
96 people died as a result of the Hillsborough disaster. Hundreds more were injured. Was there an obligation for any individual or group to ensure the 

stadium was suitably safe and invited crowds were sufficiently managed? If so, whose responsibility was it to see that the match passed without incident?  
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LEGAL DUTY 

In legal history, people have always been punished for committing wrongful acts but it was not until the 18th century when a law of negligence began to 

emerge that a person could be found liable for άa failure to act.έ 

The idea was to hold to account those who had taken a responsibility to perform a service and then breached a promise to exercise skill or care in 

performing that service and as a result injury or damage occurred.  

This promise to exercise care, whether expressed or implied, formed the origins of the modern concept of "duty". 

 

DUTY OF CARE 

Today, a duty of care is a legal obligation for all individuals and organisations to ensure they do not, either by their actions or through inactions, cause injury 

to another person. 

 

BREACH OF DUTY 

! ōǊŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ Řǳǘȅ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ǿƘŜƴ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƻŦ ŎŀǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀme set of circumstances, 

might apply to ensure injury does not occur. Actions that lead to a breach of duty can be considered negligent. 

 

NEGLIGENCE 

To determine if someone is negligent it must be proven that; 

 

1) A duty of care was owed to the person harmed (the defendant had taken on a responsibility, expressly or implicitly, to apply a reasonable standard 

of care that a reasonable person in the same set of circumstances would exercise). 

 

2) A breach of that duty occurred (the person failed to take the necessary steps to avoid injury occurring, injury was a reasonably foreseeable result of 

ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦŜƴŘŀƴǘΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ƛƴŀŎǘƛƻƴύΦ 

 

3) Harm was suffered (to the body or mental well being). 

 

4) The harm is the result of a breach of a duty of care (which means there is a connection between the action and inaction, and what went wrong). 

 



DID THE FOOTBALL ASSOCIATION OWE A DUTY OF CARE? 

 

Lƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǉǳƛǊȅ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎŀǎǘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ C! ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǎŜŜ ƛǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ άŘǳǘȅ ǘƻ ƻŦŦŜǊ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎe on club safety matters but were 

concerned to ensure that crowd safety standards arŜ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭȅ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀōƭŜΦέ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ C! ǘƻƻƪ ƴƻ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǎǘŜǇǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ 

standard was achieved. 

 

!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ C! ƘŀŘ ƛǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǘƻ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ Ŏƭǳōǎ ǘƻ άǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎέΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘŜǇ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǘaken prior to the Disaster. 

CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ άbƻ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƳŀŘŜΤ ƴƻ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ {ƘŜŦŦƛŜƭŘ ²ŜŘƴŜǎŘŀȅ Cƻƻǘōŀƭƭ /ƭǳō ό{²C/ύ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǘƻƻƪ ǇƭŀŎŜΦέ 

 

¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ǎǳǊƳƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ C! ƘŀŘ ŦŀƛƭŜŘ ǘƻ άŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ ŘŜǇǘƘέ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƻǊ ƴƻǘ IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘ ǿŀǎ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ άŀ ƘƛƎƘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƳŀǘŎƘΦέ 

 

The question remains as to whether or not the FA had a duty to inspect, consult and consider the safety and suitability of a ground prior to announcing it as 

the venue of choice. 

 

The Football Association is the governing body of football in England. It is 
responsible for organising the FA Cup competition and in selecting the neutral 
venues to host their Semi-Final matches.

The FA selected Hillsborough having made no enquiry as to whether SWFC had the 
ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘΦ  ¢ƘŜ C!Ωǎ ŎƘƛŜŦ ŜȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ ŀŘƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜ ŦŀƛƭŜŘ 
to pass on concerns regarding the safety and suitability of the stadium to their 
selection committee who make the final decision.  

Two days after the Disaster, the FA wrote to all clubs "instructing" them to make 
"an immediate review of ground safety."

The FA were criticised by the Football Supporters Associtaion and Liverpool FC and 
Lord Justice Taylor for the "ill considered" choice of venue.



DID SOUTH YORKSHIRE POLICE OWE A DUTY OF CARE TO MANAGE CROWDS? 

All police officers have duty to maintain law and order and have clearly defined responsibilities. 

 

 

With regards to the policing of football matches, the responsibility to maintain law and order falls upon the local police force. Policing the Hillsborough 

Semi-Final came under the jurisdiction of the South Yorkshire Police Force (SYP), as the stadium is located in Sheffield, South Yorkshire. 

 

 

 

Police Core Duties:

ω1) Protection of life and property 

ω2) Prevention and detection of crime 

ω3) Peventing and stopping breaches of the peace 

ω4) Activation of a contingency plan where there is an immediate threat to 
life and co-ordination of resulting emergency service activities



The extent of police responsibility at football matches and the precise nature of duties SYP are expected to perform has been shaped and influenced by 

several factors, as indicated below. 
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THE GOVERNMENT POSITION ON CROWD CONTROL. 

 

 
 

Government inquiries and policy led to an expectation on the Police Forces to help organise arriving crowds of football supporters, to prevent congestion 

ahead of the stadium and to maintain law and order both in and around the stadium for the entire duration of a match.  

 

 

 

 

Departmental Committee 
on Crowds 1924

"The control of crowds 
should begin at a point some 
considerable distance from 
the entrance to the ground. 

The advantages of an 
arrangement of this kind 

are...in preventing 
congestion at the entrances 

to grounds."

The Government White 
Paper on Hooligans

"People have the right to 
protection from soccer 
ƘƻƻƭƛƎŀƴǎΧǿƘƻ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ 

either, aggressive, drunk or 
disorderly."

Lord Justice Popplewell 
Report

"Police have the 'defacto 
responsibility for organizing 

the crowds, with all that 
entails, during the game." 

(L.J Popplewell ς3.8) 



CASE LAW PRECEDENT. 

The Police Forces concurred with the government view that the Police have additional responsibilities at football matches. SYP argued at the High Court 

that their force had undertaken a responsibility to manage the match day crowd inside the stadium. 

 

 

 

HARRIS V'S SHEFFIELD UTD F.C

ωIn 1986 South Yorkshire Police Authority obtained a judgement, against S.U.F.C, 
having successfully argued that they performed more than their normal duties at 
football matches. 

ωSYP argued that although it was the clubs duty to provide for the health and 
safety of spectators,  the Police force, were in fact employed to perform those 
ŘǳǘƛŜǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ {¸t ǎŀƛŘΥ άΦΦΦǘƘŜȅ ŘƛǎŎƘŀǊƎŜŘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƭǳō ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ Řǳǘȅ ǘƻ 
ǎǇŜŎǘŀǘƻǊǎ ǿƘƻƳ ǘƘŜ Ŏƭǳō ƛƴǾƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘΦέ ¢ƘŜȅ ƎŀǾŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŦǳǎƛƴƎ 
entry to those who tried to enter without payment and prohibiting spectators 
encroaching on parts of the ground their ticket did not entitle them to enter.  

ωThe learned Judge found in favour of SYP saying the police were expected to 
manage the crowd, ensure safety, enforce the clubs regulations and to be on 
hand in the event of an emergency.



{¸tΩ{ ht9w!¢Lhb![ hw59w мрκпκмфуфΦ 

This 12-page document illustrated to Lord Justice Taylor that, once again, police had assumed responsibility for match day crowd management both inside 

and outside of the ground. The order detailed the responsibilities and roles expected of the 1,122 officers that were on duty that day. 

 

 

ωPoliceweresupposedto supervisefansassoonasthey startedto arrive. Searchsquadswereassembledto filter out fansunfit to attend or not in
possessionof a matchticket. Transportheadingtoward the vicinityof the groundwere alsostoppedandsearchedfor the samepurpose.

ωTheoperationalorder revealedthat officerswere to monitor the pubs,again,to filter out those unfit to attend. Theorder revealedΨǘƘŜgreat
ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅΩof pubshad agreedto closefrom lunchtimeuntil the earlyevening.ΩThosethat remainedopenedsaidthey would operatea selective
door policywherebyfootball supporterswould not be admitted. Officerswere sent to monitor the pubsthat remainedopenedfor businessand
radio logsshowedthereǿŀǎƴΩǘa singlereport of unfit, drunkor disorderlyfansthe entire day.

Ahead of Hillsborough

ωOutsidethe turnstiles,officerswere to ensurefansenteringthe stadiumdid not havebanners,weapons,missilesor alcohol.

ωTheorder failed to acknowledgethe memothat warnedabout accessproblemsat the LeppingsLane. Therewasno plan to sendextraofficersto
managethe area,no plan to open exit gate and no suggestionto requesta delaykick off. Officerswere reliant on the guidanceof the match
commander,David Duckenfield,who was appointed 21 daysprior to the match, a man who had no recent experienceof handling football
matchesandwho hadvisitedHillsboroughjust oncefor a low keyleaguematch.

The Turnstiles

ωOfficers were in position to eject ticketless fans and prevent fans entering areas their tickets did not entitle them to enter. 

ωThe process of closing access to the central pens and directing supporters to wing pens was known to officers but did not feature in the order.

The Inner Concourse

ωThe order made no reference to the detection of overcrowding within the central pens. 

ωThe order did state that the emergency exit gates in the perimeter fencing were to remain locked and bolted unless permissionwas granted by a 
senior officer. This part of the order was written in capitals and underlined.  

The Viewing Area



The Police Defence: 

With all the evidence indicating that SYP did owe a duty of care to manage supporters in and around the stadium, the Police had to show either; 

мύ wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǎǇŜŎǘŀǘƻǊ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǿŀǎ {²C/Ωǎ ŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ƻǊ 

2) There was contributory negligence by the club or the supporters to diminish Police responsibility. 

 

At the public inquiry only David Duckenfield tried to deny responsibility for monitoring supporters within the pens. Taylor found the evidence of all senior 

officers concerned with policing at Hillsborough was all one way - SYP had undertaken responsibility to manage the crowds at the Leppings Lane end, 

including monitoring them in the pens. 

 

Mr Lock, a security officer at Hillsborough, also formerly an ex -Chief Superintendent with SYP, said there had been a formal, although unwritten, 

agreement between SWFC and the police since 1982, whereby the police agreed to steward the Leppings Lane end of the ground. Taylor concluded, in 

paragraph 167 of his report, that such a practice or arrangement did develop which was known and accepted by both SWFC and SYP. 

 

SYP tried to diminish the duty of care they owed to visiting supporters by making a case that supporters were ill-behaved. SYP alleged that large numbers of 

Liverpool Football Club (LFC) supporters arrived late, a high proportion of them were drunk and unruly, a high proportion had no tickets and all of them 

were hell-bent on getting in on time. 

 

Furthermore, it was suggested that supporters without tickets conspired with other supporters to arrive late and create such trouble as would force the 

police to admit them to the match. This, the police claim, was unforeseeable and the reason why they lost control.  

 

To support their theory SYP submitted a statement by two witnesses who allegedly overheard three LFC supporters in a pub claiming they'd gain entrance 

even though they didnΩt have tickets. In addition, four separate incidents of supporters entering matches without tickets were submitted to the inquiry with 

the intention of showing a pattern of behaviour. 

 

¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ƎŀǾŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ǘƻ ŘƛǎƳƛǎǎ άǘƘŜ ǎƭŜƴŘŜǊ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜέ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǾerall 'conspiracy theory' based on the fact that officers outside the stadium did 

not support the theory, the evidence of the Health & Safety Executive (HSE), the trouble-free history of LFC supporters visiting Hillsborough in '88 and in Jan 

'89, there was still a duty on Police Liaison Officers according to 'The Association of Chief of Police Officers Guide to Policing Football', to seek information 

on the habits of visiting supporters and to plan accordingly and finally, the fact that officers were empowered by and had a duty to enforce common law. 

 



Common Law.   

The Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 empowered officers to enforce laws that would safeguard invited supporters and help officers to maintain law 

and order. 

 

 

ω"Police and Criminal Evidence Act(PACE) and the PACE Codes of Practice provide the core framework of police powers and safeguards 
around stop and search, arrest, detention, investigation, identification and interviewing detainees." 

Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984

ωS24 allows a constable to arrest anyone who is about to commit, is in the act of committing or has committed an offence.

ωSpecified reason for an arrest inlcude...(c) to prevent the person in question-

ω(i) causing physical injury to himself or any other person;
(ii) suffering physical injury;
(iii) causing loss of or damage to property;
(iv) committing an offence against public decency; or
(v) causing an unlawful obstruction of the highway;

ω(d) to protect a child or other vulnerable person from the person in question;

Police Powers of Arrest

ωAn Act to abolish the common law offences of riot, rout, unlawful assembly and affray and certain statutory offences relatingto public 
order...to control public processions and assemblies....to provide for the exclusion of certain offenders from sporting events...to confer power 
to direct certain trespassers to leave land...

Public Order Act 1986

ωThe public order provisions of the Sporting Events (Control of Alcohol etc.) Act 1985 prevent:

ωthe consumption of alcohol within view of the playing area (not within the ground)

ωa person who is drunk entering a football ground whilst a designated football match is taking place

ωthe consumption of alcohol on certain coaches, trains and motor vehicles travelling to a designated football match

Control Of Alcohol Act 1985



Taylor indicated that SYP had also breached their core duty to activate and co-ƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΣ ōȅ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻǊ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƛǘŎƘ ǘƻ ƘŀǊƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜ ǊŜǎŎǳŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΦέ ¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎŜŘ {ŜƴƛƻǊ hŦŦƛŎŜǊǎ 5ǳŎƪŜƴŦƛŜƭd and Murray for ǘƘŜ άǎƭǳƎƎƛǎƘ 

ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǊǳǎƘ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘέΣ ŀŘŘƛƴƎΣ ά±ƛǘŀƭ ǘƛƳŜ ǿŀǎ ƭƻǎǘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŀ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ƛƴƘƛōƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘŀŎƪƭŜ ƛǘΦέ 

 

At 2.59pm SYP HQ contacted the Control Room to ask if ambulances were required as they had overheard constables reporting distress within the pens and 

possible injuries. Control Room responded that there were no reports of injuries but to stand by. In the meantime, with supporters spilling on to the pitch, 

Control Room requested operational support, a call for more police officers and dog handlers. It was not until the game was stopped that a request for a 

fleet of ambulances was made. Still no orders were given to enter the tunnel and relieve the pressure therein. 

 

The call to request the major accident vehicle (the only vehicle equipped to deal with large scale incidents) did not come until 3.29pm and did not arrive 

until 3.45pm. There was no call for medical assistance over the public address system until 3.30pm. The effective result was only three of the 42 

ambulances made it on to the pitch and only 14 victims made it to a hospital. In addition, the city's Disaster Plan was never put into action, so hospitals 

were ill-prepared for the casualties that were about to arrive.  Having heard submƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ōȅ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ 

ŎŀǎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΦέ 

 

 

Criticism was not restricted to South Yorkshire Police.  Taylor also indicated that SWFC owed a duty of care to visiting supporters.  

LORD JUSTICE TAYLOR'S KEY FINDINGS ON SOUTH YORKSHIRE POLICE

ωThe build up and crush outside the stadium were not the fault of the fans and were entirely foreseeable.  Taylor 
said: "the mathematics were elementary."

ωThe officers in charge should have foreseen the consequences of opening Gate C and taken the preventative step of 
sealing off the tunnel leading to the central pens. Failure to not do so was a "Blunder of first magnitude."

ωTaylor said that if officers were not aware of the overcrowding within the central pens prior to opening Gate C then 
they should have been and acted accordingly. 

ωDeath and injuries occurred as a result of SYP acts and omissions. 



DID SHEFFIELD WEDNESDAY FOOTBALL CLUB OWE A DUTY OF CARE? 

Sheffield Wednesday football club own the Hillsborough football stadium. Did they owe a duty of care to visiting supporters to ensure the stadium was safe 

to host the Semi-Final fixture? 

 

 

 

 

 

Occupiers Liability Act 1957

ωSection 2.1 of the act says: "An occupier of premises owes the 
same duty, the 'common duty of care', to all his visitors."

ω2.2  explains that "The common duty of care is a duty to take 
such care as in all the circumstances of the case is reasonable to 
see that the visitor will be reasonably safe in using the premises 
for the purposes for which he is invited or permitted by the 
occupier to be there."

ωSheffield Wednesday, as occupiers of the Hillsborough Stadium, 
are bound by the Occupiers Liability Act to ensure the stadium 
was safe for visitors.



A public inquiry into the Ibrox disaster re-emphasised the duty of care stadium owners had to visiting supporters and led to new government legislation.  

 

¢ƘǊŜŜ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ²ƘŜŀǘƭŜȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ [ƻǊŘ WǳǎǘƛŎŜ tƻǇǇƭŜǿŜƭƭ ǎŀƛŘΣ άLǘ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ǘƻƻ strongly emphasised that it is upon the club, or the occupier of the 

ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ǿƘƻ ƛǎ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǎǘǎΦέ 

 

Lord Justice Popplewell had been appointed to oversee the Inquiry into the fire disaster at the Bradford City football ground in 1985. Soon after the 

Committee of Inquiry had been established, another disaster occurred at the Heysel Stadium, in Belgium. The committee visited this stadium and took into 

consideration the collapsed wall as part of the report and recommendations.  The final Popplewell report led to two key developments with implications for 

stadium owners. 

The Wheatley Report 1971

ά¢ƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ Ǉŀȅ ŦƻǊ ŀŘƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ 
to football grounds, therefore 
there is a duty on the club to 
see that the ground is safe 

for those who pay 
ŀŘƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΦέ

The recommendations made 
in the Wheatley Report led to 
new Government legislation 
ςThe Safety At Sports 
Grounds Act and the 

Publication of the Guide to 
Safety at Sports Grounds.

Safety at Sports Grounds Act 
1975.

Section D in the introduction 
of the Act says: 

άwŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ 
of spectators lies at all times 
with ground management. 

The management will 
normally be either the owner 
or lessee of the ground, who 
may not be necessarily the 
ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŜƴǘΦέ

Safety at Sports Grounds 
Act 1975

Section 12 of the Act made it 
an offence to admit fans to a 

stadium without having 
obtained a safety certificate. 

It was also an offence to not 
comply with conditions set in 

the Safety Certificate. 

Stadium owners were under 
a legal duty to comply with 

these stipulations.



 

 

 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǾƛǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ΨDǊŜŜƴ DǳƛŘŜΩ ŀƎŀƛƴ ƎŀǾŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ŀǘ Ŧƻƻǘōall grounds. From how to 

calculate the safe capacity, information on stadium structures and terrace fixtures, rates of flow through entry points, inspection and testing, through to 

stewarding and crowd control. Clubs responsible for the layout and structure of ǘƘŜƛǊ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ƘŀŘ ŀ ƭŜƎŀƭ Řǳǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴȅ ΨDǊŜŜƴ DǳƛŘŜΩ 

recommendations that were included in their safety certificate. 

 

 

 

TWO KEY DEVELOPMENTS IN SPORTS SAFETY

ωThere were new offences for using a stand without a current Safety Certificate and 
for breaching conditions in such a Certificate. 

ωOffences could be punished by fine or in some cases by imprisonment.

The Fire Safety and Safety 
of Places of Sport Act 1987

ωThe Green Guide was revised in light of the Popplewell Report and was republished 
in 1986.  All clubs were invited to attend a seminar where detailed explanation 
would be given on how the Guide should be applied by ground managment. 

Guide to safety at sports 
grounds (The Green Guide) 

re-published in 1986.



The Health and Safety Executive (HSE) revealed, in their investigation into the disaster, the numerous ways in which the club were found to have breached 

Green Guide recommendations. ¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ {ƘŜŦŦƛŜƭŘ ²ŜŘƴŜǎŘŀȅǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀǎ ΨƻŎŎǳǇƛŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾƛǘŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀȅŜŘ how those breeches 

contributed to both the congestion outside the stadium and the disaster within it.  

THE GREEN GUIDE 

OUTSIDE THE STADIUM 

GREEN GUIDE RECOMENDATIONS COMPLIANCE DETAIL OF DEVIATION EFFECT COMMENT & NOTES 

Provide sufficient access routes to 
the stadium to assist in directing 
supporters to their designated 
viewing area. 

X There was one enclosed 
entry route that could hold 
5,000 persons. 24,256 
Liverpool supporters had 
to enter this area to access 
the stadium. 

A singular access 
route caused all 
Liverpool 
supporters to be 
condensed in one 
area. 

By contrast Forest had two, none- 
enclosed, access points that ran the 
entire length of two sides of the 
stadium. 

Turnstiles should be of such 
number to avoid congestion. 

X From the 83 turnstiles at 
the ground, 23 were 
designated to admit 24,256 
Liverpool supporters. 

Insufficient number 
of turnstiles 
increased pressure 
on admissions. 

28% of the total number of turnstiles 
was given to admit 45% of the total 
capacity. 

Admission rates should not exceed 
750 persons per turnstiles per 
hour. 

X The required turnstile 
admission rate at the 
Leppings Lane was 1,443 
persons per turnstile per 
hour. This guideline is 
exceeded by double. 

Admission rates 
averaged 660 per 
turnstile per hour. 
Leaving a sizable 
amount of fans still 
awaiting 
admittance. 

HSE said: άThe longest delays likely to 
occur at the Leppings Lane; particularly 
long delays would be likely to be 
experienced by those with tickets for 
the West terraces. We would therefore 
expect larger crowds to form outside 
the turnstiles in Leppings Lane than at 
other places of entry to the stadium.έ 

 

¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘǳǊƴǎǘƛƭŜǎ ǿŀǎ ŦƻǊŜǎŜŜŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ Ŏƭǳō ƪƴŜǿ ōŜǎǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ŀŘƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǳǊƴǎǘƛƭŜǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜΦέ ¢ŀȅƭƻǊ 

added that SWFC should have alerted SYP to the likely danger of crowd congestion. 

 



The Concourse 

GREEN GUIDE RECOMENDATIONS COMPLIANCE DETAIL OF DEVIATION EFFECT COMMENT & NOTES 

Signposts should be apparent to 
assist in directing supporters to 
their designated viewing area. 

X Above the tunnel leading to 
the central pens was the 
signpost 'standing'.  There 
were no conspicuous 
signposts to the terraces two 
other entrance points. 

Poor signposting 
led to over filling of 
central pens and 
the under filling of 
wing pens. 

The letter B was also above the tunnel 
entrance, matching the information on 
all 10,100 Leppings Lane terrace tickets. 
Graham Makrell conceded that ticket 
information was "dangerous" because it 
encouraged everyone to go down the 
tunnel. 

Stewards should be deployed to 
guide and assist supporters. 

X No stewards were deployed 
on the concourse. 

With no directive 
to do otherwise, 
fans continued to 
enter the central 
pens. 

Graham Makrell admitted because the 
club ŘƛŘƴΩǘ employ stewards to direct 
fans it was 'inevitable' that the central 
pens would become overcrowded. 

Tunnel slope should have gradient 
of 1/10. 

X The tunnel slope had a slope 
gradient of 1/6; much steeper 
than recommended. 

It was difficult for 
fans to go back 
through the access 
tunnel. 

 The tunnel was the only exit route 
available from the central pens.  

¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά¢ƘŜ ǇƻƻǊ ǎƛƎƴǇƻǎǘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ-filling of the wing pens and over-ŦƛƭƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǇŜƴǎ о ŀƴŘ пΦέ DǊŀƘŀƳ aŀƪǊŜƭƭΣ 

SWFC's safety officer, conceded that the club breached the condition, set in their Safety Certificate, to maintain signposts around the ground.  The lack of 

signposts advertising the wing pens and the ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƛŎƪŜǘǎ ƭŜŘ Ŧŀƴǎ ǘƻ ōŜ άŘǊŀǿƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘǳƴƴŜƭΦέ  ¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ǎǳǊƳƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ άƘƛƎƘƭȅ 

ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜƴǎ о ŀƴŘ п ǿƻǳƭŘ Ŧƛƭƭ ǘƻ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘŜŜŘ ŜȄŎŜŜŘ ƛǘ ǳƴƭŜǎǎ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŜǇǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘŀƪŜƴΦέ    

 

Taylor confirmed that SWFC failed to take the necessary preventative steps.   First of all, the club failed to provide stewards to direct supporters. In addition 

ideas had been drafted to control the number of fans entering the pen by providing separate turnstiles access but the idea was never implemented.  This 

scheme would have increased the number of turnstiles and ensured that the club met the condition of the Safety Certificate which required the club to 

record the numbers entering each part of the ground. Makrell conceded, at each game, the club was always in breach of this part of the safety certificate.  

 

¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴŎŜ άǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǎǎ ǳƴŜǾŜƴ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴέ ōŜƎŀƴ ǘƻ ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƭǳō ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀŘ ŀ Řǳǘȅ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ ŀƭŜǊǘ Ǉolice but Taylor found that they 

failed to do so. 

 



As responsibility for the safety of spectatorǎΩ ƭƛŜǎ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƛƳŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ, SWFC had a duty to ensure the Leppings Lane terrace was in good 

condition. 

The Condition Of Terrace 

GREEN GUIDE RECOMENDATIONS COMPLIANCE DETAIL OF DEVIATION EFFECT COMMENT & NOTES 

A terrace step should not be less 
than 280mm or more than 
380mm wide. 

X 28 of 33 steps in the central 
pens did not comply with this 
recommendation. 

The safe leaning 
crowd model was 
affected. 

Toppling forces affected by altered number of 
spectators on single step. 

The ideal height of barrier should 
be 1.1m. 

X In Pen 3 
 4 out of 5 
barriers did 
not conform.  

In Pen 4 
 6 out of 9 
barriers did 
not conform. 

Barriers below the 
prescribed height 
were ineffective. 

HSE said ά! low barrier allows a body to bend 
over the barrier, passing the force it is 
subjected to, to those in front. This action 
could make low barriers largely ineffective.έ 

The recommended distance 
between barriers is between 1.1 
and not more than 1.4m. 

X In pen 3,  
4 out 5 did 
not conform. 

In Pen 4,  
9 out of 10 
did not 
conform. 

 Excessive number 
of fans could form 
between barriers. 

 One gap 57% wider than recommended. 

The maximum horizontal distance 
between barriers is 3.9m. 

X In pen 3,  
1 space did 
not conform.  

In pen 4,  
2 spaces did 
not conform 

 Excessive 
horizontal pressure 
on barrier. 

  

The gaps in successive rows of 
barriers should not form an angle 
of more than 60'. 

X In pen 3,  
2 out 4 gaps 
did not 
conform. 

In pen 4,  
1 gap did not 
conform. 

  άIt was quite clear that the barriers failed to 
break up the crowd pressure as recommended 
in The Green Guide.έ  HSE report findings. 

Every spectator should be no more 
than 12 meters from an exit. 

X The only official exit from the 
central pens was the tunnel.  

Insufficient number 
of exit points. 

 40% of fans in the central pens were more 
than 12m from safety. 

Emergency exit gates and 
gangways should be provided and 
have a minimum width of 1.1m. 

X The gates were narrower than 
prescribed and there were no 
gangways in the central pens. 

Insufficient exit 
routes from the 
central pens. 

Lord Taylor said: "The exit routes were wholly 
inadequate for rescue purposes." 

 Gates should be stewarded so that 
immediate access to the playing 
area can be ensured. 

X No stewards were deployed 
by the gates. 

No visual 
monitoring of pens 
by SWFC stewards. 

 Stewards could not perform one of their core 
duties, Ψto raise alarmΩ in light of an 
emergency.  

Serial breaches of the Green Guide effectively illustrated to Taylor how the layout and structures of the terrace contributed to deaths and injuries. 



¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƛƴ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎΣ ǇƻƻǊƭȅ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ΨŀŦŦƻǊŘƛƴƎ ƭŜǎǎ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎǇŜŎǘŀǘƻǊǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘΩǾŜ 

ŘƻƴŜΦΩ  

Many barriers were more than 60 years of age and showing visible signs of corrosion.  Rather than replace these barriers fresh concrete was applied to their 

bases to strengthen them. In doing so the level of the step was raised and the height of the barrier was altered. Taylor said ΨǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŀǎ 

Ƴŀƴȅ Ŧŀƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ōŜƴǘ ǇŀƛƴŦǳƭƭȅ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎΦΩ  

 The removal of a barrier near the mouth of the tunnel and the gap inserted into another barrier created an excessive space, which, with no intervening 

barrier, allowed for a diagonal free fall of spectators down to the front barrier which collapsed causing numerous deaths.   

¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ [ŜǇǇƛƴƎǎ [ŀƴŜ ǘŜǊǊŀŎŜ Ψǿŀǎ ǳƴǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƭƭǎǳƛǘŜŘΩ to host the 10100 invited. This capacity figure, which the police told the club was 

too high back in 1981, was still being applied by the club despite the fact the terrace was now divided into pens. The drawing the club supplied to their 

safety advisors to calculate the capacity overestimated the size of the terrace ς as a result too many fans were invited to the Leppings Lane.  

Calculating  Capacity 

GREEN GUIDE RECOMENDATIONS COMPLIANCE DETAIL OF DEVIATION EFFECT COMMENT & NOTES 

54 persons per ten m2 of terrace is 
the recommended guide for 
calculating the capacity. 

X The central pens were 380m2.  
54 x 380m2 = a capacity of 
2051 persons. However a 
figure of 2200 was applied. 

Capacities of the 
central pens over 
estimated by 9%. 

¢ƘŜ ŎƭǳōΩs safety advisors used a drawing, 
provided by the club, showing the central 
pen area to be 400m2. /ŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘΩve = 
2162 but a figure of 2200 was applied. 

A deduction of structures should 
be made to calculate usable 
terrace size. 

X The usable terrace space of 
central pens, minus space of 
structures, was just 255m2.  At 
54 person per m2 the correct 
capacity = 1374 persons. 

The 2200 figure is 
now 60% over 
estimation. 

It was likely that all the pens capacities had 
been overestimated with ΨΩThe result was an 
excessive number of tickets were sold over 
the safe capacity.ΩΩ Stuart-Smith report. 

If the terrace is in a poor condition, 
by deviating from the guide, a 
figure of 27 persons per m2 should 
be used to calculate the capacity. 

X The terrace deviates from the 
guide in almost every respect. 
27 x 255m2 allows for a 
combined capacity of just 929 
persons for the central pens. 

3000+ fans were 
estimated to be in 
the central pens 
shortly before K.O. 
3x over the correct 
and safe capacity. 

Contrary to the guide, there was no count 
system to prevent capacity figures for each 
area being exceeded. Exceeding the capacity 
figure contravened section 2.3 of the safety 
certificate. 

{²C/Σ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ōƭŀƳŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƻǾŜǊŜǎǘƛƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ōǊŜŀŎƘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨDǊŜŜƴ DǳƛŘŜΩ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŀŘǾƛǎƻǊǎ ǘƘŜȅ employed. 



 

Did the safety advisor owe a duty of care?  

The council dictated in the Safety Certificate that the club will arrange to be inspected 

annually by a chartered engineer. SWFC complied with this condition and employed 

consultant engineers Eastwood and Partners to inspect their stadium to ensure the club 

complied with the safety provisions detailed in the safety certificate.   

It was a legal requirement of the Safety Certificate that each area of the ground be given a set capacity. Eastwood & Partners undertook the responsibility 

to calculate the correct and safe capacity of each area of the Hillsborough Stadium. The firm gave the Leppings Lane terrace a capacity figure of 10,100. 

When the terrace was divided into five pens, the firm calculated the capacities of each pen. Dr Eastwood conceded at the inquiry that the numerous 

changes to the layout of the terrace would have a reducing effect on the overall capacity. Yet, despite the subdivision, the combined capacity figure of all 

five pens still totalled 10,100. 

 

The HSE revealed in their evidence that the firm had incorrectly calculated the capacity of the central pens. Figures were based on the size of the terrace 

ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŀōƭŜ ǘŜǊǊŀŎŜ ŀǊŜŀΦ ¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ άŘƛŘƴϥǘ ŜǾŜƴ ǘŀƪŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǇŜƴ ŦƛǾŜΩ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ŎŀǊǾŜŘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ΨǇŜƴ пΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀs bound to 

ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅΦέ ¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ 9ŀǎǘǿƻƻŘ ϧ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ άǿŜǊŜ ǘƻƻ ƘƛƎƘέ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ a result too many fans were 

invited. 

 

Taylor did not examine to what extent the capacities of the other pens were overestimated to ascertain an approximate figure of how many tickets were 

sold above the correct and safe capacity.The HSE also showed there should have been a further reduction of capacity due to the fact that the strength and 

spacing of the barriers did not cƻƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨDǊŜŜƴ DǳƛŘŜΩΦ 9ŀǎǘǿƻƻŘ ϧ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻ ōǊŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŀŦŜǘȅ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨDǊŜŜƴ 

DǳƛŘŜΩ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŦƭŜȄƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦ ¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ŘƛǎƳƛǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ ά.ŀǎƛŎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎέ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ǎƻ άƭƛōŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘΦέ 

 

Mr {ǘƛŎƪƭȅΣ ǿƘƻ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ŘŜǾƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ΨDǊŜŜƴ DǳƛŘŜΩΣ ǎŀƛŘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǳƛŘŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŜȄŎŜŜŘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ άƘŀŘ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜŜƴ 

ŎƻƳǇƭƛŜŘ ǿƛǘƘΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƛƴƧǳǊƛŜǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƎǊŜŀǘƭȅ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘΣ ƛŦ ƴƻǘ ŀǾƻƛŘŜŘ ŀƭǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊέΦ ¢ŀȅƭƻǊ agreed and found serial breaches of 

guidelines directly contributed to deaths and injuries. Even Dr Eastwood conceded in evidence that the removal of barrier 144 near the mouth of tunnel 

was likely to have contributed to the collapse of barrier 124a, near the front of the pen, causing numerous deaths. 

 

hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ ¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ 9ŀǎǘǿƻƻŘ ϧ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ άŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎŜŘέ ŦƻǊ άŦŀƛƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŜǇǎ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǇpropriate amendments were 

ƳŀŘŜΦέ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǳǇŘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘŜrms of condition in the safety certificate lay with the City Council. 



DID THE CITY COUNCIL OWE A DUTY OF CARE UPDATE & ISSUE THE SAFETY CERTIFICATE? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THE GOVERNEMENT VIEW: All stadiums have to be licensed. 

The legal responsibility to issue the safety certificate lies with 

the local authority. 

Safety at Sports Grounds Act 1975: 

ά! {ŀŦŜǘȅ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜ ǎƘŀƭƭ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ǎǳŎƘ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 

local authority consider necessary or expedient to secure reasonable 

safety at the stadium when it is in use." 

"a Safety Certificate - 
(a) shall 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 include terms and conditions- 
... (iii) as to the number, strength and situation of any crush barriers." 

 

SOUTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL (SYCC) was the local 

authority and had the responsibility to issue the safety 

certificate. In 1986 they handed that responsibility to Sheffield 

City Council.  

SHEFFIELD CITY COUNCIL (SCC) delegated responsibility to their 

General Purposes Panel. 

GENERAL PUPOSES PANEL (GPP) also delegated responsibility to 

the legal and administration department of the council.  

 

 

 

Following inspections, any outcomes regarding 

ƳƻŘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǎƘƻǳƭŘΩǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Dtt ŦƻǊ 

a final decision.  THE LEGAL AND ADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENT(LAAD) The 

chief licensing officer of this department had the responsibility 

of inspecting the Hillsborough Stadium, updating and issuing the 

safety certificate. 

SAFETY AT SPORTS GOUND ADVISORY GROUP 

SYCC set up the working party consisting of representatives from their own building surveyors division and legal and administration 

department, along with representatives of the Police, the Fire service, Eastwood & Partners  and SWFC, to inspect Hillsborough.  



Lƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƛƳ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ά¢ƘŜ {ŀŦŜǘȅ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘΣ ƛŦ ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜŘΣ Ǝƻ ŦŀǊ ǘƻǿŀǊds achieving crowd safety. 

²ƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǎǳŎŎŜŜŘǎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƎƛƭŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ƛǎǎǳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜΦέ 

 

The local authority responsible for issuing, revising and updating the certificate for the Hillsborough stadium was Sheffield City Council (SCC). Taylor 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜȅ ǇŀƛŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƭƛŎŜƴǎƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ άǿƻŜŦǳƭƭȅ ƛƴŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜΦέ 

 

The council received notice from SWFC of planned modifications to the Hillsborough stadium and gave permission for such changes. Taylor believed at this 

Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ {ŀŦŜǘȅ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎƭȅΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ άǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ Řƻ ǎƻΦέ 

 

¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά¢ƘŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƻƻƪ ƴƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ мфум ŀƴŘ мфур ŀƭǘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘΦ ! ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ōǊŜŀŎƘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨDǊeen GuƛŘŜΩ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ 

permitted'', while failure to revise the certificate allowed for breaches, such as the spacing of the crush barriers, width of emergency exit gates and gradient 

of tunnel, to persist. 

 

The council's chief licensing officer, Mr Bownes, who had the responsibility for referring planned amendments to the stadium back to the General Purposes 

Panel (GPP) for a final decision, did not inform the GPP of the decision to remove barrier 144. Mr Bownes agreed to its removal on site. At the public 

inǉǳƛǊȅΣ aǊ .ƻǿƴŜǎ ŀŘƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜ ǿŀǎ άƛƭƭ ŜǉǳƛǇǇŜŘέ ǘƻ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴΦ 

 

¢ŀȅƭƻǊ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ άƻǳƎƘǘ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƳŀŘŜΦέ aǊ .ƻǿƴŜǎ ŘƛŘΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ Dtt ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŘitions [in the Safety 

Certificate] give some cauǎŜ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ƻǊ ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŀǊŜŀǎΦέ 

 

The report to the GPP said new safety conditions should be drafted. The GPP agreed and the task of revising the Safety Certificate began in June 1986. 

However, the final draft was not circulated for review until March 30th 1989, 16 days before the Disaster. 

 

Effectively SWFC possessed no valid or up-to-date Safety Certificate on the day of the Semi-Final, as was legally required. 

 

Taylor concluded the performance by SCC of its ŘǳǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ŀŦŜǘȅ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜ ǿŀǎ άƛƴŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛƭŀǘƻǊȅέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ άŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ ǘƻ ǊŜǾƛǎŜ ƻǊ ŀƳŜƴŘ 

ǘƘŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƻŦ ǘƘǊŜŜ ȅŜŀǊǎ ǇǊŜŎŜŘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛǎŀǎǘŜǊέΣ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀȅƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘΣ ǿŀǎ άa serious breach of duty. 

 

 


