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The Rt Hon Douglas Hurd CBE, MP
Secretary of Statefor the Home Department

THE HILLSBOROUGH STADIUM DISASTER
15APRIL 1989

INTERIM REPORT OF INQUIRY

INTRODUCTION

1. On 15 April 1989 afootball match to decide a semi-final round of the FA Cup competition was to be
played between the Liverpool and Nottingham Forest Clubs. The neutral venue chosen was Hillsborough
Football Stadium, Sheffield Wednesday's ground. Only six minutes into the game, play was stopped when it
was redlised that spectators on theterracesbehind the Liverpool goa had been severely crushed. Intheresult,
95 died and over 400 received hospital treatment.

2. On 17April 1989 I was appointed by you to carry out an I nquiry with the following terms of reference:

To inquire into the events at Sheffield Wednesday foothall ground on 15 April 1989 and to make
recommendations about the needs of crowd control and safety at sports events.

3. Two Assessors were appointed to assis me: Mr Brian Johnson QPM, Chief Constable of Lancashire,
and Professor Leonard Maunder OBE, BSc, PhD, ScD, FEng, FI Mech E, Professor of Mechanical
Engineering a the University of Newcastle upon Tyne. Their help hasbeen invaluableand | am very grateful
for their expert advice and wise counsels. While the sole responsibility for thisreport ismine, | am comforted
in the knowledge that both Assessors agree withit.

4. Mr Robert Whalley was appointed Secretary to the Inquiry. He and his assistants have worked
prodi%iously and skilfully to givemeall theadvice and support | could havewished. | asowish to acknowledge
thehelp | havereceived, asdways, from my clerk, Mr Ernest Pott.

5. The policing arrangements for 15 April were in the hands of the South Y orkshire Constabulary. The
efficacy of those arrangements and their implementation was from an early stage called into question. It was
therefore decided that the investigation of the disaster and the gathering of evidence for this Inquiry should be
conducted by an independent police force. Mr Geoffrey Dear QPM, Chief Constable of West Midlands
Constabulary, undertook this task. He was made responsible directly to me; he appointed Assistant Chief
Constable Mervyn Jonesto take full-time charge of the investigation. | am deeply indebted to both of them.

6. On 18 April | visited Hillsborough Stadium. | inspected the scene of the disaster on the terraces and all
relevant parts of the stadium and its approaches. My Assessors and | have made further visits during the
Inquiry. | dsovisited Liverpool on21 and 29 April.

7. The Lord Mayor and the Sheffield City Council kindly offered to make the accommodation and facilities
of Sheffield Town Hall availablefor the hearing of oral evidence. This offer was gratefully accepted and | would
!|kg rt]ofg_eg%rd my thanks for those facilities and for the co-operation afforded to the Inquiry by the authorities
in Sheffield.

8. On28 April 1989, held apreliminary hearing to announcethe date when the oral evidence would begin,
to give some directions asto the procedure | intended to follow and to hear applications from those wishing to
be represented at the hearing. | accorded representation to the following:

(i) Thosebereaved or injured asaresult of the disaster.

(ii) The Football Supporters Association.

(iii) TheFootball Association.

(iv) Sheffield City Council.

(v)  Sheffield Wednesday Football Club together with the Football League, the Club's casual staff and
their insurers, the Sun Alliance.

(vi) South Y orkshire Constabulary.

(vii) South Y orkshire Fireand Civil Defence Authority.



Subsequently, duringthe hearing, | further accorded representation to:

(viii) Trent Regional Health Authority, for the South Yorkshire Metropolitan Ambulance Service
(SYMAS).

and (ix) DrW Eastwood, consultant engineer to Sheffield Wednesday Football Club.

9. Since the circumstances of the disaster raised urgent questions of safety, especidly at football grounds,
you indicated at the outset that you would welcome any recommendations, even of an interim nature, which |
might be ableto give in advance of the new football season due to commencein mid-August 1989. I therefore
announced at the preliminary hearing on 28 April that | would conduct an oral hearing with al posshble
expedition as the first phase of the Inquiry to discover the facts and causes of the disaster and enable me to
make any immediate interim recommendations necessary in the short term.

10. The West Midlands Police investigation began on 24 April. A "Fregphone’ number was advertised to
enable members of the public, especialy those who had attended the match, to offer their evidence to the
Inquiry. Initially this number was available for three days on 28 different lines. The response from the public
was such that the lines were continued for a further three days by the end of which 2,666 cdls had been
received. There were aso many written offers of help. Some 440 West Midlands officers were deployed on the
Inquiry. To service this operation, specia police offices were established in Birmingham, Liverpool and
Sheffield and computer technology was used to the full. In all some 3776 statements were taken. There were
adso some 1550 letters to Minigters, to the Inquiry and to me personaly dl of which | read. The police,
Sheffield Wednesday Footbal Club and the BBC had video cameras filming at the ground on 15 April. In
aggregate, they recorded some 71 hours of film covering the period before, during and after the disaster. Thus
the material gathered and potentially available for presentation at the oral hearing was enormous. From this
mass it was essential to select only sufficient good and reliable evidence necessary to establish the facts and
causes of the disaster.

11. Whereit seemed likely that any alegation or criticism might be made of the conduct of any person or
party, the Treasury Solicitor, after consultation with Counsel for the Inquiry, wrote to the party concerned
setting out the likely grounds for complaint. Thisfollowed the practice established by the Royd Commission
on Tribunals of Inquiry (the Salmon Commission).

12. The hearing began on 15 May. It continued, sitting long hours, for 31 days concluding on 29 June. In
that period, 174 witnesses gave ora evidence. Counsel's submissionswere delivered in writingon 7 July and
on t4July | heard their brief oral submissions supplementingthe written argument.

13. Witnesses were not sworn. Since thisis adepartmental inquiry, there was no power to administer the
oath but there was no instance of any witness giving evidence which | considered might have been different
had he or she been sworn.

14. Thewitnesses called were only asmall fraction of those from whom statements were or could have been
taken. Nevertheless, | am satisfiedthat they were sufficient in number and reliability to enable meto reach the
necessary conclusions. To have called more would have prevented mefrom presenting an interim report in the
required time and would not have added significantly to the relevant evidence. | have, however, been ableto
take into account many written statements in addition to oral testimony.

15. Apart from the evidence called by Counsel for the Inquiry which was drawn from statements taken by
the West Midlands Police and others volunteered by individuals, each of the.represented partieswas given full
opportunity to put forward any witnesses they considered should be called. A final submission was made by
Counsel for the South Y orkshire Policethat sincethe investigation by West Midlands Policeisstill continuing,
al the evidence has not been assembled and it would be unsafe for me to make findings of fact. | should
therefore make clear that the investigation continues principally to furnish as much detail as possble to HM
Coroner for the City of Sheffield as to the cause of death, the precise position at death and the care and
movement of each of the 95 victimsindividually. | am assured by Chief Constable Dear and Assistant Chief
Constable Mervyn Jonesthat it ismost unlikely any further evidence gathered will significantly alter or add to
the history of events which emerged at the hearing.

16. | should liketo thank dl those who made it possible for the ora hearingto take place so soon after the
event and for evidence to be efficiently presented and tested 0 as to give a full and fair account of what
happened in al its aspectswithout irrelevancy or duplication. | pay tribute particularly to the West Midlands
Police for their speed and dedication in gathering the evidence and to all those responsible for processing it.




The most eloquent tribute to the fairness and thoroughness of the police investigation came from the Secretary
of the Football Supporters Association. He said there had been initial anxiety in Liverpool asto whether that
investigation would be fair and objective. His Association therefore collected 200 witness statements
themselves. Having heard the opening statement by Counsel to the Inquiry based upon the evidence gathered

by the police, he found that it accorded entirely with his Association's evidence and the initial anxiety was
wholly dispelled.

17. Before and during the Inquiry | derived great assistance on a wide range of technical issues from the
Health and Safety Executive who providentially have alaboratory in Sheffield (the Research and Laboratory
Services Division) where tests were conducted and reports prepared swiftly and efficiently. This was done
in close consultation with Professor Maunder. | am most grateful to the Director, Dr A Jones, and to the
Deputy Director, Dr C E Nicholson, for their invaluable help.

18. | wish to commend Counsel to the inquiry, Mr Andrew Collins QC, Mr Alan Goldsack and Mr
Bernard Phillipsfor their industry, care and fairnessin selecting and presenting the necessary evidence; aso,
Counsdl for al those represented who tested that evidence fully but expeditioudly. ThisInterim Report could

not possibly have been prepared in so short atime had | not had the whole-hearted co-operation of all those
mentioned and many others.

19. The second phase ofthe Inquiry will be directed to making final and long term recommendations about
crowd control and safety at sports grounds. | need to consider in depth information, opinions and arguments
from a wide range of sources and contributors both here and abroad. It was clear from the outset that this
second phase could not be carried to completion before the next football season. However, at an early stage of
the oral hearing | invited evidence from al who wished to contribute to it and specifically from many sporting,
local authority, emergency service and police bodiesaswell astechnical consultants. | asked that submissions
should be in writing and should be made promptly o that the second phase of the Inquiry could
follow immediately after the first. | shall now proceed to consider the large body of written evidence which has
been submitted. | shall want in some instancesto have further oral evidence or discussion in conjunction with
my Assessors. We will dso need to make anumber of visits and inspections.

20. | now present my Interim Report and Recommendations. | shall prepare my Final Report and
Recommendations as soon asreasonably possible.

1 August 1989 PETER TAYLOR



PART I - WHAT HAPPENED AT HILLSBOROUGH?

CHAPTER 1
THE GROUND AND PRE-MATCH ARRANGEMENTS

Fixing The Venue

21. On 20 March 1989, the Footbal Association (the FA) requested that their Cup semi-final between
Liverpool and Nottingham Forest be held on 15 April at Hillsborough Football Stadium. The corresponding
semi-final between the same two teams had been held there in April 1988. The arrangements had been
successful in the view both of the police and of the host club. Sheffield Wednesday (the Club) were therefore
willing to accommodate the 1989 match. South Y orkshire Constabulary were prepared to police it but only if
the ticketing arrangements were the same as those for 1988. Otherwise, the FA would have to look elsewhere.
Those arrangementsdid not please Liverpool or itssupporterseither in 1988 or 1989. They thought the ticket
alocation was unfair for reasons to be explained later. Reluctantly, however, the police requirement was
accepted and the match wasfixed for 15 April at Hillsborough.

The Ground

22. The Hillsborough Stadium is some 2% miles to the north-west of central Sheffield in the district of
Owlerton. The ground was opened in 1899 on what was then agreenfield Site by the river Don. The pitch lies
roughly east towest. A plan of the ground and itsimmediate environsisat Appendix 1.

23. Thewest end, withwhich thisInquiry isprincipally concerned, isknown asthe Leppings Laneend. The
east end abuts on Penistone Road, the A 61. To the south istheriver Don and to the north aresidential street,
Vere Road, which runsbetween L eppings Lane and Penistone Road North.

24. Alongside theriver is aprivate roadway giving accessto the south stand, to the Directors and players
entrances, and to the administrative block under the stand. The roadway givesboth vehicul ar and pedestrian
access between Penistone Road and Leppings Lane, but there are gates which can shut it off at each end. There
issome car parking along thisroadway principally for Directors, playersand employeesof the Club. The south
stand datesfrom 1914 and isthe oldest at the ground. It isall seating with placesfor 8,800. 5,500 of those are
roofed over and 3,300 are uncovered.

25. The north stand is aso all seating and accommodates about 9,700. Behind it isagymnasium or sports
hall. There are dso afirst aid room and police room close by.

26. Theeast endisadl terracingand isknown asthe Spion Kop. It wasenlarged and roofed over in 1986and
now accommodates some 21,000 standing spectators. There are crush barriersin the Kop running parallel to
the god line but no dividing fencesto prevent free movement from sideto side.

27. Atthewest or Leppings Laneend of theground thereisterracing closeto the pitch. Behind it isthe west
stand which provides covered seating and was built in 1965 for World Cup matches, some of which were held
at Hillsborough in 1966. The covered stand accommodates 4,456 seated spectators. Theterracingin front of it
extendshigher in the cornersbetween the standsand itstotal capacity was stated to be 10,100. At both the Kop
end and the west end access to the pitch is barred by perimeter fencing. The fencing is about eight feet high
mounted upon the low wall at the foot of the terracing. At the top of the fencing the wire returnsback at a sharp
angle for some 15 inches to make it difficult for anyone to climb over towards the pitch. There are gates at
intervals along the perimeter fencing to afford access between terrace and pitch. These gates are less than a
metre wide and were designed to be opened only from the pitch side for police purposes or in an emergency.
They are marked and numbered on the plan Appendix 1.

28. Unlikethe Kop end, the west terracing has not only crush barriers parallel with the goa line but radial
fences at right anglesto it, dividing the area into pens. This division was begun after an FA Cup semi-final in
1981 when crushing occurred due to overcrowding and gates had to be opened. 1t proceeded in stages, thefinal
arrangement being shown on the plan Appendix 1. The first section of the west terracing moving south to north
containsgates 1 and 2 and isknown as pens 1 and 2 although in fact constituting only one pen. Next ispen 3
with one gate; next pen 4 with one gate; pen 5, which is extremely narrow, was intended as a sterile area to
divide pen 4 from pen 6. This was to isolate home and away fans on occasions when both might be
accommodated on thewest terracing in separate pens. Finally thereispen 7 at the north-west corner. Penss, 6
and 7 each have a perimeter gate. At the back of the pens, under the front of the west stand, thereisagatein




each radial fence. When those gates are open, the back row of the terracing is intended to permit access from
pen to pen along thewholewest side. In practice, when substantial numbersare present, those gatewaysare not
readily visible or accessible. The present layout of the pens, fences, crush barriers and gates has resulted from a
series of piecemea changes. The nature and effect of those changes must be considered later.

The Turnstiles

29. Because of the housing in Vere Road there is no access from the north side of the ground. Along
Penistone Road North there are some 46 turnstiles which usually give access both to the Kop and to the east
end of thenorth stand. They are marked 43 to 88 inclusive on the plan. The 12 numbered 77 to 88 are designed
to feed the north stand but were not used for that purpose on 15 April in order to segregate supporters of the
two teamsas appears|ater. Two of them, 77 and 78, were however used for accessto the Kop.

30. At the south side of the ground there were 24 turnstiles (numbered 19 to 42 on the plan). Those
numbered 37 to 42 led to the Kop and the rest to the south stand.

31. In summary, the south and east sides of the ground accommodated some 29,800 whose access on the
day was through 60 turnstiles.

32. The other two sides of the ground, north and west, with a capacity of 24,256 were fed solely from the
Leppings Lane entrance wherethere were only 23 turnstiles.

Travel to the Ground

33. Most supporters were expected to come by road although rail transport was available. Nottingham
supporters travelling by train would arrive at the main line Sheffield Midland Station whence they would be
directed and escorted northwards by the police. They would arrive at the ground aong Penistone Road.
Nottingham supporters travelling by coach, mini-bus or car would approach Sheffield from the south mainly
ontheM1. Again their arrival at the ground would predominantly be via Penistone Road or Herries Road.

34. Liverpool supporters travelling by normal rail service would arrive at Sheffield Midland Station just
like their Nottingham counterparts. The police aimed to segregate the rival fans and put them into separate
coaches. Liverpool fans could alternatively travel by specid train to Waddey Bridge, a British Rail station
catering solely for football supporters and situated to the north of the ground. A police escort was available to
conduct them on foot to the Leppings Lane entrance. Those coming from Liverpool by road would approach
Sheffield either viathe M62 and down the M1 from the north or across the Pennines from the north west. All
such routes would bring them to the ground via one or other limb of Leppings Lane as shown on Appendix 1.
Broadly, therefore, arrivals from Liverpool would be from the north and west; arrivals from Nottingham
would be from the south and east.

Allocation of Placesand Tickets

35. Experiencein recent years has produced a policy of segregation to prevent trouble between supporters
of rival teams. The need for this policy to be maintained was endorsed and emphasised by the Popplewell
Report followingthe Bradford City disaster in 1985. Accordingly, beforethe 1988 semi-final the police decided
that sections of the Hillsborough Stadium should be alocated so as to achieve efficient segregation of
Liverpool and Nottingham Forest fans. The section to be granted to each was determined by the direction
whence each predominantly approached. Thus, Liverpool were allotted the north and west sides of the ground
for which accesswasfrom Leppings Lane. Nottingham Forest were all otted the south and east sideswith access
from Penistone Road.

36. Theeffect of the decision wasthat for thisall-ticket Cup Tie, Liverpool were alotted only 24,256 places
as against 29,800 for Nottingham Forest. This, although average attendance of supporters at home matches
was substantially higher at Liverpool than at Nottingham. Moreover, with standing tickets at £6 and seats at
£12, Nottingham Forest had 21,000 standing places compared with Liverpool's 10,100. So, Liverpool's
allocation was more expensive aswell assmaller. Understandably, Liverpool were aggrieved by the allocation
of places and tickets. They sought with some support from the host club and the FA to have it changed in
1988, but the police were adamant. To switch ends would, in their opinion, have involved rival supporters
crossing each other's paths when approaching the ground thereby frustrating attempts at segregation and
creating a risk of disorder. In 1989, when the same plan was proposed, Liverpool again challenged it. The
police, however, maintained their view, adding that those who had attended in 1988 would befamiliar with the
arrangements and that any change would lead to confusion.



Access from Leppings Lane

37. Astheplan Appendix 1 shows, theapproachto thewest turnstilesis acrossanarrow neck or forecourt at
abend in Leppings Lanewhere, coming from thenorth, it turnsto the south-west and crossesabridge over the
river Don. Parking areas for the Liverpool supporters had been arranged north and west of the ground. They
were therefore expected to arrive on foot along both limbs of Leppings Lane and would converge on the
forecourt at the bend. In an arc acrossthat forecourt isaline of raillingswith six sets of double gates. Inside
those perimeter gates is the short approach to the turnstiles. As shown in the photographs Appendix 2, the
latter are in two sectionsdivided by afence. The northern section consists of turnstiles 1 to 16. Numbers 1 to
10 gave access to the north stand. Thus there were 10 turnstiles for the 9,700 with north stand seats. Their
tickets were marked "Entrance A" and were colour-coded brown. Turnstiles 1 to 10 correspondingly had the
letter A above them and brown boardsonthewall.

38. Turnstiles 11to 16 werefor thosewith seatsin thewest stand. Thus 4,456 were served by six turnstiles.
They were the next block to the right of those marked A. However, instead of these turnstiles and the west stand
ticketsbeing marked B as might a phabetically havebeen expected, they weremarked C. Their colour-codeon
ticketsand boardswasred. '

39. On the other sde of the dividing fence in the approach area, there were only seven turnstilesto serve
10,100 with ticketsfor the west terracing. Those seven turnstiles were labelled A to G. Thiswas because there
had originally been 18 turnstiles at Leppings Lane and the sequential numbering continued from 19 upwards
on the south sde of the ground. When the number at Leppings Lane was brought up to 23 the present
arrangementsof 1 to 16, A to G and then 19 upwardswas adopted to avoid re-numbering al round theground.
However, above the |ettering A to G was alarge letter B. "Entrance B" aso appeared on tickets for the west
terrace. Thus, the threeblocks of turnstiles encountered by aticket holder at the L eppings Laneend read from
lefttoright A, C, B. Thecolour-codefor west terraceticketsand the boards beside turnstiles A to G wasmauve,
To tr;]erighotI ofturnstile G isatubular stedl barrier to divide the queue for that turnstile from the roadway tothe
south stand.

Insdethe L eppingsLane Turngtiles

40. Turnstiles 1 to 10gave accessto apassageway leadingto the north stand. Thereisan exit gate (marked A
onAppendix !)between turnstile 1 and the adjacent housing.

41, Insideturnstiles 1 to 16isaconcourseleadingto pens6 and 7 and the stepsto thewest stand. Thereisa
wall dividingthisareafrom that inddeturnstiles A to G. It had been built to segregate home and away fansat a
time when the Club intended they should share the west terrace. That idea was not pursued but the wall
remained. There was, however, a gateway in thewall which did permit access between the two areas. An exit
gate (marked B on Appendix )wasprovided fromtheareainsdeturnstiles 11 to 16.

42. Finaly, anyone using turnstiles A to G entered a concourse bounded on the left by the wall just
mentioned and on the right by thewall of the private roadway coming from the south stand to Leppings Lane.
Therewas an exit gate in thelatter wall (marked C on Appendix 1)just inside turnstile G.

43. All threeexit gates, A, B and C, were of concertinadesign. They could be opened only fromtheinside
and were not intended for entry of spectators into the ground.

44. Those entering through turnstiles A to G had three options once inside the ground. They could by
moving to the right go round the south end of the west stand and gain entry into pens 1 and 2. They could go
through the gap in the dividing wall towards the concourse behind turnstiles 11 to 16 andthen round the north
end of thewest standinto pens6 or 7. However, therewere no conspicuoussignsinvitingthemtotakeeither of
those courses. The obvious way in was straight ahead of the turnstiles where atunnel under the middle of the
west stand gave access to pens 3 and 4. Above itsentrancein large letterswas theword " Standing” and alarge
letter "B". Thus B ticket holders were drawn towards the tunnel.

45. The length of the tunnel is some 23 metres. It rises dlightly at first then levels off but finally descends
towardstheterracesat agradientof 1 in 6. Asitemergesonto theterrace, theway ahead isbisected by theradial
fence between pen 3 on the right and pen 4 on the left. A short spur of brick wal projects forward from each side
of the tunnel at its mouth. Those emerging are thus guided straight forward rather than to either side. The
photograph at Appendix 3 shows the west stand and terraces.

46. Aswiththelayout on theterraces, the configuration of the Leppings Laneturnstiles and the areasinside
them was effected by a series of piecemeal changes. Again, it will be necessary to analysetheir resultant effect.




Policing Arrangements

47. At the 1988 semi-final, policing had been under the control of Chief Superintendent Mole, then
Commander of F Division within whose area Hillsborough lies. He was still in post on 20 March 1989 when
the FA broached the 1989 semi-final, but he was due to hand over command of F Division on 27 March to
Superintendent Duckenfield on the | atter's promotion to Chief Superintendent. Both werepresent at aninitial
meeting on 22 March, but on 27 March Mr Mole bowed out and Mr Duckenfield took over. Under him were
Sector Commanders, all Superintendents with much experience of policing footbal| matches at Hillsborough
and elsewhere. In particular, Superintendent Marshall was in charge of the area outside the Leppings Lane
entrance and the approaches to it. Superintendent Greenwood was in command inside the ground, but this
included the area between the turnstiles and the perimeter fence. They thereby swapped roles from the
previous year. Under Mr Duckenfield’s overdl command were some 801 officers and men on duty at the
ground plustraffic officersand othersfrom D Divisionto dea with theinflux of supportersinto the city centre.
In al, therefore, some 1,122 police were deployed for this match amounting to about 38 per cent of the total
South Yorkshire force. Included in the mounted section of 34 were officersfrom Liverpool and Nottingham to
assist respectively in marshalling their home supporters. The total at the ground was divided into serials
consisting usually of eight to ten Constables plus a Sergeant and an Inspector. The serials were posted to duties
at various stations in and around the ground in three phases: before, during and after the match. All of this
was provided for in an Operational Order which followed closely the Order drawn up for the 1988 semi-final
and took into account the force's " Standing Instructions for the Policing of Football Grounds'. The Order
dﬁecribedhthe duties of each seria at each phase. It was supplemented by oral briefings before and on theday of
the match.

Sheffield Wednesday's Arrangements

48. The Club provided 376 stewards, gatemen and turnstile operators for duty on 15 April. The stewards
. were briefed asto their duties on the morning of the match by police Inspectors and were alocated round the
ground. They wore yellow tabards. The Club's control room, situated below the south stand, could
communicate by VHF radio with the stewards. Closed circuit television was installed by the Club with
screensintheir control room showingall theturnstilesround theground. A computerised counting system was
incorporated in the turnstiles. This flashed onto a screen in the Club control room the running total of
spectators passing through the turnstiles section by section. Thus, at the Leppings Lane end, there would be
separate runningtotalsforturnstiles 1 to 10 (north stand), turnstiles 11 to 16 (west stand), and turnstilesA to G
(west terraces). When thetotal for any section waswithin 15 per cent of its permitted capacity awarning pulse
showed on the screen. For the west terracing that warning would occur when the numbers were within 15 per
cent ofthe totd terrace capacity of 10,100. What the system could not do was monitor the distribution of fans
on the terracing, pen by pen. It could give no warning therefore if one pen was full beyond its safe capacity.

PoliceCommunications

49. The nerve centre for police control isthe control room or box situated at the south-west corner of the
ground between the south stand and pen 1 of thewest terracing. The box is elevated and reached by a number
of steps. 1t has windows commanding views across the pitch and straight along the line of the west perimeter
fence. The box is very small and has seats for only three officers. Superintendent Murray wasin control of it
and was advisor to Mr Duckenfield as he had been to Mr Mole the year before. Next to him sat Sergeant
Goddard who operated the radios. The third seat was for Police Constable Ryan who operated the telephone
and public address systems. At the back of the box stood Police Constable Bichard who was in control of the
police closed circuit television system operated by arow of consoles on abench in front of him and behind the
three seated officers.

50. There were five television screens showing views of five roving cameras fixed at high points on the
stands and directed both inside and outside the ground. There was also a master screen which flicked in
rotation from one camera view to another and which made a video recording. The cameras have a zoom
facility to closein on any point of interest. Specifically, there were good camera views of the west terracing, of
the Leppings Lane turnstiles and beyond them of L eppings Lane itself.

51. The Tannoy public address system was relayed through speakers fixed at vantage points inside the
ground and outside the turnstiles. It was used by a discjockey, housed under the police control box, to relay
music before the match, but it could be overridden by the police. Messages could be relayed through all
speakers or if appropriate to one areaonly.



53. Radio contact at Hillshorough from control to seriadsoperating both inside and outside the ground was
UHF on channel 25. There was aWI| FU portable base station in the control box and if it failed there was a
stand-by station under the operator's bench. Hand sats were issued to all ranks of Sergeant and above.
Community Congtables on duty would aready have their own. Other Congtables had no radio.
Communication wason "talk through" i.e. any message from any source would be heard by everyonetuned in
and if more than one source spoke messages could become garbled. Ear pieces were issued to some officersin
an attempt to overcome the loud crowd noise which made receipt of signals very difficult. There were other
radio channels open to Sergeant Goddard: VHF to police Headquarters a Snig Hill, channel 35 to Fi
Sub-divisiona Headquarters at Hammerton Road and channel 19 used by CID. There was aso a set tuned to
Sheffield Wednesday's radio system between its control room and the stewards.



CHAPTER?2

15th APRIL: THE BUILD-UP TO 2.30pm

Early Arrivals

54. 15 April 1989 was awarm sunny spring Saturday. The match was a sell-out, so 54,000 ticket holders
were expected. Others would come without tickets hoping to acquire them or even to gain access otherwise.
The following account concentrates, as did the evidence, on the western approaches and the Liverpool
supporters sincethe disaster occurred at their end. They began to arrive in the Hillsborough areaquiteearly in
small numbers. Some brought cans of beer with them and were seen drinking as they walked; others took
advantage of the weather and sat about on walls and open spaces. When the public houses opened, many
resorted there, drinking inside or spilling out into the sunshine. Leppings Lane and its environs comprise a
mixed shopping and residential area. Loca residents saw groups of Liverpool supporters keen to find apublic
house or off-licence. Many were asking for tickets or "spares’. There were afew touts sdlling them at inflated
prices. From an early stage, some of the fans were using private gardens and yards to urinate. Asthe morning
wore on, numbers increased. Requests for tickets and trespass to urinate aso increased. Still the prevailing
mood was one of carnival, good humour and expectation.

Public Houses

55. There were some 74 shops with off-licencesin and around Sheffield. In general, they opened at 8 am.

Liverpool supporters did visit them but the evidence did not suggest a great amount of alcoholic drink was
bought there.

56. Openingtimeat public houseswasingeneral 11 am. Someremained closed all day. Of the others, some
72, mostly in the city, were frequented by locd patrons only. Some 23 public houses, however, served over a
hundred Liverpool supporters each. Another 51 served more than 20 each. Little trouble was reported, but
many supporters drank enough to affect their mood. At first excitement: later frustration.

The Gathering Crowd

57. Towards the end of the morning, fans gathered on and around the bridge near the Leppings Lane
entrance. They seemed reluctant to enter the ground early. All turnstiles were open at 12 noon and one or two
asearly as 11.30am. Some 53 police had been deployed to operate outside the turnstiles and in the Leppings
Lane area. They enquired at random whether fans had tickets. Those who had not were advised to go away;
nevertheless, many returned more than once. Those who had tickets were guided in the right direction. The
police tried to persuade them to enter the ground early. Officers, male and female, had been posted outside
each turnstile with the duty of searching entrants for weapons, drink or drugs. Once through the turnstile, an
entrant was liable to be searched again by one of a serial of officers positionedjust inside.

58. At about 12 noon Chief Inspector Creaser asked Superintendent Murray whether the pens on the west
terrace wereto befilled one by one successively, but wastold that they should all be availablefrom the start and
the fans should find their own level.

59. By 2 pm it was apparent to those inside the ground and those monitoring eventsin the police and Club
control rooms that the number of Nottingham fans in their places greatly outnumbered thosefrom Liverpool.
The Kop and the south stand were filling up steadily, but the north and west stands were half empty. It was
noted about that time that the turnstile figures showed only 12,000 had entered as against 20,000 at the same
timethe previousyear. On thewest terraces, although pens 3 and 4 werefilling, thewing pens 1, 2, 6and 7 were

net?rly empty. At 2.15 pm a Tannoy message asked fansin pens 3 and 4 to move forward and make room for
others.

60. There had been three special trainsfrom Liverpool in 1988. Thistime, there was only one. It arrived
early, just before 2 pm, at Wadsley Bridge station. The 350 passengers were met by both mounted and foot
police officers who escorted them in a crocodile down Leppings Lane. They were orderly and passed through
theturnstilesinto the ground by about 2.20 pm without incident.

61. By thistimethe police Traffic Division reported that the Liverpool routeswere clear, sothe mgjority of
Liverpool fans were in the Sheffield area. The numbers converging on the Leppings Lane entrance were
increasing rapidly. Between the perimeter gates and the turnstiles the crowd became congested. There was ho
longer a separate queue at each turnstile but asingle phal anx filling the whole approach area. The foot officers
outside the turnstiles were no longer able to search everyone and had difficulty in searching even selectively.



Mounted officersin and outside theturnstile areawere having difficulty manoeuvring in such adense crowd.
The police were beset by fans bemused by the ticket and turnstile labelling asking for directions. Many had
been drinking but up to andjust after 2.30 pm the mood remained good.

62. Superintendent Marshall was on foot amongst the crowd. He became anxious about the numbers
coming down Leppings Lane and spilling out onto the roadway where buses and cars were moving. At 2.17
pm he radioed to control to have motor traffic in Leppings Lane stopped. This was eventually done at about
2.30pm. Uptothistime, despitethelarge massoutsdetheturnstilesand the numbersstill approaching, there
wastill no panic inthecrowd; no perception of crisisby the police. Inthecontrol room Mr Murray, who could
e Leppings Lane on the video, advised Mr Duckenfield that they would get everyone in by 3 pm. Mr
Duckenfield reaffirmed to him the policy about a delayed kick-off. It would be ordered only if there was some
major external factor such as fog on the Pennines or delay onthe motorway: not if spectators merely turned up
late even in large numbers.
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CHAPTER3
THE CRISISAT THE TURNSTILES

63. In the 20 minutesfrom 2.30 pm to 2.50 pm there were crucial developments both inside and outside
theground. In pens 3 and 4 there was asteady increasein pressure asmore fans camethrough thetunnel to the
favoured area behind the god. By 2.50 pm these pens were already full to a degree which caused serious
discomfort to many well used to enduring pressure on terraces. The numbers at that time were clearly in excess
of the maximum density stated by the Home Office Guideto Safety at Sports Grounds (1986 Edn) (the Green
Guide) i.e. 54 persons per 10 square metres. (Although the Green Guide has no statutory or legd force, itisthe
only official advice available about safety at sports grounds.) In the wing pens 1, 2, 6 and 7, there was still
ample room and bare patches of concrete were visible.

64. Meanwhile, thecrowd grew at the Leppings Lane entrance. Asmorearrived at the back the crush at the
front grew worse. Entry to the turnstiles became more difficult. Their efficiency wasimpaired and their rate
reduced. Arrivals at the back exceeded deliveries through the turnstiles, so the build-up increased. The foot
officers outside were unable to function and in danger themselves s they went through the turnstiles and out
again through gate C where they did what they could to relieve pressure by thetubular barrier. The mounted
officerswere surrounded by the dense mass of people and becameineffective. Superintendent Marshall wasin
the midst of the turmoil. He extricated himself and stood on a parapet of the bridge to get a clear view. A
drunken fan tried to push him off: abeer can wasthrown at a mounted officer. But these were isolated acts by
individual s; the menace came from the massive numbers single-mindedly determined to bein for the kick-off
with time running out. At the back of the crowd fans were frustrated by the lack of progress as 3 o'clock
approached. Some, mostly young men who had been drinking, tried to push and force their way forward. At
the front, people were jammed together and against the turnstile walls. Some panicked as the pressure
intensified. Some youngsters and women were fainting and in distress. They were helped out through the
tubular barrier by turnstile G or were passed over the turnstiles elsewhere. Fans climbed up and over the
turnstile building or on to the dividing fence. This wasto escape the crush rather than to gain free entry since
most of them had tickets.

65. At 2.44 pm Mr Marshall radioed for reinforcements, for the Tannoy to request the crowd to stop
pushingandfor avehiclewithloudspeaker equi pment to comeand request the same. Unhappily, at about 2.40
pm, radio communication on channel 25 became defective. For a period of two or three minutes the control
room lost contact. A communicationsofficer came promptly and switched to the standby station. With theuse
of ahandset at control, contact was restored. Despitethishiatus, two of Mr Marshall's requestswere received.
The Tannoy was used but with little effect. Reinforcements, including mounted officers from Penistone Road,
were sent. The third request, for aLandrover, was received direct by itsdriver PC Buxton who arrived at 2.46
pm and urged the crowd by loudspeaker not to push. This was no more effective than the Tannoy. The
mounted officers beseged near the turnstiles came outside the perimeter gates. An attempt was made to shut
them against the crowd outside, to enable the throng inside to be dispersed or at least thinned through the
turnstiles. The pressure from without, however, opened the gates again. Mounted officers, now reinforced to
greater numbers, formed a cordon across the elbow of Leppings Lane from the sweet shop to the bridge, again
with the object of reducing pressure inside the gates. They were successful in this for some minutes despite
desperateindividual sforcingtheir way under or between thehorses. However, thisexercisewasovertaken by a
more dramatic relief of the pressure.

" Open the Gates'

66. Between 2.40 pm and 2.45 pm the crowd inside and outside the turnstile approach had swelled to
over 5,000. At the head of the phalanx conditions had become intolerable. Those who got through were short
of breath and sweating profusely. Many complained to police officers on the concourse inside the turnstiles
and asked theminforceful termsto do something. Exit gatesA and B werebeing shaken. It wasclear the crowd
could not passthrough theturnstilesby 3 pm. Police Constable Buxton radioed from the Landrover to control
asking that kick-off be postponed. The suggestion was acknowledged but rejected.

67. Superintendent Marshall realised the crowd had become unmanageable. Althoughlothto do so, sinceit
was contrary to basic police strategy, he decided to request the exit gates be opened to relieve the pressure.
Otherwise, he feared fatalities would occur. Other senior officers outside the ground agreed. At 2.47 pm he
radioed control to permit the gates to be opened. At 2.48 pm, whilst Mr Duckenfield was considering the
request, gate C opened to gect a youth who had climbed in with no ticket. Immediately, fans outside took
advantage and about 150 managed to get in before amounted officer enabled the gate to be closed again. Mr
Marshall repeated his request. Still no response from control. He repeated it athird time, adding that if the
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gates were not opened someone was going to be killed. In the control room, Mr Duckenfield had not made a
decision. Mr Murray asked him "Are you going to open the gates?”. Mr Duckenfield gave the order and Sgt
Goddard radioed to Mr Marshall "Open the gates'. Neither the Club control room nor any police officers
inside the turnstiles were told of this order before or after it was given or of any action it would require.

68. At 2.52 pm, gate C was opened wide. Fans behind turngtiles A to G and from the concourse beyond
came round to flow through it in large numbers.

69. About two minutes later the pressure outside gate A led Sgt Higgins to radio, despite the gateman's
objection, forittobeopened. Ifitwasnot, hesaid, "It'll go and someonewill getkilled". Permissionwasgiven,
but thistimereserve seridswere a erted to monitor theinrush towardsthe north stand. Gate B wasadso briefl
|cz)lfaened against the gateman's wishes and about 200 of those pressed at turnstiles A to G gained entry to their

t.

70. Thelargest entry, however, was through gate C. In the five minutes it was open about 2,000 fans passed
through it steadily at afast walk. Some may have had ticketsfor the stands. No doubt some had noticketsat all.
The majority had tickets for the terraces. Of these, some found their way either right to pens 1 and 2 or left
through the dividing wall to 6 and 7. But alarge proportion headed straight for the tunnel in front of them.
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CHAPTER 4
THE DISASTER

71. Theinitial influx through gate C, augmented by entrants via the turnstiles, came through the tunnel
with great momentum. Fans spoke of being swept through, feet off the ground. The 1 in 6 gradient accelerated
their progress. Upon reaching the crowded pens, some wished to go back but were unable to do s0. The new
arrivals found themselves pushed forward and the pressure became intense. At 2.54 pm, shortly after this
influx began, the teams came onto the pitch. Asusual, thiswas greeted by a surge forward. Many were now
acutely uncomfortable and some were in distress. The mass seethed about but voluntary movement by any
individual was difficult; hands down could not be raised and some fans found it hard to breathe. Still the flow
continued through thetunnel causing further surgesforward. Therewere shoutsfor help and for the gatesto be
opened to the pitch. Police officers on the perimeter track did not immediately react. In the deafening noise
from chanting and shouting they did not at first recognisethe problem. Realisation cameat different moments
to different officersin different places.

72. Gate 3 sprang open under the intense pressure from within. An officer quickly dosed it. Shortly
afterwards, it sprang again; officerstried to shut it. Those seeking to escape were urged and pushed back. Gate
4 was opened by a policeman who noticed the crushing. People began to spill out through it and were directed
tothewing penswheretherewas still ampleroom. Meanwhile, gate 4 was closed again and then re-opened. At
gate 3, a Constable, now aliveto the crisis, followed strictly hiswritten orders and radioed for permission to
open that gate. Receiving no reply, hetook it upon himselfto openit.

73. Just before 3 pm, the match kicked off. At the same time, gate C, which had been closed at 2.57 pm,
was reopened and a steady trickle continued to enter through the tunnel.

74. To escapethe crush, fans began climbing the radial fences out of pens 3 and 4 into pens 2 and 5. Others
tried to get over the front perimeter fence but were at first turned back by police who feared a pitch invasion.
Near thefront, fans, mostly youngsters, were weakened to the point of collapse and in some instances death but
they were held upright by pressure al round. Further back, most were S0 preoccupied with the pain of being
pressed against barriers and with breathing problems that they saw nothing of the game. But at the rear there
were many who, although cramped, werewatching the football unaware of the distress at the front.

75. At 3.04 pm, Bearddley for Liverpool struck the crosshar at the Kop end. There was a roar from the
Liverpool fansand at the sametime apowerful surge forwardsin pen 3. The several surgeswhich occurred after
theinflux from gate C carried the pressure down the penstowards the pitch. The force became such asto twist
and break two spans of a crush barrier towards the front of pen 3. The evidence does not establish with
certainty when this happened. Probably it wastriggered by the surge at 3.04 pm. But | am sureit occurred after
theinflux from gate C so greatly increased the pressure in the pen. When the barrier broke those whom it had
supported were projected towards the perimeter fence. Many fell and the involuntary rush of those behind
pressed them down. The crushing force was transmitted and dispersed so that all along the front of pen 3 fans
were pressed hard up against the low wall and the wire mesh of the fence above it.

76. Inpen 4 no barrier broke. Nevertheless those at the front were crushed against wall and fence. Further
back, two barrierswere bowed and someindividual s succumbed to the pressure around them.

77. Surges on terraces are common. Usualy, they go forward, then recede. Here, with the weight of
numbers, there was no receding. The pressure stayed and for those crushed breathless by it, standing or prone,

Idife \t/]vas ebbing away. If no relief came in four minutes there would be irreversible brain damage; if longer,
eath.

78. Inthe control room no-one noticed the overcrowding or anything amissin pens 3 and 4 until the first
fans spilt out onto the perimeter track just before kick-off. Then, the officersin command assumed that there
was an attempted pitch invasion. They called up reserve serialswaiting in the gymnasium and all available
officerselsewhereto gotothepitch. A request wasmadeto HQ for dog handlers.

79. Superintendent Greenwood, the Ground Commander, was by the players tunnel at the kick-off. He
noticed fans on thetrack and went to thewest end behind the goal. Ashe approached, he did not think the pens
overcrowded until he was very close and saw those pressed against the fence. Even then, he thought the
situation "retrievable" if those higher up the pen relieved the pressure. He climbed on thewall below thefence
and signalled with both hands to those behind to move back. Other officersjoined him. It was impossible.
Those fans who would have wished to comply were powerless to do so. Behind them, there were gill many
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unaware of the crigs, watching the game. Thefootball continued tojoyous shouting and singing round the rest
of the ground while those crushed and trapped slowly expired.

80. When Mr Greenwood's signals to move back proved fruitless, he tried to radio for the match to be
stopped. At first, his message was not received by control, so he signalled with his arms towards the control
box. Mr Duckenfield sent Mr Murray down from the box to have the match stopped via the linesman, the

agreed emergency drill. Before he could do so, Mr Greenwood ran over the pitch to the referee who stopped the
game. It was 5% minutes past 3.
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CHAPTERS
THE AFTERMATH

Rescue Attempts

81. From 3 o'clock, gates 3 and 4 had been open and remained so. At first, fans had walked or staggered out
winded and faint. But the final surge at 3.04 pm, and the struggle to reach the open gates, caused a horrendous
blockage of bodies. The dead, the dying and the desperate became interwoven in the sump at the front of the
pens, especialy by the gates. Those with strength |eft clambered over others submerged in the human heap and
tried to climb out over the fence. They were now hel ped by police and other fanswho hauled them up and over.
Numbers of fans were climbing over the radial fences into adjacent pens. At the back, many were hauled up
into the west stand to relieve the pressure.

82. The stepsfrom the sump at gateways 3 and 4 were so congested with bodies live and dead that each had
to be prised from the pile by the police. Initially, no officer took effective charge. A number of individual
officersand fansworked frantically to free those trapped but the gateways were o narrow that only two or three
could get at the entwined bodies Willing hands got in one another's way. More officers arrived from the
gymnasium and elsewhere in theground. Many used their own initiative to help those laid out on the pitch, to
assist in getting others over the fencing and to comfort the distressed. But some stood in groups near the
perimeter fence not knowing what to do. They had been summoned in response to what was thought to be a
threat to public order. What they found was a horrific scene of carnage and some young officers were shocked
into impotence by what they saw.

83. Itwastruly gruesome. Thevictimswere blue, cyanotic, incontinent; their mouthsopen, vomiting; their
eyesstaring. A pileof dead bodieslay and grew outsidegate 3. Extendingfurther and further on tothepitch, the
injured werelaid down and attempts made to revive them. More and more walking survivorsflooded out on to
the pitch as the players left. The scene was emotive and chaotic as well as gruesome. As the enormity of the
disaster was realised, many of the fans milling about were bitter and hostile to the police, blaming them for
what had happened. Officers were confronted, abused, spat upon and even assaulted. A small number of
hysterical fans had to be subdued.

84. Adding to the chaos, a number of press photographers dodged about among rescue workers apparently
avid to secure photographs at point blank range of those dying through the wire mesh and those laid on the
pitch. Angry fans sought to assault them. Police had to intervene.

85. At about 3.12 pm, Chief Superintendent Nesbit, Commander of the Traffic Division, arrived on the
pitch. He took charge at gate 3 and organised a chain of officers to simplify and expedite the extraction of
casualties from the pen. In the absence of any mechanical means, police and fans together pulled and worked
at the wire mesh with their bare hands and their feet to breach the fencing. They succeeded in both pens,
enabling officers to get in and fans to be got out.

86. By now, some officers of their own initiative went round from the pitch to the tunnel where they met
other officersfrom theturnstilesand the west stand. Together, they tried to persuade fans at the rear of the pens
to go back through the tunnel. Some complied, but many resisted, wishing to stand their ground. Casualties
were brought out through the tunnel, and as the pressure in the pens was relieved, officers were able to get
further in and bring out more casualties, dead and alive. They werelaid on the ground in the concourse outside
thetunnel and attempts were made to revive them.

FirstAid
87. The & John Ambulance Brigade had some 30 personnel posted round the ground for the match - 25
adults and 5 junior cadets, They were quickly on the scene when the first casualties emerged and sought to

revive them. Their Divisional Superintendent, Mr Wells, tried unsuccessfully to help those pressed against the
fencing by feeding oxygen to them through the mesh until they could be got out.

88. Dr Purcell, Sheffield Wednesday's doctor, came from his seat in the south stand and attempted
resuscitation. Assisted by a male nurse from the crowd, he moved from patient to patient doing what he could,
but in most casesit wastoo | ate.

89. At 3.13 pm a & John's ambulance came onto the pitch at the north-east corner and drove to the

perimeter fence close to gate 3. There was no call for doctors and nurses on the public address system until
nearly 3.30 pm. Nevertheless, as the minutesticked past, some of them came onto the pitch to help of their
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own accord when they saw the casudties and the ambulance and realised the gravity of the situation. Many
fans also worked prodigiously in attempts to revive the dead and the dying, in some cases their own relatives
and friends. Artificial respiration, mouth to mouth respiration and cardiac massage were applied by the skilled
and the unskilled but usually in vain. Those capable of survival mostly came round of their own accord. The
rest were mostly doomed before they could be brought out and treated.

90. Therewasan urgent need to get casualties off the pitch and to hospital. There were six stretchersin the
first aid room and three in the & John's ambulance. They were quickly brought into use. Then the fans
improvised by tearing down the hoardings around the edge of the pitch and against the stands so that |engths of
board could be used as stretchers. Improvising in thisway, parties of fans and police ran repeatedly the [ength
of the pitch bearing casudties to the north-east corner. A number were dead on arrival there.

In the Control Room

91. Mr Duckenfield Stayed in the control room. Chief Inspector McRobbie wasthere in civilian clothes as
an observer. Mr Duckenfield sent him down to the track to tell a policewoman at gate 1 to admit those
displaced from the centre pens. Mr Duckenfield did not redlise there were injuries until he saw someone laid
on the pitch. Even then, he did not realise the nature of the problem or its scale.

92. Mr Murray returned from his attempt to stop the match and Mr Duckenfield sent him down again to
clear the pitch and assess the situation. A message was broadcast requesting fans to clear the pitch. Thiswas
because Mr Duckenfield could not from the control room see clearly what was happening for the milling and
increasing numbers.

93. The Assistant Chief Constable (Operations), Mr Jackson, had attended the match in civilian clothesas
aguest of the Club. He came from his seet in the south stand to ask what had happened. Mr Duckenfield was
unableto say; hedid not tell Mr Jackson that the exit gates had been opened on hisauthority. Mr Jackson went
down to the pitch to discover the situation.

94. At 3.06 pm Mr Duckenfield, still primarily concerned about public order, caused a message to be sent
to Headquarters asking for Operation Support. That wasacall for all available additional police resourcesto
come to the ground to strengthen the police presence.

95. Mr Jackson wastold by Mr Greenwood that there were casualties and returned immediately to control
to make sure emergency services were alerted. Meanwhile, Mr Murray had seen the plight of those behind the
fence. He radioed to control that a fleet of ambulances was required. He aso asked for a Tannoy broadcast to
those in the pensto move back but there isno clear evidence that it was made.

96. Only when Mr Duckenfield received the request for afleet of ambulances did he redlise the nature and
gravity of the situation. Then, supported by Mr Jackson, he caused messagesto be sent converting Operation
Support into calsfor the Major Disaster Plan.

No Information

97. Apart from the messageto clear the pitch and the belated call for medical assistance about 3.30 pm, no
information or advice was broadcast on the public address system. Mr Duckenfield feared that the crowd
might turn hostile or might all attempt to leave together thereby hampering the emergency servicesifthey were
given information about what had happened. Theresult wasthat apart from those close enough at the west end
to see the terrible truth for themselves, the majority of the crowd were left in ignorance. Many, especialy
Nottingham supporters in the Kop, still thought there had been a pitch invasion or other misbehaviour by
Liverpool fans. They continued singing and chanting incongruously. Thisinfuriated some Liverpool fanswho
were aready distraught. A few began to run towards the Kop end. The police feared violence might result on
top of the existing disaster. Accordingly, they deployed a large number of officers to form a line across the
width of the pitch a the Kop end and advance up to the halfway line sweeping any Liverpool fans back asthey
moved. Theretheline stood as an insurance against disorder but doing nothing. Other officers were posted to
the perimeter track facing the north stand for the same purpose. To those distressed and distraught who
wanted urgent action, thislarge contingent of passive officers was seen as an affront. Feelings against the police
intensified.

Misinformation

98. At about 3.15 pm, Mr Graham Kelly, Chief Executive of the FA, Mr Kirton aso of the FA and Mr
Graham Mackrell, Secretary of Sheffield Wednesday, went to the control room for information. Mr
Duckenfield told them hethought therewere fatalitiesand the game was|likely to be abandoned. Hedso said a
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gate had been forced and there had been an inrush of Liverpool supporters. He pointed to one of thetelevision
screensfocussed on gate C by the Leppings Laneturnstilesand said "That'sthe gate that's been forced: there's
beenan inrush". Inevitably Mr Kelly wasinterviewed alittle later live on television. He spoke of thetwo stories
concerning the gate - the fans' account that the police had opened it, the police assertion that the fans had
forcedtheirway in.

99. About 3.30 pm there was a further meeting in the Club's boardroom. Mr Duckenfield went there and
met Mr Kdly, the referee and representatives of the three clubs. ACC Jackson was dso there. Mr
Duckenfield indicated the match waslikely to be abandoned although no firm ruling was given. He added that

he did not want people to know it was to be abandoned lest the dispersing crowd hamper the emergency
operations.

Public Announcements

100. Later the managers of the two teams were asked to go to the control room. They were invited thereto
make a public announcement to calm the crowd. Mr Kenny Dalglish agreed to do so. He told the crowd that
there were problems and asked them to assist the police and those rendering first aid. Heasked for calm and his
message was well received. It wasthen 3.56 pm. At 4.10 pm it was announced that the match was abandoned
B(_)r thaée((jjay. Again that message was received calmly by the crowd most of whom behaved responsibly asthey

ispersed.

Fire Brigade

101. Meanwhile the emergency services had been in action. At about 3.10 pm a reguest came from the
perimeter fenceto control for bolt croppersto cut thewire mesh. Sergeant Goddard contacted the police garage
close by without success. At 3.13 pm, PC Bichard requested Headquarters to call the fire service to bring
hydraulic cutting equi pment to the L eppings Lane entrance.

102. There was no arrangement for a fire officer to be present during the match. However, the Major
Disaster Plan required all emergency services to be alerted. After ’phone messages which must be described
later, fire appliances arrived at both Leppings Lane and Penistone Road at 3.22 pm. At both entrances their
arrival surprised police who were uninformed as to why they had been called or where they should go.

103. At Leppings Lane a police Inspector told Station Officer Swain "I don't really think we need you".
Another police officer then asked for more resuscitators as people were dying so Mr Swain radioed for ten fire
appliances. Each carries oxygen and resuscitation equi pment.

104. At the Kop end, Leading Fireman Houdey arrived with an emergency tender and Station Officer
Fletcher in another appliance, each with a crew. The emergency tender came along the roadway by the south
stand but owing to its height was unable to proceed further. It therefore backed out and went to the Leppings
Lane entrance losing some eight minutes. From there, Mr Housley and his crew went onto the pitch with
resuscitation equipment. They rendered help there and later at the gymnasium. Mr Fletcher and his men ran
along behind the south stand carrying cutting equipment and oxygen cylinders. When they arrived at the
fence, the cutting equipment was not required as by then the last of the dead and injured were being removed
from the pens. Mr Fletcher s&t up acasualty clearing area under the police box and firemen assisted in carrying
victimsas well as rendering first aid on the pitch.

South Y orkshire Metropolitan Ambulance Service (SYMAS)

105. Before 1986there had been no SYMAS representative routinely present at Hill shorough matches. The
Club wascontent, asindeed are many other clubs, to rely upon the & John's Ambulance Brigade and a 999 call
if necessary. From 1986 onwards, after representations, the Club provided two seats in the south stand for
SYMAS staff a League matches. At one stage it was suggested they would be best placed in the north stand
close to the gymnasium which had been designated as the casualty centre in the event of amajor incident. The
south stand seats were allotted asthey placed the SYMAS staff closer to the players tunnel should a player be
injured. These seats were, however, not available at Cup semi-finals. SYMAS representatives nevertheless
attended at the semi-finals by arrangement with the police in 1988 and again in 1989. The SYMAS officers
stood on the ramp leading to the pitch at the north-east corner. They had one ambulance outside the ground
and one on standby.

106. On 15 April 1989, Officers Higgins and Eason were at the ground with an ambulance and crew. They

noticed fans on the track and went to the Leppings Lane end whilst the game was still in progress. They began
to attend to casualties. Meanwhile, a 2.59 pm, there had been a call from Police Constable Waugh at police
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Headquarters to the Hillsborough police control asking if ambulances were required. This was on the
instruction of Chief Inspector Edmundson who had heard over the radio, as had Police Constable Waugh
himself, crowd noise and snatches of speech from Hillsborough suggesting distress and possible injuries. The
reply from the control box was: no reports of injuries but keep standing by. At 3.07 pm after hearing from the
ground that there might beinjuries, police Headquarters notified SY MAS that ambulances might be required.
Then, secondslater, Mr Murray's request for afleet of ambulanceswas rdlayed to SYMAS. They reacted at
once. Ambulances began to arrive at the Leppings Lane entrance at 3.13 pm and at the Penistone Road
entrance a 3.17 pm. In al, some 42 ambulances attended, 31 of them from SYMAS and 11 from
neighbouring authorities. By 4.30 pm, they had conveyed some 172 casualties to the Northern General
Hospital and the Roya Hallamshire Hospital.

Gymnasium

107. The gymnasium had been in use for serving meals to the police. When the Major Disaster Plan was
ordered, it was cleared and divided into two. One end became atemporary mortuary; the other was used asa
casualty clearing areafor the injured. Asthe stretchers, designed and improvised, brought in more and more
casualties, the scene was initially and inevitably chaotic and harrowing. There was intense distress amongst
the injured and bereaved; relatives were reluctant to be parted from the dead and sought to revive them. There
were people looking for missing friends and relations; there were recriminations, there were scuffles. Some of
those involved were theworse for drink. Doctors and nurses had followed the casudtiesin from the pitch and
sought to attend the injured as best they could in the adverse circumstances. Those in most urgent need of
hospita treatment were taken to ambulances asthey arrived, triage being employed to determine priorities.
Doctors were requested by the police to examine each person thought to be deceased to confirm and certify
death. A police Congtable was detailed to attend and guard each of the dead and a photograph of each was
taken by a police photographer so that relatives coming to identify bodies could be spared the ordea of
searching amongst al who had died.

The Dead and the Injured

108. Ofthe 95 who died, the evidence suggeststhat at least 16 and probably 21 camethrough gate C after it
opened at 2.52 pm. That is established by the statements of relatives and friendswho came through with them
but survived.

109. By commendable hard work, a team of pathologists headed by Professor Usher completed
post-mortem examinations on al the deceased within 48 hours. They found that 88 of the victims were male
and seven female. Thirty-eight were under 20 yearsof age, 39 werebetween 20 and 29 yearsand only threewere
over 50. In virtually every case the cause of death was crush asphyxia due to compression of the chest wall
againgt other bodiesor fixed structuresso asto prevent inhal ation. In all but ninecasesthat wasthe solecause.
In one, pressure on the chest had been o great asto rupture the aorta; in six casestherewereasoinjuriestothe
head, neck or chest; in the remaining two cases, natural disease was a contributory factor. In 18 cases bones
were fractured. Thirteen of those were rib fractures. However, one was a fractured femur, one a fractured
radius and the remaining three involved fractures of bones or cartilages round the voice box. These injuries
suggest the victims may have been trodden while on the ground.

110. Blood sampleswere taken from the dead. No acohol wasfound in any of thefemales. Of the males, 51
had no morethan 10 milligrams per cent in their blood which isnegligible; 15 had over 80 milligrams per cent
andsix over 120milligramsper cent.

111. Although the great majority of those who died were in pen 3, at least five werein pen 4. Most deaths
occurred at the front of the pens but there were afew fatalities further back.

112. In all, some 730 people complained of being injured inside the ground and 36 outside it. Of the 730,

about 30% are thought to have entered through gate C after 2.52 pm. The largest category of injury was
bruising, especially tothe ribsand chest.
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CHAPTER 6
SPECIFIC INCIDENTS

113. 1 have given my findings as to the basic factual background and the main sequence of events in
narrative form. There was very little conflict asto the principal events save asto some timings and numbers.
Indeed, the consistency of the evidence has been aremarkable feature of this Inquiry. The experiences of most
witnesses were unforgettable and no doubt the early hearing helped to preserve accurate memory. Also, the
existence of timed videos and photographs and of logged and taped messages provided reliable checks by

which to prompt and test witnessrecollection. Accordingly, | have not for the most part burdened the narrative
with citations from the evidence of individual witnesses.

114. However, there were several instances of detailed evidence and assertions being highlighted by the
mediain dramatic and emotive termsduring the hearing. Since some of those much-publicised incidentsgave

rise to unfair criticism, they ought to be the subject of specific findings. | have therefore dealt with them
individually at Appendix 6.
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PART II - WHY DID IT HAPPEN?

"Events of the magnitude of Hillsborough don't usually happen just for one
singlereason, nor isit usually possibleto pin theblameon onesinglescapegoat . . .
. . . Disagters happen because a whole series of mistakes, misjudgments and
mischances happen to come together in a deadly combination.”

Dr John Habgood, Archbishop of Y ork, preaching at
the Hillsborough Memorial Serviceon 23 April 1989.

115. Thisdisaster wastheworst inthe history of British football. It happened because pens 3 and 4 became
grossy overcrowded. They were uncomfortably overcrowded by 2.50 pm at least to a degree which required
that they should be closed to further arrivas. Even the numbers coming through the turnstilesin the last 10
minutes would have increased the pressure beyond danger point and there would have been injuries if not

fatalities. Asit was, the influx through gate C after 2.52 pm s0 increased the pressure in the two pens as to
causefatal crushing.

116. The overcrowding up to 2.52 pm was due to a number of factors which can be considered broadly
under three heads.

(i) Thelayout at the Leppings Lane end.
(i1) Lack of fixed capacities for the pens.
(iii) Lack of effective monitoring of the terraces.

117. The crushing and fatalities after 2.52 pm must be considered under anumber of headings.
(iv) Thebuild-up at the turnstiles.
(v) Theblunder on openingthe gates.
(vi) Thebarriersin pen 3.
(vii) The crushing not recognised.
(viii) The response of the police.
(iX) The perimeter gates weretoo small.
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CHAPTER?7
THE LAYOUT AT THE LEPPINGS LANE END

118. | have dready observed that the layout of the turnstile area, of the terraces and of the concourse
between them was the result of piecemeal changes. A brief history of these changes is now necessary.

TheHistory

119. Before 1965, the Leppings Lane end consisted entirely of terracing like the Kop. In that year, the west
stand was built and the terraces remaining in front of it were truncated to their present depth, front to back. As
towidth, they consisted of asingle standing areawith no dividing fences. Duringthe early 1970’s,hooliganism
and pitch invasions made it necessary to prevent access to the playing area and the perimeter fences were
thereforeerected in 1977.

120. Section 1 of the Safety of Sports Grounds Act 1975 empowered the Secretary of State to designate a
gports stadium having, in his opinion, accommodation for more than 10,000 as a stadium requiring a
certificate from the local authority. Hillsborough was S0 designated with effect from 1 January 1979 by S
1978/1091. In anticipation of that date, Sheffield Wednesday instructed Eastwood and Partners, a firm of
consulting engineers, to act on their behalf especialy in their dealings with the local authority. Dr Eastwood,
the principa of the firm, is a highly experienced civil and structural engineer and has advised severd major
football clubs. He recommended that a number of additional crush barriers should be added since those
aready in place were insufficient to comply with the Green Guide (1976 edition). That work was approved
and carried out during 1979.

121. Therelevant local authority at the time was the South Y orkshire County Council. It set up an Officer
Working Party consisting of representatives of the police, the fire service, its own building surveyor's division
and itsown legal and administration department. The Working Party made i nspectionsand consulted with the
Club and Dr Eastwood. A Safety Certificate wasissued on 21 December 1979 for an indefinite period. It has
remained in force ever since and has not been amended.

122. Schedule 3 of the certificate setsout the maximum crowd capacity for variousareasin theground. The
figure for the west terrace is 7,200 and for the north-west terrace 2,900. These figures were intended to be in
accordance with the Green Guide (1976). Paragraph 15.4 provided for a maximum "packing density" of
between 54 and 27 persons per 10 square metres depending on the condition of theterrace. Dr Eastwood had
calculated 8,000 for the west terrace on the basis of 54 per 10 square metres. He thought thisajustified starting
figure in view of his improved system of barriers. However, he reduced it to 7,200 because there were no

gangways on theterrace and he did not think it feasibleto provide any. So, the total figurefor the LeppingsLane
terraceswasandis 10,100.

The 1981 Semi-Final

123. As already mentioned, there was crushing at the Cup semi-final in 1981, The match was between
Tottenham Hotspur and Wolverhampton Wanderers. The police debriefing minutes after the incident
prophetically refer,

"to the late arrival of a large number of spectators who were still waiting to enter the Leppings Lane
enclosure when the match started. The flash point occurred when Tottenham scored” (at the Kop end) "after
only three minutes. The spectatorsjust entering pushed forward to see what was happening and caused a
crush, which resulted intheinjuries”.

*

124. Those being crushed called for the perimeter gates to be opened onto the track. There was no
immediate reaction, according to Mr Vaux who was there, but fortunately a police | nspector gave instructions
and the gateswere then opened. About 250 cameout onto thetrack. Therewerebroken arms, legsand ribsand
38 weretreated either in hospital or by the & John Ambulance Brigade. It is clear from the documents (a) that
the turnstile readings showed the capacity figure of 10,100 had been exceeded by over 400 (b) that the police
shut off further access to the terraces because of crushing, and (c) the police view after the event was that the
capacity figure of 10,100in the Safety Certificate wastoo high. Thislatter view was communicated to the Club
by the Chief Superintendent then in command of F Division but it was not pursued.
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ThreePens

125. Afterthisincident in April 1981 the police requested that the terrace should be divided into sections.
The object wasto improve crowd control by reducing sideways movement. Division would enable more even
distribution to be effected when there was a capacity crowd. It would also enable the west end to be used for
tt))gtt\t\]/ homrtla and away supporters who could be segregated in separate pens, if necessary with an empty pen

een them.

126. This proposa was agreed by the Club and the Officer Working Party and was approved by the loca
authority. Two radia fenceswereaccordingly fitted in November 1981. They arethe fence now separating pens
2and 3 and that now separating 5 and 6. The result wasto dividethewholeterrace into three pens. Accessfrom
the concourse to the middle pen was through the tunnel and to the wing pensround the sides of the west stand.
Dr Eastwood suggested and illustrated an altered layout which would have provided separate access through
separate banks of turnstiles to the north stand, to each end of the west stand, and to each of the three pens.
Whilst the main object of this was segregation, such a layout would have enabled each of those areas to be
monitored numerically viatheturnstiles so asto ensure its maxi mum capacity was not exceeded. The plan was
not adopted. The maximum capacity for the new centre pen was calculated at 2,200, but no alteration was
made to the Safety Certificate so to limit it nor was there any means mechanically of counting the numbers
going into that pen.

The 1985 Changes

127. By 1985, Sheffield Wednesday had been promoted to the Firgt Division and was drawing larger
crowds. Theimprovement of the Leppings Lane end was raised again by the Club and Dr Eastwood prepared a
number of drawings. Theseillustrated various schemesfor achieving segregation by providing moreturnstiles
in separate banks and divisions of the concourse. The police wanted further divisions of the terrace itself,
again to improve control and segregation. There was much discussion of these schemes which included
suggestions of 29 and even 34 turnstilesin total. In the result, the following alterations were carried out in
1985.

New Radial Fences

128. On the terraces, two more radial fences were fitted. One divided the existing central pen into the
present pens 3 and 4. Gateswere fitted at the mouth of the tunnel to enable each of those pens to be closed off.
The second fencewasplaced in the new pen 4 0 asto createthe narrow pen 5 intended to be asterilearea. Until
those two fences were added there existed only perimeter gates 1, 2,4, S and 6. The creation of pen 3 required a
new gate 3 to befitted which wasdone.

Barriers

129. Thelinesofthe new radial fences ran across existing crush barriers so that without modification those
barriers would have run through the fencing. The police consdered the barriers would be used by fans as
convenient mounting points to scale the new fences, thereby defeating their object. They therefore wished
spans to be removed from the barriers. Had their wishes been met in full the result would have been an
unimpeded run in pen 3 from the mouth of the tunnel down the south side of the new fence to the perimeter. Dr
Eastwood dug his hedlsin against that proposal which he rightly regarded as dangerous. He did however agree
to some modification to the middle row of barriers in the newly created pen 3, chiefly to facilitate access.
Likewise in the new pen 5, The 1985 modificationsto the pens are shown on the plan Appendix 4.

The Turnstiles and Concourse

130. At the entrance, modification but no increase in number was made at the turnstiles. Thebank 1 to 16
was divided from A to G by the metal fence now in place and that division was projected across the concourse
insidetheturnstilesin theform of abrick wall. A personnel gate was provided for accessthrough that wall but
was enlarged to its present size at the request of the police. Those alterations were made in the interests of
segregation. The more daborate divisions which Dr Eastwood had suggested, giving separate access to each
sub-division of the accommodation, were not pursued for financial reasons. In May 1985 the Bradford
disaster occurred. The south stand at Hill sborough had wooden decking and the Club redised it would have to
undertake expensive remedial works there. The cantilever roof of the same stand was also discovered to

require expensiverepairs.

131. Infact, shortly after the new dividing fence and wall had been built a the Leppings L ane entrance and
concourse, the Club, by agreement with Chief Superintendent Mole, ceased to accommodate home supporters
at the Leppings Lane end. There was therefore no longer any need for segregation at that end, but the wall
remained.
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132. Alsoin 1985, electronic counting equi pment wasinstalled at all turnstiles. This conveyed the running
count for each bank of turnstiles, for example A to G, to atelevision screen inthe Club control room where the
figures were displayed. In 1986, an electronic eye was installed in each turnstile booth to catch and record
anyone who climbed over theturnstile.

Barrier 144

133. InJune 1986, the police requested that the crush barrier nearest to thetunnel at the entranceto pens 3
and 4 should be removed to assist the flow of fans into the pens. They found it caused obstruction because it
was in agood viewing position and spectators liked to stand against it in numbers thereby blocking access by
othersfurther into the pens. The police aso suggested it might hamper effective evacuation through the tunnel
especially inan emergency. Dr Eastwood considered the pros and cons of this proposa and accepted the police
view. The Officer Working Party approved the proposal a ameeting on 7 August 1986 on site. Authority was
given then and there by Mr Bownes on behalf of the Sheffield City Council which had taken over responsibility
for the Safety Certificate from South Y orkshire County Council on 1 April 1986. Two spans of the barrier were
therefore removed, leaving only one span in pen 4 as shown on Appendix 4.

Effects ofthe Layout

134. The result of these changes was to divide the terrace into a number of small areas without providing
any computerised or mechanical means of limiting entry numerically into any one areaif all areas were open
for choice. Before the fencesand pens had divided the terrace, the overal figure of 10,100 could be monitored
viatheturnstilesand in theory the crowd could even itself out laterally. Eventhen, it was not possible strictly to
ensure compliance with Schedule 3 Part 1 of the Safety Certificate which prescribed a maximum of 2,900 for
the ngrth-weﬂ terrace and 7,200 for the west terrace. Paragraph 3 of Schedule 2 of the Safety Certificate
provides:

"“The number of spectators admitted to the Stadium and to the severa areas of spectator accommodation
within the Stadium shall not exceed the figures specified in Part 1 of Schedule 3",

The Club had to rely upon visual monitoring.

135. The situation became worse however with the division of the west terrace into pens. Not only were
there more and smaller discrete areas but some were likely to attract more than their appropriate share of the
10,100 total. It iswell recognised that the area behind the god isvery popular. Moreover, the position of the
tunnel vis-a-vistheturnstiles A to G, itslabelling and the absence of signposts advertising the wing penswould
draw to it those with terrace tickets. It was therefore highly likely that pens 3 and 4 would fill to capacity and
indeed exceed it unless preventive steps were taken. Had Dr Eastwood’s plan for separate turnstile accessto

separate sectionswith separate toilet and refreshment facilities been implemented, total computerised control
could have been kept.
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CHAPTERS
LACK OF FIXED CAPACITIESFORTHE PENS

136. In 1981, when theterrace was divided into three areas, Dr Eastwood gave the Club the figure of 2,200
capacity for the centre pen. Hebased thisonthe Green Guide, making such allowancesashethought right. No
doubt the numbers could have been counted in viathe turnstilesif only that pen wasin use or if such pensas
were in use were filled sequentially, but not otherwise.

137. After the 1985 changes, Dr Eastwood did not himself give any figures for the new pens 3 and 4.
Someone on his staff however split the figure 2,200 into 1,200for pen 3 and 1,000for pen 4. Thosefiguresdid
not even take account of the fact that pen 5 had been carved out of pen 4 which was bound to have areducing
effect on capacity. Nevertheless, the figures of 1,200 and 1,000 were put on a drawing emanating from
Eastwood and Partners and the figures have been notional ly regarded since as applicable by the Club and the
palice. They arein fact too high.

138. Dr Nicholson, at the Research and Laboratory Services Division of the Health and Safety Executive,
has calculated that the figures for pens 3 and 4 respectively would be 1,015 and 1,036 if the strength and
spacing of the crush barriershad complied with the Green Guide. But they did not.

Departuresfrom the Green Guide

139. In pen 3, four out of five gaps in the lines of crush barriers do not conform with paragraph 115 of the
Green Guide (1986). In pen 4, nine out of tendo not conform. In particular, the spanstaken out of the barriers
inpen 3in 1985left gapswell in excess of the maximum of 1.4 metres prescribed. One gap was 57% wider than
the Green Guide maximum. Moreover, that gap wasin direct diagond linefrom the mouth of thetunnel to the
barrier which collapsed. Dr Eastwood justified these larger gaps by the absence of gangways. Fans had to be
able to get in and out and standard gaps tended to get blocked up. The effect of his reasoning was that the
absence of gangways, recognised as having a safety function, led to the sacrifice of a second safety feature,
namely gaps of grictly limited width.

140. Again, the remova of barrier 144 was bound, as Dr Eastwood conceded, to affect capacity. In fact it
did more, as| shal indicate later.

141. Capacity should also have taken account of two further departures from the Green Guide. If, aswas
the case, the perimeter gates were not regarded as exits, some 40% of those in pens 3 and 4 were morethan 12
metres from an exit (and there was no gangway) contrary to the aim of paragraph 96. Four out of five of the
crush barriersin pen 3 and six out of nine in pen 4 were below the height prescribed in paragraph 110. These
were the old barriers which had been repaired and plated where their bases had corroded and fresh concrete
had been applied, raising the level of the steps. The point isnot academic since, in the event, many fans were
bent painfully over barriers under great pressure.

142. Dr Nicholson calculated that when all relevant factors regarding the configuration and the Green
Guide aretaken into account, the maximum capacity for pen 3 should have been 822 and for pen 4, 871.
Safety Certificate

143. Whatever should have been the maximum capacitiesfor pens 3 and 4, thefact isthat nofiguresat all in
respect of them were put into the Safety Certificate. Despite al the changes in layout of the fences and barriers,
the two figures, 2,900 for the north-west terrace and 7,200 for the west terrace, have remained as the only
maximawith which the Club hasto comply.

144. Section 2(1) of the Safety of Sports GroundsAct 1975 provides(so far asisrelevant):

"A Safety Certificate shall contain such terms and conditions as the local authority consider necessary or
expedient to secure reasonable safety at the stadiumwhenitisinuse...”

Section 2(2) provided (sofar asisrelevant):

“Without prejudi ce to sub-section (1) above, a Sefety Certificate~

(@) shal specify the maximum number of spectators to be admitted to the stadium;
(b) may specify the maximum number to be admitted to different parts of it;

(c) shall includetermsand conditions-

... (iii) astothe number, strength and situation of any crush barriers."
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Section 2(2) was repedled by the Fire Safety and Safety of Places of Sport Act 1987, section 19, which
gave power to the Secretary of State to lay down, by order, terms and conditions. No order has yet been
made and guidance from the Home Office has recommended locad authorities to approach their
function under section 2(1) in accordance with the criteria in the repealed section 2(2). (See Home
Office Circular 71/1987 dated 25 November 1987, Annex A, paragraph 6.)

145. It is clear that when the certificate was first issued the South Yorkshire County Council went
further than simply to fix the maximum numbers for the whole Stadium. They prescribed figures for
each part of the ground not merely by the four points of the compass but by specified sections.

146. Section 8(1) of the 1975 Act requires the holder of the certificate before carrying out any
proposals to alter or extend the stadium or any of its installations while a Safety Certificate is in
operation to give notice of those proposals to the loca authority. That obligation is specificall
repeated in Sheffield Wednesday's certificate a Schedule 2 Paragraph 5(2). The Club complied wit
the requirement. Having received notice of the aterations to the pens and the barriers, the loca
authority ought, in my view, to haveamended the Safety Certificate accordingly. They did not do so.

Why was the Safety Certificate not Amended?

147. Although Dr Eastwood acknowledged that the various changes to the layout would have had
an effect on capacity, he did not take active steps to see that appropriate amendments were made. He
says he mentioned from time to time that the alterations would have an effect on capacity and that he
did not redlise the Safety Certificate was not regularly updated. However, | find two memoranda in
early 1987 highly significant. Dr Eastwood's assistant Mr Strange was concerned with queries from

the FA as to Hillsborough's capacity for a semi-final. Mr Strange recorded these questions in a
memorandum:-

“Has any account been taken for alterations done on Leppings Lane over the last few seasons? Isthe 10,200
or u figurestill correct?| said that in my opinion it needsto be adjusted, better do it now than later."

148. Mr Strange’s next memo (afew dayslater) recordsas follows:-

“Dr Eastwood says |eave the capacity at Leppings Lane end asit is, providing police have gates under West
stand open 0 that people can distribute throughout theterrace evenly."

Although he says the last nine words do not report him accurately, Dr Eastwood accepts the rest of that
message.

149. In my view the provisions as to capacity in the Safety Certificate ought to have been reviewed and
atered. The unhappy situation is that the police believed even the overal figure of 10,100to betoo high asfar
back as 1981. That was reported to the Club but apparently not to Dr Eastwood. M eanwhile, that globa figure
had been rendered academic by the sub-division of the terrace which was not reflected in the Safety Certificate
a al. If proper maximum figures had been inserted in the certificate for each of the pens, the Club and the
police might well have been prompted to find some means of limiting the numbers entering those pens other
than by visua monitoring. Thiscould have been done by implementing one of Dr Eastwood's plansfor totally
separate sections, turnstileto viewing area. It could have been done by insisting on sequential filling of pens at
al matches; alternatively, by countingfansinto each viewing area.

The City Council

150. That the Safety Certificate was not amended and individual capacities not reviewed cannot be laid
solely at Dr Eastwood's door. He was, after al, consultant engineer to the Club and responsibility for the
certificate was that of the local authority. When the South Y orkshire County Council handed over to the
Sheffield City Council, thelatter delegated all its powersand dutiesunder the 1975 Act toits General Purposes
Panel. Apparently, therefore, the decision-making body on behalf of the Council wasthat Panel, although two
specific functions were delegated to the Head of Administration and Legal Department - the power to issue a
prohibition under section 100of the 1975 Act and the power of entry and search under section 11 of the Act.

151. In practice, Mr Bownes, the Council's Chief Licensing Officer in the Administration and Lega
Department, bore the brunt of the Council's duties under the Act.
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152. The Officer Working Party was superseded by a Safety of Sports Grounds Advisory Group, but
apart from the change of the name the system continued as before. Mr Bownes attended the inspections
and meetings of the Advisory Group together with the representatives of the police, the fire service, the
department of health and consumer services, and the building engineer's division of the Council. The
latter was an engineer and ought therefore to have been aiveto the sameissues as Dr Eastwood.

153. The Advisory Group seems to have worked in avery informa manner. A short passage from Mr
Bownes’ evidence gives the flavour of it:-

“Q  Whowastakingthelead intheworking party asyou understood it?

That isagood question, Sr. Leadswere coming from severd different directionsredly.
Who chaired it, if anyone?

Nobody assuch, sir. It wasan inspectign rather than ameeting as| understand it.

Who decided what should be inspected?

> O » O

Effectively the group itself, dr, it seemed to me. There was dso some input from the Club
representative asto, ifyou like, an element of direction asto what should be looked .

O

Apart from the inspections the working party met, presumably, or did they only meet on
ingpections?

No, dr, | have referred to three previous meetings.
Who took the chair when it met?

| supposeit could be said that | did, to some extent.

o r» O >r

Thereisno point in havinginspections unlessyou form conclusions as aresult of that inspection, is
there?

That iscorrect.

O

There must presumably have been some meeting foll owing the inspection at which you all sat down
together and decided what, if anything, should be done.

A Therewasnot, to my recollection, no.
Q How didyou decide what should be done, if anything needed to be done?

A Therewere discussions on the site, particularly in relation to barrier 144, which took place at the
time.

Q Nothing morethan that and no record anywhere of any decisions that were made?
A Nossar.""

The decision to remove barrier 144 was assented to on behalf of the City Council by Mr Bownes. It was not
referred to the General Purposes Panel. Whether Mr Bownes strictly had any power to assent to it isto say the
least very doubtful. But he himself admitsthat he was ill-equipped to do 0. He knew very little about football
grounds. He had read the file passed on from South Y orkshire County Council and assumed all had been run
satisfactorily by them.

154. It was recorded, however, in a report which Mr Bownes drafted that "the conditions (in the Safety
Certificate) give some cause for concern asthey appear to be inadeguate or inappropriatein some areas'. The
report to the General Purposes Panel suggested that new Safety Certificate conditions should be drafted.

155. The task ofrevising the Safety Certificate wasbegun in June 1986. In July 1987, adraft was sent to the
fire serviceto whichthey replied in August. In September 1987, the Panel wasinformed that the redraftingwas
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"progressing steadily" and should be submitted to the Panel in October. Thefinal draft was not circulated until
30 March 1989, 16 days before this disaster.

156. Meanwhile, the Safety Certificate has remained unamended since 1979. The enlargement of the Kop
in 1986 increased its capacity to 21,000. Although thiswas known and agreed by the Council it had not been
the subject of any change in the certificate which still showed the capacity of the Kop as 16,850. Mr Mackrell,
Sheffield Wednesday's Secretary, raised the question of amendmentsto the Safety Certificate and in particul ar
with regard to the Kop in April 1987 with Eastwood and Partners but nothing resulted.

157. Sheffield United Football Club was designated under the 1975 Act on 3 July 1984. A Safety Certificate
was about to be issued by South Y orkshire County Council at the time it handed over to the Sheffield City
Council on 1 April 1986. No certificate has yet been issued to Sheffield United.

158. The explanation given for these delays was pressure of work. Mr Bownes as Chief Licensing Officer
was responsible for 32 other licensing systems when this one was added to his burden. He had a staff of only
five. | fully accept that the addition of further statutory responsibilities to the aready heavy workload of a local
authority with curbs on its expenditure creates problems. But it is clear that the attention given to this
important licensing function was woefully inadequate.

Summary

159. The Safety Certificate contained no maximum figures for individual pens. There was therefore no
sanction or provision focussing attention as to the need to limit entry to the pens by numbers. The layout at
Leppings Lane as it evolved made electronic or mechanical control over numbers entering individual pens
impracticableif all penswereto be available. Given an important match and a capacity attendance, fans were
likely to crowd into popular sections like pens 3 and 4. Those pens were likely to become overfull well before
warning came from the turnstiles that numbers were approaching the terrace maximum of 10,100. Control
over numbers and the avoidance of overcrowding therefore depended entirely on visual monitoring of the
crowd.
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CHAPTERY
LACK OF EFFECTIVE MONITORING OF THE TERRACES

160. Monitoringthe spectatorson theterraces so asto avoid overcrowding involves observing the numbers
and their distribution in each area, making decisions as to when an areais "full”, taking stepsto close it off
and moving spectatorsfrom oneareato another, if necessary. Itisafunctionbeset by threeproblems.  1)Who
should carry itout? 2) Whenisanarea"full"? 3) Fear of hooliganism.

Who should Monitor the Terraces?

161. Should it bethehost clubviaits stewards? Should it bethe police? Should it be both? Or should it be by
arrangement, depending upon the ground or section of the ground in question?

162. In principle, a footbal club which invites the public to a match on its premises for reward is
responsible for securing safety at that event. The Green Guide (1986) provides:

* 23. The safety of the public inside the ground is the responsibility of those who stage the event and
administer the ground in which it is held, ie the "management”. This responsibility appliesin
both normal and emergency situations...

195. ..there are five basic dutieswhich stewards are cdled upon to carry out. These are:

(@ controlling or directing members of the public who are entering or leaving the ground, to
help achieve an even flow of people to the viewing areas and safe dispersal of spectators on
theterraces or viewing slopes;

(b) patrolling the ground to deal with any emergencies, eg raising alarms or extinguishing
fires,

(c) manning entrances, exits and other strategic points, especidly exit doors and gates which
are continuously open whilst the ground isin use;

(d) assigting police as appropriate or asrequested with crowd control; and
(e) undertaking specific dutiesin an emergency.”

The Interim Popplewell Report

163. There was considerable controversy in the course of the public inquiry held by Mr Justice Popplewell
in 1985 as to the responsibility of the club and the police. In paragraph 3.6 of his interim report, Mr Justice
Popplewd| quoted from a report produced for the Minister of Housing and Locd Government in 1969 as
follows:-

“The responsibility for controlling crowd behaviour isdivided between the police and the club operating the
ground. The broad line of division being that police are responsible for movement of spectators in public
thoroughfares and from public thoroughfaresinto theground, whilethe club isresponsible for the control of
spectators once they areontheclub'spremises . . .”

M Justice Popplewell said he did not quarrel with that view and went on to observe that in practicethe police
haveto take charge and be responsiblefor controlling crowd behaviour. Hethen said (paragraph 3.8):

"It follows, therefore, that as a matter of practice, while the physical safety of the building and the
mai ntenance and good housekeeping of the ground must always be the responsibility of the club, the police
have to take the defacto responsibility of organising the crowd, with dl that entails, duringthegame . . .”

Mr Justice Popplewell went on to instance evacuation of the ground as a procedure in which only the police
could bear the responsibility of supervising the organisation of the crowd.

The Final Popplewell Report

164. He harked back to this subject in chapter 4 of his Final Report. There, he came down morefirmly in
favour of holding the club responsible for crowd safety. At paragraph 4.13 he said "Because, as a matter of
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practice, police officers have regularly attended in large numbers at football grounds, it has somehow been
assumed by the clubs that the responsibility for control of what goes on inside the ground has passed from
them to the police. A police presenceisthereto assist in the enforcement of law and order. Those responsible
for organising a private function, however, have the primary and continuing obligation and responsibility to
ensure reasonable safety for those who are invited on to their premises.” Mr Justice Popplewell ended that
section asfollows: "It cannot be too strongly emphasised that it is upon the club, or the occupier of the ground
who is putting on the function, that the primary and continuing obligation rests."

165. There remains, however, the question whether there are some grounds or parts of grounds where the
club may need to rely upon the police (whom they pay to attend) to control filling of pensand monitoringthem
for overcrowding. In other words, whilst the duty in law to ensure safety rests upon the club, they may need,
and by agreement be entitled, to employ the police to act astheir agentsin certain circumstances. Thisvery

difficult and grey areaasto club and police responsibility will need to be reviewed in greater depth at stage two
of this Inquiry.

Arrangementsat Hillsborough

166. What is clear, however, IS that defacto the police at Hillsborough had accepted responsibility for
control of the pens at the Leppings Lane end. The evidence of the senior officerswho had been concerned with
policing at Hillsborough over the years was al one way on this point. Only Mr Duckenfield, who had not
policed at Hillsborough for some 10yearspriorto 15April, took adifferent view.

167. Mr Lock is now security officer at Sheffield Wednesday and was formerly a police Superintendent at
Hillsborough matches occupying Mr Murray's role. He claimed there had been aformal athough unwritten
agreement between the Club and the police in about 1982, whereby the police agreed to steward the Leppings
Laneend of the ground. Such aformal agreement isdenied by other senior officersand | do not accept that any
formal a%reement was reached. Nevertheless, a ﬁractice or arrangement did develop which was known and
accepted by both Club and police. Its effect wasthat throughout the ground the stewards were responsible for
manning exits and entrances, for controlling entry into the stands, for assisting spectatorsto their seatsin the
stands and for helping to control the exits after the match. They were aso responsible at the Kop end on the
terraces for keeping gangways clear and helping to control the crowd which usually consisted of home
supporters. At the Leppings Lane end, however, there were no gangways on the terraces and the crowd
consisted usually (and dways since 1987) of away supporters. Mr Mole and other senior officers accepted that
it would have been unreal and unreasonable to expect stewards to go onto those Leppings Laneterraces. They
would not have been effective there; moreover, they could well have been in some danger from hostile away
supporters. The police accepted, therefore, that the proper filling of the pens and monitoring them for
overcrowding could and would not be carried out by stewards. Many stewards have tended to be either
extremely young or somewhat elderly. They are paid only amodest sum (£9 at Hillsborough) and they are not
suitable either by physique or by training to cope on a crowded terrace with no gangways.

Casefor theSouth YorkshirePolice

168. Notwithstanding the overwhelming evidence from senior police as already mentioned and from the
Club, Counsel for the South Y orkshire Palice continued throughout the hearing to contend that the Club and
not the police were responsible for filling and monitoring the pensand that thiswaswell known to both parties.
He maintai ned that the police werethere essentially to secure and preserve law and order. Quiteapart fromthe

police evidence to the contrary at this Inquiry, the official stance of the South Y orkshire Police has not aways
been to that effect.

Harris-v- Sheffield United Football Club Limited

169. In March 1986, the South Y orkshire Police Authority obtained ajudgement against Sheffield United
Football Club for money duefor police services provided at Sheffield United's matches. The defence had been,
inter alia, that the police were not providing "specid police services'. They were doing no more than
performing their normal police duties of securing and preserving law and order amongst a crowd. The police

argument was that they had additional duties. In hisjudgement, Boreham J summarised the instructions for
policing asproviding for:-

“(a) the maintenance of enforcement of law and order;
(b) the enforcement of the Club's ground regulations, many of which are concerned with law and order;

(c) thesafety and comfort of the spectators, officials and players."
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He referred to the argument of Counsel for the South Y orkshire Police as follows:-

“Thirdly, here the police were not discharging their own duty tothe public; they werein fact dischargingthe
Club'sdutiesto the spectatorswhom the Club invited to the ground. The Club chosetoinvitelarge numbers
to their private premises; it was the Club's duty to provide for their safety, health and comfort. They could
have employed a security firm asbanks and others have to do to protect their interests; they chose to request
the policeto perform thosedutiesknowingthat the police expected payment. Fourthly, the policewithinthe
ground provided services which it was not within the scope of their public duty to perform. For instance,
they asssted in crowd management and in the enforcement of such ground regulations as refused entry to
those who tried to enter without paying or prohibited spectators encroaching on parts of the ground which
their entry feedid not entitle themto enter. It may be, submits Mr Bentley, that the maintenance of law and
order wasthe predominant aim but there were other services performed.”

The learned Judge found:-

“In addition to what may be called their law and order role the police were expected and did take part in
crowd management, ensuring the safety of spectators, the enforcement of the Club's regul ations and to be on
hand to assg in the event of some emergencies such as fire or accidentd injury.”

Police Practiceat theL eppingsLaneEnd

170. At Leaguematchesat Hillsborough, the police practice wasto decide in advance how many and which
penswould be used. If amodest crowd was anticipated only one or two pens might be needed. It was better to
confine the fansto limited spaces (a) to prevent them running about and (b) to reduce the number of police
required. The practice wasthen to fillthe pens one by one. Thisinvolved making ajudgement asto when apen
was full. There would then be a police decision to close that pen and fill another. It was regarded asimpractical
and unsafe for police officers (just like stewards) to go onto the Leppings Lane terraces with away supporters.
This meant that monitoring the numbersin any pen had to be done from vantage points outside it. Here, the
police were much better placed than the stewards. There was a good view from the control box and the
television screens there. There were officers on the perimeter track. No stewards were placed there because
having both police and stewards interfered with the viewing. There were dso police in the west stand who
could look down on the pens. Intelligence from all these sources could give the police agood appreciation of
the state of the terraces. When it was necessary to shut of f access to the pens officers on the concourse could be
informed by radio and could take the necessary steps.

"Find Ther Own Levd"

171. At Cup semi-finas, adifferent approach was adopted. All the penswere opened from the start and the
policy was "to let the fans find their own level". This phrase was repeated again and again by police officers at
the Inquiry. What it meant was that no specific direction was given to fans entering through the turnstiles.
They were free to go wherever they wished on the terraces. If they became uncomfortable or wished for any
other reason to movetheir position, then theoretically they could move elsewhere. Inthisway it was hoped that
the fans on the terraces would level themselves out and that distribution would be achieved without police
intervention. On these occasions, the gates at the top of the radial fences were locked in the open position. It
was sought to argue, therefore, that there was freedom of movement from one pen to another enabling fansto
"find their leve".

172. Thisargument was bad both in theory and in practice. In theory, the whole object of theradial fences
had been to achieve even distribution by directing fansinto desired positions. To say then that they could move
freely from one pen to another would defeat the object and enable fans to go from a less popular to a more
popular areawithout inhibition. In practice thisdid not happen because the position and size of the gateswas
such that once a substantial number of spectators were in, the gates were unnoticeable and inaccessible
especially to those towardsthe front who might have most need of them.

173. The same argument was deployed to suggest that individual maximum capacitiesfor individual pens
need not be assessed since the presence of the open radial gates still meant that the terrace was one area. In
practice this simply was not so. The photograph at Appendix 5 taken from the north stand at 2.59 pm shows
very clearly the congestion in pens 3 and 4 contrasted with the sparsenessin pen 6. This givesthe lie to the
suggestion that the fans could, if uncomfortable, "find their own level".

174. Theeffect of this policy wasthat whereas at L eague matchesthe police had to make a positive decision
when to close one pen and open another, at semi-finals, where overcrowding was much more likely, the police
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left it to the fans themselvesto “find their own level". Effectively, they were left to monitor their own comfort
and safety 0 asto avoid overcrowding. The police would only intervenewhen therewas some overt sign that an
areawas "full".

When is an Area" Full" ?

175. Over the years, spectators on terraces have come to accept conditions which are often very
uncomfortable and not infrequently downright dangerous. They are subjected to buffeting and squeezing to
get in and out of the terraces. They are packed tightly and exposed to surging and swaying during the match.
They put up with these conditions because they are devoted to the game and because thereislittle they can do
about them. They believe the discomfort will pass and nothing very untoward will happen. Usually that isthe
case and they are reassured by it. Most clubshave not, until very recently, consulted their supportersasto their
grievances or suggestions. The practice hasbeen to pack them in on the assumption that ifthey are prepared to
put up with it the conditions must be tolerable. Although crowd figuresat football grounds have been reduced
in recent years, this has been due principally to the increased proportion of seating as against standing
accommodation. Terraces have still been packed.

176. It is said that many fans enjoy these features of terrace viewing. Clearly close proximity, shared
discomfort, weathering sways and surgestogether and chanting the same songs and g ogans en masse do evoke
good humour and have produced a spirit or cult of the terraces which many enjoy. Equally there are many who
simply endure these things for the football, for a cheap ticket or indeed for the chance of getting in at all. And
before Hillshorough most fans on the terraces, even if they enjoy the hurly-burly, had not realised the narrow
margin of safety between an uncomfortable crush and afatal one.

177. The Green Guide sought to improve safety and comfort by laying down criteria for maximum
capacity, ie defining what is "full". The standard set was 54 persons per 10 square metres in favourable
conditions but fewer, down to 27, in less favourable conditions. The tendency may have been to aim off too
little from the higher figure for shortcomings in the layout. Certainly the figures considered appropriate in
pens 3 and 4 at Hillsborough weretoo high, asalready indicated.

178. Even taking the highest figure suggested in the Green Guide, the problem remained that those
supposed to be monitoring pens visually had and have little idea of what 54 personsper 10 square metres |ook
like. Mr Duckenfield’s opinion was that when a pen was full to capacity, the spectators would be "shoulder to
shoulder and chest to back". That view may derive from seeing the sort of density crowds regularly endure
without injury resulting. But it ismuch more dense than the Green Guide maximum.

179. The South Y orkshire Fire Brigade provided the I nquiry with photographsof people standing in an area
of 10 sguare metres at various densities of packing. Together with my Assessors and others, | took part in a
similar experiment at the Health and Safety Executive's Sheffield laboratory. We stood in aroom of measured
area at densities of 54, 80 and 100 per 10 square metres. It was clear from the photographs and from our
experiment that the maximum density s&t out in the Green Guide left considerably more room than those
monitoring the terraces would have |eft before declaring an area "full".

180. The tendency has been to allow the pens to fill until the fans complain or show signs of discomfort. If
the density at the front appeared less than at the back, the Tannoy would invite the fans to move forward to
make room for more. The evidence beforethe Inquiry and many anecdotal |etters | have received clearly show
there have been freguent occasions when the packing on terraces, not only at Hillsborough, has caused
discomfort and sometimes, for brief periods, fear. Usually the surge recedes, the sway returns, the pressure
easesand theincident passesunrecorded.

181. After the crushing at the 1981 semi-final, Hillshorough was not chosen again by the FA until 1987.
There was evidence that the central pens were uncomfortably overcrowded on that occasion and again at the
1988 Cup semi-final, although entry to the tunnel was blocked off by police shortly before kick-off in 1988
because the pens were deemed to be "full”.

Fear of Hooliganism

182. Over the last few years, hooliganism at and associated with football matches has strongly influenced
the strategy of the police. In their plans and management they have concentrated on averting or containing
threats to public order. This is understandable and indeed commendable. But it has led to an imbalance
between the need to quell a minority of troublemakers and the need to secure the safety and comfort of the
majority. In the police Operationa Order, the emphasis was upon prevention of disorder and in particular
prevention of access to the field of play. There was no express requirement that officers on the perimeter track
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or in the west stand should keep watch for any possible overcrowding on the terraces. Indeed, the view was
expressed in evidence that packing fans close together on the terraces assisted in controlling the unruly since
the lessroom they had the less scope therewas for misbehaviour.

Summary

183. Although the police had accepted defacto responsibility for monitoring the pens, their policy on the
day was to leave fans to “find their own level" and to concentrate their own attention on possible disorder.
Whilst in theory the police would intervene if a pen became "full", in practice they permitted the test of
fullness to be what the fans would tolerate.

184. By 2.52 pm when gate C was opened, pens 3 and 4 were over-full even by this test. Many were

uncomfortable. To alow any more into those penswas likely to cause injuries; to alow in alarge stream was
courting disaster.
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CHAPTER 10
THEBUILD-UPAT THE TURNSTILES

185. The decision to open gate C, and subsequently gates A and B too, was forced on to the police by the
crowd conditions which developed outside the turnstiles. The crush was 0 severe that injuries were being
suffered and deaths were feared unless the pressure could be swiftly relieved. Why the crowd pressure had built

to such intensity was one of the principal issuesduringthe hearing. The suggested causes must be consideredin
turn.

The Physical Layout

186. | have already described and illustrated the approach to the turnstiles (Appendices 1 and 2). At
Penistone Road and at many other grounds, turnstiles are in a straight line, adequately spaced and with a
sufficient waiting area for queuesto form. Not 0 at Leppings Lane. The building line, the bridge over the Don
and the bend in the road, |eft a wedge-shaped approach to perimeter gates set in an arc, and across a short
forecourt, to turnstilesaso sst in.an arc. The pairs of turnstileswere close together and theforecourt, especially
asdivided by the metal fence, provided little space for awaiting crowd.

The Number of Turngtiles

187. Thedecision to fill the whole of the north stand from the Leppings Lane end required the 23 turnstiles
there to admit 24,256 spectators. Of those, the seven turnstiles (A to G) serving the terraces had to admit
10,100, ie an average of just under 1,450 through each turnstile. At the Penistone Road end, 29,800 were
served by 60 turnstiles, orjust under 500 per turnstile.

188. The Green Guide recognises (paragraph 47) that the rate at which spectators can pass through
turnstiles depends on a variety of local circumstances but states "in genera based on observation and
experience, it isunlikely that the maximum notional rate per turnstile would exceed 750 per hour". Sincethe
semi-final was an dl ticket match requiring no cash transactions, the Club considered that a higher rate of
about 1,000 per hour per turnstile could be expected. Even at this higher rate, which assumes the turnstiles
working at maximum efficiency non-stop, it would have taken nearly 1ft hoursto admit all those with terrace
tickets. At 750 per hour, it would have taken nearly two hours.

189. The Green Guide provides (paragraph 44):-

“Turnstiles should be of such numbers asto admit spectators at a rate whereby no unduly large crowds are
kept waitingfor admission. . .”.

190. The Officer Working Party had discussed in 1985 the need, and Dr Eastwood's various schemes, for
improvement of the turnstile arrangements. The mathematics are elementary. Both the police and the Club
should haveredlised that the L eppings Lane turnstilesand the waiting area outside them woul d be under strain
toadmital the Liverpool supportersintime. Success depended on the spectatorsarriving at asteady ratefrom
an early hour and upon the maximum turnstile rate being maintained. In fact neither of these requirements,
which are inter-linked, was fulfilled. That they might not be so wasin my view foreseeable.

The"Late" arrival of Liverpool Fans

191. Between 2.30 pm and 2.40 pm the crowd waiting for the turnstiles swelled to over 5,000 and became
unmanageable. The case made for the police was that large numbers of Liverpool supporters arrived late; a
high proportion of them were drunk and unco-operative; a high proportion had no tickets; al of them were
hell-bent on getting in on time. They say thiswas unforeseeable and explainswhy they lost contral.

192. Whether those who arrived between 2.30 pm and 2.40 pm were "late" was much debated. The ticket
simply requested its holder "to take up [hig] position 15 minutes before kick-off. That may have been
intended to persuade those with stand tickets to take their seats, but it would not be unreasonable for a
standing spectator to arrive at the turnstiles between 2.30 pm and 2.40 pm. Whether they were "late" or not,
however, there was certainly alarge concentration of Liverpool fansarriving at about 2.30 pm and after.

Traffic Delays

193. Itisunlikely that traffic conditions had any significant effect on this. True, there were delays on the
Liverpool traffic routes. There were roadworks on the M62 which was the recommended route. At various
pointsthe carriageway was reduced from four lanes or three lanes to two, but no serious delays were reported.
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On the M63 there were longer delays due to a contraflow and at itsjunction with the A560 there was heavy
congestion due to volume of traffic. However, the Liverpool routes were clear by 2.20 pm and those witnesses
who complained of delays en route had neverthel ess managed to be in range of the ground in ampletime.

Fine Weather and Drinking

194. Thelikeliest explanations for the sparse Liverpool attendancein the ground before 2.30 pm were four-
fold - the warm weather, drinking, disinclination to enter the ground early and prolong the standing, and a
tendency of Liverpool supportersto cut it fine.

195. Thepolice emphasised that a the 1988 semi-final there wasno comparable build-up of "late" arrivals.
They claim, therefore, that they had no reason to foresee it in 1989. However, in 1988, although the weather
was fine, it was 11 °F cooler than in 1989. 15 April was the sort offine spring day which tempted fans to sit or
stand about in the sun with adrink. 1fyou had aticket it would seem more pleasant and sensibletorelax in that
way than to enter the ground early and stand on the terrace for an extra hour. Pre-match entertainment in the
ground had been advertised but did not take place. Even if it had, it may not have been an encouragement to
many fansto enter o early.

WasDrunkennessaMajor Factor intheCridgsat the Turngtiles?

196. Of those who arrived at 2.30 pm or after, very many had been drinking a public houses or had
brought drink from home or an off-licence. | am satisfied on the evidence, however, that the great majority
were not drunk nor even the worse for drink. The police witnesses varied on this. Some described a high
proportion asdrunk, as"lager-louts' or even as"animals'. Others described agenerally normal crowd with an
unco-operative minority who had drunk too much. In my view some officers, seeking to rationalise their loss
of control, overestimated the drunken el ement in the crowd. There certainly was such an element. Therewere
youngsters influenced by drink and bravado pushing impatiently at the rear of the crowd thereby exacerbating
the crush. But the more convincing police witnesses, including especially Detective Superintendent McKay
and Chief Inspector Creaser as well as a number of responsible civilian witnesses, were in my view right in
describing this element as a minority. Those witnesses attributed the crush to the sheer numbers of fans all
anxiousto gain entry. Therewas no criticism of the crowd by any of the witnesses in the period up to 2.30 pm
or even 2.35 pm. What haﬂ pened then was not a sudden deterioration in the mood or sobriety of those
assembled there No doubt those coming behind would have had moreto drink and would have included the
unruly minority. But the crisis developed because this very large crowd became packed into a confined
turnstile areaand its very density hampered its passage through the turnstiles.

197. Superintendent Marshall and other officers criticised the crowd as unco-operative because police
exhortationsto stop pushing and to ease back were not heeded. How could they be? In that crush most people
had no control over their movements at all. Two incidents involving police horses illustrate the point. One
horse was found afterwards to have cigarette burns on its rump. Clearly that was the despicable work of a
hooligan whether in drink or not. However, there were aso eyewitness accounts of a horse being physically
lifted off its feet by the crowd. That occurred, as the police accepted, without malice or intent but as an
involuntary consequence of crowd pressure which those by the horse'sflanks could not resist any more than the
horse itself.

Reduced Efficiency of the Turnstiles

198. Thelabelling of the turnstilesin the order A, C, B was confusing. A fan with a B ticket who went by
mistake to the wrong side of the metal fence would have had the greatest difficulty in getting back and round to
the correct side. The colour coding was inefficient because the coloured wooden panels were affixed to the
turnstilewalls o low that they were not easily visiblethrough acrowd. The information on theticket printed by
Sheffield Wednesday Football Club was misleading and its layout unhel pful, asMr Mackrell frankly conceded.

199. Theresult wasthat in the early stages, police officers were pestered by fans for help as to where they
should go. Later, asthe crowd became more dense, fans were presenting their tickets at the wrong turnstiles.
There were also Liverpool supporterswho had acquired tickets for the Kop end but sought entry at L eppings
Lane. They caused delays in the turnstile operation when entry was refused and after a while the police
instructed the operators to let them through. There was further delay because the crush made it difficult for
fansto get into the turnstile entrances. Once there, the pressure from behind was such as, on occasions, tojam
them in the doorway or against the paddle of the turnstile. Finally, there were fans without tickets who sought
to enter by offering payment, by seeking to go over or under the paddle or by diding through with a ticket
holder. All of these activities dowed down the turnstile rate which at the worst period was only about 600 per
hour per turnstile. The waiting crowd therefore expanded and as the minutes passed frustration grew. Visitors
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who had paid for tickets and travelled from afar realised they were making little forward progress. Frustration
increased pressure and induced panic at the front. Determination to get into the match was intensified by
determination to get out of the crush.

Were Fans Without TicketsaMajor Factor in the Build-Up?

200. It has become afact of football life that fans do turn up at all-ticket matches without tickets. It is not
possibleto give an accurate figure or even areliable estimate of the number without ticketson 15 April. Police
estimates varied from about 200 to about 2,000. There were certainly frequent requestsfor tickets or "spares’
during the hours before the build-up. Many of those warned off by the police were seen to return to the area.
Some were hanging about on the bridge. Again, however, the police witnesses who most impressed me did not
co_ndsi der the number of ticketless fans to be inordinately large. This accords with two other sources of
evidence.

201. Firgt, therewasawide range of witnesses who observed inside the ground that the Liverpool end was at
alate stagewell below capacity save for pens 3 and 4. The north stand till had many empty seatsand the wing
pens were sparse. The match being a sdll-out, there were clearly many ticket holders to come and they could
account for the large crowd still outside the turnstiles. Had the Liverpool accommodation been full by 2.40
pm, one could have inferred that most or much of the large crowd outside lacked tickets.

202. Secondly, such figuresas are available from the Club's el ectronic monitoring system and from analyses
by the HSE suggest that no great number entered without tickets. They show that the number who passed
through turnstiles A to G plusthose who entered through gate C roughly equalled the terrace capacity figure of
10,100 for which tickets had been sold. The Club's record showed 7,038 passed through turnstiles A to G.
However, the counting mechanism on turnstile G was defective, 30 the HSE did a study using the video film
and projecting figures from the other turnstiles. This gave an assessment of 7,494, with a maximum of 7,644
passing through A to G. Again, using the video, the HSE assessed the number who entered the ground whilst
gate C was open at 2,240 with a maximum of 2,480. Accordingly, the HSE's best estimate of the total entering
through gate C and turnstiles A to G was 9,734 with amaximum of 10,124, I recognise that these can only be
rough checks because, for example, somewith terrace ticketswere alowed through turnstiles 1 to 16and there
would be other similar factors which have not formed part of the assessment. Nevertheless, the figures do
suggest that there was not a very significant body of ticketless fansin the crowd which built up.

The " Congpiracy”" Theory

203. On behalf of South Yorkshire police, the theory was advanced that the "late" arrival of so many
Liverpool supporters was planned to buck the system. The suggestion was that fans without tickets conspired
to arrive late and create such trouble as would force the police to admit them to the match. The slender
evidence upon which thistheory rested came from two sources: overheard conversationsin public houses and
the antecedent history of Liverpool supporters at away matches.

204. Onewitness said he heard three Liverpool supporters saying, in effect, that they would manage to get
in without tickets by causing trouble so that police would open a gate, and that they had done this before.
Another witness heard two of a group of Liverpool supporters say they had no tickets, that they would go to the
ground just before kick-off, that no-one would stop them getting in and that they had not been stopped yet.
Statementswere put in relating to two other small groupstalking in similar terms.

Liverpool Supportersat Away Matches

205. The South Y orkshire police prepared a dossier of reports on the behaviour of Liverpool fans at away
matcheswith the object of showing a pattern of troublesome behaviour by large numbers either without tickets
or with forged tickets. Without setting out the whole history, it can be summarised as follows.

206. Onthree occasions Liverpool fanswithout ticketswere allowed into al-ticket matches upon payment.
(At Watford on 13 February 1988, 1,500 were admitted; at Southampton on 24 September 1988, 150 were
admitted; at Southampton again on 12 December 1988, 750 were admitted.) At Norwich on 1 April 1989,
Liverpool supportersarrived without ticketsbut 1,272 tickets had been returned and fans from both Liverpool
and Norwich were dlowed to buy them for cash. A similar situation occurred at Wimbledon on 13 May 1989.
There were six other occasionsfrom 1986to date, including the Cup finalsof 1986 and 1989, when numbers of
Liverpool supportersturned up without tickets or otherwise behaved badly.

207. Four points must be noted, however. On none of the occasions when ticketless fans were admitted for
payment was the match a sell-out. There wastherefore room in the ground on each occasion. At a sell-out fans
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might not expect to be alowed in, even for payment. Secondly, no trouble of the kind alleged was encountered
at the 1988 semi-final when Liverpool visited Hillsborough. Thirdly, Liverpool visited Hillsborough againin
J?]nuary 1989 without any trouble. Finally, no forged tickets were in use on 15 April apart from three crude
photocopies.

No Conspiracy

208. | have already found that there was not an abnormally large number of fans without tickets on this
occasion. With one or two exceptions, the police witnesses themsel ves did not subscribe to the " conspiracy”
theory. | am satisfied that the large concentration at Leppings Lane from 2.30 pm to 2.50 pm did not arrive
asaresult of any concerted plan. Therewere, | accept, small groupswithout ticketswho werewilling to exploit
any adventitious chance of getting into the ground. They, together with the minority who had drunk too much,
certainly aggravated the problem faced by the police. But that main problem was simply one of large numbers
packed into the small areaoutsidetheturnstiles.

The Police Operation at LeppingsLane

209. The Operationa Order for 15 April followed closdly that laid down for the 1988 semi-final. The
emphasiswas on maintaininglaw and order. Sideroadswereto beblocked offto prevent damagein residential
areas. Pairsof officerswereto patrol streetsto prevent "clash of rival supporters’. Officersweretowatch public
houses, shopsand supermarkets"wherelootingcoul dtakepiace”. Outsdetheturnstiles, officersweretoensure
supporters entering did not have banners, weapons, missiles or acohal.

210. Unfortunately, hooligan behaviour has made dl these steps necessary. But the only written provision
aimed at effecting controlled entry to the turnstiles was one enjoining officers "to ensure orderly queues are
formed". Therewasno provision for controlling the entry of the crowd into theturnstile area.

211. Aslongago as 1924,the Departmental Committee on Crowds stated:-

“The control of crowds should begin at a point some considerable distance from the entrance to the ground.
The advantages of an arrangement of thiskind are ... in preventing congestion at the entrancesto grounds.”

This was particularly important at Leppings Lane where the turnstile area was so small and awkwardly laid
out. Ifalarge crowd was permitted uncontrolled entry through the perimeter gates, theforming of queuesat the
turnstilesand control by officers, whether on foot or mounted, would become impracticable. Those waiting at
the turnstiles would become a single growing mass. Once that happened, it would be difficult to retrieve the
situation.

212. Whether steps were taken and what steps to avoid this happening was left to oral briefing and ad hoc
instructionsontheday.

Previous Experience

213. Thesenior police officerssad it had never happened before s therewas no reason to foreseeit. Infact,
the only two previous occasions when the Leppings Lane terraces had been used to fill the whole of the north
andwest Sdesof theground wereat thetwo semi-finals, in 1987and 1988.1n 1987, the match wason aSunday,
scheduled for 12 noon, and kick-off was postponed for aquarter of an hour because of late arrivals.

Policing in 1988 :

214. Asto 1988, there was a very large and consistent body of evidence that, on the day, the police in
Leppings Lane conducted an efficient filtering exercise designed to keep away those without tickets and
control the flow of fanstowards the ground. | do not believe that so many witnesses without either opportunity
or reason to put their headstogether could be mistaken about what they experienced on that occasion. Y et, the
police maintain that no filtering exercise other than on arandom bass was conducted in 1988 and that their
policy and practice then were no different from those of 1989.

215. The answer to this conflict must, | think, be that whilst the policy may have been no different, in
practicethe policingin 1988 wasmoreefficient and wasnot put to the sametest and strain asayear later. There
was not 0 large a swell in numbers approaching the ground from 2.30 pm to 2.50 pm as in 1989.
Nevertheless, there had been warning signs in 1988. Detective Superintendent McKay gave the following
evidence:



“Q Wereyou aware of abuild-up of numbers|last year towardsthe |atter stages at the turnstiles?

A Yes. .. There was a huge build-up around 10 minutes to 3 when many, many Liverpool supporters
came at that time. They had been drinking, the onesthat | saw and there was quite a sizeable crush
built-up - sizeable queue.

Q Queueorcrush?

A Compacted queue, built-up inthe areaby the turnstileswhich | believe are marked A to G. That crowd
reached back almost to the gates. It never got any bigger than that and the turnstiles operated relatively
freely and they dealt with that crowd. Fanswere still arriving at about 10past 3 but by thenthe. ..

Q Thiscrowd that you have described of the late arrivals at about 10to - wasit an orderly crowd?

A Ohno. No. The orderly crowd had gone in, and when | say they were not an orderly crowd, obviously
mixed amongst those peoplewere.. . .

Of course, but taking it generally?

> O

But by and large they had taken alot of drink on board and they were in such numbersthat excluding
them from the ground was completely out of the question.

Q Werethey standing in an orderly queue or was there some pushing and shoving?

A Therewasalot of pushing and shoving. There wasan urgency to get into the ground.
Q Butfortunately it does not appear to have been in nearly such numbersasthisyear.
A Itwasn't."

Palice Intelligencein Advance

216. Apart from that experience in 1988, the tendency of Liverpool supporters to arrive late was not
unknown. Witnesses said that they get through theturnstiles at their home ground, Anfield, quite quickly and
tend therefore not to arrive early. Indeed, a general recent tendency to postpone arrival was noted by the
Sheffield City Council Advisory Group, with police present, on 23 March 1988. The minutereads:-

“Asfar astheturnstil e question was concerned, apattern has developed of people arriving some 15 minutes
before the start of the game hoping to gain admission. This trend may be due to the banning of alcohol at
sports grounds which could lead to people going elsewhere for refreshment prior to the football match. As
the available turnstiles operated quite effectively for the majority of the time, and that the late arrival
problem could perhaps only be dealt with by education of the spectators' (sic).

217. Insofar asLiverpool supporters behaviour at away matches may have been indicative of what police
problemsmight ariseon 15April, most of thefacts should have been available at the planning stage. Asin other
forces, South Yorkshire Police had a liaison officer whose job was to seek, receive and collate relevant
information asto the visiting supporters. The Association of Chief Police Officers Guide to Policing Footbal
highlightsthe importance of such liaison:-

“Itisimportant that the officer responsible for policing the match determinesthe pre-match planning in the
light ofthe intelligence at hand. Whilst that intelligence can be obtained from avariety of sources, the prime
source for football intelligence is the Police National Intelligence System which is based on the network of
police liaison officers. Summaries completed by police officers of the home club force are forwarded to the
visiting club's liaison officer making available intelligence about fans behaviour a both home and away
fixtures. Thisinformation will be collated and made available for future matches involving that club”.

218. TheFA had asolaid down in amemorandum issued in the 1985/6 season measures to be adopted by
the away club which included the following:-

“Itisthe responsibility of the away club to advise the home club of the recent behaviour of their supporters
at away matches, irrespective of whether the behaviour has resulted in disciplinary action by the Football
Association or not”.

219. It does not seem that information of this kind was passed to the Sheffield Wednesday Club or played
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any part in the South Y orkshire Police plans. Had the latter been informed of the history contained in the
dossier and summarised above it may well have influenced police strategy in Leppings Lane.

220. Thereispresently aproposd that anational computer-based police football intelligence system should
be set up to make the necessary information readily available.

Policel ntelligence on the Day

221. The unfilled space in the Liverpool areas inside the ground, the figures for entry available from the
Club's computer and observations on the video screen should have enabled those in the control room to
monitor the numbersarriving and still to arrive at Leppings Lane. Radio contact with mobile (Tango) patrols
detailed to monitor licensed premisesin thedistrict could have indicated the numbers still tocome. But at 2.30
pm when Mr Murray told Mr Duckenfield they would "get them all in by 3 o'clock” he seems not to have
appreciated that in addition to those visible at theturnstilesthere were many more still to come. Certainly, Mr
Marshall outside the turnstiles was not told and could not otherwise have known that there were still many
Liverpool ticket holdersto arrive.

\

Mr Marshall and Mr Greenwood

222. Thedivision of command between these two officers did not help. Mr Marshall was in charge of the
serials outside the perimeter gatesin the Leppings Lane areaand in the roads beyond. In practice he operated
inside and just outside the turnstile area. Mr Greenwood's area as Ground Commander extended from the
pitch to the perimeter gates. He in fact stationed himself near the players tunnel. Hewaswholly unaware of the
growing problems at the turnstiles and was in no position to exercise control over his officers who were under
pressurethere. No-onein the control room thought to tell him.

Control Logt

223. In the result, the large concentration of arrivals from 2.30 pm to 2.40 pm pressed unrestrained into
the turnstile area through the perimeter gates which were fully open. When that area was full, later arrivals
swelled the crowd out to the forecourt and even into the road. As already recounted, the foot officers at the
turnstiles became trapped and endangered and retired through the turnstiles. The mounted officers could not
operate amidst such adense crowd in aconfined space. They came out of the turnstile area. There were then
the belated attemptsto close the perimeter gates and prevent more fansjoiningthe massuntil it had achanceto
diminish through theturnstiles; gtill later the attempt to put acordon of horses across the entrance.

224. Despite knowledge of the difficult layout, the very large humber of fans to be got through so few
turnstiles and the tendency of fans to arrive in the last half hour, no contingency plans were made to avoid a
crush such as occurred. Even on the day, the need to close Leppings Lane to traffic before 2.30 pm and the
other availableintelligence already summarised, should have prompted thosein command to take precautions
againgt such acrush. If some of the perimeter gates had been closed and cordons of mounted and foot officers
had been placed a little distance from those gates, the flow of fans into the turnstile area could have been
controlled before that area became engulfed. It was the crush itself which produced the frustration and the
panic and brought out the worst in those who had drunk too much. Earlier control of entry would have
prevented the crush and maintained the good mood which had prevailed until 2.30 pm.

225. |t should moreover have been obvious by 2.40 pm, if not earlier, that alarge part of the crowd could
not be admitted until well after 3 pm. Had a decision to postpone kick-off been made and announced much of
the frustration and with it the impetus crushing the crowd would have been reduced. A combination of
controlled filtering and a postponed kick-off would probably have obviated the need to open the gates.

Postponement of Kick-off

226. Atvariousstagesin hisevidence, Mr Duckenfield gave three accounts of why hethought it too lateto
postpone kick-off. Once it was that one of the teams had already come onto the pitch. Then it wasthat agroup
of photographers at thetunnel had wrongly led himtothink that theteamswerecomingout. Finally, hedid not
know why he thought the teams were coming out. They did not in fact come onto the pitch until 2.54 pm, two
minutes after gate C was opened. Police Constable Buxton had asked for a postponement of kick-off before
gate C was opened. It should not, however, have needed a police Constable in the thick of the crowd (and there
were others of like mind) to think of postponing the kick-off. The need should have been clear in the control
room.

227. The truth was that Mr Duckenfield applied inflexibly the policy he had discussed with Mr Murray.
Kick-off would not be postponed unless there were some major cause for delayed arrivals eg ajam on the
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motorway or fog. | accept that the thinking behind this policy was not callous or punitive. If kick-off is
postponed whenever a proportion of fans choose to leave the public houses late, the practice may grow and
kick-off times would become meaningless. But, acommander must deal with the problem of the day. Faced
with asituation which was becoming dangerous, crowd safety should have been his paramount consideration.
Kick-off should have been delayed.

Summary

228. Thelayout of the turnstiles and the number they were required to serve left no margin of safety against
an uneven flow of fans. Because police strategy in advance and on the day did not cater for it, the arrival of a
large number of supporters between 2.30 pm and 2.40 pm created an unmanageable crush. The presence of
a substantial minority of fans who had drunk too much aggravated that problem. Having lost control and
rejected the option of postponing kick-off, the police were faced with a serious danger of deaths or injuries.
They were left therefore with no alternative but to open the gates. Superintendent Marshall was right at that
star?e to ask for it and Mr Duckenfieldwas right to agree. But the possible effects of so dramatic astep required
other action.
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CHAPTER 11
THE BLUNDER ON OPENING THE GATES

229. The decision to order the opening of the gates was not accompanied or followed by any other order to
deal with the consequences. When gate C was opened, a steady stream of about 2,000 fans poured through it
over some five minutes. Clearly they were going to go into the ground somewhere and unlessthey were diverted
their likeliest route was through the tunnel for reasons already given. No warning wasissued from the control
room that the gate wasto be opened. Serials on the concourse were not alerted. Neither the Club control room
nor the Chief Steward at the Leppings Lane end was warned. Not even Mr Greenwood, the Ground
Commander, was informed. From 2.47 pm when Mr Marshall made his first request until 2.52 pm when Mr
Duckenfield acceded to it, there were five minutes in which orders could have been given asto how the influx
was to be absorbed. It was not done. In evidence, Mr Duckenfield began by saying that no officer made any
wrong decision but he later conceded he had erred inthisregard. He said he did not consider wherethe people
would go when the gate opened. Even after it opened, when he could see the influx on the television screen, no
order was given to steer the fans to the wing pens. Mr Duckenfield said it did not cross his mind to detail
officers on the concourse to shut off the tunnel. Those officers could not have known from their position how
full pens 3 and 4 were. That was amatter for the control room to monitor from its own observationsand using
intelligence from around the ground.

230. Since pens 3 and 4 were full by 2.50 pm, the tunnel should have been closed off whether gate C was to
be opened or not. The exercise was asimple one and had been carried out in 1988. All that was necessary was
for afew officersto act asacordon at the entrance to the tunnel and divert fans elsawhere. Unfortunately, the
1988 closure seems to have been unknown to the senior officers on duty at the time. It did not figure in the
debriefing notes. It therefore had no influence on the planning for 1989.

231. Planning apart, however, it should have been clear in the control room where there was aview of the
pens and of the crowd at the turnstiles that the tunnel had to be closed. If orders had been given to that effect
when gate C was opened, the fans could have been directed to the empty areas of the wings and this disaster
could gtill have been avoided. Failure to give that order was ablunder of the first magnitude.

232. Significantly, when permission wasgiven to open gate A, Mr Duckenfield did order serialsto goto that
part of the concourse to monitor the influx towards the north stand. He did this because he feared that if fans
went to the north stand without tickets, they would not get seats and, there being no perimeter fences at the
north sde, they might invade the pitch. Thisillustrates again the preoccupation with avoiding pitch invasion
as againgt safety and the risks of overcrowding. Because those entering through gate C could not get onto the
pitch, it was not thought necessary to aert officers to monitor them. The possibility of overcrowding simply
was not considered.
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CHAPTER 12
THE BARRIERSIN PEN 3

Barrier 144

233. The remova of barrier 144 in 1986 should have reduced the notional capacity of pen 3 as already
mentioned. But it did more. In the absence of barrier 144, the influx of fans after 2.52 pm met no retarding
structure as it came into pen 3. The pressure created was free to push fans straight down by the radia fenceto
the lowest line of barriers. The pressure diagonally from the tunnel mouth down to barrier number 124awhich
collapsed was unbroken by any interveningbarrier. 124awasaso vulnerableto pressure straight down the pen
through thegap inthe barrier aboveit crestedin 1985.

234. Inspector Bullas, positioned in the west stand, described what he saw looking down on the pens
around 3 pm.

"... | saw from the direction of the tunnel akind of movement down the terracing ... the type of thing that you
seeonthe nature programmes, thie molten lead flowing down the side of the mountainside, themoltenlava...
a"river of peopl€” ... going directly towardsthe pitch but there again spreading ... out."

235. Dr Eastwood conceded in evidence that the removal of barrier 144 was likely to have contributed to
the collapse of 124a. Later, he sought to resilefrom that answer, but | think hisearlier admission was correct. It
was argued that if barrier 144 had remained, the influx from gate C would have built up further back and the
tragedy might have occurred in the tunnel or might have broken barrier 144 itself. This is speculative and |
think unlikely. What remained of barrier 144 in pen 4 did not cause a build-up; nor did it collapse. But its
remaining in position may well have accounted for no barrier further down pen 4 collapsing and for the lesser
carnagein that pen.

Whendid Barrier 124aFail?

236. Counsel for the South Yorkshire Police sought to argue that this barrier collapsed or may have
collapsed a about 2.47 pm. His purpose wasto suggest that the opening of gate C was not causally linked with
the crushing and fatalities resulting from that collapse. | have already found that whilst the evidence does not
permit the time of collapse to be fixed with certainty, it was after 2.52 pm. | now give my reasons.

(& | have several timeswatched the BBC video tape on which Counsel relied. | do not find theincident he
identifiesat 2.47 pm suggestive of a collgpse at that time;

(b) the evidence of fans who were near or a the barrier was overwhelmingly to the effect that the collapse
occurred a or after 3 pm;

(c) the biggest group of witnesses was that which related the collapse to the surge following Bearddey's
"near-miss’ at theKop end at 3.04 pm;

(d) the appearance on video and photographs of fansin the areaof barrier 124aafter theincident at 2.47 pm
and beforethe final crush is not consistent with it having collapsed o early;

(e) itishighly unlikely that if so catastrophic an event had occurred as early as 2.47 pm, the police on the
track and elsewhere would have taken until nearly 3 o'clock to realise something was seriously wrong.
Indeed, if Counsel for the South Y orkshire Police were correct in histiming of the collapse, the failure of

the police to respond for so long would expose them to even graver criticism than that made in this
Report.

Dr Eastwood’s Testing of the Barriers

237. Two sections of barrier 124ain pen 3 collapsed asaresult of the overcrowding. That collapse caused a
number of deaths. Dr Eastwood and his staff had undertaken the periodical testing of crush barriers required
by the Green Guide and by the Safety Certificate. Barrier 124ahad been tested in July 1988 and passed.

238. The test had been carried out in accordance with Dr Eastwood's interpretation of Annex C to the
Green Guide. That requires an evenly distributed force of 6.0kN/metre width to be applied for 3 five minute
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periods, the interval between applicationsto be as short as possible. A record hasto be kept of the amount of
deformation during each loading and of the percentage of recovery. If the recovery is less than 50% after the
third application of force, thebarrier hasfailed thetest. If recovery isbetween 50% and 75%, there must bea
re-test. The question is: 50% or 75% of what? Is the recovery to be in relation to the position of the barrier
before the first application of force or before the third? If the former, a span of 124a recorded 53% at the 1988
test and should have been re-tested. Ifthelatter, it recorded 100% and passed. Unfortunately the Green Guide
is unclear as to the correct interpretation. Dr Eastwood took the latter view and so passed the barrier. He
justified his interpretation in evidence. He said failure to recover to the original position could be due to a
"shake-down" effect related to some giving in the ashes under the concrete or to some other extraneous factor
rather than to any defect in the materia of the barrier itsdlf.

239. | think, after consulting Professor Maunder, that safety ought to have dictated recovery should be by
reference to the position of the barrier before the first application of force. | accept, however, that the Green
Guide is ambiguous and Dr Eastwood's interpretation is tenable. It has some support from the British
Standardstestson sted structures. Clearly, however, for thefuture, the Green Guide should beclarified onthis
point.

Corroson

240. Inspection of barrier 124a, and indeed other barriers a Hillsborough, by the HSE showed
congderable corrosion of the metd a vulnerable points where water could accumulate. Dr Eastwood agreed
that if asignificant degree of corrosion was observed on visua inspection, abarrier should be condemned.

241. TheGreen Guide doesnot specifically refer to corrosion. Paragraph 39 provides, inter alia:
"Crush barriers and bal ustrades should be examined for def ormation or any other overt signsof weskness'.
Paragraph 6 of Annex C provides:

"If during any test, even though thebarrier ... satisfiesthe above loading requirements, doubt should arise
for any reason (including such matters as cracking of the terracing or distortion of connections) as to the
safety of thebarrier ... adetailed investigation should be carried out. Unlessthe results of this investigation
removethe doubt asto safety of thebarrier ... (it) should be deemed to havefailed thetest".

242, Sincecorrosion is alikely cause of deterioration, arevision of the Green Guide should make specific
reference to it.

Causation

243. Tegsdoneby the HSE suggest that although barrier 124apassedtheloadingtestin 1988and probably
would have been able to sustain a force which did not exceed the test load, it was unable to resist the load
imposed upon it by reason of the numbersin pen 3, the excessive gap in the barrier higher up the pen and the
absence of barrier 144. Corrosion probably played a part, but the effective cause of the collapse was the
excessive and unanticipated pressure to which the barrier was exposed.
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CHAPTER 13
THE CRUSHING NOT RECOGNISED

Observation from Control Room

244. Asthestream from gate C flowed through thetunnel, the officersin the control room could be expected
to keep a close watch on pens 3 and 4. They had a direct view of them from an elevated position through their
window. Although they had no field-glasses, there was the zoom facility on the TV camera. The radio was by
then working again and although reception was difficult due to crowd noise and possibly excessive air traffic
on channel 25, attempts could have been made to aert officers on the perimeter track to watch for
overcrowding and report their observations. Intheevent, pens 3 and 4 became more and more crowded, surges
took place, fanswere showing and signalling distress. None of thiswas seen or recognised in the control room.

Officerson the Track

245. The 20 officers detailed to the perimeter track were distributed round the pitch so that some five
officers were at the west end. Their written instructions made no reference to the avoidance or detection of
overcrowding. The same applied to the officers in the west stand. Mr Greenwood admitted that his oral
briefings aso contained no mention of monitoring the pensfor overcrowding.

246. The Operational Order for 1988 had instructed officersto forbid anyone "access to the track from the
terraces without the consent of a senior officer (except to receive medical attention)”. At the end of the 1988
semi-final, there was a minor pitch invasion. Accordingly, that prohibition was emphasised in the 1989
Operational Order by being put into capital |etters. The combination of no instructionsasto overcrowding and
a strong prohibition on opening the gates was likely to make police recognition of crushing dow and their
response reluctant. Small wonder that the growing pressure and congestion between 2.50 pm and 2.59 pm
went unheeded or certainly unremedied. Even when officers recognised there was a problem, the rule required
consent of a senior officer before a gate could be opened.

247. "Senior officer" meant an officer of Inspector rank or higher. The Inspector in charge of the 20 officers
on the track was Mr Darling. He stationed himself by the players tunnel, the most central position for
supervising hismen. Inevidencehesaid:

"l would only take action if | thought crowding had got to such a stage that the fans were in danger. 1'd then
inform ground control and | would expect someone deployed to the back of the stand."

That underlines the inhibition against opening perimeter gates. So did the evidence of one Constable who
said it had been so drummed into officers not to open the gatesthat when he saw distressin pen 4, he "debated"
with himself before opening the gate, thinking: "If I'm wrong, I'm going to get a right bollocking for this."
Naturally, one would hope that common sense and humanity would make some officers cut through the rules
and open agate if fanswere clearly in distress.

248. Thisiswhat happened, but not until officers recognised the distress and even then not immediately.
Hence, gates 3 and 4, having been opened, were shut again before they were finally opened and at first those
seeking to climb out over the fence were pushed back. This reaction of the police did not go on for aslong as
some witnesses believed. They probably misinterpreted the hand movementsfrom Mr Greenwood and others

aimed at persuading fans to move back and relieve the pressure as attempts to stop those climbing out at the
front.

249. Nevertheless, there was a period during which the fail ure to recognise the problem and the inhibition
against tackling it caused vital timeto be lost.
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CHAPTER 14
THE RESPONSE OF THE POLICE

The Officersin Command

250. Even when realisation of the problem came to officers on the track, it was some minutes before it
reached the control room. When spectators first gppeared on the track, the immediate assumption in the
control room was that a pitch invasion was threatened. This was unlikely at the beginning of a match. It
became 4ill less likely when those on the track made no move towards the pitch. Mr Motson, the BBC
commentator, recognised and said, well before the match was stopped, that the trouble seemed to be
overcrowding and not misbehaviour. Still, the assumption to the contrary persisted in the control room. Until
Mr Murray radioed for afleet of ambulances, about 3.06 pm, Mr Duckenfield continued to treat the incident
as athreat to the pitch and to public order. The message caling up al available officers mentioned a pitch
invasion. Operation Support wasinitiated and dog handl erswere requested.

251. Until Chief Superintendent Neshit arrived, there was no effective |eadership either from control or on
the pitch to harness and organise rescue efforts. No orderswere given for officersto enter the tunnel and relieve
pressure. Some officers did this on their own initiative. Apart from the Tannoy request to clear the pitch, no
attempt was made to clear and mark off a casualty areawherefirst-aid could be given without hindrance by
fansand photographers milling about between the bodies. Therewas no co-ordination of the early provision of
first-aid or of stretcher partiesor of the rescue eff ort through gates 3 and 4. No request for helpwasbroadcast to
doctors and nursesin the crowd until about 3.29 pm when it wastoo late. Probably, there waslittle that could
have been achieved in most cases however soon doctors had been summoned, but there were marginal cases
where earlier attention might have made adifference.

252. Theplight of those behind the fencing and the existence of injuries were known to officers at the scene
from 3 pm. But the Major Disaster Plan was not started until 3.06 pm at earliest when the ambulance service
wascalled. No request for cutting gear or for the fire brigade was made until 3.13 p.m. Again, itisunlikely that
these services could have saved livesif they had been cdled promptly, but it ispossble.

PoliceenthePitch

253. Despitetheinitial lack of leadership, many officersdid al they humanly could to rescue and revivethe
victims. Many supporterswho gave evidence paid tribute to these efforts. It isaso fair to say that the number
of officerswho could &t first be usefully involved at the two open gates was necessarily limited.

254. Chief Superintendent Neshit's action in deploying aline of officers acrossthe middl e of the pitch has
aready been mentioned. | can well understand the resentment it caused. However, the police assertion that a
rush by some fans towards the Kop end raised fears of conflict are well borne out by the video tape. In my
judgement, Chief Superintendent Nesbit was well justified in using some of the many officers caled up
pursuant to Operation Support to prevent possible violence. To have had open fighting in a ground where
some 90 spectators already lay dead would have been an unthinkabl e and obscene devel opment.

Fanson thePitch

255. Many fanswho escaped onto the pitch alive werein astate of collapse or closeto it. Most of those who
retained their strength strove magnificently to assst thevictims. They helped pull them clear; they hel ped with
first-aid; they helped carry the improvised stretchers.

256. There were fans, however, who were distraught, angry, drunk, or dl three. Their conduct in abusing,
assaulting and spitting at the police was disgraceful, the more 0 since earlier police failures had little to do
with those officers now doing their best for the injured. In addition, there were abuse and assaults on
ambulance men and firemen in the course of their rescue work. This was. probably because their similar
uniforms caused them to be mistaken for police. However, although the abuse was widespread, the number of
assaults and spittings was on the evidence comparatively smal. In deploring them, one must recognise the
uniquely horrifying experience which those responsible had just suffered and were till suffering.

False Reports

257. Before this Inquiry began, there were stories reported in the press, and said to have emanated from
police officers present at the match, of "mass drunkenness'. It was said that drunken fans urinated on the
policewhilethey were pulling the dead and injured out, that others had even urinated on the bodies of the dead
and stolen their belongings. Not a single witness was called before the Inquiry to support any of those
alegations although every opportunity was afforded for any of the represented parties to have any witness
caled whom they wished. As soon as the dlegations | have mentioned were made in the press, Mr Peter
Wright, Chief Constable of South Y orkshire, made adignified statement dissociating himself from such grave
and emotive calumnies. Those who made them, and those who disseminated them, would have done better to
hold their peace.
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CHAPTER 15
THE PERIMETER GATES WERE TOO SMALL

258. The perimeter gatesin the penswere not designed as exits. They wereintended to afford access by the
police to cope with any local disorder or with an emergency. The kind of emergency contemplated was not
massive crushing but, for example, the collapse or illness of an individual. Emergency evacuation of the pens
had been considered by the Officer Working Party. Although fire risk was minimal since the terraces, west
stand and tunnel were of concrete construction, the fire brigade were the principal arbiters of evacuation
procedure. They aimed to be able to empty the pensin six minutes. The plan wasto evacuate spectators via the
tunnel. Iffor any reason that option became impracticable, egdueto abomb threat, then the alternative route
would be along the back of the terraces, through the gatesin the radial fences and round the sides of the west
stand. The fire brigade were satisfied that each of these routes would enable the pensto be evacuated in less
than six minutes, without relying on the gates to the pitch. Those gates would aso be available, but their use
was excluded from the calculation of evacuation time.

259. The need to provide for speedy and large scale evacuation from the front of the pens to the pitch was
not anticipated. The Green Guide (1986) providesasfollows:

"209. Access to the pitch must be made as difficult as possible in normal circumstances while at the same
time ensuring that the police have effective access to the terraces for the purpose of crowd control and
enabling the pitch to be used (Where appropriate) in the event of serious emergency . . .

214. ... a some major soccer stadia, where restriction on crowd movement forms a necessary part of the
safety measures, it may be necessary to have a fence which prevents access to the pitch in normal
circumstances . . . but dlows for accessin emergency.

215. For most mgjor stadia, whether used for association football or other sports, the pitch perimeter fence
will be required either to prevent access to the pitch as mentioned above, or a least to discourage attempts
by spectatorsto enter the playing area. Gates or other access points (minimum width 1.1 metres) should
nonethelessbe provided for usein an emergency . . . Provision ofsuch gatesor access pointsis particularly
important to alow full accessto the playing area (or track) whereit is likely to be used as a place of safety in
an emergency. Such gates or access points should be properly stewarded and  clearly
marked s0 that immediate access to the playing area or perimeter track can be ensured".

260. Gate 3 was .82 metresinwidth; gate 4 was .79 metresin width. Thereweretherefore clear departures
from the Green Guide standard.

261. The Safety Certificate provided (by Schedule 2 Paragraph 24) asfollows:

The (club) shall arrange for the Stadium to be inspected by a suitably qualified Chartered Engineer . . . at

least once each period of 12months . . . and . .. shall assoon as possible after each inspection supply to

the ... Council aCertificateby the said Chartered Engineer as to the current compliance or non-compliance

vs\/tlgg . . the appropriate provisionsand recommendations ofthe (Green) Guide ofall structural parts ofthe
ium. ..

262. |t was argued that there was no breach of the Safety Certificate since the Green Guide specifically
provides for flexibility. However, in my view the Safety Certificate cannot and certainly should not be
interpreted so liberally as in effect to leave such basic requirements as the size of exit gates to the total
discretion of the club and its advisers. One of the matters for consideration at stage two of thisinquiry will be
whether, and in what respects, the Green Guide needsto be clarified and toughened.

263. Dr Eastwood explained the small width of the gatesby referenceto the dilemmafacing the police. They
wanted a gate sufficient for its intended purpose ie police access and small scale emergencies. On the other
hand, they did not want a flood gate of such size as to endanger the prime principle of preventing pitch
invasions. In thelight of Hillsborough, thisis perhaps the most poignant example of the difficulty of achieving
abalance between stopping hooliganism and ensuring crowd safety.

264. Even if the width of gates 3 and 4 had complied with the present Green Guide standard, they would

have been wholly inadeguate to relieve pressure and release spectators swiftly on 15 April. Moreover, the
Green Guide says nothing about the number of gates required for a pen of given size. Whilst the Club,
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Dr Eastwood, the Officer Working Party and the local authority can be criticised for failing strictly to conform
to the Guide, the real failure was common to all those who have been responsible for considering safety on the
terraces. The anxiety to protect the sanctity of the pitch has caused insufficient attention to be paid to the risk
of a crush due to overcrowding. Certain it was, that once the crush occurred on 15 April gates 3 and 4 were
wholly inadequate for rescue purposes.
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PART IIT - CONCLUSIONS

CHAPTER 16
BRIEF SUMMARY OF CAUSES

265. Theimmediate cause of the gross overcrowding and hence the disaster was the failure, when gate C was
opened, to cut off access to the central penswhich were aready overfull.

266. They were already overfull because no safe maximum capacities had been laid down, no attempt was
made to control entry to individual pens numerically and there was no effective visual monitoring of crowd
density.

267. When the influx from gate C entered pen 3, the layout of the barriers there afforded less protection
than it should and a barrier collapsed. Again, the lack of vigilant monitoring caused a duggish reaction and
response when the crush occurred. The small size and number of gates to the track retarded rescue efforts. So,
intheinitial stages, did lack of leadership.

268. The need to open gate C was due to dangerous congestion at the turnstiles. That occurred because, as
both Club and police should have realised, the turnstile area could not easily cope with the large numbers
demanded of it unlessthey arrived steadily over alengthy period. The Operational Order and policetacticson
the day failed to provide for controlling a concentrated arrival of large numbers should that occur in a short
period. That it might so occur was foreseesble and it did. The presence of an unruly minority who had drunk
too much aggravated the problem. So did the Club's confused and inadequate signs and ticketing.
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CHAPTER 17
THE FA'sCHOICE OF GROUND

269. The FA were strongly criticised by the Football Supporters Association and others for having
imposed the Hillshorough venue on Liverpool for a second year running. The Liverpool supporters had to
travel much further to Sheffield than their Nottingham rivals. The police required that if the match wasto be at
Hillsborough at all, Liverpool would have to have the west and north side accommodation. The disadvantages
of that and the disparate numbers of home supporters of the two clubs have aready been set out. Liverpool had
had to knuckle under to the arrangement in 1988. They resented having it imposed in 1989. To hold the match
at Old Trafford would have been a perfectly good and acceptable alternative. Indeed, the FA nominated Old
Trafford as the venue for the replay should there be adraw at Hillsborough.

270. MrKdly, theFA's Chief Executive, sought to give reasonsfor preferring Hillsborough, but the only one
which seemed to have any validity wasthat the 1988 match had been considered a successfully managed event.
He admitted that a telephone call from the Chief Executive of the Liverpool Club protesting and putting
Liverpool's case had not been mentioned to the FA committee which finally decided the venue. Mr Kelly
frankly conceded that "therewas an element of unfairness' to Liverpool in choosing Hillsborough for asecond
time. | think the decison wasill-considered. No doubt in future the FA will be more sensitive and responsive
to reasonabl e representations.

271. However, itwasnot suggested that the choice of venue was causative of this disaster. Theonly basison

which that could be said would be that, because of its layout, the Leppings Lane end was incapable of being
successfully policed for this semi-final. | do not believe that to be so.
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CHAPTER 18
POLICE

Choice of Ends by the Palice

272. There was much bitterness amongst Liverpool supporters that they had to make do again for the
second year with the Leppings Lane end. But, cogent as their complaints were, they amounted to reasons for
choosing a different ground altogether. Given Hillsborough as the venue, | think the police were right to
allocate the sections of the ground as they did. The direction of arrival and the need for segregation made it
sensible and to reverse the 1988 arrangements would have made for confusion. Aswith choice of venue, | do
not consider choice of ends was causative of the disaster. Had it been reversed, the disaster could wel have
occurred in asimilar manner but to Nottingham supporters.

Police Planning

273. The Operational Order for 1989 left much unsaid. Apart from the lack of any provision for late or
congested arrivals, or any provision for the avoidance of overcrowding on the terraces, there was anumber of
other omissions. For example, there was no specific deployment of officers to man the perimeter gates. The
Order did not detail the duties of the mounted officers deployed at the L eppings Lane entrance, who included
Liverpool officers to asss in marshalllré? their own fans. The duties of Superintendents (especialy Mr
Greenwood and Mr Marshall) were not defined so as to achieve clarity and efficiency. By an oversight, the
provision requiring mobile (Tango) patrolsto assist the emergency services was omitted from the text.

274. The 1988 Order was never substantially reviewed save to reduce the number of officers deployed in
shopping areas and to emphasise in capital |etters the embargo on fans having accessto the pitch. Satisfaction
with the 1988 event led to complacency. That some thoug?1 t the pensoverfull in 1988 and that the tunnel was
closad off on that occasion did not figurein or influence the plan for 1989.

275. Mr Duckenfield was promoted and put in charge of F Division only 21 daysbeforethissemi-final. The
pre-planning was aready in progress under Mr Mole who had been in command bothin 1987andin 1988. It
might have been wiser to have left Mr Mole in charge of this operation. On the other hand, it is quite
understandable that Mr Duckenfield should have been expected to take command of events in his Division
from the date of his promotion. In view of his lack of experience at Hillsborough and of a semi-final match,
however, it wasimperative that he be fully briefed and that he should aso brief himself.

276. He was not informed of the crushing incident in 1981 nor did he make inquiries which would have
reveded it. He did not know the arrangement as between Club and police for monitori n%the Leppings Lane
terraces. Hedid not visit and tour theground before approving the Operational Order. Although he attended a
match on 2 April, there wasonly a small crowd present and he |eft control of the game to the Superintendents.

Policing on the Day

277. Oneoftheregrettable features of the foothal | scene asit has developed isthe enormous expenditure of
money, time and effort in employing large numbers of police al over the country to guard against the sort of
disorder and misbehaviour which have become endemic. Police management of a game of foothal | has become
amilitary operation. The problems faced and the responses received must be disheartening and may have
tended to harden police attitudesto supportersin general.

278. It isfairto state that over many years the South Y orkshire Police have given excellent service to the
public. They have handled crowd problems sensitively and successfully at a large number of football games
including major matches, during strikes in the coa industry and the stedl industry, and in other contexts.
Unfortunately, their policing on 15 April broke down in the ways already described and, although there were
other causes, the main reason for the disaster wasthefail ure of police control.

279. In all some 65 police officers gave oral evidence at the Inquiry. Sadly | must report that for the most
part the quality of their evidence wasin inverse proportion to their rank. There were many young Constables
who aswitnesseswereaert, intelligent and open. On theday, they and many othersstrove heroically in ghastly
circumstances aggravated by hostility to rescue and succour victims. They inspired confidence and hope.

280. By contrast, with some notable exceptions, the senior officersin command were defensive and evasive
witnesses. Their feelings of grief and sorrow were obvious and genuine. No doubt those feelings were
intensified by the knowledge that such a disaster had occurred under their management. But, neither their

handling of problems on the day nor their account of it in evidence showed the qualities of leadership to be
expected of their rank.
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281. Mr Duckenfield leant heavily on Mr Murray's experience. Between them they misjudged the build-up
at theturnstilesand did little about it until they received Mr Marshall's request to open the gate. They did not,
for example, check the turnstile figures available from Club control or check with Tango units as to the
numbers still to come. They did not alert Mr Greenwood to the situation at the fringe of his area of command.
They gave no instructions as to the management of the crowd at Leppings Lane. Inflexibly they declined to
postpone kick-off.

282. When Mr Marshall's request came, Mr Duckenfield’s capacity to takc decisions and give orders
seemed to collapse. Having sanctioned, at last, the opening of the gates, he failed to give necessary
consequential orders or to exert any control when the disaster occurred. He misinterpreted the emergence of
fans from pens 3 and 4. When he was unsure of the problem, he sent others down to "assess the situation”
rather than descend to see for himself. He gave no information to the crowd.

283. Mog surprisingly, he gave Mr Kelly and othersto think that there had been an inrush dueto Liverpool
fans forcing open a gate. This was not only untruthful. It set off a widely reported allegation against the
supporters which caused grave offence and distress. It revived against football fans, and especialy those from
Liverpool, accusations of hooliganism which caused reaction not only nationwide but from Europe too. | can
only assumethat Mr Duckenfield'slack of candour on this occasion was out of character. He said hisreason for
not telling the truth was that if the crowd became aware of it there might be a very hogtile reaction and this
might impede rescue work. He did not wish to divulge what had happened until he had spoken to a senior
officer. However, reluctance to tell Mr Kelly the truth did not require that he be told a falsehood. Moreover,
although Assistant Chief Constable Jackson was at hand, Mr Duckenfield did not disclose the truth to him
until much later.

284. Thelikdiest explanation of Mr Duckenfield's conduct isthat he simply could not face the enormity of
the decision to open the gatesand all that flowed therefrom. That would explain what he said to Mr Kelly, what
he did not say to Mr Jackson, his aversion to addressing the crowd and hisfailure to take effective control of the
disaster situation. He froze.

The Police Caseat the Inquiry

285. Itisamatter of regret that at the hearing, and intheir submissions, the South Y orkshire Police were not
prepared to concede they were in any respect at fault in what occurred. Mr Duckenfield, under pressure of
cross-examination, apologised for blamingtheLiverpool fansfor causingthedesths. But, that apart, thepolice
case wasto blamethefansfor being late and drunk, and to blamethe Club for failingto monitor the pens. It was
argued that the fatal crush was not caused by the influx through gate C but was due to barrier 124a being
defective. Such an unrealistic approach gives cause for anxiety asto whether lessons have been learnt. It would
have been more seemly and encouraging for the future if responsibility had been faced.



CHAPTER 19
THE CITY COUNCIL AND THE SAFETY CERTIFICATE

286. The performance by the City Council of itsduties in regard to the Safety Certificate wasinefficient and
dilatory. The failure to revise or amend the certificate over the period of three years preceding this disaster,
despite important changesin the layout of the ground, was a serious breach of duty. There were, asaresult, no
fixed capacitiesfor the pens. The certificate took no account of the 1981 and 1985 aterations to the ground.

287. A number of breaches of Green Guide standards were permitted and persisted eg the spacing of the
crush barriers, the width of perimeter gates and the gradient in the tunnel (1 in 6 as against the Green Guide
maximumof 1 in 10).

288. The Advisory Group lacked a proper structure; its procedure was casual and unbusinessiike. Its
accountability to the General Purposes Panel was ill-defined. Decisions were taken informally and too much
was |eft to Mr Bownes. In particular, the decision to remove barrier 144 was not referred to the Panel and ought
not to have been made. ‘

51



CHAPTER 20
THE CLUB AND DR EASTWOOD

289. It should be recorded that in generd the Club has over the years adopted a responsible and
conscientious approach to its responsibilities. It retained the services of Dr Eastwood as consultant engineer
and abided by his advice. For his part, Dr Eastwood is skilled and experienced in this field, as aready
indicated, and he sought | have no doulbt to act efficiently and professionally in his advice and practical work.
The Club dso retained Mr Lock who had acquired grest experience and knowledge of Hillsborough during his
police service. A number of witnesses described Hillsborough as a very good ground, "one of the best in the
country". The police agreed that relations between them and the Club were good. Over the last four years, the
Club had spent some £ 14 million onground improvements.

290. Nevertheless, there are anumber of respects in which failure by the Club contributed to this disadter.
They were responsible as occupiers and invitors for the layout and structure of theground. The LeppingsLane
end was unsatisfactory and ill-suitedto admit the numbersinvited, for reasonsaready spelt out. The Club was
aware of these problems and discussed solving them in various ways between 1981 and 1986. In the result,
there remained the same number of turnstiles, and the same problems outside and inside them. The plan for
this semi-fina, involving asit did the loss of 12 turnstilesfor the north stand and large numbersto befed in
from Leppings Lane, was one agreed between the Club and the police. The Club knew best what rate of
admission the turnstiles could manage and ought to have derted the police to the risks of the turnstiles being
swamped.

291. The dterations inside the turnstiles and on the terraces clearly affected capacity, but no specific
alowance was made for them. In that respect, both Dr Eastwood and the Club should have taken a more
positive approach. Either a scheme such as one of those Dr Eastwood put forward should have been adopted
giving more turnstiles and total separation of areas or a the very least the capacity of the new pens and of the
terracesasawhole should have been trested more cautioudly. Thepoliceview in 1981 that 10,100wastoo high
afigurewasknown to the Club (although Dr Eastwood says not to him). Y et, despite that and the sub-division
into pens, the figure remained.

292. Although the police had assumed responsibility for monitoring the pens, the Club had a duty to its
vistorsandthe Club's officia s ought to have derted the policeto the dgrossly uneven distribution of fanson the
terraces. The Club operated and read the closed circuit television and the computer totaliser. Liaison between
Club and police on the day failed to dert the latter to the number of Liverpool supporters il to come. The
onus herewas on the Club aswell ason the police.

293. Theremoval of barrier 144wasthe responsibility of the Club although it clearly acted on the advice of
Dr Eastwood and the Advisory Group which in thisinstance was misguided.

294. Likewise, the breaches of the Green Guide were matters which the Club should have appreciated and
remedied.

295. Lasly, asalready indicated, the poor signposting on the concourse tended to produce under-filling of
the wing pens and over-filling of pens 3 and 4. Poor signposting outside theturnstiles and the unhel pful format
of thetickets also led to confusion aggravating the build-up intheturnstile area.
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CHAPTER 21
FIRST AID AND EMERGENCY SERVICES

No Fault by the Emergency Services

296. | say at the outset of this chapter that no valid criticism can be made of the response by the S John
Ambulance Brigade, by SYMAS or by the fire brigade on 15 April. Indeed, no represented party ventured any
criticism of them. The only attack on SYMAS came from two Liverpool doctors. One claimed that ambulances
did not arrive swiftly or with sufficient equipment and that there was a lack of triage. He was proved to be
wrong in al three respects. Unfortunately he had seen fit to go on television on 15 April when he said more
lives could have been saved if staff and equipment had arrived earlier. Apart from being proved wrong in fact
asto the times of arrival of ambulances, he conceded in evidence that it was not possible to say whether lives
could have been saved. His comments on television were irresponsible. The other doctor complained of the
absence of defibrillators. | am satisfied on overwhelming evidence that to attempt to use adefibrillatoron the

pitch with people milling about would have been highly dangerous owing to the risk of injury from the electric
charge. ‘

297. | find that al three of the emergency services named above responded promptly when alerted, that
they brought appropriate equipment and that their personnel operated efficiently.

298. 1t would be unreasonable to expect, a any sports stadium, medical facilities capable of dealing with a
major disaster such as occurred. To have in advance a the ground, oxygen, resuscitators, stretchers, other
equipment and medical staff sufficient to deal with over 100 casualtiesis not practicable.

299. What isrequired isabasic level of provision for first aid, for professional medical attention and for
ambulance attendance, together with a system of co-ordination with the emergency services which will bring
them to the scene swiftly in whatever numbers are required. What will amount to an appropriate basic
provision for the future egthe equipment in afirst aid room, requires expert evaluation and advice.

300. On the day, there was no clear understanding between the Club and Dr Purcell as to his role. He
believed hewas primarily thereto attend to the players. The Club regarded him also asthe "physician available
to attend at the first aid room if required”, aslaid down in the Safety Certificate.

301. Therewasinsufficiently close co-operation between the police and the emergency services. Itisclear
that SYMAS and thefire brigade should have been called earlier than they were. However, in view of the nature
and extent of the crushing, thetimewhen police rescue began and the pathetical ly short period for which those
unae%I eto brle_zathe could survive, it isimprobable that quicker recourse to the emergency services would have
saved morellives.

302. Finaly, therewas evidence that an advertising board had to be knocked down at the north-east corner
of the ground to alow an ambulance onto the pitch and that at the top of the ramp leading to the pitch the
access for ambulances was inadequate. There was adso evidence that the pre-match arrangement for
ambulancesto use the two gates from Penistone Road at the north-east end of the ground as in and out routes
was frustrated by the presence of vehiclesjust inside the ground. In the event, none of these matters affected
operations. The hoarding was quickly knocked down. The difficult access to the ramp was negotiated and
ambulances used one entrance satisfactorily by backing out when |oaded.



CHAPTER 22
COMMUNICATIONS

303. One problem which impeded police control and the gathering of intelligence was the intermittent
failure of communication by radio. There wasthe period of two or three minutes when the control room was
out of radio contact. Even when that was remedied, it was only by using a hand set in the control room. This
meant that control could not override any other messages. No effective radio communication seems to have
reached control from the perimeter track at the relevant time. Mr Greenwood's request for the match to be
stopped and various messages from Constables reporting the distress in the pens did not register. Likewise,
communication from Leppings Lane to control was unreliable. Undoubtedly these breakdowns made it more
difficult for those in command to make proper assessments and exercise effective command.

54



PART IV - INTERIM RECOMMENDATIONS

CHAPTER 23 - INTRODUCTION

Limited Objectives

304. It is important to stress the limited objectives of the interim recommendations | can make in this
Report. My purpose is to propose instant measures capable of being implemented forthwith and where
possible before the commencement of the 1989/1990 season. They are designed to prevent overcrowding and
crushing on terraces in the short term and to improve safety procedures. They do not and cannot meet al the
problems or address all the issues of post-Hillsborough football. Wider issues such as membership schemes,
Identity cards, all-seater Stadia, super-stadiaand long term recommendationsfall to be considered in my Final
Report. So do a number of other specific matters such as a comprehensive review of the Green Guide, the
problem of excessive pre-match drinking, fanswithout tickets and ticket touts. | mention these matterslest it
be thought | have decided no recommendations need be made concerning them. | have not. But before
deciding what if any recommendations to make about these and other matters, more evidence and study is
required. :

305. Accordingly, the main thrust of these interim recommendations, as a holding exercise, is to reduce
numbers on the terraces, to increase vigilance and to achieve a proper balance in crowd control between
prevention of disorder and maintenance of safety.

Perimeter Fences

306. It would be impractical and unwise to recommend works of construction or radica structural changes
now, before completing the extensive study and consultation which will form stage two of this Inquiry. Hasty
interim recommendations of that kind might well prove to be ill-judged after further study and reqguire to be
changed in a matter of months.

307. In particular, | do not at this stage make any recommendation as to removing perimeter fences or
replacing them with structures of different design. Understandably, there was awave of popul ar feeling against
such fences in the immediate aftermath of Hillsborough. The horrifying spectacle of people being crushed
against the fencing focussed blame for the disaster on the fences themselves. There were pleas to dismantle
them and emotive referencesto the fansbeing treated like "caged animals'. Some clubs removed their fencing
straightaway. It was therefore very tempting to consider at an early stage making a recommendation that the
fences should be removed. | confessto being so tempted.

308. Regrettably, only a month after Hillsborough, there were incidents which showed that violence and
hooliganism are still ligble to erupt at football grounds. On 13 May a Selhurst Park, Birmingham City
supporters invaded the pitch and fought with supporters of the home club, Crystal Palace. Five police officers
and 16 supporterswereinjured and required treatment at alocal hospital. On the sameday at amatch between
Bristol City and Sheffield United, spectators spilt onto the pitch and there was fighting on the terraces. At the
Cup Final between Liverpool and Everton on 20 May, there was a pitch invasion, albeit a comparatively
benign one.

309. Even the Football Supporters Association (FSA) felt it necessary to say in their final submission,
“With some reservations, the FSA accept that perimeter fences are necessary for crowd control .

310. Bearingin mind those matters, and the need to consider further expert evidence, | have decided that it
would be unwise and premature for me to make any recommendations now either to remove or to preserve or
to alter the structure of perimeter fences. | shall make recommendations about them in my Final Report.

311. For the present, | would emphasise that, although the fencing prevented escape, the rea cause of the
Hillsborough disaster was overcrowding and it is against that danger that my interim recommendations are
primarily directed. Whilst declining to recommend the removal of thefences, | do consider that the gatesto the
pitch should be kept open whilst the terraces are occupied. This will have, | hope, three beneficial effects.
Obviously, an open gate is a more ready escape route than one which has to be locked. Secondly, the sight of
open gates will be reassuring to spectators on the terraces. Thirdly, the existence of gaps in the fencing by
reason of the open gates will concentrate the minds of police officers or stewards on the track to the need for
careful monitoring of those on the terraces.
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312. Itwill of course be necessary to have apolice presence sufficient to prevent pitch invasion for improper
reasons through the open gates. However, | am encouraged to think that thisis not an insuperabl e problem by
the fact that, for example at Anfield, Liverpool'sground, there were no gates in the perimeter fencing before it
was taken down. There were instead gaps or "accesspoints’ asthey are called in the Green Guide (paragraph
215). Their existence did not, o far as| am aware, prevent the authorities from maintaining order. Also, the
gates were open throughout the replay of thisill-fated semi-final at Old Traffordon 7 May 1989.

Reduced Numbers

313. In the assessment of figures for capacity, the criteria in Chapter 16 of the Green Guide were not at
Hillsborough, and may not esewhere, have been applied with sufficient rigour. Therefore, in addition to
reminding and enjoining loca authorities and clubs to make all necessary deductions when assessing the
figure for maximum capacity in accordance with the Green Guide, | recommend reducing that figure by a
further 15% as an interim measure.

Safety Certificate

314. The Safety Certificate procedure should, if it is properly administered and enforced, go far towards
achieving crowd safety. Whether it succeeds depends upon the vigilance and commitment of the loca
authority issuing the Certificate. | do not know whether the poor performance of the loca authority at
Hillsborough wastypical. Arguments have been put to me suggesting the need for some national oversight or
inspection of local authority certification procedures. Thisraisescomplex issueswhich | shall want to consider
further a stage two of the Inquiry. For the present, | make recommendations as to the content of Safety
Certificates and arrangements for issuing, monitoring, enforcing, reviewing, amending and renewing them.
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CHAPTER 24 - THE RECOMMENDATIONS

315. The recommendations which follow are the minimum necessary to ensure that existing football
grounds can for the present be safely used, based upon the evidence which | have heard at Sheffield and other

information | have received. They complement the recommendations which Mr Justice Popplewell set out
after hisinquiry at Bradford.

316. Thosewhich are asterisked should be carried out before the 1989/90 scason starts. The rest should be
started forthwith and completed as soon aspossible.

Maximum Capacitiesfor Terraces

* 1. Whereaviewing terrace is divided into pens or areas which are self-contained, the Safety Certificate
should specify the maximum number of spectator sto be admitted to each such pen or area.

A penor areaistobedeemed " sdlf-contained” notwithstandingthat it hasagateor gatesaffor ding accessto
another pen or areaand whether such gate or gatesbeopen or shut.

2. Each figure for maximum capacity should be assessed in accordance with Chapter 16 of the Green
Guide (“the Green Guidefigure') subject to the following qualifications:—

(@ in arriving at "the Green Guide figure', proper and realistic allowance mugt be made for all factors
which should reduce the per missible density in accordance with the range of maximum figur es specified
in paragraphs 221 and 222 of the Green Guide,

(b) after assessing "the Green Guide figure', a deduction of 15% should be made to improve the safety
margin.

* 3. Arrangements should be made:-

(@) to limit the number of spectators entering each self-contained pen or area to the maximum capacity
figure assessed in accordance with Recommendation 2 above either dectronically, mechanically, by a
ticketing arrangement, by counting or otherwise, and

(b) todoseofffurther accessto such pen or areawhen its maximum capacity isabout to bereached.

Fillingand Monitoring Terraces

* 4. There should be a written agreement between the club and the police setting out their respective
responsibilities for crowd safety and control and in particular for the filling of each self-contained pen or
other terraced area and the monitoring of spectators in each such pen or areato avoid overcrowding. Any
variation of the agreement in respect of an individual match should be agreed in writingin advance.

5. At each match, there should be on the perimeter track, for each sdf-contained pen or other terraced
area, aseward (if the club ismonitoring that area) or a police officer (if the police are monitoring it) whose
sole duty is to check crowd conditions in that area for possible overcrowding or distress throughout the
period theareaisoccupied by spectators. Whoever isso appointed should bein addition to any other steward

or police presence. He should have ready access to the police officer authorised under Recommendation 9
below, and by radiotothecontrol room.

Fencesand Gates

6. All palice officersand stewards with dutiesin relation to the terraced areas and especially those with
duties under Recommendation 5 above, should be fully briefed and trained with regard to the recognition of
crowd densities, to the recognition of signs of distress and to crowd dynamics. Training should include

demongtrations at the ground and photographs, designed to enable sewards and officers to recognise
different crowd densities.

7. All gates in radial or perimeter fences of pens or other salf-contained areas should be painted in a
different colour from the rest of the fence and marked " Emergency Exit".

57



*

8. Where there are perimeter fences, all gates to the pitch should be kept fully open during the period
when spectatorsareon theterrace

9. Thereshould bein respect of each gatein a perimeter fence (or group of gatesif they are close together)
apoliceofficer authorised to decidewhether or not to allow spectator sthrough a gateto relieve over crowding.
Theofficer o authorised in respect of each gate should beidentified for each match and known to be so by all
sewards and police officersin that vicinity. He should be able to make radio contact with the control room
either himself or viaan officer closeat hand.

10. Suitable and sufficient cutting equipment should be provided by the club at each ground wherethere
are perimeter fences to permit the immediate removal of enough fencing to release number s of spectators if
necessary. Agreement should be reached as to whether the equipment should be usad by police, the fire
brigadeor sewards. Whoever istouseit should betrained todo so. Whether touseit should beadecision of a
nominated senior police officer at the ground.

3

Crush Barriers

*

*

11. All crush barriers should be visually inspected immediately for signs of corrosion. Any barrier found
tobe affected by asgnificant degree of corroson should berepaired or replaced.

12. Thelayout of barriersin each pen or terraced area should be reviewed immediately to ensure that it
complies with the criteria contained in Chapter 9 of the Green Guide. If it does not, the assessment of the
maximum capacity figurefor that pen or terraced area, in accordance with Recommendation 2 above, should
reflect the fact.

Safety Certificates

13. There should be an immediate review of each Safety Certificate by the responsible local authority,
which should consult the club in respect of which the Certificate is issued, the police, the fire service, the
ambulance service and the building authority. Such areview should include an inspection of the stadium. Its
object should be to ensure that the operative conditions of the Certificate are complied with and to add or
subgtitute any condition shown to be necessary as a matter of urgency following the findings and
recommendationsin thisreport.

14. Any local authority within whose areathere existsa portsstadium designated under the 1975 Act for
which no Safety Certificate hasyet been issued should proceed forthwith to remedy the Stuation.

15. Every Safety Certificate should be reviewed by the local authority at least once annually and each
Certificate should require to be renewed annually.

16. Each local authority should review its arrangements for issuing, monitoring, enforcing, reviewing,
amending and renewing Safety Certificates. Such review should requirethat there exists or isprovided an
accountable administrative structure whereby the functions of the local authority are regularly and
effectively supervised by senior officersand elected membersand decisionsareproperly taken in accordance
with the local authority'srules.

17. Toassd thelocal authority in exercising itsfunctions, it should s&t up an Advisory Group consisting
of appropriate members of its own staff, representatives of the police, of the fire and ambulance services, of
the building authority, of the club and of a recognised supporters club. The Advisory Group's terms of
reference should encompass all matters concerned with crowd safety and should requireregular visitstothe
ground and attendance at matches. The Advisory Group should have a chairman from the local authority,
and an effective procedure. Its resolutions should be recorded and it should be required to produce regular
written reports for consideration by the local authority.

Duties of each Football Club

*

18. Each turngile should be ingpected and its potential rate of flow measured. Theresfter, regular
inspections should be made to ensurethat each turnstile remains capable of admitting spectatorsat therate
anticipated.



19. Thecorreation between each viewing areain the sadium and the turnstiles serving it should be such
as to enaure that all the pectators intended to be admitted to that viewing area can pass through the
turnstiles within one hour. If that cannot be done, the capacity of that viewing area should be reduced
accordingly.

20. Turngtiles should be closed when the permitted capacity of the area served by them is about to be
reached and arrangements should be made to ensure quick and effective communication with turnstile
operatorsfor thispurpose.

21. Closad circuit television should besoinstalled asto enable crowd densities outside the ground, within
concourseareasand in pensand other standing areas, to be monitored beforeand throughout amatch.

22. All dgnposting for spectators both outsde and inside the ground should be comprehensively
reviewed. It should, in relation to the arrangementsfor each match, be unambiguous, eye-catching, smple
and clear and should be designed to ensure the rapid movement of spectators to their appropriate viewing
area.

23. Information on tickets should be unambiguous, smpleand clear and should correate absolutely with
theinformation provided in respect of each match both outside and ingdetheground. Retained ticket subs
should contain infor mation necessary to guide spectatorsonceinsdetheground.

24. Information on tickets requesting spectatorsto bein postion by a particular time should be reviewed
by clubs in conjunction with the police to ensure that it corresponds with the planned arrangements for
admitting spectator sto the ground.

25. Each club should consult with a recognised supporters club as to the provison of pre-match
entertainment aimed at attracting spectator sto the ground in good time.

Police Planning

*

26. The Chief Congtable of each police force in whose area there is one designated stadium or more
should nominate a chief officer to liaise with the management of each football club and local authority
concerned in respect of the safety and contral of crowds.

27. The Operational Order for each match at a desgnated stadium and the pre-match briefing of all
officerson duty there should alert such officersto the importance of preventing any overcrowding and, if any
isdetected, of taking appropriate sepstoremedy it.

28. The Operational Order for each match at a designated stadium should enable the policeto cope with
any foreseeable pattern in the arrival of spectators at a match and in their departure. It should provide for
sufficient reservesto enablerapid deployment of officer sto be made at any point insde or outsidetheground.

29. The option to postpone kick-off should be in the discretion of the officer in command at the ground.
Crowd safety should be the paramount consideration in deciding whether to exerciseit.

30. There should be available in the police control room the results of all closed circuit television
monitoring outsideand insidethe ground and therecord of any eectronic or mechanical counting of numbers
at turngtilesor of numbers admitted to any area of the ground. Officersin the control room should be skilled
intheinterpretation and use of thesedata.

Communications

31. Thereshould besufficient operatorsin the police control room to enableall radio transmissonsto be
received, evaluated and answer ed. The radio system should be such asto give operatorsin the control room
priority over, and the capacity to override, others using the same channel. Additional channels should be
used, where necessary, to prevent overcrowding of the airwaves. Consderation should be given to
sound-proofing the control room againgt excessive crowd noise.
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32. To complement radio communications, there should be a completely separate system of land lines
with telephonelink s between the control room and key pointsat theground.

33. Within the control room, there should be a public address system to communicate with individual
areas outdde and inside the ground, with groups of areas or with the whole ground. Important
announcements should be preceded by aloud signal to catch the attention of the crowd despite ahigh level of
nois;in theground. Thisarrangement should be prominently advertised on every programme sold for every
matcn.

34. Use should be made where possble of illuminated advertisng boards to address the crowd.
Condderation should also be given to theuse by police officer s of asimple code of hand signalsto indicateto
the control room the existence of certain emer gencies or requirements.

Co-ordination of Emergency Services

*

*

35. The palice, fire and ambulance services should maintain through senior nominated officers regular
liaison concer ning crowd safety at each stadium.

36. Before each match at a desgnated stadium, the police should ensure that the fire service and
ambulance service are given full details about the event, including its venue, its timing, the number of
oectators expected, ther likely routes of entry and exit, and any anticipated or potential difficulties
concerning the control or movement of the crowd. Such details should be readily available in the control
rooms of each of the emergency services.

37. Contingency plans for the arrival at each designated stadium of emergency vehicles from all three
services should be reviewed. They should indude routes of access, rendezvous points, and accessibility
within the ground itself.

38. Poaliceofficersposted at the entrances to the ground should be briefed as to the contingency plans for
thearrival of emergency services and should be infor med when such services are called asto where and why
they arerequired.

Firg Aid, Medical Facilitiesand Ambulances

*

39. Thereshould be at each stadium at each match at least onetrained fir st aider per 1,000 spectators. The
club should have theresponsbility for securing such attendance.

40. There should be at each stadium one or more first aid rooms. The number of such rooms and the
equipment to be maintained within them should be specified by thelocal authority after taking professonal
medical advice and should bemade arequirement of any Safety Certificate.

41. Theclub should employ a medical practitioner to be present at each match and available to deal with
any medical exigency at the ground. He should betrained and competent in advanced first aid. He should be
present at theground at least an hour beforekick-off and should remain until half an hour after theend of the
match. Hiswhereabouts should be known to thosein the police control room and he should beimmediately
contactable.

42. At least one fully equipped ambulance from the appropriate ambulance authority should be in
attendanceat all matcheswith an expected crowd of 5,000 or more.

43. The number of ambulancesto bein attendance for matches where larger crowds are expected should
be specified by the local authority after consultation with the ambulance service and should be made a
requirement of the Safety Certificate.
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Appendix 1:

Sheffidd Wednesday Football Club.
Hillsborough Ground.
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Appendix 2:

Leppings Lane: the perimeter gates and turnstiles.
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Appendix 3: The west gand and terraces
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Appendix 5: The west terraces at 259 p.m.







APPENDIX 6
SPECIFIC INCIDENTS

Mr Hicks’ Evidence

1. Mrand Mrs Hicks two daughters died in the disagter. They had arrived early en famille but had tickets
for different sections. Thetwo daughtershad standing tickets; they went into pen 3. MrsHickshad asest inthe
north stand. Mr Hickstook up astanding position in pen 1 just below and to thewest of the police box at about
2.15 pm Fromthere, hehad aview of the centre pens. Hekept an eye onthem asthey filled up snceheknew his
daughtersto be there.

2. Hisevidence wasthat by 2.50 pm he could see people werein distress. At about 2.55 pm he and others
called to asenior policeofficer at thetop of the stepsto the control box to draw his attention to thecrushing. Mr
Hicks was only about 10 feet from the officer. He described him as wearing a flat cap with gold or silver braid
and alight coloured anorak. Mr Hicks believed he wasthe officer who stopped the match. Mr Greenwood, who
did stop the match, was certainly not wearing alight coloured anorak, as can clearly be seen on the video.

3. Mr Hicks says that he and others shouted severad times to this officer in attempts to alert him to the
distressin the pens. There was no reaction although Mr Hicks believes the officer must have been in earshot.

4. That officer descended from the steps and two cameramen whom Mr Hicks believed were from
television came and appeared to direct their cameras towards the pens. Another senior officer appeared two
geps down from the platform. He was a stocky figure; he aso wore aflat cap but with black braid. Mr Hicks
saysthat heand two or three otherstried several timesto capture thisofficer'sattention without success. Then
Mr Hickssaysheshouted "For Christ'ssakel Can't you seewhat'sgoing on?We can, andyou havecameras'. The
officer is said to have replied dismissively "Shut your fucking prattle”.

5. When the disaster occurred the two Hicks girlswere crushed. Victoriawas put in an ambulance and Mr
Hicks accompanied her to hospital where shewas found to be dead. Sarah died at the ground.

6. Mr Hicks was an impressive witness and, despite his grievous loss, remarkably stoica. He gave his
evidence clearly and without rancour. He was certainly mistaken about Mr Greenwood being one of those on
the stepsand it has not been possible to identify either officer from Mr Hicks' descriptions. He may well aso
have been imprecise asto timings. Nevertheless, | see no reason to doubt that what he described did occur in
relation to two officers. As Mr Hicks generously said himself, the dismissive abuse from the second officer
(although reprehensible) may have been dueto hisbeing preoccupied with trying to see what was happening at
pens 3 and 4 around kick-offtime.

The Goalkeeper and Gate 4

7. Mr Barnbrock, a Liverpool supporter, said he went through the tunnel. He would have liked to have
turned back when he saw how crowded the penswere. Hewent with hisfather and 13 year old brother Stephen
towardsthe front of pen 4. He saw the teams come onto the pitch. Conditions at the front were, he said, alright
until about 2 minutesto 3. Then the pressurein the pen increased and he and hisfather became separated. His
feet came off the ground. He shouted to police officers through the fence to get them out and help them. The
policedid not react. The Liverpool goakeeper, Bruce Grobbel aar, spoketo apoliceman on thetrack. Thegate
was then opened by a blonde policewoman and about 25 to 30 people went through it. They included the
witness's father and his brother Stephen who had a broken arm. A police Constable shut the gate. It wasthen
reopened by the same policewoman, the witness thought, and he got out.

8. Mr Eccleston, amale nurse and an impressive witness, was sitting in the north stand. He noticed pens 3
and 4 were full and realised something was wrong when fans started coming over the perimeter fence but did
not invade the pitch. He said the Liverpool goalkeeper appeared to notice thistoo.

9. Mr Grobbelaar was out of the country during the Inquiry and was therefore not called. However, he
made a statement which wasput in ashisevidence. Inthecourseof it he said:-

“Kick-offhappened and we got into our stride pretty quickly - we forced a corner pretty early on and the ball
came down to my end - | rolled it out to the full back once and play went on until Peter Bearddey hit the
crosshar of the Nottingham Forest god from a corner and came back into play. | remember just after that
there were shouts and screams from the crowdjust behind me, it wasdifferent; not the ordinary crowd noise
and | turned around to look. What amazed me first was the concentration and squash of fans in the centre
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section, the end areas il had plenty of space. It was only then | became conscious that the crowd was
sguashing forward and wasn't able to go sideways and that's when | noticed the fencing alongside them
holding them in. | saw fansbeing pulled up into the stand above the terraces, | saw fans climbing over into the
empty areas at the sde and | saw fans climbing out over the front onto the pitch which was particularly
difficult because of the spikes on the top of the fencing but they were getting ouit.

"Play was till going on and | was in a terrible position trying to concentrate on play and having my
attention taken by what was happening behind me. The bal came down to our end and Nottingham Forest
won a corner, it was taken and we cleared our box area and as play was going forward over the centre line |
heard a shout, ‘Bruce - please help’ - a desperate shout from afan squashed up againg the fencing to the
right of my goal as| looked at Leppings Laneterraces. He screamed, ‘Please get the fucking gate open - Help,
help’. All the people who could spesk were pleading for help. There were two policemen near the gate right
aongside the fan who had shouted to me and so | shouted to them, ‘Get the gate open’. | was still trying to
concentrate on play and was till having my attention taken by what was happening behind me - there were
lots of fans on the pitch behind the goad area by them too. | called again to the policemen, ‘Open the fucking
gate’ and one just turned away from me and looked back at the crowd but the other went to the gate and
opened it and it was like taking the top off a shaken coke bottle - people were everywhere on the play area
around my god. Play was still going on and it came down towards me again for the left hand corner. It was
a Nottingham Forest throw-in, away to my left, the ball was out of play and a fan came up to me on the
pitch and said, ‘Bruce, they're killing us’. | said ‘Who’s killing you?’, and he said “They’re crushing us-our
fans. | sad ‘Go and get some help’, and then a policeman came on and spoke to this fan. | don't know
who the fan was, and then he led him off. It was about this time | saw a policeman running onto the pitch
f{]om_m right across my box and to the referee who blew up, recovered the ball and told al playersto clear
thepitch.”

10. Itisclear from the video that Mr Grobbelaar's recollection of the sequence of events, even with regard
to the game, is inaccurate in a number of respects. For example, the two Nottingham Forest corner kicks
occurred minutes before Bearddey struck the bar. Further, it seems highly probable from other evidence that
gates 3 and 4 were open continuously well before Mr Grobbel aar saysthe fan asked him to get the gate open. It
seems surprising too that with al the noise Mr Grobbelaar would hear the precise words of an individual fan,
let alone respond twice to them, whilst the gamewas in progress.

11. As to Mr Barnbrock's account, the evidence of PC Fiona Richardson was that she was the only
policewoman on the track in the early stages athough others came from the seeted area as the incident
developed. PC Richardson began at gate 1 and, athough she did go and help people out through gate 3, she
did not goto gate 4, and did not open it twice or even once. The two officerswho spoke of opening gate 4 were
both male.

12. | think Mr Grobbelaar did become conscious of distress in the crowd behind him and did speak to a
police officer at some stage, probably earlier than he now thinks. Not to reach that broad conclusion would
involve attributing his whole account to invention or fantasy and | see no groundsfor doing so. However, his
detailed account was not tested in cross-examination and its inconsistencies and errors when compared with
other incontrovertible evidence would make it unsafe to derive more than the broad conclusion stated above.
The incident shows how honest witnesses can become confused and their evidence flawed when recollecting
events experienced under tension or emotion.

13. Asto the opening of gate 4 there was an apparent conflict of evidence. PC Illingworth said that about
five minutes to 3 he opened it and guided fans emerging through it to gate 5. PC Hooson said that it was he
who opened gate 4 just before kick-off. | am satisfied from the evidence of a number of fans that, like gate 3,
gate 4 was opened more than once. The probability is, therefore, that whilst PC Illingworth was shepherding
fansto gate 5, gate 4 had been closed again until it was re-opened by PC Hooson two or three minutes | ater.

Oxygen

14. 1twasdleged by adoctor that an oxygen cylinder provided to him onthe pitchwasempty. Dr Phillips, a
Liverpool supporter, had been in pen 3 with hisbrother and others. He came under pressure and climbed into
pen 2. When the disaster occurred and gate 2 was opened, hewent throughiit, injuring hishead ashe did s0. He
came onto the pitch sometime after 3.10 pm and started resuscitation procedures. He was given an oxygen
cylinder. He believesthiswasfrom St John Ambulance. It was, he thought, too early to be thefire service. The
cylinder was switched on but Dr Phillips says it gave no oxygen since it was empty. There was one oxygen
cylinder on the St John's ambulance which came to the scene. Mr Wells, the Divisional Superintendent of &
John, took that cylinder onto the pitch. Hesaid it was effective. In particul ar, herecallsgoing to apatient being
treated by Dr Phillips and says that oxygen was flowing into that patient. Moreover, Mr Wells tested the
cylinder afterwards and found it was still half full. It has a capacity that will last for 5 hours 40 minutes on a
high setting.
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15. Therewas evidence from Assistant Chief Fire Officer Hornsby that a Maxaman resuscitator had failed
to work properly. It was delivering an oxygen flow appropriate to a "child" setting rather than a full "adult”
flow. On examination, it was found that a retaining nut in the control knob had worked loose, possibly due to
vibration in transit, and this had affected the flow of oxygen. The device had |ast been tested on 10April 1989.

16. | accept the evidence of Mr Wells that the St John Ambulance cylinder was charged with oxygen and
working properly. In my view, Dr Phillips may have been mistaken asto the cylinder of which he complains
being empty. He agreed he was under great pressure, in an awkward situation; his head was injured and he
became very angry at what he regarded then aswholly the fault of the police. He conceded that it the cylinder
was not empty therewasapossible aternative - that the master tank top valvewas shut. It ssemsunlikely that
he could have been referring to the fire service resuscitator as he was clear that the bottle he received was a
simpl e piece of equipment not designed to breathe for the patient but merely to supply oxygen.

17. 1 conclude that on a balance of probabilities the evidence does not justify a finding that an empty
cylinder was brought to the scene.

Calling the Fire Service

18. PC Bichard’s call to police Headquarters at 3.13 pm for the fire service to bring hydraulic cutting
equipment to cut metal fences (see paragraph 101 supra) was heard by Chief Inspector Edmundson. He went
into the adjacent operations room to give instructions for the message to be passed to thefire service. There, a
temporary control room assistant was aready speaking to the fire service about a house fire. Mr Edmundson
interrupted the call and asked the assistant to tell the fire service that cutting equipment was wanted at
Hillsborough. There followed a conversation between the assistant and Miss Davies at the fire service in the
followingterms:-

Police Can we have cutting gear for Hillsborough, please - straight away?
FireControl  Just aminute. Right - what'sthe address?

Police Cutting equipment for Hillsborough football ground - straight away.
Fire Control  Hillsborough football ground?

Police Yes, Hillshorough football ground.

Fire Control What road isthat on? Do you know?

Police There has been amajor accident, al the ambulancesare up there.
FireControl What roadisit on?

Police | have noideg; Hillsborough football ground.

FireControl What road isit on? Do you know?

Police "Hillsborough football ground - what road is it on?" (this was said to someone in Police

Force Control) - “Penistone Road" (to Fire Control).
FireControl  Penistone Road.

Police Penistone Road, OK.

FireControl  PenistoneRoad, justaminute - what'sexactly involved?

Police It'sfootball, abig match, Liverpool v Notts Forest.

FireControl  Yes, but why doyouwant us; you said it wasan RTA [Road Traffic Accident].
Police No, no, no; major incident inside the ground.

FireControl Major incident inside - do you know exactly what it is?

Police No, | don't; they want all the cutting gear.

FireControl  For what - do you know?

Police Hang on a sec.

At that point Chief Inspector Edmundson intervened and spoke for the police. The conversation
concluded:-

Police (Male voice) - Hello!
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FireControl Hello! Now you wnt some cutting gear - what exactly isitfor?

Police There has been a major accident at Hillsborough footbal ground where the semi-find is
the crowds have forced their way in, they have broken fences and gates down. | don't know
exactly what it isbut there are people trapped.

FireControl Right! OK - leaveit with us.

That conversation took 1 minute 13 seconds. It was published in a number of newspapers with strong
critical comment mostly against the fire service. The thrust of the criticism wasthat valuable time was wasted
by thefire service asking unnecessary questions as to where and why cutting equipment was required.

19. There was a meeting of the emergency servicesin August 1988 to discuss procedure in the event of a
major disaster a Sheffield Wednesday's ground. It was pointed out and minuted that "It was imperative that
the Police Control give the exact location of any fire or incident and as much detail as possible. No senior fire
orf]fi(:erI ison duty at thematch. . . Fire service will attend via Penistone Road or Leppings Lane as directed by
thepolice."

20. The message from PC Bichard contained dl the necessary information - Leppings Lane end, hydraulic
cutting equipment, to cut metal fences. Regrettably, it was not passed on by Headquartersinthoseterms. Miss
Davies had rightly been trained to require apreciselocation and needed to know the problem which woul d face
the fire service so that the appropriate response could be made. In fact, there are severd football groundsin the
Hillsborough digtrict although clearly Sheffield Wednesday's ground is the principal one. In the result,
athough Chief Inspector Edmundson clarified, to an extent, the nature of the problem, the locus which
emerged in the course of the conversation (Penistone Road) was not that contained in the original message
from ground control (ie"Leppings Lane end.”) Whilst on the face of the conversation the fire service may seem
to have been dow in the uptake or perhaps pedantic, in my view the police ought to have been more specific.
They had the necessary information to be so.

21. | am sdatisfied, however, that the delay of 1 minute 13 seconds over the call, and even the delay
occasioned by the cutting equipment going to Penistone Road rather than Leppings Lane, did not affect the
outcome. Even had those with cutting equipment gone directly after abriefer *phone call they would not have
arrived at a stage early enough to make cutting thefencing ahelpful exercise,

Mr Kenny Dalglish

22. When the Liverpool manager went to the control room and agreed to make the announcement
broadcast at 3.56 pm, he says in a statement that he could not get the Tannoy to work. Spectators could see
him trying to address them and indicated to him manually that nothing could be heard. An officer pressed
buttons on the machine and Mr Dalglish says he tried again with similar lack of success. He was then taken
under the policebox to the room used by the discjockey to broadcast pre-match music. There, the microphone
worked and he broadcast his message.

23. Mr Daglishwas not caled. There was no other evidence about thisincident. | accept it occurred ashe
described. Why the Tannoy could not at that time be successfully operated from the police box is, however,
strange and unexplained. Unlike the radio, it had operated satisfactorily from the police box at the critical
times savethat itsmessages may not awayshave been heard abovethe prevailing noise. It had worked at about
3.30 pmwhenit called for medica staff. | can ssenogroundsfor criticising the policein regard to thisincident
and certain it isthat the brief delay in relaying Mr Dalglish's message can have had no significant effect.
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10.

APPENDIX 7
LIST OF PARTIESAND THEIR REPRESENTATION

Mr Andrew Callins QC, Mr Alan Goldsack and Mr Bernard Phillips of Counsdl, instructed by the
Treasury Solicitor, appeared on behalf of the Inquiry.

Mr Benet Hytner QC and Mr Timothy King of Counsd, instructed by the Hillsborough Steering
Committee, appeared on behalf of the bereaved and injured.

Mr John Jackson of Counsdl, instructed by Mess's Hill Dickinson, appeared on behalf of the Football
Supporters Association.

Mr John Dyson QC and Mr David Gibson-Watt of Counsel, instructed by Mess's Freshfields, appeared
on behalf of the Football Association.

Mr Richard Maxwell QC and Mr Michael Murphy of Counsel, instructed by Messrs Keeble Hawsons,
appeared on behalf of Sheffield City Council.

Mr Edwin Glasgow QC and Mr Stuart Catchpole of Counsd, instructed by Messrs Davies Arnold Coope,
appeared on behalf of Sheffield Wednesday Football Club.

Mr William Woodward QC and Mr Patrick Limb of Counsel, instructed by Messrs Hammond Suddards,
appeared on behdf of the South Y orkshire Police.

Mr Franz Muller QC and Mr Andrew Robertson of Counsdl, instructed by Messrs Crutes, appeared on
behalf of the South Y orkshire Fire and Civil Defence Authority.

Mr Michel Kallipetis QC, instructed by Messrs Dibb Lupton Broomhead, appeared on behalf of Trent
Regiona Health Authority.

Mr Roger Toulson QC, instructed by Messrs Reynolds Porter Chamberlain, appeared on behalf of Dr W.
Eastwood.
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APPENDIX 8
LIST OF THOSE GIVING ORAL EVIDENCE TOTHE INQUIRY IN ORDER OF APPEARANCE

Stephen Martin FOSTER
Michael JossphBRADLEY
Peter William JACKSON
Alison Jane BENNETT
Daniel Joseph HENNESSEY
Keith GOLDING

Ian John CLARKE

David PERRY

David Anthony CRUICE
Patrick CUNNINGHAM
Keith LEONARD

Wayne David WINDEVER
Gary GAINS

Mark Ian HUGHES

David HUGHES

Anthony BARNBROCK
David CUNNINGHAM
Peter DARCY

Ian Kenneth DEVINE

Peter Joseph GARRETT
David Peter LOWE

Geoffrey Nigel MOODY
Christopher MORAN

Roy PARRY

John Stewart PHIMESTER
DavidPOSTLETHWAITE
Thomas Kenneth HILTON
Nicholas BELL

Stephen Mark WESTERGREEN
Trevor HICKS

Ian William BURKE
William Hamilton COMERFORD
Diane Susan CONNOLLY
Peter Jeffrey GARRETT
DavidHARTLEY
ThomasBentley MATTHEWS
David Thomas JONES

Paul McCAFFREY

David Stephen MOORE
Maxwell ROSS

Anthony Christopher SMITH
Steven ALLEN

P. MAHER

Michael Gerrard HILL

Neil FITZMAURICE
Angela HOCKENHULL

Lee Edward OXLEY
Constance SWEET

Janet Ann ELLIS

Frederick James ECCLESTON
Adam James PEMBERTON
John Randolph Tom BARTHOLOMEW
Judith WATSON
DuncanSTURROCK

Susan DAWES

Albert LINDLEY

PC Ian BROWN
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APPENDIX 8
LISTOF THOSE GIVING ORAL EVIDENCE TOTHE INQUIRY IN ORDER OF APPEARANCE

Chief Superintendent Brian Leonard MOLE
Chief Superintendent David Godfrey DUCKENFIELD
Assistant Chief Constable Walter JACKSON
Superintendent Roger MARSHALL
Superintendent Bernard Dean MURRAY
Superintendent Roger GREENWOOD
Bruce David GROBBELAAR*

Chief Superintendent John Arthur NESBIT
Superintendent John HarrisBROUGHAM
Detective Superintendent Graham McKAY
Inspector Paul HAND-DAVIS

Chief Inspector Robert Wallace CREASER
Inspector Peter Colin DARLING

Inspector David BULLAS

Inspector Gordon SYKES

Inspector Robert PURDY

Inspector Stephen ELLIS

Inspector John Joseph BENNETT
Sergeant Stephen John PAYNE

PC Graham DUFFY

PCD. EVANS

PC Andrew BEST

PC Brian Robert HUCK STEPP

PC Alistair John TAYLOR

Sergeant John MORGAN
WPCAIisonTAGG

Sergeant Lionel PROCTOR

WPC Jane Borthwick BURNLEES
Sergeant Philip Sidney SMITH

PC Stephen Frank FRY

PCF. N. GRUNNILL

WPC Elizabeth Jayne WILSON

Sergeant William Cameron CRAWFORD
PC Paul BRANSTON

WPC JacquelineBURTON

Sergeant Robert BURNS

WPC Helen Kay PEARSON

PC Alexander AITKIN

Sergeant Paul BURMAN

PC Stephen Andrew SHEARWOOD
Sergeant Edward HIGGINS

Sergeant Peter CHAPMAN

PC Peter Edward SMITH

PC Gerrard & Clare FINNEGAN

PC David Alfred ILLINGWORTH

WPC FionaRICHARDSON

PC James Oscar PACKER

PC Michad BUXTON

Detective Sergeant Paul MORTON
Detective Sergeant David GUTCHER

PC Michael Vincent RYAN

Sergeant Michael GODDARD

Peter WELLS

PC Trevor BICHARD

John Edmund TOWLER

Frank GODLEY

Philip Martin SAXTON
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PC Harold GUEST

Inspector Ian TURNER

Chief Inspector McROBBIE

PC Kenneth ROOK

FC OP Susan Elizabeth DAVIES
Station Officer J SWAIN

Station Officer FLETCHER
A.C.O.A.D.HORNSBY

Leading Fireman HOUSLEY

George LLOYD

Raymond John LLOYD
BrianSAYLES

Randolph SAYNOR

Stephen Michael COPELAND

Albert RHODES

Steven CharlesRHODES

Wayne Austin HALL

AllanJohn HASKINS

Stuart Roland THORPE

Kenneth CASTLEY

John Philip CASTLEY

Albert Ronald MARSH

Robert William COBB

Brian RIDGE

Richard William BEADSLEY
Macolm BAIN

Stephen Craig CARDWEL L

Gary VAUX

AlanKeith SEAMAN

Frederick MADDOX

Dr William PURCELL

Station Officer Patrick HIGGINS
Station Officer Paul Anthony James EASON
Control Superintendent Raymond CLARKE
Deputy Chief Metropolitan Ambulance Officer Alan HOPKINS
Chief Metropolitan Ambulance Officer Albert PAGE
Lawrence YOXALL
DavidJohnWALKER

Maurice KAY QC

Dr Andrew Jolyon BY RNE

Graham KELLY

Dr John ASHTON

Dr Naderassen Carpoosamy CURPEN
Kenneth EVANS

Glen KIRTON

Dr Wilfred EASTWOOD

DrGlyn PHILLIPS

Ferenc MORATH

Andrew SANDERSON

PC Philip HOOSON

PC Gary CAMMOCK

David BOWNES

Inspector Clive William CALVERT
Graham Henry MACKRELL
Inspector Steven Robert SEWELL
Douglas John LOCK

Garry TAYLOR

David George Lawrence WATTS
Superintendent Terence Willis STUART
PC Brian WAUGH
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In addition, statements of evidence from many others were admitted to the Inquiry. Some 80 |etters were
received from Members of the House of Commons and three from Members of the House of Lords. Some
1,470 letters from the general public were received. Organisations who have submitted evidence addressed to
Part 11 of the Inquiry will be specificaly listed in the Find Report.

* Statement read to the Inquiry
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