
THE SOUTHPORT INQUIRY 

PHASE 1 CLOSING SUBMISSIONS OF 

THE CHIEF CONSTABLE OF MERSEYSIDE POLICE 

References to the hearing transcripts are formatted [T: date P: number L: number] 

1. The Chief Constable of Merseyside Police makes these closing submissions 

pursuant to the Chair's directions dated 9 October 2025. They are made under 

the following headings: 

a. AR's 11 December 2019 Range High School attack. 

b. Safer Schools Officer's attendances at AR's address in 2023. 

c. AR's 29 July 2024 Hart Space attack. 

d. Recommendations. 

2. These submissions take account of documents disclosed by the Inquiry up to 14 

November 2025. 

AR'S 11 DECEMBER 2019 RANGE HIGH SCHOOL ATTACK 

3. In headline terms it is submitted that: 

a. Merseyside Police's investigation of the attack was appropriate. 

b. The evidence before the Inquiry emphasises the need for close liaison 

between local investigators and Prevent / Counter Terrorism Policing 

("CTP") where the former have seized electronic devices the contents of 

which may be useful to the latter's open processes. 

c. There is a need for certainty as to which is the lead agency responsible for 

managing the risk to others posed by an individual such as AR. 

Background 

4. This is not a complete chronology of the incident but rather a summary of what 

Merseyside Police did and the matters understood to be of relevance to the 

Inquiry. 
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1 LCCO01348 page 71 — email from Ms Hodson to PC McNamee 
2 LCCO01346 page 69 — email from PC Harrison to Ms Lewis 
3 LANCO001 75 — page 21, email referral to Prevent 
4 CTPNW0001 54 — Prevent Referral on referral form 
5 LCCO01401 — AR's school internet browsing history for 15 November 2019 
13 Note in particular the detailed review of the emails sent on 5 December 2019 [T:23/10/2025 
P:51 L17— P:53 L:12] and Officer B's evidence [T:8/10/25 P:143 L:17] 
Contrary to Ms Hodson's evidence at LCC001773 at [134] 

B MERP007527 — Inquiry witness statement of PC Dodd 
MERP008138 — Inquiry witness statement of PC Clarke 
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9. PC Paul Harrison from Lancashire Police emailed Merseyside Police on 11 

December 2019 explaining that AR was already known to them,13 and that: 

a. AR had previously lived in Southport and had previously attended Range 

High School, Formby. 

b. AR had been expelled, having been found in possession of a knife. 

c. Due to his behaviour, AR was placed at the Acorns School in Ormskirk, 

Lancashire. It was noted that this school was a special school. 

d. In the two weeks prior to the 11 December 2019, AR had been referred by 

Acorns School to Social Services. It was understood that this was due to 

him accessing websites at Acorns School and researching mass shootings. 

It was also noted that he had a fixation with beheadings and guns, and a 

dislike for teachers. 

e. Following the referral to Children's Social Services, the Child Early Action 

Team became involved, and the information had been sent to the Prevent 

Team in Burnley. 
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f. A meeting had been due to take place at Acorns School on Friday. (The 

incident at Range High School happened on Wednesday 11 December 

2019, so it is assumed the Friday referred to would have been Friday 13 

December 2019). 

g. AR's parents were British Rwandan nationals who had previously fled from 

Rwanda. 

h. AR's father was in denial, and he was of the opinion that Acorns School 

were exaggerating things. 

10. Following receipt of this email, AR's home address was searched by Merseyside 

Police officers as part of their criminal investigation into AR's actions on 11 

December 2019 ("the assault investigation") and electronic items were seized.14

AR's black iPhone was seized from him in custody.15 The investigation into the 

electronic devices was for consideration of any threats or other matters relating 

to the assault investigation. 16 In other words, DC Murphy sought to seize and 

interrogate AR's electronic devices because their contents were potentially 

relevant to AR's motive for the hockey stick attack.17

11. AR was interviewed under caution by DC Murphy.18 All relevant agencies were 

updated as to the situation by email.19 The case was referred to the CPS. During 

the course of the investigation DC Murphy received information about a 'hit list' 

which AR was said to have had.20 No evidence was ever found that such a list 

existed [T:06110/25 P:81 L:7], but DC Murphy nevertheless made a VPRF1 on 

27 December 201921 regarding the possibility of a hit list. 

14 MERP002906 — witness statement of PC Lynch; MERP002905 witness statement of 
PC Sims; see also [T:06110125 P:69 L:7] 
15 MERP002897 — witness statement of PC O'Callaghan who seized AR's iPhone and 
exhibited it as EO/01 
16 DC Murphy witness statement at [31] MERP007786 
17 Agreed by CTP in their Officer's Report dated 13/03/2025 — CTPNW000034 
18 MERP002989 — witness statement of DC Murphy confirming interview took place and 
circumstances; MERP000186, page 17, AR's prepared statement 
19 MERP002566 page 18— email from DS Smith 12 December 2019 
20 MERP002919 — (Occurrence Log) page 6, entry 25 
21 MERP000186 — VPRF1 27 December 2019 
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13. Ultimately, AR was charged and appeared at the Merseyside Youth Court on 19 

February 2020 where he pleaded guilty to the three charges and given a 10-

month Youth Referral Order.23 It is understood that this is the typical sentence 

where a 13 year-old defendant pleads guilty to a first offence of the kind AR was 

charged with. 

14. No statement was obtained during Merseyside Police's investigation from Acorns 

School regarding AR's school internet searches because DC Murphy was 

informed by the person from the School who she spoke to that AR's search 

history was no longer available [T:16/10/25 P67 L23].24 In the circumstances, no 

statement was required. AR's seized devices were provided to the Digital 

Forensics Unit ("DFU"), along with details of the hockey stick attack, and 

information about his internet searches for mass school shootings and 

beheadings [T:06/10/25 P:70 L:18]. That information was based on PC 

Harrison's report (see [9(d)] above). Key word searches were carried out on the 

data from AR's devices, including the name of the school, the names of the 

victim, the intended victim and various teachers, and the words "beheading" and 

"shooting".25

22 LANCO00004 — record of strategy discussion 
23 LCC000026 — Youth Offending Services court record 
24 It is not understood how this confusion arose. There is no evidence from the person who 
DC Murphy spoke with (who Ms Hodson believes was Ms Heaton: LCCO01 773, paragraph 
133). It may be that this person (wrongly) assumed that the download from 15 November 2019 
had already been provided to law enforcement and that the downloads from subsequent days 
on which AR's internet browsing had been of concern were no longer available. 
25 MERP008359 — DFU report 
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Liaison with CTP 

16. Merseyside Police had seized electronic devices the contents of which may have 

been relevant to Prevent's parallel assessment which had commenced before 

Merseyside Police's involvement. Merseyside Police's analysis of those devices 

revealed nothing of relevance to its investigation (or Prevent's processes). DC 

Murphy did not provide this 'nil return' to Prevent. Prevent do not appear to have 

been expecting a 'nil return'. Prevent's understanding was that they had advised 

Merseyside Police to make a referral to Prevent if any relevant information was 

found on AR's devices.26

26 CTPNW000122 — Prevent Case Management Tracker of AR, First Referral, page 29 
27 DC Murphy evidence [T:06/10125 P:97 L:21] 
28 [T:13/10/25 P:139 L:21] — evidence of DCS Kenwright [T:09/10/25 P:78 L:13] evidence of 
PS Thompson 
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29 Custody Suite mental health assessment form MERP002881 
30 Email from Lucy Parkinson (LCC) to DS Chris Smith MERP002570 
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SAFER SCHOOLS OFFICER'S ATTENDANCES AT AR's ADDRESS IN 2023 

21. The headline submission is that Presfield Soho®I appropriately sought the 

support of PC Baker, the Safer Schools officer ("SSPO"), for checks on AR at 

his home address due to his persistent absence. These checks were not being 

undertaken by the School because AR was thought to pose a risk to others and 

there was no reason for PC Baker to suspect that he did. 

22. Staff at Presfield School were concerned that they had not seen AR for a number 

of months. They were concerned for his_ welfar .31 PC Baker was the SSPO for 

six schools including Pre field School between March 2022 and July 2024. He 

was approached by Cheryl Smith of Brasfield School by em .il on 27 March 2023 

and asked if he could assist the school by attending AR's address with Ms Smith, 

ifl circumstances where Lancashire Police had declined to conduct a welfare 

check.32

23. PC Baker agreed to assist by attending AR's home address with a teacher. He 

did so on a handful of occasions at the School's request between July and 

December 2023.33
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The staff at Presfield School were not conducting home visits because of a 

concern that AR posed a risk to others. They did not tell PC Baker that they 

thought AR posed such a risk. This is consistent with the evidence that Presfield 

School had not appreciated the nature / extent of AR's risk to others due to their 

own error in not opening the email containing that information.35

25. There is no evidence to suggest that AR behaved (or that AR's family revealed 

that he had behaved) in a way that suggested he posed a risk to others during 

the home visits that PC Baker assisted with. 

AR'S 29 JULY 2024 HART SPACE ATTACK 

26. In headline terms it is submitted that: 

a. Merseyside Police's response of the attack was appropriate. 

b. The initial designation of and direction of officers to an RVP until the FIM 

could assess the situation was appropriate. 

c. Merseyside Police will work with NWAS (and MFRS) to ensure common 

understanding of terminology given the differences that were apparent in 

the evidence about use and understanding of the terms "RVP" and "stand 

off". 

Background 

27. The detailed chronology of what happened on the day of the attack is not 

rehearsed; it is set out in the written statements of DCI Pye and Cl Hughes and 

in their evidence. The summary below begins at the point of the first 999 call by 

Leanne Lucas, which connected to police at 11:47.08.36

28. PS Gillespie was the first police officer to arrive on scene. He arrived in a police 

car at 11:56:53. He saw a child on the pavement and told members of the public 

to flag down a paramedic car which he had seen driving behind him. He was 

ushered to Hart Space by Joel Verite. He arrived at the smashed door leading to 

35 [T:23110125 P:222 L:23 — P:222 L:2] and [23/10/25 P:227 L:24 — P:228 L:23] evidence of 
Cheryl Smith 
36 Transcript of 999 call by Leanne Lucas MERP000481 
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31. During his evidence Cl Hughes was questioned about PS Gillespie's actions on 

arriving at the scene. In summary, on arriving at the smashed door PS Gillespie 

was urged by Mr Verite not to go in without a gun as AR had a knife. PS Gillespie 

gave an update over his radio (crucial for the wider police and emergency service 

response) and then entered the building with PC Holden 52 seconds after arriving 

at the door. Merseyside Police endorses Cl Hughes' evidence that [T: 24.9.25 

P44 L2]: 

a. It was appropriate and in line with the National Decision Model for PS 

Gillespie to gather information before entering the building. 

b. He did this "very quickly". 

c. He formulated a plan very quickly to await a Taser officer and then enter to 

try and detain AR, and this was "highly commendable". 

d. PS Gillespie "absolutely" got the balance right between assessment of risk 

and his duty to protect life and protect the public. 
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34. A major incident declaration was given over the EISIC channel by Cl Arrowsmith 

at 12.14:35 as follows:43

"Merseyside FIM to all agencies monitoring this channel in relation to the 
ETHANE message earlier described at 12:06 on this channel. 
The revision now is now declared as a major incident, Major Incident 
Declaration 1214." 
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Should officers have been sent to an RVP in the first instance? 

38. Given the nature of the 999 call (i) it was passed by the operator to the control 

room supervisor who assigned an RVP pending the FIM's review; (ii) it was 

passed by the control room supervisor to the FIM for review; (iii) dispatchers 

dispatched unarmed units to the RVP; and (iv) the FIM declared a firearms 

incident, but gave guidance that unarmed units could approach the scene (viz 

"Deploy unarmed patrols to approach with caution / Assess the situation / If safe 

deal").44
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39. Merseyside Police considers that dispatching officers to an RVP in the immediate 

response to an incident pending the FIM's decision is the correct practical tactical 

approach in incidents involving firearms or knife attacks that (i) are likely to be 

declared a firearms incident; and then (ii) are declared as a firearms incident. 

Sending officers to an RVP in the immediate response is a holding position. It 

ensures that officers are already making their way to a safe location near to the 

locus of the incident while the FIM is in the process of assessing the situation 

and deciding whether or not it is safe for unarmed officers to approach the locus 

of the incident before firearms officers. That is what happened on 29 July 2024. 

In the immediate response officers were sent to the RVP; Cl Hughes promptly 

decided that it was safe for unarmed officers to approach the Hart Space with 

caution. 

40. An RVP is described in the JESIP doctrine45 as "Point to which all resources 

arriving at the outer cordon are directed for logging, briefing, equipment issue 

and deployment." 

41. The "A" in METHANE is "Access"46 and is described as follows: "What are the 

best routes for access and egress? Include information on inaccessible routes 

and rendezvous points {RVPs}. Remember that services need to be able to leave 

the scene as well as access it." 

42. In the Manchester Area Inquiry Report, Volume 2-1 Sir John Saunders 

considered the JESIP doctrine and described the RVP and the Forward 

Command Post as "...two key locations that are central to a successful multi-

agency response" [10.19]. With respect to RVPs Sir John continued at [10.20]: 

"The RVP is a single place to which all responding agencies should travel and 

co-locate. The RVP needs to be identified and then communicated as early as 

possible. The RVP brings all the responders together in a single place. It reduces 

the risk that each responder agency will operate on its own, rather than together." 

45 JESIP Joint Doctrine: The Interoperability Framework version 3.1 2024 p.49 
46 As covered in JESIP under M/ETHANE and the APP Civil Emergencies under METHANE 
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43. The section on civil contingencies in the College of Policing's APP on Civil 

Emergencies47 is to similar effect, as covered by Cl Hughes in his statement to 

the Inquiry.48

45. If, contrary to these submissions, it is the Inquiry's view that unarmed officers 

and other first responders should be dispatched immediately to the locus of the 

incident involving knives or firearms (rather than to an RVP) then it is suggested 

that amendment will be required to the JESIP principles and to the APP on Civil 

Emergencies. 
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52. The Chief Constable agrees, but observes that: 

a. Ultimately, it remains for the ambulance service to make its own risk 

assessment as to whether and to what extent it is safe to proceed to the 

locus of an incident. In many cases NWAS arrive on scene before police. 

b. The practicalities of when, how and in what terms safety information A 

advice should be given at control room level would need to be worked 

though carefully (e.g. avoiding any cut across / confusion with the guidance 

for CBRN(e) and Operation Plato incidents). 

c. Agreed language for police safety information / advice given at control room 

level would need to be formulated (what CTI referred to as "standardised 

communication and terms between emergency services": [T:24/09/2025 

P:41 L:15) e.g. unsafe to proceed; unsafe to proceed without police 

attendance; seek guidance from police officers at the scene. 

d. A formal police declaration that a scene is safe will often not be possible for 

some time (relative to the urgent needs of critically injured victims). In this 

case, the firearms officers confirmed that they had cleared the scene 

following a firearms emergency search at 12:20.51

RECOMMENDATIONS 

53. The Chief Constable suggests consideration of the following recommendations, 

a number of which the Inquiry may already be considering, or wish to consider, 

subject to the terms of reference, in Phase 2. This list is not exhaustive or in any 

particular order. It is not intended to diminish any of the proposals tested by the 

Chair or CTI in their opening statement / submissions or in questioning 

witnesses. 

51 MERP000469 — Merseyside Police Log page 13. The firearms officers arrived at 12:16. 
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(1) Crossbows; imposing licensing. The introduction of licences for 

crossbows, similar to those which apply to firearms52 and shotguns53, 

whereby applications have to be made to the police, including references 

and proof of a "good reason" for ownership. If consideration is given to 

amending the Firearms Act 1968 to include crossbow licences, the following 

might be considered: 

(i) At present firearm / shotgun licences are managed by paper 

certificates. It would be an opportunity to amend the legislation to have 

an electronic register. 

(ii) The application fee for a licence currently has to be refunded by the 

police in the event of a refusal. Merseyside Police would support an 

amendment to end the fee being repaid. 

(iii) Conditions (as with firearms licences) could be added to the holder of 

a crossbow licence, or there could be no conditions (as with shotgun 

licences). 
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52 Firearms Act 1968,section 1 
59 Firearms Act 1968, section 2 
51 See for example [T:02/10/25 P:50 L:18] and the analogy with a child not being prevented 
from entering a physical shop 
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55 [T: 04111/2025 P:79 L:14] detailing that graphically violent material is permitted to remain 
on X if it is labelled accordingly 
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56 Police, Crime Sentencing and Courts Act 2022 Chapter 1 A — currently only a pilot scheme 
which concluded in April 2025 
5' Offensive Weapons Act 2019 Part 2 — currently only a pilot scheme which concluded in 
March 2023 

W 

MERP008361_0019 



individual, and responsibility for leadership of the multi-agency response to 

that risk. 
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Constable endorses DCI Pye's evidence on this point.60 It is hoped that the 

Inquiry might acknowledge that there is at least a moral duty on members of the 

public to promptly call 999 when they become aware that one of their fellow 

citizens is being attacked. 

CONCLUSION 

57. Merseyside Police concludes where it began in its opening submissions by 

repeating the Chief Constable's deep condolences to the families and friends of 

the children murdered by AR, to those who he injured, to their families and 

friends, and to all those affected in different ways by AR's offending. 

58. Merseyside Police remains committed to assisting the Inquiry in any way it can 

in the balance of Phase 1 and in Phase 2 and will give the Inquiry's 

recommendations the most careful consideration. If the Inquiry identifies 

shortcomings in Merseyside Police's policies or processes (or in national 

guidance and processes that apply to the police service) Merseyside Police is 

keen to understand and to implement that learning. 

JAMES BERRY KC 

CHLOE HILL 

Serjeants' Inn Chambers 

24 November 2025 

60 [T: 22/0912025 P:78 L:21-22] 
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