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IN THE MATTER OF 
 

THE UNDERCOVER POLICING INQUIRY 
__________________________________________________________________ 

OPENING SUBMISSIONS FOR T2P2 (1983-1992) 

JOHN BURKE-MONERVILLE 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 
Summary 
 
1. This Opening statement is made on behalf of Mr John Burke-Monerville.  

 
2. He is a Core Participant at this Inquiry because undercover police officers from the 

SDS spied on the campaign he and his family had established to obtain 
accountability for the mistreatment of his son Trevor in the custody of the 
Metropolitan police. Trevor emerged from custody with long-term brain-damage 
and memory loss, from which he did not recover. He was murdered seven years 
later. 

 
3. Mr Burke-Monerville’s discovery in 2014, that the police had used surveillance on 

the Trevor Monerville Campaign during the time when he was trying to find out who 
was responsible for his son’s mistreatment, rather than assist him in his attempts 
to seek answers and redress, has intensified the pain and trauma he and his family 
have suffered in a lifetime blighted by tragedy, stone-walling and the 
consequences of endemic racism.  

 
4. This Inquiry represents Mr Burke-Monerville’s last chance to find some light in the 

darkness, to rescue hope from where it has shattered.  
 

5. Trevor was diagnosed with brain damage following his arrest by Stoke Newington 
Police officers on New Year’s Day 1987 when he was 19 years old. Despite the 
passage of over 35 years, Trevor’s family still do not know what happened to him  
that day.  

 
6. What they do know is that he disappeared from outside a night-club at 1.40am on 

New Year’s Day, was found semi-conscious and badly injured inside a covered car 
by its owner shortly before 10.40pm, and was then, despite the state he was in, 
arrested by the police for criminal damage to the car and taken into custody.  On 
2 January 1987 the police concealed Trevor’s presence in Stoke Newington police 
station from John Burke-Monerville when he came looking for him, and over the 
next three days repeatedly prioritised prosecuting him and imprisoning him over 
investigating who had attacked him or ensuring he received proper medical care 
in the hospitals to which he was admitted for short periods. After Trevor was 
eventually admitted to hospital for emergency brain surgery to remove a blood clot 
from his brain, a medical report found evidence that he had been beaten multiple 
times, and charges were dropped against him on 8 January 1987. 
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7. The Trevor Monerville Campaign was set up shortly afterwards to discover what 
had happened to Trevor. It bore little fruit. Instead, Trevor and his family were 
constantly harassed by the police.  Even Mr Burke-Monerville’s then 79 year old 
father and 73 year old mother, were subject to harassment. His mother was 
prosecuted for assaulting a police officer. She was acquitted and was awarded 
damages from the police for her treatment. Trevor, who remained unwell as a result 
of the brain damage he had suffered, was arrested 5 times in 23 months (by 
December 1988): in November 1987 he had been charged with 11 criminal 
offences and charged with further offences in April and September 1988.  All were 
either discontinued or he was acquitted. 
 

8. In March 1994, Trevor was stabbed 10 times on his way home from a friend’s 
house. Despite there being several witnesses to the killing, no one has ever been 
brought to justice in connection with his murder. 

 
9. In February 2013, another of Mr Burke-Monerville’s sons, Joseph, was shot and 

killed on Hindrey Road in Clapton. Three individuals were due to stand trial in 
respect of Joseph’s murder, but the prosecution was dropped just days before the 
start of trial. An investigation conducted following the family’s complaint about the 
police’s handling of the criminal investigation concluded that there were a number 
of failings. 

 
10. On 19 June 2019, a third of Mr Burke-Monerville’s sons, David, was fatally stabbed 

outside his home in North London having been attacked by men burgling his home. 
The perpetrators were found guilty in December 2020. 
 

11. Mr Burke-Monerville believes that the Trevor Monerville Campaign was 
deliberately targeted by undercover police for seeking answers and justice in 
respect of police violence, racism and corruption. 

 
12.  He also believes that racism was responsible for: 
 

(1) The treatment of his son by Stoke Newington police and the harassment of 
Trevor and the rest of the Burke-Monerville family (including Mr Burke-
Monerville’s elderly parents) by Stoke Newington police in the years following 
Trevor’s arrest.  
 

(2) The failure to explain what happened to Trevor, and the lies about whether he 
was in custody in Stoke Newington Police Station. 
 

(3) The failure to bring the killers of two of his sons to justice.  
 
 

13. His sincere hope is that the Inquiry will achieve three goals for him and for the 
community as a whole: 

 
(1) Fully and properly investigate why he and the Trevor Monerville Campaign 

were targeted for surveillance by the police instead of being assisted in their 
quest for information and accountability for Trevor’s mistreatment in police 
custody. 
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(2) Stimulate others to come forward to provide information about Trevor’s 

contact with police on New Year’s Day 1987 and the killers of his sons Trevor 
and Joseph.  

 
(3) Expose racism within the police as the rotten thread that mats these tragedies 

and police failings together. It is his firm belief that racism was at the heart of 
the police brutality and corruption that the Black community experienced and 
which many of the people involved who have found themselves participating 
in this Inquiry were fighting to expose, and that racism underlay the targeting 
of Black justice groups seeking police accountability for such police brutality 
and corruption. 

 

 
14. This Opening Statement is organised as follows: 

 
(i) Who is John Burke-Monerville? 
(ii) What happened to Trevor Monerville in New Year’s Eve 1986?  
(iii) Joseph Burke-Monerville and David Bello-Monerville 
(iv) The establishment of the Trevor Monerville Campaign 
(v) Surveillance of the Trevor Monerville Campaign  
(vi) Disclosure Issues 
(vii) The enduring problem of racism in the MPS and the continuing failure of 

police accountability 
(viii) Mr Burke-Monerville’s hopes for the Inquiry  

 
  

I: John Burke-Monerville 
 
15. Mr John Burke-Monerville is Trevor Monerville’s father. He is 81 years old. He 

moved to England as a young teenager and experienced a difficult time at school 
in Whitechapel as the only black child in the school. After leaving school to start 
work at 17, he attended evening classes to study electronics and then successfully 
went on to study electronics and mathematics at college. He gained an 
apprenticeship repairing electronic goods and committed to the hard work 
involved, working evenings and weekends. The day he finished his apprenticeship 
he borrowed money from his father and took over J&S TV Shop, E9, when the 
previous owner retired. He ran the shop for 30 years. He became well known in 
the community, both for his shop and for his love of music. He has always sung, 
ballads and soul music. He has always worked hard and cared for his family of 
whom he is very proud. He would have hoped to now be enjoying his retirement 
with his wife, children, grandchildren and indeed great grandchildren. Instead, he 
finds himself in a public inquiry fighting to discover why he and his family were 
spied on by the Metropolitan Police.  
 

 
II: What happened to Trevor Monerville?  
 
16. On New Year’s Eve 1986, Trevor Monerville was on a night out with two of John’s 

sisters, when he disappeared from outside a nightclub in Stoke Newington, North 
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London. He was last seen at 1.40am on 1 January 1987 and later that day, found 
semi-conscious, in an unknown car on Kingsgate estate, Buckingham Road, 
Dalston. The car was under a cover and had a broken window. Trevor was found 
already very badly injured and was apparently asleep. This suggested that 
someone had removed the cover and bundled Trevor inside, as he could not have 
pulled the cover back on himself, especially given his state at the time. In the light 
of his injuries John Burke-Monerville believes that it was the intention of the 
person/s who left him in the car that he would die there. However, the owner of the 
car, , called the police and Trevor was then arrested on suspicion 
of criminal damage in respect of the car and taken to Stoke Newington Police 
Station, being booked in at 10.50pm on 1 January 1987. At no point whilst detained 
in custody did Trevor have legal representation.  
 

17. Whilst Trevor was being held at Stoke Newington police station, John Burke-
Monerville attended the police station in his search for his son. He was falsely told 
by police that Trevor was not there.  No explanation has ever been given as to why 
the officer lied about Trevor being in the police station at that time although the 
MPS later apologised. In the early hours of 2 January 1987, Trevor was taken by 
police to the A&E department of Homerton Hospital. He was returned to the police 
station shortly afterwards. At some point that day, he was restrained by six officers 
in order that his fingerprints could be taken by force. He was taken back to 
Homerton Hospital at 10pm and again discharged back to Stoke Newington police 
station at midnight. The following day, he was remanded from the Magistrate’s 
Court to HMP Brixton. It is understood that Trevor was too unwell to be brought 
into court, so the magistrate went to the cell to remand him. Within two hours of 
his arrival at the prison, Trevor was transferred to Kings College Hospital A&E, but 
his skull fracture was missed and he was discharged back to prison.    

 
18. When the family visited Trevor at HMP Brixton, he was plainly very unwell. On 5 

January 1987 he suffered fits and on 6 January 1987 he was transferred to the 
Kings College Hospital A&E again and then sent to the Maudsley Hospital for 
emergency brain surgery to remove a blood clot from his brain. A subsequent 
medical report found evidence of a “direct blow” in addition to that which had 
caused the intercranial clot, indicating that Trevor had been beaten multiple times1. 
The Crown Prosecution Service dropped all charges against Trevor in a letter 
dated 8 January 1987. 

 
19. Trevor never recovered his memory of what happened to him. Doctors at the 

Maudsley hospital advised the family that Trevor’s memory was likely to return one 
day, but it had not done so by the time he was murdered in Truman’s Road on the 
streets near his family home in March 1994. He was stabbed 10 times on his way 
home from a friend’s house. Despite there being several witnesses to the killing, 
no one has ever been brought to justice in connection with his murder. In 
desperation, Mr Burke-Monerville uses what he feels may be his last opportunity 
to publicly appeal to any witnesses to his son’s murder to come forward so that 
some justice can finally be achieved for Trevor. Mr Burke Monerville asks that 
anyone with information that could assist a prosecution please contact his 
solicitors, Birnberg Peirce. He also asks that they are also contacted by anyone 

 
1 Report of Dr Sam Galbraith, 10.4.1989, pp. 4-5  

[Privacy]
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with potentially relevant information about what happened to Trevor on 1 January 
1987 in and around Church Street, Stoke Newington at some point after midnight 
to when he was found semi-conscious, in a Michael Lavelle’s car on the Kingsgate 
Estate, Buckingham Road, N1.  
 

20. An Inquest into Trevor’s murder was opened shortly after his murder but adjourned 
pending the criminal investigation. Mr Burke-Monerville and his family were not 
informed when the Inquest was resumed on 13 March 1996 which concluded that 
Trevor had been unlawfully killed. The Metropolitan Police informed the Coroner 
that Mr Burke-Monerville could not be contacted prior to the Inquest being resumed 
– this was notwithstanding that he remained living at the same address and 
working at the same shop that he always had done and members of his family 
remained at the same addresses.  Indeed, it has been revealed by this Inquiry 
process that in the few weeks before the Metropolitan police officers attested to 
the Coroner that Mr Burke-Monerville could not be contacted, undercover officers 
of the same police force filed a report on the planned memorial talk for Trevor due 
to take place three days after the Inquest. Mr Burke-Monerville only learnt in 
August 2016 that Trevor’s Inquest had been concluded on a single day on 13 
March 1996 following the Inquest into the death of his son Joseph. He believes 
that the police deliberately did not contact the family so as to prevent them raising 
before the Coroner the police failures to investigate and also to minimise the 
family’s opportunity to publicly raise the issue of what happened on New Year’s 
Day 1987.  

 
 

III: Joseph Burke-Monerville and David Bello-Monerville 
 

21. In February 2013, another of Mr Burke-Monerville’s sons, Joseph, was shot and 
killed on Hindrey Road in Clapton by a suspected gang member. Joseph was 
parked in a car with his twin brother Jonathan and their older brother David. David 
was also injured in the shooting. The police quickly accepted that Joseph had been 
mistaken for a member of a local gang and confirmed that neither Joseph, nor any 
of his family, has any connection with gangs. At the time of the incident, Joseph 
and his twin brother Jonathan were studying Crime Scene and Forensic Science 
at Metropolitan University in London. Three individuals were due to stand trial in 
respect of Joseph’s murder, but the prosecution was dropped just days before the 
start of trial. An investigation conducted following the family’s complaint about the 
police’s handling of the criminal investigation concluded that there were a number 
of failings. To date no one has been brought to justice for Joseph’s murder. Mr 
Burke Monerville asks that anyone with information that could assist a prosecution 
please contact Birnberg Peirce solicitors. 

 
22. On 19 June 2019, a third son, David, was fatally stabbed outside his home in North 

London having been attacked by men burgling his home. The perpetrators were 
found guilty in December 2020. 

 
 

IV: The Trevor Monerville Campaign 
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23. The Burke-Monerville family and the local community began a campaign to 
achieve a public inquiry and justice for Trevor. They hoped that keeping the case 
in the public eye would help them to discover what happened to Trevor between 
his disappearance around 1.40am on 1 January 1987 and his admission to the 
Maudsley Hospital on 6 January 1987. Mr Burke-Monerville was told by a witness 
that he had seen police officers outside that same club at the time speaking to a 
young black man who fitted Trevor’s description.   
 

24. During the lifetime of the Justice for Trevor Monerville Campaign, both Trevor and 
other members of the Monerville family, including Mr Burke-Monerville’s then 79 
year old father and 73 year old mother, were subject to continual harassment by 
Stoke Newington police officers. John Burke-Monerville believes that racism 
underlay this harassment. In 1991, Mr Burke-Monerville’s mother was arrested and 
prosecuted for allegedly assaulting a police officer. She was acquitted at the 
subsequent trial and successfully sued the Metropolitan Police for malicious 
prosecution. 

 
25. Trevor was continually harassed by uniformed police officers around Stoke 

Newington. The harassment was so relentless that it became part of the Campaign 
which published a leaflet appealing for funds to help Trevor go abroad to escape 
the police and recover. The leaflet detailed that Trevor had been arrested 5 times 
in 23 months (by December 1988): in November 1987 he had been charged with 
11 offences all of which were discontinued or he was found not guilty of, arrests in 
April and two in September 1988  in charges being dismissed or 
withdrawn. One of these acquittals is referred to in a report from an unidentified 
undercover officer in September 19882. At a memorial held on the anniversary of 
Trevor’s death in 1994, his solicitor  spoke to the audience about 
how she would get calls from Stoke Newington Police Station at 2 or 3am that 
Trevor had been stopped for extraordinary reasons such as not being in proper 
charge of a bicycle or being stopped after being 5 minutes in a car. She detailed 
how case after case was dropped or Trevor was acquitted but the police would not 
let up. This memorial was spied upon by at least one undercover officer3, as was 
the preparation, at least, of the second memorial talk the following year4 (Mr Burke-
Monerville presumes therefore that second memorial talk was also likely to have 
been spied on). John Burke-Monerville believes that by this harassment the police 
were trying to ascertain whether Trevor’s memory of events at Stoke Newington 
Police Station were coming back to him and they were intent on framing him for a 
criminal offence if it did so that he would not be believed.  

 
26. In 1989 Mr Burke-Monerville managed to send Trevor to St Lucia to escape the 

police harassment and for a few years he was able to live there peacefully, but he 
had to return when the epilepsy he had developed following the brain injury 
worsened. On his return the police harassment resumed and continued until his 
murder in March 1994. 

 
 

2HN10 I.R. 9.9.1988: (UCPI0000028580) – Attributed to HN10 Robert Lambert, although this officer 
asserts in his witness statement that the report was not written by him.  
3 Mark Jenner, known at the time as “Mark Cassidy”: see Mark Metcalfe 
https://hackneyhistory.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/hcdatime2.jpg 
4 MPS-0245928 

temp

temp

[Temporary Privacy Restriction]

https://hackneyhistory.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/hcdatime2.jpg
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V: Surveillance of the Trevor Monerville Campaign 
 
Operation Herne 
 
27. In 2014, as he was still grieving the death of his son Joseph, Mr Burke-Monerville 

was contacted by Operation Herne, the police investigation into the Special 
Demonstration Squad [‘SDS’], and informed that their investigation had revealed 
information which appeared to be relevant to his son Trevor. Still awaiting the 
outcome of the police investigation into Joseph’s death, he was not, at that time, 
able to face looking back at the earlier tragedy of Trevor’s death. It was only in May 
2016 that Mr Burke Monerville took up the offer of meeting with Operation Herne. 
 

28. In June 2016, John Burke-Monerville met with officers from Operation Herne and 
was told that they had uncovered just one mention on one page of one document 
which referred to the Justice for Trevor Monerville Campaign. It was regarded as 
Top Secret and they could only show him two pages – one page said, “Summarised 
version SDS Intelligence Reports, Trevor Monerville” and a second page which 
recorded that the ‘Trevor Monerville Defence Campaign’ had been listed in the 
1987 SDS Annual Report as one of the organisations that was “directly penetrated, 
or closely monitored, during the year under review”. He was informed that 
Operation Herne could not find any of that intelligence and it was most likely it was 
destroyed – they noted that from the records they had there was paperwork 
missing. He was informed that it was unlikely the campaign was directly penetrated 
or closely monitored and that SDS officers “tried to make it and themselves to 
sound more important than they were to justify their work”. They told Mr Burke 
Monerville that they were not infiltrating families but attending meetings and groups 
situated around Trevor’s campaign. In June 2016 the MPS wrote an apology 
explaining;  

 
“…it is clear that the mention of your campaign does not assist us in detecting 
crime or preventing disorder and should not, therefore, have been kept.”  

 
Mr Burke-Monerville notes that the apology was for retaining the documents, not 
for the fact of spying on him and his family’s campaign. 
 

 
The Inquiry 
 
29. In a report from 1987, HN95, Stefan Scutt (cover name:Stefan Wesolowski) who 

penetrated the International Socialists/Socialist Workers Party reported that a 
leading member of the Hackney Socialist Workers party had become involved in 
the organising committee of the Trevor Monerville Campaign although he noted 
that she was “somewhat isolated” due to her “colour and politics” and that the SWP 
had little influence over the policy or direction of the campaign. He noted the 
family’s extreme distress and that the Campaign’s primary objective was that “'truth 
and justice' should be ascertained by way of the relevant legal processes; they will 
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seek public support only in pursuing, their objective (for example an independent 
inquiry)” 5. 
  

30. Notwithstanding this assessment of the Campaign very early on in its inception, it 
continued to be spied upon for, at least, the next 9 years. This undermines the 
police’s assertion that the Justice for Trevor Monerville Campaign and other Black 
Justice groups were spied upon merely as “collateral intrusion” into groups 
deemed “subversive” such as the SWP.  Mr Burke-Monerville remembers that 
many in the Campaign did not agree with the SWP member and that she quickly 
left the organising committee. Collateral intrusion does not explain why the 
Campaign was still being reported on in 1996 – here the brief involvement of SWP 
member (even if it were a legitimate target) quickly ceased but the reporting 
continued. 

 
31. In chronological order, the next intelligence report disclosed to Mr Burke-Monerville 

is dated 9 September 19886 and was attributed to undercover officer HN10 Robert 
Lambert (cover name Bob Robinson) although he stated in his witness statement 
that this were wrongly attributed to him. The report is written for the attention of 
Ch. Supt. Docker.  The subject of the report is said to be “Hackney Community 
Defence Association” (‘HCDA’): The HCDA was formed in July 1988 from the 
Justice for Trevor Monerville Campaign, the Justice for Tunay Campaign (which 
concerned a Black man who had died in Dalston Police station) and Hackney Anti 
Fascist Action with the aim of providing the victims of police crime with a 
campaigning voice.  In the report the HCDA is described as a “recently formed 
front organisation”. The report recorded that a letter had been written from the 
HCDA to the Hackney Gazette criticising Supt. Dave Dugmore following “the 
publicity surrounding the recent acquittal of Trevor Monerville”.   Mr Lambert denies 
knowledge of why the HCDA would be considered a front and asserts he did not 
write this.  Currently no officer has claimed responsibility for this report and there 
is therefore no officer who can be questioned about it. 
 

32. The next chronological report disclosed to Mr Burke-Monerville is a SDS report 
dated 13 December 19887 attributed to HN25 who was known by a cover name of 
Kevin Douglas and who was active from 1987-1991. Whilst the Justice for Trevor 
Monerville Campaign is recorded as part of a chant at a protest in support of the 
Broadwater Farm defendants, it was considered significant enough for the 
undercover officer to have reported it, demonstrating the continuing interest by the 
police in the family’s campaign. It is of note that the Campaign had no Special 
Branch reference number at this stage. 
 

33. In April 2024, scant disjointed notes of a meeting of Operation Herne officers with 
HN2, former DI Andy Coles on 2 May 20138 were disclosed. They are not helpful 
in understanding his involvement with the Campaign. It has been understood that 
HN2 principally worked as an undercover officer in London Animal Rights groups, 

 
5 13.3.1987: MPS-0740393 
6 UCPI0000028580 
7 UCPI0000023772 
8 MPS-0735454 
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yet he confirms in the Notes “I know about Trevor Monerville”9 and later refers to 
“Unseen involvement in many organisations”10. 

34. In April this year Mr Burke-Monerville received disclosure of a further intelligence
report from 1996 which reported on a memorial talk given two years after Trevor’s
death. It is a matter of immense distress to Mr Burke-Monerville that even after
Trevor’s murder, the police still had an interest in his name and their family and
that the police continued to spy on them at two annual memorial talks that were
held on the anniversary of Trevor’s death in 1995 and 1996. Mr Burke-Monerville’s
statement explains the pain caused to him that, even in death, the police did not
leave Trevor and their family in peace. He believes the spying continued because
the police wanted to know if they were getting any closer to finding out what
happened to Trevor at the police station. His distress is exacerbated by the evident
attitude of the police towards families such as his and their view, which he believes
is based on racism, that any campaign they were involved in might somehow be a
catalyst for disorder or unlawfulness.

35. Mr Burke-Monerville is aware that undercover officer HN15 Mark Jenner (cover
name Mark Cassidy) infiltrated a memorial talk held by his family marking the first
anniversary of Trevor’s murder meeting on Saturday 18 March 199511.  As a group
they walked to the site of where Trevor was murdered, laid flowers and then 

  
 a gross violation of his family’s privacy. 

36. Mr Burke-Monerville understands that after attending this meeting, Mark 
joined the Colin Roach Committee – set up following the death of 21 year old Colin
Roach who was fatally shot in Stoke Newington Police Station in 1983. The
planning for Trevor’s memorial talk given the following year was also reported on
in February 199612 (and Mr Burke-Monerville believes it is likely that he also
attended this memorial talk). It was reported that the event would take place on
Saturday 16 March 1996, that 50-100 people were likely to attend but that disorder
was “unlikely”. There had never been any disorder at any of the events organised
by the Campaign and yet it was considered appropriate to covertly report on a
memorial talk in advance of it being publicly advertised.

37. Mr Burke-Monerville is particularly concerned that in this 1996 report for this first
time in disclosed documents, the Justice for Trevor Monerville Campaign is
designated a Special Branch reference13. He seeks to understand why after the
intervening years, in which the Campaign had gone quiet – with no intelligence
reports disclosed – should the Campaign suddenly have been bestowed a Special
Branch reference number. There was never any suggestion of public disorder, or
unlawful activity – as noted above, it had been reported from its inception that the
Campaign’s primary objective was that “'truth and justice' should be ascertained
by way of the relevant legal processes; they will seek public support only in
pursuing, their objective (for example an independent inquiry).”

9 Pp.6-8 
10 Pp.7-8 
11 Mark Metcalfe https://hackneyhistory.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/hcdatime2.jpg 
12 MPS-0245928 
13 400/87/146 

[Temporary Privacy 
Restriction]

temp

temp

https://hackneyhistory.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/hcdatime2.jpg
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38. Former undercover officer Peter Francis told Mr Burke-Monerville that he had 

worked with Mark Jenner on their campaign until he was sent to spy on the 
Stephen Lawrence Campaign and he should ask Jenner “why he spied on [him] 
and his family”.  Mr Burke-Monerville hopes to have an answer to this when Mr 
Jenner gives evidence in Phase 3. 

 
39. As referred to above, this report was prepared and reviewed by DCI Keith 

Edmondson a few weeks before the Metropolitan Police informed the Coroner who 
was conducting the Inquest into Trevor’s death that Mr Burke-Monerville could not 
be contacted – notwithstanding the Inquest took place three days before the 
planned memorial which was the subject of the intelligence report.   Mr Burke- 
Monerville is deeply shocked and saddened by what he considers to be a 
deplorable and gross double standard whereby covert information is intrusively 
obtained while there was no communication to the people who mattered most to 
Trevor, in particular concerning the judicial enquiry into his death. It has contributed 
to the total erosion of his trust in the police.   

 
40. In addition to the volume of reporting, and the fact the Campaign had a Special 

Branch number, Mr Burke-Monerville believes there is clear evidence on which the 
Chair should find that the Justice for Trevor Monerville Campaign was directly 
targeted for surveillance by the SDS: 
 

(i) ‘Trevor Monerville Campaign’ listed in 1987 Annual Report  
 
41. The ‘Trevor Monerville Campaign’ is listed as an organisation that was “directly 

penetrated or closely monitored during the year under review” in the 1987 SDS 
Annual Report. DCI HN115 Tony Wait provided a definition of the word 
“penetrated” found within the SDS annual reports. He explained that it means there 
was an officer within the organisation at any level. It did not necessarily require 
membership. “One visit to the group was not enough for it to be considered 
‘penetrated’: there had to be repeat reporting or attendance…”14. 
 

42. As set out above, Mr Burke-Monerville was informed by officers from Operation 
Herne that it was their view, by contrast, that it was unlikely the campaign was 
directly penetrated or closely monitored and that SDS officers were trying to “sound 
more important than they were to justify their work”. The reason they gave for this 
conclusion was apparently that Operation Herne could not find any of the 
intelligence that led to TMC being so listed, and also, paradoxically, that it was 
most likely to have been destroyed. 

 
43. Mr Burke-Monerville is extremely concerned that this hypothesis is rigorously 

investigated especially in the light of the evidence of HN115. He also hopes that 
this conclusion has not, in advance of being investigated, influenced the extent of 
disclosure that the Inquiry has considered it appropriate to disclose to him (see 
further below).  

 
44. Mr Burke-Monerville is confident that the Chair will consider this issue with an open 

mind once he has heard all the relevant evidence. Certainly, he envisages that the 
 

14 831 MPS-0748881/23, §50 
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Chair would want to anxiously scrutinise the alarming conclusion which the 
hypothesis entails that the SDS routinely claimed to have ‘penetrated’ groups they 
had not in fact penetrated to deliberately mislead the Home Office as to their actual 
workload, presumably in order to obtain continued or increased funding. The 
evidence of DCI HN39 Eric Docker is that the SDS Annual Reports were designed 
to set out the justification for the SDS for the Home Office and later the MPS15. 
This would appear to amount to misconduct.  

 
45. The Chair will no doubt want to examine in how many other instances the SDS 

could be considered to have fabricated aspects of the Annual Reports in which 
they detail their work to the Home Office, the body responsible at the time for their 
funding. If the practice is found to have been widespread then the serious issues 
of misconduct must be examined at a structural level through the senior 
management of the SDS. Senior officers must be endeavouring to mislead the 
Inquiry in their accounts on this issue (see e.g. DI HN109 who refutes the 
suggestion that the activities set out in SDS Annual Reports was inflated or 
exaggerated16). 

 
46. The Inquiry has considered much evidence from which it may readily be inferred 

that undercover officers’ routinely fabricated or exaggerated matters in their reports 
in order for their work to appear worthwhile:  the evidence demonstrates that 
undercover officers’ overtime payments, on which the financial viability of the unit’s 
continuing existence rested, “reflect the commitment each has to make in 
performing his allotted task”17. However, a finding of widespread falsification of 
reports of groups that were penetrated for the purposes of deliberately misleading 
the Home Office reveals a level of structural corruption of a different order from 
that of individual officers enhancing their own position and overtime payments. 

 
47. If the practice is said to be confined to the case of the Trevor Monerville Campaign 

however, then the misconduct must at least have been condoned by the senior 
officers who wrote the 1987 Annual Report, and by Assistant Commissioner Hugh 
Annesley who wrote the covering letter to the report, to the Home Office seeking 
funding for the SDS for that year. The Home Office Guidance on the work of 
Special Branch issued in December 1984 explicitly required “senior officers must 
exercise strict control over the selection of targets for investigation where the 
current activities organisations are legitimate and peaceful”18.   

 
48. Further, if the practice is found to have been restricted only to the Trevor Monerville 

Campaign in 1987, then it is inherently unlikely to be a correct explanation, unless 
any reason can be provided as to why the Campaign was singled out – which 

 
15 HN39 Eric Docker Witness Statement (MPS-0749045/24, §81). Similarly, DI HN109 states: “Even 
when the requirement to report to the Home Office was removed, there would have been an element 
of justification and reassurance to senior officers in the MPS that resources were being used wisely”. 
(MPS-0748825/18, §49) 
16  HN109 2nd Witness Statement MPS-0748825/20, §54 
17 see e.g. HN84 Raymond Parker: “It is well understood by the field officers in particular that the 
halcyon days of the early ‘80s no longer apply, but it must be recorded the SDS operations cannot 
exist without a consistently high level of individual overtime. New field officers deployed in 1987 will 
not have a norm of overtime to work to, but rather the overtime will have to reflect the commitment 
each has to make in performing his allotted task”, 229 MPS-0730311/4 
18UCPI0000004584.pdf 

https://www.ucpi.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/UCPI0000004584.pdf
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surely would of itself be indicative of direct targeting.  The most likely explanation, 
as identified by the Operation Herne officers, is that the intelligence reports which 
the relevant senior officers considered were correctly summarised when the 
‘Trevor Monerville Campaign’ was listed as directly penetrated in the 1987 Annual 
Report have since been destroyed. 

 
49. Further, Operation Herne were apparently unable to find any intelligence reports 

relating to the ‘Trevor Monerville Campaign’. The Chair however has been able to 
consider a number of reports relating to the Campaign demonstrating that it 
continued to be reported on for 9 years and that by 1996 at least it had been 
designated its own Special Branch reference number, which were evidently not 
available to Operation Herne when its officers reached their startling conclusion. 

 
50. It is surprising that the explanation which the officers from Operation Herne put 

forward as the most likely was that the senior SDS officers had been untruthful in 
their formal annual report to the Home Office. Mr Burke-Monerville considers that 
in putting forward this “explanation”, the MPS were deliberately attempting to 
minimise the SDS targeting of the Campaign and the racism behind that targeting 
as they have done throughout all the significant events that he has recounted. Mr 
Burke-Monerville’s concern as to why his family had been targeted was dismissed 
without investigation, Mr Burke-Monerville himself was dismissed. He believes that 
the “explanation” proffered by Operation Herne officers was merely another 
instance of the MPS endeavouring to control the narrative of events so as to avoid 
scrutiny of and accountability for the racism that underlay them.  

 
 

(ii) The quantity of intelligence reports concerning the ‘Trevor Monerville Campaign’ 
and the Hackney Community Defence Association  
 

51. The quantity of intelligence reports concerning the Trevor Monerville Campaign 
and then from 1988 the Hackney Community Defence Association (‘HCDA’) into 
which the Campaign was incorporated that the Chair has considered is highly 
consistent with direct targeting. In addition to those listed above and taking into 
account that these can only represent a sample of the intelligence reports, given 
the likelihood that many such reports have been destroyed (evidenced by the 
Trevor Monerville Campaign’s inclusion in the 1987 Annual Report), there is in 
addition a significant quantity of reports relating to HCDA (only a sample of which 
have been so far been disclosed), see, for example, HN78’s nine disclosed 
intelligence reports in which HCDA is reported on19. 
 
 

(iii) The direct tasking of HN78 to monitor HCDA 
 

52. The disclosed documents show that HN78 DC Trevor Morris was tasked on his 
initial deployment with “monitoring local groups e.g. the Hackney Community 
Defence Association and the Hackney Solidarity Group” where it was envisaged 
he would “move from one [such organisation] to another to assess their level of 

 
19 UCPI0000028234; UCPI0000028246, UCPI0000028231, UCPI0000033003, UCPI0000030312, 
UCPI0000030800, UCPI0000033068, UCPI0000029185, UCPI0000028027. 
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activity and potential involvement in future issues” (SDS Branch Note on HN78’s 
‘Targeting Strategy’20). 
 
 

(iv) The absence of any evidence of public order or infiltration by “extremists” 
justification in the disclosed reports 
 

53. There is no intelligence report on the Campaign that discloses any suggestion of 
public disorder. As above, the only reference to public disorder is that it is “unlikely”. 
The first report on the Campaign that Mr Burke-Monerville is aware of correctly 
characterises his and his family’s view that 'truth and justice' should be ascertained 
by way of the relevant legal processes; they will seek public support only in 
pursuing, their objective (for example an independent inquiry).”21 
 

54. The MPS have accepted that no public order justification for spying on campaigns 
such as that of the Burke-Monerville family can be legitimately relied upon: 
“Reporting on justice and antiracism groups who posed no criminal or public order 
threat should not have occurred” and they tell us “would not occur today”22. 

 
55. Similarly, there are no intelligence reports indicating any infiltration by left wing 

“extremists”. Even pre-supposing that this could ever have amounted to a 
justification for spying on a group viewed as such by the SDS (and the Chair’s 
conclusions in his Interim Report are referred to in this regard), the only intelligence 
report of any member of the SWP being involved in the Trevor Monerville 
Campaign noted that she was “somewhat isolated due to her colour and politics” 
and, if she continued to be monitored as one would envisage from the scale of the 
SDS’s penetration of the SWP, then the SDS will have been aware that she quickly 
left the organising committee – no doubt because of a difference in “politics”. The 
fact that that the Trevor Monerville Campaign continued to be spied on for the next 
nine years nonetheless provides strong evidence that it was a direct target of the 
SDS.  

 
 

VI: Disclosure issues 
 
56. In recognition of Mr Burke-Monerville’s age, he was promised early disclosure of 

material relating to the Campaign by the Inquiry.  It was not until January 2023, 
however, that he received any disclosure, when he was provided with three 
Intelligence Reports. In April 2024 he was also provided with a 1996 report about 
Trevor’s memorial talk.  He believes these do not represent the entirety of the 
reports spying on his family and the Campaign. The Inquiry disclosed to Mr Burke 
Monerville only those documents which it considers relevant to him. Notably one 
direct reference (at least) to the Trevor Monerville Campaign has been redacted 
(see further below). Also, as recognised by officers of Operation Herne, there are 
other documents which are “most likely” to have been destroyed.  
 

 
20 MPS- 0726965 
21 13.3.1987: MPS-0740393 
22 CMP O/S T2P1, §80 
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57. The Inquiry has confirmed to Mr Burke-Monerville that undercover officers spied 
and reported on the Trevor Monerville Campaign from 1987-1996 and he is aware 
from the 1996 intelligence report that the Campaign had by that stage been 
allocated its own Special Branch reference number. There is evidence that such a 
reference would be given to a group which had been referred to in intelligence 
reports seven or eight times after which the MPSB would contact the relevant 
Squad Chief to ask whether a file should be opened23.  All of this suggests that 
there is further material some of which Operation Herne acknowledges may have 
been destroyed. 

 
58. As referred to above, a direct reference to the Trevor Monerville Campaign has 

been redacted from documents that have been disclosed to Mr Burke-Monerville  
by the Inquiry; the reference to the Campaign having been “directly penetrated or 
closely monitored” has been redacted from the disclosed 1987 Annual Report. 
Although the Inquiry have agreed to un-redact this reference, this had not occurred 
at the time of submission. He was only aware that the Trevor Monerville Campaign 
had been mentioned in the redacted sections of the Report because this was not 
redacted in the document provided to him in 2016 by Operation Herne.  

 
59. It is of concern that there are substantial redactions in all sections of the Annual 

Reports pertaining to Justice Campaigns. Consequently Mr Burke-Monerville is 
unable to make informed representations about his view that spying on such 
groups was motivated by race, in order to undermine these campaigns, to steer off 
bad publicity or all of these. In the absence of this he is deprived of being able to 
address the Chair on what the Home Office would have seen and should have put 
a stop to, especially given their apparent concerns about the ‘Police Accountability 
Report’ (see further below). 

 
60. Mr Burke-Monerville is concerned that he did not receive the 1996 report which 

concerns the surveillance of the second memorial of Trevor’s death from him until 
April 2024, some 15 months after he was provided with his initial disclosure. If the 
delay in disclosing the document was due to representations made by the MPS, 
he asks the Chair to anxiously scrutinise any reasons put forward to ensure it was 
not an attempt merely to shield the MPS from the obvious embarrassment which 
this document causes.  

 
 

VII: Motivation for spying on Black justice and Police Accountability groups 
generally 

 
61. A core aspect of the Inquiry’s remit is to “examine the motivation for, and the scope 

of, undercover police operations in practice and their effect upon individuals in 
particular and the public in general.” The Chair has already acknowledged that 
“one of the issues which the Inquiry must examine is the possibility that these 
deployments [in black justice groups] were influenced by conscious or unconscious 
racism…”24. Mr Burke-Monerville urges the Chair to recognise that racism as a 
motivation for some aspects of the SDS’ reporting and deployments must be at the 

 
23 HN39 Eric Docker Witness Statement (MPS-0749045/94, §295) 
 
24 See Restriction Order Ruling 11, 30.7.2018, para 23. Re HN86. 
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heart of the Inquiry’s investigation, including in respect of the “direct penetration” 
or “close monitoring” of the Justice for Trevor Monerville Campaign. Mr Burke-
Monerville joins with the many other core participants who have given and will give 
evidence to the Inquiry of their lived experience of racism by the MPS to exhort the 
Chair to recognise the fundamental role which the issue of racism played in the 
targeting of the SDS. 
 

62. Other NS core participants to this Inquiry have set out in detail the evidence before 
the Inquiry of the history of the SDS demonstrating the sustained and wide-ranging 
infiltration of Black political and social justice groups and in particular black groups 
campaigning for accountability for police brutality, racism and corruption. The CTI 
has identified in his opening statement the evidence from the Tranche 1 era that 
the SDS reported on the activities of 12 black justice groups and infiltrated far-left 
groups which, amongst other things, actively promoted racial equality25. The 
evidence is that there was a “racial section” in ‘C’ Squad (referred to by HN122 
‘Neil Richardson’ as the “Blacks and Browns’ desk”). 
 

63. As addressed in the NSCP closing statement for Tranche 1, senior MPS and SDS 
managers knew about and authorised the targeting and infiltration of, and 
gathering of intelligence about, justice campaigns and those campaigning for 
police accountability in order to gain a litigation advantage, sow discord, shield the 
police from criticism and/or to disrupt the lawful and legitimate activity of such 
groups26. They identify how the practice of monitoring justice campaigns (in 
respect of which the MPS developed a Tradecraft manual in T1) started almost 
from the inception of the SDS, with the vast majority of groups involved some 
element of anti-racism campaigning and, in particular, a focus on police racism 
and/or brutality and police accountability: The Black Defence Committee is referred 
to in the MPSB Annual Report of 197027,  the Stephen McCarthy campaign from 
197128 - the first example of the targeting of a justice campaign arising from a death 
following police contact - and the Stoke Newington Eight Defence Group is 
mentioned in reports from around 197229. 

 
64. The extent of the SDS penetration30 and the material revealed by the Inquiry 

demonstrates that the police justification of “collateral intrusion” is not tenable. The 

 
25 CTI Opening Statement T1P3, §4  
26 NSCP Closing Statement T1 §161 et seq.  
27 MPS-0728972 
28 MPS-0737487, MPS-0747786 
29 MPS-747796/22 
30 Campaigns and individuals with Special Branch registry files which featured in SDS reporting in T2P1 
include: the Campaign Against Racist Laws (400/79/167); the Campaign to Curb Police Powers 
(400/83/80); the Community Alliance for Police Accountability (400/82/44); the East London Campaign 
Against Racist Attacks and Police Harassment (400/83/120); Friends of Blair Peach (400/84/77); the 
GLC Police Committee/Support Unit (400/83/23); the Groce Family Support and Community Defence 
Campaign (illegible but located at UCPI0000022551/2); the Hackney Legal Defence Committee 
(400/83/55);Inquest (400/81/156); the Institute of Race Relations (400/79/198); the May 3rd Defence 
Committee (400/83/120);the Lambeth Police Consultative Committee (400/92/110); the National 
Campaign Against the Police Bill (400/83/133); the National Council for Civil Liberties (Liberty) 
(400/82/165); the Newham 7 Defence Campaign (400/84/8); the Newham 8 Defence Campaign 
(400/82/145); the Newham Civil Rights Centre (400/80/19); the Newham Monitoring Project 
(400/83/165); the Roach Family Support Committee (348/83/2); Southall Black Sisters (400/82/167); 
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MPS itself has acknowledged that spying by the SDS on the anti-racism 
campaigns “seeking justice for members of the Black and Asian communities in 
London and were attempting to hold the MPS itself accountable for the way in 
which it policed those communities was particularly indefensible”. In what can only 
be understood as acknowledgement of the role that racism played in the 
surveillance of campaigns such as the Burke-Monerville family’s, the MPS accept 
that such reporting was “discriminatory” and “unacceptable political policing”31. 

 
65. However, Mr Burke-Monerville observes that it has taken until July 2024 for the 

MPS to make this acknowledgment. He does not believe that the MPS have 
reached this position because they accept their culpability and embrace 
accountability for their racist policing. Indeed, its focus would appear to remain that 
of protecting its reputation: the careful use the term “discriminatory” would appear 
to have been selected in order to suggest a more isolated practice and avoids an 
admission of the institutional racism with which it is infected. 

 
66. As referred to above, the disclosed documents show the MPS’ mistrust of any 

group that seeks accountability for police misconduct. All are swept up under the 
rubric of being “anti-police”, which for the MPS is of itself a reason to spy on those 
groups. This is not mere institutional paranoia, it is the manifestation of the deep -
rooted tendency built into the fabric of the MPS to cover up its wrongdoing and 
avoid accountability to the communities it serves, as institutional as the racism with 
which it is plagued.  These groups were deliberately targeted in order to undermine 
them and their objective. 

 
67. This core aversion to accountability and scrutiny is intertwined with the endemic 

racist attitudes and assumptions evidenced by SDS officers to view those groups 
from the Black community with particular suspicion. Opposition to racism was of 
itself considered potentially subversive by Special Branch – as demonstrated by 
the case of the young man who was recorded as of potential subversive interest 
because of some badges he was wearing when he passed through Dover which 
indicated that he was opposed to racism and referred to by the CTI in an earlier 
opening statement32 (this is to be contrasted with the view of HN56 that the BNP 
as an organisation with “White supremacy” as its objective was not considered 
subversive33). Indeed groups of Black people of themselves would appear to 
arouse the interest of the Security Services, as demonstrated in discussions 
between the SyS and SDS managers which took place at a high level: In a meeting 
with DCI Short at the SDS on 24 August 1983, F7C (SyS) expressed an interest in 
the Headquarters for Hackney Community Relations Executive which had “recently 
let rooms to the subversively controlled Campaign Against the Police Bill. Other 
coloured groups also meet at the same address”34. 
  

 
the Stoke Newington and Hackney Community Defence Campaign (400/92/34, 348/83/3 and 348/83/2), 
The Trevor Monerville Campaign (400/87/146)  (see NSCP Opening Statement T2P1, §142), 
31 CMP Opening Statement T2P1, §71 
32 Note from David Heaton to Mr Andrew and Sir Brian Cubbon, copied to Mr Phillips, 8 October 1980, 
CTI Opening Statement T1P3, §152 
33 HN56 Witness Statement §91, §96 
34 UCPI0000029226, NSCP Opening Statement T2P1, §152 
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68. Mr Burke-Monerville believes that the motivation of the police was a desire to derail 
and discredit the Trevor Monerville Campaign’s attempt to bring to light racist 
police brutality and harassment, as with other justice groups that were targeted. It 
further reflects an underlying racist perception by the police that organisations 
involving black people were more likely to be prone to disorder.  The MPS itself in 
its opening statement to this phase acknowledge that the fact that the SDS 
reported on anti-racist campaigns “was the result of a critical failure on the part of 
its managers and senior managers within MPSB to ensure that SDS deployments 
were conducted in accordance with proper professional and ethical standards. It is 
also an example of unacceptable political policing by MPSB”35. 

 
69. The police have consistently maintained that the motivation was the targeting of 

extreme left-wing organisations that had infiltrated family justice campaigns and/or 
that the justice campaigns were “collateral intrusion”. For the reasons set out 
above this is untenable in relation to the Trevor Monerville Campaign and 
untenable in relation to such accountability groups in general.  

 
70. That this is so is underlined by the SDS report (authorship redacted) “Political 

Extremism and the Campaign for Police Accountability” produced in 198336, 
referred to elsewhere and hereafter as the “Police Accountability Report”. 

 
71. This extraordinary document reveals the Special Branch’s extreme definition of a 

group that is “anti-police”: Among the many groups detailed in the Police 
Accountability Report, in addition to those groups that were directly involved in 
seeking police accountability and defence campaigns (such as the Newham 
Monitoring Project), there are also groups such as the ‘Public Order Research 
Group of Cities of London and Westminster Trades Council’ which is included 
merely because it publicly challenged extending of police powers to restrict 
demonstrations (“Although none of individuals associated with PORG have an 
extremist background, it will be noted that the group has links with NCCL” and 
“further, its known attitude to the police role during demonstrations is far from  
impartial, it has gone on record, for example, as questioning the right of police to 
ban  demonstrations outside Parliament when its sitting…”37). Even the charity 
Release, recognised as an expert body in the field of drugs laws, is included in the 
Report because it is “associated with NCCL” and it is “clear from its many 
libertarian roles it can have little natural sympathy for the police.”38 In evidence 
before the Inquiry, in the context of reporting on the law firm Birnberg Pierce, when 
CTI sought to explore with HN19 ‘Malcolm Shearing’ in live evidence why he was 
of the view that an organisation’s lack of sympathy towards the police was a 
relevant factor to consider as to whether to report on them he replied: “Call it peer 
group loyalty, if you like”39. 
 

72. While any London based group perceived to be “anti-police” is included in the 
Report, the author has absorbed the prevalent racism of the MPS’ culture  (see 

 
35CMP Opening Statement T2P1, §71 
36 Special Branch Report entitled 'Political Extremism and the Campaign for Police Accountability 
within the Metropolitan Police District', January 1983:  MPS-0748355 
37 Pg. 41, §5.13 
38 Pg. 42, §5.15 
39 Live T2P1 evidence of HN19 ‘Malcolm Shearing’ (11 July 2024/p219/ line12), available at 
https://www.ucpi.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/11-July-2024.pd 
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further below) in his inclusion of the Institute of Race Relations, which “likes to 
consider itself as a Think Tank for radical black intellectuals.., and has spawned 
such well known black militants as Darcus Howe,40 Faroukh Dhondy41 and John 
La Rose 42”43. 

 
73. The view of the SDS towards groups seeking police accountability as inherently 

suspect is well illustrated by the introduction to the Report which explains that while 
the GLC Police Committee are holding “all these seemingly innocuous meetings 
with their solemn self-imposed responsibilities and grandiose self-perpetuating 
design… at grass roots level more sinister developments were taking place”. 
These sinister developments were that the Committee “had encouraged the growth 
of a whole series of groups whose function was to “monitor” police work on a local 
basis on its behalf”44. 

 
74. It is evident, and understandable, that the Home Office expressed alarm at the  

implications of this report. In DAC Hewett’s “informal note” to Hayden Phillips, the 
then Assistant Under-Secretary of State for the Home Office, following his promise 
to consider the issues that Mr Phillips had raised, he stated that he “appreciated 
the reasons for their concern over this matter particularly as police accountability 
is a current and quite legitimate political issue in London.” DAC Hewett explained 
that the objective of Report was “to provide a limited number of senior officers with 
an overview of the recent growth of monitoring groups and the motivations. With 
this knowledge officers would be better prepared for any dialogue with these 
groups and also be aware of their potential to create such an atmosphere of 
dissatisfaction with the police that it could due to some slight misconduct, or even 
pretext be expressed in anti-police or indiscriminate violent behaviour”.  He 
acknowledged that the Report “is a contentious subject because closely connected 
to activities of GLC who are elected members openly carrying out their publicised 
policies” and stated “If I had to justify producing it I would say it contains assessed 
intelligence relating to public disorder and it assists senior officers by drawing their 
attention to another dimension of the policing environment.” He recognised that 
they are not talking about “subversion in the accepted definition of the word”45. 
 

75. DAC Hewett purported to express the view in his informal Note that he did “not 
think MPSB should take an active interest in individuals or groups just because 
they appear unpalatable to us or are highly critical of police or want to transform 
the current system of police accountability.  We are dealing with a broader concept 
of public order intelligence and on this particular aspect have probably gone as far 
as SB should go. The Commissioner now has the opportunity to direct other 

 
40 Formerly a defendant at the Mangrove 9 trial, at which he represented himself and was acquitted – 
the presiding judge, Edward Clark, making in his summing up the first judicial acknowledgement of 
racial prejudice in the Metropolitan Police; at the time of the report a broadcaster presenting the 
Channel 4 series Black on Black 
41 Published author who became commissioning editor at Chanel 4 the following year 
42 Publisher who founded the first specialist Caribbean publishing company in Britain and at the time 
of the report had been instrumental in the founding of Africa Solidarity, in support of those struggling 
against dictatorial governments and tyranny in Africa 
43 Pg. 40, §5.8  
44 Pg. 11, §2.10 
45 Letter from Hayden Phillips to Sir Brian Cubbon (11.3.1983) expressing concern over the scope of a 
Special Branch report and an explanatory letter from DAC Hewitt:  UCPI0000035096 
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officers to take note of the overt activities of these groups [police monitoring 
groups] and to determine whether they are monitoring police activity fairly or are 
just engaged in destructive criticism"46. 

 
76. In Hayden Phillips’ response to the above Note to Sir Brain Cubbon, Permanent 

Under Secretary of State for the Home Office, he stated that the further explanation 
“has pushed to its limit” “a broader concept of public order intelligence, which is 
meaningless as expressed and dangerous in implication. Nor is it persuasive to 
argue that a mapping of monitoring groups (a perfectly sensible collation of, often 
public information) could not have been done elsewhere in the Yard”. He 
concluded that he “strongly doubt[ed] whether they will be tempted to paint such a 
broad and sensitive canvas again…I will tell Mr (DAC) Hewett we are grateful for 
his acknowledgement of the dangers the report contained; that we hold to the view 
that the only safe and practical course is to keep the public order focus of their 
work reasonably tightly defined”47. 

 
77. In December 1984 the Home Office released the new Special Branch Terms of 

reference. The private cover letter to chief officers from the Home Office which 
accompanied it, stated (in a direct replication of DAC Hewett’s purported view) that 
“It is not the function of the force Special Branch to investigate individuals and 
groups merely because their policies are unpalatable, or because they are highly 
critical of the police, or because they want to transform the present system of police 
accountability”48. 

 
78. Notwithstanding the direction to chief officers above, the SDS evidently routinely 

continued for decades to “investigate individuals and groups merely because their 
policies are unpalatable, or because they are highly critical of the police, or 
because they want to transform the present system of police accountability”, which  
must have been evident to the Home Office from the Annual Reports. 

 
79. The clear interest in such groups, and the purpose of the MPS’ interest, is evident 

from the Minutes of senior officers’ discussions of the Police Accountability Report: 
The Chief Superintendent of C Squad observed "It is obvious that these groups 
are interested only in our faults and that a power base is being built from which 
attacks on the police can be launched. In these circumstances it is right that our 
senior officers should be briefed in order that they can adequately respond to 
criticism"49. 

 
80. Minutes from an ‘informal meeting’ of ‘A7 Branch’ (Unregistered correspondence’ 

on 13.11.198450) record the tasking of an officer to establish a Support Unit within 
the Branch to collate and disseminate within the Force information relating to the 
activities of, and those involved in, Police Monitoring Groups. It is noted that the 
“proposal this Force should take a more positive stance against the more 
destructive aspects of these organisations originates from Commander Taylor of 

 
46 Ditto  
47 Letter from Hayden Phillips to Sir Brain Cubbon (11.3.1983), pg. 1 §2 
48 UCPI000004584. 
49 Minute Sheets related to the report on Political and Extremism and the Campaign for Police 
Accountability within the Metropolitan Police District: MPS-0748422 (2.2.1983-12.12.1984), pg. 5 
50 Dated 22.11.1984, pg. 6:  MPS-0748422 
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‘G’ district and has the full support of DAC’A’ and the Director of Information” 51.  It 
is suggested that that it is “better for A7 to do this task than the SDS/SB as the 
value of the information would be reduced if the source or nature of the data 
precluded or threw doubt on the manner in which it could be used,” although 
Special Branch B “would of course liaise closely with the new unit and periodically 
use the material to update its report at 1A”52. 

 
81. The notes of the further discussion by senior officers, including the DAC, explicitly 

identify that the purpose of the unit is to set up “some kind of information bank on 
which local police and P department can draw to assist in refuting some of the 
attacks made on police by monitoring groups”53  and “how to give central support 
to District Commanders to counter the efforts of the Police monitoring Groups”54. 
The notes acknowledge that the collation of such information may be exceeding 
SB’s remit55. 

 
82. This is evidently the collation of information in the direct interests of the MPS and 

in direct conflict with its duties to the public. Police accountability groups were 
directly monitored so that the MPS could find out information that could be used to 
discredit legitimate campaigns and undermine their attempts to expose police 
wrongdoing. By obtaining advance knowledge of any likely exposure the MPS  
sought to control the narrative of the campaigns and use information obtained from 
spying to discredit or undermine the public’s view of those who sought to expose 
their own misconduct. 

 
83. Other NSCP will give evidence later to the Inquiry of the most egregious examples 

of the MPS seeking to control the narrative when its conduct is under extreme 
scrutiny, in order to obscure the public’s perception of events.  

 
84. In Mr Burke-Monerville’s case this tactic took the form of dismissing and ignoring 

his legitimate concerns. In April 1987, Chief Superintendent Peck publicly 
apologised to Mr Burke-Monerville for the police’s failure to tell him Trevor was 
being held in Stoke Newington Police Station, and then started the narrative that 
has continued be adopted by the SDS in this Inquiry, that he was “concerned that 
the situation was being manipulated by political agitators” and that the press had 
“unfairly reported the case, they all want to create a confrontational situation”56. 

 
85. While attempting to control the narrative away from the issues of racism and lack 

of police accountability in public, in private the MPS continued to remain wholly 
obstructive in their dealings with the Burke-Monerville family in their attempt to 
discover the truth about what happened to Trevor. When Chief Superintendent 
Peck made this statement, the MPS were refusing to release Trevor’s clothes to 
the family so they could be forensically tested and advised the doctor who treated 
Trevor at the hospital not to liaise with the family. The MPS thus actively resisted 
scrutiny and accountability in Trevor’s case under the guise of concern for Mr 
Burke-Monerville’s campaign being manipulated. 

 
51 Pg. 6, §2 
52 Pg. 6 §4 
53 ‘Notes for DAC’ from Commander Phelan, dated 4.12.1984, pg. 7, §2 
54 §9 
55 §5 
56 Interview of CS Peck by Kam Faroohar in The Voice, 1.4.1987: Exhibit 1 to this Opening Statement 



21 
 

 
86. The labelling of any group with a legitimate grievance for which the police should 

be held to account as “anti-police” is part of a practice of evading scrutiny which 
the MPS have continued to operate until this day. This hostile approach to groups 
seeking accountability for police violence, brutality and racism is responsible for 
the widespread loss of trust in the MPS amongst many of the Black communities 
it serves. 

 
87. Instead of engaging in any meaningful dialogue with groups raising concerns about 

police accountability which were acknowledged to be “a current and quite 
legitimate political issue in London”, whose objectives of combatting police 
corruption, violence and misconduct they should have whole-heartedly supported 
and embraced, the MPS spied on those groups in an effort to undermine them. 

 
88. The MPS chose not to use its resources to investigate the corruption, racism and 

misconduct that the groups such as the Trevor Monerville Campaign were seeking 
to highlight but chose to spy on them instead: See HN78’s reporting of being shown 
HCDA’s file on corrupt Stoke Newington Police Officers57. Had the MPS engaged 
in meaningful dialogue with these groups, the spurious purported public order 
justification could easily have been addressed by direct communication and 
without invasive intrusion and huge waste of resources deploying undercover 
officers in this role over decades. It also could have transformed racist policing 
saving years of significant trauma for many Black families in London, including Mr 
Burke Monerville’s. 

 
89. The research by David J. Smith and Jeremy Gray funded by the MPS58 the same 

year it produced its Police Accountability Report, published in the ‘Police in Action’ 
book of their series ‘Police and People in London’59, provides incontrovertible 
contemporary evidence of the endemic racism that permeated the MPS at every 
level60. The authors “first impression on being attached to police officers in areas 
with substantial ethnic minority populations was that the use of racialist language 
and racial prejudice was prominent and pervasive and that many individual officers 
and also whole groups were preoccupied with ethnic differences”61. This view was 
confirmed in the longer term, with “racialist language” being observed to be more 
common amongst officers in areas with a substantial ethnic minority population. 
They observed that “the aftermath of the Deptford fire and the riots in 1981 
provided a focus for racialist talk in the Force: it became more prominent and more 
general at that time (“hundreds of rampaging niggers”; “animals” “who should be 
shot”62). All of which suggests that racialist talk is partly a response by police 
officers to the feeling that they are under attack from black people”63. They 
concluded that “racialist language and racial prejudice” were “on the whole 
expected, accepted and even fashionable” and noted that when a police officer 

 
57 UPCI000028231 
58 And The City Parochial Foundation. 
59 ‘Police and people in London, IV Police in Action’, Policy Studies Institute, 1983 
60 See e.g. pp. 112,114,117,122-124 
61 Ch IV ‘Race and Class’, pg. 109 
62 Pg. 116  
63 Pg. 109  



22 
 

started on a line of racist talk, no one in the group ever explicitly opposed their 
views or made the officer feel as though he had spoken inappropriately64. 
 

90. The authors’ research reveals the use of crude derogatory racial terms of abuse 
as a standard practice amongst MPS officers (“nigger”, ”coon”, ”spade”, ”sooties”, 
”monkeys”, “spooks”): One of the researchers was present when an Inspector, 
standing in a public place, asked over the police radio – which would have 
broadcast to all police radios in the Division, many of whom would have been in 
public - “Look I’ve got a bunch of coons in sight”65. The authors observed that 
“there can be few other groups [other than the Met] in which it is normal, habitual, 
automatic to refer to black people as ‘coons’ ‘niggers’ and so on”66. They recorded 
the process by which this systemic racism becomes embedded, recounting the 
experience of a WPC who prior to joining the Met had winced at the use of such 
racial terms and pledged never to use them yet now did so pointing out that the 
habitual use of such words “as part of police jargon, was uniform throughout the 
Force”67. 

 
91. In addition to the “casual abusive references”, the authors observed “a vein of 

deliberately hostile and bitter comment on black people by police officers”, 
reporting the inscription of violent racist expressions in a lavatory in a police station 
with a high ethnic population that was only used by police officers and civilian staff. 
They quoted two examples “among a large number that covered the lavatory door, 
most of them racialist but some against women or WPC’s”. As stated by the 
authors, “effective managers would have noticed the inscriptions themselves or 
come to know of them and once they knew would have had them removed 
immediately”68. The authors found that in extended conversations hostile 
comments about black people occasionally related to race theory and neo-fascist 
politics, as in the example of a conversation at a CID drinks party69; they witnessed 
a Chief Inspector “work himself up into a frenzy of hatred for black people and 
orchestrated an absurd session of racialist talk amongst a large group of PC’s in 
the canteen”. 

 
92. This abundant evidence is to be contrasted with the assertions of the senior SDS 

managers who are to give evidence in this phase that they had never witnessed 
any racism within the SDS. This simply is not credible – unless racism was so 
normalised within the SDS that they were unable to recognise the unambiguous 
evidence of its extent that the researchers so readily found. 

 
93. In any event, the credibility of these managers must be so severely damaged by 

this contemporaneous and unambiguous evidence of habitual racism that they 
cannot be believed on the issue of racism within the MPS, the SDS and the racist 
motivation behind the targeting of groups. Racism was at the heart of the 
“indefensible” “discriminatory” decision to spy on Black justice and police 
accountability groups. 

 
64 Pg. 110 
65 Pg. 112 
66 Pg. 113 
67 Pg. 113 
68 Pp. 113-114 
69 Pp. 114-115 
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94. The evidence of HN78 supports this conclusion. Firstly, HN78’s own experiences 

of racism within the MPS and the SDS (“too many to list”70). He gave evidence that 
HN86, who was responsible for tasking at this time, was a racist71.  Secondly, in 
his report on the Joy Gardner campaign he explains why Black youth are 
disaffected72. Racist assumptions also pervade the management of SDS in their 
tasking decisions such as in the general tasking of HN88 into the geographical 
area of Hackney and Stoke Newington rather than any specific target group73, 
presumably arising from racist assumptions that Black groups are likely to be prone 
to disorder. Indeed HN88 explicitly connects his fears over public disorder to the 
racial composition of the area stating: “There was a potential challenge to public 
order at rallies due to anti—police feeling from, in particular, black youths in the 
area.”74;  see also the 1984 Special Branch Annual Report: “In the coloured 
community, the potential for public disorder still exists although great efforts by 
community police officers have generally brought about the situation where police 
may take action against black criminals within the community without triggering the 
instant confrontations of the recent past”75.      

 
95. Mr Burke-Monerville is convinced that racism lies at the heart of the mistreatment 

he and his family have received from the police, and that it is because of this racism 
that he will never know the truth of what happened to Trevor at the hands of the 
police unless a member of the public comes forward with some new information, 
however small, about what they saw that night. He also believes that racism was 
a motivation not just for the police spying on his own family’s quest for justice but 
in the wider targeting of other Black community and justice groups campaigning 
for police accountability, and indeed in the failure of the MPS to acknowledge until 
July of this year that the decision to target groups such as Mr Burke-Monerville’s 
had discrimination at its core. 

 
 
VII: Racism and failures of accountability as continuing issues 

 
96. The MPS has acknowledged the corrosive effect this type of discriminatory policing 

has on public trust and accepts that racism and discrimination remain an enduring 
challenge within the MPS76. The Chair will consider in Module 3 the 
recommendations that should be made for the future in respect of the issue which 

 
70 HN 78 Witness Statement UCPI0000035076, §23 
71 HN 78 Witness Statement UCPI0000035076, §23, §236-238 
72MPS-0245303: e.g. “The police have a special role in the relationship between blacks and whites. 
They are seen as the visible arm of the State. Many young British blacks are descendants of immigrants 
who came to Britain from the Caribbean. The parents and grandparents of the young British blacks 
have memories of the colonial police in the Caribbean who upheld a system that was Apartheid in all 
but name. Blacks who joined the police were seen as stooges of the white ruling elite who curtailed the 
rights of blacks to freedom of movement, or to development, decent housing, employment, or education. 
When blacks migrated to Britain it was unfortunate that many were treated with suspicion, disrespect, 
and hostility by the British police. It is this common experience of parents and children of ill treatment 
at the hands of the police which has moulded the difficult relationship between the black community 
and the police in Britain….” 
73 HN88 Timothy Spence witness statement, §45-47 
74 HN88 Timothy Spence witness statement, §138 
75 MPS 0749455, pg. 7 
76 CMP Opening Statement T2P1, §71 
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this Inquiry is concerned. Mr Burke-Monerville will ask to put before the Inquiry at 
that stage evidence that goes to the two key issues that the spying on his family 
and others’ campaigns engage: racism continuing to infect the MPS and the 
wholesale failure of the current process of police accountability. 
 

97. Baroness Casey concluded from her recent review of the MPS the force was guilty 
of institutional racism, misogyny and homophobia77. She found that the MPS 
lacked transparency and accountability and that it was steeped in a culture of 
defensiveness and denial which has “allowed wrongdoing to persist”78. At the time 
of her report, the commissioner accepted the diagnosis of racism, but refused to 
use the term institutional, calling the word “quite ambiguous”. Subsequently Chief 
Constable Gavin Stephens, the National Police Chiefs' Council Chair, who is the 
Senior Responsible Officer for the Council’s Police Race Action Plan established 
in 2020 to deal with discrimination, has used his platform to reiterate his public 
acceptance of institutional racism in policing79. 

 
98. However, the attempts of the nationwide police service to combat its enduring 

problem of racism continue to fail. Last month the National Black Police 
Association withdrew its support from the plan, saying policing was not a safe 
occupation for black and Asian officers. The president of the NBPA, said: “We 
believe that the working environment is toxic and the experiences and views of 
black and Asian people and civil society organisations are neither listened to nor 
valued. This is not an environment that the NBPA can endorse or be a part of"80. 
 

99. Within the Black community the impact of racist policing continues to be 
experienced: Black people were nearly 3 times as likely as White people to be 
stopped by Metropolitan Police Officers in 2022-202381 while nationally Black 
children were 4 times more likely to be strip searched compared to national 
population figures over the same period82. A recent report by Inquest found that 
Black men were seven times more likely to die following police restraint83.  

 
100. A recent BBC news article reported that ten black and ethnic minority middle 

ranking officers had told the BBC that racism is getting worse in the MPS. One 
such officer stated things had got worse since the Casey report publication, stating 
"we can’t talk about racism without them squirming and seeing us as the 
problem"84. This poignantly reflects Mr Burke-Monerville’s experience of the police 
as revealed by this Inquiry, his family’s Campaign being seen as the problem rather 
than the solution which the MPS should have embraced. 
 

 
77 Baroness Casey Review: An independent review into the standards of behaviour and internal 
culture of the Metropolitan Police Service, March 2023, pp. 7,17, 286-329 
78 Pg. 12 
79 See ISOB 2024 report on the Police Action Plan 2023-2024, its penultimate year, finding that 
“fundamental tasks still need to be achieved” 
80 BBC 21.8.2024 Racism in Met Police is getting worse, officers tell BBC - BBC News 
81https://www.stop-watch.org/news-opinion/ideological-racism-why-the-police-institution-must-move-
beyond-bad-apples-towards-structural-and-institutional-understandings-of-racism/   
82 ‘A child is strip searched every 14 hours’, Report by Dame Rachel de Souza, children’s 
Commissioner, 19.8.2024  
83 ‘I can’t breathe, Race, death and British policing’, Inquest, 20.2.2023 
84 BBC 21.8.2024 Racism in Met Police is getting worse, officers tell BBC - BBC News 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-65110300
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-65110300
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/articles/crger07nx4lo
https://www.stop-watch.org/news-opinion/ideological-racism-why-the-police-institution-must-move-beyond-bad-apples-towards-structural-and-institutional-understandings-of-racism/
https://www.stop-watch.org/news-opinion/ideological-racism-why-the-police-institution-must-move-beyond-bad-apples-towards-structural-and-institutional-understandings-of-racism/
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/articles/crger07nx4lo
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IX: Mr Burke-Monerville’s hopes for Inquiry  
 
 
101. Mr Burke-Monerville has a profound need to discover the truth. He states: “I 

feel a responsibility to my sons, myself, my family and my community to ensure 
that this Inquiry comes through with some sort of answers about why we were 
spied on by the police. We have not been told the truth by anybody in authority 
about anything all along. I have no reason to be hopeful about this Inquiry. No one 
in authority has given me that. But I do remain hopeful. It is, though, my last hope 
and I am tired. I don’t want my surviving children, grandchildren and great-
grandchildren to go through what we are going through.” 
 

102. Mr Burke-Monerville and his family have been truly failed by the Metropolitan 
Police Services in so many ways. He has experienced enormous personal tragedy 
which he has borne with immense strength and dignity. He hopes he will not be 
failed by the Inquiry in his search for the truth at this last opportunity. 
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