ADVICE.ON.LIABILITY-AND QUANTUM

On 18 June 1984 Mr, Barber was detained in Highfield Lane, @rgreave Towwd,
near Sheffield, South Yorkshire by an officer from the Merseyside police
force, PC Gray. Mr. Barber was subsequently charged with riotous assembly.
He faced his trial in May, June and July 1985 and was acquitted when the
prosecution abandoned their case against him and offered no further evidence

———

on 17 July 1985.

I am asked to advise on the civil remedies now available to Mr. Barber and
the likely quént-um of damages he stands to recover, For the reasons set out
below in this Advice, I accordingly strongly advise that Mr. Barber should
apply for legal aid immediately as I feel he stands a very good chance of
recovering substantial damages for assault, false imprisonment and malicious

prosecution.,
The-Facts:

I shall deal firstly with Mr. Barber's account of his arrest which is a
straightforward one. - He arrived by car at @rgreave with two friends.and
went to a field where thé police again directed the demonstrators to stand,
After a short time, he left and went to a supermarket to buy some refreshments,
on his return from the supermarket, he was walking down to the field again
along the roadway when he became awafe of a police charge., There were
people running everywhere., As a result of the confusing scene, he himself
stepped away from the roadway and on to a path by the entrance of part of
the electricity substation in Highfield Lane. he saw a number of people
running past him and then heard a voice say: 'Stand where you are, you
have done nothing wrong.' He stood still and the next thing he saw was a
police officer close by him with a truncheon in his hand. The polic officer
said to Mr. barber: 'Get off home'. Mr. Barber replied: I've only jﬁst

arrived'.when at the same moment, he was struck a truncheon blow on the




side of the head and nose by this officer with such force that he, Mr.
Barber fell te the ground amongst stinging nettles. Two other officers then
arrived and Mr. Barber was struck a number of blows about his body. PC
Gray then arrived and hit Mr., Barber around the legs and foot a number
of times with his truncheon, whilst Mr. Barber was being held by the two
original officers. Another officer wearing a flat cap came up to the group b

and said: 'That's it, Put the cuffs on and take him down.' Mr. Barber

was then handcuffed and taken away by PC Gray.

Mr. Barber is a man of 44 years of age of good character and his evidence
talse .’WM*— anda e [voRC e
discloses a prima facie case of asgault and uniswfwi.detemiierr. The strength
of his case is now supported on all material particulars by PC Gray's live
evidence at the criminal trial and by the photographs of Mr. Barber's arrest
which is in the possession of those instructing me. As a result of his being
being arrest, Mer. Barber was unable to return to his vehicle which was
damaged in incidents later that day. The prosecution version of the facts
falls into two categories; firstly, the statement of PC Gray dated 18 June
1985, a copy of which is appended hereto, PC Gray being the sole officer
concerned in giving or making any statement in relation to Mr. Barber and
the only officer who gave evidence concerning Mr. Barber at trial. On the
fa-ce of PC ‘Gray's original statement, it would be difficult to find a more
simple scenario of how Mr., Barber came to be arrested. A further document
worth mentioning at this point is the detention sheet which was filled in on

Mr. Barber's arrival at the police detention centre. This sheet revealed

the following information:

a) Under section headed 'Reasons For Arrest Or Detention' the
only word that appears is 'discussing' (it should be noted

that PC Gray alleges that Mr. Barber was told he was being

arrested for threatening behaviour);




b) the only injury noted that Mr. Barber was alleged to have
at the time the detention sheet was being completed was

'nettle rash',

At the trial however, PC Gray gave a wholly different version of Mr. Barber's

arrest and detention and I shall comment briefly on the most important

points,

o i) PC Gray accepted that although Mr. Barber was of similar
appearance to the stone thrower, he nevertheless could
have been mistaken in his identification., He accepted that
he had lost sight of the person he was chasing completely
during the course of the chase and could give no proper
explanation as to why the fact that he had lost.sight of
the person he was pursuing was not mentioned in his

original statement.

o i) When he saw Mr. Barber after entering the field from the
roadway, PC Gray accepted that when he first saw Mr, Barber
Mr., Barber was in fact being punched and pushed to the ground
by three other uniformed officers and PC Gray went on to say
in clear terms th#t he did not see Mr. Barber do anything to

provoke these officers.

iii) PC Gray then said that these officers then simply left Mr,
Barber there on the ground and that he, PC Gray, was
not pleased with the actions of the other officers, that it had
shocked him and when asked by the Trial Judge why he had
not reported such an incident or mentioned it in his statement-,"

PC Gray could give no explanation at all.
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PC Gray was unable to explain why no mention of the injury
to Mr, Barber was made, either on the detention sheet or in

his statement.

PC Gray was a trained short shield officer and had been trained

in accordance with manoevres 6 and 7 in the Association of Chief
Police Officers' Trainign Manual: Public Order and Tactical Options.
These manoevres are appended hereto and it is my firm opinion
that such mancevres are prima facie unlawful as they involve
officers in offences of assault on persons merely standing their

ground and committing no offence.

PC Gray howéver, was under the impression that he had even
greater powers and gave in evidence his opinion that having
been ordered to disperse the crowd, he, PC Gray, could
arrest someone for simply standing there., ( He did qualify
this later by saying that he would have had to have justified

such an arrest to the officer dealing with prisoners,)

PC Gray accepted that the first part of his statement was
dictated by South Yorkshire detective and while this is not
necessarily improper, a number of the factual matters referred
to in PC Gray's statement could not have been personally
observed by him because his unit was deployed in another

location at times during that day.

False-Imprisonment:

False imprisonment is the complete deprivation of liberty for any time, however

short, without lawful excuse. In all cases, the burden is on the police to



prove that they had a lawful excuse for arresting and detaining. It is
difficult to see how, on PC Gray's evidence in Court, it could be maintained
that there was in any way a proper arrest. It should be borne in mind
that PC Gray admitted that he could arrest th® demonstrators for simply

being there. It is likewise clear that he was not sure of the identity of

the stone thrower at the time of Mr, Barber's arrest. It follows that if Mr.

Barber was unlawfully arrested, his subsequent detention over night was

unlawful amounting to the tort of false imprisonment.

Malicious - Prosecution:

The substance of maliciolis prosecution is that the Defendant has wrongly
set the law in motion against the Plaintiff, To succeed, each Plaintiff must

prove and the burden of proof, unlike false imprisonment is on himor her

that -~

a) he or she was prosecuted;

b) the prosecution was determined in the Plaintiff's favour;
c) it was without reasonable and probable cause and

d) it was malicious.

It is difficult to see how, in making this particular arrest and his statement
thereafter, that PC Gray could have failed to realise the importance of his
losing sight completely of the stone thrower. he does not appear to have
questioned or taken the numbers of the assaulting officers to see if they
could corroborate his belief that Mr. Barber was throwing stones or to see
if they had any reasonable basis for their original detention of Mr. Barber.
PC Gray was likewise acting quite improperly in failing to report or mention
the assault that he had seen the three officers commit until the trialr.of Mr.

Barber, It is clear that one view is that PC Gray deliberately fabricated



part of his statement and that there is a prima facie case of malicious prosecution.

Parties:

Under the Police Act 1964 the Chief Constable for an area is responsible for

the tortious actions of officers under his control or instruction. The Chief e~
Constable of South Yorkshire is therefore the appropriate Defendant in this

case under the Police Act 1964 Section 48, PC Gray being present under
mutual aid at the time. I would however advise further that PC Gray should
be added as Second Defendant, He was drafted to @rgreave that day under
Mutual Aid but the Chief Constable may seek to argue in defence that PC

Gray, in fabricating his statement to justify the detention and prosecution

of Mr. Barber, was acting outside the status of his employment and that
therefore he, the Chief Constable, is not liable for the tortious act of PC Gray.

This 'defence' is circumvented by PC Gray being joined as Second Defendant.

Jurisdiction:

It is my view at this stage that the High Court is the proper venue for

this case. I take this view for the following reasons:

i) Mr. Barber was charged and prosecuted for the serious

offence of riot as a result of PC Gray's arrest and statement.

ii) Mr. Barber was in custody over night for the first time in his
life,
iii) Mr. Barber suffered not only physical injury but considerable

dver :
mental anguish at the time of his arrest and for reasdy a Y o

afterwards until the prosecution was dropped, during




which time the Home Secretary spoke in public of life
sentences for convicted rioters, causing even greater
distress to Mr. Barber and his wife. It is quite clearly
established that exemplary damages may be awarded where
the wrong proved ig?oppressive, arbitrary or unconstitutional

action by an officer of the law. ( Rookes.-V-.Barnard [1964]

AC 129). In this particular case, Mr. Barber having

awaited trial for nearly a year and then having attended Court
for ten weeks then faced the prosecution abandoning its case
the day after PC Gray completed his evidence. Bearing in
mind the manner in which PC Gray gave evidence at trial, I
have little doubt that exemplary damages may well be
considered in this case despite the'demonstration' Background.
A recent example of the sort of award that can be made is

George - -V-.Commissioner -of - Police -for - the -Metropolis reported

in The Times, 31 March 1984 where exemplary damages of £2,000
were awarded together with a total of £8,030 in the Plaintiff's
action for trespass and assault after several police officers had
forcibly entered her home on 30 September 1980 and assaulted the
Plaintiff. I shall alsc mention at this point that a case worth
noting should it be thought in such an action that attendance

at a demonstration might negate the action, or bz a bar to damages

being awarded, I quote the case of Ballard -V-.Metropolitan

Police [1983] 133 New Law Journal 1138 where £3,000 was awarded
to a woman who had attended a women's demonstration in London

and had been assaulted by a police officer with a truncheon.

It is premature for me to deal with the specifics of quantum at this st—a_gé.
However, after the close of pleadings and discovery I shall be in a better

position to make a proper assessment of likely damagaes and in my opinion,



it will be appropriate at that stage to advise on quantum with a possible

ettt

MARGUERITE RUSSELL

view to settlement.

e—

2 Garden Court
Temple
EC4

11 September 1985
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RPPEADIX T
STATEMENT OF WITNESS '

(C.J. Act, 1967, 5.9; D.C.A., 1980, 5. 102; M.C. Rules, 1981, 1.70)

Do
ot
o \'l

STATEMENT OF GARY GRAY

AGE OF WITNESS (if over 21 ealer “over 21") OVER 21 ° S .

OCCUPATION GF WI'TNESS POLICE OFFICER .

ADDRESS AND TELEPIIONE NUMBER  WALTON LANE POLJCE STATION, WALTON,
LIVERPOOL 4 MERSEYSIDE

3
This statement, consisting of 2 pages each :lgn_cd by riie, s true to the best of my KRowleaze and belief and [ make

it knowing that, if it is tendered In evidence, I shall be liable to prosccution 1f T have wilfully stated in it anything which

L kuow to be false or do not belleve Lo be true,

Dated the 18th day ot June i 84

' Signed " GA%‘:(GBAY s estnen

Signature witnested by..... .- asnean I vt ot eame e senesmasntas . sorrsanattsebee

. . .
[4 being unable to zead the stutenient beiow,
, .
-1, » of . . rend
it to him befors he signed l\
N

Datad the ' day of .19 . _[f\, TP,

On Monday 18th June 1984 T was part of a large contingent of police

officers assigned to duty at the Orgreave Coking Plant, Highfield Lane,

orgreave. St B e e T E
B L e P JY L i1

During the morning there had besen a steady build up of pickets, there

-

was approximatel* 1,000 pickets facing us as we blocked off Highfield

Lane on the southern side of the works entrance. 2As we stood there
in the Jine a continuous stream of missiles came from the pickets _
into the police line. There was no shields being used at this :ime J

saw a number of officers being hit by these missiles.

‘To protect police officers in the line from the missiles officers

- with protective hecad gear and shields were called up. he line of

[ i

FoLdel wpaliveds it aind Lovel beth Sl & QUHLLRGLNE OF oliLCuln LhbiGieia L
break the pickets up As I ran through the line of officers I saw a

wirve stretched across th: road, there was 2 lange mumber of steopos @il

[ TR, . i o 11% Yot
.su'n.rlc'""".. Signutire withessed byP‘d"?'J"'
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STATEMENT OF WITNESS

(C.]. Act, 1967, 5. 9; M.C.A,, 1980, 5. 162; M.C. Rules, 1981, r.70)
' ‘ 258

Continuation of statement of  GARY GRAY

broken glass spread out across the road.

I saw the accused BARBER throwing stones at th} approaching officers.

Myself and a numioer of othpr officers ran towards BARBER and he jumped

——

of ¥ +he road and into a_fi}ald. I took a hold of BARBER and cautioned

( - .
hin and pointed out what I had seen. fie replied "I've only just arrived".
7} . . _ ‘ .

(
LNt

« X told him I yas arreétinp hir for xhreatening behaviour. I then handcuf!
BARBER and egcorted him Hack to the police room. The scene I saw today

.4 was of an equally frighteningsmature as the Toxteth riots in 1981.
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17 se - Manceuvre 6. ﬁPP‘gND}X E_

{v 3 Brief Description : Short shield baton carrying team deployed into

. crowd.

Detailed Description : Long shield officers deployed into crowd and

deployed across the road. Behind long shield units are deployed all
the short and round shield Officers with batons. On the command the
short shield Officers run forward either through and/or round the

L flanks of long shields into the crowds for not more than 30 y;rds.

; They dispersed the crowd and incapacitate missile throwers and ring-
leaders by striking in a controlled manner with batons about the
arms and legs or torso so as not to cause serious injury. Following
? the short shield units the long shield units advanced quickly beyond--—=~
, the short shields to provide additional protection. Link were from

long shield units until move in and take prisoners.

Manoeuvre 7.

Brief Description : Short shield teams deployed into crowd.

o ———

Detailed Description : Officers with short shields and batons are formed i

—

; 2 double 5 men files with a Sergeant at the back of each file and the

i Inspector between the 2 files, This unit will initially be protected
ig by long shield Officers or personnel carriers and on the command

4 will run at the crowd in pairs to disperse and/or incapacitate.

¥ Long shields will follow to gain ground and give additional protection

for arresting Officers.

T T LW R T e e " v, e TR, = B T R -
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MOINTED PULICE ;

Mounted branch officers may be deployed in the public disorder contert to achieve

one or more of the follovins objectives: -

a. confronting & hostile crowd with a display of strength to diwourare riotous
behaviour, This may be merely 'within view'! or at 'close guarters' with the
crowd.

b. APPl¥ing pressure at close quartersfo hold or ease back a solidly packed crowd,
preserving the pelice line or gaining ground,

c. Protecting buildings from & hostile crowd.

d. Openinc gaps in & crowd or separatins sections of the crowd by the measured
use of the weight of horses,

e. Diszpersing a crowd using impetus tc create fecr and a scattef effect.

f. Dispersine a crowd using impetus and weight to physically puos® back a crowd.

g. 'Svweeping' streets ané parklends of mobile groupsénd individuals.

h. Combining with other officers on foot (they employing waried tactics) to
achieve any of the above objectives, —r

GRCUP _FOUR - CROVD DISPERSLL

when officers gre deployed in close contact with crowds there irs always the optiou

of gradually pushing the crowds back thereby achieving a slow digperssal, The
dispersal manoeuvres discussed below,however, provide for a more rapid éispersal
based on fear created by the impetus of horses.

A generalisation can be made about all dispersal tacties of this nature; that they
are only a viable ¢ption when the hostile crowd has somewhere to disrerse to rapidly.
It would be quite inappropriate to use such a manceuvre ageinst a densely packed crowd
EANCEUVRE 10

&+ Byief Description

« ounted officers advance orn & erowd in a way indiceting that they do not intend
to stop.

b. Detailed deseription = This menceuvre can be applied whether there are foot

police in close contact with the erowd in a 'stand-off' position or mo foot police
at gll. The mounted police officers for— in & double rank, lin2 abreast facing
the crowd and advance together at & shart pace (i.e. fast walk or stesdy trot)
towards the crowd. Foot officers stand well aside to let thec through ané
re-forr behind follewing at the double, The horses stop &t & pre-deters.:ed spot
foot officers forming up berind. I{ missiles are throwr protected officers
are brought throvgh the horses, whkih are then in e position to repeat the
manoeuvre,
Descrivtion: Thie manoeuvre is identical to %o« 10 except thet the advence is maide
towards the crowd at a canter. Tye same considerations as regards foot pslice and
helting the horses at a predefermined place apriy.
FAMOETVRS §2

Despriptior -~ Combining a rapid advarce of mounted pelice with foot police.

Younted cfficers with their horses forwed in lime abreast advance on the ercwd
followed by shield units jogsing behind the mounted formation. When the horses
pake contact with the erowd the foot officers, with ghields, are in e position
to meke ny necessar: arresie, ‘

& werning to the crowd should elways be giver before sdopting mounted disperssal
tactics. )
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ADVICE ON LIABILITY AND QUANTUM

On 18 June 1984 Mr. Bell was detained near the Electricity Sub Station in
Highfield Lane, Orgreave, near Sheffield, South Yorkshire by two officers from
West Yorkshire police. He was subsequently charged with riotous assembly. He
faced his trial in May, June and July of 1985 and was acquitted when the
prosecution abandoned their case and offered no evidence on 17 July 1985. I
am asked to advise on the civil remedies now available to Mr. Bell and the likely
quantum of damages he stands to recover. For the reasons set out below in
this Advice, I accordingly advise that Mr., Bell stands an excellent chance of
recovering substantial damages for assault, false imprisonment and malicious

prosecution,

Mr. Bell received serious injury on 18 June 1984 in that his left leg was fractured
and he was detained overnight in hospital where his leg was put in plaster from

ankle to groin. He also received other injuries of a less serious nature.

The  Facts:

Mr. Bell's account of how he came to bz arrested and detained is a simple and

straightforward one. He attended the demonstration and as a result of a police

decision to move demonstrators out of a field where previously they had been permitted
to stand, by a three stage push manoé:vre, Mr. Bell, during the first of these
manoe%rres became isolated from the friends with whom he had attended the
demonstration. Mr. Bell was feeling some discomfort with his left leg at this

time (he had previously been in a serious car accident which had resulted in him
being in intensive care and amongst injuries received in this accident was a fractured
leg). In the 1lull between pushes however, he was able to rejoin one of his

friends. When the final charge by the police came however, he was unable to run

and in fact hopped for a considerable distance away from the police as the police
forced the demonstrators to retreat. One of his friends waited for him and

helped him over a small fence by the Electricity Sub Station., Thereafter, Mr.




Bell was in such pain that he unable to retreat further and he sat down by a wall

of the Electricity Sub Station. His friend called out to officers near by in an

attempt to get their assistance for Mr. Bell. Two officers, having had their attention

drawn to Mr, Bell and his friend in this manner firstly told Mr, Bell's friend to
get a move on and then as four or five other officers arrived, hit out towards
Mr. Bell's friend with truncheons. Thereafter, one of these officers hit Mr. Bell
who was still seated on the ground at this time. Mr. Bell put his arms over his
head to protect himself, The officers hit Mr. Bell two or three times, one blow
landing on the side of Mr. Bell's head and one on his shoulder. One policeman
stood on or kicked Mr. Bell's injured leg and then grabbing Mr. Bell by his
clothing, forced him to stand told him to get lost., As the officer pushed Mr.
Bell away, Mr. Bell tried to hobble but in fact fell against the chest of ano?:_her
officer., Mr, Bell fell to the ground again where he was picked up by twg?;fficers
who asked him what was wrong with him. Mr. Bell said that he thought his leg
was broken and thereafter, these two officers grabbed him by the arms and frog-
marched him away. Mr. Bell says further that despite him compldining that he
thought his leg was broken, the officers who marched him away were not in fact
taking him to an ambulance and in fact only did so after the intervention of a
senior officer who told the arresting officers that Mr. Bell should be taken to an
ambulance. Mr. Bell was then taken to hospital where his leg was X-rayed,

found to be fractured and put in plaster.

Mr. Bell's evidence discloses a prima facie case of assault and unlawful detention.
The strength of his case is that it is supported in all material particulars by
independent evidence produced during his trial. The source of such evidence

is in the police's own video of June 18 1984, together with a number of still

photographs which are in the possession of those instructing me,

The prosecution version of the facts falls into two categories: firstly, the

statements of PC's Grundy and Holmes dated 18 June 1984 which are appended hereto,




On the face of these statements a simpler scenario would be almost impossible to
imagine. Mr. Bell according to these officers, is seen throwing, chased and

caught after falling over a fence.

At the trial however, the officers' version of events changed on a number of

material aspects. I shall enumerate some of the most material changes: firstly,

. the officers said latterly that there was a large time gap between the throwing

and the final chase and that they had lost sight of Mr. Bell in the interim period.

Neither officer could give any explanation of a still photograph showing Mr. Bell
standing in a field by himself with no other demonstrators nearby at a time when
according tc the original statement by the officers, he haa already thrown at the
police line. Finally and most importantly, when confronted with a photograph
showing Mr., Bell being detained by an officer other than themselves, mneither
officer could explain how, on their original version of events, this photo could

have been taken and indeed, they both conceded that it showed the following:

a) Mr. Bell being detained by an officer who was not even from the same police

force as these two officers;

b) that this took place in an entirely different location from the location

by the fence where they alleged they had detained him;
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¢) that the second of the alleged arresting officers, PC Grundy,
admitted with some embarrassment that he was either not shown in
this photograph or else he was possibly an officer shown casually
walking by with his back to the photographer and apparently
looking at the incident at a time when Mr. Bell was being grabbed
by his clothing by a grinning police officer with truncheon drawn

from a force other than that of West Yorkshire,

d) The first officer, PC Holmes, having denied Mr, Bell's allegation
that a senior officer intervened before Mr. Bell was taken to an
ambulance, PC Grundy, the second officer then admitted that they
had indeed been spoken to by a senior officer whose name and
rank he did not now remember. It is worth noting at this point
that according to senior officers, no orders to draw truncheons
had been given to officers in ordinary uniform. It is quite clear that
whoever the officer shown in the photograph having hold of Mr. Bell
is, he is in clear breach of police regulations regarding the use of
truncheons as it cannot be stressed enough that the photograph
shows Mr. Bell surrounded by officers, some of whom are casually
walking by that Mr., Bell's expression was one of terror and his
posture entirely defensive as contrasted with the expression and posture
of the officer who has hold of him and indeed, with the posture of PC

Holmes, who is apparently standing in front of him at this time,

I have little doubt given the inconsistencies at trial between the original account
given by these two officers and their lack of explanation for the photograph showing

the arrest of Mr, Bell that his (Mr. Bell's) version of the incident is the one

likely to be believed. The officers further alleged that Mr. Bell made admissions
in hospital. However as they were so discredited on other matters, in my view
this part of their evidence @vhich is denied by Mr. Bell) is unlikely to be believed.

False-Imprisonment:

False imprisonment is the complete deprivation of liberty for any time however




10,

short, without lawful excuse. In all cases, the burden is on the police to
prove that they had a lawful excuse for arresting and detaining. The officers!'
credibility at Court was called seriously into question. I should emphasise
that the photographic material available showing the arrest of Mr. Bell which
flatly contradicts the versions of the officers will establish without doubt Mr.

Bell's account of his arrest is the one likely to be believed.

Malicious - Prosecution:

The substance of malicious prosecution is that the Defendant has wrongly set
ther law in motion against the PLaintiff, To succeed, each Plaintiff must
prové, and the burden of proof unlike false imprisonment, is on him or her
that (a) he or she was prosecuted; (b) the prosecution was determined in the
Plaintiff's favour; (c) it was without reasonable and probable cause and (d)
it was malicious. It is difficult to see, bearing in mind the contradictions

in the officer's account and the photographic evidence available that once
these matters are established, how it could possibly be suggested that the
officers had done anything else other than fabricate evidence in this case,
Accordingly, I take the view that there is a prima facie case for malicious

prosecution,

It is quite obvious from all the above that there is a prima facie case of assault.

The - Parties:

Under the Police Act 1964, the Chief Constable of an area is responsible for
the tortious acts of officers under his control or instruction. The Chief
Constable of South Yorkshire is therefore the appropriate Defendant in this

case under Section 48 of the Act. Both PC's Grundy and Holmes were present
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under the Mutual Aid scheme. I would however advise further that PC's
Grundy and Kelsey be added énd second and third Defendants as although
they were drafted to Argreave that day under Mutual Aid, it may be that the
Chief Constable may seek to argue that the officers in fabricating their
statements to justify their prosecution of Mr. Bell, or in allowing him to be
assaulted, were acting outside the scope of their employment and that therefore
he, the Chief Constable is not liable for the torticus acts of these officers.
This defence is circumvented by PC's Grundy and Holmes being joined as

second and third Defendants.
Jurisdiction:

It is my view at this stage that the High Court is the proper venue for this

case., [ take this view for the following reasons:
i) Mr. Bell, a young man, found himself charged and prosecuted for
the most serious offence of riot as a result of the actions of PC's

Grundy and Holmes.

i) Mr. Bell received considerable injuries in that his leg was broken.

iii} Mr. Bell suffered not only physical injury that day but considerable

mental anguish from the time of his arrest for over a year until the
prosecution case was dropped during which time the Home Secretary

spoke in public of life sentences for convicted rioters causing even greater
distress. It is quite clearly established that exemplary damages may be
awarded where the wrong proved is an oppressive, arbitrary or

unconstitutional action by officers of the law (Rockes--V-.Bernard

[1954] AC 1129, In this case, Mr. Bell, having awaited trial for nearly
a year and then having attended Court for ten weeks, then faced the

prosecution abandoning the case, bearing in mind the manner and
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‘content of the evidence given at trial, I have little doubt that on

full hearing of these matters, exemplary damages may well be
considered despite the 'demonstration' background. A recent
example of the sort of awards that can be made is George.-V-

The - Commissioner -of - Police . for -the Metropolis [31/3/84) The Times,

where exemplary damages of £2,000 were awarded together with a total
of £8,030 in the Plaintiff's action for trespass and assault after
several police officers forcibly entered her home on 30 September
1980, A further case worth mentioning should it be thought that
attendance at such a demonstration is a bar to damages being awarded

is Ballaxrd.-V~-.The Metropolitan.Police [1983] 133 NLJ 1138 where

£3,000 was awarded to a woman who had attended a women's demonstration
in London and been assaulted by a police officer with a truncheon. At
this stage it would be quite wrong for me to advise in any detail on
quantum of damages. Obviously those instructing me will have to get
further information re financial and medical aspects of Mr. Bell's case,
However, after the close of pleadings and discovery, I shall be in a better
position to make a proper assessment of likely damages with a view to

possible settlement. I therefore advise that legal aid should be applied

for as soon as possible in this case. ‘<
M‘ﬂ/ M.

MARGUERITE RUSSEL

2 Garden Court

Temple
EC4

23 September 1985
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STATEMENT OF WITNESS JCU

-

(C.). Act, 1967, 6.9; M.C.A., 198C, 5. 102; M.C. Rules, 1981, r.70) g
0i
STATEMENT OF  Beza*rd GRUNDY. .
AGE OF WITNESS (if over 21 enter “over 21") Over 1.
OCCUPATION OFF WITNLSS Police Constable 3650.

ADDRESS AND TEL'EPHONE NUMBER Silsden Police Station, Bolton Road,
. Near Xeighley. Tel: Steeton 52203.

Thls statenmient, consistingof 2 pages each duncd by me, {s true to the best of my knowledge and belief and § make

it knowing that, if it is tendered in evidence, 1 shall be liobie to prosecution {f 1 have wilfully stated in it anything which

T know to be false or do not belleve to be true.
Datedthe 18th  dayor  June .19 84 : .
) ' SIEn€d-mnsr e B2 GEUNGAY, - Police Constable 3650. .

StEnatuze witnessed bY cemver J. Hudson.z.Detective Constable 476, .

| O :

being unable to read the statcment below,

I, ; . of » sosd
it to him before he signed it. -
Dated the klv of .19 . Besrnidsnsesi et isiaeser e, )

+

At 11.25 a.m. on Monday, 18th June, 1981},' i was on uniform duty engaged
in the public order disturbances at the Orgreave Coking Plant in
Yorkshire. At this time I was in company with Police Constable 456

HOLMES, also of the West Yorkshire Metropelitan Police. We were on
the Police line in front of the pickets. At this {ime missiles were beir

vhrown at the Police by a large number of pickets. These missiles varied

from large stones to bottles and wooden stales,

At this point I saw the defendant BELL. He was throwing a botile ai

tellovw Police Qfficers some twenty vards in front of us. Police Constiabl

1 '
HOLMES and myself gave chase after BELL, +ho was limping. He fell over

!
oY

and was caught by Peclice Constable HOTMFS and myself,

Police Constable FOIMES took hold of him and told him he was under orrest

and he replied after bLeing cautioned by Police Constable HOLMES,. MOUHAY.Y

woryy edor .
S[l‘!itn'l.._....:... E.‘.....C‘.?'..‘.“!.].':.‘.-r'...'.............,.................. SiFnatgre witnecse Ly J- }!tiﬂ{:OP] -
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GEXN/6

STATEMENT OF WITNESS ey
(C.J. Act, 1967, 5. 9; M.C.A., 1980, = 1025 M.C. Rules, 1981, 1.70) Page 2.

307

Conlinualion of statlement of Bernard GRUNDY - Police Constable %650

It was apparent at this stage that BELL had injufed his left leg in some
t.‘.rzq,r and appearcd to be in Some pain. He was immediately taken to & rnearb
anbulance and conveved to Rotherham General Hosvital. After bcing; treate
for an injured leg, which had been frac;turcd, BELL was again seen by
Poliice Constable HOLMES and myself in Ward B2. Police Constable HOLMES

reminded BELL of the caution and said:-

Q ‘ _' ] T "Do you understand vhy you'have been.a;reétcd?”

R . ’l "Yes, it's covious."

Q B "So you admit thI‘Oh..Lng mi .élles at the Police ¢

- ‘ not dispersing when you were requested."

. f . o

R e _ ' Wes., Vnat can I say?® Lt

4] T - What wer you throwlng"“ T .

R | - MStones. M | - .

Q "We gaw you with a bottle." T

R “Yes, but .I didn't throw that, I oﬁly tﬁ:‘e‘.—:
stones. I threw down the bottle."

Q s - .. "So you .—mr"u* throwing stones at Police who wer
-on duty at the picket line."

R B — "Yes," .

Police Constable HOLMES then formally cautioned BELL and told him the

facts wo‘?lg be reported, to which he replied, "QHAY.™

'R undy . J *
Simizd.nn,.n i 'Gru!'j“' .............................. Sigrature vitressed by.. o h""l S

}JOJ J.LC uCantc...-_‘lQ ) O. ; DCLCCL]_\“ CO'] "'1-"1‘_! ’:-:




STATEMENT OF WITNESS - ol
. . 290
- © (C). Act, 1967, 5.9; M.C.A., 198C, 5. 102; M.C. Rules, 1981, r.70) K

O  STATEMENT OF . Tee HOLMES
AGE OF WITNESS (if over 21 enter “over 217) Over 21. .
. OCCUPATION OF WI'TNESS Police Constable 456,

ADDRESS AND TELEPHONE NUMBER Keighley Police Station, West Yorkshire
' Tel: 0575-604261.
Thiz statement, consisting of 5 pages each slgned by me, Is true to the best of my knowledpe and belief and I make

it knowing that, §{ it is tendered in evidence, 1shall be liable to prosecution if [ have wilfully stated in it anything which

t know to be fulse o1 do not believe to be true,

Dated the 18th . day of June w19 8‘+ . : ’
- Signed. L..e.ﬁ....}.I.!?.—?:!.T!S“?.%.-...........................
b Signature witnessed bv...... Je J{ud‘son =.De tQCtlveconFtab.th??s‘
T E T e ananres TV R R . SIPL TP I FRR I, 7111 uneble to rezd the statement belowr,
I, *Lread
it to him belore he signed it.
Dited the day of v g i PRSI A y
) 5
- ; ;;s

£t 11.25 a.mi on Monday, 18th June, 1981}; I was ::on uniform duty engaged

P

- in the public order disturbances at the COrgreave Steel Coking Tiant in
Yorkshire. At this time I was in company with Police Constable 3650
'. re

GRUKDY, also of the West Yocrkshire Metropolitan Police. We were on

the Police line in front of the pickets.

’ At this time migsiles werc being throvn ab us,;éhe Police, by a large
o, 1
number of picxkets. Thesc mig€siles varied fz‘om:iarge stones, to botiles
and-v.-rooden otekes. At this point I saw the defendant EELL. 1,4 vias
throwing & bottle at fellow Police oificers somo cventy yards in i‘rc-n-‘;
i of us. Police Constabls ORIHDY and mvself gave chasc after BELL who

y was now iimping. He fell over and was caught by Police Constable GRINSY

| I S T3 A SR ¥ ¢ et R A PR SN SR A 1S SRS CERRrRISATIE TS
Teplied,/after caution, "ORAY.Y

.
i

GENGD

irrsensrrinsennens SEMIRILTE WALACIICH MY Ly e e



e *

GLN/6

- He replied: _ "_Stones LN _ -

STATEMENT OF WITNLESS JCU

(C.J. Act, 1967, 5. 95 M.C.A., 1960, 5. 102; ALC. Itules, 1981, r.70) bage 2.
Contin_u:ution of stalement of |Lee HOI.:‘-:!_T:§ ~ Police Constable ‘45:6:' ) 3U i'

It was apparent at this stage that BELL hLed injured his left leg in soue

vay and appeared to be in some pain. He vas immediately tawen to a nearbdy

ambulance and conveyed to Rotherham General Hospital.

Afte: being treated for an 1ngured le ; which had been fractured, BELL
was ggain seen by Police Constable GRUNDY and myself in Wa.rd B2. I

reminded him of the c= utlon and said:-

"Do you undnrstand vhy you have been arresteci
He replied: “Yes, it's obvious."

I then said: "Bp you admit throwing missiles at the Police

- and ' not wispersing +Rch you were requested.'t.

He replied: "Yes what can I say?"

»-

I then said: ‘What were you throwing?"

I then paid: "ie saw you with a bottle."

He replied: “’fes; but I didn't tmow tnat [ only threw stone
I threw dovn tha Hetide."
I then said: ¥S0 you admit throwing stores at the Police who

were on duty at the picket liine.
y & :

.~ Peplied: “Yes.
S

I then formzlly cautioned him and told him the facts would be reported.

Ho replied, "OXAY."

' 1 1 .
Signcd...... L(' c"Ho”\' ................................ : Signature witnessed by.. J' HUC'aon e sy

Dctcctl\c {30"1”*'14'I o AT




Re: DAVID BELL !

- and -

THE CHIEF CONSTABLE OF SOUTH YORKS
- and -
PC HOLMES 456
- and -

PC GRUNDY 3650

ADVICE

Ms. M. Russell
2 Garden Court
Temple

EC4

SN

w/“”/

&5




ADVICE ON.LIABILITY AND QUANTUM

On 18 June 1984, Mr. Wysocki was detained in Highfield Lane, @rgreave,

near Sheffield, South Yorkshire by two police officers from the West Midlands
Police Force, A PC Skelton and a Police Sergeant Kelsey, He was subsequently
charged with riotous assembly. He faced his trial in May, June and July of 1985
and was acquitted when the prosecution abandoned their case and offered no
evidence on 17 July 1985. I am asked to advise on the civil remedies now
available to Mr. Wysbcki and the likely quantum of damages he stands to
recover. For the reasons set out below in this Advice, I accordingly advise

that Mr. Wysocki stands a good chance of recovering substantial damages for

assault, false imprisonment and malicious prosecution.

Mr. Wysocki received bruises on his right knee, right leg, lacerations on the

nose and a black eye and was seen by a doctor on 19 June 1984.

The  Facts:

Mr. Wysocki's account of how he came to be arrested and detained is a simple

and straightforward one. He attended the demonstration and was forced

 during the course of the morning by various police charges to retreat up

Highfield Lane. he took no aggressive action (which is clearly shown in a
number of photographs, some of which were produced in evidence at trial).
Eventually, he was forced by the police charges to run and shelter in a
doorway when a number of ‘police officers arrived. A police officer said

'Out you bastards, out' and someone else shouted 'Not him, get the big bastard
with the white shirt on'. Mr, Wysocki then found himself taken hold of and
denied immediately that he had been involved in any missile throwing and

even went to the extent of asking the officers who ahd hold of him to examine
his hands as proof of this. He was marched down Highfield Lane towards

the Detention Centre during the course of which he was thrown agai’f;st a

shield cordon by the officers who had arrested him (this was apparently



observed by another acquitted defendant, Mr. William Greenaway) and then,
as he was taken through the police cordon, he was kicked and punched by

officers in that cordon.

On Mr. Wysocki's own account, there is a clear, prima facie face of assault,
false imprisonment and malicious prosecution. However, apart from the witness
referred to above, a number of police witnesses at trial accepted that prisoners
were struck as they went through the cordons in Highfield Lane and indeed,
there was photographic evidence produced by the prosecution which showed

in one photograph in particular, officers in an aggressive stance as prisoners
were brought towards them. The police version of how Mr. Wysocki came to
be arrested and injured is contained in the statements of PC Skelton dated

18 june 1984 and PS Kelsey dated 16 July 1984, appended hereto. On the

face of these statements, there is a simple and clear allegation that Mr.
Wyusocki was seen throwing a stone, chased and arrested and thereafter taken
to the Detention Centre. There is no reference to Mr. Wysocki being injured

at the time he went through the cordon in these statements.

At trial, the officers faced certain difficulties with the account given in their

statements and I shall enumerate the most important points:

i) Their account of their position just prior to the arrest of Mr.
Wysocki flatly contradicted the evigd¥ice of a number of other

officers.

i) Their account of what was taking place with the demonstration
just prior to the arrest again, flatly contradicted the evidence
of other officers, one of whom clearly said in terms in evidence:.~

'"There was no charge by demonstrators'.



1ii) There was clear photographic evidence available which showed
the incident just prior to this arrest which again did not

support the evidence of the officers.

iv) Their version of what happened at the cordon which resulted
in the injuries altered during their live evidence, RS
v) The officers accepted that they had been trained and were
o acting in accordance with the Assistant Chief Police Officer's

Manual, Public Order and Tactical Options, Manocevres-6 and 7

appended hereto which in my clear opinion are illegal manoevres.

vi) PC Skelton accepted that he had mac_le his particular statement
at a time when parts of it were being dictated by South Yorkshire
detectives which though not improper in itself, resulted in the
officery giving evidence in Court which clearly indicated that Theer
personal knowledge of these items was at variance with other

evidence given in trial.

6. False Imprisonment:

False impi‘isonment is the complete deprivation of liberties for any iimé,
however short, without lawful excuse, In all cases the burden is on the
police to prove that they had a lawful excuse for arresting and detaining.
The officers' credibility at Court was called seriously into question, There
is little doubt that at the time of Mr. Wysocki's arrest, officers were out
of control with chaotic charging on the basis of the illegal manoevres
referred to above and the police would have to prove the lawful basis for
arrest once the detention by the police is established., There should 'i-)e

no difficulty in this area and I would further emphasise that there is




substantial photographic material, particularly in the form of photographs
showing Mr. Wysocki just prior to his arrest which flatly contradict and
would establish without doubt that his account of the incident is the one

likely to be believed,

Malicious - Prosecution: N

The substance of malicious prosecution is that the defendant has wrongly

set the law in motion against the plaintiff, To succeed, each plaintiff must
prove, and the burden of proof, unlike false imprisonment is on him or her
that (a) he or she was prosecuted, (b) the prosecution was determined in

the plaintiff's favour, (c) it was without reasonable and probable cause and
{(d) it was malicious, It is difficult to see, bearing in mind the contradictions,
and the photographic evidence that once these matters are established, how

it can be suggested that the officers had done anything else other than
fabricate evidence in this case and accordingly, I take the view that there

is a prima facie case of malicious prosecution.
The - Parties:

Under the Police Act 1964, the Chief Constable of an area is responsible

for the tortious acts of officers under his control or instruction. The

Chief Constable of South Yorkshire is therefore the appropriate defendant

in this case under Section 48 of the Act. Both PC Skelton and PS Kelsey
were present under the Mutual Aid scheme. I would however advise further
that PC Skelton and PS Kelsey should be added as second and third
defendants as although they ware drafted to @rgreave that day under Mutual
Aid, it may be that the Chief Constable may seek to argue that the officers,
in fabricating their statements to justify their prosecution of Mr, Wys’acki

or in running him into the shields cordon and allowing him to be assaulted




-

whilst under their detention, were acting outside the scope of their

" n&
employm%t; and that therefore he, the Chief Constable is“liable for the
tortious acts of these officers, This defence is circumvented by PC Skelton

and PS Kelsey being joined as second and third defendants,
Jurisdiction:

It is my view at this stage that the High Court is the proper venue for this

case, [ take this view for the following reasons:

i) Mr. Wysocki, a man of 38 with only one minor conviction many
years ago, now spent, for theft of a bag of fertiliser for which
he was fined £10. He is therefore essentially a man of good
character and found himself charged and prosecuted for the most

serious offence of riot as a result of the actions of PS Kelsey and PC

Skelton,

ii) Mr. Wysocki was in custody over night for the first time in his
life,

i) Mr. Wysocki suffered notonly physical injury that day but

considerable mental anguish from the time of his arrest for
over a year until the prosecution case was dropped, during which
time the Home Secretary spoke in public of life sentences for

convicted rioters, causing even greater distress.

It is quite clearly established that exemplary damages may be awarded where

the wrong proved is an oppressive, arbitrary or unconstitutional action by

Rookes .
officers of the law (Bxeeles -V~ Bernard [1954] AC 1129). In this case, Mr. 1




Wysocki, having awaited trial for nearly a year and then having attended
Court for ten weeks then faced the prosecution abandoning its case. Bearing
in mind the manner and content of the evidence given at trial, I have little
doubt that on full hearing of these matters, exemplary damages may well be
considered despite the 'demonstration' background., A recent example of

the sort of awards that can be made is George -V- Commissioner.of - Police - foYm.-

the-Metropolis reported in The Times, 31 March 1984 where exemplary damages

of £2000 were awarded, together with a total of £8,030 in the plaintiff's
action for trespass and assault after several police officers forcibly entered
her home on 30 September 1980. A further case worth mentioniz}_g should it
be thought that attendance at such a demonstration is a bar to dé&sages being

*

L
awarded, Ballard--V-.Metropolitan-Police [1983] 133 NLJ 11_3_8 where £3,000

was awarded to a woman who had attended a women's demonstration in London
and been assaulted by a police officer with a truncheon, At this stage, it

would be quite wrong for me to advise in any detail on quantum of damages.
Obviously, those instructing me will have to get further information re financial
and medical aspects of Mr. Wysocki's case, However, after the close of pleadings
and discovery, I shall be in a better position to make a proper assessment

of likely damages with .a view to possible settlement., I therefore advise that

legal aid should be applied for as soon as possible in this case, KM{
— mw
H w d '

MARGUERITE.-RUSSELL

2 Garden Court
Temple
EC4

13 September 1985
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STATESLN T OF WITNESS
-(C.). Act, 1907, 5.9, MLC.AL, 1930, 5. 102; M.C. Rules, 1901, r.70)

STATEMENT OF Jack SRrLTON.
AGE OIF WITNESS (il over 21 enter “aver 217) Over 21,
OCCUPATION OF WITNESS Police Constable 9479.
ADDRESS AND TELEPHONE NUMBER West Midlands Police 0.5.U.,

' Bradford Sirect, Eirminghenm,
Tole staleronl, consisting of 3 pubes cich: sirnad Ly me, s true te the bost of my knowleducand belisf and [ mehr

1
It knowlng that if I3 Is tendered §n evidence, § 85227 be Hadle to proszeution i D have wilfully statod tr it anything whizi

L, T
} kunow to Ye fwse o1 do not believe to be troe,
Ducdthe 10th  dnyor June as 84
i . -r_-|.:-_c~.-, ~re .

- Signzter vilnessed b‘_.R.}:._(,_.bc_s.uET‘E‘L‘?_YEtBJ;u. e - .

(-‘.......... . being unable Lo sead thr statuomeni belgy
[ 3

I, of © {73

it to him before he tigned it

«18 .

P T T T T LTI T T r R R P P sry P

Dated the © day of

On Monday, 18th June, 1584,

part of a large contingent of Police
- ;

ITRPIFRRY

Qificers assigred tc‘: dut):‘ ;at.. the Orgreave Coking Plant, Highfield Iaue,
Orgreave. During the morning there had been a steady build-up of

- . S,
pickgts. There were apy fo;:i;zatcly 3,000 picuets facing us as we were
19) e

locking off Hizshfield Lane erx the scuthern side of the works entrance.

ts wo ctood there in the line a steady flovw of missiles ceme from the

f - .
plekete into the Police line, There verce ns shields being uwsed by ihe

L) I3
Folice at {his tice. 1 sow e ner of o“_cc 25 in the FPolice 1inc hid
arnd £:31 dovr, N
5‘-_

AU thel time my usil wee eqgulzrzd wilh shiclds and protective heodoin
cnt owere belns hald in reserve behind the mpoin Polize cordon,  FHooemunb
T A TR A DT T TR SR LS P .-,"' '.'.".'.."( H S \:‘l-'-"{“-.‘-(':r-‘:'\‘-.
The pall coruot raeel up wnd tuneiboer widlh ofher officors I rion Towny
the picx , who reiresied. Vi gadtned eboui 8D yerds then heldd thot d
.
-‘;l.'l:"l.:.-.......,...‘.-,..‘n : 3 . | Yo, ‘
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STATEMUNT OF Vlrxif

S0

Lunf
(C.J. Act, 3907, 5. 9; MLC.AL, 193G, & 102 0.0, Budes, 1981, 1705

Continuation of statciment of Joeh S.’\'.“.'L'.'()..., Folice {tonatunre €570,

whilst tne nein Police cordeon deployed with long ﬁhielfs

to join us. Ve ropeated this manocuvre twice more, Tnr

4 *
expericuced a mumher of cbzlzeles and traps left by the ;icko*n,

the rond., Thete included a car plecced across the widit

There were railuay sleewers placed across the road. Aryroximate

yarcs before the railvay bridge of telemgraph wire hud e

acrezx: ihe road, head heldgnt. fne

bridge, nighiield Lore. There wuss &till a constmat berrize of ¢

e paiv cerdon cponed uw edlowing meuntead cfficers theovnh eud
L -

foliousd behind, Vo the oty

O
«
(3]
[=9
=
o

4,
~
C
B
oy
[
[]
W
‘J
[
I3
in
[ ]

pickets, B -

I sav a man.] nov kocw to be Stephen VIS0CEI, born 6.%.30, weari

virite shirt, Vluc jeans ond a car. He had a stone in hiz right
in front of mec. I saw WVYSOTIA ihrow

VT LT . . A P
1 PR AP
Slneelad oy '._r_.d.;..).\, i,

Hargil s £ 2 - . - ER TR B |
T &P choet them Jesricn, thoa
.
L - PR .
Bipas s Lip ATt A TEr e ngd 1 e e o LIS

e 0y

..l
M

Mee o

poved Jorvard

cvmhout e

the road.

1F%0

Simdionoous]

e

vards L




CSTATEMENT OF VTN ES oo Jo
. oo

(C.1. Act, 1967, 5. 9; NLC.A., 1980, s. 102 M.C. Rales, 1661, r.70) O Page 3.

, Continuation of statement of  Juck SKELTOH, Poliece Coraioble 9479,
{
A
WYSOCHI was then cscorted to the Police detention centre situated oppozit
Orgreave Coke works.
L)
On ocur war to the Pelice detertion centre, we had to brezil thiovngh two
Police shield cordons. We had difficulty breakirg through the first
cordon es the shieclds were tightly wedped together.
. ¥
‘T - . -. . : - . .
- - . . . - R —e ! ' : . .
o Op arrived at the prisoner reception I neticed that WXiSIHT had bruising

under his right cye angd & smdl cut to his nose. He refused medicnd

R treatment. He alleged that a Police Officer had ceused the injury buat

~
-

refused to claborate or make a conplaink.

- J
-
S
—
-
a
3
N
L]
’

S - e
K UUUOUNSRR Sigesivts witnrzerd L/ :I:'.’ ::f




¢ a—n rm—— 4% o o

(C.J. Aet, 1967, 5.9; MLC.A,, 1980, s

STATEMENT OF

AGE OF WITNESS (if over
- CCCUPATION Ol‘ WITQNESS

ADDRESS AND '1 ELEPHONE NU'\IBEI’

Thiz statciurent, consisting of
It knowlng thuat, LI it §s tendered I evigence, Ishall be ¥is

1 knouw to be false oz do not believe to be trus, .

:Y ot

Corrresim o prrsscasraian reannnsnnns

STATEMI ."I O)F WITNESS

21 enter “over 217) Over 21.

02; M.C. Rules, 1981, r.70)

Keith KELSZY.

Police Scrgcant 3356.'0

West Midlands Police.

pazes eschsipned by me, [1 tree Lo the beat of my knonledre and betief zad T e

Yle 1o prosecution if 1 have wilfully stated o It cpything wSTEH
1

.19 .

Daled the
Sitmedonnmninm e Fons K8 1-»0-...:...;33.3:52.:.:1.5;. 30
Signature wilnesivd by oo, e Bemnelf. - Leiing Chicd Inapncior...

Officers assigred

Orgreave. Durirg the morzing there

piczets. Ynere wore approximately

tlocking off Righ

-«
w
M
[t
Q
0
4
r-l-
o
2]
g
[}
[

cef the hizil of rcissiles thyown

e

She main cordon ooened up and tololl
Shoopscheis, vho retreated. We pods

to duty at the-Orgrea\:e Coking’

:Lcﬂd L.:mc on the southern side
n the line & steady fiow of

' yviere no shi

AL that tire sy wiit was cou 1[ ed s
oo Yol Rald o dn oroturve Lonll

S, - s sees DeInz unable to read the stalement bolov,
i' ot P read
f . - ¢
it to Lur befcre he simned 1. — - n A
. [
Vated the day of «19 . ————. : . ——}
' i
. e
_ On Monday, 18th June, :Sli I was part a large contingernt of Police
. - . . ': .

Pld.nt, l_lr-nuel Lzne,

hzd been a s_teady build-up of
us

i
20 pickets fzeing a8 we were

of the works entronc:.
3 wizgiles cone from the
T -

1elds being used by the
of efficers in the Police line hit

.
r
H

1 t

ith ehields and proteciive headgeinr
: .

. L3 3 Lt - - P
Ul mny TLliee gonrGinl. DeChi

ne pichelo, oy bolt was deployad.

4 .
vith otlaar

Tosdnrtn

rov.

oificcrs X




STATENENT OF VIINESS
: (C.1. Act, 10967, 5. 9; M.C.A. 1930,..10-.‘1C Rules, 1981, r.70) - . rmnc .

COanpaiknlofshﬂcrnn1tnf Keith RrLELY - Police Screecant 2356,

vhilet the muin Pelice cordon deployed with dong shields moved Torivned
to join us. Ve repcated this manocuvre twice more. Throughout we

" experienced o nurber of QJutﬂClCé and traps left by the pickeis, acrosc
the road. Thcse_includgd a.car -ced acrose the yidih ol the xoad.
There were railway slecpers pluced across the road. Appéoiimatelzﬁzp
yards before the.railway bridze a fiece of tclfu*exh wire had been Fizcc

- across the road:rhcad height. The main cordon thcn formed'on the rad e

-{“3 bridge, Highfield Lane. THere wus otill a con;tunt barrﬁﬁb of ml zidez.

. : ) ,
The main cordon opened up allowing “ountcd efficers throurh and we

. b follewed behind. Ve again formed z line in front of the main corgon.
: e o ‘ ; . - "~

A huge barrege of missiles {then shoved us from 2l sides. Simulinveoousd

the large body of pickets charged us. Cur Police line woved towards the

piciets. . _ e

- S A .
. : k) -
- CA

e e I saw a man I now Know te bte Stephen WYSOUKT, boran 6.1.50, wearing &

: - " . white shirt, blue jeans and a ceap. He had & stone in his right hani.

o

™ ' He wazs standing direcily in iront of me. 1 saw WYSOUKT tihrow the storns:
Vi ot the Police lipe., He tnnﬁ started to run away. I gave chase ani

together with: Police Constablc 9%73 SHELTON, ceunght him. Police Consizl

SITVT R gt re. LETOAYTEE n - - - - . T P
ERELICH sald o WSO I for arresting vou Tor throwing stonos of

the Police line.

Ec was coulioned znd rhp i "I'mohere to pichiet them dorries, thal's o

LI; WL was then escorted Lo the T ice detention centre situsted

O;noeslic GPK!{?\C Coko worliz,

JENJO Sigaeelalt .:] S U Sinrutere witnesied Ly.... Y (SN s N0 ¢ (- oo
Ach:nb culrf Inuﬁ;~xv




STATEMENT OF WIFNESD

- . )
. 1. (CJ. Act, 1967, 5. 9 MLC.A., 1980, 5. 102 M.C. Rules, 1981, r.70) 20500 3.
» * .
Continuation of slatement of  Keith ¥ELIEY - Police Sermeant 33556. '

On our wav to the Police detention centre, weC h.:_:d to breul: through two .

Police chicld cordens. Ve had difficulty breaking throvgh the first
. ) o
cordon as the shiclds were tightly vedged topether.

) -
- . -

On arrivel at the prisoner rece ytien I noticed that VYSOZYT had bruising
; _ nz;

under his right eye and a small cut fo his nose. Be refueed medicol

treatment. He elleged that a Police Officer had caused the injury tutb

-
. refused to cleborzte or make a complaint.
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LN . e Vnlney T
Wil Grpm ot L e Sigraters witnfnaed h,..A}“ L
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pendix I
b - Manoceuvre 6. AP e 'E‘
4 . Brief Description : Short shield baton carrying team deployed into
~
i crowd,
\
1 Detailed Description : Long shield officers deployed into crowd and

deployed across the road. Behind long shield units are deployed ell
the short and round shield Officers with batons. On the command the
short shield Officers run forward either through and/or round the

'flanks of long shields into the crowds for not more than 30 yards.

B ey e o

i They dispersed the crowd and incapacitate missile throwers and ring-
leaders by striking in a controlled manner with batons about the

ﬁrms and legs or torso so as not to cause serious injury. Following

the short shield units the long shield units advanced quickly beyond———=
the short shields to provide additional protection. Link were from

long shield units until move in and take prisoners.

Manoeuvre 7.

Brief Description : Short shield teams deployed into crowd.

ié Detailed Description : Officers with short shields and batons are formed i
i 2 double S men files with a Sergeant at the back of each file and the
gg Inspector between the 2 files. This unit will initially be protected
% by long shield Officers or personnel carriers and on the command

i will run at the crowd in pairs to disperse and/or incapacitate.

Long shields will follow to gain ground and give additional protection

for arresting Officers.




Re: STEPHAN WYSOCKI

- and -

THE CHIEF CONSTABLE OF SOUTH
YORKSHIRE

- and -
POLICE SGT.3356 KELSEY
- and -

POLICE CONSTABLE 9479 SKELTON

ADVICE

Ms. M. Russell
2 Garden Court

Temple
EC4




