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(4) The finding of a petrol bomb in a drain under one of the
walkways on 2nd October.

(5) Reports on 4th October that postmen delivering mail to the
estate were being subjected to harassment. The Post Office have been
good enough to supply us a list of all incidents in N.17 during 1985,
from which it appears that there were three unsuccessful attempts to

get at postal vans around the estate, on 4th September, S5th
September, and 2nd October.

3.70 Only the fourth of these incidents can fairly be said to have any
relevance to the issue whether people on the Broadwater Farm Estate
were preparing to riot prior to 6th October 1985. And that reference
to a single petrol bomb is itself significant, in view of other rumours
that were going about concerning petrol bombs. Cliff Ford. a sweeper
on the estate, said that the police were going around collecting every
little bottle they could find. He himself was asked by Sergeant
Meynell to hand in any bottles, as they might be petrol bombs. But as
he said to us:—
“I just saw bottles scattered in normal litter, and normal litter
could be quite a lot of bottles. I can’t keep running up to a
policeman with every little thing bottle I find.”
In the light of that, the finding of one petrol bomb on 2nd October,

the day after the police operations, hardly suggests preparations for
mass riot.

3.71 We have carefully examined the evidence presented in the
Richards report. It was undoubtedly true that there were tensions
between the police and members of the community in the week before
6th October. The police were fully entitled to take precautions. We
recognise that police officers are exposed to physical dangers which
the rest of us do not face, difficult decisions have to be made in order
to reduce the risks to their safety. However on the evidence before us,
the tensions were in fact under control.

There had been rumours of riots every summer since 1981. But there
was in fact no riot after Handsworth, or after the shooting of Mrs
Groce, or after the stop-and-search operation. During that operation,
Youth Association workers told us that they were actively speaking to
their members, telling them to keep calm and not be provoked. There
was, as we have seen, little basis of hard fact for the rumour that was
going round. We do not believe that a riot was being planned by
members of the Broadwater Farm community.
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Chapter 4
THE DEATH OF MRS JARRETT

INTRODUCTION ' y
4.1 Mrs Cynthia Jarrett was born in June 1937 in Clarendon,

ica. and came to England in 1958 to join her hu§band. .Mr gnd
{\ilr-!;ajlz(rl;ett lived in Tottenham for some 25 years, during whll.chdtu;l::1
they raised a family of five childrfan. The family nev;r IIYC =4
Broadwater Farm, but when the chllQren were young t [ca/ |}xerrett
Mount Pleasant Road and had many friends on the estate. : IS ba iy
worked for National Plastics in Walthamstow for 11 yearsh_lgren
being made redundant in 1983. She was grz'indmothe'r to tfep Cdl‘ He;
and often looked after the children of r}elghbour§ and frien t.s).Od e
daughter Patricia remembers her as ‘f‘flovtl‘ng anc}‘é;r;c:htiz ev:;); vzr}.,

arrett says with great affection: .

xlrderi:zrmdable an a lover of kids.". She was a deeply rel‘l]%.l\c,)vlillsl
woman who attended the local Catholic church. She bore no 1

towards the police.

' i hich
he death of Mrs Jarrett was the subject of an inquest w

;lz;‘sztedeor seven days from 27th Novqmber to 4th Decembe;1 1985. ::S
police officers who were involved in the search of her (')usc;f:, .
members of her family who were there, gave evidence ?lnd wThe
represented by barristers. Many othe'r witnesses were calle .to -,
Coroner gave a full summing up to the jury, instructing them ﬁst ey
different verdicts which were open to them, dependmg (()jn w adict o
they took of the evidence. The jury of 12 people dehv‘er;cj. a \t/.ern 443
accidental death. This meant, following the Coroner’s {iec 10{ ’chin
they considered that Detective Chonstable l;an‘;:ljt]l,m\)vthldee 1iS§§rrate]yg
’s home, had given her a push, 2
ngxssir{grlzztrt tso fall and contrgibuting to her death through hypertensive

heart disease.
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4.3 We accept this verdict. It was the judgement of 12 citizens made
at the end of a fairly conducted inquest, and we do not question it.
Nor have we attempted to conduct a re-run of the inquest evidence;
that would neither have been possible nor useful. Instead we have
obtained the fullest possible notes of the inquest proceedings, and of
the later court proceedings in which Floyd Jarrett was acquitted of
assault. In this chapter we summarise the evidence given to the
inquest and to the court, adding our own comments where
appropriate, and we comment on the statement made by the Police
Complaints Authority (PCA) at the end of their investigation of the
circumstances surrounding Mrs Jarrett’s death.

4.4 In obtaining material about the inquest we have had generous
help from members of the Jarrett family and their solicitor. They had
applied to the Coroner for a transcript of the inquest proceedings,
which they were ready to put at our disposal. Regrettably, such a
transcript has not been forthcoming from the Coroner’s Court. It
seems that shorthand notes were made by a shorthand writer whose
fees were paid by the Metropolitan Police: transcripts cannot be made
available to the Coroner without the consent of the police which has
not been forthcoming. An official tape recording was also made, but
no transcript from that could be completed in the time available to us.
Accordingly we have relied on full notes which were taken both by
Dave Leadbetter, who was there as a representative of the Inquest

organisation, and by Tracey Blom, a barrister. They represent a very
full though not verbatim record.

THE ARREST OF FLOYD JARRETT

4.5 Floyd Jarrett has been an active member of the Broadwater
Farm Youth Association for many years. He had been on the trip to
Jamaica. He lived in Enfield, having moved away from 25 Thorpe
Road about six months before. The events of 5th October 1985 begin
with the arrest of Floyd Jarrett, and the circumstances of that arrest
are important. For the police, the suspicion which was said to attach
to Floyd justified the decision to search his mother’s home. For the
family, the whole sequence of events beginning with the arrest of
Floyd, was part of their complaint to the PCA.

4.6 Just before 1.00 pm on Saturday 5th October, Floyd Jarrett was
driving with a friend along Roseberry Avenue, Tottenham, when he
was stopped by uniformed police officers. The reason given later for
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the stop was that one officer (PC Casey) had noticed that the1 9c§5r h}?g
an out-of-date tax disc, showing the expiry d;lte 31st August 4 :
Casey had radioed to officers in another police car (Sergea};lt darscinz
and PC Allan) who had carried out the stop. PC' Allan .fl e '%uh_s
form which required the driver to report to a police station rlwth vle
driving and insurance certificate. The incident would normally ha

ended there.

then decided to connect to the Police National
‘éZmpf)\ft:erCt?)Szake a check upon the car number and the name of ttll']e
driver. He was asked at the Magistrates Court why he h%‘d donlcz1 this.
Stephen Solley, counsel for Floyd Ja'rr'ett, qsked hlm:_ Wpu y(;u
have checked me out if I had been driving with a tax disc flVC. weeks
out of date?”” The officer said no. Mr Solley aske'd.lf he could glvekgny
reason, other than that he was a Black man driving a flashy-looking
car (a BMW Coupe). He could give no reason.

uter check revealed that there was no trace of the car
ﬁfmbt?ij%)ggOF, the number on the'plates. But PC Casey obsegvi;d
that the number on the tax disc was dlffergnt = WGXSO‘F —an (;
put a check through the computer on this .number. This did checd
out with a BMW car with the right chassis number — t‘he recort
showing that it had been sold a year bef.o're. Therefore it };/ashno
listed as a stolen car. Floyd Jarrett was waiting by. the car whlhe t e}s;e
steps were taken; he was not asked any questions aboutd olw e
obtained the car. He explained that the number plates ha' adwlilycsl
been like that, and it was apparent t.hat thqy were very old dnC a
not been recently fitted. On the basis of this information, PC astey
decided to arrest Floyd Jarrett for suspected theft of the motor

vehicle.

this point Floyd Jarrett made a run across the r.oad. Hg was
iﬁise?tby th]z three oyfficers and soon caught. The offlce.rsh cdfur?etd
that when they caught up with him, he st_ruck two blows with his fist,
the second of which hit PC Casey in the fage. Howle]ver,h aln
independent witness, architect Ralph Harris, had witnessed t ed“', ole
incident. He had seen the three officers run across the road an ff!um,;)
at Floyd Jarrett from behind. He had seen no punch to an officer's
face, aimed or otherwise.

4.10 Floyd Jarrett was charged with assaulting PC Casey. On 13th
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December 1985 he appeared at the Magistrates Court and was
acquitted of the charge. The magistrates made an award of £350 costs
against the police, which indicated their belief that the charge should
have never been brought. In the course of the hearing the whole
sequence of events leading to the arrest was closely examined. For
example, the police officers had alleged that the engine number inside
the car looked as if it might have been filed down, and that the chassis
plate looked slightly curved. So the car was brought to court, and all
present were able to see that neither the engine number nor the
chassis plate had been tampered with in any way. Mr Solley in his
closing speech to the magistrates said that this incident was a striking
demonstration of the importance of our civil liberties and that a
careless and prejudiced use of police powers had in this case set off a
chain of events which had led to terrible consequences. The
magistrates by their verdict appear to have agreed. The charge itself
was a classic example of a “knock-on” charge such as we referred to
earlier ( 3.5 ), where the arrested person is charged, not with anything
relating to the supposed reason for his arrest, but for an incident

alleged — in this case falsely — to have occurred as a result of the
contact with the police.

4.11 At 1.25 pm on 5th October Floyd Jarrett arrived at the police
station. He had given a false name and address. He said at the trial
that he had failed his driving test and ought not to have been driving
without L plates. But within a few hours his true identity had been
discovered. There was an invoice in the car in the name of Mr Jarrett,
and the police were able to check that name against a photograph
which was on file at St. Ann’s Police Station and which proved that
the man in their custody was Floyd Jarrett, of 25 Thorpe Road, N.15.

Sergeant Parsons and PC Casey returned to Tottenham police station
with this information at 3.30 pm.

4.12 At that point there were no grounds for holding Floyd Jarrett
any longer and he should have been released. There was no evidence
whatever that the car was stolen; indeed the invoice showed that it
had been in Mr Jarrett’s possession since at least May, and the
computer information showed that its last registered owner had sold
it. The officer even checked to discover whether any crimes were
known to have been committed by people using a blue BMW., but the
answer was negative. The sequence of events involving Floyd Jarrett
and the police should have ended.
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N TO SEARCH THE HOUSE. :
Ifll;g D/Etc tIt?ilsopoint Detective Constal?le Michael Randall mttleiivined
in the case. DC Randall is a C.1.D officer, then ageq 24. He ad tlien
based at Stoke Newington police station for‘ some time, and ha e etn
moved to Tottenham. He was an officer against 'whom tvyo con:lp ain ?f
had been made in the summer of 1985, relatmg.to his con .uctfo
searches in the homes of Black people. The barrlst'er appearmtgh (r);
the police at the inquest informed the Coroner that in one' Sase .eed
were no formal disciplinary proceedings but DC Rz}ndall ha lrec'e.lt\f
“words of advice”. In the other case the compl'amant.was azall:ng
trial, so the complaint was still pending. The barrister said that if . i !
received this information from Inspector Clarke, who was duty offic
at Tottenham police station on 5th October.

andall was officially off duty but had come into the pol}ce
:t.;t‘:onDactj 5.15 pm to do paper work on a number of forthconlnncgi
Crown Court trials. According to his ev1_dence, he heard about I;loyd
Jarrett being in custody, and went to his cell at 4.50 pm and oyt
Jarrett recognised him. Floyd Jarrett told us that he had neve; lmed
DC Randall at all. The offical custody record.states not that i 0%/1
Jarrett recognised DC Randall, but the opposite. He thep took the
decision that the Jarrett home should t_)e searched. It was his d;a_]cmoln,
and it was approved by the duty officer, Inspector Clarke. He also

decided that he should go on the search himself.

Randall claimed that “from dealing with many of“the
3;)1Lfths[;(r:ound the Tottenham area’ he knexv that Floyd J arret‘t‘ \gas
heavily involved in handling stolen goods 2 He had heard “o;tqr.
rumours from reliable sources” that he was “a major handler f [)é
impossible for us to know the exact nature and source 'o o
Randall’s information; or to assess whther DC Randal] ‘fa
exaggerated the information which he h{id, in order to ‘]ustlfly (a teé
the event) the decision to search. His attitude to house searches, an
to the evidence needed to justify one, can be gathered from an answer
Wh‘l‘clhli];i%?/\éethat PC Casey had sufficient gfounds from the t|mf;

Floyd was arrested. He had givel? fake particulars. It looked as i
s might have been fakes.” g
\t{/l: Cc?; prllil)tte agrege that suspicion about a car should. Jusqu thg
serious step of invading the home. It would be a speculatxonl,) mfste:ad
of concretely based suspicion that there were stolen goods to be foun

in the home.
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4 ;
fO:r(:I . 'fvl;izznatlr? other wohrrfymg features about the search. The pro
or a search for stolen goods tai :
ol ! g contains a space for the
g0ods to be inserted. The instructi
says: “Specify stolen goods”. Y . e
- Yet on the warrant drawn up f
_ or
Thorpe Road, all that has been mserted are the words: ‘I‘)Diverig

Goods”. It would appear th i
sihatstheycers lookigg it at the officers were very unsure about

illrzor}?e:](;ndly, whe.r} tlﬁ: search did take place it was conducted in a

nner, as if all that was intended i isi

e e . was a speculative visit,

room in the house, which i ici

Jarrett’s bedroom. It : o
- 1t was normally kept locked, b

o gl , because her brother
pes. No attempt was made t i

Parsons said that he ¢ e o

ould see “‘from the reflection i i
£501n; . 10n 1n the br
switch™ that it was not a store room. The Coroner intervened'isS e

Coroner: “In my experi
e dgor!g ence the best way to keep you out would be to

ll(’)z::/‘sl(()ns: “It depends on the search. This was intended, sir, to be a

ik e)\/Nsearch, a search of someone’s home. We didn’t knol:k things
n. We conducted a search of what we could see. We were satisfied

that it was not a room full of stock.” =

Coroner: “This is the most ridiculous thing I've ever heard!”

:};iildA“ the evidence points to this being a speculative search which
e gev?rb have tﬁkeq place. If Floyd Jarrett was seriously
shoﬂ]d Eavce) be:;ng a mgjor handler”, then a proper investigation
mounted on the basis of specific inf ion i
when it was known. If, ho S doi i
. - 11, however, there were onl

about him, then the search w justifi 0 ot
about g as unjustified, and it di

Justified because he was in police custody e i

THE WARRANT

4.19 DC Randall said that the search warrant was t
1%:181? aft 4.50 pm and that PC Casey left around 5.00 pmyg)e(gjobt}c,) tPl’l(;
Ol a magistrate. PC Casey said that he and PC Allan had left
z}ro?d 5.00; that the warrant was signed by the magistrate Mr
ardiner at about 5.15 pm and that he returned to the police station

about 5.30 pm. The magi . .
. ’ . gistrate lived in St. Paul’ :
minutes drive from the police station. anlseRigetisabolutive
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4.20 Inspector Clarke gave evidence of a quite different time scale.
He said that he had authorised the search warrant at 3.45 pm; that PC
Casey had shown him the typed warrant at 4.15 pm; and that PC
Casey had left the police station to go to the magistrate at 4.50 pm
and returned at 5.15 pm. He said that he had then seen the warrant
and saw that it had been signed. He was challenged at the inquest
about an earlier statement which he had made to the Essex police in
which he said that he ‘“‘agreed to issue the search warrant at 5.00 pm”.
In answer he said: “In police work times are not very significant™.
This is a curious statement for a police inspector to make.

4.21 Under the Police and Criminal Evidence Act, which although
not in force was being given a “trial run” at Tottenham police station
at this time, there is a requirement for a custody record to be kept in
relation to everyone detained at a police station, in which all matters
relating to the case must be recorded. From 2.00 pm to 7.00 pm on
5th October the officer responsible for keeping that record was
Sergeant Bowell. The first two lines of the second page of the custody

record read as follows: —
“5.10.85. 5.15 pm. Search warrant obtained, declined to

accompany police (signed) B132”.

The date is in Sergeant Bowell’s handwriting, but the time and the
rest of the entry are in the handwriting of Sergeant Parsons. Sergeant
Parsons had said in evidence that he had made the entry at 5.15 pm
after PC Casey had returned with the signed warrant.

4.22 The Essex police, who had been investigating the circumstances
of Mrs Jarrett’s death under the supervision of the Police Complaints
Authority, went to the magistrate on 7th October and took a
statement from him. He said that he had signed the warrant for the
search at 25 Thorpe Road between 6 pm and 6.30 pm. Assistant Chief
Constable Simpson, who was in charge of the investigation, told his
officers to go back to the magistrate and re-interview him. In his
second interview on 8th October, Mr Gardiner said that he thought
the time was between 5.30 pm and 6.15 pm. The magistrate gave
evidence at the inquest,and said that he thought that he signed the
warrant at about 5.45 pm. We have no notes of his evidence, but we
understand that in cross examination he was extremely vague. A
statement was also taken from the magistrate’s mother, who said she
put the arrival of the police at between 5 o’clock and 5.30 pm,
because the cups of tea, which they usually take between 4.30 and 5
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4.23 The search of 25 Thorpe Road began, according to the police
af 5.45 pm, although the family maintain that it was just before 5
o'clock, the officers left Thorpe Road at about 6.20 pm when the
amb}xlance had gone. Did the officers then rush in a panic to the
magistrate, knowing that they had no signed warrant and that the
search haq ended in tragedy? Or did they, as they claim, have a
properly signed warrant before they went to 25 Thorpe Road?’

4.'24 The visit to thg magistrate’s house took two to three minutes
(according to the officers) or about ten minutes (according to the

'r?aglstrate). The range of possible times, according to the evidence
isi— :

Approx. 5.00 pm  Inspector Clarke (said that PC Casey had left
the station about 4.50 pm).
Approx. 5.05 pm  Sergeant Bowell (made entry at 5.15 pm)
Approx. 5.05pm  PC Allan (said they arrived at the magist.rate’s
: house at 5.00-5.15 pm).
Approx. 5.10 pm  DC Randall (said PC Casey left at about 5.00

pm).
?pprox. 5.15pm  PC Casey (evidence to the inquest).
5.30-6.15 pm Mrl'Gardiner’s second statement to the Essex
police.
Approx. 5.45 pm  Mr Gardiner (evidence to the inquest).
6.00-6.30 pm Mr Gardiner (first statement made to the

Essex police).

4.25 There are a number of points which support the argument that
NO warrant was signed there until after the search was over: —

(1) The time which the magistrate gave when first asked about this

matter two days after the event, as agai :
3 , as against the conf
officers. used times by the

2) The entry in the custody record, which the Coroner had
described as “‘peculiar’. Every other entry in the record was made b
Sergeant Bowell; this one alone was made by Sergeant Parsonsy
Serggant Bowell himself, who was on duty as the custody officer said
in evidence that he had never seen the signed warrant. ‘
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(3) The fact that the usual practice of telephoning the magistrate
before going around to his house was not followed. This was even
more strange because Mr Gardiner was not normally called on to
issue warrants out of court hours. The magistrate normally used had
suffered a bereavement. PC Allan told the inquest that the name and
address of Mr Gardiner were only given to himself and PC Casey by
radio while they were in the car; and DC Randall said that it was he
who had suggested the magistrate’s name. All this suggests a hasty
operation rather than one which had been properly arranged from the
police station.

(4) PC Casey alone went into the magistrate’s house. PC Allan, who
was a probationary officer 14 weeks out of training school, stayed in
the car. It would have been normal for PC Allan to accompany PC
Casey in order to learn the procedure. But not, perhaps, if the search
had already taken place, and the magistrate was being deceived.

(5) After returning to the police station DC Randall made an entry
in the “premises searched record”. He filled up everything except for
one line — the name of the magistrate who granted the warrant. This
was left blank. At the inquest it was put to him that this was because
no warrant had by then been obtained. His reply was:—
“No. I did have the warrant in front of me. I cannot remember why
I missed it out. I was going down the page filling the form in.”

It seems to us extraordinary that DC Randall, who had himself
suggested the magistrate’s name, did not fill it in — unless there was
still some uncertainty as to whether he had in fact signed the warrant.

(6) Finally, as we shall see, Patricia Jarrett stated clearly that no
warrant was shown to her by any of the officers who came to her
house.

4.26 On the other hand, the police would argue that there was no
reason for them not to obtain a search warrant before carrying out the
search, and that people are frequently vague and inaccurate about
times. While we are unable to make a definite finding on this issue,
there was at least a strong case against the officers that they carried
out the search without a signed warrant. We return later to consider
how the Police Complaints Authority dealt with this aspect of the
case.
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THE SEARCH

4.27 The police officers involved thought that the search might not
be straightforward. Inspector Clarke said to PC Casey at a briefing
meeting held before the officers left, that he hoped that “the search
would not start any riots”. A district support unit and an area car
were provided to stand by in case there should be any trouble. The
controller at the police station, PC Fletcher, said to the inquest that
he had' been asked by DC Randall to keep his radio open because he
was going to search “a coloured family”, and if there was any trouble
he would want urgent back-up. In the circumstances, and given the
rumours of trouble which the police were well aware of, it is strange
that the're was no liaison with more senior officers, or with the
community liaison officer, about this search. The Chief Executive Roy
lep was angered by this failure to recognise the sensitive
implications of Floyd Jarrett’s arrest: —

“Floyd Jarrett was arrested about 1.00 pm on a Saturday. DC

Randall knew that he was a founder member of the Broadwater

Farm Youth Association. Everybody knows Floyd Jarrett. Yet he

was held in custody for about four hours, and neither Couch nor

any of the senior officers appeared to know anything about this.

He_re was a vital thing that happened and it didn’t get to the senior

pohceman, so the matter could be handled in a sensitive way. That

1s one of the really worse features for me of the events.”

When asked about this, Inspector Clarke said that “he did not
consult Superintendant Stacey because of the distance from where we
had expected trouble”. DC Randall said that he “he didn’t think
community liaison came into it”.

4.28 The four officers — DC Randall, Sergeant Parsons, PC Casey
and PC Allan — arrived at 25 Thorpe Road at around 5.45 pm.’
Sergeant Parsons was the senior officer in rank, but it is clear that DC
Randall effectively took charge of the operation. He said to the others
as they approached the door: “I'll do the talking”. It is a quiet street.
Across the road Mr Adams was sitting on his roof doing repairs. He
saw the arrival of the police, and was curious. He saw them stop on
the path as if discussing their tactics.

4.29 The officers had taken Floyd Jarrett’s keys along with them.
They had not booked the keys out with the custody officer Sergeant
Bowell, who confirmed that this should have been done. They used
the keys to enter 25 Thorpe Road. There seems little doubt that they
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did not knock at the door. Mr Adams did not hear any knock and nor
did Patricia Jarrett inside the house. The officers claim that they
knocked three times, but none of them remembered the distinctive
horseshoe knocker on the door. DC Randall, who said that he did the
knocking, said that the knocker was a lever on the letter-box.

4.30 Inside the house were Mrs Jarrett, Patricia Jarrett, with a
grandchild of two and a neighbour’s baby. Patricia Jarrett heard her
mother say “Lord, Lord, there’s some police in the house”. When
asked how they got in, Sergeant Parsons said that the front door had
been left open. Mrs Jarrett and Patricia Jarrett knew that to be
untrue; they would never leave the door open with young children in
the house. Sergeant Parsons admitted to the inquest that he had told
this untruth, “in order not to aggravate the situation™. In our view the
whole account of this entry into a private house — the use of the keys,
the failure to knock, the lie about the open door — reveals a casual
indifference on the part of the officers and constituted a shocking
violation of the privacy of the Jarrett’s home.

4.31 The house is on two floors. On the ground floor at the front
was Mrs Jarrett’s bedroom: half way back, a room which used to be
Floyd’s room; and at the back a dining room, with a kitchen attached.
On the first floor at the front was a lounge; towards the back a locked
room which was Patricia Jarrett’s room; and at the back Michael
Jarrett’s room. On this floor there was also a bathroom. The officers
after entering started to move through the various rooms. Patricia
Jarrett told the inquest that she asked if they had a warrant, and was
shown nothing. But DC Randall and PC Casey claimed that she had
at one point taken the warrant and read every word out aloud — even
the words “‘to each and all the constables of the Metropolitan Police
Force™ at the top of the warrant. The new law requires that a copy of
the warrant be left with the householder, but even though the new law
was having a trial run, this was not done. The officers said that they
did not know about this requirement.

4.32 Patricia Jarrett said in evidence that the officers searched
Floyd’s old room. Then they searched Mrs Jarrett’s room; Mrs Jarrett
asked why they were searching it, as she only had her personal
possessions there. (At one stage the officers tried to deny that her
room was searched — until PC Allan admitted that he had searched
it). They searched the lounge upstairs, and the laundry in the
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bathroom. They searched Michael’s bedroom, but made no effort to
get into her locked room. She then described what happened when
DC Randall moved towards the dining room: —
“He went into the dining room. My mother had put Jerome into
the armchair and was standing in the doorway. He took his left
arm, pushed her out of the way. She fell with one arm in the
armchair and the rest of her body towards the armchair going
towards the Kitchen. I tried to help her up. When I had managed to
get her to her feet DC Randall had come back into the dining room
and passed over and went to the sideboard. I helped my mother to
the chair. She was gasping for breath and gasping quite heavily.

She asked me to phone for the emergency doctor as she was not

feeling well. I took the telephone book and called the emergency

answering service. I spoke to a woman who said that there was not

a doctor available so I should dial 999 immediately and explain the

symptoms of my mother. I did this and they told me there would be

an ambulance.”

The electronically timed record at the exchange showed that
Patricia Jarrett’s 999 call was made at 5.55 pm. It took two minutes
for her to be connected, and the ambulance service received her call
at 5.57 pm.

4.33 Patrieia Jarrett described the push again in detail:—
“I saw Randall take his left arm and put it around my mother’s
shoulder and part of his body pushed her and she fell with her left
arm out, breaking the small table.”

Patricia’s account continued as follows: Mrs Jarrett was sitting at
the dining room table. After Patricia telephoned the ambulance, her
mother asked for her tablets on top of the fridge in the kitchen. DC
Randall was still in the dining room. He had been looking in the
drawers of the sideboard, and while Patricia was telephoning for an
ambulance he was looking at the hi-fi and the television. Patricia gave
tablets and some water to her mother, who asked for some
underclothes to be packed. She went into the garden to collect some
clothes from the line. When she came back she noticed that her
mother’s breathing had become laboured. She asked her: “What'’s the
matter mum?” She then heard a voice in the passage which she
recognised as her brother Michael’s. Michael asked the officers why
they were there, and asked his mother if she felt all right. He asked

one of the officers if he had a warrant and received no reply. DC-

76

THE DEATH OF MRS JARRETT

Randall then left the dining room and went upstairs. He had not
shown any concern, but simply continued with the search. Michael
followed him upstairs, where they were looking into the loft of the
house.

4.34 Patricia’s evidence continues: —

“The officer left the dining room and went upstairs. My mother
was breathing hard. She tumbled sidewards out of the dining room
chair, lying on her side. I rushed over and started talking to her. 1
then saw a uniformed officer and my brother Michael standing at
the bottom of the stairs. Michael said Floyd does not live here, and
he wanted them to leave the house. I then showed the officer out.
We made it quite clear to them that Floyd did not live there, we felt
it was in our rights to ask them to leave. They did so. Michael and I
rushed back into the dining room. I knelt down at my mother’s
side. Michael rushed out of the house. I put my ear to her mouth to
see if I could feel any breath. I felt for her pulse but did not feel
any pulse. I blocked her nose, opened her mouth and gave mouth
to mouth resuscitation. Nothing was happening. She looked up at
me, her eyes keeled over, her head slumped back and she was
completely still. I ran from the house screaming into the street.”

4.35 Michael Jarrett had left the house in order to see if a nurse who
lived at number 12 was at home. She was not, but Michael used the
phone there to ring for an ambulance. His 999 call was electronically
timed at 6.00 pm. He was connected to the ambulance service at 6.01
pm. As they waited for the ambulance to arrive the police remained
outside. Inspector Clarke arrived, having been alerted by a message
from DC Randall. DC Randall said that he had first-aid experience,
and that the family should let him come in and help. Michael Jarrett
persuaded Patricia to let DC Randall in. For a time he tried mouth to
mouth resuscitation, and an airway device was brought in from one of
the police cars. But when a mirror was put to Mrs Jarrett’s mouth,
there was no mist on the glass. At 6.11 pm the ambulance arrived,
and Mrs Jarrett was lifted into it. The ambulance left at 6.20 pm and
reached North Middlesex Hospital at 6.35 pm where it was certified
that Mrs Jarrett was dead on arrival.

4.36 At the inquest, the four officers gave an account which
conflicted with that of Patricia in major respects. The main thrust of
their evidence was that Patricia Jarrett had been abusive almost from
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;}/}? start, shouting gnq swearing obscenities at the officers: that
hlchael Jarrett had joined in the abuse after he arrived; an(’i that
Lere had been no contact of any kind, accidental or deliberate
reetweentDC Il{lancfiall and Mrs Jarrett. The case put by the barriste;
presenting the four police officers at the in
Jarrett suffered stress: — it
“Not by misbehaviour on the i
ot by . part of the police, but
anti-police attitude of the children.” : .

4.37 At the inquest this central allegation effectively fell to the
groupd. It was contradicted by evidence from Inspector Clarke that he
received a message at 5.55 pm from DC Randall, made after he had
searched Floyd Jarrett’s former room, that “we are in the house and
the search is under way. There are no problems”. As a result of t}rllis
message, Inspeqtor Clarke radioed the area car and told it to g0 awa
It was contradwted by Mr Adams, who heard no sounds of ar?l
shouting frqm inside the house. It was contradicted by the evidence o);
the electroqlcially timed calls showing that Patricia Jarrett was on the
phone seeking assistance for about two minutes. DC Randall claims
not to have seen this. He said only that Patricia tapped out a number
slammeq the telephone down and went on swearing. It waé
contradlcted.by further evidence from Mr Adams, who l;eard DC
Randall making another radio call after being told to leave the house
He heard DC Randall say these words: — .

“The search was quiet but I must warn yo
WA i
house has collapsed.” y e ol .

4.38 At one ppint, whi!e PC Allan was giving evidence, the Coroner
mad§ a telling intervention. PC Allan had said that he had not seen
P;itrlc:}a Jarrett plck. up the phone or make a call, but she was just
foﬁju:;lr;g z;?d swe;_arl:ng. Counsel representing the Jarrett family then
office i i i
g the said;i of the evidence of the electrically timed calls, and the
“It is quite obvious that their statement
. S are contrary to the facts.
M;la_mbers 'ot the Jury, the purpose of learned Counsel’s questions
w .lCh he is fully entitled to ask, is to £0 to the credit of the policej
officers. It may not bear directly on the death but I am allowing it

78

THE DEATH OF MRS JARRETT

THE MEDICAL EVIDENCE

439 Mrs Jarrett, who was 48 years old, was suffering from a very
severe heart disease. She had had treatment for high blood pressure,
but her family had no idea of her heart condition. Evidence about the
cause of her death was given to the inquest by a leading heart
specialist, Dr Somerville. He said that as a result of the disease, death
might have been triggered off by physical activity or an emotional
upset. There would be a sudden increase in the heart rate,
accompanied by an alteration of the rhythm of the heartbeat. This
would reduce the effectiveness of the heart and could lead to the lungs
becoming water-logged. The strain, whether physical or emotional,
would release adrenalin, and this would cause the acceleration of the
heart rate. Once that train of events had been precipitated, it would
be impossible to halt.

4.40 Dr Somerville was questioned at length as to the severity of the
emotional or physical upset which would be needed to set these fatal
events in motion. It was pointed out that Mrs Jarrett had led a normal
and active life, and had survived a number of family difficulties
including troubles that some of her children had had with the police.
Dr Somerville agreed that if the police officers had simply gone into
one room and then left, it was unlikely that death would have been
caused. He said that the sudden arrival of the police in her hallway
would be likely to cause pumping of adrenalin. But a push by the
police followed by a fall would have been “‘an important precipitating
factor” on top of the emotional stress aroused by the arrival of the
police. The Coroner summed up the medical evidence to the jury in

this way:—

“If there were this continuous emotional stress, Dr Somerville has
reminded us that a fall or push would make an important
contribution to continuing stress. It would, indeed, be an important
contributory factor in the chain of events. This is because the
humiliation and indignity consequent on a push or fall would be an
added precipitating factor in a heart already under strain from

emotion.

“Mrs Jarrett could have died at home, or while she was out. Dr
Somerville said that she was a candidate for death at any time.
Obviously we must accept that, but, ladies and gentlemen of the
jury, she didn’t die at any time, she died then.”
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THE VERDICT OF THE JURY
4.41 In an inquest, the parti

' ; parties who are represented have
opportunity to address the jury about the verdict which they wour;((i)
wish the jury to return. The only guidance they get is from the

Coroner. The Coroner in this i
, case, Dr David Paul i g
four verdicts were open to them: — etoma 61 reiakil

(1)  Unlawful killing. To bring in such a verdict, the jury would have
to be sure that the police officers were either intentionally or
reckles’sly threatening harm or causing harm which caused yMrs
Jarrett’s d_eath: or that they were deliberately doing something (in this
case pushmg)' that all reasonable people would realise would subject a
person to a risk of being harmed, and which did in fact cause dJeath

The Coroner told the jury that if they were satisfied that Mrs Jarret%
was pushed so that she fell, they would be entitled on the basis of Dr
Somerville’s evidence to find that the fall caused the death.

(2) If the jury was satisfied that there was a push, but were not sure
that the push was a deliberate act, but was merely a consequence of

someone going through a narrow place and brushing M
. 5 . J
aside, the proper verdict would be accidental leath. R

(3)_ If the jury were sure that there was no fall, but that the fatal
chain of events was started solely by the emotional stress surrounding

m

(4) Finally, if the jury were not sure that they could return one of

i ] le

4.42 The jury‘ retu'rm.ed an unanimous verdict of accidental death.
The Jarrett family said in a statement through their solicitor: —

“The vgrdlct of the jury is a vindication of our complaint against
the pollce: officers who arrived at our house on 5th October. Our
mother died as a result of a push by a detective during a careless
and callous search by four police officers who during the inquest
had been forced to admit to lying, to numerous breaches of their
code of conduct and to total inconsistency between the ambulance
records apd their fabricated story. We expect that apart from any
other action, the officers concerned will be severely disciplined.”
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4.43 This was a case which demonstrated the value of inquest
proceedings in throwing light on the circumstances of a tragic and
controversial death. The Jarrett family were well represented by
barristers and by a solicitor who, since legal aid is not available for
inquest proceedings, gave their services without a fee. The evidence
of all the witnesses — the family, the police, and other witnesses —
was fully tested in cross-examination. The Coroner, according to
many who were present, conducted the proceedings fairly and
impartially. The jury were given a range of verdicts which fitted the
various possible theories of the cause of death. The evidence had
raised a number of serious questions about the propriety of police
actions on 5th October. The verdict not only underlined these
questions, but showed also that the jury believed that DC Randall at
least had been lying in a central aspect of his evidence. We must now
compare the investigation made at the inquest with the investigation
made into the same matters under the supervision of the Police
Complaints Authority.

THE POLICE COMPLAINTS AUTHORITY

4.44 The Police Complaints Authority began to function in January
1985. It was a new body set up by the Police and Criminal Evidence
Act 1984. Its letterhead proclaims that it is “‘the Independent Police
Complaints Authority — the public’s impartial representative in the
investigation of complaints against the police”. Under the law it does
not investigate complaints itself; it supervises the investigation of
complaints, the investigation itself being carried out by police officers.
Normally the P.C.A becomes involved because of a complaint; but
there is an exceptional procedure whereby a chief officer of police
may refer a matter to the P.C.A because of its gravity, even though
there has not been a complaint, if the matter appears to indicate that
a police officer may have committed a criminal offence or an offence
against discipline. This was the power which was invoked on the
evening of 5th October 1985. It is significant that the Commissioner,
in invoking this power, must have considered that the officers
involved may have committed a criminal offence or an offence against
discipline, but did not even so suspend those officers from duty. We
return to this question of suspension in the next chapter.

4.45 The investigation was carried out by Assistant Chief Constable
Simpson of the Essex police. In correspondence with Bernard Carnell,
solicitor for the Jarrett family, he sought to clarify the extent of the
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complaints which they wished to raise. Mr Carnell made it clear that
the family were complaining not only about events inside the home —
the push of DC Randall against Mrs Jarrett, the insensitive behaviour
of the four officers, and their failure to produce a warrant — but also
about the whole basis upon which the decision to carry out the search
was made, the means by which the officers gained access to the house,
and the entire sequence of events that caused the officers to stop and
detain Floyd Jarrett in the first place.

4.46 The “independent” status of this investigation came under
severe attack during the inquest itself. Patricia Jarrett and other
members of the Jarrett family had provided signed statements to the
Essex police in confidence for the purpose of the investigation. But
during the course of Patricia Jarrett’s evidence at the inquest, the
barrister representing the four officers began to suggest that
something said by her in her evidence was at variance in her statement
to the Essex police. It became apparent that this barrister had
received copies of these confidential statements. The barristers acting
for the Jarrett family protested at this breach of confidence and
secured, as a matter of fairness, that the statement made by the four
officers should be disclosed to them. It transpired that A.C.C.
Simpson of the Essex police had passed the statements to the
Commissioner, without consulting the P.C.A. and without imposing
any limitations upon their use by the Commissioner. The P.C.A.
issued a press statement stating that they were disturbed to learn that
the statement had been used by the Metropolitan Police without their
consent.

4.47 The reason given for the handing over of the statements was
that the Commissioner as the disciplinary authority, was entitled to
see them. That is no doubt the case at the end of an investigation, but
this investigation was still in progress. We are most concerned, both
that the statements were given to the Commissioner at that stage, and
that the Commissioner saw fit to supply them to the solicitor who
represented those very officers whose conduct was being investigated.

4.48 When an investigation has been completed, the investigating
officer submits a report to the P.C.A. The P.C.A. must make a
statement as to whether the investigation was not conducted to their
satisfaction, and the case is then considered by the chief officer of
police for the area, who decides whether or not to refer the case to
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the Director of Public Prosecutions for criminal charges, or whether
to refer disciplinary charges. The P.C.A. also has the duty to consider
the question of criminal or disciplinary charges, and they have th'e
power to direct that the case be referred to the Director of Public
Prosecutions, and to recommend to the Chief Officer of Police (or if
he is unwilling, direct him), to prefer specified disciplinary charges.
They are precluded from publishing any information which they have
received except in the form of a summary statement.

4.49  On 14th April 1986, four months after the end of the inquest,
the P.C.A. published a news release and attached to it their summary
statement about the investigation into the death of Mrs Jarrett. But
the news release stated that no criminal charges had been preferred by
the Director of Public Prosecutions, and no disciplinary charges were
recommended by the Metropolitan Police. It stated that the P.C.A.
agreed with that recommendation. They said that the investigation
conducted by Assistant Chief Constable Simpson had been
comprehensive and “a model of speed and thoroughness”, The
summary statement of the P.C.A. is for the most part a recital of the
different versions of the offence given by the witnesses at the inquest.
But there are two passages where the P.C.A. appear to give their own
interpretation of the material which was before them. The first
passage concerns their comment on the inquest verdict: —
“The jury tended to accept neither party’s version completely but
implied, in accordance with directions given by the Coroner, that
DC Randall did not push Mrs Jarrett but in all probability
inadvertently brushed past her causing her to lose her balance.”

4.50 This was a serious misreading of the jury’s verdict. It is
incorrect to say that the jury “‘tended to accept neither party’s version
completely”. On the essential issue of whether DC Randall pushed
Mrs Jarrett, they accepted Patricia Jarrett’s evidence and rejected that
of DC Randall, who totally denied that he had any kind of physical
contact with Mrs Jarrett. On the further question, was the push
deliberate or unintentional, the jury decided that they could not be
sure that it was intentional. This was not a rejection of Patricia
Jarrett’s evidence. Patricia Jarrett could only tell the jury what she
saw DC Randall do; whether what he did was deliberate was a matter
for the jury. Further, the words “inadvertently brushed past” made
much too light of the action for which, on the jury’s verdict, DC
Randall was responsible. An officer carrying out a search has a duty
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to treat members of the household being searched with care. A
pushing or brushing aside of a large woman standing in a doorway
even if it was not intentional, was an act of carelessness and grave
discourtesy, and as such, in our view, a serious departure from the
standards which the public are entitled to expect from police officers.

4.51 Secondly, the P.C.A. reviewed the evidence relating to the
search warrant and the time of the visit to the magistrate, and
concluded: —

“The police officers claim they were in Thorpe Road from 17.45

until just after 18.20, when the ambulance left and this is

corroborated by evidence given by an ambulance officer. It would
have been very difficult for the police officers to leave Thorpe

Road at 18.20, return to Tottenham Police Station, type out the

warrant and then go to Mr Gardiner’s house by 18.30 and get the

warrant signed, remembering that 18.30 is the latest time by which

Mr Gardiner is prepared to admit signing the warrant.”

We are to assume that on the basis of this reasoning the P.C.A. are
satisfied that a warrant was duly obtained. We do not find it
convincing. In the first place, the officers may well have typed up a
warrant before leaving the police station, but had decided for some
reason to get it signed later on. Secondly, there was time after 6.20
pm for the officers to rush at speed to the magistrate’s house. Thirdly,
and perhaps most important, this reasoning does not confront the
basic problem that the magistrate, when first asked about the time on
7th October, estimated it to be between 6 and 6.30 pm, — a full hour
after the police officers claimed to have visited him.

4.52 We are bound to say that the PiC.A., in agreeing that there
should be no disciplinary charges preferred against any of the officers,
have failed lamentably to grapple with the real issues raised by the
events of the 5th October. Let us recall what the evidence of the
inquest and the Magistrates Court hearing revealed: —

(1) That the officers who first stopped Floyd Jarrett made computer
checks on his car, apparently for no other reason than he was a young
Black man.

(2) That they arrested him and took him into custody on a suspicion
that his car was stolen which had little if any reasonable basis.

(3) That they made a charge against him of assault which was found
to be false.

(4) That they embarked upon a search of his family’s home which
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appears on the evidence to have been entirely speculative.

(5) That a number of features in the evidence indicated strongl)_/ that
the search was carried out without having obtained a warrant signed
by a magistrate. .

(6) That the officers took Floyd Jarrett’s keys out of his property
without the authorisation of the custody officer.

(7) That they used those keys to enter 25 Thorpe Road without
having alerted the occupants by knocking on the door. _
(8) That one of the officers lied to the occupants of the house in
saying he found the door open.

(9) That distress was caused to Mrs Jarrett both by the sudden
intrusion of the officers and by a quite unnecessary search of her
bedroom.

(10) That one of the officers conducted himself so carelessly as to
push past Mrs Jarrett as she stood in the doorway and cause her to
fall.

(11) That this push and fall, coupled perhaps with other upsetting
features of the search caused her death before it would naturally have
occurred. o
(12) That after Mrs Jarrett fell and was clearly unwell the officer
present expressed no concern but merely continued his search. .

(13) That after the event the officers told lies about the behaviour of
the Jarrett family and covered up their own misconduct.

4.53 The offences for which police officers may be disciplined are
contained in the Discipline Code, which is part of the Police
(Discipline) Regulations 1985. It includes the following offences:—
® Abuse of authority, “which offence is committed where a member
of a police force treats any person with whom he may .be brought
into contact in the execution of his duty in an oppressive manner
and, without prejudice to the foregoing, in particular where he:—
(a) without good and sufficient cause conducts a search, or
requires a person to submit to any test or procedure, or
makes an arrest; or
(b) uses any unnecessary violence towards any prisoner or any
other person with whom he may be brought into contact in
the execution of his duty, or improperly threatens any such
person with violence; or
(c) is abusive or uncivil to any member of the public.”
@ Discreditable conduct, “which offence is committed where a
member of a police force acts in a disorderly manner or any manner
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prejudicial to discipline or reasonably likely to bring discredit on
the reputation of the force or of the police service.”

@® Racially discriminating behaviour, “which offence is committed
(without prejudice to the commission of any other offence) where a
member of a police force:—

(a) while on duty, on the grounds of another person’s colour,
race, nationality or ethnic or national origins, acts towards
that other person in any such way as is mentioned in abuse of
authority (above); or

(b) in any other way, on any of those grounds, treats improperly
a person with whom he may be brought into contact while on
duty.”

@ Neglect of duty, “which offence is committed where a member
of a police force, without good and sufficient cause:—

(a) neglects or omits to attend to or carry out with due
promptitude and diligence anything which it is his duty as a
member of a police force to attend to or carry out, or

(b) fails properly to account for, or to make a prompt and true
return of, any money or property received by him in the
course of his duty.”

@ Falsehood or prevarication, “which offence is committed where a
member of a police force knowingly or through neglect makes any
false, misleading or inaccurate oral or written statement or entry in
any record or document made, kept or required for police
purposes.”’

® Being an accessory to a disciplinary offence, “‘which offence is
committed where a member of a police force incites. connives at or
is knowingly an accessory to any offence against discipline.”

4.54 In our opinion the P.C.A. failed to act as an independent or
impartial authority in two major respects. First, it disregarded the
verdict of the jury. There had been two conflicting cases argued at the
inquest on behalf of the family and the police officers. The jury had
found against the officers on the central question of the push, and by
implication cast severe doubt on all the other claims of the officers
which were in dispute. By recommending no action, the P.C.A.
appeared to put itself above the jury. Secondly, the P.C.A.
specifically failed to exercise its powers to recommend, and if
necessary direct, that disciplinary charges be preferred. The 13
matters raised above, if proved, would constitute one or more of the
offences in the Disciplinary Code. Given these failures in one of the
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P.C.A.’s first major investigations, it is not surprising if confidence in
the new machinery is low.

OF 5TH OCTOBER

I}SI;E EXFI;I(I:{gOCk, Floyd Jarrett was rel;ased. .He told us that an
officer told him, on the way out of the police station, that his nTothe}:
had had a stroke. He did not even know that' there had been a searc
of his mother’s home. He went to the hospital and then later on to
Broadwater Farm. Martha Osamor was telephoned, and she went
with Floyd and Dolly Kiffin to 25 Thorpe Rogd, Many c.ommlcjiﬂlty
leaders called at the home during the evening in an immediate
reaction of sympathy and respect.

i i ins acting as chief officer

4.56 Chief Superintendent Stainsby, who was acting as ¢ 0k
at Tottenham Police Station as Chief Superintendent Couch was away
on that day, called at 25 Thorpe Road and expressec_i sy_rnpathy to the
family. He told them that an independent investigation would be
carried out by an officer from another force. Martha Osamor
described the meeting: — ot}

“The family were still very, very angry and a l_ot of questions were

asked. Some of the questions were: How did they get‘ into the

house? He said he doesn’t know. Did they have a warra_nt? He .szufi)

he doesn’t know. Where are they are now, are they still working’

He doesn’t know. He is going to find out.” 1

It was also confirmed at the inquest that Patricia Jarrett on that
evening was saying to Chief Superintendent Stainsby that her mother
had been pushed by DC Randall.

4.57 1t is all the more surprising that on the even.ing of 5_th .October
the following statement was issued by the M;tropohtan Police:— .
“Mrs Jarrett was initially very co-operative. But, towards the en
of the search, another of her sons arriv;d home and began strcci)ng;y
objecting to the presence of the police. She collapsed al{] ﬂt] e
officers were physically shoved out of th; house. Eventua yf_ ey
persuaded the occupants to let them back in, and one of the o'f icers
trained in first aid, administered mouth to mouth resuscitation
i ccess.” .
Th?:tal::(():gtnslltl is clearly designed to put the officers‘in the bgst po§51blf3
light and the Jarrett family in the worst. Far from manlnta;lmn‘% a
neutral position while investigations coqtmued. .tl}e higher C;lut or: lets
of the Metropolitan Police took a partisan position from the outset.
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They appeared to pre-empt and influence the “independent”
investigation before it had even begun. The statement led directly to a
report in the Mail on Sunday on the 6th October which appeared to
put the police story beyond doubt:—
“Scotland Yard confirmed that 49-year-old Mrs Cynthia Jarrett
became ill after she was in a struggle with officers who visited her
home following the arrest of her son.”
We consider that it was quite wrong for an official statement to be put
out which stated the police view alone of an event which was known
to be disputed and which was under investigation by another force.

4.58 Late that night after midnight, members of the Jarrett family
and a number of friends went down to Tottenham Police Station to
demand more information. They again saw Chief Superintendent
Stainsby. After a lot of pressure he went away and produced a copy of
the warrant. Mr Jarrett could see at once that it was not a warrant
which could have been taken on the search, because it was a clean.,
uncreased piece of paper. But the original warrant was not produced,
and they could obtain no more answers. Martha Osamor said of the
visit: —

“For them to behave in such an insensitive way, for him to keep

repeating to us what he has already said, meant that a lot of people

who were there felt they were treating us as if we hadn’t got any
sense at all.”

4.59  While they were inside the police station they heard the sound
of smashing glass. People in a small demonstration outside had
thrown some stones at the police station windows. The Jarrett family
and the community leaders present were able to persuade them to
stop and go home. George Martin, of the West Indian Leadership
Council, was one of those there. Before he left he said these words to
the Chief Superintendent:—

“This is no longer a family matter. It’s gone beyond that. It has

now become a community matter, and I think that it is important

that somebody of some importance makes a statement.”
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Chapter 5
OCTOBER 6 — WHAT HAPPENED?

Reactions to the Tragedy . o
5.1 The news of Mrs Jarrett’s death spread quickly. Sqme Iearnel
about it during the night at a party, some the next morning. People
we‘r‘;:;mhneeac:ing the news on the radio about Mrs Jarrett, it made
ing just turn over inside of me.” i
‘S‘(E)n;etgzsngljmday morning I picked up this newspaper qnd I r.ead 1|1t
And while 1 was sitting there...my hands were shaking with ;le
paper, because I personally knowl M@h Jz:]rrett’ fmd I know all of her
ily because I've been to school with them. . ]
'gln:ly}:)unger people reacted to what they had heard in the ll'g?ft oj
their own experience, and they thought of their own mothers. Staffor
or the feeling of many:—

SC?‘t]tBZEgll::efit has happeﬁed before — police_ officers haye taken awa:y
people’s keys and entered their homes w1thput alerting the peo;l)fe
inside — it was easy for people to behe\_/e it had happened in this
instance. Because people have seen police manhandhpg mf.:mber's
of their families whilst raiding, it was easy to believe in th{ls1
instance. So what was actually taking p_lace was a lot of emotlon(’i
transferral. They wasn’t thinking just in terms of Flpyd Jarrett’s
mother died today, they were thinking in terms t'hat it coqld ver(};
casily have been my mother. So people were tfef:lmg very sickene

happened. People were very upset. .
g}élﬁgaivgerllger I?lgrry AdamE saw the deqth against the .shootl_ng of

Stephen Waldorf and the subsequent acqultta‘l of.the. pohce.offlcers,

and the shooting of the child John Shorthouse in Blrmmgl_lam.— fia)
“If they could stand by and watch thqm da.lmage White pe(?p elzl I(l';
that way, what they could get away with with us? People watche
that and watched it very carefully. Now when Mrs Jarrett died, that
was the end. As far as we were concerned they had overstepped the%
mark — not overstepped it, they had run it completely out o

existence.”’
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