman a flick knife in his pocket, which knife Mr. Cheeseman said he
carried for his own protection.

In the case of both Mr. Pedrini and Mr. Cheeseman the evidence of the police officers was that
property taken from them was placed separately in a cupboard which was in charge of the gaoler.
Both officers confirmed the refusal of Mr. Pedrini and Mr. Cheeseman to sign the property lists on
the occasion of being charged. It was suggested to Police Constable Legge that he had “planted” the
flick knife: this he denied and described as “utter rubbish” the suggestion made to him that he and
other officers had concocted evidence to obtain the conviction of innocent men.

Detective Constable Harris, in charge of Mr. Ford, took him to the female charge room. This
officer  told  me  nothing  was  found  of  any significance  when  he  searched  Mr. Ford.  Detective
Sergeant Challenor, said Detective Constable
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Harris, visited Mr. Ford for a very short time in a cell and no violence took place in his presence.

Mr. Joseph Oliva was arrested on 23rd September 1962. The circumstances of his arrest were
described variously in the evidence.  Detective Constable Jay said that he and Police Constable
Laing, both of them Aids to C.I.D. at the time, had been informed by Detective Sergeant Challenor



that  Mr. Oliva  intended  to  set  fire  to  the  Phoenix  Club  and if  seen  he  was  to  be  kept  under
observation.  At  about  10.30  p.m.  on  23rd  September  1962,  Mr. Oliva  was  seen  by Detective
Constable Jay in the Coffee Pot in Berwick Street. Detective Sergeant Challenor was informed. The
three officers then waited for Mr. Oliva to leave and saw him drive away with two girls, Miss Ryan
and Miss Murray at 11.30 p.m. The police officers followed in a car and eventually when the car
driven by Mr. Oliva became stationary on account of traffic in Brewer Street, Detective Sergeant
Challenor decided to intervene. Detective Constable Jay’s evidence recounted how he and Police
Constable Laing approached the offside of the car and Po]ice Constable Laing removed Mr. Oliva,
who was struggling and shouting, from the driving seat. Detective Sergeant Challenor went to the
nearside of the car. Detective Constable Jay could detect a smell of spirit in the car and on searching
found an oval shaped bottle, two thirds full of a colourless liquid smelling like turpentine, on the
floor of the car at the place where Mr. Oliva’s right foot would have been. Though designed to be
secured by a screw cap the bottle was in fact plugged with a piece of towelling. It was impossible,
said the officer, for Detective Sergeant Challenor to have placed or thrown that bottle into the car.
He took the bottle to the police car where he saw Police Constable Laing searching Mr. Oliva, from
whose pocket a bone-handled flick knife was removed. Detective Sergeant Challenor and the two
girls came to the police car and got in the front seat; Mr. Oliva and the other two officers sat in the
back seat. When one of the girls protested at the arrest Mr. Oliva told her to be quiet as he “could
get enough witnesses to square this little lot”. Detective Sergeant Challenor told Mr. Oliva that he
believed the bottle was a contraption for causing fire and that he had received information that Mr.
Oliva intended to set fire to the Phoenix Club; at that stage Mr. Oliva did not deny that the bottle
had been in his car or say that he had not seen it. This reaction of Mr. Oliva, though stressed before
me, is to my mind not indicative of guilt; more significant was Detective Constable Jay’s evidence
that Mr. Oliva said when told he was arrested for possessing an offensive weapon and cautioned “If
I don’t burn him somebody else will”. In the car, the knife found by Police Constable Laing was
shown to Mr. Oliva who was told he would be further charged in respect of possession of that
weapon and he replied “So what. I’ve got a repeating airgun at home but I don’t use it”.

The two girls were put in charge of the matron at West End Central Police Station and Mr.
Oliva was taken to the male charge room and placed in a detention room. Detective Constable Jay
described entering that room alone and how Mr. Oliva cringed and said “Don’t hit me” and then
held up a chair in a threatening posture and said “You are not going to hit me because I’ve eaten
bigger blokes than you”. He denied a version, in a statement made by Mr. Oliva on 13th February
1964, that Detective Sergeant Challenor was present in the room, partly removed his jacket and said
“I’ll give you something to scream about”, which caused Mr. Oliva to pick up the chair and threaten
to strike the officers if they laid hands on him.
145

Detective Constable Jay had given evidence for the prosecution at the trial of Mr. Oliva in
December 1962 and he told me that on that occasion no suggestion was made to him that either the
knife or the bottle had been “planted”, but that it was suggested to him on behalf of Mr. Oliva that
while in the police car at the time of his arrest Mr. Oliva had said, “I’ve got witnesses to prove that I
lent my car to a friend and the bottle is not mine”. That suggestion he said was not accurate.

A disquieting feature concerning the evidence of Detective Constable Jay was that the pocket
book, in which he told me he had made a contemporaneous note of the events of 23rd September
1962, could not be found. I was told by the officer that he believed he had it in February 1964 when
he  made  a  statement  to  investigating  officers,  but  thorough  search  had not  revealed  what  had
become of it.

Police Constable Laing gave evidence broadly corroborating that of Detective Constable Jay
and adding that in order to get Mr. Oliva from the car he was compelled to draw his truncheon. He



further told me that after  Mr. Oliva, Miss Ryan and Miss Murray had been taken to West End
Central Police Station, he and Detective Sergeant Challenor visited Mr. Oliva’s home and found in
his  bedroom a repeating air  pistol  wrapped in towelling which corresponded with the piece of
towelling which served as a plug to the bottle found in Mr. Oliva’s car.

Police Constable Laing told me that he had no recollection of any of the three persons arrested
that night suggesting that either the bottle or the knife had been “planted”, or suggesting that the
bottle was not in Mr. Oliva’s car, or that the knife was not in Mr. Oliva’s pocket. He also denied the
suggestion that in the detention room Mr. Oliva had picked up a chair  in defence to Detective
Sergeant Challenor’s threat that he would give him something to scream about.

Documentary evidence placed before me included the statement purporting to be made and
signed by Detective Sergeant Challenor on 24th September, the content of which corroborated the
oral  evidence  of  the  two Aids  to  C.I.D.,  and also  a  report  made by a  scientific  officer  of  the
Metropolitan Police Laboratory who had since died, which report stated that the towelling found at
Mr. Oliva’s home and that forming the plug in the bottle were identical in colour and design and the
two pieces fitted together so perfectly that it led to the conclusion that they once had formed part of
one piece of towelling.

Mr. Oliva’s version of his arrest was the same as that of the police officers up to the time
when his car stopped in Brewer Street. He had stopped not because of traffic but to get cigarettes
from the glove compartment, and immediately two men from a car behind opened his door, dragged
him out, and put him in their car. He was shouting in protest. He saw Detective Sergeant Challenor
sitting in the driving seat of this car and that officer said to him, “Well if it ain’t — Oliva”, and told
the other two men, “Arrest the two girls in case he calls them as witnesses”. The girls were then
brought to the car and sat in front. He then observed one of the men in the back seat had a bottle on
his lap. He had not seen it before and he noticed it had a screwed cap on it. He asked what it was for
and Detective Sergeant Challenor turned round and said, “It’s for you. You were just going to blow
Gardiner’s Club up”. This assertion he at once denied.
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He was taken to West End Central Police Station and placed in a cell where he was visited by
the three officers,  Detective Sergeant  Challenor, Detective Constable Jay, and Police Constable
Laing. The first named was holding a bottle and a knife, and told one of the others to tear off a
corner of a towel and put it in the top of the bottle. He recognised the towel as one he used for
cleaning his car. He was told “We are putting all this stuff on you. We have had your mates and now
we will have you”. Subsequent visits were made by the police officers to the cell, and Detective
Sergeant  Challenor  on  one  visit  sought  to  persuade  him to  admit  possession  of  the  offensive
weapons but he refused. On another visit that officer advanced towards him with his jacket off and
threatened “I’ll give you something to scream about”. This, Mr. Oliva told me, caused him to pick
up a chair in defence and say, “If you come any nearer I’ll hit you with this chair and you can
charge me with something”. The officers then ran from the cell not, thought Mr. Oliva, because they
were frightened but because they had “guilty consciences” in that they had “framed” him. He was
later charged with possessing offensive weapons, and he declined to sign a list of his property which
had been compiled to include the alleged offensive weapons.

Mr. Oliva told me, on his oath, that he had neither the knife nor the bottle in his possession,
and he denied that he was in any way concerned in a “protection racket” or in demanding money
with menaces from Mr. Gardiner. He said that at his trial in December 1962 a Mr. Darling gave
evidence on his behalf to the effect that Mr. Darling had borrowed the car and that the was his
property and the knife belonged to a friend who had been in the when he borrowed it. He agreed
that Miss Murray had also given evidence of seeing the knife in the car and of Mr. Oliva telling her



that the knife belonged to a friend of his. He told me that his own evidence in his defence at the
Central Criminal Court was that the police did find the bottle, with a piece of rag stuffed in the top
in the car but that it belonged to Mr. Darling whom he had known for two years and to whom he
had lent the car, and that the flick knife, Mr. Darling’s property, was in his pocket but it was not
found by the police officers until they arrived at the police station. Mr. Oliva’s evidence before me
in respect of the evidence given by Mr. Darling and Miss Murray at his trial was corroborated by
the evidence of Detective Constable Gibson who was present at the Central Criminal Court during
the trial. Mr. Oliva told me that he had instructed Miss Murray and Mr. Darling in the evidence that
they were to give and that he knew it was false evidence. He also agreed that his own evidence was
deliberately false and that in respect of Mr. Darling he had in fact only met him in Brixton Prison
while awaiting his trial.

Mr. Oliva asserted before me that the truth was that both weapons were “planted” on him and that
he had told the solicitors who first acted for him that this was the fact. The solicitors, he said, would
not help him to tell the truth because to attack the police would permit evidence to be given of his
character.  He  therefore  instructed  another  firm  of  solicitors,  and  he  changed  his  defence  and
instructed those solicitors in accordance with the evidence he gave at his trial.  A Mr. Turner, a
solicitor’s managing clerk, confirmed in evidence before me that his principals had initially acted
for Miss Ryan, Miss Murray and Mr. Oliva in respect of charges arising from incidents on 23rd
September 1962. Mr. Oliva was first seen by him in Brixton Prison on 28th September 1962 and at
that time had stated that neither the knife nor the bottle
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were in his car and he had never seen them before they were produced by the police officers. It was
not suggested by Mr. Oliva at that time that the knife had first been shown to him at the police
station, and Mr. Oliva’s expressed opinion was that if the knife and bottle were in the car they had
been put there by Mr. Gardiner who had on a previous occasion threatened him with the words “I’ll
have you put inside for three years”. Mr. Turner told me that Miss Ryan’s instructions to him on
26th September 1962 were that she saw the bottle being held by a police officer in the police car
and at that time it had a piece of rag acting as a cork.

Mr. Oliva’s instructions to Mr. Turner’s principals were withdrawn in November 1962.

Mr. Francis Oliva the father of Mr. Joseph Oliva told me of the visit of the police officers to
his home and of the finding of the repeater air pistol, but he asserted on oath that the officers were
wrong in their evidence that that air pistol was wrapped in a piece of towelling. He explained, as
Mr. Joseph Oliva explained,  that  the air  pistol  was an intended present  for  Mr. Joseph Oliva’s
nephew who was nine years of age and it had not been presented because it was felt that the boy
was too young. Mr. Francis Oliva told me that on finding the air pistol Detective Sergeant Challenor
had said “This’ll get him … ten years”. The police officers took no towelling from the house. When
he first saw his son Joseph shortly after his arrest, Mr. Francis Oliva said he heard from him that the
police had “planted” a little bottle of turpentine and a knife to support an allegation that he blew up
clubs.  His  son had described  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  to  him as  being  “mad”.  In  this  he
confirmed the evidence of Mr. Joseph Oliva who told me that at an early stage after his arrest he
described that officer to his friends as a “maniac” and thought he was “mental”.

Miss Murray told me that in the afternoon of 23rd September 1962 she saw Mr. Oliva had put
a piece of coloured towelling, which she had used to clean the car, into the car boot. She and Miss
Ryan were with Mr. Oliva at the Coffee Pot that evening and were passengers in his car when it
stopped in Brewer Street. There, she said, three men jumped out of another car and one, whom she
later discovered was Detective Sergeant Challenor, told Mr. Oliva and his passengers to get out. He
said to Mr. Oliva, “You’re nicked”. They all went to the other car where she said there was already a



man at the driving wheel. On the journey to the police station Mr. Oliva in the back seat drew her
attention to a bottle between the knees of a man seated next to Mr. Oliva. She described it as a
medicine bottle and her evidence at first was that it had a piece of white rag as a stopper. When told
that Mr. Oliva had asserted that the bottle had a screw cap she said she still thought it had a piece of
rag in the top but she might be confused. Before me Miss Murray said in evidence that she saw
nothing of a knife in the car.

Miss Murray was admitted to bail the same night and after one court appearance no evidence
was offered against her on any charge.  She subsequently gave evidence for the defence of Mr.
Joseph Oliva at his trial at the Central Criminal Court in December 1962. At that trial she said on
oath that she had seen the knife in the car but had not seen the bottle in the car. That evidence, she
told me, was deliberately false. She told me that prior to that trial she had visited Mr. Oliva in
Brixton Prison and discussed with him the evidence she should give at his trial. Mr. Oliva had told
her not to call the police liars as that would enable evidence to be given of the accused’s previous
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convictions. She told me that a number of persons, whose names she said she could not remember,
had made suggestions to her as to the evidence she should give in order to protect Mr. Oliva. She
admitted that she realised that she was being asked to give false evidence on oath and that she did
so deliberately at the trial. She asserted that her evidence before me was the truth.

Miss Ryan’s evidence confirmed the cleaning of the car and use of the towel for that purpose.
She knew that the towel was still in the car in the evening. She told me that when the car was in
Brewer Street, men in plain clothes opened the doors, called them out, and dragged them to another
car. One man used violence to Mr. Oliva. In the car to which they were taken there was a man
already seated and holding a bottle fitted with either a piece of white cloth or a white stopper. Mr.
Oliva drew her attention to the bottle and said words to the effect “Look what they are putting on
me.” She had not seen that bottle in Mr. Oliva’s car, nor had she seen the knife.

When she was charged at the police station, Detective Sergeant Challenor and another police
officer appeared to think the proceedings were “funny”. At that time she saw the bottle on the table
and in the top was a piece of towelling torn from the towel used to clean the car, the remainder of
the towel also being on the table. She felt sure that Detective Sergeant Challenor had put that piece
of towelling in the bottle. It was very different from the piece of white cloth that had been in the
bottle in the car.

Miss Ryan told me that no evidence was offered on any charge against her and that it had been
her intention to give evidence for the defence at the trial of Mr. Joseph Oliva in December 1962.
She was subpoenaed and attended at  the Central Ciminal Court but was not in fact called as a
witness as she discovered that, if she did give evidence, it would be suggested, falsely, that she was
a  prostitute  and  she  wished  to  avoid  such  suggestion  being  made.  She  too  had  discussed  the
evidence to be given with Mr. Oliva and knew that Mr. Oliva was going to give false evidence
suggesting that the knife had been in the car and that it belonged to Mr. Darling who had borrowed
the car, and that other persons were to be called to give false evidence in support of Mr. Oliva. Her
own attitude was that whilst she did not favour the idea of giving false evidence on oath she was
prepared to do so, and that as Detective Sergeant Challenor and other police officers were going to
give false evidence she did not see why false evidence should not be given for the defence.

Miss Angela Taylor (formerly known as Falk) gave evidence directed to the presence in the
fiat, which for a time she shared with Miss Murray and Miss Ryan, of the towel, part of which was
used as the bottle stopper. Her recollection was vague, and her evidence in the witness box differed
from what she had said on a previous occasion, so that it was impossible to draw any support from



this witness.

The night duty officer on 23rd/24th September 1962 was Chief Inspector Gutsell. He gave
evidence that he charged Mr. Oliva, Miss Ryan and Miss Murray at about 3.15 a.m. after hearing the
allegation against them in brief form from Detective Sergeant Challenor in their presence. He said
none of the three complained of the “planting” of weapons. All were charged with possessing an
offensive  weapon,  namely the  bottle  containing an  alleged explosive  substance.  Mr. Oliva  was
further charged with possession of the knife and with receiving a radio set knowing it to have been
stolen. This radio set had been
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taken by the police officers from his car. Mr. Oliva, said the Chief Inspector, was in a raging temper
and using bad language in his protests that he had done nothing wrong and should not have been
arrested. Detective Sergeant Challenor’s behaviour he described as perfectly proper and normal.

Upon the aspect of the arrest of Mr. Oliva and the allegations of “planting” weapons upon
him, both Mr. Berrill, the club doorman, and Mr. Gardiner gave some evidence. The former told me
that his memory was somewhat dim with the passage of time but he had some recollection of Mr.
Oliva’s arrest, and that Mr. Ford was going to be arrested with a bomb wrapped in a towel and tools
or knives or other things found in his car. In a statement made by Mr. Berrill and placed before the
Court of Criminal Appeal in July 1964 as available fresh evidence in respect of the case of Mr.
Oliva, it was said by Mr. Berrill, “I knew the day before the bottle was found on Oliva that it was
going to be found. Gardiner told me. He told me, rubbing his hands, ‘There’s going to be a gun, a
bomb and tools’. He made it very clear they were going to be “planted”. It had cost him a lot of
money to get them put away but he didn’t care if he had to pay forty policemen to come to the Old
Bailey to swear their lives away. Those were Gardiner’s own words”. In evidence before me Mr.
Berrill made no reference to those words until towards the end of his evidence the words were
quoted to him by Counsel so that he could deal with them. Mr. Berrill then told me that those words
were not quite accurate but were roughly what Mr. Gardiner had said. He added that the words
might have been spoken on a different occasion from that referred to in the statement.

Mr. Gardiner in his evidence denied that which Mr. Berrill had said on this aspect. He alleged
that Mr. Berrill had reported to him that Mr. Pedrini had once stated he would burn the club down
but for the fact that people were living in the upstairs part of the building.

Detective Constable Gibson and Police Constable Edwards, as Aids to C.I.D. at the material
time, kept observation on the Phoenix Club on and after 25th September 1962. On 25th September
at about midnight Detective Constable Gibson saw Mr. Fraser approach Mr. Gardiner at the corner
of Greek Street and Old Compton Street. Police Constable Edwards was then talking to Miss Evans,
who pointed out to him the approach of Mr. Fraser. Detective Constable Gibson crossed the road
towards Mr. Fraser, who apparently saw him and walked away, but the officer stopped him and told
him he was going to search him. The above version of those two police officers given in evidence
was continued by Detective Constable Gibson stating that he searched Mr. Fraser and found in his
jacket pocket a cut-throat razor: his fellow officer confirmed this fact. He asked Mr. Fraser why he
had the razor and the reply was, “I suppose he put you on me did he? He doesn’t know what’s
coming to him”. When told he was being arrested Mr. Fraser replied, “He’ll have to get more than
you lot to look after him. His days are numbered”. Mr. Fraser was referring to Mr. Gardiner.

Mr. Fraser was taken to West End Central Police Station and charged with being in possession
of an offensive weapon.



Inspector Ingram told me that he charged Mr. Fraser at 2.45 a.m., and in answer to the charge
after caution, Mr. Fraser replied, “I have nothing to say”.

Mr. Gardiner’s account of this matter was that Mr. Fraser came up to him and said, “I have
been looking for you, you bastard”. It appeared to him that Mr. Fraser was holding something in his
pocket and therefore Mr. Gardiner
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looked towards and nodded to Detective Constable Gibson whom he knew to be present and who
came across the road. Apart from confirming that she drew Police Constable Edwards’ attention to
Mr. Fraser, Miss Evans was not able to give evidence of this incident.

At his trial in December 1962 Mr. Fraser did not dispute the evidence of the police officers,
nor of Mr. Gardiner and Miss Evans. He then admitted possession of the razor which he used in his
work at Covent Garden, and he gave a detailed and reasonable account of how it came about that
the  razor  happened to be  in  his  pocket  at  that  time.  In  January 1964,  in  the  course of  police
investigations into Detective Sergeant Challenor’s conduct, Mr. Fraser made the statement that he
did not have the razor in his possession when arrested, and did not see it until Detective Constable
Gibson produced it when he was charged.

When he gave evidence before me Mr. Fraser said that, as far as he recalled, apart from the
evidence of his name, his address, and the nature of the clothing he was wearing, the whole of his
evidence given on oath at his trial was false. He maintained that he told his solicitors that the truth
was that the razor had been “planted” but he was advised by his solicitors’ representative not to say
so in his defence to the charge, because to accuse the prosecution witnesses of perjury would allow
evidence of his previous character to be given which might discredit him in the eyes of the jury. He
further told me that the defence which he did put forward was a pure invention worked out jointly
between him and his solicitors’ representative, the agreed version being typed out and sent to him
by his solicitors. That defence involved a detailed and elaborate account of his movements leading
up  to  his  seeing  and  speaking  with  Mr.  Gardiner.  On  his  oath  he  told  me  that  all  that  was
deliberately concocted and that he never saw or spoke to Mr. Gardiner that night. The stage came in
his evidence when Mr. Fraser claimed privilege in respect of further evidence of communications
between him and his solicitors, and I did not therefore hear evidence on behalf of the solicitors who
had acted for him.

My findings as to the facts concerning the allegations of assault and “planting” of offensive
weapons are as  follows.  They are  based  not  only on the  evidence  given me by witnesses  and
documentary evidence placed before me,  but  also on the demeanour of  witnesses when giving
evidence. In assessing the evidence I have accepted the fact that an accused person is placed in
difficulty when he has a record of previous criminal conduct and the nature of his defence involves
an attack upon the character of prosecution witnesses. Further I accept the fact that an accused
person placed in that difficulty may resort to lying on oath in his own defence in order to escape
from taking a course which might lead to evidence of his character being adduced.

In respect of Mr. Pedrini and Mr. Cheeseman I accept without reservation the evidence of
Police Constables Legge and Wells. I find the fact to be that there was no thorough search of either
Mr. Pedrini or Mr. Cheeseman prior to their arrival at West End Central Police Station, and that at
that police station Police Constable Wells discovered in the inside pocket of Mr. Pedrini’s overcoat
a piece of iron tubing which Mr. Pedrini had in his possession at the time of his arrest. I find the fact
to be that on searching Mr. Cheeseman at the police station Police Constable Legge found in his
pocket a flick knife which Mr. Cheeseman had in his possession at the time of his arrest.



I  reject  as  false  evidence  the  testimony of  Mr. Pedrini  that  Detective Sergeant  Challenor
produced the iron tube to him in a cell saying, “That’s yours”, and
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threatened and assaulted him. Such an incident could not have taken place without the co-operation
and full knowledge of Police Constable Smith, the gaoler, and that witness impressed me as truthful
and honest. I am satisfied the assault alleged by Mr. Pedrini did not take place and although he may
have revealed signs of distress and of being in tears by reason of his arrest and detention, I do not
accept the evidence that he was showing signs of injury.

I reject the evidence of Mr. Cheeseman that Detective Sergeant Challenor produced the knife
to him in his  cell  saying,  “That’s for you”,  and I  am satisfied on the evidence before me that
Detective Sergeant Challenor did not strike Mr. Cheeseman.

Mr. John Ford, I find, was in the company of Mr. Pedrini and Mr. Cheeseman at the time of
their  arrest  and that  he  departed  on  the  intervention  of  the  police  officers.  I  reject  Mr. Ford’s
evidence as to the events in the charge room, and in particular, his evidence concerning the second
knife  which  he said was put  away by Detective Sergeant  Challenor  on the  arrival  of  a  Police
Inspector.

In the absence of evidence of Detective Sergeant Challenor there is no evidence to contradict
Mr.  Spiller’s  evidence  of  threats  by  that  officer  to  him  and  of  the  assault  upon  him.  The
inconsistency between his evidence before me and his previous signed statement is  such that  I
cannot be satisfied that Mr. Spiller was punched in the face by Detective Sergeant Challenor. Mr.
Spiller  was  not  an  impressive  witness  but  I  find  on  his  evidence  that  he  was  dealt  with
unceremoniously by Detective Sergeant Challenor who pushed him from behind, told him not to
“poke his nose in”, and asked him for assistance in finding Mr. Oliva. I find the fact to be that Mr.
Spiller straightaway went to Mr. Oliva and warned him to keep away from the West End.

I have reached the conclusion of fact that at the time the car driven by Mr. Oliva in Berwick
Street was approached by the police officers there was in that car, to the knowledge of Mr. Oliva
and in his possession, the bottle of liquid which Detective Constable Jay said he found there. At the
same time Mr. Oliva had in his possession the knife. The disappearance of Detective Constable
Jay’s pocket book led me to scrutinise his evidence and his reaction to cross-examination with a
critical eye. From such scrutiny he emerged as a wholly reliable witness and I find that there is
nothing sinister about the missing document. I accept his evidence both as to the events at the time
of Mr. Oliva’s arrest and subsequently at West End Central Police Station. In particular I accept
Detective Constable Jay’s evidence as to the circumstances in which Mr. Oliva picked up a chair in
the detention room, and I reject the evidence of Mr. Oliva as false wherein he told me that Detective
Sergeant Challenor so threatened him as to cause him to pick up the chair. In the witness box Mr.
Oliva revealed himself to be a young man of anti-social instincts and of violent temperament. I
reached the conclusion that he had no regard for the truth and the taking of an oath to tell the truth
meant nothing to him. I find it impossible to rely on his evidence. In regard to Miss Ryan and Miss
Murray I felt considerable sympathy as they exemplified the type of girl who at a very young age is
inveigled into undesirable employment and associates. Having seen and heard them I reached the
conclusions  that  in  the  light  of  the  whole  of  the  evidence  before  me  I  could  not  accept  their
evidence as accurate and that they were both influenced by a strong desire to assist Mr. Oliva in his
contentions.
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I find that the evidence of the arrest of Mr. Fraser and the finding of a razor in his pocket as
given by Detective Constable Gibson and Police Constable Edwards is  a  true account  of what



occurred. I reject the contention that the razor was “planted” in the sense that it was first produced
to him and attributed to his possession at  the time he was charged. Mr. Fraser I found to be a
witness of utter unreliability in that he revealed himself to be a person prepared to invent and to
swear to the truth of a pack of lies when it served his interests or those of his friends.

I would make one final comment upon the evidence which I heard concerning the allegations
of assault and “planting” of weapons. Apart from the alleged assault upon Mr. Spiller, each assault
alleged and each “planting” of a weapon alleged would, if it occurred, have involved a number of
other police officers, in addition to Detective Sergeant Challenor, having knowledge of it. In respect
of  the  fabrication  of  evidence  by  “planting”  weapons,  if  this  occurred  and  was  devised  or
accomplished by Detective Sergeant Challenor it would, in each case; have involved the active co-
operation of at least one other police officer acting in conspiracy with Detective Sergeant Challenor.
If this had been so, such purposeful criminal acts committed in collaboration with another or others
would not indicate that Detective Sergeant Challenor was suffering from the onset of mental illness
at that time. For a conclusion to be drawn that such conduct was a symptom of mental illness it
would be necessary to  have extrinsic  evidence of the mental  illness existing at  the time.  Such
purposeful criminal conspiratorial conduct is not, in the view of Professor Curran, which I accept,
the sort of conduct to be expected to result from the mental illness paranoid schizophrenia.

Section C. The allegations of acceptance of bribes to show favour.

These allegations concern firstly the relationship between Detective Sergeant Challenor and
Mr. Gardiner, and secondly the handing over of £50 to Detective Sergeant Challenor in return for
his promise to favour Mr. Alan Cheeseman and Mr. John Ford in connection with the charges made
against them.

The relationship between Detective Sergeant Challenor and Mr. Gardiner was described in
evidence to me by Mr. Berrill,  the former employee of Mr. Gardiner. He told me he first  saw
Detective Sergeant Challenor in the Phoenix Club where he was working for Mr. Gardiner. This was
in July 1962. Thereafter both before and after the arrest of Mr. Pedrini and others in September
1962, Detective Sergeant Challenor called at the Phoenix Club on about twenty occasions in all.
The practice was for Detective Sergeant Challenor to come one evening and leave a message that he
would call the next day, spend about ten minutes in the Club, and then go out with Mr. Gardiner for
a drink: Mr. Gardiner would return alone later. Before the arrests Mr. Gardiner appeared to welcome
the visits from Detective Sergeant Challenor, but afterwards he appeared to “hate” his coming.
When asked specifically, Mr. Berrill told me he had never seen Mr. Gardiner hand money to the
officer.

Mr. Berrill had made a statement to solicitors acting for Mr. John Ford in February 1964 or
thereabouts. At the hearing in the Court of Criminal Appeal in July 1964 the Court was supplied
with  documents  purporting  to  be  statements  made  by  Mr.  Berrill  and  by  two  other  former
employees of Mr. Gardiner, a Mr. Emmerson and a Mr. Goff. The statements were undated and
unsigned.
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None of the three gave evidence in that Court but I understand they were present available to do so
if required.

Strenuous  efforts  were  made  by  the  Treasury  Solicitor  to  secure  the  attendance  of  Mr.
Emmerson and Mr. Goff at the Inquiry but I was told that Mr. Emmerson had left the country and
that Mr. Goff’s whereabouts could not be traced. In his typed statement Mr. Berrill said, “Every
Thursday, Sergeant Challenor, whom I recognised, used to come to the Phoenix Club to get his



money … Gardiner used to call him Henry and he used to call Gardiner, Bill. The money used to be
in notes. They used to go downstairs together. I heard Gardiner shout out to the cashier asking her
how much she had … Challenor would sometimes be drunk when he came”.

In another passage he said, “Gardiner was paying Challenor a  long time after Ford and the
others were sent to prison. Gardiner told me he was paying Challenor only because of Ford”.

In the statement purporting to be made by Mr. Emmerson which was produced to me he said
on this topic, “I got to know Detective Sergeant Challenor who came to the Club from time to time
to  see  Gardiner;  he  would say, ‘Is  Bill  in  — ’,  then  would  go downstairs  to  his  office”.  The
statement purporting to be made by Mr. Goff and produced to me included this passage, — “Police
Sergeant Challenor come to the Phoenix nearly every day and used to ask for Bill. He used to call
me ‘Gypsy’ or ‘My Darling’. On several occasions Bill called to the cashier to enquire if there was
any money in the bag (i.e., the money bag carried round the cashier’s waist).  I knew he meant
money for Challenor. I don’t know how much money Gardiner used to pay Challenor”. I do not
know in what circumstances the statements by Mr. Emmerson and Mr. Goff came into existence.
What is said therein has, so far as I am aware, not been tested by cross-examination of the makers
of the statements. Mr. Berrill was cross-examined as to the circumstances in which he made his
signed statement and as to the content of it. He was a reluctant witness for the reason that he had
changed his employment and mode of life since 1962 and did not wish to be involved in giving
evidence about matters he wished to forget. He was also a witness whose recollection of events was
not good. Whatever were his loyalties, if any, at the time of the incidents in 1962, it was abundantly
clear that at the time of giving evidence he allied himself to the cause of Mr. John Ford, and was
hostile towards Mr. Gardiner. As a witness he was far from being independent and objective.

Mr. Berrill told me that he was approached by Mr. Charles Ford, the father of Mr. John Ford,
and agreed to accompany Mr. Ford to a solicitor’s office in Shepherds Bush. There he made a
statement which was written down, and it was read over to him, or he read it over himself. He did
not sign it. A day or two later Mr. Charles Ford brought him a document which he said was a copy
of the statement he had made, so that he could sign it. He glanced at it quickly, it appeared to be a
statement of what he had said and he assumed it was a copy, and he signed it without reading it
through.

He was asked if he remembered what he had said in the statement which was prepared for the
Court of Criminal Appeal. He then said, “I have had to go to Scotland Yard and solicitors’ offices;
this has got beyond me, and to be quite honest I have just had a look before I came here today; this
morning 1 had a look at the statement 1 had made at the solicitors’ office and whether
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I was prompted on different things or what I cannot remember. I couldn’t seem to remember some
of the things anyway I had said. I couldn’t remember saying them”. He was there speaking of the
statement a copy of which was before the Court of Criminal Appeal. He continued in his evidence
to say — “When I made the statement it has been like, ‘Do you remember such a thing happening?’
— Everything wasn’t done in my own words because I have read the statement now and it wouldn’t
be the way I would write it down if I wrote it down myself”, and “… the way things was put in the
statement I don’t think I would have said it exactly the same way, so it must have been prompted
because there are certain things I couldn’t even remember saying to the solicitor I am not saying
there  was  anything  added  because  it  was  all  relevant”.  He  also  added  that  when  he  saw  the
statement it did remind him of some things which he had forgotten. He told me that his mind had
become a little confused as to what he could recollect and what he could not recollect, saying —
“Different people when they tell a story it becomes slightly different and now at this stage it is
getting a little bit confusing”.



Towards  the  end  of  his  evidence  when  asked  again  specifically  about  his  statement  that
Detective Sergeant Challenor used to come to the Club to get his money, he stated that that was an
assumption on his part which he said was based on general knowledge. Five answers later he said
for the first time in his evidence before me that he knew Detective Sergeant Challenor came to the
Club  for  money because  Mr. Gardiner  told  him that  he  came for  money every week,  and he
continued by stating that Mr. Gardiner told him he was paying Detective Sergeant Challenor.

Mr. Gardiner in his evidence denied that he paid Detective Sergeant Challenor any money and
told me that the visits of Detective Sergeant Challenor to his club were in the ordinary course of
police duty in  respect  of Mr. Ford and others.  Quite  apart  from the fact  of  this  denial  by Mr.
Gardiner, I find myself unsatisfied by Mr. Berrill that Detective Sergeant Challenor received money
from Mr. Gardiner. I find the fact to be that Mr. Berrill had no reliable recollection of events at the
time he made his statement to Mr. Ford’s solicitor I find that the content of the document placed
before the Court of Criminal Appeal as a statement by Mr. Berrill was expressed in words and
phrases which were not his own and which he would not have used, and was in part a recital of fact
of which he had no recollection. I find that at the time of giving evidence before me he had no
reliable recollection of the events which he attempted to describe and was unable to distinguish
between what he could recollect and what he may have heard in gossip.

My conclusions  are  that  there  is  no  reliable  evidence  that  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor
received any bribe from Mr. Gardiner, and that  in the evidence of Mr. Berrill,  even if  it  were
accepted in its entirety, there is no indication that Detective Sergeant Challenor was suffering from
mental illness between July 1962 and December 1962 inclusive.

Mr. John Cheeseman, father of Mr. Alan Cheeseman, told me that in the year 1960 he and his
son first met Mr. Charles Ford and his sons, Mr. Tony Ford and Mr. John Ford, in the White Hart,
Theobalds Road, Holborn. In September 1962 his son Alan was not working due to ill health, and
he was supporting him in pocket money to the extent of £10 or £12 or even more each week. On
21st September 1962, his son Alan had left the house when he returned from work and had not
returned home at 1 p.m. on 22nd September.
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Mrs. Cheeseman was worried but he was not. At about 2.15 p.m., Mr. Charles Ford called at his
house and told him that his son Alan and John Ford had been arrested and charged with demanding
money with menaces. He at once went to Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court where he saw Alan
for a very short time: Alan told him that Detective Sergeant Challenor had given him a knife saying,
“This is yours”, and he noticed a bruise on his son’s forehead. At 7.30 p.m. on 22nd September he
met Mr. Charles Ford in the White Hart and Mr. Ford suggested that they would have to find out
what it was all about and get it “straightened out”. Mr. John Cheeseman told me that from the
remark of Mr. Ford he realised bribery would be involved. Mr. Cheeseman’s own reaction, having
heard from his son that he was innocent, was to try and buy off the prosecution and he believed Mr.
Ford was intending to make enquiries with a view to stopping the prosecution.

On 23rd September, 1962, Mr. Cheeseman told me, he met Mr. Charles Ford at lunch time,
and again in the evening at the White Hart. Their respective wives were present in the evening, and
during the evening Mr. Charles Ford called him over to the bar and introduced him to a Mr. Banner
who, he said was going to find ‘someone’ for them on the following day. Mr. Ford asked him to
provide money for Mr. Banner’s expenses and he borrowed £5 from Mrs. Cheeseman and Mr. Ford
gave this to Mr. Banner. It  was arranged that he should meet Mr. Ford and Mr. Banner on the
following day in the Cranbourne public house in Monmouth Street. Mr. Cheeseman was somewhat
confused as to whether he met Mr. Ford and Mr. Banner once or twice on Monday 23rd September



1962, but was certain in his recollection of seeking them in the Cranbourne in the evening of that
day and eventually finding Mr. Banner in the Premier Club. Mr. Cheeseman told me that there were
five persons standing at the bar. One was Mr. Banner and another he discovered to be Detective
Sergeant Challenor, to whom he was introduced as the father of Alan Cheeseman. Mr. Cheeseman
told me that he later discovered that one of the others present at the bar was Detective Sergeant
Diamond of Bow Street Police Station, and he learned from Mr. Banner that the others present were
a Miss Laville and a Mr. Hemming.

According to Mr. Cheeseman, Detective Sergeant Challenor said in a voice that all could hear,
“That’ll cost you fifty, and no promises. I’ve had them before”. Although he had previously told Mr.
Banner  that  he  was  willing  to  pay, and  expected  Mr. Banner  to  have  told  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor, nevertheless he was taken aback by this remark spoken so openly. He asked no question
and assumed that £50 was required in return for favour to be shown to his son Alan.

He sat at a table with Mr. Banner and Detective Sergeant Challenor who told him to write
down the name and address of Lewis and Shaw, 61 Carey Street, solicitors, and told him to go there
the next day and he would be expected to call. Detective Sergeant Challenor then mentioned the
name Oliva, and rubbed his hands saying, “I’ve been out and got the bastard I want, and what I’ve
stuck on him he’ll never … get out of it”. Mr. Cheeseman did not ask Detective Sergeant Challenor
in what way he was going to help nor did he mention his son’s allegation that a knife had been
falsely  attributed  to  his  possession.  He  bought  drinks  for  Detective  Sergeant  Diamond,  Mr.
Hemming and Miss Laville,  and although he did not  know who they were he told me that he
gathered that they all knew him to be Alan Cheeseman’s father. He subse-
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quently learned that Miss Laville was on the staff of Messrs. Lewis and Shaw, solicitors, and that
Mr. Hemming was a barrister. He told me that although he believed they were aware of the swindle
involved in the bribery of Detective Sergeant Challenor, he was quite content to allow his son to be
legally  represented  by  them.  He  felt  he  had  put  himself  in  the  hands  of  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor and it would not serve any purpose, and in particular would not benefit his son’s defence,
if he disclosed to higher police authority, the press, or any other independent person the fact of the
bribery. He thought he would not be believed.

After leaving the Premier Club that night, Mr. Cheeseman told me, he called on Mr. Charles
Ford and told him what had occurred, and then went home and arranged with his wife for money to
be borrowed from neighbours in order to raise £50. This sum having been accumulated on Tuesday,
25th September he met Mr. Ford and Mr. Banner at about 2 p.m. and arranged to meet them and
Detective Sergeant Challenor in the evening. The arranged meeting eventually took place in the
Premier Club, and there were a number of other persons present who were not concerned in their
affairs  and  whom  Mr.  Cheeseman  did  not  know.  Mr.  Ford,  Mr.  Banner,  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor and he sat at a table. After Mr. Ford had asked what “the chances were for the boys” and
Detective Sergeant Challenor had said he would do what he could, Mr. Banner told him to hand
over the £50. He was reluctant to hand it  over himself.  Mr. Ford said “Give it to me. I’m not
frightened to give it to him” but Mr. Banner snatched the notes from his hand and gave them to
Detective Sergeant Challenor who said “Thanks me old darling”. Mr. Cheeseman said the £50 was
in £5 bank notes.

After the money had been received by Detective Sergeant Challenor, that officer, according to
Mr. Cheeseman, said he intended to give evidence of Mr. John Ford taking the knife from Alan
Cheeseman’s hand and nicking Mr. Gardiner’s ear. How such evidence could help either accused
Mr. Cheeseman could not understand.



Mr. Cheeseman told me that he did not in fact go to the solicitors, Lewis and Shaw, or see
Miss Laville until 28th September, when he called first at the solicitors’ office and then saw Miss
Laville at  Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court where he paid her £50 on account of defence
costs. He then told Miss Laville that Detective Sergeant Challenor had been paid and would not
oppose bail. In respect of Alan Cheeseman, who had no previous convictions, the application for
bail was not opposed by Detective Sergeant Challenor. Bail was in fact not allowed.

On 22nd or 24th October, 1962, Mr. Cheeseman told me, he was asked by Mr. Banner to go to
West End Central Police Station to see Detective Sergeant Challenor. Mr. Banner explained to him
that the officer probably wished to see him otherwise than with Mr. Banner, because he, Mr. Banner,
took  a  commission  on  any  bribe  money  he  arranged  to  be  received  by the  officer  from Mr.
Cheeseman. At West End Central Police Station Mr. Cheeseman told me he saw Detective Sergeant
Challenor who told him that he had asked him to call on the pretext of ascertaining where Alan
Cheeseman worked and then said, “I’m doing all right for your boy”. Detective Sergeant Challenor
asked, “Would you like to give me the same again?” Mr. Cheeseman said that at this time he did not
trust Detective Sergeant Challenor but he agreed to
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the suggestion without in fact intending to pay any more money. The interview ended by their
having a few drinks at the Coach and Horses public house. During the conversation over the drinks
Detective Sergeant Challenor admitted to Mr. Cheeseman that he had given his son a ‘slap,’ and told
Mr. Cheeseman  to  forget  it,  and  as  they  left  the  officer  suggested  to  him that  if  he  was  still
frightened of handing over money he should put it in an envelope and leave it with the proprietor of
a certain licensed house who would know for whom it was intended. Mr. Cheeseman was unable to
tell me the name of the licensed house, and said he had forgotten it as he never intended to pay any
more money.

Later that week, according to Mr. Cheeseman, Mr. Banner asked him why he had not left
more money and he told Mr. Banner he did not intend to do so. He gave Mr. Banner forty-eight
shillings for a taxi fare and a meal so that he would resolve the problem with Detective Sergeant
Challenor who was said to be annoyed at not receiving further money.

In the documentary evidence before me were Detective Sergeant Challenor’s desk diaries.
Against the date Monday, 22nd October, 1962 appears the entry in that officer’s writing, — “8 p.m.
Interviewed Mr. Cheeseman senior for information re betting shop bombs. To Coach and Horses
public house and purchased refreshments for an informant in respect of seeking information. Left
8.40”.

Mr. Cheeseman described that  entry as  ridiculous  and said that  he  could  not  have  given
information about that subject and was not asked to do so. Mr. Cheeseman told me his occupation
was in the employ of a wine and spirit merchant, that he did indulge in betting, and that it was out
of successful bets that he was able to provide his son on occasions with more than the £10—£12 a
week pocket money.

On 25th October, 1962, Mr. Cheeseman was present when his son was committed for trial. He
told me he then heard Mr. Hemming give advice to plead guilty to possessing an offensive weapon,
the knife. Thereafter he went with his son to the office of Lewis and Shaw and saw Miss Laville to
arrange for preparation of the defence. She gave him an estimate of the cost of defence and his son
decided to apply for legal aid rather than allow him to borrow more money. Miss Laville did not ask
for more fees, but in the circumstances of an application for legal aid her services were terminated.

After the trial in December, 1962, at which his son was convicted, Mr. Cheeseman told me he



did not complain to anyone of Detective Sergeant Challenor’s conduct, or of the acceptance of a
bribe. Later he heard of the allegation that Detective Sergeant Challenor had been responsible for
“planting” bricks upon accused persons. He then went to see Mr. Ford at his house on an occasion
when Mr. Martin Ennals of the National Council for Civil Liberties was visiting Mr. Ford, and he
visited that body’s offices on the following day and made a statement independently of Mr. Ford.
This  he  believed  took  place  in  November,  1963  at  a  time  when  he  knew Detective  Sergeant
Challenor was in a mental hospital but did not know whether he was fit or unfit to confirm or refute
the allegations.

Asked specifically concerning his impression of Detective Sergeant Challenor so far as illness
was concerned, Mr. Cheeseman said that at times he thought the officer behaved rather oddly for a
detective but he had no reason to think he was suffering from any mental trouble.
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Mrs.  Cheeseman,  the  mother  of  Mr.  Alan  Cheeseman,  confirmed  that  Mr  Charles  Ford
brought news of her son’s arrest, and that after her husband and Mr. Ford had left the house a police
officer also called to inform her of the arrest which he said was for offences of being in possession
of an offensive weapon and demanding money with menaces. She told me that she went with her
husband to the White Hart on the evening of 22nd September and saw him meet Mr. Ford. Her
husband told her after seeing Mr. Ford that they were to meet a Mr. Banner. She first saw Mr.
Banner on the following evening in the White Hart. Mr. and Mrs. Ford were also present and she
gave  her  husband £5 at  his  request  to  give  to  Mr. Banner.  On Monday 24th  September  Mrs.
Cheeseman told me she borrowed money in order to raise a total of £50 which her husband said he
required.  Mrs.  Cheeseman’s evidence  as  to  when she  first  heard  of  money being  required  for
Detective Sergeant Challenor, and as to when she first heard the name of that police officer, was
contradictory and unreliable. She was consistent however in evidence that her husband wanted £50
on the Monday in relation to her son’s defence, and although her husband did not mention a bribe
she had it in mind that it must have been for a bribe. She told me she did borrow £30 on that day
and handed it with a further £20 to her husband. Later she borrowed a further £60 in all and handed
that to her husband. She had no recollection of her husband telling her that he had handed any of the
money to a police officer but she recalled him saying at one time that Detective Sergeant Challenor
had said he would do his best for their son and that their son never ought to have been in the
position he was in.

Mr. Charles Ford, a painter and decorator, and the father of Mr. John Ford, told me he heard of
his son’s arrest about noon on 22nd September from Mr. Spiller, whom he did not recall meeting
before that time. He learned from the same source of the arrest of Mr. Riccardo Pedrini and Mr.
Alan Cheeseman, both of whom he knew. He visited Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court at once
and was told by his son that the case was “a frame up,” and that Detective Sergeant Challenor was
in charge of the case. He then informed Mr. Cheeseman senior of his son’s position. He believed he
saw Mr. Cheeseman senior again that night, and the next day they went for a drink together and he
suggested to Mr. Cheeseman that they should try to find some one who knew Detective Sergeant
Challenor, and by that means try to “straighten” him out or “keep him sweet.” Mr. Ford explained
that  “a straightener”  is  a  bribe  for  policeman.  Mr. Cheeseman agreed with  the  suggestion  and
accordingly Mr. Ford enlisted the aid of Mr. William Banner, a person whom he had known for
many years, and who had the reputation of knowing all the police officers stationed at West End
Central Police Station, and of “moving in police circles”. Mr. Ford gave evidence of meeting Mr.
Banner by appointment in the White Hart on Sunday 23rd September and of Mr. Cheeseman giving
him £5 which he handed to Mr. Banner for expenses. Mr. Banner on that occasion told him that he
knew Detective Superintendent Townsend but not Detective Sergeant Challenor, but he would find
out in his own way. The next day, 24th September, he met Mr. Banner at lunch time and a meeting
was  arranged  between  them  and  Mr.  Cheeseman  senior  for  8  p.m.  that  evening.  During  the



afternoon Mr. Banner and Mr. Ford were joined over a cup of tea by Detective Sergeant Diamond
who Mr. Ford told me was the means of Mr. Banner getting an introduction to Detective Sergeant
Challenor. Mr. Ford told me that it seemed quite clear to him that Detective Sergeant Diamond well
knew that the idea of getting
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into touch with Detective Sergeant Challenor was to bribe him. After tea Mr. Ford went with an
uncle of Mr. Alan Cheeseman to the Premier Club where he said he saw Mr. Hemming to whom he
mentioned that his son was in trouble. The alleged reply of Mr. Hemming was, “Don’t discuss the
case with me in here, see B.B.” (meaning Bill Banner). Through Mr. Banner he then arranged to see
Miss Laville of Messrs. Lewis and Shaw, solicitors, on Tuesday, 25th September in respect of his
son’s defence. Mr. Ford then explained in his evidence that due to the amount of drink he had taken
he decided not to keep the 8 p.m. appointment and he went home without seeing Detective Sergeant
Challenor. Mr. Cheeseman senior  called  on  him late  that  night  and told  him that  he  had seen
Detective Sergeant Challenor who had asked for £50 “to start with”.

The appointment  with Miss  Laville  was kept  on the Tuesday. Mr. Banner  said Mr. Ford,
accompanied him and he, Mr. Banner, asked Miss Laville if it would be all right for him to see
Detective Sergeant Challenor. Her reply, “I can trust him with my life,” was interpreted by Mr. Ford
as meaning the officer is capable of being bribed.

At about 9 p.m. on the same day he met Mr. Banner and Mr. Cheeseman senior, and in the
Premier Club Mr. Banner introduced them to Detective Sergeant Challenor. Mr. Ford confirmed Mr.
Cheeseman’s account of how £50 was produced by the latter, taken by Mr. Banner and handed to
Detective Sergeant Challenor on this occasion. Mr. Ford said he told the officer that he would be
giving him more money later, and although no figure was mentioned he had in mind a maximum
sum of £200. Asked what were the chances of bail being granted, Detective Sergeant Challenor said
he would do his utmost to get bail and make it as easy for the boys as he could. The object of
paying the money in Mr. Ford’s eyes was not to get the case dropped or to secure an acquittal as he
realised that that was not possible once the matter was before the court, but it was to try to get bail
and to get the officer to speak up for his son and to mitigate the severity of the penalty. Mr. Ford had
no recollection of Detective Sergeant Challenor telling Mr. Cheeseman and him that he intended to
say that his son took the knife from Mr. Alan Cheeseman’s hand and nicked Mr. Gardiner’s ear. If
that had been said he would have objected to it.

On  29th  September,  said  Mr.  Ford,  at  Marlborough  Street  Magistrates’  Court  Detective
Sergeant Challenor had a hostile look about him and opposed bail both for Alan Cheeseman and his
own son. He suspected the officer was a scoundrel playing a double game and he decided not to
give him more money. Detective Sergeant Challenor “never did a thing” to help his son and bail
was opposed throughout by the police. He paid various sums totalling £135 in respect of costs of
legal representation for his son prior to the trial. His instructions to Messrs. Lewis and Shaw on
behalf of his son were withdrawn not because of any dispute about the fees, but because his son no
longer wished to be represented by that firm or the counsel instructed by them.

Mr. John Ford,  upon this  aspect,  told  me  that  he  had heard  that  Mr. Hemming,  counsel
instructed for his  defence,  had at  one time been a  police officer, and that  Mr. Hemming knew
Detective Sergeant Challenor socially. He therefore thought it better that he should be represented
by a different counsel. He told me that he was aware at the time of the arrangement being made to
bribe Detective Sergeant Challenor. In a statement he made to police officers
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who interviewed  him on  10th  February, 1964,  Mr. John  Ford  made  no  mention  of  bribery of



Detective Sergeant Challenor.

Mr. Francis Oliva told me that he voiced his concern over bail for his son, Mr. Joseph Oliva,
to Mr. Cheeseman senior, who thereupon introduced him to Mr. Banner. Mr. Banner told him that he
would arrange with Detective Sergeant Challenor for bail to be granted but it would cost £60. He
met  Mr. Banner  again  and having satisfied  Mr. Banner  that  he had the  money the  latter  went
ostensibly to see the Detective Sergeant. On his return Mr. Banner said that Detective Sergeant
Challenor would have nothing to do with the suggestion as he suspected a police trap. No money
passed and Mr. Francis Oliva said that all he knew of Detective Sergeant Challenor in this respect
was what Mr. Banner had told him.

Mr. Banner at the time of the Inquiry was clearly in a very poor state of health. He was a
person who between 1923 and 1955 had suffered fifteen convictions for criminal offences but since
1955 he told me he had not been involved in criminal activities. He told me he had been a member
of the Premier Club for very many years. He had known Mr. Charles Ford for very many years and
had met Mr. Cheeseman senior through Mr. Ford in September; 1962. Mr. Banner swore that he did
not know and had never spoken to Detective Sergeant Challenor. He had seen him on two occasions
only, once at Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court speaking to Mr. Ford, and once at the Central
Criminal Court in December, 1962 when he went with Mr. Ford to the trial of Mr. John Ford and
others. Mr. Banner told me that in September 1962 he heard that Mr. Ford wanted to see him and
met him by chance in the White Hart public house. He had a recollection of Mr. Cheeseman being
present and both he and Mr. Ford saying that their sons were in trouble. Though his memory was,
he said, not good having regard to the passage of time he was quite sure that neither Mr. Ford nor
Mr. Cheeseman sought his assistance. He denied emphatically being given £5 by Mr. Ford. As to the
events in the Premier Club he said that he was not present on any occasion when Detective Sergeant
Challenor had said, “That will cost you £50 and no promises.” He told me that he had never seen
Mr. Ford and Mr. Cheeseman in that Club. The incident described by Mr. Ford and Mr. Cheeseman
of the £50 being handed to Detective Sergeant Challenor never took place according to Mr. Banner.
He said he had not been given any money by Mr. Cheeseman for fares and a meal.

Mr. Banner told me he knew Mr. Hemming and Miss Laville. Mr. Ford had in September
1962 asked him how Mr. Hemming could be contacted and Mr. Banner told me that he may have
spoken to Miss Laville on behalf of Mr. Ford and Mr. Cheeseman in regard to their sons’ defences.
As a fellow club member he had at times recommended people requiring representation by, or the
advice of, a solicitor to Miss Laville. As to knowing all the police officers stationed at West End
Central Police Station, Mr. Banner said that that was quite false and that the only officer he knew
was Detective Superintendent Townsend, whom he had encountered when a Detective Sergeant in
the  Notting  Hill  area,  and whom he had met  again  as  a  member  of  the  Premier  Club.  It  was
suggested to Mr. Banner that he was a police “informer”, and was by repute a person through whom
meetings and arrangements with police officers could be made. This he denied.
161

Mr. Diamond gave evidence of his service in the Police Force, which ended in his retirement
in February 1964, and during the last  twelve years of which he had been a Detective Sergeant
stationed at  Bow Street  Police  Station.  During  the  same period  he had been a  member  of  the
Premier Club and in that way had got to know Miss Laville, Mr. Hemming and Mr. Banner as club
members. Mr. Banner he described as a person who made it his business to know everybody, and
who on occasion provided him with information useful to him in his police enquiries. He had not
paid Mr. Banner for information given in this way. Detective Sergeant Challenor he had met on
occasions at Bow Street Magistrates’ Court in the ordinary course of duty. He had never seen that
officer in the Premier Club, of which Detective Sergeant Challenor was not a member, and where
his presence would have been noted as unusual. Mr. Diamond told me that it was quite untrue to say



that he was in the Premier Club in the evening of 24th September, 1962. He was engaged on various
duties  at  that  time which  made his  presence  in  the  club  impossible  and he  supported  his  oral
testimony on this  aspect  by his  contemporary  desk  diary entries  relating  to  that  date.  He had
observed Mr. Cheeseman senior giving evidence at the Inquiry and he told me that he had never
seen him before so far as he could recollect.

Detective Superintendent Townsend confirmed that he was a member of the Premier Club and
had seen Mr. Banner there as a club member. He also confirmed Mr. Banner’s version of their first
acquaintanceship.

Both Miss Laville and Mr. Hemming gave evidence at the Inquiry. The former told me that
she had been managing clerk for Messrs. Lewis and Shaw, solicitors, for nine years, and that she
had met Mr. Banner first when he was defended by former principals of hers. Since that time he had
on  occasions  recommended  clients  to  her  present  employers.  She  knew  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor well but only professionally, and had talked to him as was necessary in regard to cases in
which  they  were  both  concerned.  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  had  never  recommended  or
introduced a  client  to  her firm.  Mr. Hemming was a  counsel  whom her principals  briefed and
instructed from time to time.  They were both members of the Premier Club. Mr. Cheeseman’s
version of her being in the Club in the presence of Mr. Hemming, Mr. Banner, Detective Sergeant
Challenor and Mr. Cheeseman she said could not be accurate.

Mr. Banner had by telephone requested her to take the cases of Mr. John Ford and Mr. Alan
Cheeseman. From her office record of appointments she believed this to have been on Tuesday 25th
September, 1962. The appointment was made for and kept at 2.30 p.m. on 26th September. Miss
Laville was able to produce documentary evidence in the form of an envelope with Post Office
franking showing the time of posting as 7.15 p.m. on 25th September, 1962 and an enclosed letter
relating to a hospital appointment which strongly supported her evidence as to when she had first
seen  Mr. Cheeseman,  and  which  strongly  negatived  Mr. Cheeseman’s evidence  as  to  his  first
meeting with her. From her original shorthand notes of the interview with Mr. Cheeseman and Mr.
Ford, and from her subsequent instructions to counsel,  she drew additional support for her oral
testimony. Mr. Cheeseman senior called on her on Thursday, 27th September 1962 and paid £50 on
account of fees, and on 28th September 1962 Mr. Ford paid £50 to her as fees in respect of his son’s
defence. He had previously paid £10 on account. Mr. Hemming was instructed, and
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his brief in respect of Mr. John Ford and Mr. Alan Cheeseman was delivered on 28th September
1962 as disclosed by documentary evidence. From the information set out in the brief, Miss Laville
pointed  out,  it  appeared  that  she  must  have  interviewed  Mr.  Cheeseman  senior  prior  to  28th
September  at  court.  In  this  respect  she  found  herself  at  variance  with  the  evidence  of  Mr.
Cheeseman senior, and she refuted in  her  evidence that  which Mr. Cheeseman senior  had said
concerning his telling her that Detective Sergeant Challenor had been paid, and that there would be
no objection to bail. Miss Laville detailed the various court appearances of Mr. John Ford and Mr.
Alan Cheeseman. Bail was opposed by Detective Sergeant Challenor throughout, but was granted to
Mr. Alan Cheeseman on 10th October, 1962 despite the police objection. Bail was granted to Mr.
John Ford on 30th October by the Judge in Chambers. She estimated the costs of trial and informed
Mr. Ford senior and Mr. Cheeseman senior of the likely costs and asked to be put in funds so that
counsel might be briefed. On 19th November 1962 her principals ceased to act for Mr. John Ford as
she received a letter from his father indicating that he desired different representation and that there
was some difference of view between father and son. On 22nd November, 1962 her  principals
ceased to act for Mr. Alan Cheeseman who had informed her by telephone that he intended to apply
for representation under a legal aid certificate.



In the course of  her  evidence Miss  Laville  told me that  she had no reason to think that
Detective Sergeant Challellor would be party to corrupt practices and that she did not regard him, so
far as she knew him, as a person who would accept a bribe. She had at no time been aware of any
proposal  to bribe that  officer. Her  mind was directed to  the question whether  or not  Detective
Sergeant Challenor revealed any signs of mental illness on any occasion in which she had dealings
with him or had seen him, and her evidence was that she had not noticed any such sign.

Mr. Hemming said in evidence that he had been a member of the Premier Club for about 20
years. In the latter part of 1962 he was heavily engaged in licensing matters in respect of West End
Clubs, in many cases being instructed by Messrs. Lewis and Shaw. On those occasions he had
visited the Premier Club at  the end of the day with Miss Laville.  He knew Detective Sergeant
Challenor and held him in high regard as a police officer. He had a recollection of seeing Detective
Sergeant Challenor in the Premier Club on one occasion in about 1959 as a member of a party of
Flying Squad officers.  He had no recollection of  being in that  Club on an occasion when Mr.
Cheeseman, Mr. Banner and Detective Sergeant Challenor were present. Mr. Hemming told me that
he  had  known  Mr.  Charles  Ford  for  more  than  25  years.  He  had  met  him  professionally  in
September, 1962 when, with Mr. Cheeseman senior, he had been brought to his Chambers by Miss
Laville for a conference concerning respective sons. He denied advising Mr. Ford senior to see Mr.
Banner. Banner he had also known for very many years, Mr. Hemming’s brief included instructions
in respect of an application for bail, and the comment that bail would be strenuously opposed. He
denied being told that bail would not be opposed as money was going to be found. At no time did he
hear of any proposal that Detective Sergeant Challenor was to be bribed or had been bribed.

Detective  Superintendent  Townsend  told  me  that  during  the  time  that  Detective  Sergeant
Challenor was working under his command he did not
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observe anything in that officer’s conduct or standard of living which indicated that he had more
money to spend than he would expect of an officer of that rank. He had never had occasion to think
that Detective Sergeant Challenor was accepting bribes for showing favours. He confirmed that in
the month of October 1962 there were incidents of attacks on betting shops involving the use of
explosives, and said that having regard to Mr. Cheeseman’s employment, his habit of betting, and
the fact of Mr. Alan Cheeseman’s arrest and subsequent admission to bail, it would be quite likely
that Detective Sergeant Challenor would seek to interview Mr. Cheeseman senior with a view to
getting information about those incidents, as was recorded in fact in the officer’s desk diary.

I  had the advantage of  hearing the evidence of  Detective Superintendent  Williams of  the
Wolverhampton Borough Police Force who was assisting the Chief Constable of Wolverhampton in
his  Inquiry  into  allegations  concerning  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor.  This  witness  said  that  a
thorough detailed investigation had been made into Detective Sergeant Challenor’s financial affairs
with the full co-operation of Mrs. Challenor. Records of payments into the bank had been checked.
Withdrawals  from the bank account  had been checked.  Independently of  the enquiries  of  Mrs.
Challenor other enquiries had been carried out to ascertain whether or not there was any abnormal
expenditure or abnormal standard of living by Detective Sergeant Challenor and his family. The
result of all these investigations was that throughout the relevant period there was a consistent level
of expenditure maintained without breaks, no evidence of receipts of money from sources which
were not ascertainable and legitimate, no evidence of expenditure beyond the modest level which
was the expected standard for a police officer of the rank of Detective Sergeant and no evidence of
concealed saving. The family had lived simply and almost frugally.

It will have been observed from the above summary of the evidence of the witnesses called
that there was a vital contradiction of the evidence given by Mr. John Cheeseman and Mr. Ford. The



evidence of Mr. Banner, Mr. Diamond, Miss Laville and Mr. Hemming cannot stand square with
that of those two witnesses. Both Mr. John Cheeseman and Mr. Charles Ford were naturally anxious
to demonstrate by their evidence the innocence of their sons: both revealed as witnesses strong
hostility to Detective Sergeant Challenor; their feelings had not been softened by the passing of two
years since the events of which they spoke, but had, on the impression I formed of them, been
perpetuated and to a degree inflamed by their becoming involved as potential witnesses in one part
of a much wider enquiry into alleged misconduct by Detective Sergeant Challenor. Such feelings I
well understand if based on fact.

I do not consider that I heard the whole truth from Mr. Banner or Mr. Diamond. I formed the
strong impression on their evidence and demeanour, and I find the fact to be, that there was a much
closer relationship between them than either would admit. It may well be that because criminal
investigations depend considerably upon the existence of persons prepared to give “information” to
police officers, and the mutual trust which exists between an informant and the officer to whom
information is passed: evidence even on oath at an Inquiry held in public does not reveal the truth.
Had I not heard the evidence of Miss Laville and the documentary evidence she produced, my task
in reaching a conclusion as to the truth or falsity of the allegation that Detective Sergeant Challenor
received a bribe of £50 would have been more difficult.
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Miss Laville’s evidence I accept without reservation. I find the fact to be that at the request of her
husband Mrs. Cheeseman did borrow moneys to be used for the defence of her son. Whether such
moneys eventually passed to Messrs. Lewis and Shaw in respect of costs, or how the moneys were
otherwise expended I  am unable to  decide on the evidence given.  I  reject the evidence of Mr.
Cheeseman that Detective Sergeant Challenor asked him for £50. I am not satisfied by the evidence
of Mr. Cheeseman and Mr. Ford that Mr. Banner took £50 from Mr. Cheeseman’s hands and handed
it to Detective Sergeant Challenor. I find the fact to be that Mr. Charles Ford suggested to Mr.
Cheeseman  that  steps  be  taken  to  bribe  Detective  Sergeant  Challenor  if  this  was  found  to  be
possible, but that in fact no bribe was paid and Detective Sergeant Challenor made no promise in
respect  of  either  the  charges  preferred  or  of  the  matter  of  bail.  I  accept  the  evidence  of  Mr.
Diamond, corroborated as it is by documentary evidence as to his duties and by the absence of any
record of his absenting himself from his duties, that he was not present in the Premier Club on the
occasion on which Mr. Cheeseman spoke to. I find on the totality of the evidence that, in respect of
the allegation that Detective Sergeant Cballenor received a bribe of £50, Mr. John Cheeseman and
Mr. Charles Ford have told me that which they hoped would take place,  that which they were
prepared to participate in, but that which in fact was not achieved.

In the evidence, oral and documentary, concerning the allegation of bribery I find no evidence
indicating that Detective Sergeant Challenor was suffering at that time from the onset of mental
illness.
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APPENDIX B

LIST OF PERSONS LEGALLY REPRESENTED AND 
THEIR LEGAL REPRESENTATlVES

1. Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis, and Metropolitan Police Officers not separately legally represented:
represented by Mr. Geoffrey Lane Q.C. and Mr. Brian Leary of Counsel, instructed by the Solicitor to the Metropolitan
Police.

2. Ex-Detective Sergeant H. G. Challenor:
represented by Mr. James Comyn Q.C. and Mr. Neil Butter of Counsel, 
instructed by the Official Solicitor.



3. Detective Chief Superintendent G. E. McArthur
Detective Superintendent R. Townsend 
Detective Inspector L. Bruce, and 
Detective Sergeant J. Burke:
represented by Mr. W. M. F. Hudson of Counsel, 
instructed by Messrs. Samuel Coleman, Solicitors.

4. Police Constable R. R. Jones:
represented by Mr. C. G. L. Du Cann and Mr. R. O. Hawkins of Counsel, 
instructed by Messrs. Philip Conway, Thomas & Co., Solicitors.

5. Detective Sergeant K. Etheridge
Detective Constable R. J. Robb, and
Detective Constable N. Birch:
represented by Mr. Stanley Eker and Mr. Michael Jones of Counsel, 
instructed by Messrs. Montague Gardner & Co., Solicitors.

6. Detective Sergeant J. R. Cruse,
Detective Constable D. Robinson
Police Constable O. Tweedy, and 
Police Constable V. Bridge:
represented by Mr. Michael Neligan of Counsel, 
instructed by Mr. Victor J. Lissack, Solicitor.

7. Sir John Richardson, Bt., M.V.O., M.A., M.D., M.B., B.Ch., F.R.C.P. M.R.C.S., L.R.C.P.
Dr. W. Sargant, M.A., M.B., B.Ch., F.R.C.P., M.R.C.S., L.R.C.P.: D.P.M,
and
Dr. E. D. Barlow, M.B., B.Ch., M.R.C.S., L.R.C.P., D.P.M.:
represented by Mr. Peter Baylis, Solicitor, of Messrs. Hempsons, Solicitors.
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8. Mr. John Apostolou,
Mr. Alan Cheeseman, 
Mr. John Cheeseman, 
Mr. Ronald Ede,
Mr. Charles Ford,
Mr. James Fraser, 
Mrs. Patricia Hawkins, 
Mr. Gregory Hill,
Mr. Lionel King,
Mr. Andreas Loukaides, 
Mr. Francis Oliva, 
Mr. Joseph Oliva, 
Mr. Harold Padmore, 
Mr. Dominico Pedrini, 
Mr. Riccardo Pedrini, and 
Mr. Donald Rooum:
represented by Mr. Peter Pain and Mr. D. E. de Saxe of Counsel, 
instructed by Messrs. B.M. Birnberg & Co., Solicitors.

9. Mr. John Ford: represented by Mr. Peter Pain and Mr. D. E. de Saxe of Counsel,
instructed by Messrs. J. A. Hostettler & Co., Solicitors.

10. Miss M. M. Laville: represented by Mr. Sebag Shaw Q.C. and Mr. W. M. F. Hudson of Counsel,
instructed by Messrs. Lewis & Shaw, Solicitors.
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APPENDIX C 

LIST OF WITNESSES



Mr. Claud Geoffrey ALLEN

Mr. William Alfred BANNER

Dr. Erasmus Darwin BARLOW

Dr. Hassan Mahoud BAYOUMI

Mr. Norman Harry BEACH

Mr. Harold Robert BEAVINGTON

Mrs. Lilian Joyce BEER

Mrs. Antoinette BELLINI

Mr. Victor BERRlLL

Detective Constable Norman BIRCH

Mr. Ronald William BRAGGINS

P. C. Vernon BRIDGE

Mr. Frederick Steven James BRlDGEMAN

Detective Inspector Leslie BRUCE

Superintendent Frederick Harry BURDETT, D.F.C.
Detective Inspector Ronald BURROWS

P.C. Brian BURTON

Detective Chief Superintendent Thomas Marius Joseph BUTLER

Dr. William CALDER

Mrs. Doris May CHALLENOR

Inspector Norman Howard CHAMPION

P.C. Alfred CHANEY

Mr. Alan John CHEESEMAN

Mr. John CHEESEMAN

Mrs. Rose Emma CHEESEMAN

Inspector Ernest Royston CHIDZOY

Detective Sergeant James Robert CRUSE

Detective Chief Superintendent Silvester Charles CUDMORE

Professor Desmond CURRAN, C.B.E.
Mr. Stanley Clinton DAVIS

Mr. James DIAMOND

Detective Inspector David Clarence DILLY

Detective Constable Raymond Frederick DOCKING

Inspector Patrick DOOLING

Mr. Ronald George EDE

P.C. Michael Margrave Trobridge EDWARDS

Detective Sergeant Kenneth Howard ETHERIDGE

Mr. Harold Victor ETTENFIELD

Miss Elizabeth Ewing EVANS

Detective Sergeant Frank James EVANS

P.C. Thomas EVERETT
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Dr. Niall Desmond FARNAN

Mr. Sidney FEAR

Mr. Charles FORD

Mr. John CHARLES FORD

Mr. William FRANCIS

Mr. James Thomas FRASER

Mr. Wilfred Henry GARDINER

P.C. Graham GEORGE

Detective Chief Superintendent Frederick William GERRARD

Detective Constable Donald Francis GIBSON

P.C. Patrick GOSS

Chief Inspector Cecil Francis GUTSELL

Sergeant Mervyn HANLON

Detective Constable David Leonard HARRIS

P.C. Frank James HARRIS

Detective Constable Desmond Godfrey HARRISON

Commander George Horace HATHERILL, O.B.E.
Mrs. Patricia Violet HAWKINS

Mr. William Arthur HEMMING

Mr. Gregory John HILL



Mrs. Maureen HOLLAND

Inspector George INGRAM

Mr. Clifford IRELAND

Detective Constable Peter Warwick JAY

Mrs. Josephine Isobel JENNINGS

P.C. Richard Raymond JONES

P.C. Thomas Oliver JONES

Mr. Lionel William KING

Inspector Michael John KEENE

P.C. George McIntosh LAING

Miss Margaret Muriel LAVILLE

Detective Constable John Bryan LEGGE

Sergeant William Francis LILLY

Detective Chief Superintendent Gerald Elwin McARTHUR

P.C. Donald MACLEAN

Mr. Robert MAHLER

Mr. Frank MATTHEWS

Dr. Otto MEERAPFEL

P.C. Anthony Ian MORSE

Mr. Turham MOUSTAPHA

Inspector Arthur MUNNS

Miss Jean Marie MURRAY

Detective Sergeant Terence John O’CONNELL

Mr. Broulio Dario OLIVA

Mr. Francis OLIVA

Mr. Joseph Francis OLIVA

Mr. Sydney Harold Dacosta PADMORE

P.C. David Noel PARKINSON
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P.C. Ralph PEARSON

Mr. Riccardo Mario Stefano PEDRINI

Mr. Harry Raymond PIKE

Mr. Ernest George PINK

Dr. David Thomas PITT

P.C. Richard John PLESTER

P.C. David POWELL

P.C. Roger PURRINGTON

P.C. Melvin RAFFLE

Sergeant Alan Brian RATCLIFFE

Detective Sergeant Kenneth Gilbert REXSTREW

Sir John Samuel RICHARDSON BT., M.V.O.
Detective Constable Roderick James ROBB

Mr. Ralph James RODRIGUEZ

Mr. Donald ROOUM

Mr. Henry Robert ROSE

Miss Jane Anna RYAN

Dr. William Walter SARGANT

Mr. Irvine SHINE

Mr. David Lewis SILVER

Detective Constable Clifford Laurence SMITH

P.C. Clive SMITH

Mr. John Anthony SPILLER

Chief Superintendent James STARRITT

Mr. Frederick STEEL

Detective Constable David Paul STEPHENSON

Dr. Arthur Henry STERN

Mr. Abraham Joseph STOLLER

Miss Angela TAYLOR

Inspector Maurice Arthur TAYLOR

Detective Inspector Ronald Leslie TAYLOR

Inspector Robert Daniel THOMAS

Detective Superintendent Ronald TOWNSEND



Sergeant Walter George TRUMP

Mr. Derek Charles TURNER

Mr. Rodney TURNER

P.C. Owen Joseph Thomas TWEEDY

Detective Sergeant Gerald David WALKER

P.C. Allen David WELLS

Inspector Ernest William WILLARS

Detective Superintendent Harold WILLIAMS 

Detective Superintendent Leonard WOOLNER
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