9. Statement made by the Assistant Minister of HomAffairs regarding the origin of the
skull fragment found at Haut de la Garenne

9.1 The Deputy of St. John (Assistant Minister of idme Affairs):

| have now reviewed the Chief Officer's report amdevant correspondence and am able to
answer the questions raised by Senator Perchar®epaty Power that were referred at the last
sitting. It remains the case that there is nonigfe scientific finding as to the nature of the
fragment found on 23rd February 2008, which migklicate whether or not the statement made
subsequently by the Senior Investigating Officerswacorrect. So | trust Members will
understand that this is an ongoing investigatioth #uat therefore it is not possible to make any
further comment. If deemed necessary, any sucliersatould form part of a brief for the
Committee of Inquiry which has been proposed ta@ed upon completion of the investigation.
Thank you, Sir.

9.1.1 Senator J.L. Perchard:

| thank the Assistant Minister and while | do knemd understand the sensitivities that surround
this ongoing inquiry | do think there is a certaispect that the Assistant Minister will surely
want to get cleared-up. As the find at Haut d&&menne on 23rd February was described at the
time as what appears to be the partial remainsabfild, will the Assistant Minister advise the
Assembly what action is now being taken to esthbtlise accuracy or otherwise of that
description?

The Deputy of St. John:

At the time the on-site anthropologists and forerssiientists were led to believe that that was
what the item was. Without undertaking furtherefwic tests on the item, which is no longer of
any interest in the investigation, it would not f@ssible to draw a full conclusion on the item,

Sir. As it is no longer relevant to the investigatl see no further reason to establish whether it
is or is not what people think it is. The factthst it is inconclusive and, as it is inconclusive,

Sir, and irrelevant to the inquiry at this stages will not be commenting on the matter any

further, Sir. Thank you.

9.1.2 Senator J.L. Perchard:

| thank the Assistant Minister and understand entma. Will the Assistant Minister arrange
for the material found on 23rd February to be mdelato the States of Jersey Pathology
Department in an effort to assist the police idgimg the origins of the material?

The Deputy of St. John

| think not, Sir. | do not think the Pathology Repment here has the level of expertise that will
be required to make such a judgment, Sir. We hgeel some of the top labs in the U.K. and
they have had difficulty, Sir. This is not an eixacience and if it is required to be investigated
further, Sir, it would cost further money whichnis longer of any relevance to the investigation.
This particular item, as we have said on a numlbavcoasions, is no longer relevant to the
investigation at this time. However, it does fopart of the evidence for the case and will be
kept as such in case it ever is required, Sir.nKhau.

9.1.3 Deputy D.W. Mezbourian:

I would just like to make a point to anyone consitig making a statement in the House. As we
are all well aware, the House is never - or notagkw fully attended by Members and at the last
sitting, indeed, some of us were absent. So te lmwstatement which makes reference to
questions raised and were deferred at the lastgshiut without identifying what those questions

were, it is difficult for those of us.[Interruption] I think perhaps, Sir, someone is phoning the
Deputy to raise the same point with him as | amingkow. Indeed, Sir, not only for Members

who are perhaps absent from the House at the tifobthose people are listening - and no one



seems to be listening to me at the moment, ceytaiod within the House. But | repeat, Sir, for

those members of the public who may not have héerdjuestions raised at the last sitting, for
those Members of the House who may not have heaay, | ask that in this instance the

Assistant Minister reminds us what the questioresaarwere that he is referring to and reiterate
that for future statements Member will rememberaosnment.

The Deputy of St. John

[Aside] The Deputy has a fair point and | will recite tpgestion as was given to us at the last
session for the benefit of Members and particulohthe benefit of the Deputy. Deputy Power

asked the question and it was as follows, Sirvtéw of the forensic opinions as to the nature of
the alleged fragment of skull found at Haut de Eré&hne, does the Minister still maintain her
view that the comments made by the Deputy ChiePaolice at a press conference on 23rd
February were appropriate?” That was the questi@hl apologise, the Deputy is quite right it

should have been stated when | answered the qugeSiio

9.1.4 Deputy S. Power:

In lieu of the fact that the Assistant Minister hremwv indicated that the fragment found on 23rd
February is no longer of relevance to the inveibga is it not in the interests of the Home
Affairs Department to put that non-relevant pie¢dragment into the public domain? Thank
you.

The Deputy of St. John

No, Sir, because whatever way you look at it thesniis still evidence and until a conclusive
result is achieved from further forensics, it wiimain evidence. Unless the Attorney General
can correct me otherwise | would imagine any typeewidence uncovered in this type of
investigation would have to be kept until after aawpsequent trials, if indeed there are some,
Sir. Thank you.

Deputy S. Power:

Sorry, can | ask him just to clarify that last aesw| understand the Assistant Minister to have
said that the item is no longer of any interegsh®investigation. If it is no longer of any ingst
to the investigation how can the Assistant Minisiat it evidence?

The Deputy of St. John

| think that is a matter for greater minds than enfrom a legal profession, Sir. As far as |
understand it, it is evidence and it should be lkepsuch until the investigation is completed.
Perhaps the Attorney General could clarify that? Si

The Attorney General:

| am sorry, Sir, that | was not in the Chamber.462%.m., | apologise to Members. Can | ask
what precisely | am asked to clarify?

The Deputy of St. John

Mr. Attorney, | wonder if you could clarify. Thedputy has asked that the evidence which | am
making reference to in this answer be releaseté@utblic as it is no longer of relevance to the
investigation. My understanding is that all evidememains as such until any court proceedings
or any subseqguent investigations are completedat 'hnow evidence - Crown evidence, |
assume - and the Deputy is asking whether thaeisdse or not?

The Attorney General:

I now understand the point being asked. My firmieel to Members is that this is not a matter
which ought to be put in the public domain at thenment because it might have an impact upon
any of the prosecutions yet to come. | do notniigrpart, think it is appropriate that we risk the



integrity of those prosecutions and the judicialgass by analysis of evidence, whether directly
or indirectly relevant at this stage. It is veiffidult to tell what evidence might be relevant.
The police may well have reached the view, asriktias been expressed previously, that the
piece of skull - or not skull as the case may ehich was referred to in February no longer
forms part of the police investigations. That wbutean that it is not part of the prosecution
case. But there is no way of knowing at the prestge whether it may or may not form part of
the defence case, in which case all relevant nahterrelation to that would need to be provided
to the defence as part of the duties of disclostia. all these reasons it is just not appropitiate
risk prejudice to the integrity of the judicial mess in my view at this stage.

9.1.5 Deputy C.H. Egré of St. Peter:

Will the Assistant Minister look into the case whitthink was publicised in the National Press
whereby it was indicated that the item that wasatbwas not bone and in fact that the further
investigation that was required was to find out theit was coconut or walnut?

The Deputy of St. John:

You have concerned me greatly that the lab in gqueshade any statement at all to the press.
Having said that, Sir, they have said - and thisas been in the public domain already - that the
investigations or the science used to establish Wisitem is are inconclusive, Sir. So | do not
see how one could say categorically whether ita®dy coconut or anything else, Sir, without
further investigation. They have said that totbi particular lab, but | was most disturbed and
concerned that they released that information enfitist place, Sir. | will repeat, without further
forensic tests we cannot prove conclusively theg litone or any other items, Sir.

9.1.6 The Deputy of St. Peter:

A supplementary, if | may. Would the Assistant Mier confirm that in effect that the lab
indicated in very clear terms that to quote: “Taig’t bone” and that further investigation was
required to find out exactly what it was in relatim what form of wood it was?

The Deputy of St. John

| could go into more forensic detail as to why tleeyld not make such a statement but | have
been advised not to by our legal advisors, Sir,|lmain categorically state that this evidence has
not been proved conclusively as to exactly wha @nd | do not wish to comment any further
on the item, Sir, as | have been advised not to.

9.1.7 Connétable M.K. Jackson of St. Brelade:

The Assistant Minister refers to the ongoing inigegton and of course its significant associated
costs. Could he give Members any indication oicaig to Members whether there has been
any move from his officers as to how much furthes investigation will carry on for? Thank
you, Sir.

The Deputy of St. John:

That will depend on whether the Constable is tglkabout the specific area which | am talking
about here which is the Haut de La Garenne invatstig or the greater abuse investigation. The
abuse investigation generally could go on for mangny months, Sir. There is precedent here
in other jurisdictions where it has gone on forsidarable time. With regard to the actual site at
Haut de la Garenne investigations there are alowmaplete, Sir.



