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: 1. Counsel is asked to comment on the upinion given in relation 1o thc allegations

made against Police Officers on behal( of the deccased’s fumily. Such comment

is to be bascd on the cvidence that was given at the trial and the judgement thercin, - | \

e M ek

s ‘ 2. The evidence in the trigl which T have read for the appeal by lfohson against his 9—«&___
7 - convietion on the count of Affray heard yesterday 21 June 1999 did not raise - \2 : J l( ‘
any matters which [ foel tundamentally alter my expressed views. The clear conflice

23-699.
in timing of cvents between the civilian witnesses with the deceased as against the '

police was if anything highlighted. The police evidence was ant atfirmation of the
¢asc made in their witness statements and in the interviows thaj is that they ware
unaware of any serious incident until the lef the landraver. On:this basis the

proposed vifence would not arise.

3. I'he civilian witnesses i f anything made the attack upon Mr Hami I and D even

‘ morg sudden, Ag the judge commented on their account it was qnhkdy the pelice
i ) ' -~

GO could have done unything 10 prevent ihe atiack’ On the basis of rlhc: civilian evidence

—

their timing therefore conflicts with their complaint, .
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4. The. judgg atpp 1921 raised three matters,
(a) The lack uf interest shown by the ofticers in the incssage givdn to the police hy
. - the man approaching the landrover,

{b) The choice of posinbn for thc landraver.

(c) Thelack ot‘nctiqn re Lunt,
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3. Asoften happens thejudgc is unaware of the full facts of thd

case and his comment

as to Lunt and Prunty’s allegutions were in fact unjustitied i that but for Prunty

Lunt would have becn prosecuted for murder.

The first comment may or may not be justificd. Neifl and Atliinson both stated that

when they heard that patrons from the Hall were coming they,

looked acrouss but

there was no sipn of any at that stage. I have to say that [ do nbt feel their faiture

to pay more regard to the information is sutficiently scrious ad
neglect of duty.
The second comment as to the position of the landrover is wit
significant. On the evidence, the pesition was taken up becaud

ground at that time. Tt was not suggested that it was a deliberal

to constifute wilful

t hindsight more
e of gvents. on the

le ploy to avoid

sccing anything. It may now be seen to have been unfortunate

Lut cannot

inmy vicw be considered as other than a misjudgement and ngt the basis, alone

ot in combination with the other matter us a hasis for a criming

Taim of course available to discuss the maticr it considered he

| prosecution,

Tpful,
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Corfyh W Kerr Q.C.
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