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KEY MESSAGES
From a snapshot view of four case study events, this research has highlighted the
significance of the following good practice elements in the management of crowd
safety at outdoor street or special events:
• The essential need to identify and allocate roles and responsibilities for the
management of crowd safety by those involved with events, at a preliminary
stage.
• The importance of co-ordination of organisational activities by those involved
in events
• The use of a hazard identification, risk analysis and prioritisation approach to
the safety of those attending
• The need to match the organisational capacity of those involved in the event
with the needs of the crowd.
• The crucial role of communication, both between the key organisations in the
event and with the public. Communication includes having experienced
workers ‘on the ground’ over the event site, to provide real-time observations
of the crowd to the control centre and enable actions to be initiated where
needed.
• The importance of the public being provided with sufficient information and
support to enable them to take appropriate responsibility for themselves while
attending the events.
• The value of feedback and evaluation to assess the effectiveness of crowd
safety arrangements, establish good practice and make adjustments to the
planning and management of future events, where appropriate.
The researchers came across some areas of uncertainty, identified by practitioners,
that they felt worthy of further investigation:
• The lack of clarity regarding statutory health and safety inspection and
enforcement functions, particularly with respect to ‘cultural’ events.
• The application of the health and safety notion of ‘work activity’ within an event
context. The researchers would have liked to have been able to explore more
fully a definition of ‘work activity’ but resources have not permitted.
• Connected with this is the application of health and safety legislation and
regulation to volunteers, particularly where no paid staff are involved.
• The role of the police with regard to crowd safety at events. Their role
appeared to vary across the events that were studied. It also may be changing
in relation to events.
• Weather was an aspect of significance for all events. The researchers were
not able to investigate sufficiently into a range of good practice measures that
could be introduced to enable key players to prepare for or respond to
seriously adverse weather conditions.

v

vi

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Objectives
The focus of the study was the safety of the crowd and the identification of factors
that enabled this, including the planning that goes into effective crowd management,
the organisational arrangements that need to be in place and the operation of the
plans to ensure that, on the day, the crowd experiences a safe event.
The researchers studied four distinctive, well known events that took place on streets
and/or other public open spaces: Flaming ‘Tar Barrels’ at Ottery St Mary, ‘Hogmanay’
in Edinburgh, ‘Cheese Rolling’ at Cooper’s Hill in Gloucestershire and Notting Hill
‘Carnival’ in London. These four very different events provided a wealth of
information and gave a useful indication of significant factors in crowd safety. Good
practice identified at the events formed the basis of a generic checklist to assist in
supporting the safe management of special outdoor events.
Methodology
The four chosen events were established; varied in size and topography; and were of
an unusual nature. They were held at different times of the year (autumn, mid-winter,
springtime and summer). It was recognised that their diversity would necessitate
caution when making generalisations across the events.
Data collection took the form of in-depth interviews with key players from
organisations involved in the management of the events; questionnaires with the
public attending the events; observations by the research team of aspect of the
events, including photographic evidence; and an examination of documentation
relating to the organisation and public safety of the events. Triangulation of at least
three forms of the data collected ensured the findings validity, being supported by
evidence that was both sound and supported.
A pilot event was visited (Notting Hill Carnival) in August 2008, where the data
collection methods were tested and reviewed.
Main findings from the case studies
The history and evolution of the events was important, to establish the roots and the
way the events had changed, such as an increase in crowd numbers resulting from
media attention. The settings were examined, to identify any constraints created by
their locations, topography and fixed features. As annual events, they had a twelve
month planning cycle and the event could be followed with a debrief meeting to start
planning for the next year. This enabled health and safety systems to be assessed
and revised.
Each event had a different core management structure and allocation of roles and
responsibilities. One had a volunteer committee, two were voluntary groups with
limited company status and one was a professional company but all were found to
have a dedicated organising team with a strong desire to maintain the tradition of the
event. The statutory and local authorities had varied inputs into the organisation of
the events.
A number of key messages drawn from the case studies have been highlighted by
the researchers. These identify significant elements in the overall management of
crowd safety at outdoor street or special events. They included the identification and
allocation of roles and responsibilities for crowd safety, the importance of coordination of organisational activities, the use of a hazard identification, risk analysis
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and prioritisation approach and the need to match the organisational capacity of
those involved in the event with the needs of the crowd. Communication appeared
crucial, both between and within organisations and with the public, including the
provision of sufficient information and support to enable the public to take appropriate
responsibility for themselves while attending the events. The value of feedback and
evaluation to assess the effectiveness of and adjust crowd safety arrangements was
noted.
Good practice checklist
From the case studies, a list containing identified good practice suggestions for
crowd safety at outdoor events has been compiled. The checklist has been grouped
into stages in or components of an event and the term ‘organisations’ has been used
to include, agencies (statutory and voluntary) and the organisers of the event.
A suggested approach to using the list is that the following questions be asked for
each bullet point: “Has it been considered? Is it relevant? Who will do it? When?”
Further areas for study
Some areas of uncertainty were identified during the research which were felt to be
worthy of further investigation. These included lack of clarity regarding statutory
health and safety inspection and enforcement functions, particularly with respect to
‘cultural’ events; the application of the health and safety notion of ‘work activity’ within
an event context; and the application of health and safety legislation and regulation to
volunteers, particularly where no paid staff are involved. The role of some statutory
agencies, such as the police, was also possibly changing with regard to crowd safety
at events
Weather was identified as a significance aspect for outdoor events and the
researchers were unable to sufficiently investigate good practice that could be
introduced to prepare for or respond to seriously adverse weather conditions.
Conclusion
The research at these four events has merely scratched the surface of investigating
the factors that contribute towards enabling events to take place safely. It is hoped
that the checklist along with the key messages will be useful and provide additional
suggestions for a range of similar events. The mission was not to criticise the events,
but to identify and highlight what seemed to be good practice. In preparing the
checklist, the researchers were mindful of existing guidance, such as the Event
Safety Guide (HSE, 1999) and Managing Crowds Safety (HSE, 2000).
The four case study events represented a quintessential expression of fun,
entertainment, an element of risk, social opportunities, community involvement and
organisational skills. While each was unique, they did highlight the importance and
the challenge of balancing a carefree experience with the management of the
potential hazards involved.
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SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
Buckinghamshire New University was commissioned by the Health and Safety
Executive (HSE) in conjunction with the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea in
August 2008 to undertake this short project. The project was instigated to support the
collection of independently researched crowd safety information available in regard to
street and special events. Some of the information available in this area is not
particularly well documented and it is hoped that this project will supply further
evidence to substantiate both good practice and identify areas which may need
attention in the development of a safer event environment.
It has been indicated by event managers, promoters, local authorities and event
service providers that the existing guidance may not be particularly well suited to
those events classed as street/special outdoor events. This report utilises existing
guidance in the area of crowd safety management at outdoor events and through the
case study process relating to four different and unusual events identifies both
generic and specific procedures and protocols relating to the management of crowds
at such events. One of the reasons for undertaking such research is well
documented in Managing Crowds Safely, which states:
‘There is potential for minor or major injury occurring through the dynamics
of crowd behaviour, as past tragedies have demonstrated. Measures
should be taken by the organisers of events to ensure that there is
effective and safe crowd management so that overcrowding does not
occur’ (HSE 2000:2)
By studying these four events, it is hoped that the resultant findings and check list
from this report will go some way to supporting the safe management of crowds at
street/special events.
Both good practice and areas of concern were identified from the research carried
out during the case studies and this has been used to create a checklist for those
promoting, managing, servicing or participating in such events. The report is
especially pertinent for those involved in the management of crowd-related aspects
of street/special outdoor events, including those taking place in public open spaces.
The focus of the study was the safety of the crowd and the identification of factors
that enabled this. In this report we need to be clear about the difference between
crowd management and crowd control. We have taken Fruin’s (1993) definition of
crowd management:
“The assessment of people handling capabilities of a space prior to its
use. It includes evaluation of projected levels of occupancy, adequacy of
means of ingress and egress, processing procedures such as ticket
collection, and expected types of group behaviour”.(Fruin, 1993)
While Fruin`s widely accepted definition of crowd management is obviously not fully
appropriate for an event that uses a town or other non traditional space as the venue
and for events that are free/not ticketed, it should still be possible to design a crowd
management plan that identifies problem areas and management strategies. It is
clear from the research that the case study events were able to do this in challenging
circumstances.
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As Berlonghi identified:
‘Crowd management includes all measures taken in the normal process of
facilitating the movement and enjoyment of people. People attend an
event an event for some purpose which can include being entertained,
educated or to celebrate something. Crowd management assures people
that they will get what they paid for1 and go home safely’ (Berlonghi,
1993:14)
The term ‘crowd control’ is sometimes used interchangeably with ‘crowd
management’, but in this report the use of ‘crowd control’ refers to the controlling of a
mass of people to prevent the outbreak of disorder and of possible riot (Berlonghi,
1993: 14) and the prevention of injury and protection of health & safety.
The term ‘crowd’ is used in this report to refer to the spectators/attendees at the
events. At some events there is a clear division between the spectators and those
‘performing’ - such as at Tar Barrels and Cheese Rolling included in this study. At
other events, (here, such as Hogmanay) there are very few ‘performers’ limited to
certain parts of the event, while at other events such as Notting Hill Carnival there is
a blurring of roles - people could be spectators, but also take part in the event – here
the carnival procession. This division of roles has an impact on crowd safety, where
‘performers’ may have a specific role with regard to safety at the event.
The focus of this research was on the planning that goes into enabling effective
crowd management, the organisational arrangements that need to be in place and
the operation of the plans to ensure that, on the day, the crowd experiences a safe
event.
The .researchers studied four distinct well known events that were held on streets
and/or other public open spaces. These were the Flaming ‘Tar Barrels’ at Ottery St
Mary, ‘Hogmanay’ in Edinburgh, ‘Cheese Rolling’ at Cooper’s Hill in Gloucestershire
and Notting Hill ‘Carnival’ in London. These were four very different events, chosen
to provide a range of variables and give a useful indication of significant factors in
crowd safety. The case studies examined the intrinsic elements associated with
these events, be they historic, managerial or social, which enabled the events to take
place safely and within a controlled environment. The case studies identified good
practice at the events and this report integrates elements from the four case study
events, bringing together a series of common or generic factors that will form the
basis of the good practice checklist.
It has become clear through the research that the guidance and legal framework of
events were taken seriously by those involved. However, it also became clear that a
set of guidelines within which the event could be structured, may be helpful when
setting up and delivering a range of similar events. This report attempts to shed some
light on factors to be taken into consideration with respect to the safety of the crowds
attending.
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For the events we studied, we considered what the expectations of the crowd were, rather that ‘what
they paid for.’
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SECTION 2 METHODOLOGY
2.1 Selection of the events and research methods
The four events were carefully identified at a meeting between the HSE, the HSL, the
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea and Buckinghamshire New University.
They were chosen on grounds of being well established, varied in size, varied in
topography and because of their unusual nature. The events were also held at very
different times of the year. One was held in the autumn, one in mid-winter, one in
springtime and one in summer. It was hoped that these four very different events
would provide a range of variables and give a useful indication of the significant
factors in crowd safety, although it was also recognised that that their diversity would
necessitate caution when making generalisations across the events. It was also
recognised that the research involved gathering evidence at a particular point in time
for each event and that the arrangements for the events would not necessarily be the
same in the future.

Figure 1 The methodology components
The project’s core group and the research team drew up targets for the collection of
data needed to study the four events. It was agreed the data collection would take
the form of in-depth interviews with key players involved in the management of the
events, questionnaires with the public attending the events, observations by the
research team of aspect of the events, including photographic evidence and an
examination of documentation relating to the organisation and public safety of the
events.
It has to be appreciated that, while the research team were welcomed at the events,
there was also an element of ‘suspicion’ about the project at first, both from some of
the key players and members of the public. The researchers had to overcome some
initial fears that a ‘health and safety’ project would be looking for faults or that those
carrying out the research were looking for ways to close down the events. This fear
was due in no small part to the exaggerated media stories about health and safety
bodies stopping event activities related to having fun. Bearing this in mind, the teams
did not encounter any serious problems once the positive nature of the project was
explained to those involved with the events.
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As there were five evidence strands within the project (questionnaires, in-depth
interviews, observations, documentary evidence and photographs), the researchers
were able to triangulate at least three of the evidence strands to ensure that the
findings of the project were valid. In this way, the evidence could be considered both
sound and supported, and findings confirmed by combining a number of sources. All
of the raw data strands were independently reviewed and evaluated by members of
the University Ethics Team.
A pilot event was visited (Notting Hill Carnival) in August 2008, where the
methodologies, data collection techniques with members of the crowd and in-depth
interview questions were tested. A standard set of public questionnaires and indepth interview questions had been created specifically for this project. These were
adjusted following the pilot study, to provide more appropriate tools for the data
collection.
The HSE and members of the core research group facilitated the research team in
making contact with some of the key players involved in each event. This was
invaluable in enabling the research team to set up the in-depth interviews and
arrange the visit to the events.
2.2 In-depth Interviews
In-depth interviews were carried out with between four and seven key players
involved in each of the events, utilising the standard set of questions. A protocol for
the interviews had been developed, to ensure the interviews were conducted in a
consistent manner and the same questions were asked. It was recognised that the
interviews were of a very sensitive nature and the interviewees were also given the
option to complete a confidentiality disclaimer.
One person from each of the local statutory and emergency services (usually the
local authority, police, fire, ambulance or first aid service) and an event organiser
would be interviewed at each event. It was not always possible to interview the
people identified, as some events were run along different lines and the key
organisations differed. In this case, the most appropriate organisations were used. It
cannot be too strongly emphasised that the opinions obtained were those of each
individual and could not be seen as representative of the organisation for which they
work. These personal opinions were used to provide valuable and rich insights into
the roles, responsibilities, management and operations of the key organisations
involved in the event.

Figure 2 The in-depth interview components
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The interviews either took place before the event (where possible), at the event or
immediately after the event. It was perceived by the researchers that this would not
affect the results, given the questions being asked. It had been thought that carrying
out the interviews before the events would mean the interviewers/interviewees would
not be biased by their experience of the event. In many cases, post questioning did
have an advantage in that the interviewer was familiar with the location and features
of the event and had witnessed the crowd safety management during the event.
There were some difficulties in setting up the interviews, for several reasons, but
mainly because those involved were extremely busy or because of the complexities
in obtaining permission to conduct the interviews. The interviews lasted between
one and two hours. Each interview for each event was recorded digitally and then
transcribed. The transcribed interviews from all key players for each event were then
anonymised and summarised to provide the data for the case study reports.
A copy of the questions used for the in-depth interviews is attached as Appendix B.
2.3 Public Questionnaires
The data from the questionnaires was used to obtain the views of members of the
public attending the event. These questionnaires addressed various elements of the
health and safety management of the event. Information was collected about the
experience of the attendees and their perceptions of health and safety at each event.
The questionnaires and data completion and analysis had been piloted at Notting Hill
Carnival in August 2008.
At HSE’s request, the standard questionnaire was supplemented by a further set of
questions to be administered to families with young children. This set of eight
questions asked for attendees’ views on why they brought their children, what they
thought of the facilities for children and any concerns about the safety of their
children. These supplementary questions had not been piloted and were only used at
the final two of the four events.
Three to five researchers from Buckinghamshire New University administered
standard questionnaires to members of the public attending each of the four events.
The number of those administering questionnaires depended on the size of the
event, the time scale or other extraneous circumstances. Members of the public were
approached and asked if they were willing to participate in the research before the
questionnaire was administered.
The questionnaires were completed in less crowded areas near to where there was
sufficient lighting (if at night) to see the questions and in some instances, where
stewards were on hand, managing the crowds and ensuring time and space to fill out
the questionnaire. The most suitable location and time for administering the
questionnaires was identified and utilised. The researchers were briefed beforehand
with regard to health and safety aspects of each event. The researchers had to pick
opportune moments to approach members of the public willing to answer the
questions as, when people were moving around or when the crowds became too
dense, it became more difficult to administer the questions. The opportunity for
administering the questionnaires also had to be carried out at some events before
members of the audience became inebriated. It was also harder to administer the
questionnaire at events that took place in the dark.
The researchers were supervised during the questionnaire completion by one or
more tutors from Buckinghamshire New University and the Project Manager. Those
carrying out the research met regularly at a pre-arranged rendezvous point during the
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events. A ‘safe refuge’ for the researchers to go if they needed a break away from
the crowds was arranged at each event.
In planning the research, it had been agreed that a target number of 100 completed
questionnaires for each event would provide sufficient evidence for a snapshot
indication of the views of those attending. Due to various difficulties, the actual
sample size was smaller for some events. The sample size was often limited by the
number of people willing to take part in or had the time to complete the questionnaire.
Over the four case study events, a total of 377 questionnaires were completed and
an additional 37 supplementary questionnaires were completed by families with small
children at two events. We feel these numbers were sufficient to enable the
researchers to detect the relative importance of various aspects of each event with
respect to the attendees’ sense of safety.
The questionnaires were analysed and evaluated using the SNAP programme. This
enabled the project team to assess the responses and correlate what members of
the crowd had experienced at the events, with how the key players involved in the
events perceived them. The results were incorporated into each case study report. In
a number of questions posed to the public, the sum of the percentages did not equal
100% as the respondents were able to choose several response options. For some
of the questions, there were incomplete returns in the sample and so the
percentages were calculated with respect to the number of people completing each
question. This still enabled the researchers to identify which of the chosen factors
were of most significance.
A copy of the questionnaires used with members of the public at the event and the
supplementary questions for families with children are attached as Appendix C.
2.4 Observations and photographs
An aide memoire was used by the research team to support them in making
observations around the event areas. The features observed were in support of the
in-depth interview questions for the key players. The observers (part of the research
team) took photographs and made notes of as much of the area as they could cover.
For most events it was possible for the research team to have a look around the
areas before the events got underway and to observe some of the preparations being
made. This orientation was particularly important for the events that took place
mainly in the dark (Tar Barrels and Hogmanay).
While the research team tried to observe as much of the events as they could, it was
difficult to see a complete picture, due to the difficulties of moving around through the
dense crowds and the widespread area over which some events took place.
2.5 Documentation
The researchers were able to supplement the evidence collected with a range of
documents relating to crowd safety at the events studied. These included public
information publications and maps, documents describing the history of the events,
press and on-line news items before and after the events, risk assessments and a
strategic review for one event. These documents were useful in providing additional
background evidence.
From these diverse evidence sources, a great deal of extremely interesting and rich
data was collected. It was an enormous challenge to distil the information, to identify
the salient points and to summarise these into a coherent body. The case study
reports for each of the four events are included in Appendix A. The following section
examines data from across the case studies, to bring the findings together.
6

SECTION 3 SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS FROM THE CASE
STUDIES
This section provides a summary of the evidence collected during the research on
the four case study events in 2008 and 2009 (Tar Barrels, Hogmanay, Cheese
Rolling and Carnival). The full report for each case study is included at Appendix A.
The following descriptions reflect the findings from the in-depth interviews, public
questionnaires, observations and documentation and are arranged in sections
covering the particular aspects of the events that the research focussed on.
3.1 EVENT EVOLUTION
3.1.1 History
Each of the events chosen for this study had a range of characteristics which linked it
culturally, socially and historically to the local community. They were long established
annual events and the event activities had often been modified or updated to enable
an evolving delivery of the event.
The Tar Barrels event took place annually in Ottery St Mary, East Devon. It
comprised the lighting of the bonfire and the carrying of flaming tar barrels through
the streets on November 5th. This was preceded on the Saturday before the 5th of
November by a procession of Tableaux and a grand firework display. The Tar Barrels
tradition was several hundred years old and its exact origins were unknown.
The event was free to attend and the money brought in from fund-raising during the
year, revenue from car-parking, programme selling, stalls and sponsorship all helped
to pay for the event.
The precursor for the Edinburgh Hogmanay event stemmed from the parties taking
place throughout the City of Edinburgh on New Year’s Eve, the biggest of the
gatherings taking place at the Tron Church on the High Street. The first big, officially
organised, street party in Edinburgh was held in 1992 and was so successful that it
gave birth to the annual huge party, now held primarily on and around Princes Street.
The biggest party to date was in 1996/97, when an unknown number of people
(estimated in excess of 250,000) crammed into the city centre. In recent years the
numbers had been restricted for safety reasons, by making the party a ticket-only
event. This was a pay event, unlike the other three case study events.
The origins and early history of the Cheese Rolling and Wake were unclear, but a
similar event seemed to have taken place on Cooper’s Hill for several centuries. The
custom may have evolved from activities associated with sun worship and other
festivities on the site. The event used to be held at midsummer, but was moved to
Whit Sunday and since 1967 has been held on the Monday of the late Spring Bank
Holiday. Previously there had been other activities during the event as well the
cheese rolling. These included tug of war, sack racing, wrestling, apple bobbing,
coconut shies and dancing on top of the hill around a maypole.
Notting Hill Carnival has been described as the largest street festival in Europe and
takes place every August Bank Holiday weekend in the streets of London W11. The
carnival is an amazing array of sounds, colourful sights and social solidarity
(http://www.nottinghillcarnival.biz/). Various estimates put the crowd numbers at
anything up to one million people in the over the two/three days which it runs
(Carnival Review Group, 2004).
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Carnival started as a local festival set up by the West Indian community of the
Notting Hill area and has now become a large international event attracting visitors
from many parts of Britain and the world. At the roots of Notting Hill Carnival were the
Caribbean carnivals of the early 19th century, a particularly strong tradition in
Trinidad, where the first carnival was held in 1833 to mark an end to slavery in the
Caribbean.
3.1.2 What happened at the events
Tar Barrels
During Tar Barrels, seventeen barrels were carried, starting in the afternoon and
finishing at midnight. The barrels ranged in size from small ones for children, medium
for the women and youths, to large for the men. "Rolling" involved a high element of
skill and control and only those born and raised in Ottery were allowed to roll the
barrels. In many cases this involved generations of the same family. The motivation
was borne from a deep sense of tradition and commitment. “The Tar Barrels is run
for the town's people of Ottery and commercial considerations take second place.
Although we welcome visitors, the object of the evening is to perpetuate a tradition,
so if you attend it, don't try and change it, just stand back and enjoy one of the
spectacles in our country's history.” (http://www.otterytarbarrels.co.uk/index.html)
Traditionally, the barrels were set alight outside various public houses around the
town and followed a tight schedule until the final barrel was carried in the square
around midnight. Over a 12 month period, barrels were selected and their internal
surface coated with coal tar, then straw and paper was placed inside to help the
lighting process.
Hogmanay
Hogmanay was a City of Edinburgh Council initiative, supported by a number of
partners and sponsors. The first charge for entry to the city centre street party was
introduced in 2004/5. In 2008/9, “early bird” street party tickets cost £5. Later tickets
cost £10, with a maximum of six per person. Concert tickets had additional charges.
Edinburgh's Hogmanay was the city's official New Year celebrations, a four-day
festival of music, street-theatre, dance, fireworks, concerts and other outdoor
activities. Hogmanay celebrations are internationally recognised.
The festivities had, in recent years, begun a few days before Hogmanay. There was
a torch lit procession on 29 December, involving a replica Viking warship being
dragged from the Old Town, fireworks display and a warm-up party involving a huge
ceilidh and pipe band parades on 30 December.
The main event was the Street Party on Hogmanay itself which started at 10pm and
ran through until the last revellers went home sometime on 1 January. The firing of
the famous One O’clock Gun signalled midnight from the battlements of Edinburgh
Castle, and then the firework display started. The 2008 Street Party had extended
entertainment (stages live from 9pm to 1am), giant screens and a new audiovisual
experience. The four live stages each had a distinct musical style and were
accessible with the Edinburgh’s Hogmanay Street Party Pass:
Cheese Rolling
The ‘Cheese Rolling’ comprised a number of downhill races pursuing a 7 - 8lb
cheese. The racers ran down Cooper’s Hill following a cheese that had been sent
rolling from the top. A guest started the race by rolling a cheese from the top of the
hill under the direction of a Master of Ceremonies. It is estimated that the cheese
reached 70 mph and took around 12 seconds to reach the bottom of the slope. There
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were five downhill races, for which prizes (the cheese and cash) were awarded. The
maximum number of participants in each race was 15. The minimum age for
participation was 18 years of age. There were also uphill races, including ones for
boys and for girls under 12 years of age. The races took place between 12 noon and
around 15.00. After the official races, there were a number of impromptu races.
Carnival
Notting Hill Carnival took place over three days. It commenced on a Saturday with a
steel band competition. Sunday was a Children’s Day, when costume prizes were
awarded. Only under 21 year olds took part in the parade on the Sunday and this day
attracted smaller crowds than the Monday. On Bank Holiday Monday, the main
parade took place. Five artistic arenas made up Carnival: Calypso, Mas
(masquerade), Pan (steel bands) and the Mobile and Static Sound Systems.
The carnival procession began on Great Western Road, passed a judging point, then
wound its way along Chepstow Road, on to Westbourne Grove, and then Ladbroke
Grove. In the evening, the floats left the streets in procession, and people continued
partying at the many Carnival after-parties.
The floats comprised themed trucks and lorries carrying performers, musicians and
sound systems. The floats were accompanied by dancers and musicians following
along the streets, as well as the masqueraders in elaborate colourful costumes,
musicians, dancers and traditional steel drum bands that paraded through the streets
along the carnival route. Around 9000 people participate as performers, musicians,
traders etc. There were around 250 official street traders. Crowds lined the streets of
the carnival parade route and the paraders were joined by the public, dancing with
the floats, so that there was a blending of audience and performers.
In specific streets, there were static sound systems, around 30-40 in all. The sound
systems in specific streets attracted crowds to dance and listen to a range of music
types. Some of the sound systems also incorporated live stages. There were stalls,
selling food, drink and souvenirs lining the streets of a wider area around Notting Hill.
In 2009 the carnival parades on Sunday and Monday were scheduled to start an hour
earlier (at 09.00) than in previous years, to allow all floats to pass the judging point,
which was scheduled to close at 18.30, and complete the route by dusk.
3.1.3 Event sites
Tar Barrels took place within the fairly narrow streets of Ottery St Mary, an ancient
town, which limited the physical design of the site. There were alternative attractions
of a funfair and bonfire in different locations outside the town centre. Hogmanay took
place within the confines of Edinburgh’s historic city centre and one of the
interviewees noted that, for them, one of the crucial things in working in a street party
environment was identifying the unique features of the particular streetscape that you
have to work with. Cheese Rolling took place on Cooper’s Hill, just outside
Brockworth in Gloucestershire. Cooper’s Hill has, in places, a 1:2 gradient, is
registered common land and houses a local nature reserve and a special area of
conservation (SAC). Notting Hill Carnival took place on the streets of London W11
and had a set route and activities taking place at identified spots on the route and
within the area.
Tar Barrels
Tar Barrels had evolved, partly as a result of an increasing number of spectators,
which influenced the design/layout of the event. Changes included dividing the
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tableaux procession/ fireworks and the tar barrels/bonfire so they took place on
separate days.
The barrel rolling had traditionally been associated with the town pubs. The presence
of crowds from outside the area was, to a degree, considered by some key players to
be a distraction from the prime purpose of rolling the barrels. However, the location of
the barrels was planned to take into consideration the way in which the crowds
moved and where they came from. Those managing events were aware of
bottlenecks in the town as the crowds move and one of the barrel locations had been
changed because this had previously caused a problem in a very confined area. The
sequence of barrels was also planned, so that people moved to the next barrel in a
more controlled and fluid way.
Car parking was an issue and if the carparks reached capacity, an outer cordon
could be created by the police, in consultation with the organisers. Problems had
been foreseen with density of the crowd and the capacity of the town if the car
parking areas were increased and this was taken into consideration in contingency
planning.
Hogmanay
The organisers of Hogmanay were identified as being responsible for drawing up the
design of the site, including assessing the site and distributing the facilities and the
entertainments. One aim was to have simultaneous alternative entertainments
throughout the site, so that at any point in time there was reason for the visitor to stay
where they were, reducing the dynamic of crowd movement around the site and
mass migration.
A range of organisations were involved in the site design through attendance at the
planning group, where they could comment on the proposed design. In planning
exercises for the event, fire access and the impact of crowd density on the movement
of fire fighting equipment on had been discussed with regard to the positioning of the
stages. The location of first aid posts was consulted on and a compromise was
reached between a good position within the site, with limited access capabilities.
The site design had been changed almost every year, with modifications being made
in response to feedback from previous years' events. Those involved with the site
design knew where pinchpoints2 were located and where problem areas and times of
particularly high crowd density were situated. The design of the site had evolved and
the use of certain streets had been changed to manage the crowd flows and
distribution better.
It was acknowledged that there were still problems in certain areas in terms of
density and pinchpoints. The use of sterile walkways3 along the main streets had
assisted safety in terms of escape and rescue.
The reasons why people attend had influenced the design of the event, particularly
the stage locations. The reasons for attending and the design were seen as
influencing each other. For example, the entertainment attracted certain people and
entertainment was chosen to reflect what people wanted.

2

Pinchpoint here means somewhere that becomes narrower and restricts the capacity of flow of
pedestrians through a single place.
3
Sterile walkway here means a walking route used by the emergency services for access, kept clear
of members of the public.
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It was perceived that the characteristics of the attendees had not been an influence
on the physical design of the event, although some changes had been made due to
reported injuries. One such example was the barriering4 of the historic railings after
people had injured themselves on the spikes. The observers noted that street
furniture was protected from the crowds e.g. traffic lights had covers, bus stop
shelters had anti-climb paint. Shop fronts along the main street and the historic
railings along the parks were protected with pedestrian barriers that also formed a
sterile route for stewards, police and first aiders.
Cheese Rolling
Although on common land with free public access, parts of the cheese rolling site
were temporarily defined as non-public areas, within which public access and
movement was restricted. The non-public areas were the cheese rolling course, the
press and announcer’s compound at the foot of the slope, the starter’s compound at
the top of the hill and other compounds used for the ambulances, first aiders and
search and rescue operations. The press and announcer’s compound at the foot of
the rolling slope was constructed from straw bales. The main first aid post and
ambulance location was at the foot of the rolling course near the main entrance/exit
gateway and had Heras fencing around it. The rolling course and the other
compounds were delineated by orange plastic mesh fencing. There was a large
overspill field below the cheese rolling slope, used by spectators to have a more
comfortable, if distant, view of the races.
The running surface of the hill was concave and in places the incline was one in two.
The length of the rolling course was approximately 90 meters. Volunteers had
cleared the course of nettles and scrub
A nearby field was allocated as a car park, a short traffic-free walk to the site. It was
only open for vehicles to enter until noon, when the cheese rolling started. There was
a charge for vehicles. Only cars and vans were allowed on the car park. There was a
suggested coach drop off/pick up point on the main road and coaches were parked
further away. Tewkesbury Borough Council was responsible for enforcing parking
restrictions on the highway.
The organising committee planned the site design, within the limitations of the site.
This included the number of gates in the fencing on the cheese rolling slope, the car
parking arrangements and the ambulance and emergency routes. The position of the
first aid post at one side of the bottom of the slope had moved over the years. Its
location now provided improved access for first aiders and casualties from the foot of
the rolling slope. While this position offered less privacy than previous locations, it
was felt that having more space and better access was an improvement.
One interviewee did not think there was a particular site design: “It is on a hill so it is
constrained, I think, by the fact that it is a natural feature ….. so there is nothing you
can do about that …”.
It was acknowledged that there were problems in certain areas in terms of density
and pinchpoints, such as the entry/exit gateway at the bottom of the slope. One
interviewee though that the organisers were pro-active in advising people when
areas became crowded and that the police would attend if there were problems.
The reasons as to why people attended had influenced the design of the event site.
While the nature of the site restricted the layout of the area on which the cheese
4

Barriering here means the placing of temporary barriers to define an area.
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rolling took place, some changes had recently been made to the site. Undergrowth
was cut back from the trees along the sides of the slope, to accommodate more
spectators. Plastic mesh fencing had been introduced along the sides of the rolling
slope and a media compound set up at the foot.
One interviewee did not think that the characteristics of the attendees had influenced
the physical design of the event, because the traditional site itself was not
changeable. Another thought that some features were designed with the
characteristics of the spectators in mind i.e. the fencing along the slope and the
separation of the media centre.
No facilities were provided on the site and small notices informed the public and
participants that they took part at their own risk.
Carnival
Carnival took place within the streets of Notting Hill, covering a large area of west
central London. Carnival floats lined up at an assembly and marshalling area and
followed a clockwise route from the north, passed a judging point, to the south, east
to west and return northwards to the finishing point. The parade route covered about
three miles.
The whole area within the carnival parade route was traffic free, except for
emergency vehicles. The streets immediately around the route were traffic free
except for resident and emergency vehicles. The parade route enclosed a central
area, where most of the static sound systems were set up, so people (and
emergency vehicles) needed to cross the parade route to get in or out of this area.
Several key players perceived that they were involved in the design of the site. Some
believed that the layout was historic and fixed by the surrounding buildings. One
interviewee thought that the organisers were principally responsible for the site
design and could make suggestions for the design of the carnival route and the
activity areas and that the authorities would need to agree this. Many of those
interviewed thought that there had been the same basic layout for many years;
however, one interviewee noted that some elements of the layout had changed, such
as the position of sound systems and traders, following concerns from the previous
debrief. Another interviewee explained how the direction and routing of the parade
had changed over the years. Finally other interviewees remarked that their input into
the design was with respect to enabling their service to be effective and gain access
for emergency vehicles where necessary.
Those interviewed identified that the site had some issues associated with it. These
included density and pinchpoints; a particular sound system attracting unexpectedly
high numbers; enabling the crowd to cross the parade route to the sound systems in
the central area; crossing points and access problems for emergency vehicles were
more difficult in places where the streets were narrower.
It was perceived by those interviewed that reasons why people attended had
influenced the design of the event, particularly the carnival parade route and sound
system locations. The reasons for attending and the design were seen as influencing
each other. For example, the entertainment attracted people to specific parts of the
area. Interviewees identified a range of issues including conflict between the siting of
the static sound systems in the inner area and the parade that circled round them,
static sound systems being introduced to draw people away from the main parade
route and the reduction of the number of static sound systems to reduce the number
of people in the inner area.
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Some interviewees agreed that the characteristics of the attendees had had some
influence on the physical design of the carnival area. Facilities, such as temporary
toilets, were provided for the crowd in areas that were less congested. The
emergency services were based where they were accessible and could get in and
out of the area. One interviewee noted that some services were now present in the
Brent Borough area, due to the presence of carnival attendees there.
The observers thought that there were small signs for the facilities and one set of
signs were pointing in opposite directions for the same facility. Signs were not seen
directing people to the way out of the central area. Although not well signed, there
seemed to be plenty of temporary toilets around the site. The observers noted that
some building and front gardens in the central area were boarded up or fenced.
3.1.4 Community
It was clear from the events studied that although in all cases the origin of the event
was steeped in the community, many of the events were not still ‘local’ in the sense
of only being for people who lived in the area. Each event attracted a worldwide
audience owing to the appeal of the event and the national and international media
exposure such events received.
All of the events were “community” based in so far as they involved local organisers,
other key players and participants. Many of them involved local volunteers on the
committee or local workers to help put the site and event together. They also related
to the local community in that they had an impact in turning the everyday existence of
the area into something very different, even if only for a short period of time.
3.1.5 Culture and evolution
For events where there had been fairly intense media coverage, this seemed to have
caused some issues for the key players. This was due to the increased number of
“outsiders” who were unfamiliar with the customs around the event and also unsure
about how to behave safely at the event. While the presence of “outsiders” did not
seem to have affected the ‘core values’ of the event, it did seem to have caused the
organisers and some of the agencies to examine and adapt procedures to cope with
both the increased numbers and their lack of knowledge of how to behave safely at
the event.
3.2 PLANNING, CO-ORDINATION AND OPERATIONAL PROCEDURES
Alastair Sinclair an Emergency Planning and Consultant and ex Chief Emergency
Planning Officer for Central Scotland Police identified the following during a Security
Week seminar at Missenden Abbey in Buckinghamshire on 21st September 2009
entitled ’Armed intruders in an educational setting’:
‘If you were not part of the planning process you are not part of the plan.
All you have is a note of someone else’s intentions.’
This insight into the planning process is essential when thinking about the key
players and their inputs into the event. With regard to planning, co-ordination,
organisational and operational activities at the four events, the researchers found
various configurations and levels of input from organisations and agencies connected
to each of the events.
3.2.1 Planning
All of the events researched were annual, with a 12 month lead in time. Thus it was
possible to create a framework and structure for each event, including meetings held
at regular intervals, with key players involved in the event attending. Good practice
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from past events and issues that needed to be solved could both be identified and
discussed. As well as this, the same organisations seemed to be involved every year
and thus continuity was facilitated. There were events identified in the research that
had stability of key players and this seemed to contribute positively to ensuring that
the activities within the event ran smoothly on the day, as strong underpinning
support mechanisms were provided. A number of interviewees noted that, as many
of the agencies were involved with other major events, they were able to share best
practice and learn from each other’s wider experiences.
This integrated approach is supported in ‘Managing Crowds Safely’ which states:
‘It is important to involve staff representing different facets of the event e.g.
technical staff, security, merchandise. Where appropriate, representatives
of relevant outside bodies, such as local authorities and emergency
services, should be brought into the planning process.’(HSE: 2000 p6).
The hierarchical nature of the event planning and organisation was well defined at
some of the events. The Hogmanay event had a clearly defined hierarchy of
command utilised by many of the agencies working at the event: Gold (overall
strategy), Silver (translating that strategy into action and making it happen), Bronze
(on the ground at the front line).
Similar to Notting Hill Carnival, the local authority in Edinburgh had set up a multiagency event planning and operation group, which was chaired by them. This group
comprised representatives from fire, ambulance, police, event organiser and other
local authority departments.
Planning meetings:
At Cheese Rolling, the organisers held three meetings prior to the event, the first
being in February and the last in the week before the event and a de-brief afterwards.
They mentioned that the police, county council, St John Ambulance Service and
SARAID had been invited to these meetings.
At Tar Barrels, one inter agency planning meeting took place involving the police, fire
service, highways agency, NHS ambulance service, St John Ambulance, district
council EH and emergency planning dept and the town council. Regular planning
meetings were held by some key organisations during the year. The organising
committee held monthly meetings until September. Weekly meetings were then held
until the event.
Planning for both Hogmanay and Carnival commenced immediately after the debrief
meeting from the previous year and planning meetings were held almost every
month. There were numerous event planning sub-groups, as well as the core group;
all met regularly throughout the year, with the tactical planning group (silver),
reporting up to the strategic (gold) group. At the Hogmanay meetings, participants
included Lothian Borders Police, Lothian Borders Fire and Rescue, Scottish
Ambulance Service, British Red Cross, St Andrew’s First Aid, event organisers,
stewarding company, safety consultants; Council’s staff from waste management,
environmental health, licensing, building control, road services, social work
department, the Festivals team, public safety (who chair the meetings), PR and
media partners. Some interviewees attended most meetings (between 20 to 24
meetings), which they felt supported contact, communication and planning. The
council provided the dates and documentation for the meetings, which included
minute-taking.
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Similarly for Carnival, planning for the event also commenced immediately after the
debrief meeting from the previous year. Multi-agency safety planning meetings were
held approximately monthly, with two meetings in August. Participants at the planning
meeting included representatives from Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea, City
of Westminster, sometimes the Borough of Brent, Metropolitan Police, Transport for
London, London Underground, Greater London Authority, British Transport Police,
London Fire Service, London Ambulance Service, St John Ambulance London and
the event organisers. The meetings were chaired by one of the local authorities.
Additional specialist meetings looked at licensing, food hygiene, transportation and
health and safety and fed back into the main meetings. Each agency had its own
internal meetings.
For all the events, a debrief meeting was considered important. It was usually
scheduled for a couple of months after the event, where the agencies and organisers
would meet together to identify anything that needed to be modified from intelligence
gained at previous events and to start planning for the next event.
3.2.2 Operational procedures
The production of operational procedures was a key activity in the event process.
The procedures at each event were developed by a range of different organisations
or agencies. At Tar Barrels, the operational procedures were handed down through
the organising committee, some of whose members had been actively involved for
over 30 years. The procedures involved in the operation of Hogmanay were more
formal and followed an operational plan. The Carnival approximate format was
known 12 months in advance. The event was included in the ‘diary’ of the key players
involved and their organisations. Most had been involved in planning the event for
nearly a year, apart from the organisers, whose close involvement started at the
beginning of the year.
In relation to the role of the police in the four events, at Hogmanay and Carnival, the
police had a high profile, with them being involved in many aspects of the planning
and operation of the events. At the Cheese Rolling event, the police role seemed to
be focused on traffic management and emergency access and they had not attended
meetings for a number of years. One interviewee mentioned that there was not a
safety advisory group in the county for events, other than sporting events, rugby and
racecourse. It was in the process of being considered by the council and set up for all
events. At Tar Barrels, the police role seemed to focus on traffic management and
crime and disorder.
There were varying interpretations across the four events as to whether the event
activity, or parts of it, needed an entertainment licence. For example, at Cheese
Rolling, many of those interviewed did not know whether the event was a licensable
activity within the meaning of the Licensing Act 2003. All the events had public
liability insurance cover.
3.2.3 Use of guidance
In relation to the guidance for events and its usage, the larger events such as
Hogmanay and Carnival regularly refer to a range of existing guidance that supports
the development of the event. However, one interviewee did not think the Home
Office guide (Home Office, 2006) was relevant to Carnival. One interviewee
mentioned that they had to keep looking at new legislation and guidance, for example
noise at work regulations. This supplemented the Event Liaison Team operations
manual that covered activities during Carnival.
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This difficulty in the identification and application of existing guidance can be seen
from the following examples which showed the varying use of guidance, how it had
been adapted and the creation of specific new guidance by organisations. At
Carnival, the Event Safety Guide (HSE, 1999) seemed to have been used by most
interviewees at some point as a core guide for reference, although one interviewee
thought that ‘Managing Crowds Safely’ (HSE, 2000) had been more appropriate for
their operations at Carnival. Other documents referred to were “the primrose guide”5,
“the green guide” (DCMS & FLA, 2008), and various guidance for specific services
and agencies.
At Tar Barrels and Cheese Rolling, some guidance had been adapted where felt
appropriate, but often much of the guidance was not thought appropriate to the given
event. In the case of Tar Barrels, some of those interviewed commented that it was
rather difficult to apply the Event Safety Guide advice because of the unique nature
of the event and the fact it took place on the streets and moved around the town.
Another interviewee identified that there was no suitable guidance for their role in an
event like Tar Barrels, while other agencies used the Event Safety Guide to plan their
input. The Tar Barrels organising committee produced their own operational
procedures entitled “A Safe System of Working”, with guidelines for barrel rollers and
marshals during the event. This guidance served a very useful purpose for those
taking part in the organisation and management of the event.
It was also clear at the larger events that the Event Safety Guide was customised to
fit the event. For example, at Hogmanay, guidance from the Event Safety Guide was
customised and it was identified that there was probably a slightly lower ratio of
stewards and police at the event than for a major outdoor rock festival. At Cheese
Rolling, some interviewees thought that the Guide was not considered to be of much
help for events like Cheese Rolling and that the committee consulted the Home
Office guidance on running events (Home Office, 2006); others identified that they
always used the Event Safety Guide as a basis for planning event requirements for
their organisation and then adapted this to the specific nature of the event.
Some events involved outside experts in planning to reduce risk and modify the
hazards that could be expected. For example at Hogmanay, a meteorologist was
involved to provide up-to-date information and forecasts regularly throughout the
event. At Carnival, a consultant had been used to make a sound level survey.
One Hogmanay interviewee described that their staff briefing utilised a PowerPoint
presentation and covered a lot of topics, including roles and responsibilities, access,
safety, no glass policy, communications and ‘domestic/housekeeping’ topics. The
stewards received a similar detailed briefing. Another interviewee thought one of their
senior staff attended these briefings to give an explanation of their role and about
what to do if someone was found needing their assistance. Both of these are
examples of good practice.
3.3 EVENT CROWDS
3.3.1 Crowd characteristics
Attendance numbers
At Tar Barrels, various sources estimated the number of spectators at around 1520,000 people. The majority of the crowd were there during the evening, with a
5

Note, this document has now been superseded by guidance under the Regulatory Reform (Fire
Safety) Order 2005 (see ref HM Government, 2007)
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smaller number in the late afternoon to watch the junior barrel rolling. The crowd size
was thought by the interviewees to relate directly to the day of the week the event
falls on, with weekends attracting larger crowds and good weather having the same
effect.
At Hogmanay, the various agencies used a working number of 100,000 for planning
services and facilities. One interviewee thought that this year’s attendance was
slightly lower than this. This person also noted that there was some spare capacity
over 100,000, partly to allow for not all people being cleared from the area before the
fences were put up. One interviewee thought numbers depended on weather, tourist
visitors in the city. The observers estimated that around 75,000 people attended
during the evening. Overall capacity was limited by restricting number of tickets
available. The majority of the crowd arrived at the event mid-evening.
At Cheese Rolling, most of the interviewees agreed that numbers were usually
between 3000 and 5000, but could be as low as 1000 in very wet weather. The
observers estimated that around 5,000 people attended during the main races,
including those in the overspill field.
At Carnival, interviewees estimated the attendance at being between around 500,000
to 800,000 over the two main days and some thought that the numbers increased
during fine weather. One interviewee noted how difficult it was to be sure how many
people attended. Another interviewee explained that they do not count at the event,
but their main concern was whether there was space available for people and they
do this with the assistance of the police helicopter. Most agreed that there was no
maximum capacity for Carnival.
Age of attendees
Tar Barrels was attended by people of all ages, including a few babes in arms and
people in wheelchairs. The majority of spectators were under 30 and a small number
of elderly people were present. There were approximately the same number of males
and females. Some interviewees thought the majority of visitors were, in general, of
local origin and family oriented, with more children attending during the early
evening. Most attendees came in groups of friends and families, or couples, but few
people attended on their own. The event provided not just an entertainment, but a
great place for re-union or just for people to meet up.
At Hogmanay, the observers identified that all age ranges were present but that the
crowd consisted mainly of young people. There were families and some young
children but few elderly people. Some people in wheelchairs were observed in the
crowds. Some interviewees perceived that people were discouraged from bringing
babies and small children and prams. Most interviewees estimated that the majority
of those attending were between 16 and 26 years of age; one interviewee gave the
age range as 12 years upwards, with a few younger children in attendance. Another
interviewee thought the age range was from 18 to 30 years. There were a large
number of overseas attendees at this event.
At Cheese Rolling, the observers identified that all age ranges were present but that
the crowd mostly comprised young people. There were families and young children,
including some in pushchairs and some elderly people. A few people in wheelchairs
were observed in a particular area of the site. The interviewees agreed that it was a
mixed audience, with many families. One interviewee noted that it was “… very much
a white male environment.”
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At Carnival, the interviewees and observers identified that all age ranges were
present but that the crowd consisted mainly of young people. There were families
and some young children and elderly people. A few people in wheelchairs were
observed in the crowds. One interviewee noted that people were discouraged from
bringing babies, small children and prams. One interviewee thought that the crowd
composition changed over the day, as families were more in evidence earlier in the
day, and groups of young people were more predominant in the late afternoon and
evening.
Crowd behaviour
At Tar Barrels, in terms of crowd behaviour, interviewees agreed this it was generally
good natured, although deteriorated through alcohol-related problems towards the
end of the evening. There were some issues identified with underage drinking.
At Hogmanay, the crowd migrated around the city centre, some settled at locations
where the stages provided entertainment; others moved along the streets, visited the
funfair or attended the paying concerts. Most of the crowd movement stopped as
midnight approached and people took up positions to watch the fireworks.
One interviewee felt that the crowd behaviour was influenced by it being a noncompetitive event, creating a very good atmosphere where everyone was there to
have a good time. Another described the crowd behaviour as “boisterous but
friendly”. It was hard to identify typical behaviour, but that some people were maybe
more volatile and pushed through the crowds. One interviewee commented that
crowd behaviour was usually quite relaxed until nearly midnight when it turned into a
bit of a frenzy, as people got very excited.
At Cheese Rolling, the interviewees agreed that the crowd were very well behaved.
The observers commented that it was a friendly crowd and people were seen helping
each other move on the steep slopes. Although the races were ‘competitive’, the
crowd was not factionalised or strongly divided to support particular competitors.
While the competitors were cheered and encouraged, the real challenge seemed to
be against the cheese and the slope. People did not migrate much around the site,
as it was hard to move through the crowds on the slopes. Some settled at locations
where they had a view of the races. Other people went to the overspill field. Most of
the crowd movement stopped during the races.
At Carnival, one interviewee described how the crowd moved more in certain parts of
the carnival area. Another noted how people follow particular bands or floats along
the parade route. People tended to stay around the static sound systems, some of
which became crowded. Most interviewees agreed that the crowd behaviour was
good and that people were well behaved and friendly, being there to enjoy the music,
food, drink and watch the parade. One interviewee explained that the music genre on
the parade floats and sound systems was regulated to mainly carnival music, to try to
maintain a good atmosphere in the crowd, although there was some tension about
this.
One interviewee noted that a certain number of people consumed too much drink or
other substances and got into difficulties, particularly later in the day. One
interviewee thought that there were hostile gangs near some of the static sound
systems. Several interviewees noted that the crowd atmosphere changed later in the
day and concerns were expressed about anti-social behaviour that had taken place
in the evening at previous carnivals. In 2009, there had been an effort to adjust the
timing of the event and to finish the main carnival activities earlier to stop this.
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At all of the four events, by far the largest age group from which the crowd was made
up was the 22-30 years of age, where most of the audience questioned at all of the
events were bracketed. Carnival had by far the largest ethnicity rating. The significant
elements alluded to when asked what it was that attracted them to the event were
that they were curious, it was a good event, they had been before and the events
reputation. When asked why they wanted to be there the most significant reasons
were to be with friends, to have fun and to be part of the experience.
3.3.2 Crowd preparedness
The question of how prepared one should be in attending an event is difficult to
quantify or qualify.
What people brought
At Tar Barrels (November 5th), 86% of the public who responded to the
questionnaires had brought a coat and 76% had brought warm clothes with them.
Although the event was centred around burning barrels, a bonfire and plenty of
hostelries, it was clear that the low temperatures at such events could be influential.
Similarly, around 90% of those questioned at Hogmanay (December 31st) had
brought warm clothes. At both events it was clear that the respondents did not feel
that many of the other items identified in the questionnaire were either needed or
important. At Cheese Rolling, although warmer than at the Tar Barrels or Hogmanay
events, about two thirds of people questioned said they had brought a coat and warm
clothes. At Carnival, although in the summer, around one fifth of those questioned
had brought warm clothes and/or a coat.
Some interviewees at Hogmanay thought people were probably less well prepared
than they should be, particularly for cold weather, even though there had been plenty
of media advice. They were aware that not everyone read the information on the
tickets. One interviewee noted that people might wear appropriate clothing but would
not plan far enough ahead for being confined and having to deal with not having
enough to drink and being hungry. Some interviewees thought that the majority of
people came prepared for the event, especially those who had previous experience.
At Cheese Rolling, observers thought that many people seemed regular visitors or
local people and knew what to expect. Most came well prepared with stout footwear.
Some brought umbrellas, as rain looked possible and these also provided support in
walking up or down the hill. Generally, people brought few possessions. At Carnival,
one interviewee thought that people were not well prepared because they had seen
the event on television as a spectacle and this did not convey the need for people to
make preparations, the size of the crowds they would find or the difficulties in moving
around. Another interviewee noted that they plan for people not coming to the event
well prepared. The Hogmanay observers thought that many people seemed regular
visitors or local people and knew what to expect. Most came well prepared with warm
clothing. Some brought their own food; many brought their own alcohol. Generally,
people brought few possessions.
At Tar Barrels (57%) and Carnival (52%), a higher proportion of attendees in the
sample had attended the event before. At Hogmanay and at Cheese Rolling, around
25% of those interviewed had attended the event before.
At all of the events, few people said they had brought sunscreen, the first two
because they were held in winter. However, only 13% of those questioned at Cheese
Rolling brought sunscreen and around 10% at Carnival.
Why people did not bring things
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At Tar Barrels, when asked why they had not brought items such as water with them,
around 50% of respondents felt that the items were not needed, 19% felt that they
were not important, 15% did not think of it, 8% were worried about loss or theft.
At the Hogmanay event, a third of those questioned had not brought these items with
them because they thought they were not needed and another third because they
were not important. 16% admitted they did not think to bring these things and 14%
were worried about loss or theft.
At Cheese Rolling, interviewees did not think people brought many possessions with
them because it was a short event and because it was so crowded. When asked why
they had not brought items with them, around a third of respondents felt that the
items were not needed or were not important. Almost a quarter did not think of
bringing items. Around 4% were worried about loss or theft and 8% felt that they
were close enough to home to get the items if needed
At Carnival, when asked why they had not brought items with them, over half of
respondents felt that the items were not needed and about 15% thought that they
were not important. About 3% did not think of it and about a quarter of respondents
said they were worried about loss or theft. The observers thought that many people
seemed to have come fairly well prepared, with basic provisions, but little ‘baggage’.
Several interviewees thought that people did not bring many possessions with them
and that the message not to bring valuables was widely advertised and seemed to
have some effect.
Mobile phones
At all of the events, the mobile phone was high on the list of possessions to take for
those questioned. At Carnival, around 80% had brought a mobile phone, three
quarters had at Cheese Rolling, 85% at Tar Barrels and 75% at Hogmanay. Water
was also a fairly important commodity but the numbers of people bringing this item
varied. At Carnival, a third of those questioned had brought water, at Cheese Rolling
37%, at Hogmanay 16% and 14% at Tar Barrels.
Meeting up
At Tar Barrels, just under half of those questioned had made arrangements to meet
up if they got separated from friends at the event. At Hogmanay, 52% had made
arrangements to meet up if they were separated. At Cheese Rolling 72% said that
they had arranged to meet up with people but as there was no map or meeting point
for the attendees, one interviewee thought people tended to rendezvous near the first
aid area. Another noted that the PA system was used for announcements about
missing people, lost children and lost property. At Carnival when respondents to the
questionnaires were asked if they had pre-arranged how to meet up with friends at
the event, about a quarter said they had.
How did people know about the events?
At Tar Barrels, a large percentage (54%) of attendees questioned had heard about
the event via word of mouth. Nearly one third of respondents came because their
friends said that it was a good event; 20% attended because of the event’s reputation
or were curious about the event (16%). The interviewees identified that people
attended the event because of its uniqueness, its tradition, its spectacular delivery, to
seek thrills and the social nature of the event.
Three quarters of respondents said they were attending Hogmanay for the first time
and just over half (52%) had not attended a similar event before, while 41% had been
to between one and five similar events. At Hogmanay, nearly two thirds (61%) of
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attendees questioned had heard about the event via word of mouth and 20% found
out through the internet.
At Cheese Rolling, over half (59%) of attendees questioned had heard about the
event via word of mouth and nearly a quarter had found out through the internet. At
Carnival, around 70% of attendees questioned had heard about the event via word of
mouth. Around 10% found out through each of the internet and
newspaper/magazines. Around a third had not attended a similar event before, while
44% had been to between one and five similar events.
Advance information
All of the events had safety information of varying amounts on their website. Tourist
information offices gave out information. For both the Hogmanay and Carnival
events, a range of other media were utilised to ensure that the information relating to
the preparedness of the crowd was put into as many places as possible. At Cheese
Rolling, comprehensive information was available on the Cheese Rolling website,
including information about the nature of the site, viewing areas, car parking and
safety for both participants and spectators.
At Carnival, several websites provided a map of the carnival area to download and a
paper copy was provided with a London daily newspaper. The Mayor of London and
London Transport produced a free handout with travel information and a map that
showed the location of features including the carnival parade route, recommended
viewing areas, toilets, first aid posts, lost children centres and police points.
Additional safety advice was available on the RBKC website.
For Tar Barrels, public information and advice in regard to safe attendance at the
event was made available in advance via several websites e.g. – from the official
web site of the Ottery St Mary Carnival. Ottery Tourist Information Centre near the
centre of the town provided a valuable service prior to and during the event. The
programme contained a map of Ottery showing the location of the barrels and a
timetable, as well as safety advice.
At Hogmanay, a considerable amount of advance information and advice was well
publicised. The press were given health and safety information, which was widely
published, and conditions and safety advice were outlined on the tickets. One
interviewee had given two radio interviews providing advice.
3.3.3 Crowd management
As each of the four events researched were of very different sizes, topographically
diverse and their footprints differed, the management and monitoring of crowds and
stewards as well as ingress and egress were all carried out in different ways.
However there are generic deliverables at the events that can be drawn out, as well
as a few examples of specific good practice.
Crowd management plans:
At Tar Barrels there was no formal crowd management plan but the activities were
programmed following previous experiences, so that the crowds could be managed
effectively and efficiently and when a mass crowd gathered this could be easily
broken up.
It is clear from the interviews that the town became crowded in particular places, near
to the barrels and in the square and no formal measures were instituted to support
the dispersal in these areas. Over the years information had been gathered indicating
how the crowd chose strategically where to stand or wait and then the crowd moved
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with the barrels during the event. The other sites such as the bonfire area also had
similar behaviours.
At Hogmanay, which had much larger crowds and greater complexity of activities, a
crowd management plan was drawn up by the organisers and local authority well in
advance of the event. Other agencies participated in planning meetings where the
crowd management plan was discussed. There was also an event order for
managing the crowd and a contingency plan for emergencies. The central area was
vehicle free before, during and after the event, with emergency services receiving a
police escort when needed.
It was acknowledged by those interviewed that parts of the event site were densely
crowded, some of these areas had been targeted for the use of diversions such as
giant screens to try to reduce the crowds in other places. Some streets were
maintained as emergency corridors to create temporary places of safety where
people could be moved to initially if there was an issue. Spotters on roofs were used
to monitor densities. Communication between the control centre and some of the
agencies’ staff on the streets was good and CCTV, loud hailers and a PA system
were used to support communication activities.
Similar to Tar Barrels, there was no formal crowd management plan for the Cheese
Rolling event. The organisers instructed the stewarding company before the event
and tasks and positions allocated then. The ‘catchers’ used to stop those coming
down the hill from overshooting the finishing line at the bottom of the cheese rolling
course were local volunteers from a rugby club. They ensured a ‘safe landing’ for the
runners, some of whom needed help to stop at the bottom of the course.
A PA system was used to provide safety messages and warning notices were also
placed on the approaches to the site. It was clear that along the fence line of the
cheese-rolling course and the bottom and top of the slope, where the best views
were, that the crowd was densely packed. However, the field below the slope had
plenty of space to accommodate the overspill. There were no vehicles on the event
site.
At Carnival, interviewees explained that there was no overall crowd management
plan for the event, but that there were crowd management plans for the different
parts of the event. The organisers had drawn up a plan for stewarding the parade
and the police had a plan for public order on the streets. The transport authorities
had a plan for moving people to and from the area. Most key players had been
involved in discussing the plans.
Managing crowd/traffic interface:
As with Hogmanay, traffic management orders were in place to restrict vehicles in the
central area to emergency vehicles only. There were curfews on the movement of
traders and sound system vehicles, which were managed by the police. Traffic was
allowed back into the area after the streets had been cleaned following the end of
Carnival.
There were large vehicles moving very slowly in the parade. It was the responsibility
of the bands on the floats to keep the public away from their vehicles, with assistance
from stewards. The float progress seemed to be self managed by those running and
dancing with the lorries. This had the effect of slowing the parade down.
Owing to the length of the event and the distribution of activities each area within the
footprint became congested at different times. Many places were difficult to move
away from and it became difficult at times to cross the parade route.
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There were a number of plans in place to manage the crowded areas, including
dividing the carnival footprint into sectors and sub-sectors with experienced police
responsible for monitoring and managing the crowds in these sections. ‘Safety zones’
were separated off to be used if the surrounding areas became too crowded. The
sound systems were not located in dead-end streets, so the crowd was not
constricted. Key communication delivery included CCTV, strong ground
communication and also the availability of a police helicopter to monitor the large
area.
Ingress and egress:
The four events had very different ways of controlling ingress and egress into and out
of the event site. This was linked to the type of activity, the size of the site for the
event and the number of people arriving and leaving and the times that this took
place.
Tar Barrels:
Ingress and egress at Tar Barrels were managed by road closures and one-way
traffic systems enforced by marshals and assisted by the police. Closed roads were
supervised and restricted to emergency vehicles only and an emergency corridor
was maintained and patrolled.
Pedestrian movement from the car parks was not managed, however, traffic flow into
the town was monitored and entry to traffic ceased just before 6pm. The town was
opened up after midnight, when the last barrel had been cleared.
Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, ingress and egress was managed by using barriers and gates
(numbered) around the central streets. Ingress was controlled by a visible wristband
‘ticket only’ system. Entry gates were managed to stop imbalances in density. The
pattern of movement around the site was varied, some attendees migrated from
stage to stage, others stayed in one place and others gravitated towards specific
activities. The queues to temporary bars, toilets and stages increased the density of
the crowd. As the time neared midnight and the firework event the central area
became very difficult to move around in.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, ingress was controlled by a stewarded gateway at the main north
east entrance on the lane leading from the car park. The flow of people was
regulated by the stewards and there were other entrances to the west side of the site
and footpaths led to the top of the hill. The main entry gate was very crowded with
people standing on either side of it to watch the races, as well as others trying to
move through the gateway. This was also the point of access for the first aid post and
ambulance.
Carnival:
Ingress into the general Carnival area was not controlled and there were many entry
points distributed around the area. Entry routes from the transport hubs were
monitored by the police and police and stewards were on the main routes into the
central area. The police also utilised a cordon system to stop crowd build up.
The arrival of people at the event was over a long period of time and thus congestion
at access points was minimised, although crowd flows along the streets leading into
this central area did restrict access to the event. Police and stewards controlled
access across parts of the parade route and where they were not in evidence, the
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area was more congested. The police regulated entry into and egress from the
central ‘safety zone’ streets.
The crowd began to drift away from early evening and there was no regulated
egress. The timing of the different parts of the event had been arranged to stop a
mass exodus at any one time.
Marshalling, policing and stewarding:
The use of marshals, police and stewards differed greatly between the four events
and this section identifies how the use of these three groups had been developed.
Tar Barrels
At Tar Barrels, the main focus of the marshals or stewards was the carrying of the
barrels. Marshals were in evidence where the barrel rolling took place, although they
were not easy to identify in the dense crowds. Some had high visibility jackets, others
had small armbands. The priority of these marshals was looking after the barrel
rollers and the crowd in front of them. They appeared quite strict in controlling rollers
and the crowd in their immediate vicinity. There were few stewards elsewhere. The
police were easier to identify around the barrels due to their high visibility jackets.
Hogmanay
At Hogmanay, most temporary bars were well stewarded and managed with a
barriered entry system. Stewards were observed managing large groups who
congregated in areas where the density of crowds was greatest. There were in the
region of nine hundred police and stewards on duty at this event; a ratio of about
1:100/120.
Audience interaction was the responsibility of the stewarding company and the police
were utilised for backup and to keep public order. However, owing to the way in
which they had worked together over the years, the police also took part in the
general welfare and looked after the public.
Observers noted the stewards supervised the gates, checked tickets and searched
bags. Easily identifiable stewards and police were in evidence near to gates and
behind sterile walkways in the central area. The police observed the crowd and dealt
with troublemakers. People were observed seeking help from the stewards and the
police and the police and stewards seemed helpful and approachable.
Interviewees thought that the crowd management staff were briefed for the event.
The senior staff of the crowd management company attended the police briefing and
vice versa, so there was crossover and liaison. ‘Shadowing’ for staff was used by one
of the agencies. It was thought that the ratio of supervisors to staff was one to six.
The stewards were well informed and helpful and supervisors were observed
directing teams.
Cheese Rolling
At Cheese Rolling, it was identified by some of those interviewed that forty stewards
were booked for the event, although it was also thought that they might not all turn
up. Their duties were to cover the slope, the car parks and other areas. They were
responsible for the gates on the slope, thus preventing access onto the slope during
the races. Stewards would also assist if anyone needed to be brought out of the
crowd. It was noted that there was an interface between the stewards and first aid
and rescue organisation in this respect. One interviewee thought that the stewards
worked with the first aiders in operating the ‘flag’ system to indicate to the MC at the
top of the hill that the slope was clear and ready for a race.
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Observers noted some stewards supervised the main entrance gateway. There were
other stewards along the slope fence line where gates were inserted, at the top of the
hill near the queue of people waiting to take part in the races and in the lane near the
car park.
Most interviewees agreed that people would seek assistance from the stewards
because they were closer and there were no police in evidence at the event and this
was evidenced by the observers who noticed people seeking information and help
from stewards.
Interviewees agreed that crowd management staff were briefed at a meeting just
before the event. This included allocation of duties, responsibilities and who to report
to.
Carnival
Through its grant from the Greater London Authority, the organisers of Carnival were
required to enlist the services of a professional stewarding company this year and to
supplement the number of stewards with community volunteers. The funding also
covered the provision of training, communication and other equipment and welfare
facilities for the stewards.
The exact number of stewards was difficult to ascertain, but interviewees estimated
there to be around 2-300 stewards. The recruitment of an extra 1000 community
volunteers had not been achieved. Some of the bands had their own community
volunteer stewards that accompanied them on the parade. The ratio of supervisors to
stewards was thought to be one to ten. Most interviewees did not think that the
stewards were given practical or personal development skills. Similar to Hogmanay
the interviewees thought that the stewards received a training pack.
Observers noted the stewards supervised the floats and parts of the parade route,
keeping spectators away from the moving vehicles. A few were present near the
sound systems. They seemed friendly and helpful, providing information to
spectators.
Those interviewed thought that there were between 6-8000 police around the whole
carnival footprint, including traffic and night duties. One interviewee thought between
1-2000 police would be directly at Carnival.
The role of the police was primarily public order and crime prevention, including
operations to stop troublemakers from coming to Carnival and traffic control to stop
unauthorised vehicles from coming into the carnival area. This included the use of
elevated platforms to view the crowd and to manage the safety zones.
In terms of the distribution, one interviewee thought that the organisers decided
where the stewards would be distributed, in consultation with the police. The police
would decide the distribution of officers, depending on the availability of stewards.
Most interviewees thought that crowd management staff were briefed for the event.
This briefing included police officers, local authority officers and stewards, with some
additional joint briefings. The police briefings started with the gold and silver tiers and
cascaded down. It is clear that there were a number of briefings for the event and
that those involved could be present at a range of these.
3.3.4 Crowd management installations
Each event differed in its use of temporary physical installations and mechanisms,
such as barriers, in order to help managed the crowds.
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Tar Barrels
At Tar Barrels, there were few crowd management installations. One interviewee
considered that having barriers in the town centre would be dangerous, as the
natural layout of the town enabled people to move away quickly from areas where
they felt uncomfortable in the crowd, rather than being barriered in and unable to
move.
There was a barrier around the bonfire managed by the marshals and this was a wire
and non rigid barrier, keeping the spectators back from the fire. The observers noted
that this barrier was effective at keeping people back from the fire as it burned down.
They also noticed that the petrol station forecourt in town was cordoned off by hazard
tape as a precaution. No other temporary barriers were observed, but some
permanent barriers on the pavements of streets were spotted, which controlled
pedestrians crossing. These were possibly more of a hazard during crowded times,
as they restricted flow along the streets or movement away from the barrels as
identified by those interviewed.
Hogmanay
At Hogmanay, a larger and more complex site, a site manager was responsible for
barrier placement; the number and positioning having been agreed with the Council.
One interviewee thought that they designed the barrier layout and had commissioned
gates specifically for the event. Another thought this was carried out in consultation
with the planning group and was a joint decision because many aspects, such as
access for fire vehicles and turntable ladders, needed input from several agencies.
The site manager initially checked the barriers and the Council checked for type of
barrier and suitability. Different types of barriers were used around the site, which
were specific to the situation. The observers noted that some barriers with footplates
were used in front of the bars and on the main street where people could view
performances on the main stage. Any change of barrier during the event would be a
joint decision, authorised by the control centre.
The observers noted that there was solid fencing at gateways, which were
stewarded. Temporary barriers ran along the side of the main streets and provided
sterile walkways. The barriers seemed fit for purpose and well designed. Some
people who were feeling unwell were observed being pulled over the pedestrian
barriers along the sterile routes by stewards, police and first aiders. The barriers
were in place from late afternoon. Barriers were also placed across side streets, with
gates. Stewards were observed opening and closing gates to manage the flow of the
crowd into the side streets.
Cheese Rolling
At Cheese Rolling, one interviewee noted that the County Council had previously
supplied the safety fencing, but it was now the responsibility of the organisers to
erect the fences and ensure that they were safe. It was a requirement from the
County Council to have the fences along the sides of the slope. One interviewee did
not think this fencing was very effective at stopping the cheese rolling into the crowd,
but did stop the crowd from encroaching on the racing slope. This was attributed to
the behaviour of the crowd, who would have been able to push through the plastic
mesh fencing, but chose to remain behind it. In 2008, the spectator fencing had been
moved in slightly, away from the trees, providing better viewing conditions for the
public on the sides of the hill.
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The organisers put up steel mesh ‘Heras’ fencing, instead of netting used previously,
at the bottom of the slope to stop participants going into the garden of the cottage
there. They also put Heras fencing around the first aid compound and along the lane
to stop people climbing onto the walls of the cottages. The fencing was checked by
the organisers just before the event.
It was thought that the layout of the fencing was adjusted each year by the
organisers, in line with the risk assessment. The use of barriers reflected the
changed nature of the spectators where proportionately fewer local people and more
international visitors attended. The decision to make a sterile barriered corridor from
the first aid post to the bottom of the slope had been a joint one between the medical
service and the organisers.
The observers noted there was some open mesh ‘Heras’ fencing at the main
gateway, which was stewarded. Straw bales were also used at the bottom of the
slope, both to stop the racers and to protect the media and organisers’ compound.
Some plastic fencing was also used along the sides of the lane to protect the
gardens. This had been trampled down in places as people pushed forward to try to
see the races.
Carnival
At Carnival, all of those interviewed agreed that the police produced a barrier plan for
the carnival area, which was discussed with the local authorities. The police had a
stock of barriers that was deployed and positioned and they checked that the barriers
were fit for purpose. One interviewee thought that the police used a company to put
out the barriers, which the police then checked.
Overall, it was thought that only the police had the authority to change the barrier
layout during the event. This would be carried out in consultation with other agencies
or through the ELT. One interviewee noted that any agencies specifically affected
would be involved in the decision. This type of activity had taken place at a previous
carnival when barriers along a main road were changed, which had an effect on the
buses. Another interviewee described how one organisation had suggested changing
the barrier layout at one place during the event. Various agencies were involved in
discussions about whether this should take place, but the decision-making protocol
was breached, resulting in delays to the carnival parade.
The observers noted that there were pedestrian crowd barriers along the length of
some streets to separate the crowd from the carnival parade. Police and stewards
managed pedestrians crossing these streets in between parts of the procession.
Barriers were also placed across some streets to create ‘safety zones’, which were
controlled by police. Spare barriers were seen in stacks on some street corners, for
use if needed. There were barriers around some of the sound system stages and
around other temporary structures, such as the camera crane and the police
observation platform, where solid metal barriers were used. Police on horses and on
foot were also used as an effective movable barrier to enable or stop people entering
particular streets.
From these case studies, it can be seen that barriers and other equipment were
chosen for safety factors and for the way in which they suited the event. The choice
and deployment seemed to be influenced by the type of event and crowd, the
numbers attending, as well as the way in which the crowd needed to be managed.
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3.3.5 Crowd facilities and support
The provision of crowd facilities and support varied at the four events. At Tar Barrels,
basic facilities were available, such as food stalls and toilets, including temporary
toilets adjacent to the bonfire. Other facilities, such as the location of the medical
centre, were also planned and sited in agreement with the medical services. There
were no specific welfare services. The police were the first point of contact in regard
to lost children.
At Hogmanay, the provision of facilities had been influenced by the crowd
characteristics, such as the provision of bars. Toilets and services were provided on
a formula that worked according to numbers attending, as well as reflecting the cold
conditions and potential for hypothermia.
At Cheese Rolling, few facilities were provided for the crowd. There was one van
selling hot drinks and a stall selling local cheese in the overspill field. There was an
ice cream van on the lane near the main entrance. The organisers did not want a bar
or other concessions. There were no toilet facilities and there was no supply of free
drinking water. The observers heard some visitors, particularly with young children,
complaining about the lack of toilets.
At Carnival, observers noted that there were a wide range of facilities including many
sets of portable toilets distributed around the area and these did not seem to have
long queues. There did not seem to be hand washing facilities. The signage for the
toilets was not particularly easy to see. There were wheelchair accessible temporary
toilets at most locations. Some residents in the area charged individuals £1 to access
their private toilet.
What attendees said about the facilities?
Toilets:
From those respondents to the public questionnaires at Tar Barrels, 36% queued for
the toilets for less than 5 minutes and 45% for less than 15 minutes. Regarding
access to the toilets 63% of respondents said it was acceptable. 76% thought there
were not enough toilets at the event.
At Hogmanay, 76% said they had queued for less than 5 minutes for the toilets.
When questioned about access to the toilets 87% of Hogmanay respondents stated
that access was acceptable. When asked whether there were enough toilets at the
event, 59% thought there were. One interviewee thought that the toilets were
designed for men and were “tacky” and dirty and most women would not use them.
They added that there had not been enough consideration of such needs. Observers
noted that there were many sets of portable toilets distributed around the centre and
although there were long queues, people seemed quite calm about waiting. The
toilets were well signed. There were wheelchair accessible temporary toilets in some
locations.
As there were no toilets available at Cheese Rolling, 90% of those who responded
thought that there were insufficient toilet facilities. It was clear that those attending
would have liked some form of toilet facilities available for them to use.
At Carnival, from those respondents to the public questionnaires where the questions
were linked to the toilet facilities, about two thirds said they had queued for less than
5 minutes for the toilets. When questioned about access to the toilets, about 82% of
respondents said access was acceptable. When asked whether there were enough
toilets at the event, 70% of respondents thought the thought there were.
Drinks
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Bar waiting times at Tar Barrels was 66% (from a small sample of respondents) and
at Hogmanay 67% for service within five minutes. At Carnival, few respondents
seemed to have used the bars. As a bar was not in evidence at Cheese Rolling, this
was discounted. A higher percentage of those at Tar Barrels thought that the access
to water at the event was good (81%) and 56% at Hogmanay. However, only 43% of
those at Cheese Rolling were satisfied with the access to water. When respondents
at Carnival were asked how long they had to queue for drinking water, very few
seemed to have used the drinking water facilities and 75% of those who did said they
waited less than five minutes. Two thirds of those who responded on the
questionnaire stated that they thought their access to water was good.
Signage
At Hogmanay, 69% thought that the signage was adequate, while 59% of the Tar
Barrels crowd questioned thought that the signage was adequate, as did 63% of
those at Cheese Rolling. Most interviewees thought that there was some signage for
this event, but that people would find the site easily. The observers noted that there
was some signage giving directions to the site and main entrance gate, but there was
little signage to indicate routes away from the site afterwards. The observers at
Carnival noted that generally the signage for facilities was very small – yellow/black
signs on lampposts – these were not easy to see. One interviewee noted that the
first aiders were frequently stopped and asked for directions by the public. One
interviewee thought that signage around the area was poor. 57% of respondents to
the public questionnaires thought that signage was adequate for them.
Who would attendees seek help from?
Tar Barrels:
When in personal difficulty at Tar Barrels respondents to the questionnaires would
turn to friends; then to the police; to stewards; and to first aid or welfare. Two thirds of
respondents to the questionnaires at Hogmanay said they would turn to stewards,
then to the police; to friends or to first aid or welfare if they found themselves in
personal difficulty. At Cheese Rolling, over half of those questioned said they would
turn to stewards if in difficulty; then they would turn to friends; to first aid or welfare;
and a small number would go to the police. At Carnival, of those members of the
public who responded, 75% said they would turn to the police if they found
themselves in personal difficulty. Others would either seek help from their friends or
from stewards. Around 7% said they would turn to first aid or welfare.
Hogmanay:
Observers at Hogmanay noted that some people could not get access to cash from
bank machines due to the barriers along the main street. The observers noted that at
the main entrance gates to the central streets there were electronic screens with
repeating signs providing safety and other event information for people arriving at the
event. There was no signage to indicate the names of the stages. One interviewee
noted that in the past, they had put up large orientation maps for the public. They
thought signage could be improved. A detailed map was provided for the agencies,
staff and contractors and maps were provided with the event tickets. There did not
seem to be a specific meeting point or welfare/help point identified on the event site.
Mobiles and texts worked, but these were often slow and could not be heard in noisy
places.
One interviewee thought that at Hogmanay there were many areas of support for
people who got into difficulty, such as the first aid posts, where there were also social
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workers. They felt the stewards were well trained to look after people, and so were
the police. Another interviewee noted that the stewards were easily available to
assist and looked out for people in difficulty. A ‘sleep over’ facility was available in a
church hall, for people who were unwell and unable to make their way home. Another
interviewee commented that the PA system and screens were used for standard
safety messages. They noted that if there were any vulnerable children or drunks,
then there were Social Services on site. There was also a welfare police officer on
site to assist with their needs, phone their parents, etc.
One interviewee thought more first aid posts were provided than probably needed, as
well as the additional “sleep off” area for people under the influence of alcohol and
this took pressure off the hospitals.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, there did not seem to be a set meeting point or welfare/help point.
Mobiles and texts worked ok, but these were slow and could not be heard in noisy
places. The website had a very comprehensive and instructive page of advice about
pre-arranging to meet up with friends if separated and suggested a couple of meeting
places. It also described the procedure for found children at the event. The
organisers undertook to assist people concerned about missing adults and children
at the end of the event.
There were no maps or plans of the site available for the public. The interviewees
agreed that the site was a very small and well contained. Many people went every
year, and thus knew the area well. Observers noted that some people who did not
know the area well became lost in the woods leading to the site.
Interviewees at this event thought that spectators would turn to the first aiders or
rescue team if they needed assistance. People from these services wore distinctive
and easily noticed clothing. The rescue team were positioned just inside the mesh
fence on the slope and were trained to move up and down the slope to reach people.
First aiders were mainly at the bottom and top of the hill and in radio contact. One
interviewee thought there were plenty of people to assist. The observers thought
there were a number of stewards to seek help from.
Carnival:
At Carnival, there were no maps around the area. Paper plans were available from
underground stations and had been published earlier in one of the London daily
newspapers. Other websites provided maps to download.
One interviewee noted that many personnel working at the event were not local and
therefore did not know the area or where facilities were, so were less effective at
being able to give directions to the public.
At Carnival, there did not seem to be a specific meeting point or welfare/help point
identified in the event area. Mobile phones worked, but these were often slow due to
the volume of people requiring service and the tones could not be heard in places
with high sound levels. One interviewee thought that meeting points should be
identified, although these might not be easy for people to find owing to the density
and migration difficulties for the crowd.
One interviewee noted that there were support services, including two lost children’s
points, but these were not obvious to the public. They would like to see more publicity
about the support arrangements. Other interviewees thought the police had a
supportive role and the observers thought there were plenty of police to seek help
from, or stewards in specific locations. Another interviewee thought that support was
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available from the comprehensive medical service and that first aiders were easy to
find along the parade route.
3.4 HAZARDS FOR THE CROWD AT THE EVENT
The following parts describe some hazards that were identified and examined in
relation to the safety of the crowd attending the event.
3.4.1 Use of intoxicating substances
Tar Barrels:
At Tar Barrels, alcohol was purchased from pubs and brought to the site by
spectators. There were no controls on alcohol consumption, except that pubs closed
at 23.00. It was observed that some spectators seemed to get more inebriated as the
evening progressed.
While there was an expectation that some people would drink or consume other
intoxicants more than usual (about 13% of spectators questioned said that they had
drunk more than usual), it was thought the level of injury and arrests was very low:
This was attributed to there always being something for the spectators to see and
thus causing trouble was minimised. The non-competitive element also played a part
in this, as it reduced the issue of competition and siding with a contestant.
The police had a designated station for the custody of those found drunk and
disorderly or these people were referred to ambulance or paramedic staff. There
were no other welfare support services.
Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, all interviewees agreed that they expected people to drink more than
they usually would. Around a quarter of the public completing the questionnaire
stated that they had not drunk alcohol at the event. About a third had drunk about the
same as they usually would, nearly a quarter had drunk more than usual and 18%
had drunk less than usual.
One interviewee felt the number who experienced difficulties from alcohol excesses
was small, considering the evening was one of celebration. The price of alcohol at
the temporary bars seemed to be a barrier to those buying alcohol at the event. Many
of those attending brought their own alcohol but glass bottles were prohibited. There
were social workers based at the sleepover facility, with expertise to help and support
people, especially vulnerable young people.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, interviewees did not generally expect people to drink or consume
other intoxicants more than usual. One remarked that the participants in the races did
consume more than others. The observers noted that a few people brought their own
alcohol along, but this did not seem to have a noticeable effect on crowd behaviour.
The observers noticed a few of the competitors were more inebriated and behaved
loudly and more aggressively.
Of the public completing the questionnaires, around half said they had not drunk
alcohol at the event. 20% said they had drunk more than usual; 16% said they had
drunk about the same as they usually would and 14% had drunk less than usual.
There were few public houses close to the area. The time of the event had been
changed to earlier in the day, to avoid people arriving already inebriated and one
interviewee felt that this had made things much better.
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It was generally felt that there were adequate means of supporting people through
the medical service. People would be asked to leave the area and the police would
deal with any further nuisance.
Carnival:
At Carnival, all interviewees agreed that they expected people to drink or consume
other intoxicants more than they usually would. Of the public questioned about
alcohol at the event, 67% said they had not drunk alcohol at the event, around 13%
said they had drunk about the same as they usually would, about 8% had drunk more
than usual and 12% had drunk less than usual.
All interviewees agreed that some people had problems and were unable to cope
with the effects of their consumption and needed assistance, usually from first aiders.
The police were involved in assisting inebriated people to the first aid points.
Sometimes the police had intervened when a disorder situation emerged. London
Ambulance service deployed patient transport service vehicles to transport people
who were drunk to hospital (as well as other minor casualties).
The observers noted that alcohol was bought from temporary outlets or pubs in the
area and many people brought their own along.
3.4.2 Slips, trips and falls
Tar Barrels:
At Tar Barrels, the pavements/roads were flat or gently sloping. One interviewee
explained that barrel rollers stayed on the roads and did not change level (the streets
where the barrels were rolled were fairly flat).
Although kerbs were mentioned as a possible trip hazard and pavement edges/curbs
could not be seen within the dense crowd, one interviewee noted that it was
generally not possible to walk very quickly through the crowds and thus the possibility
of slipping and tripping may be reduced. Another interviewee mentioned that there
had been some accidents when people fell over or tripped up on pavement curbs.
Street furniture and other potential obstacles were not removed from the streets.
There were, however, some permanent barriers at the pavement edge.
No extra bins for the collection of rubbish were provided during the event. The
observers considered that there were lots of bottles/cans and other rubbish on the
ground, as potential trip hazards. There were few bins for people to put rubbish in,
except near the food traders. Another interviewee mentioned that glass bottles were
not on sale and the pubs served drinks from plastic glasses during the late afternoon
and evening, to reduce the possibility of broken glass on the streets causing a
hazard.
Around the steep banks up to the bonfire there was some muddy ground which could
have been a slip hazard.
Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, none of the interviewees thought that there had been any problems
with movement around the site for pedestrians, although in freezing years, grit had
been put down. Few trip or slip casualties were reported.
It was noted that there were concealed objects below waist height so people
suddenly came upon them, as well as uneven surfaces, holes in the road, etc. It was
thought that the Roads Department monitored the area prior to the event to ensure
that, as far as was reasonably practicable, these hazards were dealt with.
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A walk-around inspection of the area was made by the local authority, organiser,
stewarding company, fire and police. Action was taken if bins had been left out or
loose paving slabs were found.
As with Tar Barrels, there were many bottles, cans and other sorts of rubbish which
could be potential trip hazards. There were few bins, except near to the food traders,
for people to put rubbish in.
Some street furniture items (bollards, chairs and rubbish bins) were removed or
covered to stop people climbing up onto them, including bus shelters that were
covered with anti-climb paint. Barriers were placed approximately two metres from
the building line to provide access for the emergency services. There were barriers
along the parks area where, in previous years, there had been some serious injuries
caused by people climbing onto the sharp railings. Some streets had temporary
barriers as sterile walkways along the length, as part of the safety lane configuration,
so pedestrians were restricted to the roads.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, one interviewee mentioned that the area was cleared of
undergrowth and larger stones before the event, but this mainly focussed on the
racing slope. Another interviewee thought that the organisers, who also cleared the
site of litter before the event, made a walk-around inspection of the area.
The observers noted that, as the event took place on a steep slope, there was a high
risk of spectators slipping or falling. Within the trees, the rough terrain with loose
footing and roots also presented a slip and trip hazard. On the steepest wooded
slopes, spectators used tree roots as foot or hand holds. Some people were seen to
slip out of control as spectators made their way down the slope through the trees,
although no injuries occurred from these incidents.
Observers noted that dogs posed a trip hazard in the crowded areas, where they
were not easily noticed and on the slopes where people were trying to move up or
down and the dogs got in their way.
A few bins were seen in the area, at the top of the hill and in the lane. These were
tied to fence post so as not to move. There was a small amount of rubbish on the
ground in the lane, which posed a trip hazard in the crowded areas. A few bottles
were seen to have been dropped on the wooded slopes.
Carnival:
At Carnival, the local authorities inspected the area before the event, to identify and
protect any unusual hazards. It was mentioned that reports of slipping and tripping
hazards would be dealt with by the authorities on the day if possible and noted to be
discussed at the debrief meeting.
Discarded bottles were a trip hazard. Efforts were made by the authorities to clear
the bottles and other rubbish during the event using sweepers and handcarts.
Medical services were thought to treat a number of casualties resulting from tripping.
Observers noted that pavement edges/curbs could not be seen within areas of
congestion, but no one was noticed tripping over. Pavements/roads were flat or
gently sloping in the central area. There were very few bins, except near to the food
traders, for people to dispose of rubbish. Over-flowing bins were observed. Some
residents seemed to have tried to improve the situation by providing bags on their
railings for people to put their rubbish in.
Some shops had been fenced to protect the frontage and stop people climbing up.
Some street furniture was removed by the authorities after an inspection, particularly
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where there were activities such as the judging point and static sound systems and
on the route of the parade.
3.4.3 Thrown and falling objects
Tar Barrels:
At Tar Barrels, glass bottles were banned from sale at off-licences, although people
could bring their own. One interviewee identified that people did not throw missiles
and that the barrel marshals would stop any throwing that did occur in their vicinity.
One interviewee remarked that the barrellers could get injured by a barrel dropping6.
Parts did become detached from the barrels as they burnt down, but were very
unlikely to go into the crowd and hurt anyone. Bits of loose or charred barrels were
observed dropping off during the running.
Some low, small temporary structures were erected for serving food. These were
stable in the calm, dry weather conditions. Loud speakers for a temporary PA were
attached high on a building in the town square.
No interviewees thought there were any safety checks on temporary structures. They
were under the impression that stallholders and food vendors in vans did their own
checks.
Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, it was not thought that there had been any problems with structures or
falling or thrown objects and that the structures were fully compliant with
requirements. Wind was a factor that was considered in structural integrity. Structural
calculations were checked in advance and a thorough inspection of completed
structures took place, being signed off by the council. There was a full safety walkround with police, local authority and organiser before the gates were opened. The
observers noted there were temporary food stands, portable toilets, large screens,
PA loudspeakers on towers and camera platforms. No loose structural parts were
observed.
The use of fireworks in the crowd had been stopped and promotional ‘give-aways’
that could be thrown had been restricted. Glass bottles were banned, which
alleviated much of the ‘missile’ problem. Fall-out from the firework display was
closely monitored and the fire service was consulted on where the fireworks would be
fired from, to reduce the impact of the debris on the crowd.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, the only temporary structure was a small amount of staging on
scaffolding, erected to provide a low elevated platform with safety rails for the camera
crews.
One interviewee described how the cheese was rolled down the hill and that there
was the possibility of the cheese bouncing as it came over the bumps on the slope.
They thought that plenty of frequent warnings were given to the spectators, who in
any case had come to watch the cheese rolling. Apart from the cheese rolling, no
thrown objects or loose structural parts were seen. Observers noted that a few
people had climbed trees and sat on branches to get a better view. One branch was
seen coming down and a person fell with it.

6

The barrel could drop either if it fell unintentionally from the person carrying it or when it was being
transferred to another “roller”. Burning parts of the barrel also drop off as the barrel burns down and
eventually disintegrates.
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Carnival:
At Carnival, one interviewee expressed concerns about promotional samples being
thrown from some of the floats and static sound systems. This would be stopped if it
was noticed.
The ‘no glass’ policy for traders was thought to be important, as this reduced the
likelihood of containers being used as missiles at the event. The observers noted one
glass bottle being thrown from an upper floor window of a house in the carnival area.
An interviewee mentioned the danger of objects falling from the balconies of houses
where people were sitting or hanging out to watch the activities.
Measures were taken to clear rubbish from the streets before the event. This
included having any uncovered skips removed if they contained building materials.
Any temporary structures in the area, such as scaffolding, were boarded up if they
could not be removed, to discourage people from climbing on them. Trees in the
area were inspected for overhanging branches along the parade route and tree
specialists brought in by the local authorities to make the trees safe.
There was some deliberation as to whether the temporary structures were checked
before Carnival took place.
3.4.4 Hazardous materials
Tar Barrels:
At Tar Barrels, the interviewees did not seem to think that there was a health/safety
risk from hazardous waste. Food waste was seen as the responsibility of the local
authority and the food traders, who held their waste until it could be disposed of after
the event. Observers found there were a few bins near to the food traders and some
food waste was on the streets. There were remains of barrels – hot metal hoops – in
the street immediately after the barrels had burnt. There was also some smoke from
barrels and fumes from food traders’ generators. While recognising that there was
smoke close to the barrels, no interviewee thought this was an issue.
Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, teams were responsible for clearing hazardous products and all
concessions were managed by catering and merchandising managers who were
expected to look after their own waste. Observers noted that there was some food
waste on streets and urine flowed downhill on a side street close to the portable
toilets.
Fumes and smoke from special effects at some stages generally blew away quickly
and these special effects were used sparingly. There were warnings at the entrances
about this. The fire service had been involved in testing the level of smoke generated
for special effects and were satisfied it was safe. The use of cosmetic smoke effects
at one point had resulted in a call out for the fire service to investigate. Fumes from
fireworks were controlled by the design of the fallout zone. The control centre took a
decision on the firework firing about 20 minutes beforehand. There were some
incidents of ash or grit in peoples’ eyes from looking up at the fireworks.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, the catering vans were responsible for their own waste. There
were some rubbish bins available. Observers noted that there was very little waste.
There were no fumes or smoke from special effects or fireworks and vehicles were
kept away from the site.
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Carnival:
At Carnival, one interviewee noted that the street traders were inspected by the local
authorities, who had strict measures in place for the disposal of materials such as
waste oil. One interviewer commented on the amount of broken glass on the streets.
Another interviewee thought that food waste was left to be collected at the end of the
day, when the waste collection trucks could get into the area. It was considered
impracticable to collect waste during the event due to the crowd.
Piles of food waste were noticed behind the food stalls and there was quite a lot of
(police) horse manure on the streets. One person was observe to slip on it, but did
not fall.
It was noted that dust or fumes from the vehicles might be an issue, particularly for
the bands and crowds behind vehicles that were not moving. One interviewee
mentioned that some of the float vehicles had higher exhaust outlets, which could
reduce the fume exposure and there was a recommendation by the local authorities
to use exhaust extensions to a higher level.
3.4.5 Fire
Tar Barrels:
At Tar Barrels, it was perceived that litter and the barrels were not a hazard because
they were controlled and taken or burnt away. Small generators (possibly petrol)
situated near to gas cylinders linked to food traders were observed as a possible fire
hazard.
No additional fire detection measures or special procedures for calling the fire service
were noted. One interviewee thought the marshals were trained to detect and call out
the fire service.
There were water buckets, fire blankets and fire extinguishers with clear signage at
each barrel. Barrel marshals also carried burn cooling gel. One agency had their own
fire extinguishers at their base and they identified that these were also available with
the barrel marshals and food vendors. No fire fighting equipment was noticed by the
observers.
The fire service at the fire station in town was ready to respond to any call.
Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, generators were used although it was identified that these had to be
diesel. General housekeeping with regard to flammable materials was considered to
be very good. This was partly attributed to the careful selection of competent
contractors and the clearance of rubbish away from the site. Fire detection was
through spotters on the ground and on roofs. Tackling fire was planned through the
developments of a series of routes into and out of the area. Fire fighting would have
involved a fire tender sent first to a rendezvous point, but would only enter the area
as a last resort, after an incident was investigated by someone on the ground.
There were fire fighting appliances/appropriate extinguishers within each area at risk
points, such as at catering units. If there were any fire alerts within the event area,
fire and police officers would be deployed and would assess the likelihood of there
being a fire or a required response. A tender, or whatever was appropriate, would
then be called in. With 85,000 people at the event, it was thought it could be difficult
to get a fire tender into the event area without evacuation or part evacuation. Any
decision to call in or mobilise the fire service would be from the control centre,
following a report from an inspection team.
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Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, the interviewees did not seem to think that there were any
precautions in place to prevent fire, although the organisers cleared undergrowth
from the woods, litter and waste. It was not known whether the stewards were trained
to detect or tackle fire although stewards and others in the organising team would
observe for any signs of fire.
The observers noted that straw bales were used to form the organisers’ and media
compound at the foot of the slope.
No fire fighting equipment was observed, although the ambulances carried
extinguishers and fire blankets. Interviewees agreed that the organisers would be
responsible for calling the fire service and were in communication with the stewards
around the site.
Carnival:
At Carnival, one interviewee noted that the traders were responsible for their own fire
safety precautions and fire fighting equipment. One interviewee thought that all
generators were diesel, although this did not seem to be a requirement.
The street traders had to be licensed and part of that process was a training session
that included fire safety. This included fire fighting provision and how to use fire
extinguishers. All traders, static sound systems and floats with generators were
required to carry fire fighting equipment.
The generators and the cooking equipment were checked by the local authorities and
fire service. The inspections happened earlier in the morning, as it was not thought
practicable to be able to make changes later on into the event. The inspections were
thought to be the key and enabled safety advice to be given, such as maximising the
distance for storing spare gas cylinders and directing open barbeques away from the
crowd. The floats had larger generators that were also checked.
The fire service attended special training and police officers received fire detection
training as well. Staff from the transport operators were also trained in fire detection.
3.4.6 Electricity
Tar Barrels:
At Tar Barrels, cables were observed laid along the street gutters but were not
buried. These were mainly cables from food vendor’s generators and were kept tidy.
At the fairground all cables were run over ground and in places these were covered
by rubber matting.
Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, the electrical cables, where possible, were protected by ramps or run
overhead, as they could not be buried due to the cold conditions. One interviewee
noted that the general cable runs were not overhead but at ground level and covered
to avoid trips. They were maintained as far away as possible from general pedestrian
areas.
Inspectors had checked electrical connections for the generators and all of the
services had their generators and electrical supplies installed by competent
contractors. The medical services at each of the four events had a separate
generator supply that was risk assessed and installed by competent persons.
The generators for the main stage were installed by a professional company and the
contractors were on standby to deal with any difficulties. The PA was run from the
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grid with a back-up generator. The generators on the streets were in the main behind
pedestrian barriers in sterile areas. All staging cables were run behind the barriers.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, little electricity was used; the power for the PA was provided by
battery. The catering vans used their engines to generate the electricity for their
needs.
Carnival:
At Carnival, as with Hogmanay, the generators were inspected before the event. The
local authorities inspected the static sound systems and an electrician was on duty to
deal with any electrical issues. The street traders had a training session that included
electrical safety. The generators were barriered or fenced and their cables were
covered or behind the barriers and had circuit breakers included.
Some of the food stands had unprotected small generators. Electrical cables for a
sound system were protected by cable ramps where they ran across a pedestrian
area. The emergency services had back-up power and there was a back-up power
supply for the underground.
3.4.7 Noise
Tar Barrels:
Most of the key players interviewed at Tar Barrels did not consider noise as an issue.
The only areas where noise was thought to be significant were during the barrel
rolling and at the funfair. The PA system was identified as having to compete with the
noise of the crowd, which made it difficult to hear the safety announcements,
especially when the crowd was cheering. The only amplified music was in the funfair
area and there was some generator noise. It was not necessary to have quiet zones,
as there were plenty of quiet streets around the town.
Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, the noise guideline on the main stage was 94/95 DB, set by the EHO
and monitored by their noise team. There were few residencies in the area and the
event itself and the time of year were not expected to cause nuisance.
As with Carnival, sound level limits were not thought practicable for ‘non-amplified’
noise, although there were limits on the duration of the fireworks. The setting off of
the fireworks had activated car and shop alarms, even though the size of the
fireworks had been reduced owing to this effect. Whistles and air horns had been
banned to stop this kind of noise nuisance
As with Tar Barrels, Cheese Rolling and Carnival, those interviewed stated that the
crowd noise could have an effect on the dynamics, as when events took place and
the crowd gathered in constricted areas the noise levels were higher than normal.
Although no specific ‘quiet’ areas were provided some streets without any
entertainment were quieter. Warning signs about noise levels were not present and
earplugs were not available for the public. All workers had ear-defenders.
It was not thought that the noise levels posed problems for communicating
emergency messages to the crowd, because the stages could be overridden
immediately and messages put out over the PA speakers around the site, as well as
visual messages on the screens. Similar to other events researched, the PA
speakers were hard to hear when the crowds were cheering.
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Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, the interviewees did not think that there were any issues with
noise at the event. Again, it was thought that the cheering crowd would make it more
difficult for announcements to be heard and for the organisers and stewards to be
heard on their radios.
It was observed that there was no amplified sound, apart from the organisers’ PA
system. Similar to Tar Barrels and Hogmanay, the PA was very hard to hear. There
were plenty of quiet areas away from the racing slope and the medical service had a
quieter tent in the car park for casualties.
Carnival:
There had been concerns regarding high noise levels at Carnival in 20087. The new
noise at work regulations were enforced at Carnival with varying amounts of success.
The use of ear defenders and careful planning of staff rosters at high noise level
locations had cut down the danger to the staff involved. The noise levels had been
monitored independently. Enforcement was thought to be done by the organisers in
the first instance, working with the sound system operators, or by the local
authorities. The LAs had worked with the sound system operatives to ensure that
they understood why the regulations were to be enforced. As with Hogmanay, sound
level limits were not thought practicable for ‘non-amplified’ noise.
One difficulty with crowd noise was that when taking sound level readings, crowd
noise could result in unwanted higher readings. This was thought to be a challenging
area in terms of monitoring. Although there was a noise management plan which
identified quiet areas no signage identifying the noisy areas was evident.
Interviewees did not think that earplugs were available for the public although people
from the RNID campaign (Don’t lose the music) had been present and had handed
out earplugs to the crowd.
As with the other three events, communication during period of loud noise was
difficult. The police megaphone announcements were hard to hear when the crowds
were cheering or the floats were nearby.
3.4.8 Food hygiene and sanitary conditions
Tar Barrels:
At Tar Barrels, most of those interviewed were of the opinion that all food outlets
followed regulations and were licensed by or registered with the District Council.
Several interviewees thought the LA had responsibility for inspecting food vendors
during the event and would take immediate action if any issues in regard to poor
health and hygiene were identified.
It was perceived that the medics would deal with incidents of food hygiene problems
and that they would report this at the debrief meeting and inform the local authority.
None of the interviewees thought that free drinking water was available, except in
pubs (one interviewee pointed out that this was part of their licence). The medical
service provided drinking water to the public when requested.
There were long queues for toilets, but people seemed good-humoured about the
wait.
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London Evening Standard, 28/08/09. http://www.thisislondon.co.uk/standard/article-23737905notting-hill-carnival-floats-told-keep-sound-down.do
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Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, the responsibility for food hygiene was through the council’s festival
group which put this out to tender and monitored the franchise. The council’s building
control department checked the positioning and compliance of catering concessions
and the EHOs monitored licensed caterers. They would issue a prohibition notice if
unsatisfactory standards were discovered.
Free drinking water was available at each toilet block, but not very widely available,
due to restricted access. There was no free bottled water for the crowd because
water was sold at the concessions. However, the medical services had a supply at
each first aid point that they would hand out.
Observers noted long queues for the temporary toilets. The toilets became very
messy and were not noticed being serviced. There were no hand washing facilities
and there was urine spillage in some of the streets around the toilets.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, there were no toilet facilities provided and none were available in
the area around the event. While this was mentioned on the Cheese Rolling website,
it did not seem very well publicised.
None of the interviewees thought that the food vans were inspected. One
commented that the ice-cream van was from a large company and that the hot food
supplier went to many events and thought that they would be checked there. Free
drinking water was not provided.
Carnival:
At Carnival, one interviewee described how food traders had to meet high standards
set by the local authorities and that this year only food traders who were licensed met
the standards. Another interviewee agreed that the local authorities license the
traders and that the traders have to go through a training session and were inspected
by the local authorities and a fire officer on the day.
One interviewee explained that if food traders were found in breach of their licence
conditions, they would have to cease trading. This was easier for the local authorities
than having to take samples or seize food, which had not happened at Carnival.
One interviewee thought that the local authority environmental health officers also
inspected the unauthorised traders that were set up in private gardens, to make sure
that they were safe from a food hygiene and fire safety point of view.
The supply of drinking water provided for the traders was also available for public
consumption. One interviewee mentioned that drinking water was available from the
first aid points but this was only in the ‘sterile’ areas, so was not publically accessible.
Water was supplied from standpipes or bowsers, but these were hard to find and not
signed or marked on maps.
3.4.9 Transportation
The accessibility of a site to transport services had a direct impact upon how people
choose to travel to an event. At the Tar Barrels and Cheese Rolling events, public
transport was limited, which was reflected in the responses to how attendees
travelled to the event. From the public questioned at these two events, it was
identified that approximately equal numbers of attendees (14% at Tar Barrels; 12% at
Cheese Rolling) arrived by public transport. 43% of those arriving at Hogmanay
came by public transport and 20% on foot. 75% of those attending Carnival arrived
by public transport.
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At Cheese Rolling, 68% of those interviewed arrived by car and at Tar Barrels 61%
did. Approximately 25% of those attending Hogmanay arrived by car and at Carnival
only about 7% arrived by this mode of transport. Between 15% and 20% of those
attending the events arrived on foot. All of those travelling to Carnival found it easy to
get to the event followed by Hogmanay (94%), Cheese Rolling (87%) and then Tar
Barrels (77%).
Tar Barrels:
The traffic management system at Tar Barrels was perceived as extremely good. The
Highway Authority representatives were involved in the event planning. Road
closure orders were put in place and residents were advised not to park in certain
streets during the barrel rolling. Temporary car parks were set up around town.
However, these were not well signed and did not become available until the early
evening.
Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, it was perceived that transport representatives were very much
involved in the planning of the event and a transport sub-group was identified,
including representatives from highway authority, buses, taxis and railway. The use
of public transport was encouraged as far as possible. Those travelling by car were
discouraged doing so. Maps were printed showing bus drop off and picked up points.
This information was well publicised and signage was good during and after the
event.
Cheese Rolling:
Owing to the location of the Cheese Rolling event, most attendees arrived by car or
foot from the main road. There was also a restricted bank holiday bus service. The
nearest train stations were about 6 miles away. Very useful travel information,
including transport and parking arrangements, was available on the Cheese Rolling
website.
One interviewee estimated that 8-900 cars were parked in the official carpark. The
car park was closed to incoming cars at noon, just as the first race started. There
was no parking for coaches in the immediate vicinity due to the restricted access of
the site. However, no traffic management plan was in evidence and planning for
parking took place between the organisers and the farmers whose fields were used.
Carnival:
At Carnival, all interviewees agreed that transport representatives were involved in
planning for the event and that there was a sophisticated transport plan and an
integrated transport system which served the site. This plan offered bus and walk
strategies. The transport authorities were in contact with their representative at the
ELT and would provide up-to-date travel information regarding problems on the
routes.
The central area within the carnival parade route was closed to all traffic (except
emergency vehicles). The area around the route was restricted to resident-only and
service vehicles during Carnival and the police checked vehicles entering the area
from 6am to ensure that only residents were allowed in. Road closure orders and
temporary parking restrictions were put in place in the central area, for the event and
its preparations. Comprehensive information was made available by RBKC to local
residents in advance about road closures and parking arrangements. Free maps and
comprehensive information was published by Transport for London and the Mayor of
London’s Office.
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3.4.10 Environment and weather
With all outdoor events, adverse weather affected conditions and the numbers
expected to attend the event.
Tar Barrels:
Ottery St Mary had suffered flooding just before the Tar Barrels event in 2008 and
modifications had to be made to aspects of parking and staging the event. There
were contingency plans for flooding, including four-by-four vehicles to pull out
stranded cars.
There was adequate street lighting for the event, but in peripheral areas, the lighting
was not always thought adequate. Some areas on the edges of the bonfire and
funfair were quite dark. No additional street lighting was available, but some
floodlights were placed in fields around the town that were used as temporary car
parks.
Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, the weather was of great concern for all of the key players and a
meteorological officer was involved to provide up-to-date information and forecasts
regularly throughout the event. The agencies had plans to cope with most bad
weather conditions, including closing parts of the area. The event had been cancelled
twice in recent years owing to bad weather (high winds).
A comprehensive cancellation plan had been created and the decision to cancel
would be made on the local authority’s recommendation and the Director of City
Development would sign off. Similarly to Tar Barrels, it was thought that bad weather
reduced the numbers attending. Although the event took place in the dark, it was felt
that there was adequate street lighting and artificial lighting around the gates and the
stages.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, there had also been climatic/environmental occurrences. The
event had been cancelled once owing to the foot and mouth outbreak in the area that
limited movement of people on open ground. The organisers explained how people
had been struck by lightning while sheltering from a thunderstorm at the event many
years ago. If the weather was extremely bad, it was thought that the event would be
cancelled, or the races run in a very short time in order to get people off the hill. The
organisers monitored weather forecasts and were ready to respond and warn people
to get out of the trees if a thunderstorm was approaching. Wet weather had
previously caused problems for cars getting in and out of the car park. It had,
however, made the ground conditions softer for the racers. Due to the open nature of
the event in sunny weather attendees would be advised to cover up.
Carnival:
At Carnival, those interviewed did not think that specific plans were made for
extreme/adverse weather during Carnival and thought that the event would go
ahead, although fewer people would attend if it were raining.
One interviewee noted that the effects of the weather could be problematic if there
was a dramatic change during the day. Another interviewee explained that there
were plans in place to help manage queues at the underground station if the weather
suddenly turned very wet. They also noted that there was a resilience plan in place
and that this would be put into operation if an extreme weather event hit the area.
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For all the events, there seemed to be several variables linked to hot or cold weather
conditions, including the consumption of alcohol, the length of stay at the event and
the need for drinking water or differing clothes, dependent on the temperature and
amount of rain/sunshine.
3.4.11 Local issues
Tar Barrels:
It was perceived at Tar Barrels that a major road closure would not have an adverse
effect on the event, as there were alternative routes both in and out of the town. One
interviewee noted that the Highways Authority knew this event happened every year,
thus they would plan work on the highways accordingly. However it was identified
that if the main road (A30) was closed, this could affect both arrival and departure
times. They also noted that the heavy rain causing flooding of parts of the town a few
days before the event had meant that the funfair had to be repositioned The local
authority and emergency services had made considerable arrangements to deal with
the floods.
Hogmanay:
Local issues were taken into consideration by the planning group at their regular
meetings at the Hogmanay event. Many road issues had to be considered and the
issue of unsafe structures in the event area. As with many events sites, where
services were either being repaired or renewed, it was thought that the water, gas
and electricity services may be affected and contingency plans would be put in place.
The observers thought that, as the event took place in city centre, disruption of
transport system/routes could have caused problems.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, interviewees mentioned the impact of traffic congestion on the
main and local roads and alluded to problems on the nearby motorway. The
observers also noted that a disruption on the nearby roads could cause problems.
One interviewee thought that they were not made aware of any local issues. Another
pointed out that the event risk assessment considered the impact of the closure of
the local main road, for example, with a road traffic accident. They were unsure if
there was co-ordination between the agencies to avoid major road works when the
event was being held.
Carnival:
At Carnival, issues with public transport and particularly problems with the
underground system were mentioned by several interviewees, who considered that
these would have a disrupting effect on the carnival. This could be caused by
problems in areas some way away from the carnival.
The disruption of the transport system/routes could cause problems, particularly as
so many attendees travel by public transport. There had been some delays earlier in
the day following a technical problem on the London Underground. Another
interviewee mentioned that widespread traffic jams in the area could have an impact
on the surface transportation to and from the carnival. It could also affect the routes
for emergency vehicles, which are drawn up to take into account the road closures in
the carnival area.
3.5 RISK MANAGEMENT MEASURES
While the description of the specific crowd-related hazards in the previous
paragraphs included a note of some control measures in place for hazards that had
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been identified at the case study events, the following generic risk management
aspects were also examined in relation to the crowd safety hazards. These elements
are over-arching, in that they are relevant to the management of many of the
hazards.
3.5.1 Risk assessment
The research at the four events found that there was a variety of approaches taken to
the risk assessment of crowd related hazards.
Crowd risk assessments:
Of the four events, Hogmanay was the only event where interviewees said they had
seen a crowd risk assessment for the event; although one said they had not, other
than their own, which incorporated crowd safety and interaction with the crowd. Most
interviewees at the other events said they had not seen a crowd risk assessment for
the event. Some believed that there was one, others for example at Cheese Rolling,
were unsure.
Tar Barrels:
At Tar Barrels, the Committee did not carry out a formal risk assessment, but had
written a code of practice for the barrellers and marshals. Two of the interviewees
mentioned they did their own generic risk assessment for their involvement in the
event. Another agency’s staff were only present before the event started to carry out
their inspections and they did not have a specific risk assessment for this, but
another department attended later during the event and had a specific risk
assessment for that activity.
Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, all interviewees reported they had done a risk assessment for their
own team’s involvement in the event. One agency put their assessment on their
intranet so all their staff could see it. One interviewee did not think their risk
assessment was a formal one, and noted they had to dynamically assess risks as
they performed their duties during the event.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, the organisers had a written risk assessment for the event that
was revised annually. The document also contained the emergency plan and on-site
contact numbers for members of the organising team with responsibility for specific
aspects of the event. It was distributed to all stewards at the event. The risk
assessment was submitted to the County Council, who had drawn up a letter
containing conditions, which were being reviewed, as the event was held on their
land. One interviewee reported they had done a risk assessment for their own team’s
involvement in the event, which was contained within their operational plan.
For Carnival, all interviewees reported they had done a risk assessment for their own
agency’s involvement in the event. Some agencies, used a generic risk assessment,
specifically adjusted for their operations at Carnival. Others built on risk assessments
they had used for their carnival work in previous years.
Hazards identified by the observers
At each event, observers had noted potential hazards from crowd density.
Tar Barrels:
At Tar Barrels, the observers identified particular potential hazards at the event:
These were the possibility of barrel rollers and bystanders being burned or hit by the
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flaming barrels; possible crowd crush/collapse8 as people moved back when trying to
avoid barrels on unpredictable trajectories and the possibility of crowd crushes when
moving between activity zones.
Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, the observers noted potential hazards from crowd density in places
later in evening, causing distress and difficulties when trying to move between activity
zones.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, the observers considered the main hazards to be crowd density in
places, such as at the rather restricted entrance to the rolling slope, especially where
the crowd was trying to enter and exit at the same time. The observers noted that
ambulances had to enter and exit the first aid compound at the foot of the slope
through the crowds going in or out of the main gateway at the lane. There was also a
risk of the spectators slipping or falling on the steep slope where they took up viewing
positions.
Carnival:
At Carnival, in some places later in the afternoon, crowding was thought to possibly
cause distress and the potential for crowd collapse when trying to move between
parts of the carnival area, especially near the sound systems and along parts of the
carnival route. The observers considered that movement through the crowd had been
made more difficult when groups of people tried to hold onto each other and move
along as a ‘chain’. This resulted in people pushing into each other. They also noted
that it could have been difficult for someone behind a pedestrian barrier along parts
of the carnival route where the crowds were thickest, to get out from their position if
they felt distressed or uncomfortable.
Hazards identified in the public questionnaires
Tar Barrels:
In terms of the public’s views on the safety of the event, the results of the public
questionnaires showed that at Tar Barrels, 73% thought that it was excellent or good,
22% adequate, while 5% thought that it was poor. When asked what they felt while at
the event, around half felt excited and a fifth felt great. Others reported feeling normal
or scared. Very few said they felt uncomfortable.
Those questioned gave the following areas for concern: being crushed, mass bodies,
not being able to move away from the area, fighting, being hit by objects, being
injured, or being hit by people. A few people mentioned lateral movement, robbery or
theft.
Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, 91% thought safety was excellent or good, 7% adequate, while only
2% thought that it was poor. When respondents were asked what they felt while at
the event, the majority felt excited. Others felt great, or normal and very few felt
scared or that they were uncomfortable. When questioned about their event
experience the majority thought that it was safe and friendly, safe and well managed,
or safe but could get dangerous. Very few thought that it was unsafe but fun.

8

Crowd collapse here means multiple people falling down.
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Those questioned gave a wide range of areas for concern. The most noticeable were
robbery/theft, being crushed, fighting, mass bodies, other crime, being hit by objects,
side to side movement and not being able to get away from the area.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, 67% thought safety was excellent or good, 26% adequate, and
7% thought that it was poor. When asked what respondents felt while at the event,
38% felt excited, 28% felt great, 25% felt normal, 4% felt scared and 6% felt that they
were uncomfortable.
When questioned about their event experience, 36% thought that it was safe but
could get dangerous; 21% thought that it was safe and well managed; 20% thought
that it was safe and friendly; 17% thought that it was unsafe but fun and a few people
thought that it was unsafe but friendly or dangerous.
Those questioned gave a wide range of areas for concern. The most noticeable were
being crushed; slipping; mass bodies; not being able to get away from the area;
injury; tripping; being hit by people; side to side movement and being hit by objects.
Carnival:
Finally, at Carnival, 85% thought safety was excellent or good, 13% adequate, while
only 2% thought that it was poor. When asked what respondents felt while at the
event, 49% felt excited, 26% felt normal, 22% felt great, and few felt scared or
uncomfortable.
When questioned about their event experience, 47% thought that it was safe and
friendly, 32% thought that it was safe but could get dangerous; 21% thought that it
was safe and well managed, a few thought that it was unsafe but fun.
Those questioned gave a range of areas for concern. The most noticeable were
robbery or theft; then fighting or being crushed, followed by concern about mass
bodies and not being able to get away from the area. Other concerns were being hit
by objects or being hit by people. Noise levels were of concern to about 13% of
respondents.
3.5.2 Communication
Communication with the public:
A variety of methods were used at the events to communicate with the public. Small
PA systems were used to deliver announcements to the spectators at Tar Barrels
and Cheese Rolling. At Hogmanay, large screens provided updated information
during the evening and at the end, the screens displayed information about public
transport and gave directions for egress. At Carnival, one interviewee explained that
there was an agreement with the mobile and static sound systems that if there was
an issue and they were requested by the police, the operators would make an
announcement. The sound system operators would also be proactive in putting out
public safety messages if they saw any concerns in the crowd around their systems.
At Tar Barrels, the police and some marshals near the barrels had loudhailers. Other
methods employed were face to face communications, loudhailers and signage.
When used, the amount and quality of signage conveying information to the public
varied at the different events. At Cheese Rolling, signs were positioned on the
fences near the entrances and on the lane from the carpark. These signs warned
people that they watched and participated at their own risk. At Carnival, the
observers thought the signage was very small and not very easy to see. At Tar
Barrels, there were no signs for special features.
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Communication within and between agencies:
Methods of communication between the agencies varied according to the scale of the
event. At Hogmanay, radios were used by all agencies and messages were
communicated centrally via the control centre. Agency representatives in the control
centre shared common CCTV screens. There were 40 to 50 people in the control
centre. Managers and senior managers were in contact with staff on the ground so
that information could be passed in and out of the control centre via radio and
between agencies face-to-face in the control centre. Senior people in the control
centre met almost hourly to ensure that information was kept up to date. At Carnival,
agency representatives in the ELT used radio and mobile phones to communication
with their teams and to share information directly with each other in the control
centre. Uniquely at Cheese Rolling, hand signals and flags were used between the
organisers at the bottom of the slope at the MC at the top of the hill, to give clearance
for each cheese rolling to begin.
Emergency announcements:
In the case of emergencies, not all interviewees from each event were aware of
scripted messages. In the case of Tar Barrels, one interviewee thought their duty
manager would be informed of any codes that might be used for specific incidents
and the police and marshals would manage this. At Carnival, the interviewees were
not sure whether a code would be used for communicating with staff on the ground
about emergencies. It was thought that the stewards would probably use codes and
codes were in normal use with the underground station staff. Various agencies were
thought to have responsibilities for communicating with the crowd. These included
the statutory authorities in the case of emergency messages, the stewards and
community volunteers for incidents, the DJs for safety messages.
At Hogmanay, standard scripted emergency messages were prepared to
communicate with the crowd and announcers were also available to make specific
messages. An interviewee said that in an emergency, crowd communication would
be something that went out after consultation between the police, the organisers and
the Council.
3.5.3 First aid and medical
Medical Provision Plans:
It was found from the interviews conducted with the agencies that at each event there
was an agreed medical provision plan, which had been drawn up variously by the
statutory ambulance service and the voluntary ambulance services (St John
Ambulance in England and St Andrew’s First Aid in Scotland), usually in conjunction
with the organisers and event planning groups. In all cases excepting Carnival,
specific reference was made to the Event Safety Guide being used as one base to
plan requirements.
At Tar Barrels, a medical plan had been agreed between the organisers, the medical
services and the statutory ambulance service attended meetings although it was
thought that the meeting to discuss provision happened too late: “only last week” and
would have liked more communication in regard to this.
At Carnival, London Ambulance Service and St John Ambulance London drew up
complementary medical plans and both provided resources for the cover.
At Cheese Rolling, because of the nature of the event, one interviewee noted that the
medical service was unable to provide a service without the supporting cover from
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the rescue organisation. They mentioned that the event had had to be cancelled on
one occasion because SARAID (the rescue service) was unable to attend.
Ambulance and first aid cover:
Access for the ambulances to and from the site was an issue for all of the events, but
observers noted that at Tar Barrels, ambulances would have had difficulty leaving the
medical centre car park, where they were stationed, when the barrels were being
rolled outside the medical centre.
At each of the four events, first aiders were seen to patrol the event by the observers
from the research team.
Accident/injury/illness statistics:
Accident statistics were monitored during each event. At Tar Barrels, one interviewee
expressed concern that they did not receive adequate accident reports and that only
the organisers received them. They felt that the accident statistics were not shared
very well, although they appreciated that, for data protection reasons, personal
details of those injured could not be revealed. However, another interviewee noted
that they would receive direct reports from the medical service of any serious injuries
during the event. It was agreed that a collated accident statistic report would be
provided to the organisers and the police or ambulance service afterwards, if
requested.
At Carnival and at Hogmanay, the multi-agency control centres received casualty
numbers from the first aid posts and constantly monitored injury and illness statistics
during the event.
At Cheese Rolling, casualty statistics were analysed and provided to the organisers
after the event, but not during the event, because it was such a short event.
The debrief meeting following all four of the events included an analysis of casualty
statistics. At each event these statistics provided information about numbers, types of
injures and the time of treatment, so that this could be taken into account for future
planning.
3.5.4 Evacuation plan
It was clear from the interviews carried out with the agencies involved that there had
been consideration of evacuation planning at all of the events, but the degree to
which the plan had been developed and then communicated between the agencies
was variable.
Tar Barrels:
At Tar Barrels, it was somewhat unclear whether there was an evacuation plan as
such. One interviewee identified that it was very straightforward, in that if they were
instructed by the police to evacuate the area, they would do so based on their
instructions; another thought the plan covered both a partial and full evacuation.
Hogmanay:
At Hogmanay, the evacuation plan was drawn up by the Council’s emergency
planning department and the police, with an input from the other emergency services
and the organiser. It covered both full and partial site evacuation, with different
options.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, the evacuation plan was drawn up by the organising company
and approved by the Cheese Rolling committee. It included contingencies for a
serious accident on the slope that was beyond the capacity of the organisers to deal
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with, a major road traffic accident and an incident such as a bomb scare or terrorist
threat.
Carnival:
At Carnival, some interviewees agreed that there was no single evacuation plan for
the whole event. Clearing parts of the event would depend on the nature of the
incident and where it was located. The area was divided into sectors and the police
had a series of plans for clearing each sector. The aim was to move people out of the
area. One interviewee was unsure if there was an emergency plan this year, as they
were not aware of it, although they had attended a table-top exercise.
Who initiates an evacuation?
In terms of who is responsible for taking the decision to evacuate the events, a range
of parties was identified. At Cheese Rolling, two interviewees thought the decision to
evacuate would be made by the organisers at both the top and bottom of the slope.
Named members of the organising team would be able to communicate via mobile
phone and initiate the evacuation. Another interviewee thought that the decision
would depend on the circumstances of why the evacuation was needed.
Where there was a formal command and control structure in place such as at
Hogmanay and Carnival, it was thought that any decision to evacuate would go
through Gold Command having been discussed at the ELT in the case of Carnival.
At Tar Barrels, most interviewees agreed that they thought the police would instigate
an evacuation and that the police and organisers would work together. Part of the
town could be closed and ‘sterilised’ or the whole event could be called off and
closed down.
Communication with the crowd:
As to how the intention to evacuate would be communicated to the crowd, there was
a varied response from each event At Hogmanay, the public would be informed
during the evacuation process and told of transport arrangements, using the PA
system. One interviewee thought that the PA’s, loud hailers and screens would be
used to provide flexible and appropriate messaging about an evacuation.
For Carnival, the interviewees had various views as to how the public might be
informed. One thought it would be through the sound systems, using the agreed
protocols and police input about the key message, one thought there would be
different messages in different sectors, one thought it would be face-to-face and
megaphones, which would be possible if the sound systems were turned off. Two
interviewees did not know what methods of communication would be employed.
At Tar Barrels, one interviewee thought that the police and Highways Department
would deal with plans for directing people out in an evacuation. There did not seem
to be plans at any of the events for communicating with the public following an
evacuation.
3.5.5 People with special needs
The provision of facilities for those with special needs not limited to mobility was
generally felt to be difficult at each of the events. Facilities, such as wheelchair
accessible toilets, were provided at some of the events.
Tar Barrels:
At Tar Barrels, one interviewee felt it would be very difficult to provide specific
structures or put in place other facilities for people with special needs. They thought it
was important that people realised what they were going to be involved in and the
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need to be able to move out of the way of the barrels. Another interviewee agreed
that the event was not suitable for people with mobility difficulties because of the
amount of people and crowded conditions. Small signs warned about safety and the
unsuitability of the crowded parts of the event for people with mobility difficulties.
Hogmanay:
For Hogmanay, one interviewee felt it would be very difficult to provide specific
structures for those with special needs at the street party, as they tried to avoid
unnecessary structures on the streets.
Cheese Rolling:
At Cheese Rolling, interviewees did not think that there were any specific provisions
for people with special needs. One mentioned that some people used walking sticks,
but that they seemed to be “pretty self sufficient.”
Carnival:
At Carnival, it was not thought that there was much provision for people with special
needs, including additional means of communication. One interviewee explained that
the organisers had tried to make provision for a number of wheelchair users and
allocate space at the judging point. People with special needs had written in
requesting space, but the facility was not well publicised. It was felt that they tried to
make provision for people who wanted to come, but that it was not easy in this size of
event.
What was provided?
The events all had some disabled facilities and provision. At Tar Barrels, one
wheelchair accessible toilet in the permanent town toilets was observed. At
Hogmanay, one interviewee said that facilities were provided for people with special
needs where possible, including access to first aid posts. Stewards were also trained
to assist people with special needs, including helping them at the gates. One
interviewee added that there were wheelchair accessible toilets and that they treat
the event as accessible for everyone.
At Cheese Rolling, observers noticed that some wheelchair users took up positions
at the bottom of the rolling slope nearest the ambulances, where access was
reasonably flat and the terrain was less rough. The crowd seemed to respect this
area, which remained free of congestion. At Carnival, the observers noted there
were wheelchair accessible temporary toilets at the toilet locations. One interviewee
noted that there were some facilities for people with special needs at the judging
point. Another interviewee agreed that there were some facilities, including specialist
transport arrangements.
As for different means of communication for people with other forms of disability, one
interviewee at Carnival noted that the information leaflets from Transport for London
were available in large font and Braille. Another interviewee at Tar Barrels said that
some of the medical service helpers were trained in sign language
Despite the perceived difficulties a number of wheelchair users were seen by the
observers at each of the four events.
3.5.6 Children
The research into the views of families about the health and safety of the event in
respect of children attending was carried out at the final two events of the project,
Cheese Rolling and Carnival. While the samples were small, the results did provide
some insight.
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At Cheese Rolling, the children in the sample ranged from 3 months to 15 years old,
with around half the children seven years old or under. At Carnival, the children in the
sample ranged from 3 months to 19 years old, with around 74% of the children seven
years old or under.
Nearly three quarters of the children at Cheese Rolling had not been to this or a
similar event with their parents before and the reasons people gave for bringing their
children with them to this event were fun (4 respondents), a family day out (2), they
live locally (2) and because its something different. At Carnival, the reasons people
gave for bringing their children with them to this event were fun (4), a family day out
(2), they live locally (6) and because its something different. For both events other
reasons given were because it was somewhere to go on Bank Holiday, to get culture,
visiting the area and could not find a babysitter
What provisions had parents made?
At Cheese Rolling, when asked if the parents had made any special arrangements
because they had brought their children with them, almost all had brought
warm/waterproof clothing, and food and drink for them. About a third had brought a
buggy or pushchair. At Carnival, almost two thirds had brought drink (14
respondents) and food (8) for them. Few (5) had brought warm/waterproof clothing,
perhaps not surprising, as it was a warm and sunny day. Nearly one fifth (4) had
brought a buggy or pushchair.
Over three quarters of parents at Cheese Rolling had made an arrangement in case
they got separated from their children. Nearly two thirds had concerns about the
safety of their children at the event, such as noise levels or crowding. At Carnival, a
third (7 respondents) of parents had made an arrangement in case they were
separated from their children. Nearly 70% (16) had concerns about the safety of their
children at the event, such as noise levels or crowding.
At Cheese Rolling, the question regarding the suitability of the toilet facilities for
children was not relevant, as there were none at the event. At Carnival, where
facilities were available 9 respondents thought that the facilities were suitable and 12
respondents thought they were not.
What facilities were expected?
Half the sample at Cheese Rolling said they had expected to find specific facilities
provided at the event for children e.g. baby changing facilities/crèche but at Carnival,
almost all the parents completing the questionnaire (21) said they had not expected
to find specific facilities provided at the event for children e.g. baby changing
facilities/crèche.
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SECTION 4 DISCUSSION OF OVERALL FINDINGS
Through the interviews, public questionnaires and observations the researchers were
able to gain a reasonable overview of the way in which safety for those attending the
four events had been achieved. The overall management was scrutinised, along with
the roles and responsibilities, hazards and risk management, described in the
previous section.
Although the research took place at four very different events, one of the main
aspects that all had in common was that the spectators were there for the purposes
of enjoyment.
Another common theme linking the events was the dedication of the organising team
and the apparent strong desire to maintain the tradition of the event. Although the
traditional elements within the events continued, some modifications were made from
year to year in response to changing circumstances. This enabled change to take
place, while their core values and appeal remained. Those concerned with the safety
of the crowd took their responsibilities seriously and addressed the issues they
considered necessary.
Although each case study event may have different arrangements for the safety of
the crowd to suit the circumstances, some overall factors were considered important
in influencing the approach to crowd safety. These included:
• the time of year and likely weather conditions (i.e. in darkness or light; in hot,
cold, dry or wet weather);
• the size of the crowd, crowd behaviour and expectations (e.g. whether all
attendees were there to experience the same activity, whether people could
change from being spectators to performers and vice versa);
• the event management structure (e.g. volunteer committee, limited company,
professional organisation);
• the use of stewards (professional, volunteer, local, outsider);
• the attention paid to site conditions and the layout of structures and facilities;
• the methods of communicating with the attendees and between agencies;
• the information provided before and at the event to enable, prepare and
encourage the attendees to take responsibility for themselves; the support
available for attendees if they found themselves in difficulties.
For each event, the researchers endeavoured to identify what aspects seemed to
have contributed to the safe environment for the crowd, what particular features
seemed important for that event and what additional measures might be put in place
for events of a similar nature. Some common factors seemed to emerge from more
than one event, while there were also unique features that would not necessarily be
appropriate for a different type of event. These features are outlined below and the
information from each case study has been kept separate where it related to the
specific characteristic of an event, although there were some repetitions when the
same factors arose. The findings have been utilised to produce the checklist in the
Annex, which may be used for any event.
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4.1 CROWD SAFETY FACTORS AT EACH EVENT
Tar Barrels
One of the observers commented that “it seems unsafe, but it works”. There were a
number of factors that seemed to contribute to enabling the event to take place
safely:
•
The organisers were a voluntary committee of local people, many of whom had
been closely involved with the event for many years. They seemed to have the
support of the local community.
•
The organisers took seriously the setting of the event within the historic town and
made changes to the location and timing of the barrel rolling, following a debrief
of the previous event.
•
The participants (barrel rollers) and local volunteer marshals were passionate
about the event and wanted to make it work successfully. As local people, they
were also very familiar with the event site.
•
There were a number of well-rehearsed activities (steward allocation to the
barrel rollers for example) and there was a strict code of practice and procedures
that the barrel rollers followed. The rollers had responsibility for the safety of
each barrel
•
Members of the public received plenty of warnings about how to behave safely
at the event.
•
Members of the public wanted to experience the thrill and danger of the event,
while taking care of themselves.
•
Many members of the public had attended the event previously, therefore knew
what to expect and how to look after themselves and assist others.
•
The organisers tried to balance the holding of a traditional local event for the
benefit of the community, with the fact that it attracts ‘outsiders’ as observers
and these visitors have additional needs.
•
The sense of community had been a key factor in stabilising the health and
safety aspects of the event. This involved the supporting of codes of practice by
both the participants and the organisers and also these codes being respected
by the spectators. Thus the self-regulatory manner of the event had reduced the
issues in relation to health and safety.
Hogmanay
One interviewee commented that: “It feels like a safe event and the evidence is that it
is a safe event and that I could easily recommend it to family, young people, middle
aged people.” This was also the impression of the research team.
•
There was a strong sense of “ownership” and committed support for the event by
the key players.
•
There was excellent co-ordination and integration between the key
players/organisations and robust, detailed plans for the event that were shared
between them.
•
The roles and responsibilities of key players/organisations seemed to be clearly
defined and well understood by all the agencies and organisations involved.
•
Having had regular planning meetings for the event, including sub-group
meetings, all key players seemed to know each other and had developed a good
working relationship.
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There seemed to be good communication between those in the control centre
and their staff on the streets. This was aided by the use of CCTV. This
communication enabled real-time reports to be fed to the control centre, where
the information was co-ordinated and instructions could be issued to ground staff
regarding dealing with identified problems.
•
Close attention was paid to inspecting the site and features before the event
started, so that the impact of obstruction/hazards could be minimised wherever
possible.
•
It was clear that information learnt from previous years was analysed and key
information used to make improvements for the following year.
•
There was good media support for the event, including the dissemination of
health and safety advice to those planning to attend. This enabled attendees to
arrive well-prepared. The helpful free map available from many outlets also
aided orientation and indicated the location of features and facilities.
•
As an ‘all-ticketed’ event, the opportunity was taken to raise awareness of
important health and safety advice and information by providing each ticket
holder with an information leaflet and map of the area. This seemed particularly
helpful for people attending for the first time. This was re-enforced by the health
and safety messages on the display screens at the entrances to the event area.
•
Members of the public attending the event were there to share a common
moment of celebration with others. This positive atmosphere seemed to have
been re-enforced by the way in which the police and security services worked
with the crowd to create a friendly and supportive atmosphere throughout the
evening.
•
Some members of the public had attended the event previously, therefore knew
what to expect and how to look after themselves and assist others.
Cheese Rolling
Respondents to the public questionnaires made comments like: “feel safe”, “safe as it
can be”, “everyone had a good day out”, “everyone helped each other”, “its fun”, “its
friendly” and “it’s a bit scary”. One interviewee commented that: “We can’t stop it. It
started as an ancient custom and it is not something we would be physically able to
stop.” Given these views, we examined what factors seemed to enable the event to
take place safely for the spectators.
•
There was a strong sense of “ownership” and dedicated support for the event by
the organising committee.
•
The event had been run over centuries and there was a strong local
determination to maintain the tradition.
•
Those involved in the organising committee had ‘grown up’ with the event and
were very familiar with how to organise it.
•
It was clear that information learnt from previous years was analysed by the
organisers and key information used to make improvements for the following
year. This included the Committee looking at issues arising from increasing
crowd numbers. They had made changes to the timing of the event and to the
layout of the site in order to make it safer, while maintaining the tradition and
level of challenge.
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There was effective communication between those in charge of the races at the
top and bottom of the racing slope. This communication enabled the races to be
run only after those responsible were satisfied that it was safe to do so.
•
Good use was made of the PA system to keep the crowd well informed with
detailed real time messages. These were delivered in an authoritative, yet
friendly manner.
•
During delays between the races, the MC interacted with the crowd using the
PA. This included encouraging the crowd to participate in a “Mexican wave”.
•
Attention was paid to inspecting the site and features before the event started,
so that the impact of obstruction/hazards could be minimised wherever possible.
•
The website and signage drew attention to the nature and hazards of the event.
Spectators were clearly warned that they attended at their own risk. This
enabled attendees to arrive well prepared.
•
Members of the public attending the event were there to share a common
experience of the excitement of the races with others.
•
Some members of the public had attended the event previously, therefore knew
what to expect and how to look after themselves and were active in assisting
others.
•
Spectators seemed to interact with others around them and made contact, which
was importance in fostering help when needed.
Carnival
One interviewee noted that: “… the essential element is - safe and successful – at
the heart of everything” and this seemed to be the shared aim for Carnival.
There were a number of factors that seemed to enable the event to take place safely:
•
Members of the public attended the event to watch the spectacle, participate in
the parade and/or dance to the music on the streets and to share the partying
with others. This positive atmosphere seemed to have been re-enforced by the
way in which the police and stewards worked with the crowd to create a friendly
and supportive atmosphere at the event.
•
Some members of the public had attended the event previously, therefore knew
what to expect and how to look after themselves and assist others.
•
A large number of people (possibly up to 9000, according to the Carnival Review
Group, 2004) were involved in the creative aspects of the carnival, the parade,
static sound systems and street trading. While there may have been some
competition between the groups of participants, floats and sound systems, the
overall intention of those facilitating Carnival was to make a joyous and
expressive occasion.
•
The event was recognised by the authorities and statutory organisations
involved, as a very positive activity for the area and for London overall, in terms
of spectacle, culture, social and economic importance.
•
There was a strong sense of commitment for the event by the key players.
•
A considerable amount of resources and other support was provided by the
police, local authorities and other services.
•
As an annual event, planning for the next event started immediately after the
previous event, based on the debrief information that enabled issues to be
identified and examined with a view to making changes.
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There were robust and detailed operational plans available from previous events
that were used to build on. It was clear that information learnt from previous
years was analysed and key information used to make improvements for the
following year. This included changing parts of the carnival route and the timing
of the start of the parade.
In order to reduce the risk of disorder that had previously taken place as Carnival
ended and it became dark the previous year, the timing of the parade start had
been brought forward one hour and the parade and sound systems and stalls
were scheduled to close before it became dark.
As many of the key players/organisations had considerable experience of
previous carnivals and other events, the roles and responsibilities seemed to be
clearly defined and to be well understood by the agencies and organisations
involved.
Having had regular planning meetings for the event, most key players seemed to
know each other and had developed a good working relationship.
The operation of the Event Liaison Team control centre seemed crucial in
ensuring the smooth running, co-ordination, communication and ability to
respond appropriately and rapidly during the event.
There seemed to be good communication between those in the control centre
and their staff out on the streets. This was aided by the use of CCTV. This
communication enabled real-time reports to be fed to the control centre, where
the information was co-ordinated and instructions could be issued to ground staff
regarding dealing with identified problems.
Ground communication was supplemented this year by the use of a text service
operated by the police for attendees. Information was sent to people who had
provided their mobile phone number and they could also send in texts of things
they saw. (It was not known how effective or useful this had been)
As transport was a major factor in the safe arrival and departure of the crowds,
the transport authorities and organisations were key players in the planning of
the transportation supply and routes around the area.

4.2 ASPECTS OF SPECIAL INTEREST FROM EACH EVENT
The following aspects were considered to be of particular relevance to the planning,
organising and managing of the health and safety of the crowd for each case study
event:
Tar Barrels:
•
Adverse weather conditions caused flooding of parts of the area a few days prior
to the event. This meant that some areas, such as the bonfire site, were muddy
in places and the funfair had to be re-located onto one of the carparks.
•
Although the event took place in a town, public transport was very limited for
attendees coming from out of the town. This resulted in the need for careful
traffic management, including the provision of car parks on the periphery, due to
the number of people having to travel here by car or coach.
•
The event itself was not considered a ‘work activity’ subject to health and safety
regulation. The local authority did not regulate this aspect of the event. (Although
agency staff working at the event were undertaking a work activity for their
organisation and therefore their work activity was assessed).
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The main event itself did not need a public entertainment licence, although there
was a question in relation to other licensable activities, such as hours of sale of
alcohol and provision of hot food after 23.00.
•
Public liability insurance was difficult to obtain for the organising committee.
There was a question as to whether public liability insurance is a legal
requirement.
•
Although the Flaming Tar Barrels official website gave good safety guidance,
including warnings that the area will be tightly packed, it was observed that some
first time visitors found the crowd density very uncomfortable. A number of
people had not realised that they would find the restricted movement very
unpleasant and became anxious to get out of the dense crowds, although this
was difficult and slow to achieve.
•
Attendees who were ‘experienced’ visitors obviously knew what to expect and
were able to cope with the dense crowds near the barrels and were able to
migrate easily from area to area.
•
As a long standing event, the format had changed over the years in response to
health and safety concerns. For example, the event was split into two activities
(the tableaux/the fireworks and the tar barrels/bonfire), which were held on
separate days.
Hogmanay
•
This was a high profile event attracting considerable media coverage and
attended by a large number of tourist visitors.
•
The event was a local council initiative contracted out to a professional event
company who produced the event.
•
The council were able to draw on considerable resources to support the event,
including assistance from several council departments. The council’s public
safety unit was a key player in safety arrangements before and during the event.
•
The whole centre of the city was fenced and gated for the evening, so it was
effectively closed to all non-ticket holders and non-emergency vehicles for a
period of several hours.
•
The operation of the joint agency control centre seemed crucial in ensuring the
smooth running, co-ordination, communication and ability to respond
appropriately and rapidly during the event.
•
Professional stewards were a central part of the crowd safety arrangements and
their operation seemed fully integrated throughout the planning and production
of the event.
•
The police had a system involving the ‘shadowing’ of key officers, to insure that
in the event of unavailability, another officer would be able to take over that
specific role. This also provided a learning and development opportunity in
relation to the role, to provide future continuity.
•
Police and tactical liaison fire officers were paired up at locations in the area
during the evening so that they were able to work closely together in the
investigation of a potential fire occurrence.
•
The event’s public liability insurance company loss adjusters attended the
control centre briefing on the evening and visited the event area, so they had an
understanding of its operations.
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Weather was a significant factor in safety planning for this event. The event had
been cancelled twice in recent years, mainly due to high winds. Those
responsible for the event monitored weather conditions very closely. This
included having a representative from the meteorological office in the control
centre during the event.
•
There were short periods during the evening when crowd density in certain
areas was high and movement was extremely difficult. Crowd managers had to
balance allowing this to occur, with the difficulties of trying to reduce density; the
decision taken had to be supported by the resources available.
•
People seemed to attend the event in groups (often 6-8) and held onto each
other as they moved through the crowds. This caused considerable difficulties
and impeded crowd flow along the main street.
•
A good public transport system was available, especially at the end of the event
(free buses) to enable the crowd to disperse relatively quickly.
Cheese Rolling
•
The event’s origins were as a local community activity and the site was not
chosen to accommodate the number of spectators that now attend. The
spectators’ main reason for attending the event was to gain a good view of the
races. There was only a very narrow strip on the hill slope where this was
possibly.
•
As the races took place in a small space, those in charge of safety could see the
activities and use visuals (flags) to communicate between the top and bottom of
the racing slope.
•
The event took place on public land, therefore had open access. The organisers
had to temporarily enclose some parts of the site to protect the crowd and
manage the event.
•
As this was such a short event, facilities were not provided, such as toilets.
While information advising of this was on the event website, it was perhaps not
sufficient for attendees to need to find somewhere to relieve themselves.
•
The committee had set up a limited company, which enabled them to fundraise
for the costs of putting on the event.
•
The involvement of the local authority had changed over the years, partly
precipitated by urgent local conditions that had demanded their resources
elsewhere.
•
There was an indication that the police’s involvement in the event had reduced
considerably, partly due to concerns that they could be liable if something went
wrong.
•
This event attracted considerable media coverage and was attended by a large
number of tourist visitors.
•
People attending the event could be a spectator, race participant or both, thus
there was no clear divide between those watching and those ‘performing’ at the
event. Anyone could participate in a race by joining in on the day. Participation
was not restricted, except by fitness and numbers of racers on the slope.
•
The crowd were compliant with the demarcation barriers, which would not have
kept them off the slope if the spectators had decided to push through onto it.
•
Weather was a significant factor in the safety of this event. Safety on the racing
and spectating slope was affected by wet or dry conditions.
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It was reported that several years ago a thunderstorm had occurred during the
event, with lightening strikes close by. The design of the fencing enabled the
crowd to push through onto the slope and evacuate the area rapidly, especially
getting out from under the trees.
•
There was a potential dilemma between providing more space for spectators’
comfort and better viewing of the races, with the concern that this could result in
more spectators attending and be self-defeating by not improving safety
conditions.
•
There was another dilemma for the organisers caused by people wanting to
come in and set up services, such as a beer tent. This was resisted by the
organisers, who wanted to preserve the tradition of the event and not let it
become commercialised.
Carnival
•
This was an extremely large event (estimates suggest 500,000+, but because it
was an open area of streets with unrestricted access and people came and went
over a period of several hours, it was difficult to get an accurate picture of total
numbers and therefore to plan for facilities and services.
•
The area in which this event took place fell within two local authority areas and
spilled over the boundary into a third borough. Co-ordination and co-operation
between these local authorities was therefore very important.
•
This was a dense residential area and residents were obviously affected by the
events that took place ‘on their doorstep’. This included some disruption to onstreet parking and rubbish collection. The local authorities had to make
additional arrangements to assist residents.
•
A variety of public transport systems were available, with very good information
provided about routes and special arrangements for the event, to enable the
crowd to arrive and disperse relatively easily.
•
The carnival was composed of many different elements and activities in the
same area that had different requirements and attracted different audiences.
One interviewee thought that there were some tensions between the
organisers/supporters of the different elements.
•
There was a blurring of boundaries between ‘performers’ and ‘audience’ in that
many people came to Carnival to join in the parade and dance along the streets.
This was facilitated in many areas where there were no physical barriers
between people lining the streets and the parade.
•
The key players had successfully balanced the important considerations of the
event in terms of culture, social fabric, creativity, community, economics, history
and public safety.
•
As a major event in the capital, various studies had been carried out on the
event, some by independent consultants. A full strategic review had been
commissioned by the Mayor of London’s office and published by the Greater
London Authority in 2004 (Carnival Review Group, 2004). This was a detailed
account of the carnival and contained many specific recommendations that
provided a number of ways in which health and safety aspects of Carnival could
be improved.
•
The event history had been marred in some years by violence, especially
towards the end of the event when it was becoming dark. This had led to some
expectation of disorder, including fighting, missile throwing and weapon carrying.
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The authorities’ plans had to include preventative measures and preparing for
the possibility of these occurrences.
Police officers and stewards were paired up and responsible for parts of the
carnival parade, so that they were able to work closely together and form a
relationship between their organisations and with the carnival parade
participants.
Some streets were cordoned off as ‘safety zones’. They were used as spaces for
the medical services, police rest areas and lost children points and could provide
access routes for emergency vehicles, but were also available as overspill and
pressure release space if other streets in the vicinity became too crowded.
Police horses were used effectively as a flexible crowd management “tool”. Their
riders were able to respond to crowd densities and use the horses to block or
enable the flow of people into particular areas.
Temporary viewing platforms were constructed in crowded areas for the police to
use to be able to observe the crowds from above head height and provide
information to the control centre about crowd movement and density. These
platforms also aided communication with the crowd.
People seemed to attend the event in groups (often 6-8) and held onto each
other as they moved through the crowds. This caused considerable difficulties
and impeded crowd flow in the very congested areas, particularly at the
crossings of the parade route.

4.3 FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS FOR SPECIFIC TYPES OF EVENT
The researchers would like to suggest that, in order to support and enhance crowd
safety for events of a similar nature to the case study events, the following aspects
might be considered.
Tar Barrels:
•
Communication: This includes inter-agency communication, ground-to-control
communication
and
crowd
communication.
Enhanced
inter-agency
communication could be achieved through the creation of an Event Liaison
Team, meeting on a regular basis both before and during the event, to exchange
information about plans and strategies for the event and to share good practice
and information. A co-ordination of approaches could also assist the clarification
of responsibilities. Communication from ground to control centre during the event
could be enhanced by regular and timely direct information flows between the
stewards/marshals and the agency representatives in the control centre. This
could include reporting on crowd densities, migration and congestion.
•
Crowd communication could be enhanced by the provision of advance
information, such as on the website and on the ground by stewards/marshals
with an information-providing role. Clear signage is an important aspect,
especially for new visitors, so that locations of activities, facilities and hazard
areas can easily be identified, as well as warnings provided where there are
specific hazards. For night-time/winter events, signage needs to be effective in
the dark conditions.
•
Provision of crowd safety messages via a PA system could be enhanced by live
announcements, rather than taped recordings.
•
Health and safety management: Those who are active in relating to the crowds,
such as the stewards/marshals who have a close association with and
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understanding of the event, could be encouraged to become more aware of the
importance of their role in relation to the health, safety and welfare of
participants. Training could be a part of this, with additional benefit of enhancing
the steward’s role, particularly with respect to hazard identification around the
site and vigilance of the crowd.
•
Audience profile: Events which have for a long time been attended by mostly
regular visitors (particularly local people) may find they attract a wider range of
attendees, perhaps resulting from an increase in publicity about the event
through different media. These events may experience different crowd
behaviours related to such influx. Gauging the influence of new, inexperienced
attendees on the behaviours practiced at the event may be involved, to take
steps to mitigate any changes in pattern and to support the overall event delivery
and attached risk elements related to such behaviours. This could include the
provision of information before the event, through media support.
•
Crowd facilities: This includes access to toilets, water and welfare support,
appropriate to the number and type of attendees. Advance information and
signage could alert attendees to the availability and location of these facilities.
•
Crowd safety culture: Websites and support/involvement from the media can
enhance safety messages and information about the event to attendees. This
can better inform those attending with a view to taking care of themselves and
each other, especially those attending for the first time.
Hogmanay:
•
Facilities for people with special needs: although there may be good provision of
basic facilities, such as toilets, it could also be fruitful to look at other services
that might be provided. In large crowds there are likely to be a number of people
with a range of special needs. Event organisers could work with both local
special needs organisations and people with special needs who are considering
attending the event, to find out what provisions would be desirable. For example,
the provision of a ‘refuge’ for people with mobility difficulties could be
investigated. Careful consideration would need to be given to the location of a
facility such as this in an accessible area and the possible impact on evacuation
etc.
•
Communicating with the crowd: it seems to be challenging to devise and test the
most effective means of communicating with the crowd. Appropriate selection
and placement of loudspeakers would seem to be critical in effectiveness. It may
be possible to involve acoustic consultants to advise on the most effective
mechanism. This would need to be accompanied by information about audibility
from listeners on the ground during the event, including at times when crowd
noise is high.
•
Group movement within the crowd: it may be possible that advance advice
regarding the need to arrange to meet friends at a particular time and place may
help to avoid groups of people holding onto each other and trying to move
together as a ‘unit’ through the crowd. To support this, an identified meeting
point or other mechanism for people to meet up with friends could be provided
and advertised in advance.
•
Facilities for the crowd: while facilities, such as toilets, may be provided, it seems
important for these to be serviced and maintained throughout the event. This
could lead to improved hygiene standards and avoid the spillage of unpleasant
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waste. (Hazards associated with vehicle movement obviously need to be
considered)
Cheese Rolling:
•
Spectator preparedness: While a website may provide considerable information
and plenty of interesting facts about an event, it could also give more
prominence to the facilities that may not be available, such as toilets, water and
a meeting point, that a crowd might have come to expect at an event. This would
enable people to arrive with more accurate expectations.
•
Travel: For events held in rural areas, where public transport is limited and
particularly for events held on Bank Holidays where the service is likely to be
even further restricted, it is to be expected that most attendees will need to arrive
by car. Therefore, traffic management and parking will be important factors for
planning. Communicating with the crowd – robust advance testing of PA system
to ensure it can be heard in all main areas where the crowd gathers. Feedback
from people monitoring in real crowd situations, if possible.
•
Control of the crowd entry and exit if only one main gateway is used, to ensure a
good flow in and out. Problems can arise when people stop and congregate
immediately after going through the gateway, sometimes connected with waiting
for members of their group. Groups may be more likely to become separated if
there are crowds trying to get through the gateway at once. These situations
may be alleviated by physical features, such as barriers and signage and by
stewarding, including communicating with the crowd regarding conditions and
information about alternative access routes.
•
For events where children are expected, it may be helpful to include advance
information, for example, on the website, specifically describing the conditions
that someone with children is likely to find.
Carnival:
•
Where new key players come into the organisational arena, support is needed
from experienced participants to enable them to take on their role and
responsibilities. Sharing information fully is part of this process.
•
When a commercial stewarding company is brought into an event for the first
time, what assumptions can be made about their knowledge of the event and if
their level of training might need supplementing with respect to local issues?
•
An integrated approach by the performers and organisers, to assist crowd
management. This is of particular importance when members of the audience
join in with the activities. This could be enhanced by involving the community
groups and performers in assisting with crowd safety.
•
The creation of a higher profile for public safety information, particularly through
publicity before the event, using leaflets and websites and via music or arts
media programmes. This could include enhanced information about what to
bring and what not to bring and could highlight the difficulties of bringing small
children in buggies and pushchairs to a very crowded event.
•
Consideration of the use of large video screens in the less densely crowded
areas, to provide an alternative to trying to get close to the entertainment.
•
Consideration for more obvious signage. This could be done by using ‘themed’
signs and notices that provide safety information, but fitted in with the creative
aspects of the event.
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Developing a waste management and recycling strategy to reduce the amount of
rubbish resulting from the event, particularly waste that causes hazards on the
streets, such as slips and trips or fire.
Facilities for people with special needs: although there may be good provision of
basic facilities, such as toilets, it could also be fruitful to look at other services
that might be provided. In large crowds there are likely to be a number of people
with a range of special needs. Event organisers could work with both local
special needs organisations and people with special needs who are considering
attending the event, to find out what provisions would be desirable. For example,
the provision of a ‘refuge’ for people with mobility difficulties could be
investigated. Careful consideration would need to be given to the location of a
facility such as this in an accessible area and the possible impact on evacuation
etc.
Communicating with the crowd: it seems to be challenging to devise and test the
most effective means of communicating with the crowd. The use of two-way
texting could be explored further.
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SECTION 5 SUMMARY
This was a challenging project and the researchers are very grateful to all those who
gave their time, experience and expertise to help the team to understand the case
study events. The team were very privileged to be able to visit the four case study
events and benefit from seeing the arrangements in situ. The researchers very much
appreciate the help given by members of the public attending the events, who took
time away from enjoying the events, to provide their views.
The research at these four events has merely scratched the surface of investigating
the factors that contribute towards crowd safety at events. From the rich data, an
attempt has been made to distil what were perceived to be the important factors that
enabled the public to have a safe experience. These elements were then pulled
together as a checklist, which it is hoped will be useful for a range of similar events.
The mission was not to criticise the events, but to identify and highlight what seemed
to be good practice. In the preparation of the checklist, the researchers were mindful
of existing guidance, such as the Event Safety Guide (HSE, 1999) and Managing
Crowds Safety (HSE, 2000) and hope that the research provides some additional
good practice suggestions for the specific types of events that were studied.
A notable feature of all the events was their evolutionary nature in response to
changes, such as the increase in crowd numbers, particularly as a result of media
attention. As annual events, they had a twelve month planning cycle and could follow
the event with a debrief meeting to start planning for the next year. This enabled
health and safety systems to be assessed and revised.
In summary, the researchers highlighted the following:
• The importance of co-ordination of efforts by those involved in running events
• The recognition of roles and responsibilities among those involved in the
events.
• The use of crowd risk assessment and management to analyse and prioritise
measures that need to be taken.
• The need to match the organisational capacity of those involved in the event
with the needs of the crowd.
• The crucial role of communication, both between the key organisations in the
event and with the public. Communication included having experienced
workers ‘on the ground’ over the event site, to provide real-time observations
of the crowd to the control centre and enable actions to be initiated where
needed.
• The importance of the public being provided with sufficient information and
support to enable them to take appropriate responsibility for themselves while
attending the events.
• The value of feedback and evaluation to assess the effectiveness of crowd
safety arrangements, establish good practice and make adjustments to the
planning and management of future events, where appropriate.
The researchers came across some areas of uncertainty that they would like to flag
up as worthy of further investigation.
• One is the seeming lack of clarity about statutory health and safety inspections
and enforcement, particularly with respect to ‘cultural’ events.
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Another is the application of the health and safety notion of ‘work activity’
within an event setting. The researchers would have liked to be able to explore
more fully a definition of ‘work activity’ but resources have not permitted.
• Connected with this is the application of health and safety legislation and
regulation to volunteers, particularly where no paid staff are involved. This is
another aspect that the researchers believe is important to examine more
closely in relation to events, but is outside the remit of this project.
• The role of the police with respect to crowd safety at events appeared to vary
across the events that were studied. It also may be changing in relation to
other events9.
• Weather was an aspect of significance for all events. The researchers were
not able to investigate sufficiently into good practice that could be introduced
to enable key players to prepare for or respond to seriously adverse weather
conditions.
These areas must be left for future investigations.
The four case study events represented a quintessential expression of fun,
entertainment, an element of risk, social opportunities, community involvement and
organisational skills. While each was unique, they did highlight the importance and
the challenge of balancing a carefree experience with the management of the
potential hazards involved.

9

ACPO Public Safety Policy 1999, Association of Chief Police Officers of England, Wales & Northern
Ireland.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A

CASE STUDY REPORTS

The following section contains the case study reports written following visits and
interviews for each of the four events in the project:
• Flaming Tar Barrels, Ottery St Mary, 5th November 2008
• Hogmanay, Edinburgh, 31st December 2008
• Cheese Rolling & Wake, Cooper’s Hill, 25th May 2009
• Notting Hill Carnival, London, 31st August 2009
The structure of each report followed the same layout and consisted of the following
sections:
Section 1 Methodology
• Context
• In-depth interviews
• Public questionnaires
• Observations
• Documents
Section 2 Description of the event
• History & origins
• What happened
• The Site
Section 3 The key players
• Roles and responsibilities
• Planning and co-ordination
• Operational procedures
Section 4 The crowd
• Crowd characteristics
• Crowd preparedness
• Crowd management
• Crowd management installations
• Crowd facilities and support
Section 5 Hazards for the crowd at the event
• The use of intoxicating substances
• Slips, trips and falls
• Thrown and falling objects
• Hazardous materials
• Fire
• Electricity
• Noise
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• Food hygiene and sanitary conditions
• Transportation
• Environment and weather
• Local issues
Section 6 Risk management measures
• Risk assessment
• Communication
• First aid and medical
• Evacuation plan
• Special needs
• Children (at 2 events)
Section 7 Discussion of findings
• Crowd safety factors
• Aspects of special interest from this event
• Further considerations
Section 8 summary

67

CASE STUDY (1) FLAMING TAR BARRELS, OTTERY ST MARY, 5TH
NOVEMBER 2008
1. Methodology
1.1 Context
The Flaming Tar Barrels at Ottery St Mary was chosen as a case study because it
was a long-established traditional event, of medium size (around 15,000 - 20,000) in
comparison with the other case study events, organised by a local voluntary
committee, took place in the dark in wintertime and was held in the streets of a town.
It was considered to provide the research team with a rich source of material and
examples of good practice that would feed into the wider research project.
The research team visited the event on November 5th to carry out in-depth interviews,
questionnaires with members of the public and observations. This report is therefore
based on evidence that was collected at this event in 2008 and we are aware that
organisational management with regard to crowd safety may be very different at
future events.
The public questionnaires and in-depth interview questions had been tested and
revised following the pilot study at Notting Hill Carnival in August 2008 and in
consultation with the project’s Core Group.
The HSE facilitated the research team in making the initial contact with East Devon
District Council (EDDC) who put the team in touch with members of the tar barrels
organising committee (the Carnival Committee).
The following methods were used to gather data to inform the case study and project.
As there were five evidence strands within the project (questionnaires, in-depth
interviews, observations, documentary evidence and photographs), the researchers
were able to triangulate at least three of the evidence trails to ensure that the findings
of the project were valid. In this way, the evidence could be considered both sound
and supported, and findings confirmed by combining a number of sources.
1.2 In-depth Interviews
In-depth interviews were carried out by interviewers from BNU using the standard set
of questions with five key players involved in the event. One person from each of
EDDC Environmental Health Department, Devon & Cornwall Constabulary, Devon &
Somerset Fire & Rescue Service and St John Ambulance Devon was interviewed
and an interview was conducted with the Life President of the Carnival Committee.
The interviews were held just before the event took place, mostly in Ottery. The
objective was to gain a picture of the arrangements in place for the event, before it
took place, so that the interviewers would not bias the outcomes with their knowledge
of the event. It had been difficult to arrange specific times for the interviews, as the
participants were all very busy with preparations for the event. One of the Project’s
Core Group members from the police had made contact with and arranged to meet
and interview a local police officer who had been closely involved with the event.
Each interview was recorded digitally and then transcribed.
The research team were very grateful to the five people who agreed to be
interviewed and whose views provided the framework for the case study. Although
one person from each of the four local and emergency services and the organising
committee were interviewed, it cannot be too strongly emphasised that the opinions
were those of each individual and should not be seen as representative of the
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organisation for which they worked. These personal opinions were used to provide
useful insight into the management and roles of those involved with the event.
1.3 Public Questionnaires
The questionnaires were used to collect data from members of the public attending
the event. These questionnaires addressed various elements of the health and safety
management of the event. Information was collected regarding the attendees
experience and perceptions of health and safety at the Carnival.
Four researchers from BNU administered the standard questionnaire to members of
the public attending the Carnival on Wednesday 5th November from 17.30 to 22.00.
Members of the public were approached and asked if they were willing to participate
in the research.
The questionnaires were completed in various parts of the town, at locations where
the barrels were rolled and at the bonfire site. It was difficult to identify in advance
where the most suitable locations were for administering the questionnaires, or at
what time, so those administering the questionnaires had to move around the activity
areas to get a sufficient number completed. They had to pick opportune moments to
approach members of the public willing to answer the questions during breaks
between the barrel rolling when people were not moving to another location.
Eighty questionnaires were completed by members of the public during the event.
The sample size was limited by the number of people willing to take the time to
complete the questionnaire. As the event drew on, some people became inebriated
and it was decided not to continue with the questionnaires after 22.00 owing to safety
concerns. It was also harder to complete the questionnaires in the dark, even by
torchlight.
The researchers were supervised during the questionnaire completion by two tutors
from BNU and the Project Manager. Those carrying out the research met regularly at
a pre-arranged rendezvous point during the evening.
The questionnaires were analysed and evaluated using the SNAP programme.
Some people expressed suspicious of a ‘health and safety’ questionnaire and this
may have has an effect on some of the responses used in the results.
1.4 Observations
An aide memoire was used by the research team to support them in making
observations around the event area (streets and bonfire location). The aspects to be
observed had the same focus as the in-depth interview questions for the key players.
Particular attention was paid to crowd migration and places of high density. The
observers took photographs and made notes of as much of the area as they could
cover.
Observations took place from 17.30 to 22.00 on Wednesday 5th November, which
were mainly in the dark. Team members had chance to look around Ottery earlier in
the day, during daylight, to observe preparations for the event, take photographs and
orientate themselves.
1.5 Documents
The following documents relating to the event were collected and examined:
• Public programme, sold at the event.
• Press cuttings and on-line news items before and after the event.
• The Carnival Committee’s guidelines ‘Safe system of working’.
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2 Description of the event
2.1 History & Origins
The event (Carnival) takes place annually in Ottery St Mary, East Devon. The
Carnival consisted of the lighting of the annual bonfire and the carrying of lighted tar
barrels through the streets on November 5th. This was preceded on the Saturday
before the 5th of November by a procession of Tableaux and a grand firework
display. The Tar Barrels tradition is several hundred years old and its exact origins
are unknown.
The event was free to attend; money being raised from fund-raising during the year,
with revenue from car-parking, programme selling, stalls and sponsorship.
2.2 What happened?
Seventeen barrels were carried during the day, starting in the afternoon and ranging
in size from small for children, medium for the women and youths, and large for the
men. "Rolling" had a high element of control and could only be done by someone
born and raised in Ottery and in many cases this involved generations of the same
family. The motivation was borne from a deep sense of tradition and commitment.
“The Tar Barrels is run for the town’s people of Ottery and commercial considerations
take second place. Although we welcome visitors, the object of the evening is to
perpetuate a tradition, so if you attend it, don't try and change it, just stand back and
enjoy
one
of
the
spectacles
in
our
country's
history.”
(http://www.otterytarbarrels.co.uk/index.html the official web site of the Flaming Tar
Barrels Ottery St Mary Carnival.)
Traditionally, the barrels were set alight at various public houses and hotels around
the town and followed a tight schedule until the final barrel was carried in the square
around midnight. Over a 12 month period, barrels were selected and their internal
surface coated with coal tar, then straw and paper was placed inside to help the
lighting process.
2.3 The site
The event took place within the fairly narrow streets of an ancient town, which limited
the physical design. There were alternative attractions of a funfair and bonfire in
different locations outside the town centre.
As an evolutionary process, the fact that so many people came to participate in the
spectacle did seem to have influenced the design/layout of the event. This included
dividing the tableaux procession/ fireworks and the tar barrels/bonfire so they took
place on separate days.
The barrel rolling had traditionally been associated with the town pubs. The presence
of the crowds was mainly considered of secondary importance; however, the location
of the barrels was planned to take into consideration how the crowds moved and
where they came from. There was awareness of bottlenecks in the town as the
crowds moved and a barrel location had been changed this year because it caused a
problem in a very narrow area. The sequence of barrels was also planned, so that
people moved to the next barrel in a more controlled and fluid way. It was,
nonetheless, identified by interviewees that there could be problems with the site
design in terms of excessive numbers.
Car parking was an issue and if the carparks reached capacity, an outer cordon
could be created by the police in consultation with the organisers. Problems could be
foreseen with density/capacity if the car parking areas were to be increased.
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3 The key players
The event took place within East Devon District Council. The other local
statutory/emergency services were Devon & Cornwall Constabulary, Devon &
Somerset Fire & Rescue Service; West Country Ambulance Services NHS Trust, St
John Ambulance Devon, Devon County Council Highway Authority. The Town
Council for Ottery St Mary worked with the District Council.
The organisers (Carnival Committee) were local volunteers, some of whom had been
involved in the event for over 30 years. They met on a regular basis to plan the event
and met with the local police and other statutory agencies to plan crowd
management strategies. The fire service had a representative on the Carnival
Committee in order to provide a link between the fire service and the whole event.
The funfair organisers operated on behalf of the Carnival Committee and supervised
the stalls and food traders.
3.1 Roles and responsibilities
• Who has overall responsibility for public safety at the event?
There were differences of opinion among the interviewees regarding who had overall
responsibility. It was thought to be either the police or the organising committee, with
the fairground organiser identified by one interviewee as being responsible for the
fairground and for the food vendors. One interviewee thought the police involvement
depended to a degree on the officer in charge and that the police role had changed
over the years, with the police now taking a more peripheral, rather than pro-active,
role.
• Who is responsible for crowd management?
People attending the event were identified as having some responsibility for their own
safety and it was mentioned that it was difficult to manage crowds of people in the
streets.
The organisers acknowledge their responsibilities, particularly for informing the
spectators of conditions.
Some interviewees identified crowd management as being carried out largely by the
police and the stewards from the Carnival Committee. The stewards were considered
good with respect to managing crowds around the barrels.
One interviewee perceived the police’s role as being mainly concerned with crime
and disorder and thought that, although the Carnival Committee act as volunteer
marshals, there is no one who manages the spectators.
• Who is responsible for health and safety?
It was generally agreed by all interviewees that this was the responsibility of the
organisers.
• Who is responsible for fire safety?
Most interviewees perceived that the organisers and the fire service work together
sharing fire safety responsibility; although some interviewees thought that the fire
service would control this aspect.
3.2 Planning and co-ordination
There seemed to be a fairly high staff turnover in the local authority/emergency
services, although some of those with key roles had been involved previously in a
different role and were knowledgeable about the event. Membership of the Carnival
Committee was stable, with the current Carnival President previously being Chair of
the committee for 22 years.
71

As an annual event, its date, location and approximate format were known 12 months
ahead. This enabled forward planning over the course of the year.
Regular planning meetings were held by some key organisations during the year.
The organising committee held monthly meetings until September. Weekly meetings
were then held until the event.
One inter-agency planning meeting took place with the Carnival Committee, involving
the police, fire service, highways agency, NHS ambulance service, St John
Ambulance, district council EH and emergency planning dept and the town council.
This was a sizable meeting with 15 to 20 people attending. One interviewee thought
that the meeting of all agencies enabled the co-ordination of activities and the
introduction of new representatives from the statutory and local services, although
little changed in the way of how things were run each year.
Another interviewee thought that they had to apply pressure on the Carnival
Committee to arrange a multi-agency meeting to share plans, but that this meeting
happened too late in the planning cycle and was arranged very close to the event.
Other interviewees seemed to feel that there were not enough advance inter-agency
meetings for the event and would welcome more.
After the event, a debrief meeting was scheduled, where the agencies and the
Committee met together to identify anything that needed to be modified for the next
event.
The local authority had a statutory responsibility for the inspection of food vendors
selling at the event. They had an advisory role at the planning and de-brief meetings,
but also alerted the Carnival Committee to any problems/issues they observed on the
day.
• Use of guidance
While the agencies’ own operational procedures and orders were used for their
service at the event, event-specific guidance was not used by the organisers. Some
agencies used the Event Safety Guide to plan their input (in consultation with the
police and local regulations). A couple of the interviewees commented that it was
rather difficult to apply the Event Safety Guide advice because of the unique nature
of the event and the fact it takes place on the streets and moves around the town.
Another interviewee thought there was no suitable guidance for their role in an event
like this. The organising committee produced their own guidance/operational
procedures entitled “A Safe System of Working”, with guidelines for barrel rollers and
marshals during the event.
• Licensing
The organisers obtained an entertainment licence from the local authority although
they were not sure whether the event needed one or not. Other interviewees
identified alcohol licensing, because of the consumption of on-street alcohol and a
Temporary Event Notice for food vendors operating after 23.00.
It was unclear whether or not organising the event was a ‘work activity’ under health
and safety legislation. Everyone involved in the Carnival Committee was a volunteer
and there were no paid staff. For the agencies themselves, it was clearly a ‘work
activity’ when their staff were in attendance on duty, even as volunteers.
Public liability insurance of £10 million was arranged by the organising committee,
although last year this proved difficult to arrange and premiums kept increasing.
There was only one company that would insure the event. Agencies had their own
insurance.
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3.3 Operational procedures
At the event the fire service, police, ambulance and medical service had a
representative at the fire station and all parties were in communication with each
other.
Agencies were aware of the timing of the barrels, but did not have an operational
plan from the organisers to use on the day. Apart from a written schedule of where
the barrels were going to be run, there was no gridded map or plan of activities.
Some agencies followed their own operational schedule and had their own map.
The Carnival Committee’s code of practice determined what the barrel rollers and
marshals did. They were expected to take responsibility for complying and the
Committee would sanction rollers who did not comply. Many barrel rollers and
marshals were very experienced, having been at the event for several years
previously. There was a formal hierarchy to the marshal structure and procedures
were dictated by the Committee and filtered down.
Observers noted that the programme sellers looked like marshals, but did not seem
very well informed about when/where the barrel events were taking place.
Supervisors were not apparent. One interviewee thought that a specific company
with people trained in crowd dynamics were used at the event.
The police briefed their officers on duty, as some were from outside the area. All had
a map/plan. Previously, officers were allocated to specific areas of the town, but this
was changed to be more dynamic and more free flowing so that whichever officers
were in the area would respond to whatever incidents were live at that time. All
officers had a copy of the operational order and access to the generic risk
assessments.
The medical service senior managers had development training in crowd dynamics
and working in crowd situations. The agency provided this training themselves, along
with a training pack.
The observers noted that the first aid service arrived later than they had been
informed and was not available during children’s barrel. An ambulance had to be
driven through the crowds to get to bonfire location.
4 The crowd
4.1 Characteristics:
The event comprised the barrel rollers, the marshals (some of whom were also barrel
rollers) and the spectators. There was a clear distinction between the spectators and
the barrel rollers, who were born and brought up in Ottery and specifically trained for
the rolling.
Various sources estimated the number of spectators at around 15-20,000 people.
The majority of the crowd were there during the evening, with a smaller number in
the late afternoon to watch the junior barrel rolling. The crowd size was thought by
the interviewees to relate directly to the day of the week the event falls on, with
weekends attracting larger crowds and good weather having the same effect.
No measurements were taken of the crowd size because it was difficult to keep track
of numbers around the whole town. The organiser did not consider there to be a
maximum capacity at the event because people tended to migrate throughout the
town and moved to less crowded places if they felt that the area in which they were
situated became too congested. There was a capacity for the number of cars that
could be accommodated in the area, and the police assisted with this build up.
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• Age and origins
This event was attended by people of all ages, including a few babes in arms and
people in wheelchairs. Most spectators were under 30 with a small number of elderly
people. There were approximately the same number of males and females. Some
interviewees thought the majority of visitors were, in general, of local origin and
family oriented, with more children attending during the early evening. Another
interviewee considered that there was a large contingent of overseas visitors,
including film crews and non-English speaking visitors. Some interviewees
commented that a large number of students attended the event.
• Why people attended
More than half of the public questioned at the event had attended previously (57%)
and a large percentage (54%) of attendees questioned had heard about the event via
word of mouth. Almost one third of respondents came because their friends said that
it was a good event; 20% of respondents attended because of the event’s reputation
or were curious about the event (16%). The interviewees identified that people
attended the event because of its uniqueness, its tradition, its spectacular delivery, to
seek thrills and the social nature of the event.
Most attendees came in groups of friends and families, or couples, but few people
attended on their own. The event provided not just an entertainment, but a great
place for re-union or just for people to meet up. Of the spectators questioned about
their reason for being at the event, nearly half said that it was to be with friends,
others said they attended to have fun or to be part of the experience.
• Behaviour
In terms of crowd behaviour, interviewees agreed this it was generally good natured,
although deteriorated through alcohol-related problems towards the end of the
evening. There were some issues identified with underage drinking.
4.2 Crowd preparedness
Regarding preparedness for coming to the event, 86% of attendees questioned had
brought a coat, other warm clothes (76%) or a mobile phone (85%). Only a small
proportion (14%) had brought water with them. Half of those questioned had not
brought these items with them because they thought they were not needed, or not
important (19%) and 15% admitted they did not think to bring these things. Few were
worried about loss or theft of items.
Just under half of those questioned had made arrangements to meet up if they got
separated from friends at the event.
Public information and advice about how to attend the event safely was made
available
in
advance
via
several
websites
e.g.
from
http://www.otterytarbarrels.co.uk/index.html - the official web site of the Ottery St
Mary Carnival.
Ottery Tourist Information Centre near the centre of the Town provided a valuable
service prior to and during the Carnival. The programme contained a map of Ottery
showing the location of the barrels and a timetable, as well as safety advice.
4.3 Crowd management
There was no formal crowd management plan but the events for the day were
programmed following previous experiences, so that the crowds in parts of the town
could be managed and the mass of people broken up.
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All interviewees agreed that the town did get crowded in particular places, near the
barrels and in the square. No one mentioned any measures to help with this, except
the programming of the barrels.
One interviewee felt that the crowds did not move around from barrel to barrel as
much as they used to during the evening, but chose their locations carefully. This
related especially to people who had been coming to the event for several years.
Another interviewee identified that the majority of spectators moved with the barrels
to follow their progress. Observers thought the crowd moved around the town to
settle at the locations where the barrels were carried. Visitors also went to the bonfire
site, especially for its lighting and to visit the funfair.
• Ingress and egress
Ingress and egress were managed by road closures and one-way traffic systems,
which were enforced by marshals with the police assistance if necessary. An
interviewee reported that the closed roads were supervised and restricted to
emergency vehicles only and that an emergency corridor was maintained and
patrolled.
Pedestrian movement from the car parks was not managed. However, 85% of
members of the public questioned thought that their experience of entering the event
was acceptable.
One particular street was closed during the afternoon, when the youngsters’ barrels
were carried. After 18.00 no vehicles were allowed into the town. The town was
opened up after midnight, when the last barrel had been cleared. There were usually
long queues of cars leaving the car parks at this time.
• Stewarding and policing
Most interviewees were unsure of numbers of marshals and police, or of their
respective roles. One interviewee thought the marshals’ role was to give advice and
to guide spectators on the site. They also perceived that it was the organiser’s role to
arrange marshals’ positions and move them around the site.
The observers noted that there were marshals where the barrel rolling was taking
place, although they were not very easy to identify in the dense crowds. Some had
high visibility jackets, others had small armbands. Their priority seemed to be looking
after the barrel rollers and the crowd in front of them. They appeared quite strict in
controlling rollers and the crowd in their immediate vicinity. There were few stewards
elsewhere. The police were easier to identify around the barrels due to their high
visibility jackets.
4.4 Crowd management installations
One interviewee considered that having barriers in the town would be dangerous and
putting barriers up in an area with lots of people would create problems. They
thought there was a natural ability to be able to move the crowd backwards and
forwards in escape routes because the locations of the barrel rolling either had a
road going left and right or had four roads going from it. Another interviewee agreed
that it would be too dangerous to have barriers in the town centre and a further
identified that it would be very difficult to keep people away from the barrel rollers and
not feasible to cordon off streets.
One interviewee mentioned that individual shopkeepers may have erected barriers in
the square to protect their premises. Another mentioned that some shopkeepers
board up their glass windows.
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All interviewees identified that there was a barrier around the bonfire. This was tape,
not rigid barriers and kept the spectators back from the fire. One interviewee thought
this was managed by the marshals, who would check for fitness for purpose of any
barriers or equipment utilised in this area. The marshals would discuss any instance
with the police if they thought a barrier should be moved or adjusted.
The observers noted a thin wire strung between posts at a safe distance away from
the bonfire was effective at keeping people back from the fire while the fire burned
down. They also noticed that the petrol station forecourt in town was cordoned off by
hazard tape. No other temporary barriers were observed, but some permanent
barriers on the pavements of streets were spotted, which controlled pedestrians
crossing. These were possibly more of a hazard during crowded times, as they
restricted flow along the streets or movement away from the barrels.
4.5 Crowd facilities and support
Basic facilities were available, such as food stalls and toilets, including temporary
toilets near the bonfire. Other facilities such as the medical centre location were also
planned and sited in agreement with the medical services. There were no specific
welfare services. One interviewee stated that they would contact the police regarding
lost children.
When respondents to the questionnaires were asked how long they had to queue for
the bar, 66% stated less than five minutes and 32% less than fifteen minutes.
Regarding access to water, 81% thought this was good. From those respondents
queuing for the toilets 36% queued for less than 5 minutes, 45% for less than 15
minutes and 18% for less than 30 minutes. Regarding access to the toilets 63% of
respondents said it was acceptable. 76% thought there were not enough toilets at the
event.
The public were asked about the quality of the signage and 59% of respondents
identified that signposting was adequate.
The interviewees variously thought someone in difficulty would approach a marshal
for help; go the police for assistance or go to the nearest person for help.
Observers noticed spectators sought help and information from the marshals and the
police. The police were noticed observing crowds and dealing with trouble-makers
and some aggressive spectators.
In personal difficulty respondents to the questionnaires said they would first turn to
friends, then to the police, to stewards and to first aid or welfare for assistance.
5. Hazards for the crowd at the event
This section describes some hazards that were identified and examined in relation to
the safety of the crowd attending the event.
5.1 The use of intoxicating substances
Alcohol was purchased from pubs and brought to the site by spectators. There were
no controls on alcohol consumption, except that pubs closed at 23.00. It was
observed that some spectators seemed to get more inebriated as the evening
progressed.
While there was an expectation that some people would drink or consume other
intoxicants more than usual (about 13% of spectators questioned said that they had
drunk more than usual), it was thought the level of injury and arrests was very low:
This was attributed to there always being something for the spectators to see and
thus causing trouble was minimised. The non-competitive element also played a part
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in this, as it reduced the issue of competition and siding with a contestant. The low
injury level was also attributed to spectators and contributors sorting themselves out
if there was a problem or someone else dealt with a problem if it occurred i.e. friends
or family.
The police had a designated station for the custody of those found drunk and
disorderly or these people were referred to ambulance or paramedic staff. There
were no other welfare support services.
One concern expressed was young people drinking at the start of the evening and
that youngsters, with pressure from their peers, struggled to cope with excess
consumption. The police made efforts to confiscate alcohol from under 18s.
5.2 Slips, trips and falls
The pavements/roads were flat or gently sloping. One interviewee explained that
barrel rollers stayed on the roads and did not change level (the streets where the
barrels were rolled were fairly flat).
Although kerbs were mentioned as a possible trip hazard and pavement edges/curbs
could not be seen within the dense crowd, one interviewee observed that it was
generally not possible to walk very quickly through the crowds and thus the possibility
of slipping and tripping may be reduced. Another interviewee reported that there
were some accidents when people fell over or tripped up on pavement curbs.
Street furniture and other potential obstacles were not removed from the streets.
There were, however, some permanent barriers at the pavement edge.
One interviewee thought that there were few obstructions to those participating and
that street cleaning took place soon after the event. No extra bins for the collection of
rubbish were provided during the event. The observers considered that there were
lots of bottles/cans and other rubbish on the ground causing trip hazards. There were
few bins for people to put rubbish in, except near the food traders. Another
interviewee mentioned that glass bottles were not on sale and the pubs served drinks
from plastic glasses during the late afternoon and evening, to reduce the possibility of
broken glass on the streets.
No one was thought to check for slip and trip hazards around the site.
There was a fairly steep sloping bank to climb up and down that provided one access
point to the bonfire. The ground around the bonfire was muddy in places. One
interviewee mentioned complaints from spectators in regard to wet ground conditions
on the car parks.
5.3 Thrown and falling objects
Glass bottles were banned from sale at off-licences, although people could bring their
own. One interviewee identified that people did not throw missiles and that the barrel
marshals would stop any throwing that did occur in their vicinity. Another thought that
some bottles were thrown and that people stumbled over these.
One interviewee remarked that the barrellers could get injured by a barrel dropping10,
but they did not seem to complain. Parts did become detached from the barrels as
they burnt down, but were very unlikely to go into the crowd and hurt anyone. Bits of
loose or charred barrels were observed dropping off during the running.

10

The barrel could drop either if it fell unintentionally from the person carrying it or when it was being
transferred to another “roller”. Burning parts of the barrel also drop off as the barrel burns down and
eventuallydisintegrates.
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With regard to the safety of temporary structures, one interviewee did not think there
were any, although another mentioned that the fairground structures were
constructed on a regular basis. Observers noticed some low, small temporary
structures were erected for serving food. These were stable in the calm, dry weather
conditions. Loud speakers for a temporary PA were attached high on a building in the
town square.
No interviewees thought there were any safety checks on temporary structures. They
were under the impression that stallholders and food vendors in vans did their own
checks.
5.4 Hazardous materials
No interviewee seemed to think that there was a health/safety risk from hazardous
waste. Food waste was seen as the responsibility of the local authority and the food
traders, who held their waste until it could be disposed of after the event. Observers
found there were a few bins near to the food traders and some food waste was on
the streets. There were remains of barrels – hot metal hoops – in the street
immediately after the barrels had burnt. There was also some smoke from barrels
and fumes from food traders’ generators. While recognising that there was smoke
close to the barrels, no interviewee thought this was an issue.
Debris from the recent floods in the town and area around had mostly been cleared
away before the event.
5.5 Fire
Interviewees thought the local authority was very good at clearing up the rubbish so
that it was not a fire hazard. They also perceived that barrels were not a hazard
because they were controlled and burnt away. Small generators (possibly petrol)
situated near to gas cylinders linked to food traders were observed.
While the marshals were concerned with managing the barrels there did not seem to
be any additional fire detection measures or special procedures for calling the fire
service. One agency thought the marshals were trained to detect and call out the fire
service. Their members would also report any fire hazards.
There were water buckets, fire blankets and fire extinguishers with clear signage at
each barrel. Barrel marshals also carried burn cooling gel. One agency had their own
fire extinguishers at their base and they identified that these were also available with
the barrel marshals and food vendors. No fire fighting equipment was noticed by the
observers.
The fire service at the fire station in town was ready to respond to any call.
5.6 Electricity
While observers noted food trader generators on streets were unguarded, one was
operating near gas cylinders, interviewees were divided about the use of generators.
One noted larger generators in the fairground and smaller ones for the food vendors.
Another did not think anyone checked the generators or cabling, but that the food
vans would have their equipment checked in order to be granted a licence.
The medical service had their own generator and two spares, in case they needed
back up power. They thought that, although there was always a risk with such
machinery, the generators were kept far enough away from the spectators not to
cause any harm.
Cables were observed trailed along the street gutters. One interviewee identified that
cables from food vendor’s generators were kept well tidied and that their staff on the
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streets would report any problems they observed. Another interviewee stated that the
cables were not buried, but covered in rubber mats or channelling and a further
identified that cables in the fairground were run over ground.
5.7 Noise
Most interviewees did not consider that there were any noise issues and that overall
the noise levels did not affect crowd behaviour. In terms of affecting behaviour, one
interviewee thought that the cheering crowd: “whip each other up into a frenzy as it
were by getting excited,” Other interviewees thought there was noise from the crowd
and that the crowd in the funfair were noisy. One interviewee reported problems with
the PA system competing with the noise of the crowd. There were no designated
quiet areas.
Observers noted that there was no amplified music, except in the funfair area. Some
generator noise at food stands could be heard. Cheering crowds provided a large
volume of noise. It was not necessary to have quiet zones, as there were plenty of
quiet streets around the town. The PA was hard to hear when the crowds were
cheering.
5.8 Food hygiene and sanitary conditions
Most interviewees believed that all food outlets would have to follow regulations and
would have to be licensed by or registered with the District Council. The food stalls
were run and monitored by the funfair on behalf of the Carnival Committee. The
police were involved if alcohol was sold as well as food.
Several interviewees thought the LA had responsibility for inspecting food vendors
during the event and would take immediate action if any issues in regard to poor
health and hygiene were identified. The LA have had to close stalls down in the past
and had to inform the funfair organiser, so that they could make sure that the vendors
were not allowed at the event the following year.
It was thought that the medics would deal with incidents of food hygiene problems
and that they would report this at the debrief meeting and inform the local authority if
there were any cases of suspected food poisoning. It was pointed out that food
poisoning doesn’t happen quickly and symptoms would only be likely to manifest
after the event.
None of the interviewees thought that free drinking water was available, except in
pubs (one interviewee pointed out that this was part of their licence) and for the
agencies themselves. The medical service provided drinking water to the public when
requested.
The observers noted that were food stalls, some with crowds around. Some street
traders were brought into the town via the funfair operator and other food stalls were
organised locally, by charities. No free drinking water was generally available. There
were long queues for toilets, but people seemed good-humoured about the wait.
5.9 Transportation
All interviewees agreed that public transport was limited. This was reflected in the
responses from members of the public with 61% of respondents arriving by car, 14%
by bus or coach and 15% on foot. A large proportion (77%) of responders found it
easy to travel to the event.
One interviewee noted that there were lots of cars and excursion coaches used by
visitors and there was coach parking outside the town. They added that a lot of
thought went into where the cars were going to park, how the coaches were going to
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get in and out, and the setting up of one-way systems to try and allow people to
move round properly.
It was thought that the Highway Authority representatives were involved in the event
planning.
Road closure orders were put in place and residents were advised not to park in
certain streets during the barrel rolling.
The observers noted that temporary car parks were set up around town and that
school and garden centre car parks were also available (the latter used specifically
for coaches). These were not well signed and did not become available until the early
evening.
5.10 Environment and weather
The town had suffered from very recent flooding and adverse weather, which had
meant finding a new location of hard standings on the periphery. The use of a nearby
garden centre had extended the available car parking considerably.
All interviewees thought that adverse weather would have an effect on visitor
numbers, especially family units, with one interviewee considering that people did not
come to the event when there was extremely bad weather. Another noted that in past
rainy years spectators had left earlier or just did not attend the event. Another
interviewee thought that in adverse weather they would consider adjusting the time of
the traffic lock-down of the town and involving their press office. A continuation of the
heavy rains up to the event in 2008 would have caused severe problems: Another
interviewee considered that the event would never be called off.
One interviewee mentioned that if the wet weather had continued, car parking would
have been a big issue and another noted that cars had been stuck in the wet carparks in the past, but the organisers had tractors to pull them out. Another
interviewee had contingency plans for flooding, including four-by-four vehicles, and
perceived that they could cope with most eventualities.
One interviewee thought visitor behaviour would be affected by the weather in that
fewer people would attend if it rained and those that did might spend more time in the
pub.
Many of those interviewed agreed that, although most activities took place at night,
there was adequate street lighting. Two interviewees felt that the street lighting was
not always good and that some areas were darker than others, such as back streets,
and that this might contribute to slips, trips and falls. They also noted that some
areas on the edges of the bonfire and funfair were quite dark.
During the observation visit to the event the weather was fine and not too cold or
windy. The children’s barrel started during twilight and the adults after dusk. There
was no additional street lighting but some floodlights were placed in fields around the
town that were used as temporary car parks.
5.11 Local issues
One interviewee thought that the event was more likely to have an impact on the
locality. They did not consider a major road closure would have an adverse effect on
the event, as there were alternative routes both in and out.
Another interviewee noted that the Highways Authority knew this event happened
every year, so they would not allow the roads to be dug up at the time of the event.
The observers thought that if the main road (A30) was closed, this could affect both
arrival and departure. They also noted that the heavy rain causing flooding of parts of
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the town a few days before the event had meant that the funfair had to be
repositioned. Parts of the fields used as temporary car parks and the field where the
bonfire was sited were still wet in places. The local authority and emergency services
had made considerable arrangements to deal with the floods.
6. Risk management measures
While the previous section included a note of some control measures in place for
specific crowd-related hazards that had been identified at the event, the following
generic risk management aspects were also examined in relation to the crowd safety
hazards. These elements are over-arching, in that they are relevant to the
management of many of the hazards.
6.1 Risk assessment
The Committee did not carry out a formal risk assessment, but had written a code of
practice for the barrellers and marshals. Two of the interviewees mentioned they did
their own generic risk assessment for their involvement in the event. Another
agency’s staff were only present before the event started to carry out their
inspections and they did not have a specific risk assessment for this but another
department attended later during the event and had a specific risk assessment for
that activity.
The observers identified the following potential hazards at the event: (1) the
possibility of barrel rollers and bystanders being burned or hit by the flaming barrels;
(2) possible crowd crush/collapse as people moved back when trying to avoid barrels
on unpredictable trajectories; (3) the possibility of crowd crushes when moving
between activity zones.
From the public questionnaires, the respondents’ view of the safety of the event
varied: 21% thought that it was excellent; 52% thought that it was good, 22%
adequate; while 5% thought that it was poor. When asked what they felt while at the
event: around half felt excited; a fifth felt great; 15% felt normal; 15% felt scared; and
very few felt that they were uncomfortable. 36% described the event as ‘safe, but
could get dangerous’; 27% as ‘safe and friendly’; 23% as ‘safe and well managed’
and 14% as ‘unsafe, but fun’.
Those questioned gave the following areas for concern: being crushed; mass bodies;
not being able to move away from the area; fighting; being hit by objects; being
injured; being hit by people; lateral movement; robbery or theft; tripping and slipping.
6.2 Communication
A small PA system that regularly broadcast pre-recorded announcements was set up
in the square, where most people passed through. This provided safety messages,
informing spectators about what to do and what not to do. Observers found this was
almost inaudible and unclear, particularly when the square was crowded and barrel
rolling was taking place. The president of the Carnival Committee was contactable by
radio if needed to make different/emergency announcement. No new or updated
messages were heard.
Face to face communication with spectators was available through the programme
sellers, who provided some information, but this was not considered always accurate
by the observers.
There were no signs for special features and it seemed to be assumed that those
attending knew where they were and where to go. There was one sign for the funfair
and another for the bonfire.
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The police and some marshals near the barrels had loudhailers. The fire service
would be able to communicate with the crowd through the PA system on the fire
engine. The police loudhailers would only be used in an emergency.
During the event the organisers were in direct communication with the police on their
radio network. The police and fire service were based in the fire station, enabling
direct inter-agency communication and were in radio contact with the organisers,
medical service and local authority through “call out” during the event. The fire
service was on a different radio channel from the barrel marshals. The medical
service had their own radios for communicating with their patrols. One interviewee
thought their duty manager would be informed of any codes that might be used for
specific incidents and the police and marshals would manage this.
6.3 First aid and medical
Medical plan
A medical plan had been agreed between the organisers, the medical services and
the statutory ambulance service attended meetings. One interviewee thought this
was so the ambulance service had information to enable them to attend an incident
in the area not related to the carnival. The medical service operational plan outlined
the level of cover and deployment. This was based on the Event Safety Guide and
IOSH system.
One interviewee expressed concern that there had not been good communication
regarding the level of provision and thought the medical provision was only based on
what was previously provided, rather than taking changing circumstances into
account. They thought that the meeting to discuss provision happened too late: “only
last week” and would have liked more communication in regard to this.
Statistics
While one interviewee noted that they would receive direct reports from the medical
service of any serious injuries during the event, it was agreed that a collated accident
statistic report would be provided to the organisers and the police or ambulance
service afterwards, if requested. This would be discussed at the debrief meeting and
used to assess problems and consider modifications for future years. One
interviewee thought the report predominantly focussed on incidences of excessive
drinking and that there had been very few accidents connected with someone being
hit by a barrel.
Another interviewee expressed concern that they did not receive adequate accident
reports and that only the organisers received them. They felt that the accident
statistics were not shared very well, although they appreciated that, for data
protection reasons, personal details of those injured could not be revealed. .
Observers noted that the medical HQ was set up adjacent to the fire station.
Ambulances were parked in the medical centre carpark. First-aiders patrolled the
streets and were available near to the barrels, but were not easily identified,
excepting those stationed in one location. The observers did not notice any injuries,
although a couple of people were seen to faint. An ambulance parked close to the
bonfire, arriving after it had been lit and had to drive through the crowds to reach its
location. Ambulances would have had difficulty leaving the medical centre car park
when the barrels were being rolled outside the medical centre.
6.4 Evacuation plans
While it was somewhat unclear whether there was an evacuation plan as such, one
interviewee identified that it was very straightforward in that if they were instructed by
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the police to evacuate the area, they would do it based on their instructions. Another
interviewee noted that they had their own evacuation plan that has been discussed
with the organisers and had evolved over the years.
The marshals had been briefed that there were two areas in which the crowd must be
moved should there be a major incident and that they knew where to go and what to
do. Everything would stop and all barrel rollers would form part of the marshalling to
get people away.
It was thought the plan covered both a partial and full evacuation and that it would be
the police responsibility to decide if a full or partial evacuation was necessary: Most
interviewees agreed that they thought the police would instigate an evacuation and
that the police and organisers would work together. Part of the town could be closed
and ‘sterilised’ or the whole event could be called off and closed down.
Another interviewee thought that the police and Highways Department would deal
with plans for directing people out in an evacuation.
No specific plans seemed to have been made in regard to communicating with the
crowd following an evacuation, although the police had loudhailers to direct the
public. A PA system was available, but the observers were not sure how quickly this
could be used or how effective it would be. They noted that loudhailers likewise
would probably have a limited effect. Marshals and the police were available to
direct the crowds. No information was provided to the public in regard to what to do in
an emergency.
6.5 People with special needs
One interviewee felt it would be very difficult to provide specific structures or put in
place other facilities for people with special needs. They thought it was important that
people realised what they were going to be involved in and the need to be able to
move out of the way of the barrels. Another interviewee agreed that the event was
not suitable for people with mobility difficulties because of the amount of people and
crowded conditions. Small signs warned about safety and the unsuitability of the
crowded parts of the event for people with mobility difficulties.
The observers confirmed they did not see any specific facilities for people with
special needs. There were signs identifying that the area around barrels was
unsuitable for people with limited mobility or children. There was one wheelchair
accessible toilet in the permanent town toilets.
No additional means of communicating with people with disabilities were identified,
but the medical services could communicate face-to-face with speakers of other
languages via a telephone interpretation service and some of their helpers were
trained in sign language.
7. Discussion of findings
7.1 Crowd safety factors
One of the researchers commented that “it seems unsafe, but it works”. There are a
number of factors that contributed to enabling the event to take place safely:
• The organisers were a voluntary committee of local people, many of whom
had been closely involved with the event for many years. They seemed to
have the support of the local community.
• The organisers took seriously the setting of the event within the historic town
and made changes to the location and timing of the barrel rolling, following a
debrief of the previous event.
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The participants (barrel rollers) and local volunteer marshals were passionate
about the event and wanted to make it work successfully. As local people, they
were also very familiar with the event site.
• There were a number of well-rehearsed activities (steward allocation to the
barrel rollers for example) and there was a strict code of practice and
procedures that the barrel rollers followed. The rollers had responsibility for the
safety of each barrel
• Members of the public received plenty of warnings about how to behave safely
at the event.
• Members of the public wanted to experience the thrill and danger of the event,
while taking care of themselves.
• Many members of the public had attended the event previously, therefore
knew what to expect and how to look after themselves and assist others.
The organisers tried to balance the holding of a traditional local event for the benefit
of the community, with the fact that it attracts ‘outsiders’ as observers and these
visitors have additional needs.
The sense of community has been a key factor in stabilising the health and safety
aspects of the event. This involved the supporting of codes of practice by both the
participants and the organisers and also these codes being respected by the
spectators. Thus the self-regulatory manner of the event had reduced the issues in
relation to health and safety.
7.2 Aspects of special interest from this event
The following aspects were considered to be of particular relevance to the planning,
organising and managing of the health and safety of the crowd at this event:
• Adverse weather conditions caused flooding of parts of the area a few days prior
to the event. This meant that some areas, such as the bonfire site, were muddy in
places and the funfair had to be re-located onto one of the carparks.
• The event itself was not considered a ‘work activity’ subject to health and safety
regulation. The local authority did not regulate this aspect of the event. (Although
agency staff working at the event were undertaking a work activity for their
organisation and therefore their work activity was assessed).
• The main event itself did not need a public entertainment licence, although there
was a question in relation to other licensable activities, such as hours of sale of
alcohol and provision of hot food after 23.00.
• Public liability insurance was difficult to obtain for the organising committee. There
was a question as to whether public liability insurance is a legal requirement.
• Although the Flaming Tar Barrels official website gave good safety guidance,
including warnings that the area will be tightly packed, it was observed that some
first time visitors found the crowd density very uncomfortable. A number of people
had not realised that they would find the restricted movement very unpleasant
and became anxious to get out of the dense crowds, although this was difficult
and slow to achieve.
• Attendees who were ‘experienced’ visitors obviously knew what to expect and
were able to cope with the dense crowds near the barrels and were able to
migrate easily from area to area.
• As a long standing event, the format had changed over the years in response to
health and safety concerns. For example, the event was now split into two
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activities (the tableaux/the fireworks and the tar barrels/bonfire), which are held
on separate days.
7.3 Further considerations
The researchers would like to suggest that, in order to support and enhance the safe
environment for events of this nature, the following aspects might be considered:
• Communication:
This includes inter-agency communication, ground-to-control communication and
crowd communication.
Enhanced inter-agency communication could be achieved through the creation of an
Event Liaison Team, meeting on a regular basis both before and during the event, to
exchange information about plans and strategies for the event and to share good
practice and information. A co-ordination of approaches could also assist the
clarification of responsibilities.
Communication from ground to control centre during the event could be enhanced by
regular and timely direct information flows between the stewards/marshals and the
agency representatives in the control centre. This could include reporting on crowd
densities, migration and congestion.
Crowd communication could be enhanced by the provision of advance information,
such as on the website and on the ground by stewards/marshals with an informationproviding role. Clear signage is an important aspect, especially for new visitors, so
that locations of activities, facilities and hazard areas can easily be identified. For
night-time/winter events, signage needs to be effective in the dark conditions,
• Health and safety management
Those who are active in relating to the crowds, such as the stewards/marshals who
have a close association with and understanding of the event, could be encouraged
to become more aware of the importance of their role in relation to the health, safety
and welfare of participants. Training could be a part of this, with additional benefit of
enhancing the steward’s role, particularly with respect to hazard identification around
the site and vigilance of the crowd.
• Audience profile
Events which have for a long time been attended by mostly regular visitors
(particularly local people) may find they attract a wider range of attendees, perhaps
resulting from an increase in publicity about the event through different media. These
events may experience different crowd behaviours related to such influx.
Gauging the influence of an influx of new, inexperienced attendees on the behaviours
practiced at the event may be involved, to take steps to mitigate any changes in
pattern and to support the overall event delivery and attached risk elements related
to such behaviours. This could include the provision of information before the event,
through media support.
• Crowd facilities
This includes access to toilets, water and welfare support, appropriate to the number
and type of attendees. Advance information and signage could alert attendees to the
availability and location of these facilities.
• Crowd safety culture
Websites and support/involvement from the media can enhance safety messages
and information about the event to attendees. This can better inform those attending
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with a view to taking care of themselves and each other, especially those attending
for the first time.
8. Summary
The Ottery St Mary Flaming Tar Barrels case study is the first of four such studies
completed in conjunction with the HSE in the delivery of a special project linked to
specific and generic guidance to support safety at outdoor street/special events. In
this report a number of aspects were highlighted from the triangulated evidence,
which will be followed up as the project unfolds.
It is also clear from the research that there were two distinct directions from which the
findings could be viewed: that of the organisers and agencies supporting the event
and that of those attending the event.
The event comprised a range of activities including the carrying of fiery tar barrels,
large crowd presence and a bonfire, which in any circumstances to the uninitiated
might appear to indicate an event with an apparent high level of risk. However, the
organisation of the event, the service delivery and the self regulation of a number of
critical areas seemed to create a ‘safe’ environment, which those spectating and
participating found both supportive and effective.
Within the event there were a range of elements that lent their delivery to good
practice. The locals were passionate about the event, it was well rehearsed, there
was a strict code of practice for the participants, and the spectators received
instructions in relation to how to behave during the event. The event infrastructure
had much to be commended, some elements that were individual and other elements
that formed part of a collective responsibility. Planning took place for group activities
and this was supported by an inter agency planning meeting. Before the event an
event liaison group was formed, which resided at the fire station and the police
managed an evacuation plan.
The specific nature of this event was directly related to a number of individuals
central to its success. The stewards (marshals) were directly responsible for the
participants, and, through their experience of the event, supported the safe delivery
of the tar barrel rolling. In essence, the event has run very successfully for many
years and the reasons for this were evident from the aforementioned discussions.
The size, traditions, infrastructure and belief in the way that it has been and
continues to be organised were both efficient and effective in creating a safe and well
delivered event.
From the opportunity to visit this event and benefit from the knowledge and
experience of those involved in the planning and management of the event and the
opinions of those attending, the research team was able to build a picture of the
crowd safety features that will be fed into the generic guidance during the final stages
of the project.
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CASE STUDY (2) HOGMANAY, EDINBURGH
2008

31ST DECEMBER

1 Methodology
1.1 Context
Edinburgh Hogmanay street party was chosen as a case study because it was a
well-established event, of large size (around 75,000 - 100,000), organised by a
professional company on behalf of the city council. It takes place in the dark in the
middle of winter and is held in the central streets of a city that has been fenced for
the duration of the event. This event was considered to provide the research team
with a rich source of material and examples of good practice that would feed into the
wider research project.
The research team visited the event on 31st December 2008 to carry out in-depth
interviews and questionnaires with members of the public. Observations were also
carried out to enable triangulation of evidence and thus create a valid set of results.
This report is therefore based on evidence that was collected at this event in 2008
and we are aware that organisational management with regard to crowd safety may
be very different at future events.
A standard set of public questionnaires and in-depth interview questions were used
that had been specifically devised for and tested during this project.
The HSE facilitated the research team in the making of the initial contact with City of
Edinburgh Council (CEC) who then put the team in touch with the event organiser
and statutory agencies. One of the research project’s core group members was
instrumental in assisting with the event visit and setting up the in-depth interviews.
The following methods were used to gather data to inform the case study and project.
As there were five evidence strands within the project (questionnaires, in-depth
interviews, observations, documentary evidence and photographs), the researchers
were able to triangulate at least three of the evidence trails to ensure that the findings
of the project were valid. In this way, the evidence could be considered both sound
and supported, and findings confirmed by combining a number of sources.
1.2 In-depth Interviews
In-depth interviews were carried out with five key players involved in the event,
utilising the standard set of questions. One person from each of City of Edinburgh
Council, Lothian and Borders Police, Lothian and Borders Fire and Rescue Service
and Scottish Ambulance Service were interviewed and an interview was conducted
with an organiser from the company appointed by City of Edinburgh Council to run
the event.
The interviews were due to take place in Edinburgh before the event took place so
that the interviewers/interviewees would not be biased by their experience of the
event. However, owing to difficulties with gaining permission for the researchers to do
this, the interviews were carried out subsequent to the event. This had an advantage
in that the interviewer was familiar with the location and features of the event, the
transport systems and had witnessed the services at work during the event.
Each interview was recorded digitally and then transcribed.
The research team were very grateful to the five people who agreed to be
interviewed and whose views provided the framework for the case study. Although
one person from each of the four local and emergency services and the organisers
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were interviewed, it cannot be too strongly emphasised that the opinions were those
of each individual and should not be seen as representative of the organisation for
which they worked. These personal opinions were used to provide useful insight into
the management and roles of those involved with the event.
1.3 Public Questionnaires
The data from the questionnaires was used to obtain the views of members of the
public attending the event. These questionnaires addressed various elements of the
health and safety management of the event. Information was collected about the
experience of the attendees and their perceptions of health and safety at the
Hogmanay event.
Three researchers from Buckinghamshire New University administered standard
questionnaires to members of the public attending the Hogmanay event on
Wednesday 31st December from 19.30 to 23.30. Members of the public were
approached and asked if they were willing to participate in the research before the
questionnaire was administered.
The questionnaires were mainly completed in one of the side streets leading off the
main street, in a relatively uncrowded area near a set of temporary portable toilets
where there was sufficient lighting to see the questions and stewards were on
hand, managing the crowds and ensuring time and space to fill out the
questionnaire. The project core group member was helpful in suggesting the most
suitable location and time for administering the questionnaires. He also
briefed the researchers beforehand with regard to health and safety aspects of
the event. The researchers had to pick opportune moments to approach members of
the public willing to answer the questions as, when people were moving around,
it became more difficult to administer the questions.
Ninety-three questionnaires were completed by individuals throughout the event. The
sample size was limited by the number of people willing to take the time to complete
the questionnaire. As the event unfolded, some attendees became inebriated and it
was decided not to continue with the questionnaires after 23.30, as people were
more interested in the approach of midnight and less prepared to participate in the
project.
The researchers were supervised during the questionnaire completion by one tutor
from Buckinghamshire New University and the Project Manager. Those carrying out
the research met regularly at a pre-arranged rendezvous point during the evening.
The core group member had also arranged a ‘safe refuge’ for the researchers to go if
they needed a break away from the crowds.
The questionnaires were analysed and evaluated using the SNAP programme.
1.4 Observations
An aide memoire linked to the interview questions was used by the research team to
make observations about aspects of the event area. These observations focused on
the main street and some side streets. The aspects observed were in support of the
in-depth interview questions for the key players. The observers took photographic
evidence and made notes relating to as much of the area as they could cover. It
became difficult to move along the main street to make these observations after
about 23.00, due to crowd congestion.
Observations took place from 19.30 to 23.00 on Wednesday 31st December and took
place mainly in the dark, although there was reasonable street lighting or temporary
lighting in most of the area utilised for research purposes. Team members had a
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chance to observe the preparations taking place in Edinburgh City centre earlier in
the day, take photographs and orientate themselves.
1.5 Documents
The following documents relating to the event were collected and examined:
• Public information leaflet with a map, available from various outlets.
• Press cuttings and on-line news items before and after the event.
2. Description of the event
2.1 History & Origins
For many years there were parties throughout the City of Edinburgh on New Year’s
Eve, with the biggest being a gathering at the Tron Church on the High Street. The
first big, officially organised, street party in Edinburgh was held in 1992 and was so
successful that it gave birth to the annual huge party, now held primarily on and
around Princes Street. The biggest party to date was in 1996/97, when an unknown
number of people, estimated in excess of 250,000, crammed into the city centre. In
recent years the numbers have been cut, for safety reasons, by making the party a
ticket-only event.
Hogmanay is a City of Edinburgh Council initiative, which is supported by a number
of partners and sponsors. The first charge (£2.50) for entry to the city centre street
party was introduced in 2004/5. In 2008/9, “early bird” street party tickets cost £5.
Later tickets cost £10, with a maximum of six per person. Concert tickets had
additional charges.
2.2 What happened?
Edinburgh's Hogmanay is the city's official New Year celebrations, a four-day festival
of music, street-theatre, dance, fireworks, concerts and other outdoor activities.
Hogmanay celebrations are internationally recognised.
The festivities had, in recent years, begun a few days before Hogmanay. There was
a torch lit procession on 29 December, involving a replica Viking warship being
dragged from the Old Town, fireworks display and a warm-up party involving a huge
ceilidh and pipe band parades on 30 December.
The main event was the Street Party on Hogmanay itself that started at 10pm and
ran through until the last revellers went home sometime on 1 January. The firing of
the famous One O’Clock Gun signalled midnight from the battlements of Edinburgh
Castle, and then the fireworks display started. The 2008 Street Party had extended
entertainment (stages live from 9pm to 1am), giant screens and a new audiovisual
experience. The four live stages each had a distinct musical style and were
accessible with the Edinburgh’s Hogmanay Street Party Pass:
2.3 The site
The event took place within the confines of a historic city centre and one of the
interviewees noted that, for them, one of the crucial things in working in a street party
environment was identifying the unique features of the particular streetscape that you
have to work with. The organisers were identified as being responsible for drawing up
the design of the site, including assessing the site and distributing the facilities and
the entertainments. An aim had been to have simultaneous competitive
entertainments throughout the site, so that at any one point in time there was reason
for the visitor to stay where they were, cutting down on the dynamic of crowd
movement around the site.
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Other key players were involved in the site design, including through attendance at
the planning group, where they could comment on the design. In planning exercises
for the event, fire access and the impact of movement of fire fighting equipment on
crowd density had been discussed with regard to the positioning of the stages. The
location of first aid posts was consulted on and was a compromise between a good
position within the site, but with access that was more limited.
The site design had changed almost every year, with modifications being made in
response to feedback from previous years' events, although one interviewee felt that
the design had not substantially changed, so that they knew where the pinchpoints,
problem areas and times of particularly high crowd density took place. Another
interviewee agreed that the design of the site had evolved and use of certain streets
had been changed to manage the crowd flows and distribution better.
It was acknowledged that there were still problems in certain areas in terms of
density and pinchpoints. The use of sterile lanes along the main streets had assisted
safety in terms of escape and rescue.
The reasons why people attend had influenced the design of the event, particularly
the stage locations. The reasons for attending and the design were seen as
influencing each other. For example, the entertainment attracted certain people and
entertainment was chosen to reflect what people wanted.
Another interviewee thought that the characteristics of the attendees had not
influenced the physical design of the event, although some changes had been made
due to reported injuries. One such example was barriering off the historic railings
after people had injured themselves on the spikes. The observers noted that street
furniture was protected from the crowds e.g. traffic lights had covers, bus stop
shelters had anti-climb paint. Shop fronts along the main street and the historic
railings along the parks had temporary barriers that formed a sterile route for
stewards, police and first aiders.
3 The Key Players
3.1 Roles& Responsibilities
The event took place within City of Edinburgh Council administrative area. The other
local statutory/emergency services were Lothian and Borders Police, Lothian and
Borders Fire and Rescue Service, the NHS and the Scottish Ambulance Service.
City of Edinburgh Council appointed an event management company (the organiser)
to produce the Hogmanay celebrations following a competitive tendering process.
The company chosen had been involved in the organisation of the New Year Festival
for the last fifteen years and had been promoting similar events since 1979. Another
company produced two other related events (The Hoog and Family Hoog). The
Council also had a management team that oversaw the New Year festivities.
The key players had considerable involvement in the event over a number of years
and staff turnover did not seem particularly notable. This year two key players were
newly in charge of their operations, although they had been responsible for other
aspects of the event previously and were thus familiar with it. One interviewee,
however, reflected that they had worked with a number of different police officers in
charge during their years of involvement.
One key player had assumed their role at short notice owing to the unavailability of
the person who was to take charge. The replacement person had been shadowing
their colleague as a back up during preparations for the event and the changeover
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was put into place smoothly. The replacement person had previously been involved
in the event on a number of occasions at different levels.
• Who has overall responsibility for public safety at the event?
Responsibility was shared between the organisers and the local authority. The
organisers would be responsible up to the point when they were required to hand
over responsibility to the police in a major incident.
• Who is responsible for crowd management?
The interviewees were of different opinions on this matter, allocating responsibility
variously to the organisers, the security company, the police, or joint responsibility
between the security company and the police. A joint arrangement between the
organisers, police and the security company was also mentioned.
• Who is responsible for health and safety?
This was perceived to be the organiser’s responsibility, through the health and safety
specialists that they contracted. Some supervision was carried out by the Council, or
was thought to be the Council’s responsibility. Some of those interviewed thought
that everyone, including contractors, sub-contractors, individual staff etc., had a
responsibility for the health and safety of themselves and others. It was thought also
that the directors of agencies would also have responsibility for their staff on duty.
• Who is responsible for fire safety?
This responsibility was thought to be either that of the fire service or the organisers.
Some interviewees suggested that the organisers had a working relationship with the
fire service, which was responsible for the inspection of the fire safety arrangements.
One interviewee mentioned that the responsibility for fire safety lay with the fast food
outlets for their own set ups, which would have been checked as part of their licence.
It was noted that the police and tactical liaison fire officers teamed up on patrol and
operated from locations within the area.
3.2 Planning & Co-ordination
As an annual event, the location and approximate format were known 12 months in
advance. Therefore, the event was included in the ‘diary’ of the key players involved
and their organisations.
There was a clearly defined hierarchy of command levels for many of the agencies in
relation to the event: Gold (overall strategy), Silver (translating that strategy into
action and making it happen), Bronze (on the ground at the front line). The local
authority had set up a multi-agency event planning and operation group, which they
chair, for most public events in the council’s area. The group was composed of
representatives from fire, ambulance, police, stewarding company, event organiser
and other local authority departments.
Planning for the event commenced immediately after the debrief meeting from the
previous year and planning meetings were held almost every month. There were
numerous event planning sub-groups, as well as the core group; all met regularly
throughout the year, with the tactical planning group (silver), reporting up to the
strategic (gold) group. Participants included Lothian Borders Police, Lothian Borders
Fire and Rescue, Scottish Ambulance Service, British Red Cross, St Andrew’s First
Aid, event organisers, stewarding company, safety consultants; Council’s staff from
waste management, environmental health, licensing, building control, road services,
social work department, the Festivals team, public safety (who chair the meetings),
PR and media partners. Some interviewees attended most meetings (between 20 to
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24 meetings), which they felt supported contact, communication and planning. The
council provided the dates and documentation for the meetings, which included
minute-taking.
One interviewee noted that they had been invited to attend the police meetings for
the first time, which they found very informative in relation to their roles. This person
was able to explain to the police what their role was at the event and what they
expected from the police and the police were able to do likewise. The fire service
attended that meeting as well.
The interviewees felt they had the chance to meet all of the other key players. One
interviewee remarked that the obvious advantage of these groups was face-to-face
contact with the individuals and the build up of common trust and common standards
between agencies.
A debrief meeting was scheduled for mid February, where the agencies and
organisers would meet together to identify anything that needed to be modified from
intelligence gained at previous events and to start planning for the next event.
• Use of guidance:
The Event Safety Guide was considered by most interviewees to be a good core
guide, although some adapted it for this event. For example, one interviewee thought
it was customised for each event and identified that there was probably a slightly
lower ratio of stewards and police at the event than for a major outdoor rock festival.
Another interviewee used the Guide as the basis for planning the event, although the
debrief report was really their foundation and the guidance supported this. Another
interviewee consulted with the Council’s Safety Officer for legislation and guidance
on numbers and evacuation plans. Their own operational orders were amended
every year, based on what was learnt the year before and on what changes were
adopted as part of the organisation of the event they were planning for. One
interviewee used their own guidance documents to produce an event plan, with
templates based on previous events.
• Licensing:
One interviewee explained that the whole central arena area was licensed and they
thought the police enforced conditions under the Civil Government Act Scotland
1982. Another thought that the police and the local authority were responsible for
enforcement of the entertainment and alcohol licensing aspects of the event and that
a dedicated team monitored the bar areas and sound stages. The Council’s Building
Control Events Section was also thought to enforce the licence.
Two interviewees were clear that the event was a ‘work activity’ under health and
safety legislation. Another was not so sure and a further thought this was a difficult
question to answer. One interviewee thought that the event was monitored for issues
over wiring, electricity, generators, fuel safety, barriers configuration etc. and any
issues that were picked up would have been acted on very quickly. The interviewee
assumed that the need for this was based on health and safety legislation and the
need to run an event under those regulations.
• Public liability insurance
The organiser arranged public liability insurance of £10 million; the local authority
usually set the level. The insurers themselves and the loss adjusters attended the
(Gold) briefing on the evening, so there was a presence from the insurers, which
allowed them to see the level of organisation that went in to the arrangements and
the joint working. The insurers were also on the ground to see firsthand the
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arrangements that were in place. This meant that, should there have been a claim or
a need or something actually took place, they were in situ and could get a very quick
assessment of what had taken place.
3.3 Operational procedures
One interviewee produced an event manual, which also integrated risk assessments
and method statements from contractors. Another thought that the council produced
a day-by-day and hour-by-hour planning/activities list that they shared with other
agencies. Another produced their own operational order with roles and
responsibilities and timetable for their activities, as well as the event safety plan from
the council.
All interviewees agreed that they were aware of the timings of when services and
agencies started and closed down. There was a vehicle movement restriction in the
arena, so facilities could only move after permission had been granted. There was a
set timetable of activities, although the control centre could modify times if necessary.
The Medical services had a more flexible closing time, depending on the number of
casualties and whether they could move vehicles.
All agencies used the same grid map of the area that was produced by the LA and
they distributed updates. The plan was in different sizes and scales for different
purposes.
One interviewee noted that the joint agency control centre on the night facilitated
communication between all of the agencies
The observers thought that there seemed to be good co-ordination between the
police, the stewards and the first aiders. The stewards and police were available until
crowds dispersed, with initial stand down time 02.00hrs.
4. The crowd
4.1 Characteristics
Various agencies used a working number of 100,000 for planning services and
facilities. One interviewee thought that this year’s attendance was slightly lower than
this. This person also noted that there was some spare capacity over 100,000, partly
to allow for not all people being cleared from the area before the fences were put up.
One interviewee thought numbers depended on weather, tourist visitors in the city
etc.
The observers estimated that around 75,000 people attended during the evening.
Overall capacity was limited by restricting number of tickets available. Local
capacities were limited by the width and length of the streets. The majority of the
crowd arrived at the event during the mid-evening.
• Age and origins
The observers identified that all age ranges were present but that the crowd
consisted mainly of young people. There were families and some young children but
few elderly people. A few people in wheelchairs were observed in the crowds.
Some interviewees perceived that people were discouraged from bringing babies and
small children and prams. Most interviewees estimated the main age range from 16
to 26; one interviewee gave the age range as 12 years upwards, with a few younger
children. Another interviewee thought the age range was from 18 to 30 years. Of the
public responding to the questionnaires, 12% were under 18, 15% were between 19
and 21 years of age, 43% were between 22 and 30 and 19% were between 31 and
40. Roughly equal numbers of males (53%) and females (47%) responded to the
questionnaire.
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One interviewee estimated that around 20% of attendees came from overseas, with a
large percentage of the crowd hailing from around Britain. The same interviewee
thought that less than 50% came from the local area. Other interviewees thought
there were a significant number of visitors from abroad. One interviewee did not think
there was much ethnic involvement in the event that reflected the spread of ethnic
involvement within the rest of the community.
• Why people attended
The interviewees thought people came for a number of reasons including:
• it being a ‘concept’ event held on a particular date;
• tradition;
• celebration;
• the number of different attractions (fairs, entertainment, bands);
• alcohol;
• the ability for people to get together, be in a crowd, celebrate with other
people;
• it was reasonably keenly priced;
• it has got a brand to it now, which was marketed globally;
• it was very well advertised;
• a worldwide attraction for tourists that had an enduring reputation; and
• because it has a national identity.
The observers thought that people came to celebrate the special occasion with family
and friends.
When asked why they came to the event, 39% of respondents to the questionnaire
stated that it was because their friends said that it was a good event. 20% attended
because they had been to the event before. 45% of respondents attended because
of the event’s reputation, 19% of respondents attended because they were curious
about the event and 12% were attracted by the publicity.
When questioned about their reason for being at the event, just over half of
respondents said that it was to be with friends. The other main reasons were to have
fun and to be part of the experience. 19% of the respondents attended mentioned it
was to be near the performers, 12% to be with others enjoying the experience and
23% to drink.
Interviewees and observers thought most people came with a group of family or
friends (large and small) or as a couple, with very few people attending on their own.
The crowd migrated around the city centre, some settled at locations where the
stages provided entertainment; others moved along the streets, visited the funfair or
attended the paying concerts. Most of the crowd movement stopped as midnight
approached and people took up positions to watch the fireworks.
• Behaviour
One interviewee felt that the crowd behaviour was influenced by it being a noncompetitive event, creating a very good atmosphere where everyone was there to
have a good time. Another described the crowd behaviour as “boisterous but
friendly”. It was hard to identify typical behaviour, but that some people were maybe
more volatile and pushed through the crowds. One interviewee commented that
crowd behaviour was usually quite relaxed until nearly midnight when it turned into a
bit of a frenzy as people got very excited.
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4.2 Crowd preparedness
Of those questioned at the event, 25% had attended previously, whereas 75% were
attending the event for the first time. 61% of attendees questioned had heard about
the event via word of mouth. 20% found out through the internet, 6% through
newspaper/magazines. A little over half of those responding to the questionnaire
(52%) had not attended a similar event before, while 41% had been to between one
and five similar events.
Some interviewees thought that the majority of people came prepared for the event,
especially those who had previous experience. A considerable amount of advance
information and advice was well publicised. The press were given health and safety
information, which was widely published, and conditions and safety advice were
outlined on the tickets. One interviewee had given two radio interviews providing
advice.
Other interviewees thought people were probably less well prepared than they should
be, particularly for cold weather, even though there had been plenty of media advice.
They were aware that not everyone read the information on the tickets. One
interviewee noted that people might wear appropriate clothing but would not plan far
enough ahead for being confined and having to deal with not having enough to drink
and being hungry. The clinical audit breakdown of all those treated did not indicate
any cases of hypothermia.
What people brought
Interviewees did not think people brought many possessions with them because it
was a short event. One thought there was not usually much lost property afterwards;
another thought that there was a big problem with lost property, particularly mobile
phones. Crime, however, was not seen as significant. In the identification of what
respondents to the questionnaires took to the event, around 90% had brought warm
clothes, a coat and/or a hat with them. Three quarters had brought a mobile phone,
but 16% took water. When asked why they had not brought items with them, a third
of respondents felt that the items were not needed, and another third felt that they
were not important. 16% did not think of it, 14% were worried about loss or theft and
3% felt that they were close enough to home to get the items if needed.
The observers thought that many people seemed regular visitors or local people and
knew what to expect. Most came well prepared with warm clothing. Some brought
their own food; many brought their own alcohol. Generally, people brought few
possessions.
Advance information
The most comprehensive information about the event available in advance was from
http://www.edinburghshogmanay.org/ the official web site of Edinburgh Hogmanay
festivities. The website provided a map of Edinburgh City centre and event listing that
was also available as a free ‘pocket guide’ from many locations, including hotels. The
map showed the location of features including the street party, stages, concert
venues screens, bars, first aid posts and designated entry/exit points. Additional
safety advice was available on the City of Edinburgh Council website. Information
and a map were also provided with tickets purchased for the street party and events.
There was a Tourist Information Centre near the city centre that provided a valuable
service prior to the Hogmanay event.
The public information also gave a recommendation for people to arrange a meeting
place for friends. There was no official meeting place was identified for this activity on
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the site. Some interviewees thought there were meeting places marked on the map.
When respondents to the questionnaires were asked if they had arranged how to
meet up with friends at the event, 52% said yes and 48% said no.
There were warning signs at entrances about the use of lasers and strobes.
4.3 Crowd management
There was crowd management plan, drawn up mainly by the organisers and Council.
Other agencies had participated in planning meetings where plans were discussed.
One interviewee was unsure that there was anything as distinct as a crowd
management plan. They had an Event order for managing the crowd and a
contingency plan for emergencies.
The central area was vehicle free during the evening, from about 17.00 or 18.00 until
around an hour and a half after the end of the event. In exceptional circumstances,
emergency vehicles would be allowed access. The police would escort fire tenders
into the area. Vehicles were given permission to re-enter the area after the event,
observing a speed limit of 5mph. ‘Golf-buggies’ were no longer used due to issues
with moving around in the crowd.
It was acknowledged by those interviewed that parts of the event site were densely
crowded, for example, the front of stage areas, where an attempt had been made to
diffuse the densities by providing large screens as alternatives to view the event.
Some streets had been opened and others closed. Some streets were maintained as
empty spaces to create temporary places of safety where people could be moved to
initially if there was an incident or need to reduce densities. A final decision would
then be made on whether to cancel or resume the event, so the whole event was not
lost for a minor crisis.
Two interviewees mentioned spotters on roofs to monitor densities. Communication
between the control centre and some of the agencies’ staff on the streets was good
and one interviewee mentioned the use of CCTV. The PA system could be used to
provide advice messages if needed. Some staff in the streets had loudhailers for
advising the crowd and could control the opening and closing of gates to regulate the
crowd flow, which interviewees felt made a significant difference.
The whole city centre was only accessible to people with a street party ticket.
Ingress/egress was managed by using barriers and gates (numbered) around the
central streets that were operated from around 18.00. Some people managed to
remain in the centre without a ticket, staying on in the area into the evening. There
was no entry to the central area after 23.00.
• Ingress and egress
Ingress was controlled, with five main entry points distributed around the area where
stewards checked that all attendees wore a visible wristband to enter. The individual
entry gates could be closed if there was an unbalanced filling of any part of the area.
Members of the public were asked how long they had to wait to access the site. 86%
of those responding to the questionnaires had to wait less than 5 minutes to access
the event and only 5% of respondents thought they had to wait for more than 30
minutes.
There was a one-way system for entry/exit. Observers noted that some people
seemed to find it difficult to work out which gates were used as exits, even when they
had a map.
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People arrived at different times from 19.00 and drifted away after the fireworks at
midnight. There were around 16 to 17 gates available for egress. A safety consultant
was employed in 2008 to check the evacuation capacity of the gates.
• Movement
Once inside the event, some people moved into the concert areas where there were
specific stages, if they had an additional ticket. People gravitated to the free stages
where there was music that they liked and stayed there. A small proportion of the
attendees migrated around the site to catch a variety of different activities. One
interviewee thought about fifty percent stayed in one place, while another thought
that people moved around at first, and then settled near a stage. From about 23.30
they would try to get into a position to see the fireworks. Another interviewee
observed that movement depended on the reason people had come to the event. If it
were for a specific stage, then they would stay in one place near it.
Observers thought that people moved around to different stage locations, where they
stayed for a while, but also some people moved in a range of directions, particularly
to meet up with friends. The observers noted that early in the evening it was possible
to move away to less crowded areas. However, later on in the evening, areas
became very congested, partly due to queues for the temporary bars, toilets and
stages. Nearer midnight the observers found that there were places on the main
street where the crowd was too dense to move through, although this was not
evident from CCTV footage or spotters on the ground.
Difficulties were observed when people tried to move all together as a group. People
held onto each other and could not weave through the thick crowds as easily as
individuals could and met a block when faced with a similar group trying to move in
the opposite direction. This seemed to make movement much more difficult and they
pushed into stationary people.
• Stewarding and policing
Most temporary bars were well stewarded and the queues were managed with a
barriered entry system. There were long queues at the bars in later evening.
Stewards were observed managing some large groups who congregated directly in
front of the toilet area/exit point 2, directing them away from the area.
One interviewee thought there were in the region of nine hundred police and
stewards on duty; a ratio of about 1:100. Another described how in earlier years,
before the ticketing, there had been crushing and the Council brought in measures,
including a ratio of police and stewards of 1:150. This was now nearer 1:120.
In terms of roles, one interviewee noted that front line facilities and interaction with
the audience was the responsibility of the stewarding company and the police were
backup and to keep public order. However, owing to the way in which they had
worked together over the years, the police also took part in the general welfare and
looked after the public. Another interviewee agreed that, in general, the stewards
were there to facilitate the event and the police were there to ensure crowd order and
to deal with public disorder. The stewards assisted the crowd in enjoying themselves
and if they needed any information or assistance, it was the stewards’ responsibility
to provide and help with that.
One interviewee thought the police role was to support the Council who ran the
event, but if there were criminal activity or a major incident, the Silver Commander
would take charge of the immediate response and coordinate the response of the
emergency services and other agencies. One interviewee thought that the police role
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had changed from earlier years when the police had planned and run the event. Now
they felt that the police assisted the Council and organisers and focussed on
providing a safe and secure event environment for the participants and the public
prior to, during and after dispersal.
In terms of the distribution of police and stewards, one interviewee saw this as a
shared process, a multi-agency decision with input from the stewarding company.
One interviewee remarked that there was a lot of goodwill in the crowd towards the
police and people would seek help from them. Another observed that females would
speak to the stewards equally well as they would to the police, but some of the males
were possibly a little more ‘macho’ and wouldn’t want to go to the police, so would
ask for advice from the stewards. Another interviewee thought people were often
more confident with a police officer in this kind of event situation. If there was a police
officer available, they would probably approach them first, but as there were more
stewards than police officers, they were more likely to find a steward. The stewards
were thought to be very good at giving advice or asking a question to get the answer
for the person and were very visible and very competent, so the public had a
confidence in them.
Observers noted the stewards supervised the gates, checked tickets and searched
bags, specifically asking whether bags contained any glass bottles. There were many
stewards and police around the centre, especially near gates and behind sterile
walkways. They were easy to identify. The Police were noticed observing the crowd
and dealing with troublemakers. People were observed seeking help from the
stewards and the police and the police and stewards seemed helpful and
approachable.
• Training and briefing
All interviewees agreed that crowd management staff were briefed for the event. One
explained that the senior staff of the crowd management company attended the
police briefing and vice versa, so there was crossover and liaison.
One interviewee described that their staff briefing utilised a PowerPoint presentation
and covered a lot of topics, including roles and responsibilities, access, safety, no
glass policy, communications and ‘domestic/housekeeping’ topics. The stewards
received a similar detailed briefing. Another interviewee thought one of their senior
staff attended these briefings to give a quick explanation of their role and about what
to do if someone was found needing their assistance.
One agency used a system of ‘shadowing’ for some of their staff, so that a less
experienced person could develop into a role, perhaps with a view to taking on that
role in the future.
In terms of a training pack, one interviewee thought the stewards received one.
Another said that their staff received their operational orders.
• Supervision
No one was sure of the ratio of supervisors to stewards. It was thought usually to be
one to six. One interviewee noted that stewards had different roles depending on
their positions and that supervision could vary, although they were satisfied that it
was at an appropriate level. The observers noted that all the stewards that they saw
seemed well informed and helpful and supervisors were observed directing teams.
4.4 Crowd management installations
A site manager was responsible for barrier placement, the number and positioning
having been agreed with the Council. Usually more barriers were required each year.
98

One interviewee thought that they designed the barrier layout and had commissioned
gates specifically for the event. Another interviewee thought that this was done in
consultation with the planning group and was a joint decision. This was because
many aspects, such as access for fire vehicles and turntable ladders, needed the
agencies to input. Another interviewee had contributed towards the design of the
sterile areas because they were used for the movement of their staff and getting
casualties to the first aid posts.
The site manager initially checked the barriers and the Council checked for type of
barrier and suitability. Different types of barriers were used, which were specific to
the situation. The observers noted that some barriers with footplates were used in
front of the bars and on the main street where people could view performances on
the main stage. Any change of barrier during the event would be authorised by the
control centre as a joint decision.
The observers noted that there was solid fencing at gateways, which were
stewarded. Temporary barriers ran along the side of the main streets and provided
sterile walkways. The barriers seemed fit for purpose and well designed to provide a
walkway. Some people who were feeling unwell were observed being pulled over the
pedestrian barriers along the sterile routes by stewards, police and first aiders. The
barriers were in place from late afternoon. Some stewards were observed repositioning or moving pedestrian barriers during the evening. Internal barriers were
placed across side streets, with gates. Stewards were observed opening and closing
gates to manage the flow of the crowd into the side streets.
4.5 Crowd facilities and support
One interviewee thought that the provision of facilities had been influenced by the
crowd characteristics, such as the provision of bars, due to people wanting to buy
drinks. Toilets and services were provided on a formula that worked according to
numbers attending, as well as reflecting the cold conditions and potential for
hypothermia.
In respect to the provision of facilities, one interviewee thought that the toilets were
designed for men and were “tacky” and dirty and most women would not use them.
They added that there had not been enough consideration of that need. Observers
noted that there were many sets of portable toilets distributed around the centre and
although there were long queues, people seemed quite calm about waiting. The
toilets were well signed. There were wheelchair accessible temporary toilets in some
locations. From those respondents to the public questionnaires where the questions
were linked to the toilet facilities, 76% said they had queued for less than 5 minutes
for the toilets. When questioned about access to the toilets 87% of respondents said
access was acceptable, 12% said that it was not. When asked whether there were
enough toilets at the event 41% of those questioned thought there were not and 59%
thought there were.
When respondents to the questionnaires were asked how long they had to queue for
the bar, 67% stated less than five minutes, 18% up to fifteen minutes and 9% up to
30 minutes. When respondents were asked how long they had to queue for drinking
water, 77% stated that they had to wait less than 5 minutes and 56% stated that they
thought access to water was good.
Observers noted that some people could not get access to cash from bank machines
due to the barriers along the main street. Safety lanes could be accessed via
stewarded gates.
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The observers noted that at the main entrance gates to the central streets there were
electronic screens with repeating signs providing safety and other event information
for people arriving at the event. There was no signage to indicate the names of the
stages. The respondents to the public questionnaires were asked about the quality
of the signage. 69% of respondents identified that signposting was adequate while
31% said not.
One interviewee noted that in the past, they had put up large orientation maps for the
public. They thought signage could be improved. A detailed map was provided for the
agencies, staff and contractors and maps were provided with the event tickets.
There did not seem to be a specific meeting point or welfare/help point identified on
the event site, although all first aid posts were signed. Mobiles and texts worked, but
these were often slow and could not be heard in noisy places.
• Support
One interviewee thought there were many areas of support for people who got into
difficulty, such as the first aid posts, where there were also social workers. They felt
the stewards were well trained to look after people, and so were the police. Another
interviewee noted that the stewards were easily available to assist and looked out for
people in difficulty. A ‘sleep over’ facility was available in a church hall, for people
who were unwell and unable to make their way home. Another interviewee
commented that the PA system and screens were used for standard safety
messages. They noted that if there were any vulnerable children or drunks, then
there were Social Services on site. There was also a welfare police officer on site to
assist with their needs, phone their parents, etc.
One interviewee thought more first aid posts were provided than probably needed, as
well as the additional “sleep off” area for people under the influence of alcohol and
this took pressure off the hospitals.
The observers thought there were plenty of stewards or police to seek help from. Of
those members of the public who responded the questionnaires around two thirds
said they would turn to stewards if they found themselves in personal difficulties.
Others said they would turn to the police or friends. A few respondents mentioned
that they would seek help from first aid or welfare.
5. Hazards for the crowd at the event
This section describes some hazards that were identified and examined in relation to
the safety of the crowd attending the event.
5.1 The use of intoxicating substances
All interviewees agreed that they expected people to drink or consume other
intoxicants more than they usually would. Those attending were asked to comment
on the questionnaires about their alcohol consumption at the event and about a
quarter said they had not drunk alcohol at the event. A third said they had drunk
about the same as they usually would, nearly a quarter had drunk more than usual
and 18% had drunk less than usual.
One interviewee felt the number who experienced difficulties from alcohol excesses
was small, considering the evening was one of celebration. The interviewee noted
that there were few public houses in the area and that the temporary bars were
perhaps under-provided. Another agreed that people were allowed to bring in
alcohol, but not in glass bottles. They thought people might not have used the
temporary bars as much because of the prices and that generally it was not a wholly
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drunk crowd. Another interviewee agreed that the number of “drunk and incapables”
was proportionately small, but it had led to some injuries from people falling over.
One interviewee thought there were adequate means of supporting people and that
problems were well monitored. Another mentioned the social workers based at the
sleepover facility, with expertise to help and support people, especially vulnerable
young people.
The observers noted that alcohol was bought from temporary bars and many people
brought their own along. Groups seemed to help members in difficulty through
inebriation or they sought first aid assistance.
5.2 Slips, trips and falls
None of the interviewees thought that there had been any problems with movement
around the site for pedestrians, although in freezing years, grit had been put down.
Few trip or slip casualties were reported.
It was noted that there were concealed objects below waist height so people
suddenly came upon them, as well as uneven surfaces, holes in the road, etc. It was
thought that the Roads Department monitored the area prior to the event to ensure
that, as far as was reasonably practicable, these hazards were dealt with.
A walk-around inspection of the area was made with the Council, organiser, security
company, fire and police. Action was taken if bins had been left out or loose paving
slabs were found.
Observers noted that pavement edges/curbs could not be seen within areas of
congestion. Pavements/roads were flat or gently sloping in the central area and the
more steeply sloping banks in the park for one of the concert stages were cordoned
off. There were many bottles, cans and other rubbish on the ground as potential trip
hazards. There were few bins, except near to the food traders, for people to put
rubbish in. This was for security and safety reasons to prevent bins setting on fire or
becoming an obstruction in dense crowds. The police were noticed trying
(unsuccessfully) to make safe one large broken kerbstone.
Some street furniture items (bollards, chairs and rubbish bins) were removed or
covered to stop people climbing up onto them, including bus shelters that were
covered with anti-climb paint. Barriers were placed approximately two metres from
the building line to provide access for the emergency services. There were barriers
along the parks area where in previous years there had been some serious injuries
caused by people climbing onto the sharp railings. Some streets had temporary
barriers along the length, as part of the safety lane configuration, so pedestrians
were restricted to the roads.
5.3 Thrown and falling objects
It was not thought that there had been any problems with structures or falling or
thrown objects and that the structures were fully compliant. Wind was a factor that
was considered in structural integrity. Structural calculations were checked in
advance and a thorough inspection of completed structures took place, being signed
off by the council. There was a full safety walk-round with police, LA and organiser
before the gates were opened.
The observers noted there were temporary food stands, portable toilets, large
screens, PA loudspeakers on towers and camera platforms. Local authority safety
checks were noticed being carried out before the event opened. No loose structural
parts were observed.
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The use of fireworks in the crowd had been stopped and promotional ‘give-aways’
that could be thrown had been restricted. Glass bottles were banned, which
alleviated much of the ‘missile’ problem. One interviewee thought that the throwing of
objects had been a problem in the past, but were not sure what had caused the
change in behaviour. Another noted that it was hard to control somebody throwing
something. The observers saw no thrown objects. Glass was prohibited, although a
few glass bottles were seen on ground.
Fall-out from the firework display was closely monitored and the fire service was
consulted on where the fireworks would be fired from, to reduce the impact of the
debris on the crowd.
5.4 Hazardous materials
Teams were responsible for clearing hazardous products and all concessions were
managed by catering and merchandising managers who were expected to look after
their own waste. One interviewee noted that waste from the crowd had built up during
the event, but was cleared after the event during the night.
Observers noted that there was some food waste on streets. Urine flowed downhill
on a side street close to the portable toilets.
Fumes and smoke from special effects at some stages generally blew away quickly
and these special effects were used sparingly. There were warnings at the entrances
about this. One interviewee thought that there had been a lot of smoke from special
effects, but health problems from this had not been reported. The Fire Service had
been involved in testing the level of smoke generated for special effects and were
satisfied it was safe. The use of cosmetic smoke effects at one point had resulted in
a call out for the fire service to investigate. Fumes from fireworks were controlled by
the design of the fallout zone. The control centre took a decision on the firework firing
20 minutes beforehand. There were some incidents of ash or grit in peoples’ eyes
from looking up at the fireworks.
5.5 Fire
One interviewee thought that all generators were diesel, not petrol, while another
thought that there was no restriction on petrol/diesel types because there were so
many generators. The observers thought that there were mainly diesel generators
and possibly a couple of petrol generators at clothing/merchandise stands on the
main street.
General housekeeping with regard to flammable materials was considered to be very
good. This was partly attributed to the careful selection of competent contractors.
Combustible materials were cleared away from the area as much as possible until it
became too difficult to access the crowd to remove waste.
Fire detection was through spotters on the ground and on roofs and through the
vigilance of the crowd, who would have realised when something was not right. One
interviewee thought that the stewards and other agencies’ staff on the streets were
trained to detect and investigate fire, smoke, or the smell of burning and alert their
command to any danger.
Tackling fire was planned through the developments of a series of routes into and out
of the area. Fire fighting would have involved a fire tender sent first to a rendezvous
point, but would only enter the area as a last resort, after an incident was
investigated by someone on the ground.
There were fire fighting appliances/appropriate extinguishers within each area at risk
points, such as at catering units, the stages and where there was dry ice, with
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personnel competent in their use. Fire buckets were not used because they could be
kicked over easily. Tactical liaison fire and police officers were teamed around the
event area and they operated from a series of rendezvous points. If there were any
fire problems within the event area, fire and police officers would be deployed and
would assess the likelihood of there being a fire or a required response. A tender, or
whatever was appropriate, would then be called in. With 85,000 people at the event,
it was thought it could be difficult to get a fire tender into the event area without
evacuation or part evacuation.
Any decision to call in or mobilise the fire service would be from the control centre,
following a report from an inspection team.
5.6 Electricity
Electrical cables were protected with ramps or run overhead, but these could not be
buried due to the cold conditions. One interviewee noted that the general run of
cables was not overhead. They were at ground level, not buried but covered to avoid
trips and maintained as far as possible away from general traffic areas. Cables were
thought to be acceptable if they were running along the ground but were cable-tied
and kept well away from the public areas.
One interviewee thought generators should have been fixed beside concessions, but
with new concessions this year there had been some issues with this. One generator
had not been barriered, but this had been sorted out. Inspectors had checked
electrical connections. The services had generators and electrical supply installed by
competent contractors.
There were back-up generators for the main stage power installed by a professional
company and the contractors were on standby to deal with any difficulties. The PA
was run from grid, but with a back-up generator.
Observers noted that there were generators on the streets, which were mainly behind
pedestrian barriers in sterile areas. Generators that were close to food vans had very
short cable runs. Staging cables were run behind the barriers.
5.7 Noise
The noise guideline on the main stage was 94/95 DB, set by the EHO and monitored
by their noise team. One interviewee thought that there not been a problem with
noise because of the time of year and the standing of the event and its location.
There were few residencies in the area and those were given a free ticket to the
street party.
Sound level limits were not thought practicable for ‘non-amplified’ noise, although
there were limits on the duration of the fireworks. One interviewee noted that in
previous years when the midnight fireworks were set off, this set off shop alarms, car
alarms, etc although the size of the shells for the fireworks had been decreased to try
to eliminate that nuisance. One interviewee noted that on one occasion whistles were
to be given away at the street party and it was strongly recommended that this was
reviewed due to the anticipated nuisance that this would cause. The idea was
scrapped.Another interviewee thought that crowd noise probably could cause further
excitement in the crowd and performers. Another agreed that the crowd noise could
have an effect on crowd dynamics and that a quiet crowd was very different to a
boisterous, noisy one, jumping up and down on the spot.
No specific ‘quiet’ areas were provided, as there were areas of different sound levels
at each stage and some streets without any entertainment were quieter. Interviewees
did not think that any warning signs were used in high noise areas or that earplugs
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were available for the public. One interviewee noted that their workers had eardefenders.
It was not thought that the noise levels posed problems for communicating
emergency messages to the crowd, because any stage PA could be overridden
immediately and messages put over the PAs all round the site, as well as visual
messages on the screens. The observers thought the PA speakers along the main
street were hard to hear when the crowds were cheering.
The observers noted that there was amplified music at stages and funfair, plus
firework noise. The crowds were cheering, with some whistles and horns. There were
no loud noise warnings. There was some surprise at a loud noise when the PA
system at the video screens/stages tested without any warnings in early evening.
5.8 Food hygiene and sanitary conditions
The organiser had been responsible for food hygiene in previous years, but this had
now been passed to the council’s festival group to put out to tender and to monitor
the franchise. The Council’s building control department checked the positioning and
compliance of catering concessions and the EHOs monitored licensed caterers. They
would issue a prohibition notice if unsatisfactory standards were discovered.
Interviewees thought the control centre would be informed by the medical services if
there were any cases of suspected food poisoning, although it was recognised that it
might initially be difficult to connect isolated incidents and link them to one source.
One interviewee thought that free drinking water was available at each toilet block,
but not as widely as perhaps it should have been, due to restricted access. They
thought people preferred hot drinks in the cold weather. Another stated that there
was no free water for the crowd because it was sold at the concessions and people
brought it along themselves. They pointed out that because of the cold temperature,
if people discarded their free water it would cause freezing problems. Another issue
was with the crowd pushing towards the water point. The medical services had a
supply at each first aid point that they would hand out.
Observers noted long queues for the temporary toilets. The toilets became very
messy and were not noticed being serviced. There were no hand washing facilities
and no free drinking water was seen. There was urine spillage in some of the streets
around the toilets.
5.9 Transportation
All of those interviewed expressed the view that transport representatives were very
much involved in the planning and there was a transport sub-group. This included
highway authority, buses, taxis and railway. Several roads were closed and
diversions put in place. One interviewee explained that they tried to encourage the
use of public transport as far as possible and many people walked. They discouraged
people coming in cars and did not provide extra provision of car parking other than
the car parking that was already in the city centre.
The transport plan was seen as a very important part of the shutdown of the city
centre. Routing of buses and the pick-up points for the free buses at the end of the
night involved considerable planning. Local ambulance and fire stations had copies
of all road closures so that they could work out access when needed. The tram
network company had been involved in relation to how their construction work might
affect people leaving at the end of the event.
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When the public were questioned in relation to how they had come to the event, a
quarter of respondents arrived by car, another quarter by bus or coach, one fifth on
foot and 18% by train. 94% of respondents found it easy to travel to the event.
Maps were printed showing where the buses dropped off and picked up passengers
at the start and end of the event. This information was well publicised and there was
plenty of signage during and after the event. The observers noted that there was
good public transport and plenty of information about bus services. Late night buses
were free and provided a good, if a rather crowded service.
Road closure orders and temporary parking restrictions were put in place in the city
centre, for the event and its preparations. Residents were advised that vehicles
parked in restricted areas would be removed. The council also advised that lasers
and smoke machines would be tested along the length of the main street in the early
morning before the event.
5.10 Environment and weather
The weather was of great concern for all of the key players and a meteorological
officer was involved to provide up-to-date information and forecasts regularly
throughout the event. The agencies had plans to cope with most bad weather
conditions, including closing parts of the area.
The event had been cancelled twice in recent years owing to bad weather. The type
of weather that was most likely to cause the event to be cancelled or delayed was
identified as high wind. When the wind was identified as strong enough to damage
permanent structures, it was thought to be already beyond the point where it was
safe for people to be on stage or in the event area. However, the event was thought
to be resilient enough to be able to continue in snow, ice and rain. For one
interviewee, next to crushing, the wind was the biggest crowd safety issue. Another
interviewee also highlighted the attention to wind and explained that there was a wind
plan for each venue within the event area and that structural collapse of temporary
structures should be prevented at all costs
Another interviewee agreed that if structural damage were likely, then they would not
want people out on the street, so they would cancel the event in advance of this
taking place. The event had been cancelled at a very late stage a few times. On
these occasions, the organisers had thought that the event would not be affected.
However, as the start time came closer it was clear that the weather was not going to
abate and the event was cancelled.
A much more comprehensive cancellation plan had been created and the decision to
cancel would be made on the Council’s recommendation and the Director of City
Development would sign off. Another interviewee agreed that the decision to cancel
would be difficult, particularly after the event had started, which had happened. They
thought that the decision should be made beforehand, but it is very difficult to make
such a decision politically because: “.. people travelling half way round the world to
come to the event and have spent a lot of money. People would not be pleased to
hear that it was not on because it was windy and in terms of revenue and reputation,
it is an enormous issue.”
It was thought that bad weather reduced the numbers attending, although the city
centre was fairly sheltered and people wanted to be out to enjoy the occasion.
Advance ticket sales were believed to have been lower this year owing to people
waiting to see what the weather was like, and then buying tickets at the last minute.
This resulted in long queues on the box office on the day.
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Although the event took place in the dark, it was felt that there was adequate street
lighting and artificial lighting around the gates and the stages.
The observers noted that the weather was cold, rather misty, with a little wind.
5.11 Local issues
One interviewee thought local issues were taken into consideration by the planning
group at their regular meetings. Another added that there were many road issues that
had to be considered. This interviewee also mentioned the possibility of unsafe
structures in the event area.
Another interviewee was not aware of any issues. They mentioned the road works
connected with the new tram system, but did not think these had an impact on the
event itself. There had been concern about water problems due to a strike at the
water company, who had said they could not guarantee being able to come out to fix
leaks or burst pipes. One interviewee thought there was a risk that the utilities may
fail and may not be able to get services back up and running. While it was possible to
put some contingencies in place (backup generators etc.), it could not be guaranteed
that the major gas, water, electrical supplies would not be affected.
The observers thought that, as the event took place in city centre, disruption of
transport system/routes could have caused problems.
6. Risk management measures
While the previous section included a note of some control measures in place for
specific crowd-related hazards that had been identified at the event, the following
generic risk management aspects were also examined in relation to the crowd safety
hazards. These elements are over-arching, in that they are relevant to the
management of many of the hazards.
6.1 Risk assessment
All interviewees reported they had done a risk assessment for their own team’s
involvement in the event. One agency put their assessment on their intranet so all
their staff could see it. One interviewee did not think their risk assessment was a
formal one, and noted they had to dynamically assess risks as they performed their
duties during the event.
Three interviewees said they had seen a crowd risk assessment for the event.
Another said they had not, other than their own, which incorporated crowd safety and
interaction with the crowd.
The observers noted potential hazards from crowd density in places later in evening,
causing distress and difficulties when trying to move between activity zones.
From the public questionnaires, the respondents’ view of the safety of the event was
that 43% thought it was excellent, 48% thought it was good, 7% adequate, while only
2% thought that it was poor.
When asked what respondents felt while at the event, over half of those questioned
felt excited, just over one third felt great, and only a small number felt scared or
uncomfortable. When questioned about event experience, about half thought that it
was safe and friendly; around a third thought that it was safe and well managed, one
fifth thought that it was safe but could get dangerous and only a small number
thought that it was unsafe but fun. Those questioned gave a wide range of areas for
concern. The most noticeable were robbery/theft, being crushed, fighting, mass
bodies, other crime, being hit by objects, side to side movement and not being able
to get away from the area.
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6.2 Communication
• With the crowd
There were public information displays outside the entrances to the area. Some
messages were pre-programmed. All stage screens were capable of putting up
safety messages and the PA could be used either overall or for particular areas. One
interviewee explained that at each entry gate, if there was an issue there, they could
throw a switch and the police or senior stewards could take over a mike and make an
announcement to the crowd at that point. The police and stewards also had
loudhailers.
Public information was disseminated from the stages between bands, but the safety
PA would over-ride the stages if necessary. Large screens provided updated
information during the evening. At the end, the screens displayed information about
public transport and gave directions for egress.
The observers noted that communication with the public was face-to-face by
stewards and the police. There was a speaker system along the main street with a
recorded loop safety message. The observers heard repeated warnings regarding
smoke and laser effects given over PA message loop system. In places, the
observers thought that messages were somewhat inaudible and unclear, particularly
later in the evening when the noise levels from the crowd increased. No
megaphones were observed. Electronic and video screens were used for
visual/written messages.
• Emergency messages
Standard scripted emergency messages were prepared to communicate with the
crowd and announcers were also available to make specific messages. One
interviewee thought that the police would make the final decision if announcements
had to be made to the crowd and that would be decided based on CCTV
observations and requests by radio. Another interviewee noted that a room was
made available in the City Chambers for the PA company to work from. Messages
were pre recorded and broadcast from the City Chambers as required. Another
interviewee agreed that in an emergency, crowd communication would be something
that went out after consultation between the police, the organisers and the Council.
The police would decide what the appropriate message was. There were a series of
messages prepared in advance and a key announcer who could put out a specific
message if something unique was needed.
• Between and within agencies
Radios were used by all agencies and messages were communicated centrally via
the control centre. Agency representatives in the control centre shared common
CCTV screens. There were 40 to 50 people in the control centre. Managers and
senior managers were in contact with staff on the ground so that information could be
passed in and out of the control centre via radio and between agencies face-to-face
in the control centre. Senior people in the control centre met almost hourly to ensure
that information was kept up to date.
The fire service was different and they explained that their radio system was not
compatible with the police or the ambulance service, so calls to them went via the
event control to the fire control centre. The way they worked required everything to
go through the Fire Service Control, not from the event control centre.
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All agencies used a code for communicating with their staff on the ground about
emergencies. The police used the same code words at all the major events that they
were involved with.
6.3 First aid and medical
The medical plan was drawn up using the Event Safety Guide as a base and
requirements were re-assessed for this particular event and the location of first aid
posts decided. The plan was revised following the de-brief of the event. One
interviewee thought that the event had a large medical provision, which was probably
over and above the requirements, based on 100,000 people attending and was
regularly revised. The First Aid locations had been moved for easier access for
ambulances to get to the hospitals, for ease of getting people off the street and in to
First Aid Posts and also for comfort. The Church Hall had proved to be successful
and was retained and the other First Aid Posts moved.
NHS and Scottish Ambulance provided the medical services, with assistance from St
Andrew’s Ambulance Association. The ambulance service acted as the medical coordinator for the event, being responsible for all medical provision, including voluntary
aid and doctors. Police officers were deployed to some medical posts.
The observers noted the medical centre on the main street. Ambulances were
stationed just outside the centre. First aiders patrolled the streets along sterile
walkways. They were observed assisting unwell people in the sterile areas, or taking
them, with assistance from stewards, to the medical centre.
• Statistics
The control centre received casualty numbers from the first aid posts and constantly
monitored injury and illness statistics during the event. A whiteboard was used in the
control centre that was updated hourly and medics reported regularly to the control
centre meetings. Information was available for each first aid post and the capacity
was assessed, with specific attention given to injuries. In this way, stewards could be
informed and attend the location.
Casualty statistics were analysed in a clinical audit after the event and discussed at
the debrief meeting. These statistics provided information about numbers, types of
injures and the time of treatment, so that this could be taken into account for future
planning. Overall, the number of casualties was thought to be very low for the size of
the crowd.
6.4 Evacuation plan
The evacuation plan was drawn up by the Council’s emergency planning department
and the police, with an input from the other emergency services and the organiser. It
covered both full and partial site evacuation, with different options.
One interviewee thought the decision to evacuate would be made by the gold group
meeting at the control centre. They added that if it were necessary, a stage manager
would shut down a stage and put safety first rather than go through the control
centre. Other interviewees thought the police and emergency services would make
the decision, in conjunction with the council and that medical services would be part
of the decision-making, through the control centre.
The public would be informed during the evacuation process and told of transport
arrangements, using the PA system. One interviewee thought it was unlikely that the
agencies would want to resume the event if a mass evacuation had been carried out,
because of the number of people involved. Unless contamination was involved, the
public would be told to go home and that the event was over. The interviewee was
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concerned that, from a public safety point of view, to try to bring 100,000 people back
into the party area in a very tight timescale would be untenable, as those in charge
would have to allow a considerable amount of time to enable the crowd to
reassemble in the event area.
One interviewee thought that the PAs, loud hailers and screens would be used to
provide flexible and appropriate messaging about an evacuation, but they thought
communication could be difficult when the crowd was dispersing.
6.5 People with special needs
One interviewee felt it would be very difficult to provide specific structures for those
with special needs at the street party, as they tried to avoid unnecessary structures
on the streets. Facilities were provided for people with special needs where possible,
including access to first aid posts. Stewards were also trained to assist people with
special needs, including helping them at the gates. One interviewee added that there
were wheelchair accessible toilets and that they treat the event as accessible for
everyone. The interviewee thought that if a pregnant woman was there, there was a
medical provision in case something untoward happened and the stewards would
know where to take that person.
Another interviewee was not sure what facilities were available, but thought that,
while the area was reasonably level, the crowd situation could be a difficult
environment, for example, for someone with limited vision. This interviewee did not
think that there was anything indicating an area for people with special needs on the
map given to ticket holders.
One interviewee thought that the stewarding company had developed stewards with
a specific understanding of how to look after people with special needs. Another was
not sure about communicating with people with disabilities, but thought they may
have had a text alerter service.
The observers noted there were some wheelchair accessible temporary toilets, but
not at all toilet locations. There was no information about the location of these on the
maps. There were no refuge areas in the crowded main street for people with special
needs.
7. Discussion of findings
7.1 Crowd safety factors
One interviewee commented that: “It feels like a safe event and the evidence is that it
is a safe event and that I could easily recommend it to family, young people, middle
aged people.” This was also the impression of the research team.
There are a number of reasons why the event took place safely:
•
There was a strong sense of “ownership” and committed support for the event by
the key players.
•
There was excellent co-ordination and integration between the key
players/organisations and robust, detailed plans for the event that were shared
between them.
•
The roles and responsibilities of key players/organisations seemed to be clearly
defined or prescribed and to be well understood by all the agencies and
organisations involved.
•
Having had regular planning meetings for the event, including sub-group
meetings, all key players seemed to know each other and had developed a good
working relationship.
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•

There seemed to be good communication between those in the control centre
and their staff out on the streets. This was aided by the use of CCTV. This
communication enabled real-time reports to be fed to the control centre, where
the information was co-ordinated and instructions to ground staff regarding
dealing with identified problems could be issued.
•
Close attention was paid to inspecting the site and features before the event
started, so that the impact of obstruction/hazards could be minimised wherever
possible.
•
It was clear that information learnt from previous years was analysed and key
information used to make improvements for the following year.
•
There was good media support for the event, including the dissemination of
health and safety advice to those planning to attend. This enabled attendees to
arrive well-prepared. The helpful free map available from many outlets also
aided orientation and indicated the location of features and facilities.
•
As an ‘all-ticketed’ event, the opportunity was taken to raise awareness
important health and safety advice and information by providing each ticket
holder with an information leaflet and map of the area. This seemed particularly
helpful for people attending for the first time. This was re-enforced by the health
and safety messages on the display screens at the entrances to the event area.
•
Members of the public attending the event were there to share a common
moment of celebration with others. This positive atmosphere seemed to have
been re-enforced by the way in which the police and security services worked
with the crowd to create a friendly and supportive atmosphere throughout the
evening.
•
Some members of the public had attended the event previously, therefore knew
what to expect and how to look after themselves and assist others.
7.2 Aspects of special interest from this event
The following aspects were considered to be of particular relevance to the planning,
organising and managing of the health and safety of the crowd at this event:
•
This was a high profile event attracting considerable media coverage and
attended by a large number of tourist visitors.
•
The event was a local council initiative contracted out to an event company who
produced the event.
•
The council were able to draw on considerable resources to support the event,
including assistance from several council departments. The council’s public
safety unit was a key player in safety arrangements before and during the event.
•
The whole centre of the city was fenced and gated for the evening, so it was
effectively closed to all non-ticket holders and non-emergency vehicles for a
period of several hours.
•
The operation of the joint agency control centre seemed crucial in ensuring the
smooth running, co-ordination, communication and ability to respond
appropriately and rapidly during the event.
•
Professional stewards were an integral part of the crowd safety arrangements
and their operation seemed fully integrated throughout the planning and
production of the event.
•
The police had a system involving the ‘shadowing’ of key officers, to insure that
in the event of unavailability, another officer would be able to take over that
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specific role. This also provided a learning and development opportunity in
relation to the role, to provide future continuity.
•
Police and fire officers were paired up at rendezvous points during the evening
so that they were able to work closely together in the investigation of a potential
fire occurrence.
•
The event’s public liability insurance company loss adjusters attended the
control centre briefing on the evening and visited the event area, so they had an
understanding of its operations.
•
Weather was a significant factor in safety planning for this event. The event had
been cancelled twice in recent years, mainly due to high winds. Those
responsible for the event monitored weather conditions very closely. This
included having a representative from the meteorological office in the control
centre during the event.
•
There were short periods during the evening when crowd density in certain
areas was high and movement was extremely difficult. Crowd managers had to
balance allowing this to occur, with the difficulties of trying to reduce density; the
decision taken had to be supported by the resources available.
•
People seemed to attend the event in groups (often 6-8) and held onto each
other as they moved through the crowds. This caused considerable difficulties
and impeded crowd flow along the main street.
•
A good public transport system was available, especially at the end of the event
(free buses) to enable the crowd to disperse relatively quickly.
7.3 Further considerations
The researchers would like to suggest that, in order to support and build on the safe
environment for events of this nature, the following aspects might be considered:
•
Facilities for people with special needs: although there may be good provision of
basic facilities, such as toilets, it could also be fruitful to look at other services
that might be provided. In large crowds there are likely to be a number of people
with a range of special needs. Event organisers could work with both local
special needs organisations and people with special needs who are considering
attending the event, to find out what provisions would be desirable. For example,
the provision of a ‘refuge’ for people with mobility difficulties could be
investigated. Careful consideration would need to be given to the location of a
facility such as this in an accessible area and the possible impact on evacuation
etc.
•
Communicating with the crowd: it seems to be challenging to devise and test the
most effective means of communicating with the crowd. Appropriate selection
and placement of loudspeakers would seem to be critical in effectiveness. It may
be possible to involve acoustic consultants to advise on the most effective
mechanism. This would need to be accompanied by feedback during the event
from listeners on the ground, including at times when crowd noise is high
•
Group movement within the crowd: it may be possible that advance advice
regarding the need to arrange to meet friends at a particular time and place may
help to avoid groups of people holding onto each other and trying to move
together as a ‘unit’ through the crowd. To support this, an identified meeting
point or other mechanism for people to meet up with friends could be provided
and advertised in advance.
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•

Facilities for the crowd: while facilities, such as toilets, may be provided, it seems
important to consider a mechanism to enable these to be serviced and
maintained throughout the event. This could lead to improved hygiene standards
and avoid the spillage of unpleasant waste. (Hazards associated with vehicle
movement obviously need to be considered)
8. Summary
The Edinburgh Hogmanay case study was the second of four such studies
completed in conjunction with the HSE in the delivery of a special project linked to
guidance to support crowd safety at outdoor street and special events. As the second
study, it was becoming easier to identify some generic elements, to be explored in
the final report.
As there were five evidence strands from this case study (questionnaires, in-depth
interviews, observations, documents and photographs), we could triangulate at least
three of the evidence trails to ensure that the findings were valid and supported. The
research also indicated that there were two distinct angles from which the findings
could be viewed; that of the organisers and agencies supporting the event and that of
those attending the event.
This case study event comprised the City of Edinburgh formal activities related to
New Year’s Eve and took place in a clearly defined and designed area, which was
controlled through a series of ingress and egress points. Access was for ticket
holders only, therefore the size of crowd was anticipated and a maximum attendance
set.
The event evolved from year to year and the services provided reflected the
conditions, the climate and the crowd activity. As the intent of the crowd was
focussed on a moment of communal celebration, the behaviour identified was well
ordered, with a more boisterous effect as the event approached its climax at
midnight.
Co-ordination
It was clear that there was committed and integrated support from the agencies and
organisations involved. There was a joint agency control centre and integrated
planning between the agencies involved. The available guidance (‘Event Safety
Guide’) and legislation (Civic Government Act (Scotland)) were important to the
delivery of the event and were applied by those with teams in the field. There were a
number of frequently scheduled event planning meetings and sub groups formed,
which contained the major participants in the delivery of the event. All of those
involved used the same gridded map for the event to ensure consistent identification
of locations.
Among the sub groups created, a transport sub group advised on the transport plan,
the public transport availability, road closures and routing. This was important, as
over 60% of those attending either arrived by public transport or on foot.
As well as the involvement of the statutory services and local authority departments
in the planning and management of the event, other specialists were brought in, such
as a meteorological officer who advised on the weather, a representative of the
insurers who was present and a consultant who was used to check the evacuation
capacity. This showed the importance placed on the use of external professionals to
check important issues within the event.
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Embedded within the event strategy was a contingency plan for both cancellation and
evacuation and this was linked to the changing weather conditions and other factors
that may have caused issues with staging the event.
Crowd monitoring
The challenge of the crowd safety process in the case of Edinburgh Hogmanay was
the constant migration of some of the crowd, climaxing with movement to reach a
good vantage point from which to see the midnight fireworks. To support the
management of this, two elements were robust. The assessment and management
of risks for the crowd enabled controls of identified hazards to be put in place,
supported by dynamic risk assessment and management activities throughout the
event. The communication process was enabled internally between those involved in
delivery and service at the event through the joint agency control centre.
Communication with the crowd both in advance and at the event was enabled via
tools such as CCTV, radios, web site, ticket information, display screens, signs and
loud hailers. However, from observations made, it could be that if an evacuation or
change of delivery point for the event needed to be communicated to the whole
crowd, this may be difficult to achieve owing to the volume of noise from the crowd
itself and the surrounding activities.
Crowd support
The police were in charge of public order but the main crowd interface was with the
stewards. There seemed to have been a move away from the police acting as crowd
managers over the past few years to the stewards have taken on this role. The
distribution of stewards was a multi agency decision and both the police and
stewards were seen as providing assistance to the public. This was borne out by the
views of the attendees interviewed, a majority of whom would turn to a steward if in
trouble in the crowd. A smaller proportion of attendees would turn to the police and
others would turn to friends, which showed a range of support options.
The organisers and agencies proposed a number of reasons as to why people attend
the event and these were supported by the public questionnaires which identify that
people attended to be with friends, to have fun, to be part of the experience, to be
near the performers, to be with others enjoying the experience, to drink and to dance.
This showed a range of needs to be addressed and it is clear that the organisers and
agencies have identified from previous profiling what the crowd will comprise.
Disability access and communication delivery was identified by some of the
interviewees and the observers as an aspect that could benefit from further attention.
The majority of those questioned at the event felt that the event was safe and had a
positive experience. When asked what type of activity they felt most concerned
about, the most significant were robbery or theft and mass bodies and crushing. The
organiser/agencies perceived that crime did not play a significant part in the event.
The organisers and agencies thought that, next to crushing, weather was their
biggest concern. From those observing, the event was perceived to be enjoyable and
without many serious issues.
Overall the planning and execution of this event was of a very high quality with the
management of risk an extremely high priority and taken very seriously. The
integration of organisation, planning and service delivery was a key aspect in the
successful delivery of this high profile event.
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CASE STUDY (3) CHEESE ROLLING & WAKE, COOPER’S HILL. 25TH
MAY 2009
1 Methodology
1.1 Context
The Cheese Rolling & Wake, Cooper’s Hill, Gloucestershire was chosen as a case
study because it was a free, well-established, traditional event, organised by a local
volunteer committee, took place over a short time during the day in spring on public
land. It was the smallest of the case study events (around 5,000 attended). It was
considered to provide the research team with a rich source of material and examples
of good practice that would feed into the wider research project.
The research team visited the event on 25th May 2009 to carry out questionnaires
with members of the public and observations. In-depth interviews with key players
had been carried out the week before the event. This report is therefore based on
evidence that was collected at this event in 2009 and we are aware that
organisational management with regard to crowd safety may be very different at
future events.
The HSE facilitated the research team in making the initial contact with Tewkesbury
Borough Council (TBC). The research project manager made contact with the event
press officer, who then put the university research manager in touch with the key
players. One of the research project’s core group members was instrumental in
setting up the in-depth interview with the police.
The following methods were used to gather data to inform the case study and project.
As there were five evidence strands within the project (questionnaires, in-depth
interviews, observations, documentary evidence and photographs), the researchers
were able to triangulate at least three of the evidence trails to ensure that the findings
were valid. In this way, the evidence could be considered both sound and supported,
and the findings confirmed by combining a number of sources.
1.2 In-depth Interviews
In-depth interviews were carried out utilising the standard set of questions with four
key players. One person from each of the event organisers (Cooper’s Hill Cheese
Rolling Company), Gloucestershire County Council, Gloucestershire Constabulary
and St John Ambulance, Gloucestershire were interviewed. As the local fire service
was not involved in the event, it had been decided to try to interview someone from
the search and rescue service that provided a service at the event. Unfortunately,
members of this team were very busy and it was not possible to conduct an interview
with them. Therefore, four in-depth interviews were carried out for this event, which
meant that slightly less data was collected from key players and a more limited view
of the event was obtained than at the other three case study events, where five key
players were interviewed.
The interviews were carried out locally just before the event took place so the
interviewer would not be biased by their experience of the event. Each interview was
recorded digitally and then transcribed.
The research team were very grateful to the four people who agreed to be
interviewed and whose views provided the framework for the case study. Although
one person from each of the three local and emergency services and the organisers
were interviewed, it cannot be emphasised too strongly that the opinions were those
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of each individual and should not be seen as representative of the organisation for
which they worked. These personal opinions were used to provide useful insight into
the management and roles of those involved with the event.
1.3 Public Questionnaires
The standard questionnaires that had been devised and tested for the project were
used to collect data from members of the public attending the event. These
questionnaires addressed various elements of the health and safety management of
the event. Information was collected regarding the attendees’ experience and
perceptions of health and safety at the Cheese Rolling event.
At HSE’s request, the standard questionnaire was supplemented by a further set of
questions to be administered to families with young children. This set of eight
questions asked for attendees’’ views on why they brought their children, what they
thought of the facilities for children and any concerns about the safety of their
children. These supplementary questions had not been piloted before use at this
event for the first time.
Four researchers from Buckinghamshire New University administered the standard
questionnaires to members of the public attending Cheese Rolling on Monday 25th
May from approximately 12.00 to 14.30. Members of the public were approached and
asked if they were willing to participate in the research.
The questionnaires were completed with spectators on the slopes of the cheeserolling course, at the top of the hill and in the overspill field below the cheese-rolling
slope. The slope and hill top were very crowded and the overspill field was a
relatively uncrowded area.
The researchers had to choose opportune moments to approach members of the
public willing to answer the questions when people were not involved in watching the
races.
Ninety seven questionnaires were completed by individuals throughout the event.
Fourteen supplementary questionnaires were also completed by families with small
children. The sample size was restricted by the number of people willing to take the
time to complete the questionnaire. As this was a short event (around two hours
long), there was only a limited time available to conduct the questionnaires.
The research manager from Buckinghamshire New University and the Project
Manager supervised the researchers during the questionnaire completion. A
rendezvous point had been identified for the researchers to go to if they needed a
break away from the crowds.
The questionnaires and supplementary family questions were analysed and
evaluated using the SNAP programme.
1.4 Observations
The research team made observations about crowd safety aspects of the event using
an aide memoire, linked to the questions being asked in the in-depth interviews. This
focused on the spectator areas along the main cheese rolling slope and the top and
bottom of the slope. The aspects observed were to support the in-depth interview
questions for the key players. The observers took photographs and made notes of as
much of the area as they could cover. It became difficult to move through the crowds
to make these observations over the whole area of the event site.
Observations took place from approximately 12.00 until 14.30 on Monday 25th May in
daylight. Team members had chance to observe the site the evening before the
event to take photographs and orientate themselves.
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1.5 Documents
The following documents relating to the event were collected and examined:
• Pages from the Cheese Rolling website (www.cheese-rolling.co.uk)
• On-line news items before and after the event.
• The event organisers’ risk assessment
• Cheese Rolling in Gloucestershire ( Jefferies, 2007)
2 Description of the event
2.1 History & Origins
The origins and early history of the annual Cheese Rolling and Wake are unclear, but
a similar event on Cooper’s Hill seemed to have taken place for several centuries.
Jean Jefferies (Jefferies, 2007) traced the history of the cheese rolling races back to
the early 1800s, when it was already an ancient tradition. The custom may have
evolved from activities associated with sun worship and other festivities on the site.
The event used to be held at midsummer, but at some time in the past was moved to
Whit Monday and since 1967 had been held on the Monday of the late spring bank
holiday.
Previously there had been other activities during the event as well as the cheese
rolling/racing. These had included a tug-of-war, sack racing, wrestling, apple
bobbing, coconut shies and dancing on top of the hill around the maypole.
In recent years, the start time of the cheese rolling races had been changed from late
afternoon to midday, so people did not arrive already inebriated after a time in the
pubs beforehand. Extra races had been run due to demand from participants. A first
aid service, rescue team and a steward company had also been brought in.
Injuries (mainly to racers) had been recorded; the highest were in 1997 when at least
33 people were injured. This led to the cancellation of the public event in 1998. The
public event had also been cancelled in 2001 due to ‘foot and mouth’ disease and in
2003 when the search and rescue team were called away and had to withdraw from
the event at short notice.
Funding for the event mainly came from car park charges and fees from the media.
2.2 What happened?
The main races were the downhill cheese rolling races, where racers ran down the
hill following a cheese that had been set off from the top. A guest rolled each cheese
from the top of the hill, under the direction of a Master of Ceremonies. The cheeses
now weighed 7-8lb, although some as large as 28lb had been used (in 1938). It was
estimated that the cheese reached 70 mph and took around 12 seconds to reach the
bottom of the slope. There were five downhill races, for which prizes (the cheese and
cash) were awarded. The maximum number of participants in each race was 15. The
minimum age for participation was 18 years. There were also uphill races, including
one for boys under 12 and one for girls under 12. The races took place between 12
noon and around 14.00. After the official races, there were a number of impromptu
downhill races.
The Cheese Rolling in Gloucestershire website (www.cheese-rolling.co.uk) provided
historic, general and safety information about the event. It warned all attendees, both
participants and spectators, that they must make their own personal risk assessment
and consider the dangers of attending or participating in the races.
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2.3 The site
The event took place on Cooper’s Hill, just outside Brockworth in Gloucestershire. It
is registered common land, a local nature reserve and a Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) owned by Gloucestershire County Council. Although on
common land with free public access, parts of the cheese-rolling site were
temporarily defined as non-public areas, within which public access and movement
was restricted. The non-public areas were the cheese rolling course, the press and
announcer’s compound at the foot of the slope, the starter’s compound at the top of
the hill and other compounds used for the ambulances, first aiders and search and
rescue operations. The press and announcer’s compound and the starter’s
compound had access restricted to pass holders.
The press and announcer’s compound at the foot of the rolling slope was constructed
from straw bales. The main first aid post and ambulance location was at the foot of
the rolling course near the main entrance/exit gateway and had Heras fencing around
it. The rolling course and the other compounds were delineated by orange plastic
mesh fencing. There was a large overspill field below the cheese rolling slope, used
by spectators to have a more comfortable, if distant, view of the races.
The running surface of the hill was concave and in places the incline was one in two.
The length of the rolling course was approximately 90 meters. Volunteers had
cleared the course of nettles and scrub
A nearby field was allocated as a car park, a short traffic free walk to the site. It was
only open for vehicles to enter until noon, when the cheese rolling started. There was
a charge for vehicles. Only cars and vans were allowed on the car park. There was a
suggested coach drop off/pick up point on the main road and coaches were parked
further away. Tewkesbury Borough Council was responsible for enforcing parking
restrictions on the highway.
Site design
Interviewees agreed that the organising committee plan the site design, within the
limitations of the site. This included the number of gates in the fencing on the slope,
the car parking arrangements and the ambulance and emergency routes. Other
interviewees were not involved in the design, although the position of the first aid
post at one side of the bottom of the slope had moved over the years. Its location
now provided improved access for first aiders and casualties from the foot of the
rolling slope. While this position offered less privacy than previous locations, it was
felt that having more space and better access was an improvement.
One interviewee did not think there was a particular site design: “It is on a hill so it is
constrained, I think, by the fact that it is a natural feature ….. so there is nothing you
can do about that …”.
It was acknowledged that there were problems in certain areas in terms of density
and pinchpoints, such as the entry/exit gateway at the bottom of the slope. One
interviewee though that the organisers were pro-active in advising people when
areas became crowded and that the police would attend if there were problems.
The reasons why people attend had influenced the design of the event site. While the
nature of the site restricted the layout of the area on which the cheese rolling took
place, some changes had been made to the site. Undergrowth was cut back from the
trees along the sides of the slope, to accommodate more spectators. Plastic mesh
fencing had been introduced along the sides of the rolling slope and a media
compound set up at the foot.

117

One interviewee did not think that the characteristics of the attendees had influenced
the physical design of the event, because the traditional site itself was not
changeable. Another thought that some features were designed with the
characteristics of the spectators in mind i.e. the fencing along the slope and the
separation of the media centre.
No facilities were provided on the site and small notices informed the public and
participants that they took part at their own risk.
3 The Key Players
3.1 Roles& Responsibilities
The event took place within Tewkesbury Borough Council administrative area. The
other local statutory/emergency services were Gloucestershire County Council and
Gloucestershire Police. Gloucester County Council owned the site and was involved
in terms of occupier’s liability. Police involvement was a minor role in relation to
traffic. St John Ambulance provided a first aid service and SARAID provided a rescue
service. The fire service was not involved.
The local volunteer organisers had formed a limited company (Cooper’s Hill Cheese
Rolling Company) and a larger group formed the Cheese Rolling Organising
Committee. The committee seemed very stable and many members had been
involved for a number of years.
The key players seemed to have been involved with the event over a number of
years and staff turnover did not seem particularly notable.
• Who has overall responsibility for public safety at the event?
The organisers divided responsibility between their members who operated in
different parts of the event site e.g. the top of the hill, the bottom of the slope, the car
parks etc. Other interviewees agreed that the organising committee was responsible.
• Who is responsible for crowd management?
The organisers explained that they employed a private stewarding company to
provide marshals at the event. Other interviewees agreed that it was the organising
committee’s responsibility.
• Who is responsible for health and safety?
All interviewees agreed that it was the organising committee’s responsibility. One
interviewee added that their organisation was responsible for their own personnel.
They had also advised the organisers as to what health, safety and security
measures they required to be in place for their own organisation.
• Who is responsible for fire safety?
Fire safety was not considered an issue by any of the interviewees, but two
interviewees thought it would be the responsibility of the organisers.
3.2 Planning & Co-ordination
As an annual event, its location and approximate format were known 12 months in
advance and therefore it was included in the ‘diary’ of the key players and their
organisations.
The organisers held three meetings prior to the event, the first being in February and
the last in the week before the event and a de-brief afterwards. They mentioned that
the police, county council, St John and SARAID had been invited to their meetings.
The county council’s involvement had changed. They did not give formal consent for
the event, although they own the land. Their role this year was to check that the
organising committee was properly constituted, that they had adequate insurance
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and proper risk assessments. Local serious flooding in 2007 had meant the county
council had not been able to be closely involved in the event that year. One
interviewer thought that the county council also directed traffic.
The police role seemed to be minimal, focussing on traffic management and
emergency access and they had not attended meetings for a number of years. This
was possibly due to their involvement being regarded as the police being liable if
anything went wrong. They mentioned that there was not a safety advisory group in
the county for events other than sporting events, rugby and racecourse. It was in the
process of being considered by the council and set up for all events.
Generally, the interviewees did not seem to feel that they knew all the other key
players.
Use of guidance:
The Event Safety Guide was considered by one interviewee not to be of much help
for events like this. They looked at the Home Office guidance on running events
(Home Office, 2006), which they thought mentioned that these events should be
capable of running without police involvement. Another interviewee always used the
Event Safety Guide as a basis for planning event requirements for their organisation
and then adapted this to the specific nature of the event. They also used countywide
guidelines from their organisation. The organiser’s Risk Assessment document
stated that they had consulted Managing Crowds Safely (HSE, 2000).
The interviewees either did not know if the event needed a licence or thought that it
did not.
One interviewee thought that their participation in the event was considered a work
activity for their organisation. The other interviewees did not think it was a work
activity.
The organisers’ company arranged public liability insurance cover, thought to be for
five million pounds. Another interviewee’s organisation also had their own cover for
their personnel.
One interviewee thought that the event could not be stopped because it was an
ancient custom.
3.3 Operational procedures
One interviewee thought that they knew all the committee members and had a good
working relationship, although they differed over some aspects regarding keeping the
traditions of the cheese-rolling event. Another interview thought their unit leader at
the event would know the key players. Another had met with key players to discuss
respective roles, but that it was the organising committee who organised the event,
liaised with people and made the arrangements they thought necessary.
The organisers had a schedule for the build and event, involving a team of volunteers
to prepare the site beforehand. There were strict times for when equipment could be
dropped off by the services and media ahead of the event. The medical services had
an operations plan and generally arrived about three hours before the event to set
up. They were the last to leave, depending on casualties and whether they could
move vehicles.
Two interviewees agreed they were aware of the timings of when services and
agencies started and closed down. There was a set timetable for removing items
from the site, as soon as the races had finished.
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The organising committee members all used the same hand-drawn plan of the area.
It had been given to the medical service previously. Someone on the committee had
responsibility for producing and updating the plan.
The observers thought that there seemed to be good co-ordination between the
stewards, rugby team, rescue team and the first aiders. The stewards and other
services were available until after the crowds dispersed.
4. The crowd
4.1 Characteristics
Most of the interviewees agreed that numbers were usually between 3000 and 5000,
but could be as low as 1000 in very wet weather. One interviewee noted that in 2008,
there had been a visit by two television celebrities and the event had been featured
on national television. This had increased the media profile of the event and the
numbers attending in 2009.
The observers estimated that around 5,000 people attended during the main races,
including those in the overspill field.
Capacities in the main area were limited by the width and length of the viewing
spaces on either side of the cheese-rolling course and the top of the hill where
people could get a good view. One interviewee noted: “… the area is quite a
contained area and if that is full, that is full.” Another noted that if the immediate area
was full, people went into to overspill field. They also thought that local people
watched from their bedroom windows.
The majority of the crowd arrived around 11.00, well before the first races started.
Age and origins
The observers identified that all age ranges were present but that the crowd mostly
consisted of young people. There were families and young children, including some
in pushchairs and some elderly people. A few people in wheelchairs were observed
in a particular area of the site. The interviewees agreed that it was a mixed audience,
with many families. One interviewee noted that it was “… very much a white male
environment.”
Of the public responding to the questionnaires, very few (3%) were under 18 (this
does not include children present at the event); 17% were between 19 and 21 years
of age, 41% were between 22 and 30 and 25% were between 31 and 40. Roughly
equal numbers of males and females responded to the questionnaire.
One interviewee estimated that less than half came from the local area, within a 20mile radius and that many people came in coaches, including excursions from
London. Some interviewees thought there were a significant number of visitors from
abroad, including from USA and a number of foreign students who were studying in
the area. In Canada and New Zealand, similar events had been set up, following
visits to this event. There were also foreign film crews.
Why people came
Interviewees thought people came because it was known over the world and people
wanted to know more about it. Others mentioned because it was “quirky” or because
of curiosity. For some spectators it was also a social occasion and chance for a good
day out and a picnic on Bank Holiday. One noted that they thought the event had
gone beyond being a custom for local people. Another thought people came to watch
the participants falling down the hill. Observers thought that people came to watch
the challenging races as an entertainment and unique occurrence. Others were

120

supporters of those participating in the races. Many friends and family of the race
participants came to support and offer encouragement.
The main reasons respondents to the questionnaire gave for coming to the event
were because their friends said that it was a good event; because they were curious
about the event; and because of the event’s reputation. Around 18% attended
because they had been to the event before.
When questioned about their reason for being at the event, the majority of
respondents said that it was to be with friends and to have fun. Others said it was to
be part of the experience and to be with others enjoying the experience.
Interviewees and observers thought most people came with a group of family or
friends (large and small) or as a couple, with very few people on their own.
Behaviour
The interviewees agreed that it was a very well behaved crowd. The observers
commented that it was a friendly crowd and people were seen helping each other
move on the steep slopes. Although the races were ‘competitive’, the crowd was not
factionalised or strongly divided to support particular competitors. While the
competitors were cheered and encouraged, the real challenge seemed to be against
the cheese and the slope.
People did not migrate much around the site, as it was hard to move through the
crowds on the slopes. Some settled at locations where they had a view of the races.
Other people went to the overspill field. Most of the crowd movement stopped during
the races.
4.2 Crowd preparedness
Some interviewees thought people came well prepared, others not so. One
interviewee commented that it was difficult to know what to expect until you actually
got there.
Comprehensive information was available on the Cheese Rolling website, including
information about the nature of the site, viewing areas, car parking and safety for
both participants and spectators.
Of those questioned at the event, around a quarter had attended previously, with one
person having attended ten times. Three quarters of respondents were attending the
event for the first time and 85% said they had not been to a similar event. Over half
(59%) of attendees questioned had heard about the event via word of mouth; nearly
a quarter (23%) had found out through the internet and 12% had heard of it via TV or
radio.
What people brought
Interviewees did not think people brought many possessions with them because it
was a short event and because it was so crowded. One thought there was not
usually much lost property afterwards. Crime was not seen as significant.
The observers thought that many people seemed regular visitors or local people and
knew what to expect. Most came well prepared with stout footwear. Some brought
umbrellas, as rain looked possible and these also provided support in walking up or
down the hill. A few people brought pushchairs and bicycles. Some people brought
their own food and alcohol. Generally, people brought few possessions. Of note was
the number of dogs brought along. They seemed to cause a hazard in the thick
crowd and their owners focussed on caring for their dog.

121

In the identification of what respondents to the public questionnaires took to the
event, about two thirds had brought warm clothes, a coat and/or a hat with them.
Around three quarters had brought a mobile phone, and 37% took water. Few people
(13%) had brought sunscreen, although it had been very sunny the previous day.
When asked why they had not brought items with them, around a third of
respondents felt that the items were not needed or were not important. Almost a
quarter (23%) did not think of bringing these items. Only 4% were worried about loss
or theft and 8% felt that they were close enough to home to get the items if needed.
Meeting place
There was no map or meeting point for the attendees. One interviewee thought
people tended to rendezvous near the first aid area. Another noted that the PA
system was used for announcements about missing people, lost children and lost
property.
When respondents to the questionnaires were asked if they had arranged how to
meet up with friends at the event, 72% said yes.
There were warning signs at the entrance and on the lane from the carpark about
attending or participating in the races at people’s own risk.
4.3 Crowd management
It was not thought that there was a formal crowd management plan. The organisers
instructed the stewarding company before the event and tasks and positions
allocated then. The ‘catchers’ at the bottom of the cheese rolling course were local
volunteers from a rugby club. They ensured a ‘safe landing’ for the runners, some of
whom needed help to stop at the bottom of the course.
The PA system was used to provide safety messages and warn spectators when the
cheese was to be rolled and to watch out for it. Warning notices were also placed on
the approaches to the site. One interviewee thought that the organisers informed
people when the hillsides were full.
It was acknowledged that parts of the event site were densely crowded, for example,
along the fence line of the cheese-rolling course and the bottom and top of the slope,
where the best views were. The field below the slope had plenty of space to
accommodate the overspill.
There were no vehicles on the event site. The lane leading from the car park to the
bottom of the racing slope was vehicle free from early morning until around an hour
and a half after the end of the event. This lane was used as an ambulance route from
their base at the foot of the racing slope.
• Ingress, egress and movement
Ingress was controlled by a stewarded gateway at the main north east entrance on
the lane leading from the carpark. The stewards regulated the flow of people into and
out of this part of the site. There were other entrances to the west side and footpaths
led to the top of the hill. These were fairly steep and rather muddy in places. The
main entry gate was very crowded with people standing on either side of it to watch
the races, as well as others trying to move through the gateway. This was also the
point of access for the first aid post and ambulance. One interviewee thought that the
police would be involved if problems in this area became severe.
Members of the public were asked how long they had to wait to access the site. Only
8% of those responding to the question said they had to wait less than 5 minutes to
access the event. 62% of respondents thought they had to wait for more than 30
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minutes. Nonetheless, 69% of those questioned thought that the wait was
acceptable, while 31% did not.
The observers thought that people arrived quite early, about an hour or so before the
first race, in order to get a good viewing position close to the slope and then drifted
away after the last official race. Some people stayed on to watch the impromptu
races after the end of the official races, providing some entertainment while the
crowd dispersed. One interviewee thought that the crowds used several routes off
the rolling slope area and dissipated quickly after the last race.
One interviewee thought that there was an issue when the official races had finished.
Another interviewee noted that some of the crowd started to leave down the slope,
while people who had not been able to participate in the official races, held
impromptu races. The catchers at the bottom of the hill continued to catch these
runners. The MCs had to announce no further runs when the catchers stopped.
• Movement
Once inside the main viewing area, people who had arrived early took their place
along the fence line for the best view. Others made their way up or down the slope
within the trees on either side. As it was very difficult to move, both because of the
degree of slope and thickness of the crowd, most people stayed in place. Those that
moved were generally seeking a better view or trying to meet up with friends.
• Stewarding and policing
One interviewee thought that 40 stewards were booked for the event, although they
might not all turn up. Their duties were to cover the slope, the car parks and other
areas. They were responsible for the gates on the slope, to prevent access onto the
slope during the races. They would also assist if anyone needed to be brought out of
the crowd. It was noted that there was an interface between the stewards and first
aid and rescue organisation in this respect. One interviewee thought that the
stewards worked with the first aiders in operating the ‘flag’ system to indicate to the
MC at the top of the hill that the slope was clear and ready for a race.
Observers noted some stewards supervised the main entrance gateway. There were
other stewards along the slope fence line where gates were inserted, at the top of the
hill near the queue of people waiting to take part in the races and in the lane near the
car park.
One interviewee thought that the police did not attend the event, although they used
to. Their role would have been to deal with incidents, including drugs. Another
interviewee thought that a couple of police turned up in a car, but no presence
otherwise. They would attend to assist with crowd control or alcohol related issues.
One interviewee thought that the role of the police would be to deal with traffic
issues, particularly at the main road junctions, but this really was the responsibility of
the Highways Agency. The observers did not see any police at the event.
In terms of distribution of police and stewards, one interviewee thought that the
stewarding company would distribute the stewards. Another thought the distribution
of police would be a joint decision between the organisers and the police. Another
interviewee explained that the organising committee allocated stewards at the
briefing meeting. A steward was allocated to the first aiders and was their main point
of contact for resolving any issues.
Most interviewees agreed that people would seek assistance from the stewards
because they were closer and there were no police there. Another thought people

123

would go to the police if they were there. The observers noticed people seeking
information and help from stewards.
• Training and briefing
Interviewees agreed that crowd management staff were briefed at a meeting just
before the event. This included allocation of duties, responsibilities and who to report
to. One interviewee thought that alcohol issues and the general risk of disorder were
covered in the steward briefing. Duties at the top and the bottom of the hill would be
included. Another interviewee though the stewards would be given a training pack
because they were supplied by a professional security company. No interviewee was
aware of the ratio of supervisors to stewards.
4.4 Crowd management installations
One interviewee noted that the County Council had previously supplied the safety
fencing, but it was now the responsibility of the organisers to erect the fences and
ensure it was safe. It was a requirement from the County Council to have the fence
along the sides of the slope. One interviewee did not think this fencing was very
effective at stopping the cheese rolling into the crowd, but did stop the crowd from
encroaching on the racing slope. This was attributed to the behaviour of the crowd,
who would have been able to push through the plastic mesh fencing, but chose to
remain behind it. “So, yes, it is a barrier, but it is not really a barrier. They (the
spectators) will go up to the fence but you could pull the fence down if you wanted.
Nobody does, it is just that this is the natural barrier.”
In 2008, the spectator fencing had been moved in slightly, away from the trees,
providing better viewing conditions for the public on the sides of the hill.
The organisers put up steel mesh ‘Heras’ fencing, instead of netting used previously,
at the bottom of the slope to stop participants going into the garden of the cottage
there. They also put Heras fencing around the first aid compound and along the lane
to stop people climbing onto the walls of the cottages. The fencing was checked by
the organisers just before the event.
It was thought that the layout of the fencing was adjusted each year by the
organisers, in line with the risk assessment. The use of barriers reflected the
changed nature of the spectators where proportionately fewer local people and more
international visitors attend. The organisers had decided to use the Heras fencing
around the first aid posts and to control access at the bottom of the slope. The
decision to make a sterile barriered corridor from the first aid post to the bottom of the
slope had been a joint one between the medical service and the organisers.
It was thought that the organisers would change the position of the fencing, if
required. The medical service would be able to make suggestions to the organisers
to move the fencing.
The observers noted there was some open mesh ‘Heras’ fencing at the main
gateway, which was stewarded. A line of plastic mesh fencing on posts had been
installed along the sides of the racing slope the previous day. As a highly visible
demarcation of the viewing zone, this fencing seemed fit for purpose. It also provided
some protection from the impact of a rolling cheese, to prevent it from going into the
crowd. Straw bales were also used at the bottom of the slope, both to stop the racers
and to protect the media and organisers’ compound. Some plastic fencing was also
used along the sides of the lane to protect the gardens. This had been trampled
down in places as people pushed forward to try to see the races.
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4.5 Crowd facilities and support
Few facilities were provided for the crowd. There was one van selling hot drinks and
a stall selling local cheese in the overspill field. There was an ice-cream van on the
lane near the main entrance. The organisers did not want a bar or other concessions.
There were no toilets and one interviewee remarked that there were “.. lots of trees!”.
The website warned that there were no toilet facilities at the event. There was no
supply of free drinking water. The observers heard some visitors, particularly with
young children, complaining about the lack of toilets.
As there were no toilet facilities on site, the question regarding length of queuing time
was inappropriate. When asked whether there were enough toilets at the event, 90%
of those questioned thought there were not enough.
When respondents were asked about access to drinking water, 43% thought it was
good and 57% thought it was not good.
• Signage
Most interviewees thought that there was some signage for the event, but that people
would find the site easily. The observers noted that there was some signage giving
directions to the site and main entrance gate, but there was little signage to indicate
routes away from the site afterwards.
The respondents to the public questionnaires were asked about the quality of the
signage. 63% of respondents identified that signposting was adequate whilst 37%
said not.
There did not seem to be a set meeting point or welfare/help point. Mobiles and texts
worked ok, but these were slow and could not be heard in noisy places. The website
had a very comprehensive and instructive page of advice about pre-arranging to
meet up with friends if separated and suggested a couple of meeting places. It also
described the procedure for found children at the event. The organisers undertook to
assist people concerned about missing adults and children at the end of the event.
There were no maps or plans of the site for the public. The interviewees agreed that
it was a very small, contained site and many people went every year, so knew the
area. The observers noted some people who did not know the area were lost in the
woods leading to the site.
• Support
Interviewees thought that spectators would turn to the first aiders or rescue team if
they needed assistance. Both wore distinctive and easily noticed clothing. The
rescue team were positioned just inside the mesh fence on the slope and were
trained to move up and down the slope to reach people. First aiders were mainly at
the bottom and top of the hill and in radio contact. One interviewee thought there
were plenty of people to assist. The observers thought there were a number of
stewards to seek help from.
Of those members of the public who responded the questionnaires, when asked who
they would turn to if they found themselves in personal difficulty, most said they
would turn to stewards or to friends. A fifth said they would turn to first aid or welfare
and only 7% said they would go to the police.
5. Hazards for the crowd at the event
This section describes some hazards that were identified and examined in relation to
the safety of the crowd attending the event.
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5.1 The use of intoxicating substances
Interviewees did not generally expect people to drink or consume other intoxicants
more than usual. One remarked that the participants in the races did consume more
than others. The observers noted that a few people brought their own alcohol along,
but this did not seem to have a noticeable effect on crowd behaviour. The observers
noticed a few of the competitors were more inebriated and behaved loudly and more
aggressively.
Those attending were asked to comment on the questionnaires about their alcohol
consumption at the event and half said they had not drunk alcohol at the event. 20%
said they had drunk more than usual; 16% said they had drunk about the same as
they usually would and 14% had drunk less than usual.
There were few public houses close to the area. The time of the event had been
changed to earlier in the day, to avoid people arriving already inebriated and one
interviewee felt that this had made things much better. One interviewer thought that
alcohol consumption had caused some anti-social behaviour.
One interviewee thought that one of the prime roles of the stewards was to help with
the few people who had problems with their intoxication. It was generally felt that
there were adequate means of supporting people through the medical service.
People would be asked to leave the area and the police would deal with any further
nuisance. The observers noted that groups helped their members who were
intoxicated, or sought first aid assistance.
5.2 Slips, trips and falls
One interviewee mentioned that the area was cleared of undergrowth and larger
stones before the event, but this mainly focussed on the racing slope. Another
interviewee thought that the organisers, who also cleared the site of litter before the
event, made a walk-around inspection of the area.
The observers noted that, as the event took place on a steep slope, there was a high
risk of spectators slipping or falling. Within the trees, the rough terrain with loose
footing and roots also presented a slip and trip hazard. On the steepest wooded
slopes, spectators used tree roots as foot or hand holds. Some people were seen to
slip out of control as spectators made their way down the slope through the trees,
although no injuries occurred from these incidents.
It was noted that dogs posed a trip hazard in the crowded areas, where they were not
easily noticed and on the slopes where people were trying to move up or down and
the dogs got in their way.
A few bins were seen in the area, at the top of the hill and in the lane. These were
tied to fence post so as not to move. There was a small amount of rubbish on the
ground in the lane, which posed a trip hazard in the crowded areas. A few bottles
were seen to have been dropped on the wooded slopes.
5.3 Thrown and falling objects
The only temporary structure was a small amount of staging on scaffolding, erected
to provide an elevated platform with safety rails for the camera crews.
One interviewee described how the cheese was rolled down the hill and that there
was the possibility of the cheese bouncing as it came over the bumps on the slope.
They thought that plenty of frequent warnings were given to the spectators, who in
any case had come to watch the cheese rolling. There was a possibility of being hit
by the rolling cheese, as had happened in the past, but the mesh fence provided
some protection against the cheese rolling into the crowd. Some of the racers also
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fell as they came down the slope, but there was only a small chance that they would
fall into the crowd. One interviewee also described how traditionally sweets were
thrown into the crowd at the end of the event, but fewer of these were now thrown
than previously.
Apart from the cheese rolling, no thrown objects or loose structural parts were seen.
Observers noted that a few people had climbed trees and sat on branches to get a
better view. One branch was seen coming down and a person fell with it.
The interviewees did not think that the temporary structures or trees in the area were
inspected before the event.
5.4 Hazardous materials
The catering vans were responsible for their own waste. There were some rubbish
bins available.
Observers noted that there was very little waste. There were no fumes or smoke from
special effects or fireworks and vehicles were kept away from the site.
5.5 Fire
The interviewees did not seem to think that there were any precautions in place to
prevent fire, although the organisers cleared undergrowth from the woods, litter and
waste. It was not known whether the stewards were trained to detect or tackle fire
although stewards and others in the organising team would observe for any signs of
fire.
The observers noted that straw bales were used to form the organisers’ and media
compound at the foot of the slope.
No fire fighting equipment was observed, although the ambulances carried
extinguishers and fire blankets. Interviewees agreed that the organisers would be
responsible for calling the fire service and were in communication with the stewards
around the area.
5.6 Electricity
The PA was battery operated. The medical service had their own small generator.
The catering vans used their engines.
5.7 Noise
The interviewees did not think that there were any issues with noise at the event.
One interviewee remarked that there was cheering from the crowd, but the
interviewees did not think the noise from the crowd had an effect on behaviour. One
interviewee noted that people shouted to warn others of the cheese bouncing. One
interviewee thought that the cheering crowd would make it more difficult for
announcements to be heard and for the organisers and stewards to be heard on their
radios.
The observers noted that there was no amplified sound, apart from the organisers’
PA system. The observers noted that the PA was very hard to hear at the top of the
hill, on the western slope and in the overspill field.
There were plenty of quiet areas away from the racing slope. The medical service
had a quieter tent in the car park for casualties.
5.8 Food hygiene and sanitary conditions
There were no toilet facilities provided and none were available in the area around
the event. While this was mentioned on the Cheese Rolling website, it did not seem
very well publicised.

127

None of the interviewees thought that the food vans were inspected. One
commented that the ice-cream van was from a large company and that the hot food
supplier went to many events and thought that they would be checked there.
It was thought very unlikely that there had been any cases of food poisoning.
Free drinking water was not provided. One interviewee thought that most people
were sufficiently prepared and brought water with them.
5.9 Transportation
Most people arrived by car or foot from the main road. There were some local buses,
but a restricted bank holiday service. The nearest train stations were about 6 miles
away. Very useful travel information, including transport and parking arrangements,
was available on the Cheese Rolling website.
The organiser’s risk assessment for the event included management of the entry
routes into the carpark, the provision of a pedestrian-only gate and direction signs
from the carpark. Vehicles were not parked on steeped slopes and there were
contingencies for the risk of collision of vehicles, blockage or getting stuck. Fire, theft,
mud on road and illegal parking, traffic queues were also covered.
One interviewee estimated that 8-900 cars were parked in the official carpark. They
noted that there had been some issues with people parking in other fields that were
opened up in the area. The car park was closed to incoming cars at noon, just as the
first race started.
There were several excursion coaches, including from London. One interviewee
commented that there was a problem with coaches as there was no parking available
for the in the immediate vicinity, although the website did advise on where coaches
could be parked away from the site. Another interviewee agreed that the lanes
around the site were impassable for large vehicles.
One interviewee thought that there was no traffic management plan. They expressed
some concern that traffic on the narrow lanes was not sufficiently regulated and twoway traffic hold-ups could cause congestion backing onto the main road.
It was not thought that representatives from the transportation agencies were
involved in planning for the event. Planning for parking took place between the
organisers and the farmers whose fields were used.
Some road diversions were arranged close to the site, to provide for emergency
routes and to separate vehicles from pedestrians.
From the public, when questioned about how they got to the event, the majority
(68%) of respondents arrived by car, 16% came on foot; 7% by bus or coach, 5% by
train and 2% by bicycle. 87% of respondents found it easy to travel to the event.
5.10 Environment and weather
The event had been cancelled one year due to the foot and mouth outbreak in the
area that limited movement of people on open ground.
The organisers explained how people had been struck by lightning while sheltering
from a thunderstorm at the event many years ago. If the weather was extremely bad,
they thought that the event would be cancelled, or the races run in a very short time
in order to get people off the hill. The organisers monitored weather forecasts and
were ready to respond and warn people to get out of the trees if a thunderstorm was
approaching.
Wet weather had previously caused problems for cars getting in and out of the car
park. It had, however, made the ground conditions softer for the racers.
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One interviewee thought that spectators would be advised to cover up if it was very
sunny. The medical service would be prepared with sunscreen and aftersun lotion.
It was thought that the event would continue whatever the weather. One interviewee
did not think the weather made a difference to the behaviour of the crowd, except
that more people attended on a fine day. Another interviewee thought that people
would not stay so long if it was very wet and some families with children might not
bother to attend. Another interviewee thought that people would be more likely to
shelter under the trees if it was raining. They also thought that people would drink
more, including alcohol, if it were hot.
During the observation, the weather was cool and rather dull, with light rain for a
short time. It was noted that people used umbrellas and that these were a hazard
when put up in the crowded areas, although they were also used as a walking aid
when it was not raining. The event took place in daylight.
5.11 Local issues
Several interviewees mentioned the impact of traffic congestion on the main and
local roads or because of problems on the nearby motorway. The observers also
noted that a disruption on the nearby roads could cause problems.
One interviewee thought that they were not made aware of any local issues. Another
pointed out that the event risk assessment considered the impact of the closure of
the local main road, for example, with a road traffic accident. They were unsure if
there was co-ordination between the agencies to avoid major road works when the
event was being held.
6. Risk management measures
While the previous section included a note of some control measures in place for
specific crowd-related hazards that had been identified at the event, the following
generic risk management aspects were also examined in relation to the crowd safety
hazards. These elements are over-arching, in that they are relevant to the
management of many of the hazards.
6.1 Risk assessment
The organisers had a written risk assessment for the event that was revised annually.
The document also contained the emergency plan and on-site contact numbers for
members of the organising team with responsibility for specific aspects of the event.
It was distributed to all stewards at the event.
The plan covered risks such as falling on the slope, stones and rocks, fencing,
cheeses, and congestion. It outlined how these were managed, for example, by
fencing, stewarding and instruction over the PA system.
The risk assessment was submitted to the County Council who had drawn up a letter
containing conditions, as the event was held on their land. The conditions were in the
process of being reviewed.
One interviewee thought that because the company ran the event, safety precautions
were in place, such as medical services and that without the organisers the safety
precautions would not be there.
Another interviewee reported they had done a risk assessment for their own team’s
involvement in the event, which was contained within their operational plan. This
included the problems that they might foresee at the event and how to deal with
them.
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The interviewees were unsure if there was a specific crowd risk assessment for the
event.
The observers considered the main hazards to be crowd density in places, such as at
the rather restricted entrance to the rolling slope, especially where the crowd was
trying to enter and exit at the same time. The observers noted that ambulances had
to enter and exit the first aid compound at the foot of the slope through the crowds
going in or out of the main gateway at the lane. There was also a risk of the
spectators slipping or falling on the steep slope where they took up viewing positions.
From the public questionnaires, the respondents’ view of the safety of the event was
that 22% thought it was excellent, 45% thought it good, 26% adequate, and 7%
thought that it poor. When asked what respondents felt while at the event, 38% felt
excited, 28% felt great, 25% felt normal, 4% felt scared and 6% felt uncomfortable.
When questioned about their event experience, 20% thought that it was safe and
friendly; 21% thought that it was safe and well managed; 36% thought that it was
safe but could get dangerous; 17% thought that it was unsafe but fun; 3% thought
that it was unsafe but friendly and 2% thought that it was dangerous.
Those questioned gave a wide range of areas for concern. The most noticeable were
being crushed; slipping; mass bodies; not being able to get away from the area;
injury; tripping; being hit by people; side to side movement and being hit by objects.
6.2 Communication
• With the crowd
The organisers managed communication with the crowd. A PA system was used to
deliver announcements to the spectators. Signs were positioned on the fences near
the entrances and on the lane from the carpark. These signs warned people that they
watched and participated at their own risk. This information was also printed on the
carpark tickets. There was face-to-face communication between the stewards and
the spectators.
The communication centre (commentary box) was a trailer positioned at the foot of
the cheese-rolling slope, behind a wall of straw bales.
The observers thought that, while the PA system was clear at the lower slope, it was
not clearly audible the top or west side of the slope, particularly over the crowd noise.
The PA also could not be heard in the overspill field.
There were no specific means of communicating with people with special needs.
Updated information was provided through the PA, for example, if an ambulance had
gone off site and the next race had to be delayed. The medical service was also able
to put out updated information via the organisers PA. The observers noted that live
information was regularly put out and thought that the MC was skilled at providing
informative announcements. Some repeated standard announcements were made to
the spectators at the beginning of the event, but mainly the messages were adjusted
for the circumstances.
• Within and between agencies
The organisers used site radios to communicate with each other. Codes were not
used in communication between the organisers or other agencies. The medical
service used site radios between themselves and in contact with the organisers.
They could also communicate through the steward that was positioned with them.
The observers noticed that some stewards had radios to communicate with members
of their team.

130

Hand signals and flags were used between the organisers at the bottom of the slope
at the MC at the top of the hill, to give clearance for each cheese rolling to begin.
6.3 First aid and medical
One interviewee thought there was not an agreed medical provision plan, but that the
organisers provided for the needs of the medical service. Another thought there was
an operations plan for the medical service, which was adjusted each year for the
event. The plan was drawn up using the Event Safety Guide as a base and
requirements were re-assessed for the particular event.
The location of the first aid post had changed over the years due to difficulties in
moving casualties through the crowds. First aiders now operated from one side of the
slope at the bottom, instead of directly where the cheese and runners stopped or in
the garden of the cottage there. This gave them more space. All first aiders wore
safety helmets. There were ambulances at the main first aid post and another
ambulance was stationed on a lane near to the carpark.
The organisers had made provisions for a helicopter landing space. It had never
been used, but the decision to provide the capability was made jointly by the
organisers and first aid organisation.
The observers noted that as well as the main first aid post, first aiders patrolled the
top of the hill. No first aiders were seen in the lower overspill field. The first aiders
were observed assisting unwell people in the crowd and injured racers. A few people
were observed being assisted out of the crowd.
One interviewee noted that the medical service was unable to provide a service
without the supporting cover from the rescue organisation. One year the event had
been cancelled when the rescue organisation had to go abroad at short notice and
the medical service were unable to provide cover. The crowds had turned up, even
though the organisers had announced the cancellation of the event and had not
provided any facilities.
SARAID’s (search and rescue organisation) task was to recover casualties from the
hill and take them to the bottom of the slope for treatment by the medical service.
SARAID were positioned about half way up the hill on one side and were observed
mainly helping the runners.
Casualty statistics were analysed and provided to the organisers after the event, but
not during the event, because it was such a short event.
6.4 Evacuation plan
The evacuation plan was drawn up by the company and approved by the Cheese
Rolling committee. It included contingencies for a serious accident on the slope that
was beyond the capacity of the organisers to deal with, a major road traffic accident
and an incident such as a bomb scare or terrorist threat. One interviewee mentioned
that it covered evacuation by pulling down the mesh fences on the slope, to allow the
crowd to leave quickly. They also thought that their service would be given initial
warning to prepare for an evacuation and that systems would be put in place first,
before an evacuation was actually initiated.
As it was a small, open access site, it would be most likely that everyone would be
able to leave at once via various routes away from the slope.
Two interviewees thought the decision to evacuate would be made by the organisers
at both the top and bottom of the slope. Named members of the organising team
would be able to communicate via mobile phone and initiate the evacuation. Another
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interviewee thought that the decision would depend on the circumstances of why the
evacuation was needed.
One interviewee was not aware of plans to communicate with the crowd after an
evacuation. Another thought that people would disperse to their cars and another
thought that the PA could be used, but that it had only a limited range. The observers
noted that the stewards and rugby team would be available to communicate with the
crowd.
6.5 People with special needs
Interviewees did not think that there were any specific provisions for people with
special needs. One mentioned that some people used walking sticks, but that they
seemed to be “pretty self sufficient.” They also mentioned noticing pregnant women
in the crowd.
The observers noticed some wheelchair users took up positions at the bottom of the
rolling slope nearest the ambulances and where access was reasonably flat and less
rough. The crowd seemed to respect this area, which remained free of congestion.
Another wheelchair user was observed on the lane just outside the entrance, which
was relatively uncrowded and where there was a partial view of the slope.
6.6 Children
This was an event very much open to all age ranges and many children
accompanied adults, to make it a family outing. The following information was
obtained from the fourteen supplementary questionnaires completed by families at
the event, some of whom had more than one child with them. While it is a very small
sample, it does provide some insights into their views of the health and safety of the
event with regard to bringing their children.
The children in the sample ranged from 3 months to 15 years old, with around half
the children seven years old or under.
Nearly three quarters of the children had not been to this or a similar event with their
parents before. The reasons people gave for bringing their children with them to this
event were fun (4), a family day out (2), they live locally (2) and because its
something different. Other reasons given were because it was somewhere to go on
Bank Holiday, to get culture, visiting the area and could not find a babysitter.
When asked if the parents had made any special arrangements because they had
brought their children with them, almost all had brought warm/waterproof clothing,
and food and drink for them. About a third had brought a buggy or pushchair.
Over three quarters of parents had made an arrangement in case they got separated
from their children. Nearly two thirds had concerns about the safety of their children
at the event, such as noise levels or crowding.
The question regarding the suitability of the toilet facilities for children was not
relevant, as there were none at the event. Half the sample said they had expected to
find specific facilities provided at the event for children e.g. baby changing
facilities/crèche.
7. Discussion of findings
7.1 Crowd safety factors
Respondents to the public questionnaires made comments like: “feel safe”, “safe as it
can be”, “everyone had a good day out”, “everyone helped each other”, “its fun”, “its
friendly” and “it’s a bit scary”. One interviewee commented that: “We can’t stop it. It
started as an ancient custom and it is not something we would be physically able to
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stop.” Given these views, we examined what factors enabled the event to take place
safely for the spectators.
•
There was a strong sense of “ownership” and dedicated support for the event by
the organising committee.
•
The event had been run over centuries and there was a strong local
determination to maintain the tradition.
•
Those involved in the organising committee had ‘grown up’ with the event and
were very familiar with how to organise it.
•
It was clear that information learnt from previous years was analysed by the
organisers and key information used to make improvements for the following
year. This included the Committee looking at issues arising from increasing
crowd numbers. They had made changes to the timing of the event and to the
layout of the site in order to make it safer, while maintaining the tradition and
level of challenge.
•
There was effective communication between those in charge of the races at the
top and bottom of the racing slope. This communication enabled the races to be
run only after those in charge were satisfied that it was safe to do so.
•
Good use was made of the PA system to keep the crowd well informed with
detailed real time messages. These were delivered in an authoritative, yet
friendly manner.
•
During delays between the races, the MC interacted with the crowd using the
PA. This included encouraging the crowd to participate in a “Mexican wave”.
•
Attention was paid to inspecting the site and features before the event started,
so that the impact of obstruction/hazards could be minimised wherever possible.
•
The website and signage drew attention to the nature and hazards of the event.
Spectators were clearly warned that they attended at their own risk. This
enabled attendees to arrive well prepared.
•
Members of the public attending the event were there to share a common
experience of the excitement of the races with others.
•
Some members of the public had attended the event previously, therefore knew
what to expect and how to look after themselves and were active in assisting
others.
•
Spectators seemed to interact with others around them and made contact, which
was importance in fostering help when needed.
7.2 Aspects of special interest from this event
The following aspects were considered to be of particular relevance to the planning,
organising and managing of the health and safety of the crowd at this event:
•
The event’s origins were as a local community activity and the site was not
chosen to accommodate the number of spectators that now attend. The
spectators’ main reason for attending the event was to gain a good view of the
races. There was only a very narrow strip on the hill slope where this was
possibly.
•
As the races took place in a small space, those in charge of safety could see the
activities and use visuals (flags) to communicate between the top and bottom of
the racing slope.
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The event took place on public land, therefore had open access. The organisers
had to enclose some parts of the site temporarily to protect the crowd and
manage the event.
•
As this was such a short event, facilities were not provided, such as toilets.
•
The committee had set up a limited company, which enabled them to fundraise
for the costs of putting on the event.
•
The involvement of the local authority had changed over the years, partly
precipitated by urgent local conditions that had demanded their resources
elsewhere.
•
There was an indication that the police’s involvement in the event had reduced
considerably, partly due to concerns that they could be liable if something went
wrong.
•
This event attracted considerable media coverage and was attended by a large
number of tourist visitors.
•
People attending the event could be a spectator, race participant or both, thus
there was no clear divide between those watching and those ‘performing’ at the
event. Anyone could participate in a race by joining in on the day. Participation
was not restricted, except by fitness and numbers of racers on the slope.
•
The crowd were compliant with the demarcation barriers, which would not have
kept them off the slope if the spectators had decided to push through onto it.
•
Weather was a significant factor in the safety of this event. Safety on the racing
and spectating slope was affected by wet or dry conditions.
•
It was reported that several years ago a thunderstorm had occurred during the
event, with lightening strikes close by. The design of the fencing enabled the
crowd to push through onto the slope and evacuate the area rapidly, especially
getting out from under the trees.
•
There was a potential dilemma between providing more space for spectators’
comfort and better viewing of the races, with the concern that this could result in
more spectators attending and be self-defeating by not improving safety
conditions.
•
There was another dilemma for the organisers caused by people wanting to
come in and set up services, such as a beer tent. This was resisted by the
organisers, who wanted to preserve the tradition of the event and not let it
become commercialised.
7.3 Further considerations
The researchers would like to suggest that, in order to support the safe environment
for events of this nature, the following aspects might be considered:
•
Spectator preparedness: While a website may provide considerable information
and plenty of interesting facts about an event, it could also give more
prominence to the facilities that may not be available, such as toilets, water and
a meeting point, that a crowd might have come to expect at an event. This would
enable the crowd to arrive with expectations that are more accurate.
•
Communicating with the crowd – robust advance testing of PA system to ensure
it can be heard in all main areas where the crowd gathers. Feedback from
people monitoring in real crowd situations, if possible.
•
Control of the crowd entry and exit if only one main gateway is used, to ensure a
good flow in and out. Problems can arise when people stop and congregate
134

immediately after going through the gateway, sometimes connected with waiting
for members of their group. Groups may be more likely to become separated if
there are crowds trying to get through the gateway at once. These situations
may be alleviated by physical features, such as barriers and signage and by
stewarding, including communicating with the crowd regarding conditions and
information about alternative access routes.
•
For events where children are expected, it may be helpful to include advance
information, for example, on the website, specifically describing the conditions
that someone with children is likely to find.
8. Summary
The Cheese Rolling and Wake case study is the third of four such studies completed
in conjunction with the HSE in the delivery of a special project linked to specific and
generic guidance to support safety at outdoor street and public events. As the third of
four studies, it is becoming easier to identify the generic elements, which will be
explored in the final report. In this report, a number of possible directional signifiers
are highlighted from the triangulated evidence, which will be followed up as the
project unfolds further.
As there were five evidence strands within the project (questionnaires, in-depth
interviews, observations, documents and photographs), we can triangulate at least
three of the evidence trails to ensure that the findings of the project are valid. In this
way we can be sure that the evidence is both sound and supported, and that any
findings can be confirmed by a number of sources. It is also clear from the research
that there are two distinct angles, from which the findings can be viewed; that of the
organisers and agencies supporting the event and that of those attending the event.
The Cheese Rolling and Wake event comprised the traditional activity of rolling a
cheese down Cooper’s Hill and groups of people chasing after the cheese to be first
to reach the foot of the racing slope. Cooper’s Hill is common land, with open public
access. The event is organised by a local volunteer committee and is free event, with
little funds. Therefore, the organisers had to balance managing the needs of the
crowd with available resources.
This event was very short (two to three hours) and therefore arrival and dispersal
times were condensed.
This was very much an event where people attended at their own risk and plenty of
signs and website information was available to this effect. The crowd were
enthusiastic spectators of the races and some attendees also took part in the races.
They did seem to accept the risk and take care of themselves and were helpful to
others. There was plenty of friendly contact between spectators and this seemed to
help to foster an atmosphere of mutual support.
Overall, the planning and execution of this event was of a high quality with the
management of risk taken very seriously. The integration of organisation, planning
and service delivery that retained the traditional thrill of the event was a key aspect in
its safe delivery.
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CASE STUDY (4) NOTTING HILL CARNIVAL, LONDON. 31ST
AUGUST 2009
1 Methodology
1.1 Context
Notting Hill Carnival was chosen as a case study because it was a free, un-ticketed,
well-established event, of a very large size (over 100,000), with its roots as a local
community celebration that had become internationally renowned. It took place
mainly in the daytime at the end of summer and was held in the streets of central
London. It was run by a local voluntary community organisation. This event was
considered to provide the research team with a rich source of material and examples
of good practice that would feed into the wider research project.
The research team visited the event on Monday 31st August 2009 to carry out
questionnaires with members of the public and to make observations. In-depth
interviews were also carried out with a person from the key agencies and
organisations involved in the event to enable triangulation of evidence and thus
create a valid set of results.
A standard set of public questionnaires and in-depth interview questions were used
that had been specifically devised for and tested during this project.
This report is therefore based on evidence that was collected at this event in 2009
and we are aware that organisational management with regard to crowd safety may
be very different at future events.
The HSE project sponsor initiated contact with the key players for the research team.
One of Buckinghamshire University’s crowd management students was instrumental
in assisting with the event visit.
This event had been visited in 2008 as the pilot exercise to test the public
questionnaires, observations and in-depth interviews. One of the tutors from
Buckinghamshire University and the project manager had visited Carnival during the
pilot.
The following methods were used to gather data to inform the case study and project.
As there were five evidence strands within the project (questionnaires, in-depth
interviews, observations, documentary evidence and photographs), the researchers
were able to triangulate at least three of the evidence trails to ensure that the findings
of the project were valid. In this way, the evidence could be considered both sound
and supported, and findings confirmed by combining a number of sources.
1.2 In-depth Interviews
In-depth interviews were carried out with seven key players involved in the event,
utilising the standard set of questions. One person from each of the London Borough
of Kensington and Chelsea, Westminster City Council, Metropolitan Police Service,
London Fire Brigade, St John Ambulance London and Transport for London were
interviewed and an interview was conducted with an organiser from London Notting
Hill Carnival Limited. The interview was carried out with a person from each of the
two local authorities because the event took place across the two boroughs. The
interview with the transport organisation was included for this case study (and not the
others) because of the important role of public transport for this event.
Most interviews took place in London before the event, so that the
interviewers/interviewees would not be biased by their experience of the event. Due
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to timing difficulty, the interview with the event organiser was carried out just after the
event. Each interview was recorded digitally and then transcribed.
The research team were extremely grateful to the seven people who agreed to be
interviewed and whose views provided the framework for the case study. It cannot be
too strongly emphasised that the opinions expressed in the interviews were those of
each individual and should not be seen as representative of the organisation for
which they worked. These personal opinions were used to provide useful insight into
the management and roles of those involved with the event.
1.3 Public Questionnaires
The data from the questionnaires was used to obtain the views of members of the
public attending the event. These questionnaires addressed various elements of the
health and safety management of the event. Information was collected about the
experience of the attendees and their perceptions of health and safety at the carnival.
Four researchers from Buckinghamshire New University administered standard
questionnaires to members of the public attending Carnival on Monday 31st August
from 13.00 to 17.00. Members of the public were approached and asked if they were
willing to participate in the research before the questionnaire was administered.
The questionnaires were mainly completed in streets near part of the carnival parade
route, in a relatively uncrowded area. This ensured space to fill out the questionnaire
and most questionnaires were completed in the breaks between the floats passing
through the area. This position had been used during the pilot visit the year before,
so was known to be a good location and had originally been suggested by one of the
project core group members. The researchers had to pick opportune moments to
approach members of the public willing to answer the questions as, when the floats
were passing by, it became more difficult to administer the questions.
One hundred and seven questionnaires were completed by individuals throughout
the event. The sample size was limited by the number of people willing to take the
time to complete the questionnaire. In addition, twenty-three questionnaires were
administered to the same people who had completed the main questionnaires and
had small children with them. They were asked supplementary questions relating to
the safety and facilities for children at the event.
The researchers were supervised during the questionnaire completion by two tutors
from Buckinghamshire New University and the Project Manager. Those carrying out
the research met regularly at a pre-arranged rendezvous point during the afternoon.
The questionnaires were analysed and evaluated using the SNAP programme.
1.4 Observations
An aide memoire linked to the in-depth interview questions being asked of key
players was used by the research team to make observations about health and
safety aspects of the event area. These observations focused on the central area
around the carnival parade route. The observers took photographic evidence and
made notes relating to as much of the area as they could cover. It became difficult to
move along the streets near the parade route and near the sound systems, to make
these observations later in the afternoon, due to crowd congestion. Team members
also had a chance to visit the Event Liaison team control centre in the middle of the
carnival area.
Observations took place from 13.00 to 17.00 on Monday 31st August in daylight.
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1.5 Documents
The following documents relating to the event were collected and examined:
• Free public information leaflet with a map produced by Mayor of
London/Transport for London, available from various outlets.
• Press cuttings and on-line news items before and after the event.
• Information pages from the official Carnival website.
• Information from London Borough of Kensington and Chelsea website pages,
with arrangements for residents in the carnival area.
• The Carnival Strategic Review carried out for the Greater London Authority
(Carnival Review Group, 2004)
2. Description of the event
2.1 History & Origins
Notting Hill Carnival is described as the largest street festival in Europe and takes
place every August Bank Holiday weekend in the streets of London W11. Carnival is
an amazing array of sounds, colourful sights and social solidarity11. Various
estimates put the crowd numbers at anything up to one million people in the area
over the two days of carnival (Carnival Review Group, 2004).
The carnival started as a local festival set up by the West Indian community of the
Notting Hill area12 and has now become a large international event attracting visitors
from many parts of Britain and the world. At the roots of Notting Hill Carnival were the
Caribbean carnivals of the early 19th century, a particularly strong tradition in
Trinidad, where the first carnival was held in 1833 to mark an end to slavery in the
Caribbean.
During the late 1950s, a great many Caribbean immigrants travelled to the UK,
bringing with them a wealth of culture, musical traditions and cuisine. In 1958, the
race related murder of Kelso Cochrane was the impetus for what became known as
Notting Hill Carnival, an event to foster understanding and good race relations. The
first carnival in Notting Hill originated in 1964 as an offshoot of the Trinidad Carnival
and was a way for Afro-Caribbean communities to celebrate their own cultures and
traditions and was a showcase for the steel band musicians who played in Earls
Court, London, every weekend. The bands paraded through the streets of Notting Hill
and people, both black and white, were encouraged to go into the streets and
express themselves socially as well as artistically. By 1976, this distinctly Caribbean
event was attracting around 150,000 people.
In 1978, a competition started to judge steel bands from around Britain just before
the carnival13. Around 20 years ago, the static sound systems were set up in the
streets, offering a different type of music and experience. These have now become
firmly integrated into the carnival experience.
While for the most part Carnival provided a world class creative and participative
experience, the carnival celebrations have been marred at some times over the years
by serious incidents, including deaths and rioting. A number of studies and reports
have been made on Carnival and it has provided a showcase, setting standards
worldwide.

11

http://www.nottinghillcarnival.biz/
http://www.thenottinghillcarnival.com/index.html
13
http://www.thecarnival.tv/events/panorama.htm
12
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Carnival has been supported by sponsorship from partners and funding was received
from Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea and London Councils. Westminster
City Council provided press and marketing support and a specific grant for the
stewarding operation was received from the Greater London Authority.
2.2 What happened?
The whole event took place over three days. Notting Hill Carnival got under way on
the Saturday with the steel band competition. This took place in Hyde Park in 2009.
Sunday was Children’s Day, when the costume prizes were awarded. Only under 21
year olds took part in this parade and it attracted smaller crowds14 and was less
busy. On Bank Holiday Monday, the main parade took place. There were five artistic
arenas making up Carnival: Calypso, Mas (masquerade), Pan (steel bands) and the
Mobile and Static Sound Systems.15
The carnival procession began on Great Western Road, passed a judging point, then
wound its way along Chepstow Road, on to Westbourne Grove, and then Ladbroke
Grove. In the evening, the floats leave the streets in procession, and people continue
partying at the many Notting Hill Carnival after-parties.
The floats comprised themed trucks and lorries carrying performers, musicians and
sound systems. There were around 100 vehicles and 50 ‘Mas’ bands in the carnival
parade. The floats were accompanied by dancers and musicians following along the
streets, as well as the masqueraders in elaborate colourful costumes, musicians,
dancers and traditional steel drum bands that paraded through the streets along the
carnival route. Around 9000 people participate as performers, musicians, traders etc.
(Carnival Review Group, 2004). Crowds lined the streets of the carnival parade route
and the paraders were joined by the public, dancing with the floats, so that there was
a blending of audience and performers.
In specific streets, there were static sound systems, around 30-40 in all. The sound
systems in specific streets attracted crowds to dance and listen to a range of music
types. One of the sound systems also incorporated a live stage. There were stalls,
selling food, drink and souvenirs lining the streets of a wider area around Notting Hill.
There were around 250 official street traders.
In 2009, the carnival parades on Sunday and Monday were scheduled to start an
hour earlier (at 09.00) than in previous years, to allow all floats to pass the judging
point, which was scheduled to close at 18.30, and complete the parade route by
dusk. Interviewees mentioned that this was in an attempt to reduce the disorder that
had taken place the year before at the end of Carnival when it was getting dark.
2.3 The site
The event took place within the streets of Notting Hill, covering a large area of west
central London. Some streets on the carnival parade route were narrower than
others. The carnival floats lined up at an assembly and marshalling area and followed
a clockwise route from the north, passed a judging point, to the south, east to west
and return northwards to the finishing point. The parade route covered about three
miles.
The whole area within the carnival parade route was traffic free, except for
emergency vehicles. The streets immediately around the route were traffic free

14

st

The Times, 31 August 2009 estimated that 140,000 people watched the children’s parade in 2009.
http://entertainment.timesonline.co.uk/tol/arts_and_entertainment/article6815597.ece
15
http://www.nottinghillcarnival.biz/

139

except for resident and emergency vehicles. The parade route enclosed a central
area, where most of the static sound systems were set up, so people (and
emergency vehicles) needed to cross the parade route to get in or out of this area.
Some streets were barriered off as ‘safety zones’ and kept empty of Carnival crowds.
Other streets provided a base for the police and other emergency services.
• Site design
Many key players thought that they were involved in the site design to some extent.
Others thought that the layout was historic and fixed by the buildings and had not
changed much. One interviewee thought that the organisers were principally
responsible for the site design and could make suggestions for the design of the
carnival route and the activity areas, but that the authorities would need to agree it.
They also thought that there had been the same basic layout for many years. One
interviewee thought there was some scope for making changes to the layout, for
example, by extending the parade route. One interviewee noted that some elements
of the layout had changed, such as the position of sound systems and traders,
following concerns from the previous debrief. Another explained how the direction
and routing of the parade had changed over the years. Other interviewees remarked
that their input into the design was with respect to enabling their service to be
effective and gain access for emergency vehicles where necessary.
It was acknowledged that there were still problems in certain areas in terms of
density and pinchpoints. One interviewee identified a major problem around the
north, where the judging point was and much of the crowd entered the area, although
they recognised that finding an alternative arrangement would not be easy. One
issue was identified that a particular sound system could attract unexpectedly high
numbers. For one interviewee, a major concern was how to enable the crowd to
cross the parade route to the sound systems in the central area. Another interviewee
explained how pinch points were known, particularly around crossing points and
attempts were made to change barrier arrangements to reduce this. Another
interviewee agreed that police resources were devoted to identifying crowded places
to manage these locations. They thought: “But the problem with Notting Hill Carnival
is that it is a large event but it is still not a large enough footprint for all the people
who turn up here and crowd problems can build up at any location across the whole
of the footprint.” Another interviewee had found access problems for emergency
vehicles were more difficult in places where the streets were narrower.
• Design influences:
The reasons why people attend had influenced the design of the event, particularly
the carnival parade route and sound system locations. The reasons for attending and
the design were seen as influencing each other. For example, the entertainment
attracted people to specific parts of the area. One interviewee thought that there was
some conflict between the siting of the static sound systems in the inner area and the
parade that circled round them. Another interviewee thought that the static sound
systems had been introduced to draw people away from the main parade route. One
interviewee thought that the number of static sound systems had been reduced in
recent years, to reduce the number of people in the inner area.
Some interviewees agreed that the characteristics of the attendees had had some
influence on the physical design of the carnival area. Facilities, such as temporary
toilets, were provided for the crowd in areas that were less congested. The
emergency services were based where they were accessible and could get in and
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out of the area. One interviewee noted that some services were now present in the
Brent Borough area to the north, due to the presence of Carnival attendees there.
The observers thought that there were very small (yellow/black) signs for the facilities
and one set of signs were pointing in opposite directions for the same facility. Signs
were not seen directing people to the way out of the central area. Although not well
signed, there seemed to be plenty of temporary toilets around the site. The observers
noted that some building and front gardens in the central area were boarded up or
fenced.
3. The Key Players
3.1 Roles and Responsibilities
The event took place within the Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea (RBKC) and
the Westminster City Council (WCC) administrative areas. The site also bordered
onto the London Borough of Brent. The other local statutory/emergency/voluntary
services were Metropolitan Police Service, London Fire and Emergency Protection
Authority, London Ambulance Service, St John Ambulance London, Transport for
London, British Transport Police, Health Protection Agency and Greater London
Authority (GLA)
The event was organised by London Notting Hill Carnival Limited (the organiser), a
voluntary community organisation and private limited company incorporated in 2003
to produce the carnival events. The company had been involved in the organisation
of Carnival for the last six years and included advisory representatives from the
Executive Committee of the Carnival Arenas. It was noted that the organising group
had changed considerably in 2009, with a small core of people taking operational
responsibility when the previous board members stepped down. One of the
organisers had been involved with many different aspects of Carnival for over 35
years, from initially participating as a youngster. It was their first time having a wide
range of responsibilities for the organisation.
Many key players seemed to have had considerable involvement in the event over a
number of years and overall staff turnover did not seem particularly notable. While
some key players were newly in charge of their operations, they had been
responsible for other aspects of the event previously and were thus familiar with and
knowledgeable about the event. One had ‘shadowed’ his colleague the previous
year, ready to take over this year. Several key players had also been involved with
other major events in London.
• Who has overall responsibility for public safety at the event?
The interviewees had varying views on who had overall responsibility. Some thought
that no one had overall responsibility or that it was shared by everyone. Another
thought that responsibility was shared between the organisers and the police.
Historically the police seemed to have had the main role. Now, some considered that
it was the organiser’s responsibility. Another thought it was still the responsibility of
the police.
• Who is responsible for crowd management?
One interviewee thought that the organisers did not have the resources to take
proper responsibility for crowd management. One interviewee thought that, while
responsibility was shared, the police took the major role. They also described that the
carnival parade participants and the sound system operators had responsibilities, as
well as the organisers.
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Another interviewee thought that, because the event was so large, all agencies and
the organisers shared responsibilities through the multi-agency safety planning
group. Another thought that in theory, it was the organisers, but in practice, it fell to
other agencies. One interviewee thought it was the stewarding organisation, but that
the police took over and supported them when it fell outside the stewards’ ability.
One interviewee pointed out that the police had to take over crowd management after
Carnival proper finished and the stewards stepped down.
• Who is responsible for health and safety?
While most interviewees agreed that it was a joint shared responsibility among all
involved in Carnival, one interviewee thought it was primarily the local authorities,
another the police and another that it was the organisers. Some interviewees
explained that different organisations were responsible for different parts of Carnival,
such as the floats, sound systems, noise levels, underground stations. One
interviewee pointed out that although HSE might have had an enforcement role, they
had signed this over to the local authorities.
• Who is responsible for fire safety?
Most interviewees thought that this responsibility was that of the fire service. Another
thought the local authorities made traders aware of their responsibilities for their own
fire safety control and that the organisers did the same with the carnival parade
participants. One interviewee noted that the fire service, with the local authority
enforcement officers, inspect the traders’ fire precautions before the event.
One interviewee mentioned the need for fire risk assessments to cover the elements
of Carnival. They thought the overall responsibility lay with the organisers, but that
other agencies also had an overview.
3.2 Planning & Co-ordination
As an annual event, the location and approximate format were known 12 months in
advance. Therefore, the event was included in the ‘diary’ of the key players involved
and their organisations. Most had been involved in planning the event for nearly a
year, apart from the organiser whose involvement started at the beginning of the
year.
There was an Operational Planning and Safety Group (OPSG) for the carnival, with
representatives from RBKC, WCC, GLA, Metropolitan Police Service, Transport for
London, London Fire & Emergency Protection Agency, London Ambulance Service
and St John Ambulance London. The organisers consulted with members of this
group.
One interviewee thought that many agencies came to the group meetings with their
own plans and that these were not always shared openly, so that sometimes all the
plans did not fully fit together.
Planning for the event commenced immediately after the debrief meeting from the
previous year. Multi-agency safety planning meetings were held approximately
monthly, with two meetings in August. Participants at the planning meeting included
the OPSG (representatives from RBKC, WCC, sometimes the Borough of Brent,
Metropolitan Police, Transport for London, London Underground, GLA, British
Transport Police, London Fire Service, London Ambulance Service, St John
Ambulance London and the event organisers). The meetings were chaired by one of
the local authorities. One interviewee described the meetings as: “… they are all
about sharing information and making sure people are clear about what is happening
at the event and what it expected of them.” Additional specialist meetings looked at
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licensing, food hygiene, transportation and health and safety and fed back into the
main meetings. Each agency had its own internal meetings. .
The interviewees felt they had the chance to meet all of the other key players. One
interviewee noted about the: “… planning community approach, where it is helping us
understand priorities to other agencies, even if they don’t happen to be priorities to
ourselves.”
A debrief meeting was scheduled for the month following the event, where the
agencies and organisers would meet together to identify anything that needed to be
modified from intelligence gained at previous events and to start planning for the next
event.
• Use of guidance
The Event Safety Guide seemed to have been used by most interviewees at some
point as a core guide for reference, although one interviewee thought that ‘Managing
Crowds Safely’ had been more appropriate for their operations at Carnival. Other
documents referred to were the “primrose guide”16, the “green guide” (DCMS & FLA,
2008) and various guidance for specific services and agencies. One interviewee did
not think the Home Office guide (2006) was relevant to Carnival. One interviewee
mentioned that they had to keep looking at new legislation and guidance, for example
noise at work and noise in relation to events. All interviewees agreed that the
planning documents from the previous year were used to build on for the next year.
One interviewee mentioned that a new document had been developed this year to
provide an overview of Carnival and what it means for their agency, specifically for
new staff. This supplemented the Event Liaison Team operations manual that
covered activities during Carnival. One interviewee noted that, as many of the
agencies are involved with other major events, they are able to share best practice
and learn from each other’s wider experiences.
• Licensing
There were various views among the interviewees about whether the event needed
or had an entertainment licence. Generally, most interviewees thought that there
were premises licences for local premises and temporary event notices for the static
sound systems. One interviewee noted that both local authorities and the fire service
enforced licensing conditions. One interviewee thought that Carnival did not have a
licence, perhaps because it did not need one and that “.. the complications that would
arise if there were one would defeat the purpose,…” Another thought that the parade
did not require an entertainment licence.
There was a difference in views among the key players regarding whether the event
activities were ‘work activity’ under health and safety legislation. One thought that
there were grey areas and that they attempted to get clarity on where there was a
work activity, but they tried to apply the principles of the legislation, whether or not it
was a work activity. Another thought that technically it was not, because they
employed less than five people, but practically it was applied because it was such a
big event with so many agencies and it would be foolish to ignore it. For most of the
agencies, it was a work activity for their staff involvement. One remarked that it was
difficult to apply in some areas, such as with regard to noise regulation.

16

Note, this document has now been superseded by guidance under the Regulatory Reform (Fire
Safety) Order 2005 (see ref HM Government, 2007)
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All interviewees agreed that the organisers took out public liability insurance for the
event and it was for a minimum of £10 million. Over the years, it had been raised
from £5 million and there had been some discussion about whether it should be £15
million. Most agencies had their own separate cover for around £10 million.
3.3 Operational procedures
Operations were co-ordinated by the Event Liaison Team, with representatives from
all the agencies, the two local authorities, transport organisations, medical services,
police, British Transport Police and occasionally others.
There was a schedule of key timings for the event organisation with deadlines for
when various aspects would be done. Most interviewees also produced an
operational plan for their organisation and were aware of each other’s schedules.
One interviewee felt that, for historic reasons, they had not been provided with as
much information as they would have liked by some of the other agencies, in order to
discharge their functions properly. Another interviewee thought that the ETL
document provided information about the hours of operation of the agencies.
One interviewee explained that the ELT met hourly through the day and at the final
meeting the decision was taken about whether the area was clear enough of people
for the cleansing teams to go in. After this point, the ELT closed down. Another
interviewee explained that there was a set time before which the agencies would not
leave the area, although services would close as soon as possible. Other
interviewees remarked that the actual time when they could leave was fluid,
depending on how the ending of the event went.
The police produced a gridded map of the area and they prepared updates for
distribution. The map also showed the sectors of the carnival area. This year the map
was extended northwards to include part of the London Borough of Brent. A small
version of the map was distributed to all stewards and agencies. All agencies used
the same grid map of the area, which included features relevant to the different
agencies. Other agencies had their own maps of the area. As they thought the map
did not show all the streets in the area, one agency also used a street map. One
agency thought that the agencies provided relevant information and updates for the
map to the police via the OPSG.
The observers thought that there seemed to be good co-ordination between the
police, the stewards and the first aiders. The police seemed well directed and
coordinated to regulate entry into various streets in response to crowd density and
flows.
4. The crowd
4.1 Crowd characteristics
It was hard for the observers to estimate the attendance numbers, due to this being
an open event over a large number of streets and over a period during which people
arrived and left. Local capacities were limited by the width and length of the streets,
especially those on the route of and feeding into the carnival parade and where the
sound systems were. The crowd seemed to arrive over a fairly long period, from mid
morning onwards, with the greatest attendance during the mid afternoon to early
evening. People seemed to be drifting away from the area from early evening.
Interviewees estimated the attendance at being between around 500,000 to 800,000.
The numbers increased during fine weather. One interviewee noted how difficult it
was to be sure how many people attended. Another interviewee explained that they
do not count at the event, but their main concern was whether there was space
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available for people and they did this with the assistance of the police helicopter.
Most agreed that there was no maximum capacity for Carnival. One explained that
through observations of the crowds in parts of the area, people could be stopped
from entering if it was felt the areas had reached capacity. Another interviewee
pointed out that as well as the carnival crowd, there were local residents in the area.
• Age and origins
The interviewees and observers identified that all age ranges were present but that
the crowd consisted mainly of young people. There were families and some young
children and elderly people. A few people in wheelchairs were observed in the
crowds. One interviewee noted that that people were discouraged from bringing
babies and small children and prams, although a number of children in pushchairs
were observed.
One interviewee thought that the crowd composition changed over the day, as
families were more in evidence earlier in the day, and groups of young people were
more predominant in the late afternoon and evening.
Of the public responding to the questionnaires, around 6% were under 18, 17% were
between 19 and 21 years of age, around 40% were between 22 and 30 and about
20% were between 31 and 40. Around 44% of respondents were female and 56%
were male.
One interviewee thought that people came from all over the country, Europe and the
world although the majority were from London. Other interviewees agreed that many
people were Afro-Caribbean/West Indian, as well as from other cultures.
• Why people attended
The interviewees thought people came for a number of reasons including because of
its international reputation as a very large street festival, it is a unique cultural event,
to watch the spectacular parade or because it is a fun day out. One interviewee
thought people just came because they felt the need to experience it once, to say
they had been, but they were not sure what to expect.
Several interviewees noted that different people come for different reasons, because
of the variety of entertainment activities that make up Carnival, such as the parade,
the sound systems, food: “It is, in effect, a number of different events going on at the
same time …” Other interviewees mentioned the traditional carnivalists who come
every year to participate and feel part of the community and sense of cultural identity,
or the tourists who are in London and see it advertised. Two interviewees mentioned
that they thought that some groups of people had started coming in order to have a
fight.
The observers thought that people came to watch the spectacular parade, to dance
with the parade, to be near to the sound systems and to enjoy the occasion with
friends and family.
When asked why they came to the event, the most popular reasons given by
respondents to the public questionnaire were because of the event’s reputation,
because they had been to the event before, because they were curious about the
event and because their friends said that it was a good event. Only around 3% of
respondents said they attended because they were attracted by the publicity.
When questioned about their reasons for being at the event, nearly half said they
attended to have fun; others attended to be part of the experience; some
respondents said that it was to be with friends, some came to dance and some said it
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was to be with others enjoying the experience or to be near the performers. Very few
people (around 5%) said they came to drink.
Interviewees and observers thought most people came with a group of family or
friends (large and small) or as a couple, although it was also an event where people
attended on their own. Two interviewees said that people were encouraged to come
in groups.
One interviewee described how the crowd moved more in certain parts of the carnival
area. Another noted how people follow particular bands or floats along the parade
route. People tended to stay around the static sound systems, some of which
became crowded.
• Behaviour
Most interviewees agreed that crowd behaviour was good and that people were well
behaved and friendly, being there to enjoy the music, food, drink and watch the
parade. One interviewee explained that the music genre on the parade floats and
sound systems was regulated to mainly carnival music, to try to maintain a good
atmosphere in the crowd, although there was some tension about this. One
interviewee noted that a certain number of people consumed too much drink or other
substances and got into difficulties, particularly later in the day.
One interviewee thought that there were hostile gangs near some of the static sound
systems. Several interviewees noted that the crowd atmosphere changed later in the
day and concerns were expressed about anti-social behaviour that had taken place
in the evening at previous carnivals. This year there had been an effort to finish the
main carnival activities earlier to prevent this.
4.2 Crowd preparedness
Some interviewees thought that the majority of people came prepared for the event,
especially those who had previous experience or came with or on the
recommendation of friends who had been before. One interviewee thought that
people did not come well prepared, judging by the enquiries police officers got. In
particular, people did not seem to have worked out how they would get home after
the event. One interviewee thought that people were not well prepared because they
had seen the event on television as a spectacle and this did not convey the need for
people to make preparations, the size of the crowds they would find or the difficulties
in moving around. Another interviewee noted that they plan for people not coming to
the event well prepared.
• Advance information
A considerable amount of advance information and advice was well publicised on a
number of websites. This included information for local residents and businesses,
with contact numbers, provided by the local authorities. The press were given
information, which was sometimes published. Additional information had been given
to the press this year because of the earlier start to the carnival parade and the traffic
restrictions.
Comprehensive information about the event was available in advance from
http://www.nottinghillcarnival.biz, the official web site of London Notting Hill Carnival
Limited. Several other websites had information about transport arrangements and
the entertainment. Most websites provided a map of the carnival area to download
and a paper copy was provided with a London daily newspaper. The Mayor of
London and London Transport produced a free handout with travel information and a
map that showed the location of features, including the carnival parade route,
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recommended viewing areas, toilets, first aid posts, lost children centres and police
points. Additional safety advice was available on the RBKC website.
Of those questioned at the event, 52% had attended previously. Around 70% of
attendees questioned had heard about the event via word of mouth. Around 10%
found out through each of the internet and newspaper/magazines. Around a third of
those responding to the questionnaire had not attended a similar event before, while
44% had been to between one and five similar events.
One interviewee remarked that some people would know what to bring and what not
to carry if they had been before, whereas newcomers would not be well prepared.
They added that it was easy to get lost or disorientated because the site covered
such a large area. It was more confusing where certain streets were closed off. The
street signs were also not easy to see in the very crowded areas.
• What people brought
In the identification of what respondents to the questionnaires took to the event,
around 80% had brought a mobile phone with them; a third had brought water; and
around a fifth had brought warm clothes and a coat. About 10% had brought along
sunscreen, even though it was a sunny day. When asked why they had not brought
items with them, over half of respondents felt that the items were not needed and
about 15% thought that they were not important. About 3% did not think of it. About a
quarter of respondents had not brought items because they were worried about loss
or theft.
The observers thought that many people seemed to have come fairly well prepared,
with basic provisions, but little ‘baggage’. Inappropriate footwear was observed and
one person was seen seeking first aid treatment for an injured foot. One interviewee
confirmed that first aiders saw a number of injuries resulting from inappropriate
footwear.
Some people brought their own food; many brought their own alcohol. Families
seemed to have brought food and drink for their children. Some people were
observed pushing pushchairs through the dense crowds. Several interviewees noted
that it was problematic for pushchairs and buggies to be in the crowd.
Several interviewees thought that people did not bring many possessions with them
and that the message not to bring valuables was widely advertised and seemed to
have some effect. One interviewee noted that there was no lost property facility at the
event.
• Meeting place
The public information gave a recommendation for people to arrange a meeting place
for friends, but there was no meeting place identified on the site or on the plans. A
sign was seen at one of the underground stations suggesting people arranged to
meet there. There were very small signs in the central area indicating the direction to
the lost children point. There were two lost children points on the map. One was
along one of the ‘safety zone’ streets, which meant people had to ask police at the
street barrier for permission to enter.
When respondents to the questionnaires were asked if they had pre-arranged how to
meet up with friends at the event, about a quarter said they had and three quarters
said that they had not.
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4.3 Crowd management
• Crowd management plan
Two interviewees explained that there was no overall crowd management plan for
the event, but that there were crowd management plans for the different parts of the
event. The organisers had drawn up a plan for stewarding the parade and the police
had a plan for public order on the streets. The transport authorities had a plan for
moving people to and from the area. Most key players had been involved in
discussing the plans.
One interviewee thought that there was a big difference in the crowds on the Sunday
and Monday and because it was a free event in the streets, there was a reluctance to
block off certain roads.
• Separating crowd and moving vehicles
Traffic management orders were in place to restrict vehicles in the central area to
emergency vehicles only. There were curfews on the movement of traders and sound
system vehicles, which were managed by the police. Traffic was allowed back into
the area after the streets had been cleaned following the end of Carnival.
There were large vehicles moving very slowly in the parade. It was the responsibility
of the bands on the floats to keep the public away from their vehicles, with assistance
from stewards. One interviewee described how a float had a running loop around it,
carried by people connected with the float and this seemed to be an effective way of
separating the vehicle from the crowd. One interviewee thought that the crowd
dancing in the streets around and in front of the floats had the effect of slowing down
the float vehicles. Another interviewee noted that the float drivers were professionals
and used to coping with driving hazards for their vehicles. There were barriers along
some parts of the route, to keep the crowd off the streets and on the pavements.
• Crowded areas
All the interviewees agreed that parts of the event area were densely crowded. The
observers noted that early in the afternoon it was possible to move around the central
area. However, later on, areas near parts of the carnival parade route became very
congested and it was difficult to squeeze through the crowds or go against the flow of
people. In places, it was difficult to cross the carnival parade route. The observers
thought that where the crowds were thick against the barriers along some of the
carnival route, it would be difficult for someone to get out, if they found themselves in
difficulties.
Interviewees explained that plans to manage the crowded areas included dividing the
carnival footprint into sectors and sub-sectors with experienced police responsible for
monitoring and managing the crowds in these sectors. ‘Safety zones’ were separated
off to be used if the surrounding areas became too crowded. The sound systems
were not located in dead-end streets, so the crowd was not constricted. The crowds
were additionally monitored by CCTV and police helicopter, which was fed into the
special operations room of the ELT. One interviewee remarked that effective
communication between all staff on the ground and the control room was a key to
success in enabling incidents to be identified and dealt with.
• Ingress and egress
Ingress into the general Notting Hill area was not controlled and there were many
entry points distributed around the area. Entry routes from the transport hubs were
monitored by the police and police and stewards were on the main routes into the
central area. One interviewee noted that the police would intervene and prevent
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access for suspicious people, especially in gangs. The police would also put in
cordons and prevent more people entering the area if dangerous levels of crowding
built up.
Observers thought there did not seem to be any congestion getting into the general
area, partly because people could arrive at any time, rather than for a fixed moment.
Entry into the central area within the carnival parade route was restricted by crowd
flows along the streets leading into this area. Police and stewards restricted entry
where it involved people crossing streets during the passage of carnival floats and
bands. This seemed well managed by the police and stewards at some crossings.
Other crossings points were not regulated and in some places, these were very
congested. Mainly the police regulated entry into and egress from the central ‘safety
zone’ streets.
People arrived at different times, with the main crowds arriving from midday onwards
and some were starting to drift away by early evening. There were no restrictions on
egress from the area although a number of the closest underground stations were
closed for entry. There were plenty of buses around the area to take people away.
One interviewee noted that the crowds, particularly the families, tended to leave
when the parade finished. The event timing had been devised so that the parade,
sound systems and trading finished at different times, to allow people to leave slowly,
rather than all at once.
• Movement
Interviewees thought that people would both stay in one place, either at the static
sound systems or along the parade route, or move around to explore the carnival
activities. Observers thought that some people moved around to different
stage/sound system locations, where they stayed for a time, and moved around to
find a good place to watch the parade, or they moved with the parade. Others stayed
in once place to watch the parade. One interviewee noted that many people
observed the carnival activities from their homes or buildings in the area and did
move around much.
Difficulties were observed when people tried to move all together as a group. People
held onto each other and could not weave through the thick crowds as easily as
individuals could and met a block when faced with a similar group trying to move in
the opposite direction. This seemed to make movement much more difficult and they
pushed into stationary people.
• Stewarding and policing
Through its grant from the Greater London Authority, the organisers were required to
enlist the services of a professional stewarding company to provide a number of
stewards and to recruit community volunteers to supplement the steward numbers.
The funding also covered the provision of training, communication and other
equipment and welfare facilities for the stewards. This was the first year that a
professional stewarding company was used, in addition to the community stewards.
One interviewee thought that the intention was for there to be a phased handover of
crowd management responsibilities from the police to the organisers.
The interviewees were unsure of the exact number of stewards, but it was estimated
to be around 2-300 trained and qualified professional stewards. One interviewee said
the intention had been to recruit around 1000 community volunteers in addition, but
this had not been achieved, partly because recruitment had not started early enough.
Some of the bands also had their own community volunteer stewards that
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accompanied them on the parade or looked after the floats (‘wheel guarders’). It was
not known how many of these there were. One interviewee noted that they did not
think some of the community volunteers had been very effective in the past. Some of
the static sound systems also had their own stewards/security.
The observers noted the stewards supervised the floats and parts of the parade
route, keeping spectators away from the moving vehicles. A few were present near
the sound systems. Overall, the observers thought steward numbers were quite low.
They were quite easy to identify, especially those wearing high visibility caps. They
seemed friendly and helpful, providing information to attendees.
The interviewees thought there were between 6-8000 police around the whole
Carnival footprint, including traffic and night duties. One interviewee thought between
1-2000 police would be at Carnival itself.
The observers noted that there were many police around the whole area, especially
near street intersections where they were able to create in- and out- flows when the
central streets became very crowded. The police were present on foot, horseback,
bicycle and motorcycle. The police were noticed observing the crowd and searching
a couple of groups of young people. At one place along the carnival parade route,
where crowds were quite thick and there was crowd movement, the police used a
small elevated platform to observe above the heads of the crowd. The police were
also stationed at the gateways to the barriered-off ‘safety zone’ streets. People were
observed seeking help from the police.
• Roles
In terms of roles, several interviewees thought that the boundaries of these were
blurred. Some thought the role of the police was primarily public order and crime
prevention, including operations to stop troublemakers from coming to Carnival and
traffic control to stop unauthorised vehicles from coming into the carnival area. They
saw an overlap with the stewards, and police re-enforcing stewarding when
necessary. Another thought that the police took on stewarding duties and were more
pro-active in assisting and managing the crowds, because there were insufficient
stewards. The stewards’ main role was considered to be looking after the parade
route. Another interviewee thought the stewards should be the first responders in
dealing with issues around the floats, static sound systems, judging point and other
activity areas. They appeared to have some doubt about the capacity of the stewards
to undertake this role fully. One interviewee thought that a police officer and steward
would be paired with each band, to engender good relationships between each
service, the band and the crowd.
One interviewee noted that both the stewards and police would assist with access for
emergency vehicles into the area. The police were thought to control the
management of traffic, with the local authorities having put parking and road closure
orders in place. One interviewee noted that stewards were needed at the fire station
to keep the doorway clear and enable the fire appliances to cross the carnival route.
In terms of the distribution, one interviewee thought that the organisers decided
where the stewards would be distributed, in consultation with the police. Another
noted that the police had divided the carnival area into sectors and assessed the
need for police and stewards in different parts. The police would decide the
distribution of officers, depending on the availability of stewards. Two interviewees
thought the safety planning team would decide distribution.
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Interviewees generally agreed that people in difficulties would seek help from either
stewards or the police, depending on who was most easily accessible. If the nature of
the difficulty was crime, then it would be the police. Several interviewees thought it
was more likely to be the police, as they were easier to find. One interviewee thought
some attendees would prefer to approach a steward and might be reluctant to seek
help from the police due to historic suspicions of the police. Another thought that
people would prefer to go to the police because they would not be sure of the role of
the stewards. One interviewee commented that some people went to first aiders for
assistance because of their uniforms and it was a matter of recognition of a source of
help.
• Training and briefing
Most interviewees thought that crowd management staff were briefed for the event.
This included police officers, local authority officers and stewards, with some
additional joint briefings. One was not sure if all stewards received a briefing, but
possibly only the supervisors, although they though the other staff were briefed as
well, judging by the way they worked and responded on the day.
The police briefings started with the gold and silver tiers and cascaded down. Briefing
all the police involved in Carnival took a considerable time. One interviewee thought
that the police were involved in the steward training.
One agency said they went to one of the police bronze level briefings and that the
police attended one of their briefings. They thought that previously the fire service
had an input into the stewards’ briefing, but this might not have happened this year
because they did not get the information in time. Another interviewee noted that the
stewards in one sector were going to have first aid training this year, but this did not
seem to have happened. Another interviewee thought that the police attended the
briefing for steward supervisors.
One interviewee thought that an important aspect of the briefing for the stewards was
their relationship with the bands in the parade because there had been some
conflicts in the past. The emphasis was on supporting the bands so that the parade
could get through the route easily and smoothly without interference from the crowds.
They thought an important part of the police and stewards briefing was explaining
their relationship with each other and with the bands and clarifying their functions.
Another interviewee thought the briefing covered the layout of the carnival area and
the route, the facilities such as first aid points and the systems for crowd
management and the barrier plans. Other interviewees mentioned that it included the
timings during the event, transport arrangements, the identified risks, the
responsibilities of various agencies, communication and crowd densities.
One interviewee noted that this year the briefing of stewards was different because a
professional company was employed and it was assumed that they already had a
level of training. Previously the training for the community volunteers was more
challenging, as they were not trained in stewarding.
Most interviewees did not think that the stewards were given practical or personal
development skills. One agency explained their some of their new staff were trained
in new skills, such as putting a cordon in place.
In terms of a training pack, one interviewee thought that all stewards received a
briefing pack about the event. Police officers received a general briefing pack and
there were specific packs for officers performing specialised roles.
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Most interviewees were not sure of the ratio of supervisors to stewards. One thought
it was one to ten. One interviewee thought there would be a supervisor for each of
the five sectors. The observers did not notice any supervisors directing steward
teams.
4.5 Crowd management installations
All interviewees agreed that the police produced a barrier plan for the carnival area.
They had a stock of barriers that were deployed and positioned. The plan was
discussed with the local authorities. The police checked that the barriers were fit for
purpose and one interviewee thought that the police used a company to put out the
barriers, which the police then checked.
Overall, it was thought that only the police had the authority to change the barrier
layout during the event. This would be done in consultation with other agencies or
through the ELT. One interviewee noted that any agencies specifically affected
would be involved in the decision, such as had happened one year when barriers
along a main road were changed and this affected the buses. Another interviewee
described how one organisation had suggested changing the barrier layout at one
place during the event. Various agencies were involved in discussions about whether
this should be done, but the decision-making protocol was breached and this resulted
in a delay to the carnival parade.
The observers noted that there were pedestrian crowd barriers along the length of
some streets to separate the crowd from the carnival parade. Police and stewards
managed pedestrians crossing these streets in between parts of the carnival
procession. Barriers were also placed across some streets to create ‘safety zones’,
which were controlled by police. Spare barriers were seen in stacks on some street
corners, for use if needed. There were barriers around some of the sound system
stages and around other temporary structures, such as the camera crane and the
police observation platform, where solid metal barriers were used. Police on horses
and on foot were used as an effective movable barrier to enable or stop people
entering particular streets.
4.5 Crowd facilities and support
Observers noted that there were many sets of portable toilets distributed around the
area and these did not seem to have long queues. There did not seem to be
handwashing facilities. The signage for the toilets was very small. There were
wheelchair accessible temporary toilets at most locations. Some residents in the area
charged £1 to let people use their toilet.
From those respondents to the public questionnaires where the questions were
linked to the toilet facilities, about two thirds said they had queued for less than 5
minutes for the toilets. When questioned about access to the toilets, 82% of
respondents said access was acceptable, 18% said that it was not. When asked
whether there were enough toilets at the event, 70% of respondents thought there
were and 30% thought there were not.
When respondents to the questionnaires were asked how long they had to queue for
the bar, few respondents seemed to have bought from a bar. When respondents
were asked how long they had to queue for drinking water, again, very few seemed
to have used the drinking water facilities and 75% of those who did said they waited
less than five minutes. Two thirds of those who responded on the questionnaire
stated that they thought their access to water was good.
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• Signage
The observers noted that generally the signage for facilities was very small –
yellow/black signs on lampposts – that were not very easy to see. There were no
maps around the area. Paper maps were available from underground stations and
had been published earlier in one of the London daily newspapers. Other websites
provided maps to download. One interviewee noted that the first aiders were
frequently stopped and asked for directions by the public. One interviewee thought
that signage around the area was poor.
The respondents to the public questionnaires were asked about the quality of the
signage. 57% of respondents identified that signposting was adequate for them,
while about 43% said not.
One interviewee noted that many personnel at the event were not local and therefore
did not know the area or where facilities were, so were less effective at being able to
give directions to the public.
There did not seem to be a specific meeting point or welfare/help point identified in
the event area. Mobiles and texts worked, but these were often slow and could not
be heard in noisy places. One interviewee thought that there should be meeting
points, although these might not be easy for people to find.
• Support
One interviewee noted that there were support services, like two lost children’s
points, but these were not obvious to the public. They would like to see more publicity
about the support arrangements. Other interviewees thought the police had a
supportive role and the observers thought there were plenty of police to seek help
from, or stewards in specific locations. Another interviewee thought that support was
available from the comprehensive medical service and that first aiders were easy to
find along the route.
Of those members of the public who responded the questionnaires, 75% said they
would turn to the police if they found themselves in personal difficulty and others said
they would either seek help from their friends or from stewards. About 7% said they
would turn to first aid or welfare.
5. Hazards for the crowd at the event
This section describes some hazards that were identified and examined in relation to
the safety of the crowd attending the event.
5.1 The use of intoxicating substances
All interviewees agreed that they expected people to drink or consume other
intoxicants more than they usually would. Members of the public attending were
asked to comment on the questionnaires about their alcohol consumption at the
event and about 67% said they had not drunk alcohol at the event. Around 13% said
they had drunk about the same as they usually would, about 8% had drunk more
than usual and 12% had drunk less than usual.
All interviewees agreed that some people had problems and were unable to cope
with the effects of their consumption and needed assistance, usually from first aiders.
The police were involved in assisting inebriated people to the first aid points.
Sometimes they had intervened when it was a disorder situation. One interviewee
thought that the first aiders had to deal with a number of drug and alcohol related
casualties, as there had been no other support for them. London Ambulance service
deployed patient transport service vehicles to transport people who were drunk to
hospital (as well as other minor casualties).
153

The observers noted that alcohol was bought from temporary outlets or pubs in the
area and many people brought their own along. People seemed to help their friends
in difficulty through inebriation or they sought first aid assistance.
5.2 Slips, trips and falls
The local authorities inspected the area before the event, to identify and protect any
unusual hazards, such as holes in the road, roadworks, collapsed cellars or burst
water mains that could cause problems. It was mentioned that reports of slipping and
tripping hazards would be dealt with by the authorities on the day if possible and
noted to be discussed at the debrief meeting.
While people were discouraged from bringing glass bottles and traders asked not to
supply drinks in glass, it was thought that a considerable number of glass bottles
were sold by the illegal traders or local residents and the discarded bottles were a trip
hazard. Efforts were made by the authorities to clear the bottles and other rubbish
during the event using sweepers and handcarts. Medical services were thought to
treat a number of casualties resulting from tripping.
Observers noted that pavement edges/curbs could not be seen within areas of
congestion, but no one was noticed tripping over. Pavements/roads were flat or
gently sloping in the central area. Some streets had temporary barriers along the
length, so pedestrians were restricted to the pavements. There were many bottles,
cans and other rubbish on the ground as potential trip hazards. There were very few
bins, except near to the food traders, for people to put rubbish in and over-flowing
bins were observed where people had tried to put their rubbish with others. Some
residents seemed to have tried to improve the situation by providing bags on their
railings for people to put their rubbish in.
One interviewee explained that a new issue had arisen this year caused by spilt
chocolate from chocolate vans near the judging point. This had caused some
complaints from the public who had slipped.
Some shops had been fenced to protect the frontage and stop people climbing up.
Some street furniture was removed by the authorities after an inspection, particularly
near activities such as the judging point and static sound systems and on the route of
the parade.
5.3 Thrown and falling objects
One interviewee expressed concerns about promotional samples being thrown from
some of the floats and static sound systems although this had been discouraged and
was now much less of a problem than it had been. It would be stopped if it was
noticed.
One interviewee described concerns about bottles and other objects been thrown as
missiles. This had happened the previous year in the evening and particularly around
the sound systems. They thought there had been some success in encouraging local
traders and attendees to adhere to a ‘no glass’ policy. The observers noted one
glass bottle being thrown from an upper floor window of a house in the carnival area.
Another interviewee mentioned the danger of objects falling from the balconies of
houses where people were sitting or hanging out to watch the activities.
One interviewee described the measures taken to clear up the streets of any rubbish
before the event. This included having any uncovered skips removed if they
contained building materials. Any temporary structures in the area, such as
scaffolding, were boarded up if they could not be removed, to discourage people
from climbing on them. Trees in the area were inspected for overhanging branches
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along the parade route and tree specialists brought in by the local authorities to make
the trees safe.
One interviewee thought that all temporary structures brought into Carnival would be
risk assessed and safety checked to the satisfaction of the organisers, police and
local authorities. Another interviewee thought that the temporary structures, such as
the static sound systems, were small and there were not many of them. Another
noted that the fire service and local authorities carried out safety checks before
Carnival started.
The observers noted there were many temporary trader stands, canopies and
gazebos in gardens and on the streets where food and drink was being cooked and
served, portable toilets, PA loudspeaker stacks and camera crane. Some properties
had temporary fencing around their gardens and in one place, this seemed rather
loose.
5.4 Hazardous materials
One interviewee noted that the street traders were controlled by the local authorities
who had strict measures in place for the disposal of materials such as waste oil. One
interviewer commented on the amount of broken glass on the streets. Another
interviewee thought that food waste was left to be collected at the end of the day
when the waste collection trucks could get into the area. It was considered
impracticable to collect waste during the event due to the crowd.
Observers noted that there were many discarded food and drink containers on the
streets. People had made an effort to put their rubbish in a pile, so as not to spread it
around. There were piles of food waste behind the food stalls. There was quite a lot
of (police) horse manure on the streets. One person was observe to slip on it, but did
not fall.
Interviewees agreed that special effects that might generate hazardous fumes were
not used. One noted that dust or fumes from the vehicles might be an issue,
particularly for the bands and crowds behind vehicles that were stationary. It was
noted that some of the float vehicles had higher exhaust outlets that could reduce the
fume exposure and there was a recommendation by the local authorities to use
exhaust extensions outlets at a higher level.
One interviewee noted that most of the street traders, including the caterers, were in
one area and that they had received complaints about the fumes from open
barbeques. The observers noted heavy fumes and smoke from the barbeque cooking
on the streets.
5.5 Fire
One interviewee noted that the traders were responsible for their own fire safety
precautions and fire fighting equipment.
One interviewee thought that all generators were diesel, not petrol, although another
interviewee said that this was not a requirement. It was pointed out to traders that
diesel was safer and more efficient. The generators and the cooking equipment were
checked by the local authorities and fire service. The inspections happened earlier in
the morning, as it was not thought practicable to be able to make changes later on in
the event. The floats had larger generators that were also checked.
The street traders had to be licensed and part of that process was a training session
that included fire safety. One interviewee thought that the greatest fire risk was from
the street traders who were cooking with open flames and barbeques close to spare
gas cylinders, cooking oil and crowds. The inspections were thought to be the key
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and enabled safety advice to be given, such as maximising the distance for storing
spare gas cylinders and directing open barbeques away from the crowd. The
observers noted open flame barbecues in some streets and gardens.
One interviewee thought that the build up of combustible litter was a problem.
One interviewee thought that some stewards and community volunteers were
allocated specific detection duties. Another interviewee was unsure if fire training had
been given to the stewards from the professional company or the volunteers. They
thought the professional stewards would have previous training. One interviewee
thought that the stewards had usually had fire training, but that it might not have
happened this year. Police officers and staff from the transport operators received
fire detection training.
The training session for the street traders included what fire fighting provisions they
needed and how to use fire extinguishers. All traders, static sound systems and floats
with generators were required to carry fire-fighting equipment. One interviewee noted
that in the carnival area there was a local fire station with appliances. Another
interviewee noted that there did not seem to be fire points around the carnival area
and the observers did not notice any fire fighting equipment.
Most interviewees agreed that anyone who thought there was a fire problem would
call the fire service directly via 999. If a member of staff were in contact with the
control centre, they would alert them. One interviewee described how there had been
a fire in a private flat in the middle of the carnival area and the fire service had
attended. Usually the event control would activate procedures to enable fire
appliances to gain access. One interviewee thought that, through the event control,
police could be asked to investigate a report of a fire, or a fire officer might attend on
foot first before an appliance was sent in.
5.6 Electricity
Interviewees agreed that there were restrictions on the type of generator that could
be used. The organisers arranged inspection of their generators and the local
authorities inspected the static sound systems. The local authorities had an
electrician on duty. One interviewee noted that the street traders had a training
session that included electrical safety. It was thought that all generators were diesel
and barriered or fenced and that cables were covered or behind barriers. One
interviewee added that the traders were requested to ensure they used circuit
breakers on their electrical systems. Another interviewee expressed some concerns
about the generators used on the floats in the parade and the unofficial sound
systems installed in private gardens.
The first aid points had their own generators that were risk assessed and installed by
competent people.
Observers noted that the sound system generators had barriers and a generator for
the camera crane was fenced in. Some food stands had unprotected small
generators. Electrical cables for a sound system were seen protected by cable ramp
where they ran across a pedestrian area.
Most interviewees agreed that back-up generators were not available for the traders,
floats and sound systems. The emergency services had back-up power and there
was a back-up power supply for the underground.
5.7 Noise
One interviewee thought that the overall sound limit was 135dbc, but that the stage
would be below this level. Another interviewee explained that previously the sound
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levels had been set based on environmental nuisance and that a level of 85dba was
used at one metre from residential facades. Following consultation and the use of
consultants to measure noise levels from the sound systems, this had been changed
to the overall peak level measured over a period of time. This was partly to take into
account the new noise at work regulations and the need for staff in the central areas
to use radio earpieces.
One interviewee thought that there was a problem with the sound levels and that
their staff had to use ear protection. Another described how they managed the roster
for their staff at key locations, so that they were not exposed to high levels for
prolonged periods.
Most interviewees agreed that the noise levels had been monitored by independent
consultants, by the local authorities and by the agencies for their staff. Enforcement
was thought to be done by the organisers in the first instance by working with the
sound system operators, or by the local authorities. One interviewee also noted that
HSE were an enforcing agency. One interviewee explained that they worked with the
sound system operators and explained to them that the limits on the sound levels
were necessary to enable radio communication so that the event could happen
safely. The observers noted that some sound systems had noticeable low bass
rumble from their speakers that was uncomfortable for the observers.
Non-amplified sound
Sound level limits were not thought practicable for ‘non-amplified’ noise. One
interviewee explained that crowd noise was an issue when taking sound level
readings and that the crowd noise could result in unwanted higher readings. This was
thought to be a challenging area in terms of monitoring. One interviewee also noted
that the drumming bands could have peaks over 135dbc but because it was a
different nature of sound and not as far reaching as the amplified music, this needed
to be taken into consideration in the monitoring. The observers noted that the
whistles and horns used by the crowd made a high level of noise for people nearby.
Interviewees were unsure whether or how the noise from the crowd had an effect on
crowd behaviour, although it was recognised that it affected communication. One
interviewee noted that: “.. it is almost a group activity making as much noise as you
possibly can.” And that: “Everyone tries to join in and make as much noise as
possible …”. One interviewee thought that the reaction of people around someone
blowing a whistle depended on the way it was blown.
‘Quiet’ areas
One interviewee thought that quieter areas were reserved for attendees, such as
parks that were also ‘family friendly’. This had been identified in the noise
management plan. Another interviewee agreed that the parks had food stalls nearby
so people could sit and eat in spaces where they were not exposed to high levels of
noise. Other interviewees were not sure of the specific arrangements, but thought
that it was easy to walk away from the central area into quieter streets close by. The
observers thought that there were areas of different sound levels at each sound
system and some streets without any entertainment were quieter. All interviewees
and the observers agreed that there were no warnings signs in loud noise areas.
Interviewees did not think that earplugs were available for the public although one
interviewee noted that it had been discussed and attempts had been made to find a
sponsor for it. Another interviewee explained that the RNID campaign (Don’t lose the
music) had been present and had handed out earplugs to the crowd. One
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interviewee thought that a couple of the parade floats had handed out earplugs
previously. Some musicians in the parade and police and stewards were observed
wearing earplugs and one interviewee explained that the bands had been told to
provide hearing protection for people working for them. Several interviewees noted
that their workers had ear-defenders.
One interviewee explained that there was an issue for people who needed to use a
radio, as they had to have the volume high to be able to hear above the noise,
although another interviewee expresses uncertainty about the evidence for this. One
interviewee noted that the sound systems would turn off the sound system and make
an announcement, if necessary. Another described how, in some places, their staff
have to shout to be able to talk to each other or to members of the public. The
observers thought the police megaphone announcements were hard to hear when
the crowds were cheering or the floats were nearby.
5.8 Food hygiene and sanitary conditions
One interviewee described how food traders had to meet high standards set by the
local authorities and that this year the only food traders licensed to be at Carnival
were ones that had previously met the standards. Another interviewee agreed that
the local authorities license the traders, who had to go through a training session and
were inspected by the local authorities and a fire officer on the day.
The observers noted many open food stalls and individual food and drink vendors
along the streets. People were selling food from open barbecues in their front
gardens.
One interviewee explained that if food traders were found in breach of their licence
conditions, they would have to cease trading. This was easier for the local authorities
than having to take samples or seize food, which had not happened at Carnival. The
local authority would also request that the organisers do not invite back any food
trader that did not meet the standards.
One interviewee thought that the local authority environmental health officers also
inspected the unauthorised traders that were set up in private gardens, to make sure
that they were safe from a food hygiene and fire safety point of view. Another thought
that the police would back up and support the local authorities in taking action.
Interviewees were divided about whether they thought the medical service could
provide information about cases of suspected food poisoning. One noted that it might
initially be difficult to connect isolated incidents and link them to one source and then
there was no real means of getting the message out to the public. The local authority
would try to identify the source, but it was likely that the symptoms would not be
manifest until the day after the event. One interviewee noted that prevention was
prime, rather than reaction. Others thought that cases would be reported to the ELT.
Regarding drinking water, one interviewee explained that the supply provided for the
traders was also available for the public. Another mentioned that drinking water was
available from the first aid points and another thought that this was only in the ‘sterile’
areas, so was not publically accessible. The water was supplied from standpipes or
bowsers. Other interviewees were unsure if there was a supply available for the
public. A couple of standpipes were observed providing free drinking water, but these
were hard to find and not signed or marked on maps.
5.9 Transportation
All interviewees agreed that transport representatives were involved in planning for
the crowds at the event and that there was a sophisticated transport plan. There
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were several transportation systems, including buses, underground and trains and all
were integrated.
One interviewee noted the importance of the transport plan that outlined routes,
diversions, temporary hubs. They explained that buses were of major importance for
enabling the crowd to arrive and leave, because the underground system was
modified and restricted where it would not be able to cope with larger volumes of
passengers. There was also a ‘walk strategy’ where some underground stations
closer to the carnival area were closed and this assisted the crowd flows.
The transport authorities were in contact with their representative at the ELT and
would provide up-to-date travel information regarding problems on the routes.
Some underground stations in the area were open for exit/entry only at regulated
times according to estimated crowd flows. A major issue for the transportation
services would be if there was a serious disruption to underground services, for
example, coinciding with the wind down of the event and mass exodus.
Communication with all parts of the transport system was important. One interviewee
also noted that people were likely to come into the carnival area from one direction,
but leave via another.
The central area within the carnival parade route was closed to all traffic (except
emergency vehicles). The area around the route was restricted to resident-only and
service vehicles during Carnival and the police checked vehicles entering the area
from 6am to ensure that only residents were allowed in. Bus diversions were in place
in some places during the event. Road closure orders and temporary parking
restrictions were put in place in the central area, for the event and its preparations.
Comprehensive information was made available by RBKC to local residents in
advance about road closures and parking arrangements.
When the public were questioned in relation to how they had come to the event,
around 7% of respondents arrived by car and by far the largest number (57%) came
by train/underground and about 18% came by bus or coach and another 18% came
on foot. Almost 100% of respondents found it easy to travel to the event. The
observers noted that there was good public transport and plenty of information about
bus and underground services. They thought most people travelled to Carnival by
public transport.
Free maps and comprehensive information was published by Transport for London
and the Mayor of London’s Office. These were widely available from underground
stations and other outlets. They indicated the availability of buses around the carnival
area and the opening/closure of local underground stations.
5.10 Environment and weather
Generally, the interviewees did not think that specific plans were made for extreme
adverse weather during Carnival and thought that the event would go ahead,
although fewer people would attend. One interviewee thought that major flooding of
the whole area could result in the event being cancelled, but a more local incident
would result in there still being activities in other parts of the area. One interviewee
thought that the medical services would check the forecast and be prepared for
weather-related casualties and have appropriate equipment.
One interviewee noted that the effects of the weather could be problematic if there
was a dramatic change during the day. Another interviewee explained that there
were plans in place to help manage queues at the underground station if the weather
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suddenly turned very wet. They also noted that there was a resilience plan in place
and that this would be put into operation if an extreme weather event hit the area.
Interviewees agreed that numbers attending were down if the weather was bad and
that people did not stay as long at the event. During a wet event people tried to take
shelter under trees or other indoor cover. In fine, hot and dry weather, it was thought
people stayed later. Some interviewees thought that people drank more alcohol if it
was sunny and that more people were treated by the medical service for sunstroke or
dehydration.
The observers noted that the weather started cloudy, but became hot and sunny
during the afternoon, with very little wind. They thought the sunny and warm
conditions meant there was a higher demand for drinking water.
The event took place mainly in daylight and all agreed that there were no issues in
connection with light levels. However, there were differences of opinion among the
interviewees about whether Carnival was historically a daytime or day and night
event. This year it had been decided to hold the event during daylight, due to
incidents of disorder that happened after dark the previous year. One interviewee
noted that: “Because of the size of the event, because of specific concerns in
particular locations, we decided that this year it would be reasonable and prudent
and sensible to actually try to do the event in a different way to address those
concerns.” This meant starting the parade earlier in the morning and closing down
the judging point, parade and static sound systems earlier, so that event finished
before dusk.
5.11 Local issues
Issues with public transport and particularly problems with the underground system
were mentioned by several interviewees who considered that these would have a
disrupting effect on Carnival. This could be caused by problems in areas some way
away from Carnival. One interviewee thought that not much could be done if this
happened, except to pass on information to the public.
The observers thought that, as the majority of people came to and left from the event
area by public transport, a disruption of transport system/routes could have caused
problems. There had been some delays earlier in the day following a technical
problem on the London Underground.
One interviewee mentioned that a relatively new large local shopping mall had been
considered as possibly having an impact on Carnival if it was very popular, although
this did not seem to have been the case.
Another interviewee mentioned that widespread traffic jams in the area could have an
impact on the surface transportation to and from Carnival. It could also affect the
routes for emergency vehicles, which are drawn up to take into account the road
closures in the carnival area.
One interviewee expressed concern about the possibility of industrial action by the
fire service and how this might affect their agency. It was also thought that a strike
could affect the inspection of street traders with respect to fire safety.
6. Risk management measures
While the previous section included a note of some control measures in place for
specific crowd-related hazards that had been identified at the event, the following
generic risk management aspects were also examined in relation to the crowd safety
hazards. These elements are over-arching, in that they are relevant to the
management of many of the hazards.
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6.1 Risk assessment
All interviewees reported they had done a risk assessment for their own agency’s
involvement in the event. For some agency, they used a generic risk assessment,
specifically adjusted for their operations at Carnival. Others built on risk assessments
they had used for their carnival work in previous years.
Most interviewees said they had not seen a crowd risk assessment for the event,
although they believed that there was one.
One interviewee was clear that “.. managing the crowd is the biggest issue at
carnival.” They went on to describe there being “… a big conflict in particular places
between the crowd coming in and the parade …”
The observers noted potential hazards from crowd density in places later in the
afternoon, causing distress and the potential for crowd collapse when trying to move
between parts of the carnival area, especially near the sound systems and along
stretches of the carnival route. They considered that movement through the crowd
had been made more difficult when groups of people tried to hold onto each other
and move along as a ‘chain’. This resulted in people pushing into each other. They
also noted that it could have been difficult for someone behind a pedestrian barrier
along parts of the carnival route where the crowds were thickest, to get out from their
position if they felt distressed or uncomfortable.
From the public questionnaires, the respondents’ view of the safety of the event was
that 25% thought it was excellent, 60% thought it was good, 13% adequate, while
only 2% thought that it was poor. When asked what respondents felt at the event,
49% felt excited, 22% felt great, 26% felt normal, 1% felt scared or uncomfortable.
When questioned about their event experience around 47% thought that it was safe
and friendly, 32% thought that it was safe but could get dangerous; 21% thought that
it was safe and well managed, very few thought that it was unsafe but fun.
Those questioned gave a range of areas for concern. The most noticeable were
robbery or theft (mentioned by nearly half of respondents); then fighting or being
crushed; followed by concern about mass bodies and not being able to get away
from the area. Other concerns were being hit by objects or being hit by people. Noise
levels were of concern to around 13% of respondents.
6.2 Communication
Interviewees agreed that communication with the crowd was directly face-to-face
personal contact by the police and stewards, via megaphone, screens and PA
system. One interviewee explained that there was an agreement with the sound
systems that if there was an issue and they were requested by the police, the
operators would make an announcement. The sound system operators would also be
pro-active in putting out public safety messages if they saw any concerns in the
crowd around their systems. Scripts had been prepared for certain announcements,
following agreed protocols. Training sessions were held with the DJs about giving
information out to the crowds. One interviewee thought that the responses by the
sound systems had been impressive.
One interviewee noted that there was no overall PA system and they doubted that
megaphones would be effective over the crowd or sound system high noise levels.
Another thought that there was little signage used. One interviewee pointed out that
there were no video screens this year.
One interviewee described how a new means of providing updated information to the
crowd had been tried by the police this year. A text was sent to people who had given
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their mobile number to the service. This provided updated information about the
progress of the carnival parade. This was a two-way system, so that the crowd could
also text in to describe things they were seeing.
One interviewee noted that all agencies had ‘spotters’ in the carnival area who were
in communication with the ELT and could pass on information about any incident
they observed.
The observers noted that communication with the public was face-to-face by police
and stewards, in places using megaphones. They thought the megaphone
announcements were difficult to hear above the crowd noise in places, or were not
easy to understand. The observers thought some of the police on horses gave mixed
messages when they encouraged pedestrians to walk between the rows of horses,
but some people seemed to find this rather intimidating. One float was heard
announcing a repeated alert message over its PA system to warn the crowd as it
turned a corner. Observers thought the signage was very small and not easy to see.
One interviewee noted that the public transport systems were able to communication
up-to-date information to passengers arriving at or leaving the carnival area. Another
interviewee noted that in an extreme emergency circumstance the loudhailer system
on the police helicopter could be used.
Various agencies were thought to have responsibilities for communicating with the
crowd. These included the statutory authorities in the case of emergency messages,
the stewards and community volunteers for incidents, the DJs for safety messages.
Agency representatives in the ELT used radio and mobile phones to communicate
with their teams and shared information directly with each other in the control centre.
The interviewees were not sure whether a code would be used for communicating
with staff on the ground about emergencies. It was thought that the stewards would
probably use codes and codes were in normal use by underground station staff.
6.3 First aid and medical
London Ambulance Service and St John Ambulance London drew up complementary
medical plans and both provided resources for the cover. There were 11 treatment
centres around the carnival area, plus bicycle and foot response teams. The units
were prepared for the type of people attending and the size and density of the
crowds. One interviewee noted that the medical service was comprehensive, with
triage, volunteer doctors, ambulance, paramedics and first aiders and that the
ambulance service had a purpose built control room within Carnival. First aiders were
easy to find around the route.
The facilities were open earlier this year due to the earlier scheduled start of the
parade. One of the treatment centres had moved location this year, to reflect a
change in the layout and design of part of the carnival area. Otherwise, the plan
followed the previous year’s format.
One interviewee mentioned that street furniture, such as bollards, were removed to
enable easier access for the ambulances. Another noted that hospitals were alerted
to Carnival taking place.
The observers noted several first aid posts, although they were not very clearly
signed. First aiders patrolled the streets and seemed to carry large backpacks of
supplies and equipment. They were observed assisting unwell people on the streets
or taking them to the first aid posts. A police officer was observed calling for first
aiders to attend a casualty and they arrived at the scene within four minutes.
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Throughout the event, the medical control received casualty numbers from the
treatment centres and reported figures every one or two hours to the ELT. The
medical team monitored the types of incidents being reported, to see if anything
unusual was occurring and to compare with the previous two year’s figures. One
interviewee thought that the treatment centres would alert the medical control if they
were experiencing unusual incidents, such as several people being injured by
tripping over the same thing.
Statistics
Casualty statistics were analysed after the event and discussed at the debrief
meeting. These statistics provided information about numbers, types of injures and
the time of treatment, so that this could be taken into account for future planning. The
relative number of casualties at each treatment centre was compared, to see if any
locations might need to be changed. Figures were compared with previous years’
and anything unusual was investigated. One interviewee noted that weather was
likely to have an effect on casualty numbers and type and therefore had to be
considered in the analysis. One interviewee thought that casualty numbers were
quite low in relation to the crowd size and that most of them were minor injuries.
6.4 Evacuation plan
One interviewee was unsure if there was an emergency plan this year, as they were
not aware of it, although they had attended a tabletop exercise. They thought there
perhaps was one, drawn up by the police. They explained that they had found the
tabletop exercise useful as it had helped highlight some of the risks at Carnival, as
well as going through various scenarios, but it was held too close to the event and
did not fully explore what actions would be taken in the event of an emergency.
Other interviewees agreed that there was not one evacuation plan. Clearing parts of
the event would depend on what the incident was. Another interviewee explained that
they had an evacuation plan for their own service.
One interviewee thought that it was unlikely that the whole event would be evacuated
because it was such a big area. The area was divided into sectors and the police had
a series of plans for clearing each sector. The aim was to move people out of the
area.
One interviewee explained that the gold commander would decide if an area needed
to be evacuated or if an area needed to be shut down and people held there so that
another sector could be evacuated. Other interviewees agreed that the police would
take the decision, but it would be discussed with the ELT and particular services
would contribute, depending on the nature of the incident.
The interviewees had various views on how the public might be informed. One
thought it would be through the sound systems, using the agreed protocols and
police input about the key message, one thought there would be different messages
in different sectors, one thought it would be face-to-face and megaphones, which
would be possible if the sound systems were turned off. Two interviewees did not
know.
6.5 People with special needs
One interviewee noted that there were some facilities for people with special needs
at the judging point. Another interviewee agreed that there were some facilities,
including specialist transport arrangements.
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Some interviewees thought that there were no facilities or they did not know about
them. One thought that there may be some provisions such as centres for lost
children or support from the medical services.
One interviewee had noticed a dialogue on one website regarding the use of
pushchairs at Carnival and much of the advice from other attendees was not to come
to Carnival with children in buggies or pushchairs. One interviewee thought Carnival
was not safe for wheelchair users in some of the very crowded parts. They also
thought that they would advise a pregnant woman not to come because of the high
noise levels and the crowding.
In general, it was not thought that there was much provision for people with special
needs, including additional means of communication. One interviewee explained that
the organisers had tried to make provision for a number of wheelchair users and
allocate space at the judging point. People with special needs had written in
requesting space, but the facility was not well publicised. It was felt that they tried to
make provision for people who wanted to come, but that it was not easy in this size of
event. Another interviewee explained that information was provided in advance to
local residents and this included information from the organisers on where places are
accessible to people with disabilities. One interviewee explained that the local
authority liaised with a local disability organisation regarding access for residents with
special needs during Carnival. One interviewee noted that the information leaflets
from Transport for London were available in large font and Braille.
Several wheelchair users and other people with mobility difficulties were noticed in
the crowds. The observers noted there were wheelchair accessible temporary toilets
at the toilet locations. There was no information about the location of these on the
maps. There were no refuge areas in the crowded main street for people with special
needs.
6.6 Children
Although the Sunday was the specific day for the children’s carnival, the Monday
main event was also a day very much open to all age ranges, including adults
accompanied by children, making it a family outing. The following information was
obtained from twenty three supplementary questionnaires completed by families at
the event, some of whom had more than one child with them. While it is a small
sample, it does provide some insights into their views of the health and safety of the
event with regard to bringing their children.
The children in the sample ranged from 3 months to 19 years old, with around three
quarters of the children seven years old or under.
Almost half (11) of the children had been to this or a similar event with their parents
before.
The reasons people gave for bringing their children with them to this event were fun
(4), a family day out (2), they live locally (6) and because its something different.
Other reasons given were because it was somewhere to go on Bank Holiday, to get
culture, visiting the area and could not find a babysitter.
When asked if the parents had made any special arrangements because they had
brought their children with them, almost two thirds had brought drink (14) and food
(8) for them. Few (5) had brought warm/waterproof clothing, perhaps not surprising,
as it was a warm and sunny day. Nearly a fifth (4) had brought a buggy or pushchair.
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Only a third (7) of parents had made an arrangement in case they were separated
from their children. Nearly 70% (16) had concerns about the safety of their children at
the event, such as noise levels or crowding.
Regarding the suitability of the toilet facilities at the event for their children, nine
respondents thought that the facilities were suitable and 12 respondents thought they
were not. Almost all the parents completing the questionnaire (21 of 23) said they
had not expected to find specific facilities provided at the event for children e.g. baby
changing facilities/crèche.
Some interviewees expressed concerns about the safety of children, particularly in
relation to small children in buggies and pushchairs in crowded areas and with
respect to noise levels.
7. Discussion of findings
7.1 Crowd safety factors
One interviewee noted that: “… the essential element is - safe and successful – at
the heart of everything” and this seemed to be the shared aim for Carnival.
There were a number of factors that enabled the event to take place safely:
•
Members of the public attended the event to watch the spectacle, participate in
the parade and/or dance to the music on the streets and to share the partying
with others. This positive atmosphere seemed to have been re-enforced by the
way in which the police and stewards worked with the crowd to create a friendly
and supportive atmosphere at the event.
•
Some members of the public had attended the event previously, therefore knew
what to expect and how to look after themselves and assist others.
•
A large number of people (possible up to 9000, according to the Carnival Review
Group, 2004) were involved in the creative aspects of Carnival, the parade,
static sound systems and street trading. While there may have been some
competition between the groups of participants, floats and sound systems, the
overall intention of those facilitating Carnival was to make a joyous and
expressive occasion.
•
The event was recognised by the authorities and statutory organisations
involved, as a very positive activity for the area and for London overall, in terms
of spectacle, culture, social and economic importance.
•
There was a strong sense of commitment for the event by the key players.
•
A considerable amount of resources and other support was provided by the
police, local authorities and other services.
•
As an annual event, planning for the next event started immediately after the
previous event, based on the debrief meeting that enabled issues to be identified
and examined with a view to making changes.
•
There were robust and detailed operational plans available from previous events
that were used to build on. It was clear that information learnt from previous
years was analysed and key information used to make improvements for the
following year. This included changing parts of the carnival route and the timing
of the start of the parade.
•
In order to reduce the risk of disorder that had previously taken place as Carnival
ended and it became dark the previous year, the timing of the parade start had
been brought forward one hour and the parade and sound systems and stalls
were scheduled to close before it became dark.
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•

As many of the key players/organisations had considerable experience of
previous events, the roles and responsibilities seemed to be clearly defined and
to be well understood by the agencies and organisations involved.
•
Having had regular planning meetings for the event, most key players seemed to
know each other and had developed a good working relationship.
•
The operation of the Event Liaison Team control centre seemed crucial in
ensuring the smooth running, co-ordination, communication and ability to
respond appropriately and rapidly during the event.
•
There seemed to be good communication between those in the control centre
and their staff out on the streets. This was aided by the use of CCTV. This
communication enabled real-time reports to be fed to the control centre, where
the information was co-ordinated and instructions to ground staff regarding
dealing with identified problems could be issued.
•
Ground communication was supplemented this year by the use of a text service
operated by the police for attendees. Information was sent to people who had
provided their mobile phone number and they could also send in texts of things
they saw. (It was not known how effective or useful this had been)
•
As transport was a major factor in the safe arrival and departure of the crowds,
the transport authorities and organisations were key players in the planning of
the transportation supply and routes around the area.
7.2 Aspects of special interest from this event
The following aspects were considered to be of particular relevance to the planning,
organising and managing of the health and safety of the crowd at this event:
•
This was an extremely large event (estimates suggest 500,000+), but because it
was an open area of streets with unrestricted access and people came and went
over a period of several hours, it was difficult to get an accurate picture of total
numbers and therefore to plan for facilities and services.
•
The area in which this event took place fell within two local authority areas and
spilled over the boundary into a third borough. Co-ordination and co-operation
between these local authorities was therefore very important.
•
This was a dense residential area and residents were obviously affected by the
events that took place ‘on their doorstep’. This included some disruption to onstreet parking and rubbish collection. The local authorities had to make
additional arrangements to assist residents.
•
A good public transport system was available, with very good information on
routes and special arrangements for the event, to enable the crowd to arrive and
disperse relatively easily.
•
Carnival was composed of many different elements and activities in the same
area that had different requirements and attracted different audiences. One
interviewee thought that there were some tensions between the
organisers/supporters of the different elements.
•
There was a blurring of boundaries between ‘performers’ and ‘audience’ in that
many people came to Carnival to join in the parade and dance along the streets.
This was facilitated in many areas where there were no physical barriers
between people lining the streets and the parade.
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•

The key players had successfully balanced the important considerations of the
event in terms of culture, social fabric, creativity, community, economics, history
and public safety.
•
As a major event in the capital, various studies had been carried out on the
event, some by independent consultants. A full strategic review had been
commissioned by the Mayor of London’s office and published by the Greater
London Authority (Carnival Review Group, 2004). This was a detailed account of
Carnival and contained many specific recommendations that provided a number
of ways in which health and safety aspects of Carnival could be improved.
•
The event history had been marred in some years by violence, especially
towards the end of the event when it was becoming dark. This had led to some
expectation of disorder, including fighting, missile throwing and weapon carrying.
The authorities’ plans had to include preventative measures and preparing for
the possibility of these occurrences.
•
Police officers and stewards were paired up and responsible for parts of the
carnival parade, so that they were able to work closely together and form a
relationship between their organisations and with the carnival parade
participants.
•
Some streets were cordoned off as ‘safety zones’. They were used as spaces for
the medical services, police rest areas and lost children points and could provide
access routes for emergency vehicles, but were available as overspill and
pressure release space if other streets in the became too crowded.
•
Police horses were used effectively as a flexible crowd management “tool”. Their
riders were able to respond to crowd densities and use the horses to block or
enable the flow of people into particular areas.
•
Temporary viewing platforms were constructed in crowded areas for the police to
use to be able to observe and provide information to the control centre about the
crowds from above head height. These platforms also aided communication with
the crowd.
•
People seemed to attend the event in groups (often 6-8) and held onto each
other as they moved through the crowds. This caused considerable difficulties
and impeded crowd flow in the very congested areas, particularly at the
crossings of the parade route.
7.3 Further considerations
The researchers would like to suggest that, in order to support and build on the safe
environment for events of this nature, the following aspects might be considered:
•
Where new key players come into the organisational arena, support is needed
from experienced participants to enable them to take on their role and
responsibilities. Sharing information fully is part of this process.
•
When a commercial stewarding company is brought into an event for the first
time, what assumptions can be made about their knowledge of the event and if
their level of training might need supplementing with respect to local issues?
•
A joined-up approach by the performers and organisers, to assist crowd
management. This is of particular importance when members of the audience
join in with the activities. This could be enhanced by involving the community
groups and performers in assisting with crowd safety.
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•

A higher profile for public safety information, particularly through publicity before
the event, using leaflets and websites and via music or arts media programmes.
This could include enhanced information about what to bring and what not to
bring and could highlight the difficulties of bringing small children in buggies and
pushchairs to a very crowded event.
•
Consideration of the use of large video screens in the less densely crowded
areas, to provide an alternative to trying to get close to the entertainment.
•
Consideration for more obvious signage. This could be done by using ‘themed’
signs and notices that provide safety information, but fitted in with the creative
aspects of the event.
•
Developing a waste management and recycling strategy to reduce the amount of
rubbish resulting from the event, particularly waste that causes hazards on the
streets, such as slips and trips or fire.
•
Facilities for people with special needs: although there may be good provision of
basic facilities, such as toilets, it could also be fruitful to look at other services
that might be provided. In large crowds there are likely to be a number of people
with a range of special needs. Event organisers could work with both local
special needs organisations and people with special needs who are considering
attending, to find out what provisions would be desirable. For example, the
provision of a ‘refuge’ for people with mobility difficulties could be investigated.
Careful consideration would need to be given to the location of a facility such as
this in an accessible area and the possible impact on evacuation etc.
•
Communicating with the crowd: it seems to be challenging to devise and test the
most effective means of communicating with the crowd. The use of two-way
texting could be explored further.
8. Summary
The Notting Hill Carnival case study was the final of four such studies completed in
conjunction with the HSE in the delivery of a special project linked to guidance to
support crowd safety at outdoor street and special events. As the final study, it had
become easier to identify some generic elements to be explored in the final report.
As there were five evidence strands from this case study (questionnaires, in-depth
interviews, observations, documents and photographs), we could triangulate at least
three of the evidence trails to ensure that the findings were valid and supported. The
research also indicated that there were two distinct angles from which the findings
could be viewed: that of the organisers and agencies supporting the event and that of
those attending the event.
This case study event comprised the various activities related to the part of Notting
Hill Carnival that took place on 31st August 2009. It covered a wide area of streets in
part of west central London. Access was open and unrestricted to all but a small
number of streets designated as protected safety zones; therefore, the size of crowd
was not set and very difficult to calculate.
Evolution
The event had evolved as it had grown and adapted to changes in the composition of
the entertainment, such as the embedding of the static sound systems and changes
to the carnival parade route. From its early origins as a predominantly local
celebration for the Afro-Caribbean community, it now attracted a very large number
of visitors from all over the world. The parade and static sound system entertainment
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carried on over several hours, so there was no fixed focus to determine arrival or
departure times of the crowd.
There seemed to be an evolution in the role of some key players in the event, in
particular that the organisers were taking over more responsibilities, for example,
from the police regarding crowd safety. The organisers had taken on their specific
role for the first time this year and had to establish relationships with the other key
players involved. At the same time, a stewarding company was brought in to assist
with the role that had previously been carried out by community volunteers. These
changes in themselves were a challenge to maintaining crowd safety systems, but
this seemed to be overcome by the willingness of all key players and the use of
robust information and operational systems that had been developed over many
years, as well as the availability of local resources.
Complex crowd requirements
At Carnival, a number of different events went on at the same time, in different
places. These activities had different requirements, such as the parade that used
moving vehicles/floats, the parading bands and the static sound systems. Each
element had to be assessed and managed according to its activities and the
behaviour of the crowd it attracted. It was a major challenge to co-ordinate all the
different components and produce a cohesive crowd safety plan.
The key players proposed a number of reasons as to why people attend the event
and these were supported by the public questionnaires which identify that people
attended because of its reputation as a unique cultural event, or to be part of the
experience or to have fun with friends and family. Many people attended to dance
and join in the parade. This brought in an interesting perspective of people at the
event changing between being spectators and being participants. All these showed a
range of needs to be addressed.
While parts of the crowd remained static to view the parade or enjoy the sound
systems, there was considerable movement of the crowd around the whole area. The
movement was slow in places and very difficult in particular crowded places. This
required robust systems to be in place for monitoring crowd movement throughout
and the ability to open and close streets to regulate crowd density and flows.
The majority of those questioned at the event felt that the event was safe and had a
positive experience. When asked what type of activity they felt most frightened of, by
far the most significant was theft. Some of those questioned were concerned about
crushing or fighting. The organisers and agencies were alert to the possibility of
crime or disorder and had taken measures to prevent or control it. The organisers
and agencies thought that, next to crowding, the size of the event area and the
number of people were their biggest worries. From those observing, the event was
perceived to be an enjoyable and exciting experience.
Overall, the level of planning and resourcing for this event was very high, with the
management of crowd-related risks taken very seriously. The integration and coordination, planning, organisation and resource management was a key aspect in the
successful delivery of this high profile event.
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APPENDIX B

IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

For key players with a role in the safety of crowds at the case study events
Preliminary questions:
Name:
Organisation
Job title
What is your role in relation to this event?
What are your responsibilities in relation to this event?
Have you been involved in this event before/with the same organisation? How many times?
Was your role the same? (or what?)
Have you had the same role at a different (similar) event? How many times?
How long ago (months/weeks) did you become actively involved in this event?
Have you used any guidance in preparing for this event – national or local guidance? (What
– title/common name?)
Does this event (or parts of it) need an entertainment licence? Who would enforce conditions
in the licence?
Is the event considered a “work activity” that comes under Health & Safety
legislation/regulations?
Who arranges public liability insurance for the event? (& how much is it for?)
Safety responsibilities:
Who has overall responsibility for public safety at the event?
Who is responsible for crowd management?
Who is responsible for health and safety?
Who is responsible for fire safety?

Generic factors identified in the understanding of crowds at outdoor events
Generic factors

Interview questions

The event

What size of crowd is expected?
Is there a maximum capacity for the event?
Why do you think people attend the event?

The design of the special
outdoor event site in relation
to the needs of the crowd
including spatial activity and
active engagement with
tangible and intangible
elements

Have you been involved in the design of the site? In what
way?
Do you envisage any problems with the design of the site
in terms of crowd safety? Which parts of the site and
when?
What sort of people do you think will be attending the event
(age range, culture, ethnicity, distance travelled, local,
oversees visitor etc).
Do you expect people to come mainly alone/as a
couple/with family/with a group of friends?
Do you know how the crowd behaves at this particular
event?
Have the reasons why people attend the event influenced
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Generic factors

Interview questions
its design?
Have the characteristics of the expected attendees
influenced the physical design of the event
E.g. the signage, number of toilets, provision of first aid,
welfare points, number of stewards

The interrelationship of the
crowd with other actors in the
environment in relation to
density, mobility, spatial
systems and command and
control activities

Have you been involved in drawing up the crowd
management plan for this event?
Do you expect parts of the site to be crowded/have high
densities?
Are measures in place to help with this?
If so, what measures?
How is ingress/egress managed?
Do people in the crowd tend to stay in one place or move
around?
How are (moving) vehicles kept separate from people?
Are any maps/plans provided around the area?

The impact of the loss of
everyday expectations and
the audience relationship with
needs and wants in a
restricted and unfamiliar
environments

Are you expecting that people will come well prepared for
experiencing the event and with realistic expectations e.g.
about what to bring, the facilities (toilets, water, food) and
will make contingency plans e.g. for meeting up with lost
friends?
Will people come with very few possessions or bring things
that they might lose?
What support is in place if anyone finds themselves in
difficulties? How are these made known to the crowd?

The interface of the crowd
with those engaged in and
those responsible for
inhibiting violence and
aggression

Do you know the ratio of stewards to attendees and/or the
actual number of stewards?
Do you know the ratio of police to attendees and/or the
actual number of police?
What are the respective roles/responsibilities of the
police/stewards?
Who decides where police and stewards will be
distributed?
Do you think people will seek help from police/stewards if
they find themselves in difficulties? Why?

The availability of substances
likely to change the mood of
the crowd and the controls
within the event environment
of these substances and the
support of those unable to
cope with the effects.

Do you think many people will drink or consume other
intoxicants more than they usually do?
Do you foresee that this may cause problems for people
unable to cope with the effects?
Do you think there are adequate means of dealing
with/supporting people who are inebriated? What are they?

The impact of objects or
missiles thrown in the crowd
as well as the structural
integrity on site.

Do you think people might be injured by thrown objects or
by falling objects? How likely is this? (Audience/Workers)
Are there checks on the safety of temporary structures, so
that the crowd are not at risk from parts falling off?
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Generic factors

Interview questions

Monitoring the conditions of
the site and enabling checks
on areas where levels
change or are constricted.
The speed of the crowd on
slopes and the number of
people entering or exiting
various parts of the site

Do you foresee problems with people moving around the
area, e.g. changes in levels, rough pavements being
unobserved, moving too quickly down slopes.
Who checks the site for slips/trips/falls before and during
the event?
Are any potential obstacles removed from the site e.g.
rubbish bins?

The creation of inaccessible
electrical and water
installation for the crowd and
identifying safe and constant
supplies for all services on
site

How is the danger from electricity controlled? (E.g. all
generators are fenced/barriered. All cables are buried/run
overhead. Generators are installed by competent people)
Is there an emergency/back up supply in case the main
supply fails? What would this be used for>? Where is it?

The identification of detection
systems, fire fighting
elements and plans to ensure
that evacuation procedures
and contingency plans are
well maintained and up to
date

What precautions are in place to prevent fire? (e.g. diesel
only generators; combustible materials, including rubbish,
are tidied away; no naked flames near combustible
materials or generators)
What fire detection measures are in place (e.g. trained
stewards & others to observe)
What fire fighting equipment will be available (e.g. fire
extinguishers, fire blankets)
Who will be responsible for calling the fire service?

The insurance that all
hazardous materials are
managed and monitored to
ensure the crowd are safe in
the event environment

Are hazardous materials (e.g. food waste) to be cleared
away effectively?
Are there likely to be any problems for the crowd with
smoke, dust/fumes from vehicles/use of special effects
such as dry ice etc?

The delivery of optimum
amount of information to
ensure that all on site are
safe and well catered for. The
safe delivery of
communication strategies to
ensure all elements in the
crowd are aware of the
situation at any given time.

What means are there of communicating with the crowd
(e.g. PA system, megaphones, face-to-face. Noticeboards,
signage, (video) screens.
What means are used to communicate with people with
disabilities?
How do you keep people updated with information?
How will information be shared during the event, with other
agencies?

Having suitable systems so
that messaging to the crowd
is assured

Are there scripted messages prepared to convey
emergency messages to the crowd?
Who manages communication with the crowd?
Are there codes used to communicate with staff (e.g.
Stewards) to alert them to potential emergency situations?

First aid and medical
provision should be
appropriate and made
available to everyone. The
reporting and trend analysis
should be transparent

Is there an agreed medical provision plan?
Who drew this up?
Are medical treatment statistics/reports analysed during
the event for any unfolding trends that could need
attention?
Are statistics analysed after the event?
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Generic factors

Interview questions

The installation of safe and fit
for purpose facilities for
crowd management,
including barriers,
entrance/egress gates and
other onsite areas

Who designed the layout of barriers, gates, sterile areas
etc?
Who checks that the barriers etc are fit for purpose?
Who has authority to be able to change these during the
event if necessary?

The effects of climate and its
component parts on those
visiting an event. Water and
pests as well as waste and
other elements and their
management

What plans are made for severe weather (storms, high
winds, extremes of hot/cold, lightning)?
How do you anticipate that the weather will affect the way
the crowd behaves?
Does the event take place in daylight/darkness/artificial
light?

Noise causing unusual
behaviour and high levels of
stress. Warnings re the high
noise levels and the provision
of quieter areas

What are the sound levels for the stages?
Who monitors/controls these?
Are there sound level limits for the ‘non-amplified’ noise?
Do you think that the noise from the crowd itself (or from
things like whistles) will have an adverse effect on crowd
behaviour? How?
Are quieter areas planned for the site where people can
get away from high sound levels?
Are any warning signs used for high sound areas?
Are ear plugs etc provided for the crowd?
Do the noise levels pose any problems for communicating
with the crowd (for regular and emergency messages?)

Robust evacuation
procedures and plans and
what to do in the aftermath

Who drew up the evacuation plan?
Does it cover both limited area and full-site evacuation?
Who would decide if an evacuation (full or partial) is
necessary?
What plans are made to communicate with the crowd
immediately following an evacuation e.g. about whether the
event will be resumed; what routes and transport means
are available away from the area; where to meet missing
friends or lost children.

People becoming ill due to
food hygiene and poor
sanitary conditions

What methods are used to check on food hygiene? What
happens if an unsatisfactory supplier is found?
Will the medical services provide information about
suspected cases of food poisoning?
Is free drinking water provided?

Transportation

Have transport representatives been involved in planning
for crowds at this event?
Are plans in place for the safe arrival and dispersal of
crowds with local transport?

Local issues

Do you have concerns about any activities in the areas
around the event location that might impact on the safety of
the crowd at this event? (What? e.g. Local transport being
disrupted, road closures, local venue emergency)
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Generic factors

Interview questions

Inadequate co-ordination and
co-operation of work
activities.

How many safety planning meetings have been held for
the event? Have you attended them all? Which agencies
have attended?
Have you met all the other key players with a responsibility
for the safety of the crowd?
Do you have a schedule for preparation work before and
work during the event by those providing facilities or
services?
Do you know when services and facilities will close and
leave the event?
Does everyone use the same site plan/map? Is it gridded?
Who is responsible for revising the plan and distributing it?

Risk assessment

Have you prepared a risk assessment for your involvement
or your team’s in this event?
Have you seen a risk assessment for crowd safety for this
event?

Special needs

Do you know what services and facilities are available for
people with special needs? (e.g. for those with physical
disabilities, pregnant women, the elderly, children,
vulnerable adults)

Operational
responsibility/dissemination

Are all crowd management staff briefed for the event?
What topics are covered in briefings?
Are staff given practical/personal development skills?
Do staff get a training pack?
What is the ratio of stewards to steward supervisors?

Two final questions:
• What would you most like to see changed about the event?
• Would you attend this event if you were not involved in it? Or recommend your
family/friends/children to attend? (Why?)
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APPENDIX C
PUBLIC
QUESTIONNAIRES

Q7

Administered at the four case study
events
Where located?
Time?
Q1 How did you hear about this event?

Internet

Newspaper/Magazine

Mailing list

TV / radio

Word of mouth

Text

Other: please specify below
Q2 Is this your first time at this event?

Yes

No (see Q3)
Q3 How many times have you been to this event?
___________________________________
Q4 How many similar events have you been to?

None

1-5

6-10

Over 10
Q5

Q6

Q8
Q9

How did you get to the event?

Car

Bus / coach

Train / underground

Bicycle

On foot

Other
How easy was it to travel to this event?
_______________________________
Have you brought any of the following?

Coat

Hat

Warm clothes

Water

Sun cream

Rug

Mobile phone

None of these

Q10 Did you not bring these because you fear

Loss or theft

They were not needed

Not important
I live close enough to home to get 
them if needed
Because of the type of transport 
taken

I did not think of it

Other (please specify below)

Why did you come to this event?

Its reputation

I have been before

Friends said it was good
Q11 What is your overall perception of safety

Curious about the event
at this event?

Feels like have always been

Excellent

Publicity

Good
What is your main reason for being at the event?

Adequate

To be near the performers

Poor

To be with friends
Q12 What do you feel whilst at the event?

To have fun

Great

To be with other people enjoying the

Excited
event

Normal

To dance

Scared

To be part of the experience

Uncomfortable

To drink

Other (please specify)
Q13 Which of the following meets your
experience of the event?

Safe and well managed

Safe and friendly

Safe but could get dangerous

Unsafe but fun
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Unsafe but friendly

Dangerous
Q19

Extremely dangerous
Q14 Why do you feel like this?
________________________________
Q15 Do any of the following give you cause for Q20
concern at the event?

Being crushed

Side to side movement

Being hit by moving vehicles

Robbery or theft

Other crime

being hit by people

Being hit by objects

Lighting levels

Noise levels

Fighting

Mass bodies
Not being able to get away from the 
area

The condition of the site
Q21

Tripping

Slipping

Injury

Other (please specify)

Do you think this wait was acceptable?

Please answer yes or no to the
following:
Yes

No

Is there good
access to the
toilets?





Are there
enough toilets?





Is the
signposting in
general
adequate for
you?





Do you have
good access to
water?





Have you drunk:
More alcohol than usual



Less than usual



About the same



Q16 If you were in personal difficulties would you
None
seek help from:

Security / stewards
 Q22 Age?
Friends
Under 18

Police

First Aid / Welfare
19-21

Other
22-30
Q17 Have you pre-arranged a place to meet up with
31-40
your friends?
41-50

Yes

No
Over 50
Q18 How long did you have to queue for
Q23 Gender?
the following?
Male
less than less than Less Over
5 mins
15 mins than 30

30
mins
mins
Bar
Water
Food
Toilets
To get in
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Yes
No










Female


Supplementary questions for families with small children
Used at Cheese Rolling and Carnival
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

How old is/are your child/ren?
Has/have your child/ren been to this or a similar event with your before?
Why did you decide to bring your child/ren with you to this event?
Have you made any special arrangements because you have brought your
child/ren with you e.g. warm/waterproof clothing for them/food & drink for
them/a buggy or pushchair for them?
Have you made any arrangements in case you get separated from your
child/ren?
Do you have any specific concerns about the safety of your child/ren at this
event? E.g. noise levels, crowding.
Are the toilet facilities suitable for your child/ren?
Did you expect any specific facilities to be provided at this event for children
e.g. baby changing facilities/crèche?

177

REFERENCES
Berlonghi, A. E. (1993) Understanding and planning for different spectator crowds. In
Engineering for crowd safety: R.A. Smith & J.F. Dickie (Eds). Amsterdam: Elsevier
Science Publishers B.V.
Carnival Review Group (2004) Notting Hill Carnival: A Strategic Review. London:
Greater London Authority
Department for Culture, Media & Sport and Football Licensing Authority (2008) Guide
to safety at sports grounds 5th Edition. Norwich: The Stationery Office.
http://www.culture.gov.uk/images/publications/GuidetoSafetyatSportsGrounds.pdf
Fruin, J.J. (1993) The prevention of crowd disasters by crowd management:
Published seminar paper: In Engineering for crowd safety: R.A. Smith & J.F. Dickie
(Eds). Amsterdam: Elsevier Science Publishers B.V.
Health and Safety Executive (1999) The Event Safety Guide. HSG195. Norwich:
HMSO.
Health and Safety Executive (2000) Managing crowds safely. HSG 154. Norwich:
HMSO.
HM Government (2007) Fire safety risk assessment. Open air events and venues.
London: Department for Communities and Local Government,
Home Office (2006) The good practice safety guide for small and sporting events
taking place on the highway, roads and public places. London: Home Office
http:police.homeoffice.gov.uk/publications/operational-policing/event-safety-guide.pdf
Jefferies, J (2007) Cheese Rolling in Gloucestershire. Stroud: Tempus.

178

ANNEX

GENERIC GOOD PRACTICE CHECKLIST

The research at the four case study events provided evidence of how particular
factors in the organisational arrangements contributed to the creation of a safe
environment for the crowd. The following table contains good practice suggestions
for crowd safety at outdoor street/special events that have been distilled from the
research findings, based on the views of practitioners involved.
These suggestions may be of some help for similar events, but, as they are derived
from the specific events, they do not attempt to cover every type of event. It is
recommended that they are used in conjunction with other guidance, such as
Managing Crowds Safely (HSE, 2000) and The Event Safety Guide (HSE, 1999).
Most of the suggestions are common sense.
The checklist has been grouped into phases or components of an event. The term
‘organisations’ has been used to include agencies (statutory and voluntary) and the
organisers of the event. While many organisations may be involved in an event to
varying degrees, the most effective arrangements seem to happen when one
organisation takes the lead in co-ordinating and driving forward the various inputs.
For all organisations involved, it may be helpful to ask: “Have the following aspects
been considered? Are they relevant? Who is responsible for them? When will they be
in place?”
1 Planning
Develop an understanding of the nature of the event, it’s history, culture and
it’s values, to foster shared objectives among those involved in crowd
safety.
Recognise how the event is embedded in its locality, community and the
local resources available.
Identify and allocate roles and responsibilities to cover all aspects of crowd
safety at the event and ensure clarity about and appreciation of the roles of
organisations involved in crowd safety at the event
Institute a comprehensive Event Liaison Team structure, so that those with
roles and responsibilities can work together and share objectives.
Ensure organisations meet regularly to facilitate a co-ordinated strategic
approach and understanding of the input of the various organisations.
Ensure organisations meet regularly to develop a good working relationship
with each other and for key people to know each other.
Encourage continuity of organisations’ staff, to encourage experience to be
built up.
Enable an induction of new key players to provide them with support to fulfil
their role in relation to the event, including sharing experience and
information fully.
Consider a contingency plan to ‘shadow’ those in key roles, to be able to
take over responsibilities or ‘grow’ into the role.
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Facilitate co-ordination between different authorities, for example, where the
event falls across local authority boundaries or where both the district and
county authorities are involved.
Plan and hold a debrief meeting soon after the event, to learn for the next
one. Plan in changes to the event structure and format in response to
feedback.
Consult relevant, up-to-date guidance and use previous (updated) event
manuals.
Check requirements for entertainment and alcohol etc licensing.
Utilise external professionals for specialist knowledge. For example, to
provide information and advice on weather-related planning, noise controls,
structural safety, insurance matters, etc.
Obtain public liability insurance and check what cover is held by other
services and suppliers.
Prepare for taking action and identify trigger indicators for when crowd
densities reach a critical point. Clarify who will make this decision.
Prepare plans for cancellation of the event either just before or during the
event. Are systems in place for communicating with the crowd? Will they be
able to get away? Is it clear who will make this decision and the role of other
organisations?
Are timings of activities planned so that the crowd does not all want to leave
at the same time. The dispersal of the crowd needs to be co-ordinated with
local transport availability and road capacities.
Co-ordinate the different elements and activities of a complex event. These
may have different requirements in terms of crowd safety, such as a moving
procession or a static entertainment, Are those in charge of various
activities aware of how their plans mesh in with others?
2 Operations

Build on operational plans from a previous event. Operational manuals
provide a base on which to establish the detailed procedures.
Operate an Event Liaison Team joint control centre. This could be set up for
the event in a space suitable for all organisations to have a representative
based there and with good communications between the organisations and
with each organisation’s staff on the ground.
Enable co-ordination and co-operation between organisations involved in
the management of the crowd.
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Consider pairing up personnel from different agencies to work together on
the ground. This develops a working relationship between individuals and
assists co-ordination of response between agencies involved.
Identifying and logging good and bad practice for discussion at debrief
meeting to adjust systems, as well as enabling an immediate response.
Use a common grid map with features relevant to key organisations. Ensure
all have the latest operating version. This is best achieved by one
organisation producing, revising and distributing the plan.
Inspect the site and facilities before the event starts, to identify and assess
the impact of any hazards or obstructions on crowd safety. These may be
permanent structures, such as bus shelters, that could be barriered, or
temporary installations, such as cables across the ground.
Remove or protect site hazards (such as railings, bollards, rough stones,
etc.)
Install appropriate signage to warn of hazards (such as steep slopes), or
directions (such as exit routes)
Develop a waste management strategy so that, wherever possible, waste
can be cleared from the area during the event and reduce the likelihood of
slips, trips and falls or a fire hazard and that this strategy follows current
environmental law and environmental good practice (including waste
reduction and recycling)
Report first aid and health-related incidents from all first aid posts during the
event so these can be analysed and examined for unusual occurrences or
trends. This enables action to be taken to deal with particular hazards, such
as a loose paving causing trips, or litter build up causing falls.
Use appropriate technology where possible e.g. CCTV, radio, mobile
phone/text, PA systems, video screens, message displays, to enable realtime communication with the crowd.
Have in place monitoring systems at identified or potential pinchpoints. This
could be staff on the ground or a text system from crowd members. Are
crowd managers ready to take action if density reaches a particular level?
Who initiates, manages and carried this out?
Can a local viewing platform be used to enable crowd managers to see over
the heads of the crowd? This could also enable more effective
communication with the crowd.
Consider dissuading groups of people from moving through the crowd
together and hanging on to each other to avoid being separated or lost?
This seems to cause increased congestion and slow crowd movement. Are
there easily located meeting places if people are separated?
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3 Services
Ensure that attendees are aware, in advance, of the facilities that are and
are not available at the event, especially if facilities that would normally be
expected, like toilets, are not provided. Include any facilities for people with
special needs, or children.
Institute standards for all services including toilets, vendors and other
service providers. This involves working with service providers in advance.
Ensure that facilities, such as toilets, are checked and maintained
throughout the event.
To what extent does the duration of the event affect the services that are
needed e.g. toilets, drinking water?
Promote the use of a standard site/area signage system to inform people of
the location of support points, facilities and routes to activities. Include
direction signage for exit routes, as well as entry. For events in the dark,
signs need to be illuminated.
Consider that spectators also attend to meet and be with friends and family.
Provide a mechanism for re-uniting separated group members.
Consider alcohol issues and how these might affect behaviour and the
support mechanisms that could be provided.
Consider facilities for people with a range of special needs (not just
wheelchair users). Liaise with local or national organisations for specialist
advice and seek the views of attendees with special needs.
Consider facilities for families with small children, such as baby changing,
lost children arrangements.
Properly brief stewards and other crowd management personnel to enable
them to reinforce the crowd self-management and to work with attendees to
maintain a positive friendly and supportive atmosphere.
Assess transport needs of attendees and provide adequate and appropriate
services and information.

4 Communication and information
Prepare written plans and documentation on crowd-related safety aspects
that are shared between all organisations involved. These can be based on
lessons learned from previous evens.
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Establish robust two-way communication in real time between ground staff
and control centre. This needs to be tested and all staff trained in the
consistent use of communications equipment and protocols.
Consider the best way for organisation staff to communicate with each
other. For example, are simple methods like red/green flags appropriate in
some circumstances?
Provide public information both in advance e.g. websites, tickets, local (or
national) media, press releases, interviews and on site e.g. programmes,
signage, maps/plans, display screens.
Involve the media in promoting positive safety messages for people
attending.
Provide information to enable visitors to understand how the event is
embedded in and the nature of its relationship with the local community.
Draw the attention of attendees to any specific or unusual hazards at the
event. Include conditions that might cause particular problems for people
with special needs, children in buggies etc. Provide advice on what to bring
and what not to bring. For example, the event may not be a suitable
environment for dogs, as they may cause a trip hazard or become
distressed in the crowd.
Provide a means of communicating with the audience/spectators. Test the
effectiveness of PA systems, loudhailers etc to communicate with the crowd
e.g. optimum position of PA/speaker systems and how it sounds over the
whole site, in conditions that best imitate those during the event.
Use information from observers in the crowd to ascertain the effectiveness
of public address systems etc and the intelligibility and effectiveness of
messages.
Provide up-to-date information to the crowd as the event unfolds. This could
be via a PA system (use a live announcement by a ‘friendly’ and
authoritative person, rather than a recorded loop message), LCD dynamic
changeable display boards, a mobile phone text message system (also can
be used to feedback information from the ground)
Consider the use of dynamic LED changeable display boards as an
effective method for providing updated messages and signage. These can
be positioned around a large area and controlled centrally. They can be
used in daylight or dark conditions.
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5 The crowd
Understand the health and safety needs of attendees. Produce a crowd
hazard assessment and risk management plan for the event, including the
allocation of roles and responsibilities. Ensure this is shared among relevant
organisations and kept up to date.
Understand why people attend. If to view a particular activity, how can they
be enabled to get a good view without overcrowding?
Provide standard guidance and protocols for attendees. For example, the
use of a familiar style of direction signs, facility symbols etc.
Enable attendees to take appropriate responsibility for their own health and
safety and to understand the nature of the event. This involves providing
them with adequate advice in advance so that they come to the event
prepared; good signage; suitable and accessible facilities; and informed
sources of support at the event.
Encourage attendees to assist and support others to share the event
experience safely, especially those who had been before and know what to
expect.
Involve the performers/participants and enable them to play a suitable role
in assisting with crowd safety. Help them to understand what it important,
what signals to look out for and who to contact if they have any concerns.
Understand that there can often be some overlap between participants and
spectators. Attendees may not just want to observe the performers, but to
join in the activities such as dancing, singing, blowing whistles.
Take into consideration the change in role of people attending, as this may
happen during the event. People may be spectators at one time, and then
become participants in an activity or performers. Assisted people to
understand that they may have different responsibilities when they change
role.
Consider a broad range of special needs (not just wheelchair users) and
make those adjustments that are reasonable and/or necessary, such as
clear signage and provisions for people with sight or hearing impairments17.
Ensure stewards are trained in their duties and have sufficient information
and knowledge of the event and its facilities to be able to assist the crowd.
Are they able to identify hazards and report swiftly to the right person?

17

See Disability Discrimination Act 1995 (as amended).
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6 Major incidents
Who would take the decision that an evacuation (full or partial) is
necessary? Who would initiate the evacuation?
Ensure all organisations understand each other’s role. This is best achieved
in a shared written plan. It needs to include any performers or the media
who may have a role to play in communicating with the crowd.
If the site has temporary fences or barriers, can these easily be removed or
opened up to allow the crowd to evacuate quickly?
Has a safe space been identified where people can go if they have to be
evacuated from the event area? Does this space have any facilities,
including a means of communicating with the crowd who have been
displaced?
Transportation needs to be included in evacuation/abandonment plans, to
enable the crowd to disperse safely.

7 Other considerations
Understand how the weather can affect crowd safety at the event. For
example, dry conditions may make the ground harder, it may encourage
people to drink more alcohol or wet conditions may make the ground
slippery.
Plan for how adverse weather conditions might affect the event, including
delays to the event build, cancellation at short notice, sudden deterioration
during the event. Can you advise people where to go, for example, if there
is a sudden lightening storm, which can be frightening? Ensure adequate
monitoring of weather conditions before and during the event.
Plan for external disrupting factors – e.g. flooding immediately before the
event, industrial action affecting critical services, breakdown of utilities,
major transport interruptions.
Take account of the effects of unplanned media coverage, including in
response to local occurrences unconnected with the event. This may result
in increased attention to the event or affect attendance numbers.
Recognise how the locality may be affected by the event: the benefits, the
disruption to residents’ normal activities, the possible media interest and the
presence of additional visitors.
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Liaise with those affected if places normally used by people are unavailable
during the event. E.g. if parts of an area are fenced off for an event or car
parking has to be suspended.
Look at how the local community can be involved in the event. They may
have valuable knowledge of the locality and services available.
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