Chronology  

Entries in italics refer to ARA action.

NB. We have not enclosed (or referred to) anything given to us in confidence, or addressed to us marked confidential.

	Date
	What happened

	29 Dec 2000
	Leo’s grandfather sees report on Sky Teletext  “Oxford rower missing in Spain”.  Just as we hear the news it is Leo, a Sun reporter is on the phone to our elderly neighbour trying to get information.  So it begins.

	3 Jan 2001
	We return home from Amposta.

	8 Jan 2001
	Carl Douglas receives a letter from Tommy Thomson enquiring about boat buoyancy.  Carl assumes (wrongly as it turns out) this is about the accident and replies immediately with a full analysis of the problem and proposals for a solution.

                                                                                           COPY ENCLOSED  1

	
	ARA cancel Leo’s ‘Regatta’ magazine.  We have to write later and request issues with articles about Leo.

	25 Jan 2001
	Leo’s body is found by bombero (fireman) Toni Paz searching in his spare time. We were told he was 11km downstream.

	31 Jan 2001
	After changing their minds 3 times we are told that the Spanish will not allow Leo’s body to be repatriated to UK.  We decide to fight to get him home.  The battle takes 5 weeks of intensive activity and reaches ministerial level in both British and Spanish governments.  Eventually the chief of the Guardia Civil (Spanish National Police) is personally called to account by the British Ambassador.  

	3 Mar 2001
	Leo’s body arrives back in UK. We cannot see him.  His funeral has already been postponed 3 times. A fourth date is set.

	8 Mar 2001
	The funeral.

	12 April 2001
	A police officer calls unexpectedly on behalf of the Coroner’s office to tell us that the Spanish have announced they have kept some parts of Leo’s body, and have issued a deadline for us to decide what to do. We have about 2 hours to make a decision.  The Coroner now has jurisdiction and so can fight on our behalf, with help from the F.O.  He discovers the Spanish have secretly kept other parts of Leo in various labs scattered across Spain.  We ask for them to be cremated in Spain and sent home as ashes.

	
	The ARA sends us the cheque for £5,000 as death benefit payable under the member’s insurance scheme.  We knew nothing about this as someone from the university had negotiated on our behalf.  He informs us that at first the ARA told him Leo was ineligible, as he had died abroad.  It took sustained pressure to resolve this situation.

	17 April 2001
	We receive the cheque.  We pass the money to DCBC and the Leo Blockley Oxford University Trust Fund, which we had set up to support OULRC.

	11 May 2001
	The remainder of Leo’s ashes are returned to the UK

	12 May 2001
	We scatter all of Leo’s ashes on the Henley Races finishing line off Temple Island.

	6 Nov 2001
	The Inquest.  Verdict: “Accidental death due to drowning”.  Evidence is given that it is believed the ARA have looked at the issue of boat buoyancy and decided nothing needs to be done.

	20 Nov 2001
	We read discussion about the inquest on RSR (which was one of Leo’s ‘Favorites’ on our computer) and realise there have been other deaths and serious incidents related to the same buoyancy problem.  We contact Carl, and all decide something needs to be done.  We need to persuade the ARA to change their minds.

	4 Dec 2001
	We submit our article to Regatta magazine.  We are told that the ARA will look at it first, as it is they who decide whether to accept it or not.  We are reminded that Regatta is the magazine of the ARA. 

	8 Jan 2002
	A year to the day when Carl wrote to Tommy with his proposals about improving boat buoyancy, Tommy writes to UK manufacturers (including Carl) asking them to consider similar proposals.
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	31 Jan 2002
	Our article appears in the February edition.  The editor says he will let us know if there are any letters in response – he’s pretty sure there will be.

	17 Feb 2002
	We write to all UK boat manufacturers asking them to consider changing their designs to include adequate buoyancy.
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	18 Feb 2002
	Having waited in vain for any reaction from the ARA we write directly to Tommy Thomson.  We ask for measures to improve boat buoyancy to support the crew even when swamped and to remain rowable in such circumstances.
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	19 Feb 2002
	One manufacturer replies to us.  Kind letter, but not much help.  

	22 Feb 2002
	Rosemary Napp sends us a letter to say Tommy is away until 8th April.
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	27 Feb 2002
	Knowing the next edition of Regatta will be out soon we ask the editor if there will be any relevant letters printed.  No – but explains all go to the ARA first, and are subsequently passed on for publication.  None have been passed on yet.

	3 Mar 2002
	We are alarmed at a “leak” of information from the Water Safety Committee about the ARA’s proposed response.  They apparently plan to put the onus on individuals to think about buoyancy.  This won’t wait until Tommy returns, so we write to Di Ellis.


COPY ENCLOSED 6

	12 Mar 2002
	We hear from the editor of Regatta that he believes some letters have been received by the ARA in response to our article – but none have filtered through to him yet.

	
	Di Ellis replies.  She mentions by way of appeasement that buoyancy tests were carried out last summer.  We later find out these tests were about the separate issue of EMPTY shell buoyancy, so not relevant to our issue.  No progress.


COPY ENCLOSED 7

	13 Mar 2002
	Raymond Sims replies to our letter of 17 Feb.  He states that some 7 to 8 months prior to the accident he was approached by Tommy Thomson to initiate tests on boat buoyancy – which were carried out summer 2001, and more are planned for summer 2002.  He offers to meet with us.  We arrange to meet on 26th March.


	14 Mar 2002
	Caroline Smith (the cox from Leo’s crew) launches the Leo Blockley Memorial Campaign website. [http://www.ourcs.org/leo] There is a sign up page for clubs or individuals to publicly declare they will endeavour to always use boats with appropriate buoyancy.  The website is very successful.

	17 Mar 2002
	We reply to Di Ellis. We ensure she understands exactly what sort of buoyancy we are concerned about, and say we are worried about the arrangements for buoyancy testing
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	21 Mar 2002
	We hear that the ARA’s letter to boat manufacturers in Jan 2001 was not in response to Leo’s accident, but was about a previous incident in summer 2000 which questioned the buoyancy of empty boats.  We write to our Coroner.
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	25 Mar 2002
	We learn from a posting on RSR that Empacher will provide retro-fitting kits for existing boats for approx £108 per boat.  They will also seal the underseat compartments in new boats if requested.

	26 Mar 2002
	We meet with Ray Sims.  After very difficult start we move to constructive dialogue. He tells us the buoyancy tests summer 2001 were only on singles and doubles, and were conducted in a swimming pool (so bear no relevance to our case).  He offers to add in-built buoyancy to new boats on request, at no extra cost, and gives permission for us to announce that publicly.  He confirms there is no weight penalty for such new boats.  He will look into marketing foam kits for retro-fitting existing boats.  He tells us of proposed buoyancy tests for this summer.  He will not change his standard boat design until the ARA make a recommendation on buoyancy to all manufacturers, so he will not be at a commercial disadvantage.

Rosemary Napp replies to our last letter to Di Ellis.
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	27 Mar 2002
	We reply to Rosemary
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	4 April 2002
	We write to Tommy Thomson to welcome him back and update him on events.  We suggest a face-to-face meeting.  All this correspondence is getting us nowhere.
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We contact our local Divisional Rep (Simon Darnbrough) to request assistance.

The Coroner replies.   “The points which you raise are perfectly valid points, but are ones which I think would be better dealt with by means of the ARA taking appropriate action….I can assure that if I have any future deaths in similar circumstances, I shall look to ensure that these recommendations have been followed”.

	6 April 2002
	Telephone conversation with Regatta editor.  He has had a meeting with Rosemary Napp and Sophie Mackley about the response to our article.  He is no longer able to answer our questions, though we sense he would like to.

	7 April 2002
	We inform Tommy of the Coroner’s warning.

	8 April 2002
	Tommy writes his first letter to us.  He says that boats are OK in racing conditions and that they are only susceptible to swamping in training (in spite of what happened at the Women’s HORR).  He agrees to a meeting.
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	10 April 2002
	We are approached by Charlie Norton of the Daily Telegraph who wants to do an article on the campaign.  He has already been in touch with Caroline and Carl.  We are aware that the media are a blunt instrument, but feel we have nothing to lose.


	11 April 2002
	We e-mail Tommy with available dates for a meeting.

We meet with Simon Darnbrough – very helpful and understanding.  He will do what he can within the ARA structure.  (He keeps this promise)

	15 April 2002
	We write to Tommy with available dates for a meeting

	23 April 2002
	Daily Telegraph article is printed.

We write again to Tommy with yet another available date for a meeting.  We express our disappointment at comments attributed to him in the article.
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Tommy e-mails us with a date for the meeting – but due to a typing error in our 
e-mail address we don’t receive it until 25th.

	24 April 2002
	Carl Douglas writes to Tommy, like us expressing dismay at Tommy’s printed comments.  Carl offers his help and expert advice (again) to the ARA in formulating buoyancy policy.
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	25 April 2002
	We see the statement issued by Tommy to the Daily Telegraph (which is later published in Regatta).  We are stunned by its content.  We cannot believe that someone who is a national safety adviser for the sport can say, “A scenario does arrive where an activity can be made so safe that its participants take greater and greater risks.”

	27 April 2002
	We meet with Tommy Thomson and Rosemary Napp at Nottingham.  Simon Darnbrough is present at our request.

Tommy opens the meeting by stating that the ARA didn’t know until recently that Leo’s boat had sunk.  He says they had believed we were campaigning on the issue of the buoyancy of empty shells, not the buoyancy of the boat with its seated crew.  He is adamant they had not had sufficient information.  We choose not to argue about this as we wish to move forward.  We declare our relevant background and present our case.  We use the risk analysis model from the ARA’s own website.  Our case is summarized in a later letter to Di Ellis dated 15th May – which is enclosed (letter 19).  We are happy with the agreement reached, but much is yet to be done.  They promise to send us a copy of the draft of the new Water Safety Code for our comments.

	29-30 April 2002
	Rosemary, Tommy and ourselves write to each other confirming the agreement reached.  Rosemary includes a copy of May’s Regatta magazine, which contains correspondence about our original article, and a copy of Tommy’s statement to the Telegraph.


COPIES ENCLOSED 16

	2 May 2002
	Tommy Thomson writes to Carl. He says “we do not think there is any advantage to be gained by a continuance of this sort of correspondence..”  But then goes on to state that the ARA have used Carl’s opinions to support discussions on buoyancy with Carl’s colleagues in the boat building community…”in the earnest belief that an initiative from amongst the boat builders to provide greater buoyancy in the boats they produced would develop from them instead of having to await pressure from outside”. He doesn’t understand that all the boatbuilders’ customers in this country are ARA members, so the ARA are in a very powerful position.

	12 May 2002
	Having considered Tommy’s comments at the meeting about not having adequate information, we write to him with suggestions about the ARA system for incident reporting – as clearly things need to change.  We e-mail a copy of the letter to Sophie Mackley (the ARA communications officer).  In the letter we ask for a progress report.
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	13 May 2002
	The Water safety Committee meets at short notice to discuss the draft code.  We read comments from a member that they did not receive enough information on the issue and “that meeting was to use the committee to ratify whatever Tommy & Rosemary had decided to present to Council”.   We are concerned at the apparent lack of consultation.

	15 May 2002
	We write to Rosemary with copy of above letter to Tommy, and also brief details of how the buoyancy standard can be precisely defined (using information from Carl
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Aware that communication is not the ARA’s strongest point we write to Di Ellis with a summary of our case.
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	17 May 2002
	Rosemary sends us a draft of the new code, as promised.

The Daily Telegraph publish another article  - this time about the agreement reached.

	18 May 2002
	Letter from Di Ellis.  She mentions Tommy is calling an urgent meeting of the boat builders to gather technical information.  We ask Carl if he has received his invitation.  To date he hasn’t.

	24 May 2002
	Rosemary writes to us expressing her view that the Incident Reporting System is OK.
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	26 May 2002
	We write to Rosemary (copies to Tommy, Di and Simon) with our comments on the draft Code.  We find the document confused and confusing.  

The references to buoyancy are too vague, and important agreed points about time scale are not included.  The buoyancy should be (a) sufficient to support the rated crew in their seats when the boat is full of water so that a minimum 1cm of freeboard is visible and (b) the buoyancy should be evenly distributed in compartments along the entire length of the boat.

COPY ENCLOSED 21 – along with copies of sample pages from RYA leaflets – as examples of good practice.

	5 June 2002
	Sent a pack of information and copies of correspondence to 25 div reps to arrive before their council meeting on 18 June.  Received some positive communications from reps on receipt.

Asked Caroline Smith (cox of Leo’s boat) to publish all correspondence on the Leo memorial website.

	June 2002
	TT writes in Regatta magazine “ARA proposes major new changes on boat buoyancy” – another attempt to rewrite history:

1) He complains that they had not had details of the accident (Dec 2000) before we met on 27th April 2002, so they couldn't have taken action sooner.  Indeed, we recall, he had opened that meeting declaring that they hadn't known up until recently that Leo's boat had sunk – a comment we chose to ignore at the time as we wanted to concentrate on moving forward.  We put it down as his way of justifying his own inactivity.  We know it is a lie as OULRC sent the ARA an accident report form on 1 February 2001.  We never imagined he would have the audacity to put it in print!

2) He describes "asking boatbuilders to investigate ways they can achieve the recommendation" which falls rather short of giving them 6 months to do it.


3) He describes his letter to British boatbuilders in Jan 2001 (just after the accident) "continuing dialogue... on buoyancy..." as if it was in response to Leo's death.  But it wasn't, and the misleading nature of this letter was the basis of our appeal to the Coroner.

	12 June
	Receive copies of ARA instructors course literature – pre 1998 version acknowledges risk “fours and eights … may sink and the best option is to stay with the boat and tow it…”  This reference is removed in the later version.

	17 June
	Liz Wray publishes an item on the Tideway Slug – “Be careful what you wish for” which is critical of the ARA’s actions and position.

	24 June
	Caroline and several Oxford enthusiasts conduct sink tests on the Isis and conclude that Janousek IVs and VIIIs do in fact float with crew in seats when full of water and can be rowed to safety.  Video record made.

	30 June *
	Wrote to TT again to ask what was happening.  Gave him a deadline to reply (10 July) then promised “further action”.

	4 July*
	TT replies – explains that no reply to our previous letter was thought necessary

	5 July
	Receive copies of letters sent to the ARA written in May 1996 by Harry Harvey (Derby RC) expressing concern over risk of swamping in non-buoyant boats, and proposing possible action.  The ARA did nothing to improve boat buoyancy, and did not inform members of the risk.  If they had acted perhaps Leo would have been in a more buoyant boat, and would not have been forced into the dangerous water.

	8 July
	TT writes to boatbuilders informing them of his intention to meet at NWSC on 20 July to discuss “buoyancy of racing shells and related safety matters and the implications of the new edition of the water safety code on boat manufacture”.  Carl invites us to accompany him as his expert advisers.

	16 July
	Letter sent to our MP David Heyes.

	20 July
	Meeting with boatbuilders.  Chaired by ARA deputy chairman Gary Harris with TT and Ron Paterson alongside.  GH refused several times to suggest or agree to any definition of buoyancy standard for rowing boats.  TT refused to consider any testing and approval system.  Eric Sims of Eton Racing Boats asked whether we really needed to do anything since there had only been one recent death.  We point out that an average of 2 buoyancy related deaths occur each year worldwide.  TT states we can only take account of British deaths.  TT showed the meeting the outside of the ARA’s accident reports file but refused to make any information public.  Eric Sims offered to make Dorney Lake available for sink testing but nothing could happen until after Sept (holidays).

Boatbuilders were requested to go away and do some sink testing “to see what is possible”.  Pointless, but no other outcome is available so all agree to tests, but that they should be public and scientifically relevant, to an agreed protocol – if they are to be of any value at all. 

TT took one manufacturer aside afterwards and told him that if Blockley had not swum away from the boat, none of this would be happening.  

	21 July*
	We write to TT to state our concerns about the meeting of the previous day. (Thomson11)

	
	Discover that Ray Sims is telling customers that he can fit buoyancy chambers in new boats but there is no need since his boats already meet ARA standards.

	1 August
	Very productive meeting with David Heyes, who takes up the cause.  He has already written to the ARA to ask for their comments (19 July).  Their reply (dated 24 July) was from GH and was rather complacent.

	7 Aug
	Update goes on RSR and Leo website

	14 Aug*
	Letter from Gary Harris in reply to our last one to TT.  He seeks to defend the outcome of the 20 July meeting. We’re away on holiday, but we hear that TT has now resigned as Hon Water Safety Adviser

	25 Aug
	David Heyes writes to Di Ellis.

	26 Aug
	Email and telephone Mick Sharp (editor of Regatta magazine) to ask for past copies of Regatta.  No reply.

	26 Aug
	David Heyes receives letter from Di Ellis addressed to ‘Dear Mr Ashton’.  She states that the ARA will define "adequate buoyancy" once the boatbuilders have done their "series of buoyancy tests".  This is not what was agreed in the July meeting.

	29 Aug*
	We reply to Gary Harris. Again ask for explanation as to why the ARA will not define a buoyancy standard, and reiterate our concerns over the Water Safety Code.

	17 Sept*
	We send a letter to 105 rowing schools alerting the teacher in charge to the dangers associated with swamping and sudden immersion in cold water.  We are reminded later that this information is now required to be included in any school’s risk assessment before any rowing outing on the water with children.

	17 Sept*
	Since no-one else has taken any action, Carl Douglas writes to boat manufacturers and includes the following suggested target performance standard for swamped rowing shells:

With a crew of uniform weight distribution, of average weight 15% above the rated weight for the boat, with a cox of 10% above the FISA minimum weight for cox the boat, and with its oarblades resting on the water, a fully-swamped shell should meet the following standards:

1.  No rower's seat should have its lowest point of contact with the rower more than 5cm below the external waterline of the swamped boat.

2.  No oarlock should have its lower pulling corner less than 7.5 cm above the external water level.

3.  At the same time the cox should be able to sit either on the aft deck just behind cox's seat (if stern coxed) or on bow's slide-bed (if bow coxed).

4. The boat should withstand the resulting loadings without structural failure.

He does not receive any replies.

	17 Sept
	Receive email from David Heyes agreeing that ARA response is inadequate and promising to take the matter to the minister.  We are asked to prepare documents.

	22 Sept*
	Write to Stuart Ward (TT’s replacement) to welcome him and make sure he is up to date with all the questions.

	22 Sept
	Hear that Eric Sims has conducted secret sink tests at Dorney Lake.  ES claims that buoyant compartments make little difference to the level of the boat; apparently he concludes that open boats are better because they will self-bail. 

Find out later that TT was present, and that only IVs were tested.  This is not in keeping with the decision of the 20 July meeting, calling for public, scientifically relevant testing to an agreed common protocol.

	24 Sept*
	Write to Head Master of Eton College (owner of ERB and Dorney Lake).

	25 Sept
	ARA  council meeting at which revised WSC is to be ratified.

	1 Oct*
	Gary Harris writes to us to say he understands we disagree with the ARA’s approach to the buoyancy issue, but they will not change anything.  

	1 Oct
	Reply from Eton head – he takes the matter very seriously and will make inquiries of ERB

	2 Oct
	Hear of yet more swamping incidents from the 70s and 80s.

	4 Oct
	Letter from Stuart Ward – he is gathering information and will write again.

	15 Oct
	Receive helpful letter from a master at Eton, who is currently the “Managing Director” responsible for overseeing the activities of Eton Racing Boats. He describes “limited” tests (we later discover to be on IVs only).  He assures us Eton are keen to improve the buoyancy of their boats. (We suspect he does not know about Eric Sims negative comment at the 20th July meeting). He ends with the comment that they would be happiest if the ARA took the lead in defining and setting standards.  We write and thank him for his efforts.

	20 Oct
	Hear of 5 more deaths in swamping incidents since Leo died.  4 Dutch, 1 German.  Also hear about the GB 4+ swamped in Aigbelette, France, before the 2002 World
Championships in September, the heavyweight coxed 4 (Aylings front-loader with no underseat inbuilt buoyancy) was out on the lake training.  ARA officials were present.

Here is a plagiary of a posting on RSR:
Sources have further clarified the actual course of that event:
The storm blew up & the HWT 8+ sought shelter.  The 4+ was more exposed, was caught, filled & sank.  Launches managed to rescue the endangered crew.  In a graphic demonstration of the importance when swamped of relating enclosed buoyant volume to payload, 2 of the crew later rowed the swamped boat back towards the dock.  Near or at the dock the ill- fitted stern hatch simply detached from the bulkhead, allowing water to
flood the stern canvas.  The boat then sank adopting an iceberg posture, bows exposed only.
First we had the extraordinary situation that even after its post-Worlds Council meeting
no-one present except the ARA's innermost cabal was aware of this spectacular mishap.  And the team manager, when asked about water safety, managed to avoid any reference to it too.  I suspect that the minister will find that the potential loss-through-swamping of a fine international crew a most inappropriate subject for ARA censorship.
The ARA has even suggested that the episode shows everything worked perfectly, not that the boat was comprehensively deficient of buoyancy & dangerous.  But, of course, they had 3 launches, & only this one crew had got into trouble.  Suppose the 8+ had foundered
instead, or as well?  Or storm had gone on a teensy bit longer, or been ever so slightly stronger, or a launch had got into trouble as well?  What then?

	21 Oct*
	See copy of letter dated 11 Oct, from Ray Sims to Carl Douglas (a response to Carl’s letter to all boatbuilders 17 Sep).  He states that the Water Safety Code is sound and that if rowers in the water followed the rules, no tragedies would occur.  i.e. He effectively repeats the assertion that Leo caused his own death. Please note the swamp tests Mr Sims refers to were in a swimming pool, and were on singles and doubles only.  Hardly of any relevance.

	1 Nov**
	Another letter to Gary Harris in which we raise the GBR 4+ incident, and the Eton tests. We copy this to Stuart Ward – it is nearly a month since he promised to write to us again.  We suggest a face to face meeting.

	23 Oct
	David Heyes writes to the Minister for Sport.  

	10 Nov
	Compose letter to Herr Gelbert, Chairman of the FISA materials commission (who look at buoyancy matters) and send it for translation into German.

	18 Nov
	Leo campaign website is moved to a new site.

	
	Receive copy of letter from minister for sport (Richard Caborn) to ARA (dated 19 Nov).  It is firm and he is asking for information on proposed action.

	22 Nov
	Phoned Manchester office of the Health and Safety Executive. Individual clubs are responsible for the H&S of anyone rowing from their club.  ARA has a Duty of Care, but H&S responsibility for own employees, or anyone using their facilities.  Manufacturers have H&S responsibility for people who use their boats. They promised to send some stuff about accident reporting requirements.

	25 Nov*
	Letter from Stuart Ward dated 21 Nov.  He refuses to talk to us about buoyancy since Gary Harris is writing to us about that.  He suggests that the ARA are looking into improvements in the accident reporting system and asks for ideas.

	25 Nov*
	Receive copy of TT’s attempt to rewrite history in a letter to boatbuilders.  It appears that the ARA have been panicked by the letter from the minister and want to appear to have been doing something over that last 7 months.

	27 Nov*
	Send letter to Stuart Ward in time for the council meeting with thoughts on the accident reporting system.  Also remind him that he is the Water Safety Adviser and Chair of the WSC so he has every right to get involved in the buoyancy debate.

	5 Dec*
	Receive copy of the “Report of the ARA Water Safety Sub-Committee to Council 30th November.”  

Note para 3 is a report from Thomson about witnessing buoyancy tests, but only those performed or proposed by the two manufacturers who have stated opposition to the buoyancy campaign.

There is also mention of the Recreational Rowing Working Party.  We know that only racing rowing shells, and racing rowing training boats, which are labelled as such by the manufacturer, are exempt from the Recreational Craft Directive (which defines safety standards - including buoyancy, stability and handling – for all other craft intended for sport or leisure use).


* indicates that a copy of the document is on the website
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