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Findings: 

Orders 

I make the following findings in relation to the death of Narayan Rodwell 

pursuant to s 81 of the Coroners Act 2009 (NSW): 

Identity: The person who died was Narayan Rodwell 

Date of death: Narayan died on 29 September 2022 

Place of death: Narayan died on the Ml Highway near Clothiers Creek 

NSW 

Cause of death: Narayan died from multiple injuries. 

Manner of death: Narayan died following collision with a vehicle whilst 

crossing the Ml Highway after a police pursuit 

Non-disclosure and non-publication orders prohibiting publication of 

certain evidence have been made in this inquest. A copy of these orders, 

made final on 28 May 2026, pursuant to sections 65(4) and 74(1)(b) of 

the Coroners Act 2009 (NSW), can be found on the Registry file. 
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6 Another purpose of an inquest is to consider whether it is necessary or desirable to make 

recommendations in relation to any matter connected with the death. This involves 

identifying any lessons that can be learned from the death, and whether anything should or 

could be done differently in the future, to prevent a death in similar circumstances. 

Coronial Investigation 

7 Prior to holding the inquest, a detailed coronial investigation was undertaken. Investigating 

police, led by officers in charge Detective Sergeant Rachel Jolley and Superintendent Grant 

Erickson compiled an initial brief of evidence, including statements from police, civilians and 

experts. Additionally multiple documents were gathered including documents relevant to 

Narayan's background and relevant police policies. The court also received CCTV footage, 

from areas in Byron Bay where Narayan had driven the day of his death. 

8 The coronial investigation formed part of the three volume brief of evidence that was 

tendered at the commencement of the inquest. 

9 The sufficient interest parties in the proceedings were the family members referred to above 

and the Commissioner of NSW Police. 

Witnesses 

10 The following witnesses gave oral evidence in the inquest: 

1) Natalie Greenland a coworker,

2) James Whelan a coworker,

3) Brodie Nossiter a coworker,

4) Susan Byrne a counsellor attached to The Buttery,

5) Michael Stevens a civilian witness,

6) Grant Simmons a civilian witness,

7) Sergeant Justin Mathewson (who was a Senior Constable at the time of the incident),

8) Acting Inspector Christopher Neaves,

9) Constable Isaac Brigginshaw, and,

10) Inspector Craig Storey,
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action. He thought Leading Senior Constable Macauley would probably respond more quickly 

than if he went through the normal channels because of their past relationship and Mr 

Simmons' background as a first responder. In his statement, Leading Senior Constable 

Macauley recalled Mr Simmons saying, "He's driving like a maniac. He's coming through the 

servo a couple of times and hit bollards out there". He asked whether any of the highway 

police working that afternoon could come out straight away. Leading Senior Constable 

Macauley thought Mr Simmons sounded in a controlled, but panicked state. 

At approximately 5.31pm, Leading Senior Constable Macauley contacted Byron Bay Police 

Station and reported Mr Simmons' complaint to Leading Senior Constable Peter Watts. Senior 

Constable Matthewson said that at approximately 5.30pm, a job came into the station in 

relation to a Mazda 3 driving erratically, speeding around the industrial area in Byron Bay and 

hitting bollards. Senior Constable Mathewson gave evidence that Senior Constable Rush brook 

or Senior Constable Watts also told him that the person was possibly hitting parked cars. 

There is no evidence that Narayan did, in fact, hit any parked cars, but according to Senior 

Constable Mathewson, the possibility that he had done so had been reported to police. Both 

Senior Constable Mathewson and Acting Inspector Chris Neaves gave evidence that they 

thought there were two phone calls made to police about Narayan's manner of driving. 

Senior Constable Mathewson left the police station shortly thereafter. He drove to the 

industrial area and was waved down by three men at the BP Service Station, which he 

described as a concerned, distressed sort of wave to get his attention. Senior Constable 

Mathewson only spoke to one of the men who seemed a bit shaken up and seemed genuinely 

concerned about the driving of the vehicle. The man told Senior Constable Mathewson that 

there was a blue Mazda speeding through the BP Service Station, which was hitting things, 

going back and forth from the service station to the Cavanbah Centre and was last seen 

heading west on the wrong side of the road, around the roundabout, back towards the 

Cavanbah Centre. 

The evidence establishes that Narayan hit flexible bollards and had driven on the wrong side 

of the road. However, there is no evidence that Narayan sped through the service station, 

although, Senior Constable Mathewson said that this was conveyed to him. Senior Constable 

Mathewson gave evidence that the information he received at the service station, combined 

with what he had been told by police earlier, caused him to have great concern. Mr Kounnas 

accepted in submissions that police were under a duty to investigate and intervene in 
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the reference set out in the issues list that the driving of Narayan on the highway was 

described as normal or fine. This was the case, albeit that on occasions, the vehicle was driven 

20 kilometres above the 100 kilometres an hour speed limit. Senior Constable Mathewson 

remained in control of the pursuing vehicle. Further back from Senior Constable 

Mathewson, police vehicles included a vehicle which Acting Inspector Neaves travelled 

in as he was monitoring the pursuit. 

At no stage during the pursuit did either Senior Constable Mathewson or Acting Inspector 

Neaves know who the driver was. Police records, reflected in a broadcast over the radio, 

indicated who the registered owner of the vehicle was, but Narayan, the registered owner, 

was not known to either Senior Constable Mathewson nor Acting Inspector Neaves, and they 

were unable to confirm, for example, by comparing the face of the driver to a photo, who the 

driver was. Nothing of that nature occurred. 

Multiple submissions were made by Mr Kounnas and issues were raised with the assistance 

of the assisting team on behalf of Narayan's sisters against both the continuation of the 

pursuit and the deployment of the tyre deflation device. The submissions included the 

contentions that Narayan's death was easily avoidable, there were multiple irrational 

decisions made by police, there were multiple opportunities to call off the pursuit, and the 

police decisions were, at times, disingenuous. More specifically, in relation to risk, the 

submissions included that the risk did not justify the continuation of the pursuit or the 

deployment of the TDD, and the decisions of police involved too much speculation. 

As previously set out, police had a responsibility to weigh the need to immediately apprehend 

the offender against the degree of risk to the community and police as a result of the pursuit. 

Looking simply at the degree of risk to the community and police as a result of the pursuit, the 

factors recently referred to, including the nature of the road surface on the highway and the 

fact that police stopped any vehicles travelling behind Senior Constable Mathewson from 

moving forward, meant that there was little danger or risk to the community and police in 

Senior Constable Mathewson continuing to pursue the vehicle driven by Narayan on the 

highway heading north. 
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It was the clear and consistent evidence of police that their concern, and thus their need to 

speak to Narayan, arose from the risk of the driver leaving the Ml, travelling into a built-up 

area, and putting members of the public at risk. 

I am satisfied on the evidence that Senior Constable Mathewson and Acting Inspector Neeves 

conducted the weighing process throughout the pursuit. That is, they each, individually, 

weighed the need to detain the driver against the risk of continuing the pursuit. 

The developed submissions about risk included the contention that the relatively lengthy 

period of safe driving on the Ml meant that the police ongoing concern as to the risk if the 

driver was to enter a built-up area was disingenuous and/or too speculative. 

Labelling something as too speculative invites the comment that assessments of risk 

necessarily involve consideration of what might happen in the future. By definition, that is 

speculation. Minds are likely to differ about degrees of speculation. I am unable to accept 

that the ongoing concern of the police was disingenuous or that it was too speculative. What 

was relevantly in the awareness of police throughout the pursuit included: in the absence of 

any police presence, Narayan had driven in the dangerous manner which led a civilian to 

contact police and relay the information that, as at that time, had been relayed to police. 

Secondly, that driving had taken place in a built up area. Thirdly, the only time Narayan had 

left the Ml, once police were following him, he drove back into a built up area. Next, whilst in 

that built up area, Narayan drove onto the wrong side of the road and on occasion, travelled 

at 20 kilometres in excess of a 50 kilometre speed limit. Next, Narayan had failed to stop 

when police sought to cause him to do so. In all those circumstances, the police concern as 

to the risk to the public should Narayan return to a built up area was far from too speculative. 

It was, in my view, reasonable. Police were concerned to understand, so far as they could, 

what might have been causing the driver of the vehicle to drive in the manner in which he had 

reportedly driven. The only way to do that was to talk to the driver. 

Both Senior Constable Mathewson and Acting Inspector Neaves set out the possibilities as 

to why the driver was driving as he was. These included a mental health episode, 

affectation by drugs, or the vehicle having been stolen. Acting Inspector Neaves also 

suggested the driver perhaps being a disqualified driver. All these are possible reasons as 

to why a driver might either drive in the manner described to police or seek to avoid 

speaking with police. Those factors were relevant throughout the period of the pursuit. 
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iii. the likelihood the driver would run out of the vehicle and do something, as the

submission was put, "silly";

iv. the height of the barrier between the south travelling and north travelling vehicles.
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The evidence and submissions in answer to those suggestions pointed to police not having 

resources to block off south travelling traffic. Secondly, in relation to that same issue, there 

was no definable place to block off vehicles, if that could have been done, given that vehicles 

with tyres deflated by a TDD had been known to continue to drive or be driven for as far as 60 

kilometres. 

In relation to the being mindful of the likelihood the driver would run out of the vehicle and 

do something "silly", the difficulty with this submission is that separately, the submission was 

made that the driving had been so normal for a relevantly lengthy period of time that the 

pursuit should have been called off as it was unlikely anything adverse by way of driving would 

be done, or the view that the risk to the public remained was disingenuous, or the risk of that 

happening was too remote. In my view, the risk of what ultimately happened occurring could 

justifiably be considered a remote risk in terms of assessment at the time of deployment of 

the TDD. 

In relation to the height of the barrier between south travelling and north travelling vehicles., 

the evidence was that the barriers employed along the highway were of standard size. 

I find the determination of the point where the police could deploy the TDD was a sensible, 

practical approach to how to end the pursuit without the vehicle being driven into a built-up 

area. 

It was further submitted that Acting Inspector Neaves should not have operated from the 

in­vehicle mobile command post which he occupied, but rather he should have returned to 

a static command post at a police station to better manage the pursuit. I accept the 

Acting Inspector's evidence that he could task resources appropriately from his mobile 

command position whilst closely following the course of the pursuit with a firsthand 

view and understanding of what was occurring. 

The various submissions on behalf of the family as to why the pursuit should have ended, the 

TDD not be deployed, and, indeed, the submissions overall in relation to police actions on the 
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