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Executive Summary

This investigation report concerns child sexual abuse in Rochdale, relating to
Cambridge House, Knowl View School and the late Cyril Smith. We are primarily
concerned with the institutional responses of Rochdale Borough Council, the police
and the Crown Prosecution Service.

Smith first came to prominence as a local councillor, then Mayor and later as
Member of Parliament from 1972 until his retirement in 1992. He died in 2010.

Cambridge House was a hostel for working boys run by a voluntary organisation of
which Smith was Honorary Secretary, and was open from 1962 to 1965. He had ready
access to the boys living in the hostel, allegedly facilitating his sexual abuse of them
under the guise of ‘medical examinations’ including, in most cases, of a boy’s private
parts. He also administered punishment for truancy, illness or absconding, which
included spanking a bare bottom. He told police in a written statement in 1970 that
at all times he was acting ‘in loco parentis’ to the boys, but we found it inexplicable
that he thought his role permitted ‘medical examinations’ when he had no medical
qualifications. He had considerable control over which boys were admitted to the
hostel and, in general, showed a strong, perhaps unduly detailed, interest in children
in care as his political career developed. This interest appeared to go unchallenged by
the Council.

Cyril Smith’s prominence and standing in Rochdale allowed him to exert influence
on others locally - in particular, to put pressure on them to keep quiet about any
allegations of abuse. Although the Lancashire Constabulary investigation into Smith
pursued the allegations robustly and diligently, the Director of Public Prosecutions
advised that there should be no prosecution. It has been suggested that Smith

or his supporters may have exerted improper influence on the Director of Public
Prosecutions, but there is no evidence to support such an allegation. Valuable
opportunities were, however, lost in 1998 and 1999 to charge and prosecute Smith
during his lifetime, and for the complainants of his alleged abuse to seek justice.

Smith’s standing in public life increased, and in 1988 he was awarded a knighthood
for his political services. It is clear that there were some frank discussions at the
highest political level about the rumours in circulation about him, with no obvious
concern for alleged victims. Rather, the concern was about what would be fair

to Smith and whether the honours system might subsequently be brought into
disrepute. We concluded that this demonstrated a considerable deference to power
and an unwillingness to confront the possibility that a person of public prominence
might be capable of perpetrating sexual abuse.

Cyril Smith’s links to Knowl View School in Rochdale led the Inquiry to a wider
investigation of that school and allegations of sexual abuse by other individuals of
children who lived there. It was the sexual abuse of children by others that became



the focus of the Inquiry’s investigation. We heard from complainants of sexual abuse
who had been at Knowl View School in a period extending over 25 years, beginning
in 1969.

The evidence demonstrated that the children who attended the school had a range of
complex needs, including learning disabilities, autism and mental health. Many had also
suffered from adverse experiences in their family life and had already been abused.
We concluded that, far from taking additional steps to protect these children, the
school and other institutions had come to regard their sexual abuse while at Knowl
View as almost expected, or as something that could not be prevented. The children’s
experience of the school was extremely poor at the most basic level of the fabric of
the building, which bore no resemblance to a homely environment. Nor was the school
safe, secure, caring or therapeutic. It was supposed to offer education and care, but in
reality it offered neither in any way that could be seen as adequate, let alone nurturing.
The institution failed in its basic function to keep children in its care safe from harm
and, in particular, safe from sexual harm, both within and outwith the school.

Child sexual abuse involving children from Knowl! View occurred from its early
years onwards. Within the school there was sexual abuse of boys by staff, and of
younger boys by older ones. Sexual exploitation of some boys was also taking place
in Rochdale town centre, in the public toilets and bus station, by men paying for sex.
Some boys were also trafficked to other towns for that purpose. In a particularly
shocking incident in 1990, Roderick Hilton, a known sex offender who had
previously been convicted of sexually abusing a boy at Knowl View in 1984, gained
access to the school and the boys over two nights, when he indecently assaulted at
least one of them. Hilton was well known to the staff of the school, who did nothing
over many years to deter him targeting the school. He was imprisoned in 1991 for

a series of child sexual offences. Despite this, on his release from prison on licence,
he continued to be a malign presence at the school, ‘little’ was done to stop Hilton’s
continued access to the grounds and buildings.

For most of the school’s existence, staff were at best complacent but arguably
complicit in the abuse they knew to be taking place, and they must take their

share of the blame for what was allowed to occur. It was our strong conclusion

that Knowl View staff simply treated the sexual abuse between boys as ‘normal’,
without differentiating between what was experimentation and what was coercive
and intimidating. There was little evidence that the school appreciated the profound
harm that peer-on-peer sexual abuse could cause.

Sexual exploitation of children from the school at Smith Street public toilets was
known about by the authorities from at least 1989. Indeed, some Social Services’
staff could see the toilets from their offices, recognised some of the boys as children
in care and were deeply suspicious of what was going on, although there was

no apparent follow-up. The records of individual children convey a total lack of
urgency on the part of the authorities to address the problem and treat the matters
involved for what they were - serious sexual assaults. One boy'’s file recorded that
he had contracted sexually transmitted hepatitis through ‘rent boy’ activities. We



concluded that no one in authority viewed any of this as an urgent child protection
issue. Rather, boys as young as 11 were not seen as victims, but as authors of their
own abuse.

Subsequent police investigations show that the police did not turn a blind eye to the
sexual exploitation of boys in Rochdale town centre. They knew children were being
exploited in Smith Street toilets, but did not obtain sufficient evidence to prosecute.
There is evidence of a willingness on the part of police officers to investigate.
Nevertheless, the records that survive do not provide any satisfactory answer as to
why police did not charge anyone, despite knowing the names of men involved and
obtaining some disclosures from the boys who were victims.

Later, Diana Cavanagh, the Director of Education, commissioned a report from
Valerie Mellor on the sexual abuse at the school, but this report was unlikely to have
prompted a police investigation due to its paucity of information and lack of rigour.

Following revelations in 1991, we were incredulous that lan Davey, the Acting
Director of Social Services, did not choose to pursue the child protection issues
concerning the school through the formal child protection procedures. It was
his decision alone; it was inexplicable, professionally indefensible and extremely
poor judgment on the part of the most senior social work officer in the Council’s
employment.

Mrs Cavanagh disagreed with Mr Davey and attempted to bring about an
independent review of child sexual abuse at Knowl View School by commissioning
the Mellor report, then later the Hodge/Dobie report and, finally, in 1992, producing
her own report on staff behaviour at the school. While some of this was useful, each
of the reports was flawed in some respects, including factual accuracy. Worse, there
appeared to be no urgency on the part of senior officials to address the problems of
sexual abuse at the school. Matters were allowed to drift. All this occurred on Mrs
Cavanagh’s watch, made worse by a feeble Board of Governors who seemed unable
to fulfil their governance responsibilities. Regardless of the Board of Governors,
Rochdale Council was the provider of the facility and its external manager.

We heard nothing to demonstrate that there was effective liaison between the
departments of Education and Social Services in Rochdale during the period under
investigation. The necessity for this relationship to work well was enshrined in the
1988 ‘Working Together’ guidance issued by the then Minister for Health. Indeed,
some three years on from ‘Working Together’, the guidance had still not been
implemented by the Council. There were no regular meetings between the two
departments about child protection or any other matters of mutual concern. This
reflects badly on the Directors of Education and Social Services at the time, and
exemplifies some of their failures of leadership.

We heard evidence from Richard Farnell, who was Leader of Rochdale Council from
1986 until 1992. He denied being aware at that time of what was occurring at the
school for which, ultimately, he had responsibility. In the light of other evidence

we heard, we did not believe him. It defies belief that Mr Farnell was unaware of
the events involving Knowl View School, especially within the context of a public
scandal in 1990-91 about children in the care of Rochdale Council. We also reject
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the notion that Mr Farnell was not alerted by the then Chair of Education, the late
Mary Moffatt, about a further potential risk to the reputation of the Council, let
alone its statutory duty of care towards abused children.

Regarding Mr Farnell’s final statements at the hearing, it was shameful that he
refused to accept any personal responsibility for the young lives blighted by what
happened at the school while he was Leader. Instead, he laid all blame for what
occurred at the door of the senior officials in Education and Social Services.

It was also the view of the Chair and Panel that Paul Rowen, Liberal Democrat
Leader from 1992 to 1996, bore considerable responsibility for the school during
his tenure. As with Richard Farnell, he was prepared to blame others without
acknowledging his own failures of leadership, including his decision to give the
school’s problems low priority.

Finally, the Inquiry heard evidence about sexual abuse at other institutions in
Rochdale. This included the convictions of four men - Thomas Mann, Dennis Leckey,
Anthony Andrews and Raymond Cullens - on numerous charges of sexual abuse

at schools and children’s homes. This demonstrated that the police and the Council
were capable of confronting allegations of child sexual abuse, and taking action.

The Cambridge House, Knowl View and Rochdale investigation is one of three
investigations that the Inquiry is currently undertaking that focuses on events within
named local authorities. The other two investigations are Children in the Care of
Nottinghamshire Councils and Children in the Care of Lambeth Council.

While the focus of the Cambridge House, Knowl View and Rochdale investigation
has been on events covering the early 1960s to the mid-1990s, the issues that
have come to light and the conclusions that we have reached in this report remain
of potential relevance today. However, because we will be considering evidence
that is relevant to the protection of children in the care of local authorities in

the outstanding local authority investigations (as well as in some of the Inquiry’s
thematic investigations, such as Child Sexual Abuse by Organised Networks),

we will be better placed at a later time to consider the making of overarching
recommendations arising from this investigation and any or all of the related
investigations.

For these reasons, we do not intend making any recommendations on the Cambridge
House, Knowl View and Rochdale investigation at this stage in this report. We
expect the local authority, and other public bodies, however, to reflect on this
investigation report and make such changes to practice that are necessary to protect
children in the future.
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1. Map of Rochdale with key locations
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2. Location of Smith Street toilets and former RBC offices

1 Site of Smith Street toilets
2 Former RBC offices

1 RBC current offices

2 Site of former bus station
3 Site Smith Street toilets
4 Site of former RBC offices

viii



3. Site of Knowl View School

Key

1 Site of Knowl View

2 Copse



4. Floor plans of Knowl View School
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Introduction




Introduction

The background to the investigation

1. The local authority area of Rochdale! has been prominent in the media in the past few years
for two principal reasons concerning the care of children. The first is Rochdale’s association
with child sexual exploitation as reflected in the Report of the Independent Reviewing Officer in
relation to Child Sexual Exploitation Issues in Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council during the
Period 2006 to 2013,% and in Rochdale Borough Safeguarding Board’s The Overview Report of
the Serious Case Review in respect of Young People 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 & 6.® The second is Rochdale’s
association with Sir Cyril Smith (who for the sake of simplicity will be referred to in the rest of
this report as ‘Cyril Smith’ or ‘Smith’) and allegations that he sexually abused vulnerable boys in
the Rochdale area, particularly at the hostel known as Cambridge House.

2. In December 2013, the Rochdale Borough Safeguarding Board published its report
The Overview Report of the Serious Case Review in respect of Young People 1, 2, 3, 4,5 & 6
concerning the treatment of sexually exploited children by a range of agencies. The report
“... catalogued a widespread pattern of weaknesses and failures both in relation to agencies and
to individual practice. These together acted to undermine the system’s ability to protect and
safeguard the young people over a period of years.”

3. Separately to this, 2012 saw publication of Simon Danczuk’s book on Cyril Smith, Smile for
the Camera, which generated further public debate about Smith and allegations that he had
been involved in the sexual abuse of children in Rochdale and elsewhere.

4. In early 2014, the situation was regarded by Rochdale Borough Council as sufficiently
grave, as regards its role in Knowl View School, to warrant the institution of its own formal
investigation into its decision making in relation to it.

5. In light of the serious allegations which were then made in the media, Rochdale Borough
Council decided, in April 2014, to widen the scope of its independent review beyond the
Council’s decision making in respect of Knowl View School. It appointed Neil Garnham QC
(now Mr Justice Garnham) to conduct a review. This was to be:

“....an independent review of all information available to the Council, which suggests
that, during the period 1961-1995, sexual or physical abuse of children took place: a. at
premises owned, managed or operated by the Council; and/or b. which involved pupils (or
residents under the age of 18) attending establishments funded by the Council; and/or c.
for which council officers or employees were responsible; and/or d. for which councillors
were responsible; and/or e. for which school governors, appointed by the Council, were
responsible.”

! The local authority area was known as The County Borough of Rochdale between 1989 and 1974 and as Rochdale
Metropolitan Borough Council from 1974 to date. From around 2013 the Council began using the name Rochdale Borough
Council in the course of ordinary business but its legal name remains Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council.

2 http://www.rochdale.gov.uk/pdf/2013-05-23-independent-reviewing-officer-report_into-csc-issues-v1.pdf

8 http://www.rochdaleonline.co.uk/uploads/f1/news/document/20131220_93449.pdf

4The Overview Report of the Serious Case Review in respect of Young People 1,2,3,4,5 & 6, Paragraph 4.9.2



http://www.rochdale.gov.uk/pdf/2013-05-23-independent-reviewing-officer-report_into-csc-issues-v1.pdf
http://www.rochdaleonline.co.uk/uploads/f1/news/document/20131220_93449.pdf
http://www.rochdaleonline.co.uk/uploads/f1/news/document/20131220_93449.pdf

6. The Garnham Review was also asked to identify whether there was a pattern to such
abuse, whether the abuse of children was tolerated, facilitated or promoted by the Council
or its officers or staff, and whether there was a culture at the Council that inhibited the
proper investigation, exposure and prevention of such abuse.

7. The Garnham Review’s work ceased on 3 July 2014 at the request of the Chief Constable
of the Greater Manchester Police (GMP). This was related to an overlap between the
ongoing police investigation and allegations that Garnham was considering. On 1 August
2014, the Garnham Review submitted a draft interim report to Rochdale that recorded the
Review’s non-contentious analysis of the evidence as at that date. As far as the Garnham
Review was concerned, it could not make any findings of fact, make criticisms, come to
conclusions or make recommendations unless and until it could resume evidence gathering
under the Review. The Garnham Review made clear, in its interim report, the importance it
attached to the resumption of the Review and to the completion of the work it had started.

8. The Garnham Review was a Rochdale Borough Council-commissioned inquiry into its own
decision making and its treatment of children between 1961 and 1995. The evidence initially
considered by the Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse (the Inquiry) demonstrated
that a broader range of institutions played a role in the lives of children who lived in
residential establishments in Rochdale.

9. As part of its initial scoping exercise, the Inquiry considered the allegations against Cyril
Smith, which, in turn, led to a consideration of Knowl View School and the sexual abuse

of children at that school by other individuals (which appeared wholly distinct from the
allegations related to Cyril Smith). While it was the allegations linked to Cyril Smith that

first drew attention to Knowl View School, it was sexual abuse of children at the school by
others that became the focus of the developing investigation. This was particularly so given
the apparent vulnerabilities of the children who resided at the school. It raised a number

of immediate questions, principally whether it was simply a coincidence that a prominent
local politician was linked to a school where children appeared to have been the victim of
other abusers. Knowl View School was still the subject of media speculation because of Cyril
Smith, not because of the other sexual abuse of children who resided there. This gave rise to
the question whether what happened to children there might have been unexceptional, or
indicative of the type of risks that vulnerable children were exposed to in other residential
schools and care homes.

10. It appeared to the Inquiry that the sexual abuse of children at Knowl View afforded

an opportunity to consider complex issues that were of potential relevance to all public
authorities. The evidence demonstrated that the children who attended the school had

a range of needs and vulnerabilities that put them at particular risk of sexual abuse. The
issue that arose with acuity was whether, far from taking additional steps to protect those
children, local institutions had come to regard their sexual abuse as almost inevitable, or as
something that could not be prevented.

Cyril Smith

11. While Cyril Smith is not the exclusive focus of this report nor indeed central to the
events as provided in the evidence heard during the investigation, he was nonetheless the
starting point for the investigation. He was a prominent and influential local figure who was



central to local politics for many years. Following his election to Parliament, Smith cultivated
an image of himself very much as a man of Rochdale who stood somewhat outside the
machinery of Westminster (perhaps best demonstrated by his arriving at Westminster for
the first time, following his election, with a train carriage of his local supporters).

12. His entry into local politics was early, and it dominated his life (earning him the moniker
‘Mr Rochdale’). As a member of the Labour Party, Smith became a councillor in Rochdale

in 1952 when he was 23 years old; he was the youngest councillor to have been elected

in Rochdale. When he was appointed Mayor of Rochdale in 1966, his mother was his Lady
Mayoress. Later, in 1966, Smith rejoined the Liberal Party (having been a member prior to
1950). When a by-election occurred in 1972, he was the Liberal candidate and duly won the
seat. He was knighted in 1988. He remained the Member of Parliament for Rochdale until his
retirement from Parliament in 1992. He died on 3 September 2010.

13. The investigation has examined Lancashire Constabulary’s investigation of allegations
made by eight men that Smith had indecently assaulted them as teenagers between around
1961 and 1966; six of them had been living in Cambridge House Hostel in Rochdale, a
residential establishment for boys that Smith had been involved in setting up. The allegations
were similar in nature; the assaults were allegedly committed during purported ‘medical
examinations’ or punishment for misbehaviour.

14. A file was sent to the Director of Public Prosecutions, Sir Norman Skelhorn, in March
1970 but the advice was not to prosecute. That advice was reviewed by the Crown
Prosecution Service in 1998 and again in 1999 when two further complainants were
identified. Neither review led to Smith being charged and prosecuted. In a public statement
made in 2012, the Crown Prosecution Service said that the decision made in 1970 would not
be made today. The Crown Prosecution Service reviewed its 1998 and 1999 reviews in 2012,
finding the advice that had been previously given could not be faulted (given the law and
guidance in place at the time).

15. The investigation has considered the decision making by the Director of Public
Prosecutions in 1970 and by the Crown Prosecution Service in 1998 and 1999 in order to
see, in particular, if there were any evidence of establishment cover-up, undue deference
towards Smith or misapplication of the legal principles that existed at the times the decisions
were made.

16. Cyril Smith was directly involved in bringing Cambridge House Hostel into existence and
he was involved in the establishment of Knowl View School. He appeared at the outset of
the investigation to have involved himself in educational matters in Rochdale generally, and
is understood to have served as a governor at some 29 or 30 schools.

17. The investigation has sought to understand whether this was a demonstration of a high-
profile local politician orchestrating access to children and whether, by dint of his position,
Smith was able to secure inappropriate contact with children. Of interest to the investigation
has been what people knew of Smith at the time, whether they were suspicious of him

and, if they were, why they did not act on those suspicions. Implicit in this is the question
whether, by virtue of the power he yielded locally, Smith was able to sexually abuse children.
A central question is whether the coming to light of allegations made in the Rochdale



Alternative Paper in 1979 prompted changes in attitude towards him or to the access that he
had to children, or indeed whether consideration was even given to the risk he might pose to
children.

18. This investigation has focused on Cyril Smith as a Rochdale politician and public figure.
The investigation report does not consider any conduct by Smith alleged to have occurred in
Westminster or elsewhere unless it directly relates to events in Rochdale.

Knowl View School

19. As set out above, initial consideration of Smith’s relationship with Knowl View School
soon gave way to broader consideration of the sexual abuse by other men of children who
resided at the School . Knowl View School was a residential school for boys with emotional
and behavioural difficulties that opened in 1969 and, after a period of temporary closure,
closed permanently in 1996. It was built and run by Rochdale Borough Council and had a
Board of Governors. The school catered for boys across an age range of 7 to 16 years old.
Cyril Smith was said to have been part of a local campaign to see it established and was
present at its opening.

20. Early research identified that a report (only publicly available in redacted form) was
written in 1991 by Phil Shepherd, an employee of the Rochdale AIDS Unit, who identified
the fact that boys at the school were at risk of AIDS. The report (which became known to
the Inquiry as the ‘Shepherd report’) detailed concerns about sexual activity at the school,
including ‘cottaging’ in and around public toilets as well as boys being forced into sex with
others. The report was sent to Rochdale’s Director of Education, Mrs Diana Cavanagh. These
events attracted press reporting in 1995.°

21. In 1995, the press reported that Mrs Cavanagh had asked Mr Shepherd not to circulate
his report further. Press reporting also suggested that concerns about the children living

at Knowl View had first been raised by a Dr Alison Fraser, a child psychiatrist at Rochdale’s
Birch Hill Hospital. There was also speculation in the press about a report (which did not
appear to have been publicly available) by Valerie Mellor, a consultant clinical psychologist,
which dated back to February 1992. It was reported that Mrs Mellor had said there was

no doubt that up to a quarter of the pupils at the 48-place school had been involved in
serious sexual incidents, the activity had continued over a very long period of time and it
was difficult to believe that this behaviour had not come to the attention of at least some
members of staff.

22. Again, according to The Independent newspaper, five months after this report was
written, a pupil and a former pupil, both 14, were cautioned by police for soliciting in the
town’s Smith Street lavatories. The redacted Shepherd report and the press reports also
referred to an intruder having entered the school and abused children. Press reports in the
1990s suggested that the person involved was a known sex offender. A 2014 press report
suggested that the description of the intruder fitted the description of the Chairman of
Governors, Harry Wild.¢

5See Boys in special school were at risk of Aids, The Independent, 9 September 1995
$BBC Report of 16 September 2014
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23. In 2012, Knowl View School was once more the subject of media attention because

of allegations about Smith’s involvement in the sexual abuse of residents. Specifically, in
November 2012, a former pupil at Knowl View stated publicly that he was sexually abused
by Smith at the home when he was seven or eight years old (having been summoned from
his bed during the night). In a report of 2 December 2012, the Manchester Evening News
reported that the former head of care at Knowl View, Martin Digan, had said that he feared
that Cyril Smith was among those abusing boys at the home, and that he had verbally
reported his suspicions to the police and the Council.” Mr Digan had reported that, on

his arrival at the school, he was given access to a dossier of abuse suffered by boys at the
school. He referred to the files revealing that boys were being transported to Manchester to
meet men who would pay to have sex with them. Mr Digan is reported to have handed the
dossier to police and the Council’s head of education (Mrs Cavanagh).

24. An allegation that MI5 were aware of Smith’s activities at the school was later taken

up by Channel 4’s Dispatches programme. In a broadcast of 12 September 2013, it reported

that former Special Branch detective Tony Robinson was contacted by MI5 requesting that

he send them a file which was held about Smith, by special courier. The implication was that
Lancashire police, Special Branch and MI5 knew about the allegations and that all connived

to protect Smith.

25. The Manchester Evening News reported that an investigation into Knowl View (known
as ‘Operation Cleopatra’) did not result in any convictions.® It reported that Operation
Cleopatra was an investigation into abuse at Council-run care homes in south Manchester
and that the investigation uncovered eight former residents of Knowl View in the late 1990s
who said they had been abused by Smith. According to reports, witness statements had
been taken but a decision was made to “shelve” only the Knowl View part of the investigation
(thus focusing on Rose Hill and Broome House).?

26. On 10 October 2014, it was reported by the Manchester Evening News that an aide
(named Deborah Doyle) to the Rochdale MP Liz Lynne was told by Ms Lynne to destroy a
dossier containing evidence about Knowl View. This story appears to have originated in The
Observer newspaper on 8 October 2014, and the document said to have been destroyed
was three or four pages of notes that Doyle had made of a conversation with Martin Digan
in 1996. It was reported that Mr Digan had contacted Ms Lynne’s office in Rochdale as claims
of abuse had begun to emerge about Knowl View.

27. Initial investigations demonstrated that many of the children who attended the school
were already known to Social Services; some were already in the care of a local authority;
some were believed to have been the victims of prior sexual abuse. A striking feature of the
evidence initially disclosed was the extent to which the records appeared to emanate from
the Education Department of Rochdale Borough Council as opposed to its Social Services
Department. In other words, the sexual abuse of children in the school was regarded as a
problem for the Education Department, as the overall manager of the school, rather than as

7Manchester Evening News, Files reveal the full horror of sexual abuse at Knowl View School

8This was inaccurate as David Higgins, a former Knowl View member of staff, pleaded guilty to a number of sexual offences
against children under Operation Cleopatra. He was imprisoned in September 2002

228 July 2014, Detective “removed from major inquiry after raising fears about pervert MP”
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a matter for both the Education Department and the Social Services Department to address.
The reasons for this (and any consequences of that delineation in responsibilities) are
considered as part of this investigation.

28. Three main issues emerged from the disclosure of documents to the Inquiry by Rochdale
Borough Council covering the period 1989 to 1994.

29. The first is the exploitation of boys who attended Knowl View (and possibly children
who resided in children’s homes in Rochdale) in public toilets and other places outside

the school. Some of these children may have been very young indeed. The investigation
considered it imperative to understand whether the exploitation of these children was
tolerated over time or even regarded as inevitable and, if it were, to understand how children
most in need of protection were subjected to this pernicious form of sexual abuse. In
addition, the evidence raised issues as to how the police treated these children and whether
they were treated as a nuisance, or even as deviant or criminal, as opposed to the victims of
adult abusers.

30. The second issue that came to the fore was that the evidence confirmed that a known
sex offender had gained entry to Knowl View School over the course of two evenings in
September 1990 and sexually assaulted one child (and may have sexually assaulted others).
While this incident was to precipitate changes at the school, the records suggested that

it was not an isolated instance and that this individual had been targeting the school and

its children for many years before. Again, whether this state of affairs and the risks this
individual posed to children were simply accepted as a routine aspect of school life (and what
conclusions might be drawn from that about the treatment of children at Knowl View by
local institutions) was a matter that warranted further investigation.

31. The third issue that arose was the extent to which Knowl View School failed to protect
children from other children who posed a risk to them. Again, the materials provided
suggested that, in the early 1990s, the school’s population was a complex mixture of children
with a wide range of needs, some of whom could pose a risk to other children. The issue

that arose was whether there had been failures to assess the risk these children posed and
to take action to reduce any identified risk, and whether this was compounded by failures to
supervise children at night or in the grounds of the school.

32. Additionally, inquiries uncovered the fact that children may have been sexually abused
at other institutions in the Rochdale area or by staff employed at them.

33. On 16 September 2017, Stephen Rumbelow, Chief Executive of Rochdale Borough
Council, made a public statement of apology on behalf of the Council for the “significant
failings” in the way Knowl View was managed and in the Council’s response to concerns
about sexual abuse within and outside the school. Steven Ford QC read that statement again
on the first day of the hearing in the course of his Opening Statement and clarified that

its scope extended to Cambridge House and other institutions as well.*®* Mr Ford QC also
provided some further clarification of Rochdale Council’s apology in his Closing Statement to
the Inquiry.*

10Steven Ford QC 10 October 2017 43/10 - 44/11
11 Steven Ford QC 27 October 2017 5/25 - 6/14
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Reasons for investigating Rochdale and issues considered

34. In summary, therefore, the reasons for investigating the sexual abuse of children who
lived at Knowl View School and other residential establishments in Rochdale were multiple
and compelling. It was not simply the contention that Rochdale’s prominent Member of
Parliament was involved in the sexual abuse of vulnerable children, but rather it was that
contention in combination with a number of other significant facts. These included that
children from Knowl View had been targeted for exploitation by men on the streets of
Rochdale, that a known sex offender was able to gain access to the children at the school
and that children there had been abused by other children. Finally, there was the allegation
that children in other residential settings may also have been sexually abused, which justified
historical consideration of the Rochdale area.

35. While this part of the investigation has necessarily been backward-looking and has
been designed to throw light on events in the late 1980s and early 1990s, it has not lost
sight of the criticisms made of Rochdale authorities in the much more recent past about the
subjection of children to sexual exploitation, as identified in the reports referred to above.
The investigation has had in mind throughout that previous exploitation and failures to
protect children in the care of Rochdale might throw light upon more recent weaknesses in
child protection and safeguarding.

36. Thus the Inquiry initially identified a number of issues that were to form the core focus
of its investigation. They are broadly summarised as follows:

a. Whether children who resided at Knowl View School were sexually exploited in
Rochdale town centre by adult men who travelled to Rochdale for that purpose.

b. Whether children who resided at Knowl View School were sexually abused by a
known sex offender who was able to gain access to the school.

c. Whether children who resided at Know! View School were sexually abused by
Cyril Smith.

d. Whether children who resided at Knowl View School were sexually abused by
staff at the school.

e. Whether children who resided at Knowl View School were sexually abused by
other children who resided at the school.

f.  Whether staff and officials from the Council may have been aware of this abuse
before steps were taken to put an end to it.

g. Whether residents of Cambridge House Hostel were sexually abused by Cyril
Smith.

h. Whether other children in Rochdale care homes were being sexually abused
(including their being exploited in public toilets).

37. The issues the Inquiry has sought to address in this investigation, which it named
Cambridge House, Knowl! View and Rochdale, are derived from the definition of scope set by
the Inquiry and by the Terms of Reference for the Inquiry set by the Home Secretary. The
terms of the definition of scope for this investigation are:



1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

2.2.

2.3.

2.4.

3.

The Inquiry will investigate:

whether boys who resided at or attended Cambridge House Boys’ Hostel and/or
Knowl View School were the subject of sexual abuse, including by former Liberal
Party MP, Cyril Smith;

the extent to which children who resided at Knowl View School were subject to
sexual exploitation outside the school premises;

whether, during the same period, children residing at or attending other institutions
(where their placement was arranged or provided by Rochdale Council) were also
subject to sexual abuse;

the extent to which Rochdale Council, law enforcement agencies, prosecuting
authorities, the security and/or intelligence agencies, and/or other public
authorities were aware of allegations of sexual abuse concerning children who
resided at Cambridge House or Knowl View and failed to take appropriate steps in
response to it;

whether any public authority hindered or prevented the effective investigation
of such abuse including whether there was inappropriate interference in law
enforcement investigations and/or prosecutorial decisions in relation to the abuse.

Where a sufficient evidential basis exists, the Inquiry will make findings on:

the nature and extent of the sexual abuse which took place at Cambridge House,
Knowl View and at other institutions children were attending or residing at during
the relevant period;

the nature and extent of the failings of Rochdale Council, law enforcement
agencies, prosecuting authorities, the security and/or intelligence agencies, and/
or other public authorities or statutory agencies to protect children from sexual
abuse;

the extent to which children who were sexually abused may have had special
educational needs and/or any other form of special need or vulnerability and
whether that may have made them more vulnerable to sexual abuse;

the adequacy of support and reparations offered to victims and survivors of child
sexual abuse who were abused while residing at or attending Cambridge House
and Knowl View School.

In light of the investigations set out above, the Inquiry will publish a report setting

out its findings, lessons learned, and recommendations to improve child protection and
safeguarding in England and Wales.”

38. The process adopted by the Inquiry is set out in Annex 1 to this report. Core Participant
status was granted under Rule 5 of the Inquiry Rules 2006 to eight victims and survivors and
five institutions. The Inquiry held four preliminary hearings in March and July 2016, and May
and September 2017. The Inquiry held its substantive public hearings in this investigation
over 14 sitting days at its Hearing Centre in Pocock Street, London, SE1, between 9 October
and 27 October 2017.
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39. The Inquiry took evidence from a number of sources. Witnesses who gave evidence to
the Inquiry included Complainant Core Participants, all of whom provided impressive and
compelling accounts of the terrible sexual abuse they suffered. The Inquiry took evidence
from corporate witnesses on behalf of Rochdale Borough Council, the Crown Prosecution
Service, Lancashire Constabulary and GMP, and from various former Rochdale Council
officers, teachers and care workers at Knowl! View School. Evidence was also taken from

a sociology lecturer who ran a local paper in Rochdale, as well as local politicians. The
Inquiry heard an Opening Statement from Counsel to the Inquiry on 9 October 2017, and
Closing Statements from all Core Participants (apart from the Department for Education) on
27 October 2017.

Standards and terminology

40. We are conscious of not judging the approach taken to children at Cambridge House or
Knowl View School with the benefit of hindsight or by the standards that prevail today. As
a matter of common sense and fairness, it is right that we judge institutions having regard
to the standards that applied at the time. In this report, we describe the sexual abuse of
young boys in the public toilets (and other public places) in Rochdale as ‘sexual exploitation’.
This was not a term that was in use at the time; such sexual abuse was then often described
pejoratively or children were described as ‘rent boys. We do not use that terminology in
this report, except where we are repeating words used in a record. Regardless of its label,
what happened to boys in public places in Rochdale by paying men constituted serious
sexual abuse by the standards of the time. Similarly, we have used the term ‘grooming’ in this
report, although it is not a term that would have been used at the time. Again, regardless of
its description today, the establishment of an inappropriate relationship by an adult with a
vulnerable child would have been regarded as wrong by the standards of the time.

References

41. References in the footnotes of the report such as ‘RHC000111’ are to documents that
have been adduced in evidence or posted on the Inquiry’s website. A reference such as
‘Hopper 10 October 2017 97/12-18’ is to the witness, the date he or she gave evidence, and
the page(s) and line(s) reference within the relevant transcript. Hearing transcripts are also
available on the Inquiry’s website.
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Cambridge House

Background and Cyril Smith’s involvement

1. Cambridge House was a ‘hostel for working boys’ that operated between 1962 and
1965 at 12 Castlemere Street, Rochdale.'? Its main function was to provide accommodation
for boys and young men aged 15 to 21 who had no home or were in the care of the

local authority.

2. Cyril Smith was the Honorary Secretary of the Rochdale Hostel for Boys Association, the
voluntary organisation that ran Cambridge House. The Association was founded in 1960 by
Smith, Bill Harding (a Senior Probation Officer) and Albert Potter (the manager of the Trustee
Savings Bank). There were other members of the Association’s governing committee - Harry
Halstead, Harry Howarth (leader of the local Liberal Party) and Reverend John Potter - but
they appear to have played a much smaller role in the running of the hostel.'®

3. The building that housed the hostel was owned by Rochdale Council, and the Council
leased it to the Association with an option to purchase it outright at a later date (although
the Association never did so). The Children’s Committee of Rochdale Council made a grant
of £150 to the Association in 1962, shortly before the hostel opened its doors in February
of that year, and on 19 November 1962 the Welfare Committee extended the lease.’®> Smith
was a councillor at the time, but the Council was not involved in the day-to-day management
of the hostel, nor did it have any role in the appointment of staff.

4. The boys who stayed at Cambridge House came from various different backgrounds. One
group of between six and eleven boys arrived from Glasgow to work in factories in Rochdale,
after they were unable to complete their apprenticeships in Scotland. Several others worked
for Cyril Smith’s company, Smith Springs.'” Others ended up at Cambridge House because

of problems at home, through a process that remains unclear. RO-A1 told us, for instance,
how he was living with a foster family in Lancashire and started rebelling after the death of
his foster father in 1965. After one row with his foster mother, an officer from Lancashire
Council, Mr Evans, came to the garage where he had an apprenticeship, told RO-A1 that his
family no longer wanted him and took him straight to Cambridge House.*® RO-A1 expressed
how disorientating this was for him: “I didn’t know where | was going. | was upset. It was -
everything was happening so fast. One minute, I've got a family, I've got a job. The next minute, I'm
plucked and just taken away to another authority.”” He was aged just 16 when this happened.

12INQ001312

BRHC002510_11

4 GMP000481_1

15RHC002510_12, paragraphs 4.8-4.9; Gail Hopper 10 October 2017 97/12-18

16 Gail Hopper 10 October 2017 133/10-25; RHC000208_4

7RHC000208_4; RO-A1 10 October 2017 61/6-20; RO-A2 11 October 2017 20/16 - 21/3
18RO-A1 10 October 2017 53/17 - 57/20

1 RO-A1 10 October 2017 58/17-20
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5. RO-A4 initially had a less traumatic experience of Cambridge House. His parents had
separated when he was 14 and he went to live with his mother. He was unhappy and not
doing well at school. When he was almost 16, Cyril Smith turned up at his home and offered
him the chance to stay at Cambridge House. RO-A4 did not know what contact Smith had
previously had with his parents, or how Smith knew about him, but Smith made Cambridge
House sound “great” and he “jumped at the chance” for some independence.?° At first, RO-A4
did indeed have a good time and described the original houseparents, Mr and Mrs Wilson,
as 'brilliant people’. It was only later, when they were replaced by Mr and Mrs Saille, that the
regime became more authoritarian.?

6. RO-A2 found himself at Cambridge House as a consequence of stealing a bicycle from
school. He was given a two-year probation order. His probation officer suggested it would be
better for him to be away from home, and found him a place at Cambridge House, which, he
was told, would fulfil his probation requirements. Like RO-A4, he initially enjoyed his time at
the hostel and thought the circumstances were far better than at home.??

7. ltis likely that five of the boys at Cambridge House were in the care of Rochdale
Council, and the Inquiry has seen records relating to three of them: RO-A69, RO-A79 and
RO-A49.22 The process for placing them there was simple. A child care officer wrote to Cyril
Smith providing brief details about the boy in question and asked if a place could be made
available. If Smith responded positively, then the placement was made. We have seen no
evidence of any of the other members of the Association being involved in the decision.?
With hindsight, it may appear unusual that Smith was the sole decision-maker, especially
since he held no relevant child care qualification. He was the Secretary of the Association
and at the time there was nothing to suggest that there was anything substantially wrong
with this system.

8. However, Cyril Smith was also able to influence which boys were put forward by the
Council for Cambridge House. The Cases Subcommittee of the Children’s Committee

made decisions about where children in care were placed. Although a councillor of several
years' standing, Smith was not a member of that subcommittee in the early 1960s, but he
nevertheless attended meetings and made suggestions about what should happen to certain
children.?> Moreover, he exercised influence over the timeframe within which boys were
placed at Cambridge House.?¢ In relation to RO-A79, for instance, the Child Care Officer
suggested a potential admission to Cambridge House in several weeks’ time, to give him the
opportunity to settle in his foster home instead, but Smith asked him to be admitted almost
immediately because of the imminent summer holidays and this request was granted. Cyril
Smith had, therefore, considerable control over which boys were admitted to Cambridge
House, and when, including boys in care. This level of involvement does appear to have been
beyond what would normally be expected or considered appropriate for a councillor.

20R0O-A4 11 October 2017 3/12 - 4/19

21RO-A4 11 October 2017 5/14-6/8

22R0O-A2 11 October 2017 17/19 - 19/1

23 Gail Hopper 10 October 2017 101/3-5

24RHC002517_1-3; Gail Hopper 10 October 2017 101/14 - 104/21
25Gail Hopper 10 October 2017 105/15 - 106/5

26 Gail Hopper 10 October 2017 106/6 - 108/12
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9. Indeed, it seems that Cyril Smith continued to show a considerable, and perhaps unduly
detailed, interest in decisions about children in care as his political career developed. Allan
Buckley, who worked in Rochdale Social Services from 1971 to 1999, eventually becoming
Assistant Director, told us that when he was an area manager in the late 1970s to early
1980s there were occasions when Smith’s involvement in individual cases went beyond

an appropriate level for an MP.?” Even into the 1990s, we saw evidence of Smith having
significant influence on residential placement decisions.?®

10. There does not appear to have been any inspection of Cambridge House by the Council
before the first child in care was placed there. It is right to acknowledge, as was pointed out
by the Council in its Closing Statement,?? that there was no specific statutory obligation on
local authorities at the time to carry out such inspections, but as a matter of common sense
and concern for children’s welfare it was a basic and fundamental requirement and it should
have happened.

11. Some monitoring of Cambridge House once boys were placed there does appear to
have been done. Lyndon Price, who was the Council’s Children’s Officer in 1965, explained
that children in care should have been visited every three months by their Child Care Officer
and we have seen records showing that visits did take place approximately this regularly.3°
However, Mr Price recalled that when he arrived in Rochdale there were no proper records
kept of who was in care and where children were placed. The Council accepted in its Closing
Statement that this meant the monitoring requirements were not fully met.%!

12. From the evidence, it is clear that until 1965 there were no reports of anyone at the
Council being aware of any allegations about Cyril Smith’s abusive behaviour towards certain
of the boys at Cambridge House,*? despite the likelihood that this had been going on for
some time. We heard direct testimony about Smith’s conduct at this time from three of the
Complainant Core Participants.

13. RO-A1 described for us how on his second day at the hostel he was told by Mr and
Mrs Saille, the houseparents, to have a bath and put on some clean clothes, then come to
the ‘quiet room’ (which was the best room in the house, with armchairs and books).3* When
he got there he was introduced to Cyril Smith, who told RO-A1 he needed to be checked
for nits. Smith instructed RO-A1 to take all his clothes off and face the wall with his arms
outstretched. Smith started running his hands through RO-A1'’s hair, stroking the back of
his head and along his arms, and then the side of his body. Then he asked RO-A1 to open
his legs and bend over. When he did so, Smith ran his hands up and down RO-A1’s legs in

a sensual manner, took hold of his genitals and squeezed them. It was obvious RO-A1 was
getting both aroused and upset, so Smith told him to get changed and said he would speak to
him in a day or two. Even telling this story again to us was upsetting for RO-A1.

14. RO-A1 explained how he ran away the following day, but the police were called and
someone from Cambridge House came to pick him up. When he was brought back to
Cambridge House he was again taken to see Cyril Smith, who shouted at him and asked him

27 Allan Buckley 13 October 2017 12/16 - 14/24
22RHC002548

29 Steven Ford QC 27 October 2017 7/13 - 8/22

30 Gail Hopper 10 October 2017 109/19-24; RHC002509_2
31Steven Ford QC 27 October 2017 11/3-15

32 Gail Hopper 10 October 2017 118/10 - 120/8

33R0O-A1 10 October 2017 63/1 - 67/18
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to take his clothes off once more. This time RO-A1 said, “You're not touching me” and Smith
left him alone.®* It was not the end of Smith’s involvement in RO-A1’s life, however, as when
Cambridge House closed RO-A1 went to stay with a new foster family who were friends

of Smith. From there he settled down, found work and got married, only to be shocked and
angry when Smith turned up at his wedding (having been invited without his knowledge by
his parents-in-law).%

15. RO-A2 was given a similar ‘medical examination’ by Smith on two or three occasions
when he told Mr Saille that he was too ill to go to work. Each time this happened, Smith
would appear at Cambridge House; indeed RO-A2 told us that, looking back, he believed
Mr and Mrs Saille may have had a standing instruction to tell Smith when any resident of
Cambridge House claimed to be ill. He would be taken into a room with Smith, who told
him to drop his trousers and underpants and then fondled his bare buttocks and possibly his
genitals (RO-A2 could not remember for sure).3¢

16. RO-A4 described how Cyril Smith assaulted him on three occasions at Cambridge
House.®” The first was a purported ‘medical examination’ when he was only 15 years old,
which was similar to the experiences of RO-A1 and RO-A2 . The second occasion was after
RO-A1 had missed work to ‘goof around’ in Manchester with a friend. When he got back to
Cambridge House, Cyril Smith was waiting for him. Smith took RO-A4 into the quiet room,
made him pull down his trousers and then spanked him. The third occasion was after RO-A4
ran away from Cambridge House; when he returned, Smith carried out another ‘medical
examination’.

17. It does not seem to have been Cyril Smith’s behaviour towards the boys that led to the
closure of Cambridge House. By early 1965, the organisation appeared to be in financial
difficulties. On 4 February 1965, the Rochdale Council Children’s Committee was asked by
Smith to increase its annual donation to the Association. On 18 March 1965, the Committee
met with Smith, Harding and Potter and agreed to increase the grant to £300 as well as to
pay for boys in the care of the Council placed at Cambridge House at the same rate as that
charged to other councils.?® However, by 12 November 1965, the Association asked the
Committee for further assistance to keep the hostel open, in light of unspecified ‘staffing
problems’. This request was refused and Cambridge House closed shortly thereafter on 30
November 1965. It is not clear from the Council minutes why there was a sudden change

of heart about supporting the Association.®? It is possible that Lyndon Price’s concerns by
that stage about the regime at Cambridge House (see further below) played a role, or it may
have been solely a reluctance on the Council’s part to take on financial responsibility for

the hostel. There is not enough information available to make a finding either way.*° In any
event, a further request by Smith for funding by the Association on 17 March 1966 also
appears to have gone nowhere,*! and by 19 September 1966 Cambridge House had been re-
opened under the auspices of the Manchester Boys and Girls Welfare Society, with the lease
being transferred to them.*?
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Allegations made to Lyndon Price in 1965

18. The first known suggestion made to anyone in authority that Cyril Smith might be acting
inappropriately towards the boys at Cambridge House was in late October 1965, shortly
before the hostel closed. Lyndon Price made a statement on 20 January 1970, as part of the
Lancashire Constabulary investigation,*® in which he explained that, following a referral from
a child care officer, James Gavin, he had spoken to a 16-year-old boy, RO-A49, who said that
Smith had spanked him on his bare buttocks as punishment for some wrong done by him.

Mr Price was worried by this, although the boy himself did not complain about it. Several
weeks later, Mr Price told Patrick Ross, the Chief Constable of the then Rochdale Police,
about the matter. This approach was not as a formal complaint or request for the police to
open an investigation, but solely to give Mr Ross the information.

19. In his later evidence to the Garnham Review in May 2014, and his statements to
Greater Manchester Police (GMP) dated 12 November 20144> and 26 February 2015,%¢
Mr Price provided some further detail on this incident. He explained that, while corporal
punishment was legal and commonplace in 1965, the description of what had happened
to RO-A49 was shocking and troubling. This was because it seemed that there might be
a sexual element to it and also because it was irregular and uncommon for the Secretary
of the Association, rather than the houseparents, to be in charge of punishment.*” Gail
Hopper, Rochdale Borough Council’s current Director of Children’s Services, confirmed
that in her view it would always have been considered unacceptable to remove a child’s
clothing in order to carry out corporal punishment (albeit that 1965 predated her
professional experience).*®

20. Mr Price also explained why he spoke to Patrick Ross rather than raising the issue
through other channels. He explained that even in 1965 Smith was already a very powerful
and popular figure in Rochdale, both in the Council and the wider community, so any attempt
to discuss the matter with the Social Services Committee or his staff would likely have got
back to Smith. He trusted Mr Ross, whom he knew personally as they attended the same
church.*” Mr Price recalled that in fact he spoke to Mr Ross twice. The first occasion was a
week after he saw RO-A49, and Mr Ross said he would make further enquiries.

21. A week or so later, on a Sunday afternoon, Smith visited Mr Price at his house in a
disturbed and agitated state. Smith said that he was upset about accusations flying around
town about his method of discipline in Cambridge House, and that there was no truth in the
rumours. He stayed at Mr Price’s home for around two hours going over the same things,
and made Mr Price feel very uncomfortable.*°

22. Mr Price then saw Mr Ross two or three weeks later, after a Chief Officers’ meeting

at the Town Hall, and Mr Ross told him that it had been decided to take no further action.
Mr Price’s recollection is that he was surprised about this but did not ask for more detail.
He speculated that Mr Ross simply had no hard evidence of any abuse by Smith, because he
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respected Ross as being a man of integrity.>* In Simon Danczuk’s book, Smile for the Camera,>?
Mr Price had been quoted as saying he wondered if Mr Ross had been “leant on”. Mr Price
clarified to GMP in 2015 that he did not think that at the time, it was only with hindsight,
and he had no evidence to support it.>?

23. Mr Price was still concerned enough about what he had heard from RO-A49 that he
was relieved when RO-A49 and the other boys in care left the hostel and it closed down the
following month in November 1965.>

24. In 1970, Lancashire Constabulary asked Mr Ross about the matter, but he could not
remember being told about Smith. It does not appear that the police conducted any further
enquiries in 1965. In the course of the 1970 investigation, Detective Superintendent

Leach felt that Mr Price might be open to criticism for the way he responded to RO-A49’s
information in 1965 as he did not make a record of the steps taken.>> However, we do

not consider any criticism would be fair. Child protection procedures in 1965 were not as
well developed as they are today, RO-A49 had not made any complaint about what had
happened, Mr Price did not know anything about the extensive further allegations that the
police had uncovered by 1970, and he did provide the information he had to the police.
Moreover, Cambridge House closed within a month or so of his meeting RO-A49.

25. In 2014, the Lancashire Professional Standards Department (PSD) reviewed the
suggestion that Mr Ross deliberately did nothing with the information from Mr Price or

was involved in a ‘cover-up’, and could find no evidence of this.>® Assistant Chief Constable
Timothy Jacques said he would not have expected Mr Ross to start any kind of investigation.
He noted that Mr Price told Mr Ross about RO-A49 “for information only” and that the
allegation was not highly sexual in nature, albeit it was inappropriate behaviour. Mr Jacques
would expect something to be recorded and the matter followed up, but he did not go so far
as to be critical of the failure to make a record in 1965, particularly because Social Services
did not make a record either.%’

26. However, Mr Price’s evidence regarding the 1965 matter demonstrates that even at
that stage Cyril Smith had very extensive influence in Rochdale and was extremely popular
and well known, making it difficult to question his conduct. It also shows that he was well
informed and willing to attempt to persuade accusers to keep quiet.

The Lancashire Constabulary investigation 1969-70

27. Lancashire Constabulary had responsibility for policing Rochdale between 1 April 1969
and 1 April 1974.58 On 10 October 1969, an investigation was opened into allegations of
sexual abuse by Cyril Smith in relation to Cambridge House. The investigation continued
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until 25 March 1970 when, following the advice of the Director of Public Prosecutions not
to prosecute, Smith was informed by Detective Superintendent Leach that no further action
would be taken.*

28. In her Opening Statement on behalf of the Complainant Core Participants, Laura
Hoyano described the Lancashire Constabulary investigation as “exemplary...thorough,
fearless in the fact of threats, intimidation and obstruction by Cyril Smith and his political allies...
[and] characterised by an enlightened understanding of the dynamics of the power/vulnerability
imbalance which silences victims."° Having considered the report and statements compiled by
the police at the time,** and having heard the evidence of Mr Jacques,®> who explained both
the actions taken in 1969-70 and the subsequent review of those actions carried out in 2014
by the Lancashire PSD, we are confident that this investigation was comprehensive and that
at no point were the police improperly influenced by Cyril Smith or others on his behalf.

29. There were some questions that arose in the course of the investigation that were left
unanswered. For instance, Detective Sergeant Brierley’s report of 31 December 1969 noted
that there were suspicions about the association of Bill Harding (another of the Association’s
trustees), Councillor Harry Wild and RO-F15 with young men and boys in Rochdale.®®
However, these leads do not appear to have been followed to any significant extent. There
were also several individuals named by the complainants and other witnesses who did

not provide accounts to the police.®* Overall, though, we agree with Mr Jacques who did
not think there were any “gaping holes” in the investigation and considered that Detective
Superintendent Leach and his team carried out their work competently and professionally.®®

30. Any suggestion that the police were improperly influenced by Smith is undermined

by the report produced by Detective Superintendent Leach and sent to the Director of
Public Prosecutions, which concluded in robust terms: “It seems impossible to excuse [Smith's]
conduct. Over a considerable period of time, whilst sheltering beneath a veneer of respectability,
he has used his unique position to indulge in a sordid series of indecent episodes with young

boys towards whom he had a special responsibility. Prima facie, he appears guilty of numerous
offences of indecent assault ... Should it be decided to apply for process a schedule of offences has
been prepared.”®

31. Given the care taken with the investigation and the forthright language in the final
report, we consider that Detective Superintendent Leach and his team were probably
disappointed by the Director of Public Prosecutions’ advice not to prosecute and, if anything,
were antagonistic towards Smith. They appear to have been keen to press charges, to the
point of having already drafted a schedule, and there is no hint of unwillingness to proceed
against Smith because of his high-profile status in Rochdale. Indeed, David Bartlett of the
Rochdale Alternative Paper (RAP) told us that Detective Superintendent Leach was one of
the main sources for the story RAP published in 1979, and said that he was “still angry” at
that time, more than eight years on, that there had not been a prosecution.®’
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32. Despite the documents demonstrating a clear desire on the part of the investigation
team to bring a prosecution, over the years since 1970 rumours have circulated that the
Lancashire police were thwarted or influenced in some way by Cyril Smith, or were involved
in some kind of cover-up. It is thus important for us to deal with these suspicions in more
detail. In particular, the book, Smile for the Camera, put forward four distinct allegations,
which the Lancashire PSD identified as follows:¢®

a. Chief Constable Patrick Ross’ lack of action in 1965 indicated that he was
‘leant on’.

b. Two unknown officers removed all the files relating to Cyril Smith from Jack
Tasker, one of the investigating officers.

c. MI5 officers removed all files on Cyril Smith from a safe at Lancashire’s
Hutton HQ.

d. More generally, Cyril Smith’s influence in Rochdale meant that he had ‘the police
in his pocket’.

33. We have already dealt above with the suggestion that Mr Ross was ‘leant on'. In
relation to the allegation that two officers took the files relating to Cyril Smith away from
Jack Tasker, it is likely this did happen but that there was no sinister intention or motivation
behind it. Detective Constable Tasker (as he then was) and Detective Constable Courtney
initially handled the investigation into Smith and took 12 witness statements between

19 January 1970 and 18 February 1970. Detective Chief Inspector Wheater and Detective
Superintendent Leach then took over the investigation and continued to progress it.

A further 12 statements were taken between 19 February 1970 and 9 March 1970, and a full
report was sent to the Director of Public Prosecutions on 11 March. While it is not possible
to say which two officers actually took the files from Tasker and Courtney, it seems that the
investigation was simply transferred from them to Wheater and Leach, probably because
Smith was a senior public figure in Rochdale and so it was important that senior detectives
dealt with the matter.? It may also have been out of a concern that Smith would attempt

to interfere with the investigation and so the two detectives needed to be protected from
any pressure or influence.”® This explanation would fit with the reference in the original
occurrence report sent by Detective Sergeant Brierley to the Lancashire Chief Constable on
31 December 1969 to ‘the security risk involved’ in the investigation,’* which Mr Jacques
interpreted as a concern about the profile and standing of Smith in Rochdale, and the need
for the police to keep the investigation discreet.”?

34. The importance of ensuring that the investigation was a tightly controlled one was
highlighted by the attitude of Smith when he met with Detective Superintendent Watson
and Detective Superintendent Taylor on 24 January 1970. The transcript of this meeting”®
shows that Smith tried to get information from the police about how the investigation was
proceeding, and indicated that he had spoken to some of the complainants, prompting
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Detective Superintendent Watson to accuse him of coming on a ‘fishing expedition’” and to
warn him about interfering with witnesses.”> We now know that Detective Superintendent
Watson's fears were justified because Smith did indeed try to get some of the witnesses

to retract their allegations. RO-A1 told us that Smith visited him in early 1970 and tried to
persuade him to drop his allegations, on the basis that Smith had done him various favours.
RO-A1 refused.”®

35. Whatever the precise reasons for the files being taken away from Detective Constable
Tasker, it is clear that the motivation was not to thwart the investigation because it
continued without pause’” under the leadership of Detective Chief Inspector Wheater and
Detective Superintendent Leach, and culminated in the report to the Director of Public
Prosecutions seeking support for a prosecution.

36. As for the allegation that MI5 officers removed files from Lancashire Constabulary

HQ, Lancashire PSD spoke to Tony Robinson, a Special Branch Officer in the late 1970s,
who recalled MI5 asking for any files relating to Cyril Smith. However, it was impossible

to confirm whether the files were actually taken from Hutton HQ or simply copied. In any
event, the files were not destroyed because the 1969-70 documents are all still available
today, and there is nothing to suggest any cover-up. The timing of the request from MI5 is
not clear. Mr Robinson remembered it as being in 1977 or 1978, but it may have been in
response to the RAP article in 1979, in which case it would have been reasonable for MI5 to
enquire as to whether there was any substance in the allegations at that time.”®

37. Finally, the allegation that Cyril Smith had the Rochdale police ‘in his pocket’ is plainly
wrong. If anything, the available documents suggest that Smith was not on good terms

with the local police. The occurrence report by Detective Sergeant Brierley dated 31
December 1969 notes that Smith “has never employed [sic, should perhaps be “enjoyed”] a
good relationship with the police of the town"”? and the covering report by an unidentified
Chief Superintendent commented, “I know, to my cost on a previous occasion, of the strength of
[Smith’s] word in publications in the Rochdale Observer.”® The police wanted to bring charges
against Smith in 1970. It is apparent that it was the advice from the Director of Public
Prosecutions’ office not to do so that prevented a prosecution, not any improper influence
Smith had on the police. It is that advice to which we now turn.

The Director of Public Prosecutions

The office and powers of the Director of Public Prosecutions in 1970

38. Gregor McGill, the Director of Legal Services of the Crown Prosecution Service gave
evidence to the Inquiry.®! He was asked about the creation of the office of the Director

of Public Prosecutions. Mr McGill said that the Prosecution of Offences Act 1879 not
only established the office of the Director of Public Prosecutions but also empowered the
Director of Public Prosecutions to institute and conduct criminal proceedings for offences
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prescribed in regulations under the Act. Mr McGill said that, as at 1946, those regulations
also empowered the Director of Public Prosecutions to give advice to chief officers of
police “as he may think right in any criminal matter which appears to him to be of importance or
difficulty”, and that the chief officers of police had also to report to the Director of Public
Prosecutions, among other offences, indecent offences upon a number of children or young
persons.

The decision of the Director of Public Prosecutions

39. Against that brief background, by letter dated 13 March 1970,8? the Assistant Chief
Constable (ACC) for Lancashire Constabulary sent to the office of the Director of Public
Prosecutions the file regarding a number of indecent assaults alleged to have been
committed by Cyril Smith. In the letter, the ACC stated that he was sending the file to the
Director of Public Prosecutions “Because of the standing of SMITH in the public life of Rochdale
and because of the lapse of time since the alleged offences were committed”, and he said he was
therefore seeking the Director of Public Prosecutions’ advice on whether or not proceedings
should be instituted. The letter was acknowledged by the Director of Public Prosecutions’
office on 16 March 1970.83

40. Both letters were signed by M D Hutchinson and are couched in the first person. In a
second witness statement dated 18 October 2017 and provided to the Inquiry by Mr McGill
after he had given evidence,® Mr McGill states that there is evidence that M D Hutchinson
was an Assistant Director of Public Prosecutions in his London office in 1962. Eleanor Phillips
gave evidence that she had joined the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office as a secretary
from 1973, but had not heard of M D Hutchinson.?> She added that Assistant Directors had
the same powers as the Director of Public Prosecutions himself.8¢

41. The ACC was not inviting the Director of Public Prosecutions to institute or conduct
criminal proceedings but was seeking advice as to whether Lancashire Constabulary should
do so. Confirmation that the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office was to advise is found
in the decision letter of 19 March 1970 from the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office, in
which the author of the letter said he did not “advise” Smith’s prosecution.®”

42. Itis equally clear that, although in 1970 Lancashire Constabulary could have proceeded
against Smith without the Director of Public Prosecutions’ blessing,®® they heeded the
Director of Public Prosecutions’ advice, informing Smith in a face-to-face meeting on

25 March 1970 that “it was not intended to take any further action in this matter”.8’ Having
sought the Director of Public Prosecutions’ advice, the police were unlikely to disregard it.
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43. It is most likely that the Director of Public Prosecutions, Sir Norman Skelhorn, did not
provide the advice, but that M D Hutchinson, an Assistant Director, did. That might explain
why, when a man claiming to be Sir Norman Skelhorn telephoned RAP in response to their
letter to him of 25 April 1979 seeking information about the matter, he said he could not
remember anything about such a case.”®

44, We have to consider whether the statement of Detective Chief Inspector Glen Lloyd
of the Metropolitan Police Service dated 20 October 2017 undermines that proposition.

In his statement, Mr Lloyd informed the Inquiry that in May 1976 the Metropolitan Police
Service commenced an investigation into André Thorne concerning allegations of blackmail,
theft and handling stolen goods. The allegations involved Cyril Smith as well as others.
Smith'’s solicitor informed the Metropolitan Police Service about the 1969-70 Lancashire
investigation and that the Director of Public Prosecutions had taken no action against
Smith. The Metropolitan Police Service confirmed those facts with the Director of Public
Prosecutions’ office. While it is clear that in 1976 the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office
was aware of the Lancashire investigation, Mr Lloyd’s evidence does not demonstrate that
Sir Norman Skelhorn was personally aware of it, and therefore that when he contacted RAP
in 1979 he untruthfully stated he had no knowledge of the case.

45. In 1970, Cyril Smith was locally but not yet nationally prominent. His local standing
explains why the police submitted the file to the Director of Public Prosecutions. We have
been told by Mr McGill that there is information that on the very day of Mr Hutchinson'’s
letter of advice (19 March 1970) a jury returned verdicts in a notorious case in Luton,
suggesting that Sir Norman Skelhorn might have been otherwise engaged.”* As we have
said, it is reasonably clear that Sir Norman Skelhorn did not provide the advice. There is no
evidence the Inquiry has seen that he even knew about the investigation into Smith.

46. We note that the advice was delivered to the police with curious speed. The
Lancashire police file, comprising over 80 pages of material, was sent under cover of the
letter of 13 March 1970, which was a Friday, and receipt of it was not acknowledged

by Mr Hutchinson until Monday 16 March 1970. The advice was provided in writing

within three working days on Thursday 19 March 1970. Although the events leading to

the allegations had arisen some years previously, the ACC did not ask for the matter to

be treated with any degree of urgency or expedition. Mr McGill acknowledged in his
evidence that this had been a quick turnaround but could not say whether in 1970 that was
uncommon.”?

47. We are nonetheless troubled by the cursory nature of the analysis, and the speed with
which the case was dispatched and Smith told of the outcome, particularly where he had
pushed for a quick decision as he was seeking nomination to stand for Parliament at the
time. This had serious consequences for the case in later years.

48. Mr Hutchinson relied on three features in order to arrive at his advice that Smith should
not be prosecuted: (1) the charges were stale; (2) they were without corroboration; and (3)
the character of the complainants would likely render their evidence suspect. It was notable
that Mr Hutchinson did not refer to the nature of Smith’s defence. In a voluntary interview of
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24 January 1970 with the police,”® Smith accepted that the complainants were not conspiring
together, saying “.. they are telling the truth as they see it”. Then in a written statement made
by him on 27 February 1970 (just ahead of his police interview under caution, in which he
said he had nothing further to add), Smith denied any indecency but relied on the assertion
that he was in loco parentis to the boys at the time, implying that his ‘medical examinations’
of the boys were justified.

49. In her Closing Statement to the Inquiry, Ms Hoyano argued that the decision as regards
corroboration was wrong in law, in that the law on similar fact evidence at that time
permitted the combining (and cross-admissibility) of separate complaints in cases of sexual
offences against children by adults where there was evidence that the defendant was using a
system, or in order to rebut a defence of innocent association.”* Both system and a defence
of innocent association were, Ms Hoyano argues, evident on the facts.

50. She argues that, in his evidence, Mr McGill retreated from his witness statement, in
which he had said that “it was difficult to see how [the Director of Public Prosecutions] would
have come to any other conclusion, but that there was indeed corroboration of the complainants’
accounts, or at least a good arguable case that that was the position”?> by saying that “it is
difficult to say it wasn’t a reasonable decision based on the confusion of the law at the time”.?¢

51. In his Opening Statement at the public hearings, Brian Altman QC, Counsel to the
Inquiry, posed two questions for our consideration regarding the Director of Public
Prosecutions’ advice: (1) whether the decision appears to have been reasonable as judged
against the requirements that then applied; and (2) whether the decision was an example of
one member of the establishment protecting another for no better reason than he occupied
a position of power.”

52. In his Opening Statement on 10 October 2017 to the Inquiry, Mr Edward Brown

QC, counsel for the Crown Prosecution Service, argued that had the Director of Public
Prosecutions come to the view that there was corroboration in law for the separate
complaints, it is reasonable to suppose that he would and should have regarded more
neutrally, and not as determinative, the other two factors (staleness and character), factors
that were given more weight at that time.”® In his Closing Statement, Mr Brown QC argued
that the Director of Public Prosecutions’ decision was not legally unreasonable for its time,
and that there was no evidence of inappropriate influence.””

53. We do not think it is right or appropriate for us to adjudicate on the difficult legal and
countervailing arguments Ms Hoyano and Mr Brown QC made before us. Consequently, we
do not make any finding as to whether the Assistant Director’s advice that there was “ho
reasonable prospect of conviction” 1°© was or was not itself reasonable in all the circumstances.
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54. However, the fact remains, as has been acknowledged by Mr McGill in his witness
statement and argued by Ms Hoyano, there was an arguable case that there was
corroboration in law, and therefore the other factors he brought into account should have
been afforded less weight than they were. If the Assistant Director did make a mistake of law
on the issue of corroboration, clearly it had a major part to play in the negative advice that
was given to the police.

55. Mr Jacques gave evidence that Detective Superintendent Leach, whose report of 11
March 1970 had accompanied the file to the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office,'°! had
been so optimistic that charges would follow that he talked about preparing a schedule of
charges.’®? When asked whether Lancashire Constabulary might have charged Smith despite
the advice, ACC Jacques said that although he had not been a police officer at the time he
felt it would have been unusual and unlikely for the police to have “pushed back” on advice
from such a high authority as the Director of Public Prosecutions.’®® Mr McGill thought it
was possible for the police to have charged Smith but, whether they would have done, given
the advice, he did not know.14

56. The only evidence that the Inquiry heard relating to the possibility of improper influence
of the Director of Public Prosecutions’ decision was that of Eileen Kershaw, whose accounts
were read to the Inquiry on 12 October 2017.1% She had told a Channel 4 Dispatches
programme,® aired on 12 September 2013, that Cyril Smith had turned to her and her
husband, an old school friend of Smith's, when he learned that he had been reported to

the police. Mr Kershaw had suggested involving Jack McCann, the then local Labour MP,
who during a late night visit at the Kershaw home told Smith that he was going to go to the
Director of Public Prosecutions and tell him “they’ve either got to get on and prosecute because
it’s gone on for long enough, or they've to drop it”.*°” Mrs Kershaw told the programme that

“it got Cyril off the hook”, but in a witness statement she made on 5 March 2015 she said

she regretted saying that as McCann was a man of integrity and what he did was to get the
Director of Public Prosecutions “to expedite the matter and resolve the situation, bringing it to a
conclusion”.**® She added she did not think the intervention influenced the Director of Public
Prosecutions’ decision.

57. A further piece of evidence, relevant to this topic, is found in the handwritten police
report by Detective Sergeant Vincent Hill dated 2 December 1998, which was submitted as
part of Operation Cleopatra. In it, Mr Hill spoke of his interview on 12 November 1998 with
David Bartlett of RAP, which had exposed the allegations about Cyril Smith in May 1979.1%°
Among the information Mr Bartlett appears to have given Mr Hill was that Bill Quinn, a
former Alderman, since deceased, had spoken of Smith approaching the then MP Jack
McCann “who enlisted the help of the then Home Secretary Roy Jenkins in an effort to prevent
the prosecution of Smith”. This is the only evidence the Inquiry has seen of an allegation of
interference by the then Home Secretary. It is second hand and it cannot be substantiated.
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58. RAP had written about the involvement of Jack McCann MP in its article of May 1979.
In his evidence to the Inquiry, Mr Bartlett said that Eileen Kershaw had been his source of
the information about Mr McCann’s involvement, and that she had told him that Mr McCann
had been in touch with the then Home Secretary, Roy Jenkins, not with the Director of
Public Prosecutions.!t°

59. Mrs Kershaw's account in 2013 and 2015 is plainly inconsistent with Mr Bartlett’s
evidence about what she said to him in 1979. The question whether there was an approach
by Mr McCann to the Director of Public Prosecutions or to the Home Secretary, and what
the nature of any approach was, is unsatisfactory and incapable of resolution.

60. Although it appears that the Director of Public Prosecutions did not personally provide
the advice on Smith, in his memoirs Sir Norman Skelhorn said the Director of Public
Prosecutions would never refuse to prosecute someone simply because of the position he
held, adding that he never felt he lacked independence to make his own decisions.**!

61. On the material we have seen, it would be no more than speculation to say there was
improper influence by those interested in the matter.

The 1979 Rochdale Alternative Paper articles

62. As has already been mentioned, the allegations about Cyril Smith assaulting boys at
Cambridge House re-surfaced in 1979 as a result of two articles being published in RAP.
David Bartlett, who was one of the two founders of RAP, told the Inquiry that the objective
of this community-based newspaper was to “upset the establishment, challenge the powerful,
and support and be the voice of the ordinary man”*?> Mr Bartlett and his co-editor John Walker
published approximately 112 editions of RAP between 1971 and 1983, with the peak
circulation being around 8,000 copies.'*®

63. Mr Bartlett explained that he and Mr Walker had heard stories around Rochdale

about Smith inappropriately touching boys at Cambridge House. In 1978, Smith had begun
running a campaign for re-election as Rochdale’s MP, which was based entirely on his
personal qualities - the campaign slogan was ‘Smith the man’. Smith had also been critical of
Jeremy Thorpe, who at the time was embroiled in a scandal involving homosexual activity.
Mr Bartlett and Mr Walker felt that Smith had made his character an election issue and had
been hypocritical in criticising Thorpe, so that it was right to make the people of Rochdale
aware of the allegations about Smith’s own behaviour.!*

64. Mr Bartlett took time to research the story thoroughly. He tracked down several men
who had been resident at Cambridge House, two of whom had previously lived with him and
his wife, and described how Smith had spanked or groped them. Mr Bartlett also obtained a
statement from another man who as a teenager was spanked by Smith in his parents’ home.
Mr Bartlett asked these men to make sworn affidavits at a solicitors’ office as he was very
aware of the risk of a libel action and wanted to ensure that RAP had the best evidence
possible to defend itself.!'
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65. The first article was published in May 1979 and alleged that “during the 1960s Cyril Smith
was using his position to get lads aged 15-18 to undress in front of him in order that he could then
get them to bend over his knee while he spanked their bare bottoms or let him hold their testicles
in a bizarre ‘medical inspection’ **¢ The article described the police investigation in 1969-70,
set out the background facts about Cambridge House, quoted several extracts from the
affidavits made by the men who had resided there, mentioned the involvement of Jack
McCann and the Director of Public Prosecutions, and then explained why RAP had decided
to publish the allegations.

66. A follow-up article was published in June 1979.1 This raised questions about why
the national press had not yet picked up on the story and suggested that it was the libel
laws that prevented them from running it, despite the fact that RAP itself had not received
any writ from Smith. Mr Bartlett told us that RAP had received a ‘pre-writ document’
(which would now be called a ‘letter before action’ or ‘letter of claim’) but a writ itself
never materialised.'*®

67. No major national newspapers ever carried the story, either in 1979 or in the years
following. Only Private Eye and the New Statesman published anything about the RAP
allegations. Mr Bartlett told us that he talked with other journalists at the time but, although
they were interested, none actually took the story any further. Mr Bartlett said he thought
the national papers all “knew it already” and recalled that the Daily Mirror said that they were
waiting for Smith to die before publishing.'*” This decision by the national newspapers not to
get involved is puzzling; we would have thought a story about sexual misconduct by a high-
profile national politician (as Smith was by 1979) would have been irresistible.

68. The Inquiry contacted all the major national newspapers to ask if they had any
information in their archives or corporate memory that could shed light on this matter.
Unfortunately, none was able to assist. Francis Wheen from Private Eye did provide a helpful
letter, in which he informed us that he asked journalists from other papers why no one had
picked up on the RAP story and they had all assumed it was because of “legal nervousness on
the part of their editors”.*?°

69. We have not been able to establish what precisely the legal concerns were. One
possibility is that the editors were afraid of a libel action, as the June 1979 follow-up RAP
suggested, but this seems unlikely to be the whole explanation given the affidavits obtained
by Mr Bartlett and Mr Walker, as well as Smith’s failure to start proceedings against RAP.

70. The suggestion has been made that there was some interference by the Government
on security grounds. RO-A4 told us that a tabloid journalist (he was unable to say from
which newspaper) contacted him some years after the RAP article, in around 1983, asked
him to make another affidavit, and even gave him money to go to the seaside with his
daughter to escape further press attention when the story broke. However, the journalist
then telephoned him to say the story would not be published because a ‘D-notice’ had been
put on it.*?* We have been unable to find any evidence to corroborate this and Mr Bartlett
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heard no mention of it in 1979.122 Moreover, the Inquiry has obtained a statement from
Brigadier (retired) Geoffrey Dodds, the current Secretary of the Defence and Security
Advisory Committee (DSMA). This makes it clear that, while a ‘Defence Notice’ system

does exist to prevent inadvertent public disclosure of information that would compromise
national security (and also existed in a slightly different form in the 1980s), it has always
been a consensual arrangement between the press and Government and it should not have
been relevant to any story about the allegations concerning Cyril Smith.'?® The Inquiry may
explore the workings of the DSMA system, as well as allegations that it has been misused
or wrongly applied, in further detail in the context of the Westminster investigation. For the
purposes of this investigation, we do not doubt RO-A4's account that he was told something
about a D-notice by a journalist, but the accuracy of this, or the possible implications,
remain unclear.

71. Another possible explanation is set out in the book, A Very English Scandal, where the
suggestion is made that George Carman QC, who was defending Jeremy Thorpe in his trial
for conspiracy to murder in 1979, wrote to every national newspaper editor warning that

if they repeated the RAP allegations about Cyril Smith they would prejudice the trial.*?*

We have not been able to corroborate this assertion, and Mr Bartlett told us that none of
the journalists he spoke to in 1979 mentioned this as a reason why they were not publishing
the story.1?°

72. Another possibility is that the national press simply did not want to destroy Smith'’s
reputation in 1979. By that time he had become a very well-known politician who regularly
provided the press with blunt comments, gossip and stories. In short, he was good copy. It
is conceivable that the RAP allegations were simply not considered serious enough to bring
down the career of a man who was entertaining and helped to sell newspapers.

73. Finally, it is possible that the allegations simply got lost among all the other news of
the day because the national newspapers did not consider it a significant enough story,
particularly in the midst of an election campaign in May 1979.

74. Whatever the reasons for the unwillingness of the national newspapers to run the

RAP story, the fact is that the story quickly faded from view and Cyril Smith continued to
build his career and fame both locally and nationally. Indeed, even if the national press had
picked up on the allegations, it may not have had a significant negative effect on Smith. In
Rochdale, where the RAP article had been widely read, there was no real impact. Smith was
re-elected in the May 1979 election with an increased majority. Mr Bartlett described this as
‘depressing’. His best explanation for this was as follows:

“One of the reasons that we believed at the time, and | still do, looking back on it now,
was that Rochdale - if you can speak in a corporate sense at all - wasn’t surprised. These
stories had been circulating in most taprooms of the town for a very long time. There

was nothing very new, apart from the fact it had been put into print. So a lot of people
just shrugged their shoulder and relied on the man they thought they knew or the man
they had known and, as you're aware, he was extremely prominent in the town and had

122 David Bartlett 12 October 2017 42/9-25
123INQO000972, particularly paragraph 51

124 John Preston, Viking, London 2016, page 266
125 David Bartlett 12 October 2017 34/3-8

27


https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/2858/view/Public Hearing Transcript 12 October 2017.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/4779/view/INQ000972.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/2858/view/Public Hearing Transcript 12 October 2017.pdf

28

a considerable impact in all kinds of areas of the town, and people didn’t want to believe
that someone they regarded as a hero was capable of these kind of things, but they had
heard the stories.”*?¢

75. Mr Bartlett's analysis seems to be correct. It appears that people in Rochdale simply
did not believe the RAP allegations and largely assumed they were merely unsubstantiated
rumours, or did not care about the allegations even if they thought they might be true. One
issue that we need to explore in further depth, however, is how much the refusal of the
Director of Public Prosecutions to comment on the matter may have affected the public
reception of the allegations.

The Director of Public Prosecutions and the press in 1979

76. The May 1979 RAP article described a “disturbing discrepancy” at the heart of the

story. Mr Bartlett had been told by the police that a file was sent to the Director of Public
Prosecutions, but his attempts to confirm this with his office drew a blank. The article
explained that on the first approach for information (Mr Bartlett confirmed that this was
towards the end of the process of researching and writing the article, in April or May 1979,
and thought the approach was made by letter)'?” the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office
initially agreed to make a search but then said no file could be found. A further approach
(which Mr Bartlett thought was by telephone) brought an ‘official statement’ from the
Director, quoted as follows: “The DPP cannot trace such a case being referred to us, but cannot
confirm or deny receiving it.” Mr Bartlett told the Inquiry that following journalistic convention
the quotation marks meant that this was exactly what he was told, although he could not
remember whom he spoke to at the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office or whether they
were male or female.'?®

77. Mr Bartlett also sent a letter to Sir Norman Skelhorn care of his club,The Athenaeum,
and received a phone call on 25 April 1979 from a coin box from someone claiming to be Sir
Norman on holiday, who said he could not remember anything about a Cyril Smith file. For
the reasons set out above, it is not possible to resolve whether or not this phone call was
indeed from Sir Norman and, if so, whether he was telling the truth.

78. However, the Inquiry has seen a series of four file notes made by a legal adviser at MI5,
the Security Service, recording telephone conversations with Sir Thomas Hetherington,

who was the Director of Public Prosecutions in 1979. According to these file notes, Sir
Thomas informed the MI5 legal adviser that the Director of Public Prosecutions’ press
officer had misled both RAP and the Daily Express by telling them that the Director of Public
Prosecutions’ office had no record of the Cyril Smith file from Lancashire Police, when in fact
such a file did exist.'*? Specifically, the first file note, dated 24 April 1979, states that “After
consultations, the DPP’s press representative had untruthfully told BARTLETT that they had no
record of this case. In fact their file closely accorded with the details given by BARTLETT."**° There
is no explanation given in the file note for why this lie was told.
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79. We heard direct evidence on the matter from Eleanor Phillips, who was the Director of
Public Prosecutions’ private secretary, Parliamentary clerk and press officer in 1979, and who
is referred to by name in the third of the MI5 file notes.’*' However, her testimony was not
consistent with the file notes and the RAP article in part, and so it simply gave rise to further
questions.

80. In terms of context she told us that, before Sir Thomas was appointed, the Director of
Public Prosecutions’ office hardly communicated with the press, but he tried to modernise
the approach and make it more open. There was no press policy, as such, and the office was,
in Ms Phillips’ words ‘making it up as they went along’ as they did not have any measure

of the number or sort of press calls they would receive. She was clear that they would not
mislead the press or lie, but did concede that the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office
might be “economical with the truth”.*3?

81. Ms Phillips did remember press interest in Cyril Smith in 1979. She recalled that when
the first telephone call came in about the matter she was out of the office and a secretary
answered. The secretary checked with the registry and confirmed to the journalist (who
was probably Mr Bartlett) that the Director of Public Prosecutions did have an archived file
on Smith. The next day Ms Phillips was informed about the enquiry and asked Sir Thomas
whether the file should be brought up from the archives. He said no. She got the impression
that Sir Thomas knew about issues surrounding Cyril Smith, because he was generally
curious and she thought that, if this was entirely new to him, he may have wanted to see it
but he did not explain further.’**

82. As aresult of this enquiry, which was the first Ms Phillips was aware of about an
archived file, a policy was adopted of only commenting on ongoing cases, and so her
recollection was that she telephoned the journalist back and told him this. She then received
phone calls from other journalists about the same story and gave them the same answer.*3*

83. When she was asked to comment on the MI5 file notes and the RAP article, Ms

Phillips could not explain them. She did not think her memory was wrong, and remained
adamant that she did not mislead the press, but rather gave a “no comment except on ongoing
cases” response.’® Nor would she accept the suggestion that there may have been a
misunderstanding, such that what she thought was a ‘no comment’ answer came across to
the press as ‘we deny having a file’, as the instruction from Sir Thomas had only been given,
and the no comment policy formulated, a matter of hours before.'3¢

84. On the other hand, Ms Phillips could not say whether or not someone else from the
Director of Public Prosecutions’ office may have spoken to the press in addition to her and
the secretary.'®”

85. Ms Phillips’ testimony appeared to us to be credible and her memory reliable. On
the other hand, the documents from MI5 and the RAP article itself make clear that
the press were erroneously told that the Director of Public Prosecutions had no file on
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Smith. The complete truth of what happened remains frustratingly out of reach, but the
most likely explanation in our view is that between the secretary speaking to Mr Bartlett
and Ms Phillips’ return call with the formal ‘no comment’ position there was another
communication that was misleading. Sir Thomas may well have been uneasy about it.
Unfortunately, the precise details of those conversations we will never know and a question
remains about why Sir Thomas felt it necessary to contact the MI5 legal adviser. However,
the provision to the press of misleading information by the Director of Public Prosecutions’
office could have contributed to the failure of the press to publish the story, which was
ultimately beneficial to Smith.

86. What is clear is that the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office’s misleading of the press
by saying there was no trace of a case on Smith fuelled rumours and speculation that there
had been some kind of cover-up. That problem was anticipated by Lancashire Constabulary
almost immediately, as the fourth file note from MI5 shows. This is dated 3 July 1979 and
records a conversation between a Security Service officer and Chief Constable Laugharne
of Lancashire Police at the Regional Association of Chief Police Officers’ Conference on

23 June. Mr Laugharne had complained to the MI5 officer about the Director of Public
Prosecutions having denied receiving a file about Cyril Smith, and “pointed out that there

was a danger of critics of the Lancashire Police drawing the conclusion that the report had not
been sent to the DPP as part of a conspiracy to assist Mr SMITH” 138 The danger identified by
Mr Laugharne is precisely what did in fact happen over the subsequent years, partly as a
result of the Director of Public Prosecutions’ refusal to set the record straight. We hope that
this might prove a lesson for any institution or public authority tempted to mislead the media
over any issues relating to child sexual abuse or failures to address it.

Cyril Smith’s knighthood

87. The stark fact is that despite the RAP allegations in 1979, and whether or not partly as a
consequence of the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office’s misleading statement about the

matter, Cyril Smith’s standing in public life grew ever greater. In 1988, his ascent to a position
of considerable prominence and respect was marked by his being awarded a knighthood for

his political services.

88. We have obtained various documents from the Cabinet Office that demonstrate that
the Political Honours Scrutiny Committee (PHSC) considered the 1970 Lancashire Police
investigation and the 1979 RAP articles in some detail, and yet still came to the conclusion
that it was open to the then Prime Minister, Margaret Thatcher, to recommend Smith for a
knighthood. The first document is a memorandum from Mrs Hedley-Miller, the Secretary to
the PHSC, to Sir Robin Butler, the Principal Private Secretary to Mrs Thatcher, dated 28 April
1988. The memo attaches copies of the RAP article and the follow-up Private Eye article,
and notes that these justified a ‘warning of risk’ letter to the Prime Minister. It records the
Committee’s view:

“They feel that if there is fire under this smoke, they would probably not wish to sign a
certificate giving their go-ahead...if it is all rather baseless then ‘let the press do its worst’,
but the Prime Minister need not be prevented from giving an honour where this is due.
They would accordingly wish (i) to see the Lancashire police report to the DPP; (ii) to know

138INQO00975_6
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what lay behind the DPP’s advice that there was no reasonable prospect of conviction.
Did they mean that MR Smith was probably innocent? Or merely that he probably was
not innocent but the evidence was nevertheless not such as to stand up in court?”%?

89. The memo attached a draft letter to the Director of Public Prosecutions requesting
further information along the lines indicated. It also attached a draft letter to the Prime
Minister, which comments in relation to the RAP and Private Eye articles that “one may regret
this kind of press reporting”. This draft letter noted that in 1982, following a break-in at the
offices of The Sun, police enquiries revealed that the editor had a copy of the 1970 police
report.’#° This information confirms that the national newspapers did know about the story,
and had considerable detail about the underlying facts, but chose not to publish it for some
unknown reason. The draft letter also commented, “We consider that Mr Smith would be
slightly unfortunate if this episode were to stand in the way of an award, and we would not wish
to make a positive adverse report if, after considering what | have said, you yourself were minded
to proceed.”

90. A handwritten note on the memo, dated 8 May 1988, indicates that Sir Robin wrote

to the Director of Public Prosecutions, at that time Allan Green. He did not have the full
police file but did have the 1970 letter from the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office

and discussed it with Sir Robin, who told him that there was ‘no reasonable prospect for
prosecution’ because of the problems identified in that letter. Sir Robin had asked what the
PHSC would do if there had been a prosecution that resulted in an acquittal. He was told
that in that case they would give the person the benefit of the doubt, and so he felt that this
applied all the more strongly where there had been no prosecution.’#

91. On that basis, Mrs Hedley-Miller wrote to the Prime Minister and her office on 11 May
1988 attaching a certificate that left to the Prime Minister herself the final decision whether
or not to recommend an honour. The letter alerted Mrs Thatcher to the Private Eye and
RAP articles, but commented that the PHSC “dislike the risk of doing injustice on the basis of
press reporting from such sources”. The letter said the PHSC “noted Mr Smith was made an
MBE in 1966, when an Alderman, for his political and public services in Rochdale, and that he
subsequently became Mayor. He also became a Member of Parliament in 1972 after the police
enquiries”, and passed on the view of Sir Robin (endorsed by the PHSC) that where there had
been no prosecution Smith should be given the benefit of the doubt.'*? Clearly the Prime
Minister took a similar view because Smith did receive a knighthood.

92. We have seen nothing to suggest that there was any cover-up or conspiracy in the

way Smith obtained his knighthood. On the contrary, it is clear that there was some frank
discussion at the highest level of British politics about the 1969-70 police investigation and
the 1979 press articles. However, what is remarkable is the extent to which Smith was given
the benefit of the doubt, a phrase that is repeated in the documents and appears to have
been a general policy.

93. There are a number of striking aspects to this correspondence. It makes plain that the
PHSC brought no independent judgment to bear upon the allegations made against Smith.
Although the PHSC asked the Director of Public Prosecutions for further information

139 CAB0O00008_012-013
140CAB000008_018
41CAB000008_13-14
142CAB000008_002

31


https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/5137/view/CAB000008_012-013.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/4735/view/CAB000008_018.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/4734/view/CAB000008_013-014.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/4733/view/CAB000008_002.pdf

32

(prompted by the 1979 press articles), when informed that the Director of Public
Prosecutions’ office did not have the full police file, the PHSC made no further effort to

find it. This meant that it was unsighted on the substance of the allegations. The necessarily
general comments by Mr Green about his predecessor’s reasoning in the 1970 advice letter
were thought to be sufficient and no further questions were asked about it. The decision
not to prosecute was, of itself, regarded as all important. Had the PHSC known of the police
view of Smith, or of the content of the allegations, it may well have been troubled by them.
It is also clear from the correspondence that what was of most concern to the PHSC was
fairness towards Smith and concern for the reputational risk to the honours system caused
by adverse media coverage. Concern for those who may have been abused by Smith did not
feature. Moreover, the documents show a marked tendency to take Cyril Smith’s progress in
local and national politics, along with his previous honour (an MBE in 1966), as evidence that
the allegations were unlikely to be true. This demonstrates a significant deference to power
and an unwillingness to consider that someone in a position of public prominence might be
capable of perpetrating abuse. This matters because the conferring of a knighthood on Smith
was to make him even more powerful.

The decisions by the Crown Prosecution Service in 1998 and
1999, and the review in 2012

94. In about March 1998, RO-A1 contacted police in South Wales who were investigating
physical and sexual abuse in residential establishments in their force area.’** RO-A1l
complained of being indecently assaulted by Cyril Smith between 1965 and 1968. The police
in South Wales passed on the complaint to GMP,*** who from 1997 had been investigating
allegations of physical and sexual abuse in residential care homes in the Greater Manchester
area. This investigation was known as ‘Operation Cleopatra’'#’

95. On 21 May 1998, Detective Superintendent Stelfox (the then Senior Investigating
Officer on Operation Cleopatra) submitted the original Lancashire Constabulary file, with
the addition of one further statement,'*¢ which had not been part of the original file, to the
Crown Prosecution Service Branch Crown Prosecutor (BCP) in Rochdale with a request to
advise whether there was sufficient evidence to support a prosecution, assuming those who
had made complaints in the 1960s still wished to pursue them. He requested the Crown
Prosecution Service to advise whether a prosecution was viable in light of the Director of
Public Prosecutions’ decision in 1970.14

96. Between 1970 and 1998, the prosecution landscape had changed. First, the Crown
Prosecution Service had become responsible for making charging decisions. Second, in 1994,
the Code for Crown Prosecutors introduced a two-stage test that had to be satisfied before
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criminal proceedings could be commenced: the evidential test and the public interest test.
That is to say, was there a realistic prospect of conviction*® and, if so, was it in the public
interest to prosecute?'* Third, the old rules on corroboration had been swept away.'*°

97. In addition, it was of importance that by 1998 the doctrine of abuse of process was well
established in relation, among other things, to prosecutorial promises.t>!

98. The BCP provided a draft Advice dated 10 June 19982 that he followed up on 17 June
1998 with a final written Advice,'>® which he sent to the Assistant Chief Crown Prosecutor,
Mr Barker, under cover of a minute of the same date,*>* saying he had spoken to Chris
Enzor at Crown Prosecution Service Headquarters in York, whom he had informed of the
Advice out of courtesy, and that he had provided him with the brief details of it. The BCP
revealed in the minute that Mr Enzor “informed me that it was not necessary to refer the
matter to Headquarters”. Although the minute did not reveal why not, the BCP revealed in
his final Advice that Headquarters had not wished to become involved in the light of his
conclusions.’ In other words, his conclusions were accepted as correct.

99. The BCP’s minute also revealed that he had spoken to Mr Stelfox about his Advice to
whom, he said, it had come as no surprise. At the end of the minute, the BCP observed, I
expect that my advice will conclude the investigation into the suspect for some time.”

100. As for his advice on the substantive issues, the BCP said he was of the “firm view”,
having regard to the nature and number of the complaints and how they came to be made,
that there would be a realistic prospect of conviction in respect of a number of indecent
assaults, which was based on the evidence taken at its highest.?>® In summary, he said, he
had “little hesitation” in advising that there was sufficient evidence to proceed against Smith
and a realistic prospect of conviction in respect of each of the complaints. Despite that
prospect, however, it was not appropriate to proceed because Smith would be entitled to
rely on the legitimate expectation that he would not be prosecuted by reason of what he had
been told on 25 March 1970, reinforced by the lapse of 27 years.>” In other words, it would
be an abuse of the process to prosecute, leading to the stay of the proceedings.

101. In 1999, the police obtained statements from two additional complainants (RO-A4 and
RO-A68), as a result of which the BCP was asked to advise further. He did so in a minute
dated 21 May 1999.2°8 The BCP came to the view that there was no realistic prospect of
conviction based on the new complaints, and that he doubted also whether it was in the
public interest to proceed with RO-A68's complaint. Given that he did not complain that
Smith had indecently assaulted him, there was no new evidence that would alter his view in
relation to the original complainants. He alluded to the likely abuse of process arguments he
had set out in his first Advice.
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102. In 2012, a Senior Crown Advocate was asked to review the BCP’s Advices in 1998
and 1999.% His view was that, had the original complaints been referred to the Crown
Prosecution Service in 2012, it is likely that authority would have been given to charge.
However, he added that the BCP’s Advice, based on the law as it was then, “cannot be
faulted”.

103. In his witness statement of 8 September 2017,1° Mr McGill remarks that, at that time,
it would have been unusual for a Crown Prosecutor to make a decision whether or not to
commence proceedings based in large part on an assessment made by him of the likely
success of any application to stay the proceedings before such an argument could be fully
litigated before a judge. He does point out that the factual matrix presented to the BCP was
unusual and in Smith’s favour. Mr McGill also says that the approach the BCP took to the
issue of corroboration is “open to criticism” although he did advise that the evidential test was
satisfied.’! Insofar as the 1999 Advice goes, the BCP should have concluded that, although
the new complaints did not pass the evidential test, they were nonetheless capable of
undermining Smith’s claim of innocent association with the other complainants.'¢?

104. Of the 2012 review, Mr McGill did not agree that the Senior Crown Advocate’s view
that the BCP’s Advice could not be faulted was wholly accurate, as there were criticisms
that could be made of the approach the BCP adopted in 1998 and 1999. However,

Mr McGill concluded that the approach regarding abuse of process was “broadly correct”
and, while other lawyers might have opted to charge Smith and allow a judge to decide

on any application by him to stay the proceedings, he was “satisfied that there was a legal
justification for his conclusions at that time”. In evidence, Mr McGill said the decision was “hot
unreasonable” 163

105. In her Closing Statement,'** Ms Hoyano criticises the BCP’s decision making as
“unbalanced” in that there was a failure to consider countervailing arguments that might
damage public confidence in the criminal justice system by a refusal to prosecute Smith, as
she put to Mr McGill in questioning.’®® In his Closing Statement, Mr Brown QC contended
that “unbalanced” meant it was no more than a wrong “judgment call” on the unusual facts of
the case.t%¢

106. Mr Brown also set out for us the fundamental differences in approach to prosecutorial
practice as exist nowadays. The first Code for Crown Prosecutors had gone through several
revisions, all of which involved public consultation, which bear on the decision making made
today in cases of alleged child sexual abuse. He outlined the many Crown Prosecution
Service guidance documents there are for prosecutors dealing with such cases, as well as the
Victim's Right to Review scheme. All this suggests a wholly different approach to allegations
of child sexual abuse and the alleged victims of such abuse today.!¢’

15 GMP001129_65

160CPS002813_28, paragraph 104

161CPS002813_29, Paragraph 105; and see Gregor McGill 11 October 2017 142/20 - 143/16
162CPS002813_29, Paragraph 106; Gregor McGill 11 October 2017 146/11 - 147/21

163 CPS002813_029-030, Paragraph 108; and see Gregor McGill 11 October 2017 142/3-19, 149/24 - 150/4
16427 October 2017 37/24 - 38/2

165See Gregor McGill 11 October 2017 162/6-13

166 Edward Brown QC 27 October 2017 75/2-15

17 Edward Brown QC 27 October 2017 77/16 - 81/22



https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/2793/view/GMP001129_065.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/4742/view/CPS002813_028.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/3296/view/CPS002813_029.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/2785/view/Public Hearing Transcript 11 October 2017.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/3296/view/CPS002813_029.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/2785/view/Public Hearing Transcript 11 October 2017.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/5136/view/CPS002813_029-030.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/2785/view/Public Hearing Transcript 11 October 2017.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/3289/view/Public Hearing Transcript 27 October 2017.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/2785/view/Public Hearing Transcript 11 October 2017.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/3289/view/Public Hearing Transcript 27 October 2017.pdf
https://www.iicsa.org.uk/key-documents/3289/view/Public Hearing Transcript 27 October 2017.pdf

107. In the light of the evidence we have heard, we are of the view that the BCP, having
come to the firm view that there was a realistic prospect of conviction in regard to the
original complaints, about which he was asked to advise, ought in 1998 to have advised
that Smith be charged. A judge should have been asked to decide on any application to stay
the proceedings as an abuse of the process. We are sympathetic to Ms Hoyano's views
that the BCP’s advice appears to be “unbalanced”, in that there was a failure to consider

the countervailing arguments that public confidence in the criminal justice system might be
damaged by a refusal to prosecute Smith.

108. Moreover, when he was asked to consider his Advice again in 1999 in the light

of the new complaints, the BCP might have come to the view that, although they did

not themselves pass the evidential test, nonetheless those complaints were capable of
undermining Smith'’s defence of innocent association and lending further support to the case.

109. We conclude that a valuable opportunity was lost in 1998 and 1999, not only to charge
and to prosecute Smith during his lifetime but also for the complainants to seek justice.

The Greater Manchester Police investigation 1998-99

110. There are two aspects of the Operation Cleopatra investigation by GMP in 1998-99
that should be considered in more detail as they have given rise to further suspicions that
there was an attempt to cover up abuse by Cyril Smith.

111. We had read to us evidence from Detective Sergeant Vincent Hill who worked on
Operation Cleopatra. He recalled being asked at some point after 20 March 1997 by
Detective Superintendent Bill Roberts (by then the Senior Investigating Officer (S1O) after
Detective Superintendent Stelfox moved on) to review the 1970 Lancashire Police file

on Cyril Smith. He did so and then interviewed RO-A1 on 21 October 1998.%%¢ He also
interviewed David Bartlett and he then produced a report dated 2 December 1998, which
he handed to Detective Chief Superintendent Keegan.?®? Detective Sergeant Hill was then
asked to make further enquiries in early 1999, and he interviewed both RO-A4 and RO-A68,
following which he produced another report. He said that his handwritten report had a final
paragraph setting out his recommendation for further action. He had been instructed not
to include any recommendations, but did so anyway. However, in the typed version of the
report this final paragraph was removed.'”°

112. This amendment to Detective Sergeant Hill's report has, as with many other features
of the police involvement with Cyril Smith, given rise to the suggestion that there was some
kind of attempt to prevent further investigation. However, we have seen a copy of the
original handwritten report and it simply read as follows:

“My own view is that a further investigation would be merited now that the information

has been made available to Operation Cleopatra. | feel that despite current priorities for
the investigation, it would be better carried out sooner rather than later in order that the
police be seen to be acting expeditiously and with due concern for those involved.””*
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113. This paragraph does not add anything material to the typed version that was submitted
to the Crown Prosecution Service on 29 March 1999 and cannot have made any difference
to the Advice of the BCP set out above.'”?

114. The second issue relating to Operation Cleopatra in 1998-99 is that Detective
Sergeant Hill and Detective Sergeant Hough were removed from the investigation. Once
again, the suggestion by Detective Sergeant Hill was that this indicated that incidents
involving Cyril Smith were covered up.”®

115. However, we had read to us evidence from Bill Roberts, who was the SIO on Operation
Cleopatra at the relevant time. His opinion was that Detective Sergeant Hill was resistant

to the idea of joint working with social workers, which was a key policy in Operation
Cleopatra.t”* He also recalled that Detective Constable Hough and Detective Sergeant Hill
were taken off the investigation as a result of refusing to take a social worker with them
while conducting their enquiries and, in relation to Detective Sergeant Hill, submitting
unnecessarily lengthy reports.'”> He was emphatically clear that there was no attempt by
anyone to exert pressure on him or anyone in his team not to investigate Cyril Smith.17¢

116. We find Mr Roberts’ evidence convincing, particularly because Detective Sergeant Hill
did in fact submit a report on Cyril Smith, which was sent to the Crown Prosecution Service,
and there does not appear to have been any attempt to stop this. It is clear that it was the
BCP’s Advice not to prosecute that led to no further action being taken against Smith in
1998 or 1999, not any pressure or undue influence from within or upon GMP. Mr Roberts’
evidence was that, in the context of a large-scale operation that involves much more recent
allegations of assaults including buggery and rape, the allegations against Cyril Smith from
the 1960s were not serious enough to warrant further attention,'”” and we can understand
why that was a reasonable assessment by the investigation team, particularly in the light of
the BCP’s Advice.

Local rumours about Cyril Smith

117. It appears to have been common knowledge in Rochdale from at least the late 1970s
that there were rumours that Cyril Smith had been involved in sexual activity with young
men and boys. Allan Buckley told us that he had been involved in the Labour Party and
rumours had circulated among party activists, although the only time he saw anything more
than rumour and gossip was the article in RAP in 1979.178

Allegations of a pact between Labour and the Liberal
Democrats
118. The fact that Cyril Smith's public standing and professional career were never

negatively impacted in any significant way by the suggestion that he was involved in child
sexual abuse has given rise to considerable speculation that he was in some way protected
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by other politicians. We may consider the possibility that Smith was actively supported at
the level of national politics or, at the very least, had a blind eye turned towards allegations
against him, as part of the Westminster investigation.

119. However, there have also been persistent rumours of a pact or deal between the

local Liberal/Liberal Democrat and Labour parties in Rochdale. The allegation was put in

its most detailed form by Barry Cropper and Peter Evans, both former police officers who
became involved in local politics (Mr Evans served as Mayor of Rochdale in 2007). They told
Detective Inspector Muriel Buglass of GMP in 2008 that they had information to suggest
that the Liberal Democrats had agreed not to make any public comments about a Labour
councillor in return for the Labour Party keeping quiet about Cyril Smith, and gave the
names of various other individuals whom they thought could provide first-hand evidence.'””

120. Detective Inspector Buglass did in fact investigate the matter in 2008, but came to the
conclusion that she could not substantiate the allegations relating to the Labour councillor,
let alone the core allegation that there was a political pact as a result.’® She told Mr Cropper
this, but Mr Cropper and Mr Evans were convinced there was something in it and repeated
the allegation to GMP in 2012, to Neil Garnham QC in 2014 and to the Operation Clifton
team at GMP in 2015.

121. In November 2012, an email was sent to the online news outlet Breitbart.com making a
similar allegation about a pact between the Liberal Democrat and Labour parties in Rochdale
to cover up child abuse. The Breitbart journalist did not pick up the email in 2012 but only in
2014 and published a short story based on it at that time.*®!

122. Peter Marsh, formerly a Detective Superintendent at GMP, was the SIO in Operation
Clifton, which looked at this matter in some depth. Mr Marsh was clear that his investigation
found no evidence of any pact to cover up allegations of child abuse, having spoken to a
number of people from the different political parties in Rochdale. He could not identify
where the rumour had originally come from, but considered it was likely to be “political
mischief”. He noted that Matt Baker, the co-author of Smile for the Camera who sent the
email to Breitbart, told him it was a “silly email that was looking to scope some research” and
effectively retracted it.!®?

123. We agree with Mr Marsh'’s view that there is no substance to this allegation. We have
heard evidence from Rochdale politicians from all three main parties, and their unanimous
testimony was that a pact not only did not exist but could not have existed.

124. Richard Farnell, a Labour politician and Leader of the Council at the time he gave
evidence to us, described the idea of a pact as “absolute nonsense” because the Liberals were
the Labour Party’s “bitter political enemies” and because after the RAP article everybody in
Rochdale knew about the Cambridge House allegations so there was nothing to cover up.183

79 GMP000916_107-109
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182 Peter Marsh 24 October 2017 182/12 - 184/3
183 Richard Farnell 24 October 2017 105/17 - 106/4
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125. Paul Rowen, a Liberal Democrat politician who was Leader of the Council from 1992 to
1996 and MP for Rochdale from 2005 to 2010, likewise considered the suggestion of a pact
to be a “total fantasy”, because the Labour councillor who was alleged to be involved was no
longer on the local political scene after 1992, and because Labour and the Liberal Democrats
“would fight each other tooth and nail” and would never “give any quarter” on an issue like that.

126. We will return to Mr Farnell and Mr Rowen later when dealing with Political
Accountability, but for present purposes it suffices to say that we were not impressed with
either as witnesses: they were evasive at times and not clear in their evidence. Mr Farnell’s
failure of recollection was unconvincing. However, on this issue we accept their evidence.
It could be said that ‘of course they would deny it’ in relation to an allegation of a pact, but
the practical points they made cannot be contested. There would have been no reason for
the Liberal Democrats, in particular, to make a deal with Labour in relation to Cyril Smith
about allegations that had already been put into the public domain in 1979. Nor would it
make sense for Labour to make a deal in relation to a relatively low-profile Labour councillor
in return for keeping quiet about Cyril Smith, who was far and away the most high-profile
Liberal politician in Rochdale for decades.

127. Their evidence was corroborated by the long-serving Conservative politician, Ashley
Dearnley, who told the Garnham Review that he knew nothing about any deal to cover

up child abuse, and could not see any way in which a pact would have been possible, due
to how polarised the Liberal Democrats and Labour were. In his evidence read to the
Inquiry, Mr Dearnley also noted that the Labour councillor in question was not particularly
significant.'8

128. It was helpful of Mr Evans and Mr Cropper to bring to the attention of GMP and the
Inquiry a full and detailed account of the alleged pact. However, we do not think that there
was any such deal or understanding between the Liberal Democrats and Labour in Rochdale.
We suspect that the idea of a pact gained credence because the alternative - that people
knew about the serious allegations surrounding Cyril Smith, but chose to disbelieve or ignore
them - was even more unpalatable.

184 Ashley Dearnley 25 October 2017 89/10 - 90/17
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Section 1

Introduction to Knowl View School

1. Cambridge House Hostel had ceased to operate in 1965 under the auspices of the
Rochdale Hostel for Boys Association, yet Smith remained heavily involved in Rochdale
Council’s provision of services to children including (in due course) leading the campaign
for the establishment of Knowl View School.’®> By this time he had become even more
powerful. In 1966, he was selected as the Mayor of Rochdale (for the Labour Party) and
he was awarded an MBE “for his services to youth”, as was later recorded by Superintendent
Leach in his report in the Lancashire investigation in 1970.18¢

2. This part of the report focuses on Knowl View School. The school became of interest to
the investigation because of Smith’s involvement in its foundation. On closer examination,
it became clear that he was far less involved in this school than he had been in Cambridge
House. While Smith’s involvement drew attention to Knowl View School, examination of

it drew into sharp focus an institution that was supposed to care for vulnerable children

in Rochdale, yet failed to act in the face of information that those children were being
subjected to different kinds of sexual abuse. Know! View School gave the Inquiry an
opportunity to consider in some detail why an institution from the not too distant past was
unable to confront the sexual abuse it knew children in its care were suffering.

3. We are grateful to the former pupils who provided evidence to the Inquiry about their
experiences at Knowl View School. We appreciate the pain and the complexity of feelings
that recalling these experiences invoked. That evidence made real the lifetime consequences
that childhood experience of sexual abuse has, particularly upon vulnerable children. Much
of what happened to children who attended Knowl View is not controversial. There are
records showing that children were being sexually exploited in the town centre by men
paying them for their services; Roderick Hilton was convicted in 1984 and again in 1990

of having sexually abused children from the school; and there are records from the time
voicing concerns about coercive sexual activity between children. So, there was no shortage
of information about the reality of what some children at the school were facing and the
risks that other children were exposed to. Steven Ford QC for Rochdale Borough Council
accepted in his Closing Statement that there was “a wealth of evidence” that children from
Knowl View School were being sexually abused.'®” He also repeated the Council’s apology
for the “frankly unforgivable” failings in its management of Knowl View School and its
response to concerns about the sexual abuse of children from the school.*®®

185 Gail Hopper 31 July 2017 witness statement, RHC002510_ 017, paragraph 5.11
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4. We are concerned with why these failings occurred in the first place, and what sort of
conditions in a supposedly caring environment permitted the sexual abuse of children or
allowed them to be exposed to that risk. This part will to some extent consider Cyril Smith’s
role in the school, but will focus more closely on the experiences of children.

5. The original idea for Knowl View School appears to have been developed in 1963 as a
joint undertaking among four local authorities (Lancashire, Bolton, Rochdale and Oldham)
to establish a residential special school for ‘maladjusted boys'. In April 1968, Cyril Smith
was appointed the Chairman of the ‘Special Sub-Committee Re Residential School for
Maladjusted Boys'. This sub-committee was charged with making the practical arrangements
for the setting up of this school. Just as he had been instrumental in bringing Cambridge
House into existence, so too was Cyril Smith central to the establishment of Knowl View
School. On 15 January 1970, powers related to the running of the school were transferred
from the Special Sub-Committee to the Board of Governors. Cyril Smith was appointed a
member of the Board in 1970.'®° He remained a member of the Board and chaired it until
his election to Parliament in 1972.1° It is important to note that Smith was on the Board
of Governors of a number of other schools during the same period.'?* Cyril Smith joined
the Board of Governors again in 1994. He and Harry Wild were Governors of Knowl

View School at approximately the same points in time, which is further evidence of the
longstanding nature of their association.'??

6. The first pupils were admitted to the school, under the umbrella of ‘maladjustment’, on
8 January 1969.1%2 It is clear that this term covered a range of different needs. Witnesses
who gave evidence to us said that certain children who resided at the school would now be
regarded as being on the autistic spectrum.?* Gail Hopper confirmed in evidence her view
that the pupils admitted had every social, emotional and mental difficulty conceivable.'?>

7. The school was intended to provide residential schooling for approximately 50 boys
aged from 7 to 16 years of age. As will be seen later, accommodating children of this range
of ages in one building was to expose younger children to a serious risk of sexual abuse by
other children.

8. It also appears that, from an early stage, it was intended that children would live at the
school during the week and at weekends. A statement of policy from 1977 specified that
children did not automatically go home at weekends; rather each child should go home at
least once per half term.'?¢ The policy also demonstrated an appreciation of the risk that
residential schooling could isolate a child from his family by altering the dynamics of the
family home. The imperative was therefore to support the child so that he could live within
the family unit.*?” We note here that this mission appears to have changed over time in that
the school began to accommodate children at weekends for the opposite purpose, that of
removing them from very difficult family circumstances.'?®
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9. That children did not go home at weekends was confirmed by Martin Digan, a residential
social worker at the school from 1978 to its closure. He gave evidence that some pupils “had
to earn the right to go home” at weekends and that other children lived at the school all the
time save for school holidays.'??

10. Children who come to live in residential schools do so because they have emotional,
educational or behavioural needs. In his evidence before us, Stephen Bradshaw, who became
the Head Teacher of the school in 1991, emphasised that the need for attention by children
with emotional, educational or behavioural needs rendered them particularly vulnerable. It
was part of the responsibility of a school to find positive ways of providing such attention.?°

11. This was understood by those with responsibility for the school. According to Diana
Cavanagh (then Director of Education), writing in 1994, children who were attending Knowl
View School “.. have been unable to cope with mainstream and (often) their family circumstances.
Many have a poor self-image, have been abused and are on the Child Protection Register, have not
found it possible to make good relationships with other children. Some are extremely withdrawn,
avoiding contact or relationships with others and running away if pressurised. Some are aggressive
and violent towards their family, other pupils and staff, both posing a physical risk to others

and disrupting other pupils’ education. Some manipulate or bully other children and constantly

use inappropriate language or inappropriate sexual behaviour. They may be out of control and
attention-seeking at home and school ..."” 2°*

12. We quote this in full because it highlights a fundamental point about the ambiguous
position that Knowl View School occupied. It was not a children’s home yet children could
spend most of their time there (apparently at the direction of the school). Many of the
children who lived at the school were vulnerable before they arrived and came from families
with complex needs. Ms Hopper gave evidence that some children appeared to have been
placed in the school as an alternative to being placed in care; others were already in the care
of a local authority.?°? Ms Hopper also accepted that regardless of whether they were in care
or not, and whatever their parents’ views, children who lived at such a school seven days a
week were, in all but name, in care.?%3

13. Ms Hopper also commented that the placement of children at a residential school,
rather than in care, may have been informed by financial pressures (such an arrangement
would have been favourable to the Social Services Department because the costs would at
least be shared with the Education Department, if not borne by it entirely).?2°4 She remarked
upon how unusual it was to see references to financial pressures about the funding of
residential placements in children’s individual records, yet they were referred to in records
she examined.

14. Despite the fact that, in reality, Knowl View was home to many children over the

years, it was not subject to the oversight that would apply to a children’s home. There is little
evidence that the life provided for children outside the classroom had any of the comfort

or warmth that ought to be a feature of residential care. For some of its pupils, Knowl View
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School might well have provided conditions that were at least better than their own home
but this only reinforces how important it was that the school provided them with the safe,
secure and caring environment they may otherwise have lacked.

15. Terence Hopwood, the Head Teacher of Knowl View in 1977, recognised that
“Residential education must not be confused with residential care”,?°> and that the school was
not a residential home, and was not capable of providing the level of support that children
in need of residential care required. It is apparent to us that over time the school lost sight
of its primary purpose to educate children and instead became an institution for little more
than their containment.

16. When he gave evidence to us, Mr Bradshaw said that the cold, institutionalised and
inhospitable conditions at the school played their part in the children’s behaviour and that
this, in turn, put them at risk of sexual abuse.?%¢

17. At the very end of his evidence to us, Mr Bradshaw was asked to identify what he
believed to have been so wrong with Knowl View School that enabled the sexual abuse
of children to take place. His answer was that every part of it was wrong, “.. the place was
wrong. The environment was not conducive to ... caring ... for children, it was very stark, so the
environment was wrong. The people were wrong. They didn’t have any leaders. The governance
was wrong. The curriculum was wrong...” 2’

18. This part of the report will explore how that came about. It will consider how public
authorities in Rochdale responded to children who were sexually abused by a man who

targeted the school, children who were sexually exploited by men paying them for their
services, and children who engaged in sexual activity with each other.

Knowl View School: the early years

19. There is not a great deal of evidence about what life was like for children who resided at
Knowl View School in its early years, but an important source is Father Michael Seed’s book
Nobody’s Child, extracts of which were read out in the hearing. Father Michael was a pupil at
the school between the years 1970 and 1974. He describes in graphic terms the exploitation
of his fellow pupils in Rochdale town centre by “kerb crawling” men and how other pupils
tried to recruit him into this.2%8

20. The evidence shows that exploitation of boys from Knowl View School (some very
young) by paying men continued into the early 1990s. This exploitation of children was an
enduring feature of school life from its beginning to its end.

21. Father Michael’s book also describes how, in this very early period, David Higgins, a
Knowl View teacher, would wash boys in the showers and encourage some to masturbate.
According to Father Michael, Higgins had the “ingenious technique” of taking children on hikes
or potholing so that they needed to shower after. He would help them to wash and touch
them in the process. He also got boys to masturbate. Father Michael thought this to be
normal at the time, the sort of thing that happened in a boarding school.?%?

205 ACO00036_ 2, paragraph 2
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22. We were unable to hear oral evidence from Father Michael, but he spoke to the
Garnham Review. When he was interviewed by Neil Garnham QC (now Mr Justice Garnham),
he did confirm the accuracy of the information contained in his book.?'° The information in
the book reflects other evidence that the Inquiry has considered and that demonstrates that
boys from Knowl View were being sexually exploited at this time. A clear example of this
appears in the witness statement of a social worker who had responsibilities for a pupil at
the school. He describes collecting this pupil from the south of England (he had “absconded”
from Knowl View School). He was covered in scabies and lice and said that he had been
giving sexual favours for money. According to the social worker, he had a good talk to the
boy on the way back to his parents’ home, and made him “promise to be a good boy”.?** This is
dealt with so matter of factly in the social worker’s statement that it supports the suggestion
that, at that time, the exploitation of Knowl View pupils was thought neither shocking nor
out of the ordinary.

23. David Higgins was appointed as a teacher to Knowl! View School in 1969. He resigned on
31 December 1971 for reasons that are unknown.?'2 One of the Core Participants (RO-A7)
gave evidence that, when Higgins left the school, the rumour was Higgins left because he
had raped a pupil (RO-B201).2*3 Higgins was later convicted in 1976 and 1983 of the sexual
abuse of children not related to Knowl View. However, he was also investigated as part

of Operation Cleopatra, which was a wide-ranging investigation into the sexual abuse of
children within children’s homes in the Greater Manchester area. In 2002, Higgins pleaded
guilty to offences involving the sexual abuse of two pupils from Knowl View, for which he
was sentenced to 12 months’ imprisonment.?%#

24. Detective Chief Inspector Sarah Jones of Greater Manchester Police (GMP) (the Senior
Investigating Officer on Operation Jaguar?'®) confirmed that, some 30 years after he left
Knowl View School, one of the children whom Higgins had been convicted of sexually
abusing was RO-B201.%%¢ This is the boy RO-A7 said was rumoured to have been raped by
Mr Higgins at the time he left the school.

25. RO-A7 gave evidence to the Inquiry despite his fragile health. He went to live at Knowl
View School in February 1969. He was one of its first pupils and one of the youngest. He
recalled the four dormitory names were Lilliput, Bliss, Nirvana and Valhalla. He recalled that
some of the staff were good but he was sexually abused by others. He was also sexually
abused by other children.

26. Like Father Michael, RO-A7 gave evidence that Higgins took children on camping or
hiking trips. According to him, Higgins was “always molesting him”. This included abuse
that took place on camping trips and at the school.??” At the school, Higgins watched
RO-A7 shower and instructed him how to masturbate himself.?'® Higgins would also take
photographs of RO-A7 naked in the shower.2*
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27. RO-A7 was also sexually assaulted by other boys. He described how a group of them
would assault him, which included masturbating over him. Such assaults would take place
inside and outside the school. He also described how a female teacher would bathe him and
buy him clothes. She taught him how to ‘French kiss’.?2°

28. RO-A7 also gave evidence that he was sexually abused by Cyril Smith. He described
how he was called into the staff room on one occasion where he saw Smith, who shouted at
him, but he did not know why. He recalled crying whereupon Smith took him on to his knee.
While he was sitting on his knee, Smith put RO-A7’s hand on his penis which was inside his
trousers.?? A member of staff came into the staff room and asked RO-A7 if he was okay.
This, he said, enabled him to get away. RO-A7 recollected that the Head Teacher came to
know about this and was very angry with him, accusing him of trying to ruin Cyril Smith’s
career, for which he was spanked by the Head Teacher in the gym in front of other boys.??2

29. Excerpts from RO-A8'’s witness statement were read to the Inquiry. RO-A8 went

to Knowl View School when he was 12 years old in 1969. He was one of the first to be
admitted. To him, Knowl View seemed luxurious. Everything was new. The food, he said, was
better than anything that he had eaten at home. He initially thought the place was fantastic
but his feelings changed and in time he grew to hate the place.

30. RO-A8 also described Higgins enjoying walking and hill climbing, which he too enjoyed.
When they came back from cross-country running, they would be filthy and would have

to shower; Higgins always supervised them.??® On one such hike, RO-A8 saw RO-B201
masturbating Higgins and saw too that Higgins had his hands inside the child’s trousers.
RO-AS8 did not think that at the time he appreciated the enormity of what he had seen. He
saw the same thing happen on a further occasion.??

31. Shortly after this, Higgins touched RO-A8 while driving him in a car.??> On one occasion
RO-A8 had to go to Higgins' flat. The door was ajar and when he went in he saw that there
was a wallet on the table. RO-A8 was in the process of taking a £5 note from it when
Higgins came in. RO-A8 began to cry and Higgins was initially very angry. He soon changed
tack, rubbing RO-A8's back and telling him that he would have to tell the Head Teacher, the
police or even RO-A8's father. He then began to fondle RO-A8's buttocks. RO-A8 pushed
him forcefully, telling Higgins that he would tell his father what he had done to him. RO-A8
recollected taking the £5 note with him, and the incident was never mentioned again.??¢

32. RO-A8 also recounted an incident that occurred on the day of the school’s opening
ceremony. RO-A8 was given the job of directing cars where to park, supervised by Higgins.
He got into trouble for directing one particular man to park his car with the others rather
than closer to the school. It was, he told us, Cyril Smith.??’

220R0O-A7 16 October 2017 13/13-25
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33. After the opening ceremony, Higgins told RO-A8 to come up to his flat. He said that

on his arrival Smith was with Higgins who said that RO-A8 had to be punished for telling
Smith to park in the wrong place. RO-AS8 said that he was pushed over the back of a chair by
Higgins who also pulled down his trousers. RO-A8 said he could feel that Smith was behind
him and he felt another hand reach round and grab his genitals. RO-A8 thought that this
could only have been Smith. RO-A8 broke free and left, later telling Mr Turner, the Head
Teacher, whom he considered to be a nice man. However, he quickly saw a different side to
him when he slapped RO-A8 across the head and called him a liar.

34. In the 1970s, the Head Teacher referred children to Dr Simpson who saw boys from the
school on a weekly basis.??® The Head Teacher documented his reasons for referring certain
children, which were wide-ranging and in some instances now appear dated, for example
referrals for “delinquency” or “effeminacy”. Other behaviours were indicative of serious
psychiatric conditions and of increased vulnerability.???

35. The records suggest that there was a therapeutic aspect to the care of children at

Knowl View School during this period. Over the years any such ethos appears to have
largely disappeared. Overall there appears to have been little by way of external professional
involvement with individual children as part of a planned programme of intervention. Indeed,
Consultant Psychiatrist Dr Alison Fraser gave evidence to the Inquiry that she stopped
visiting Knowl View because there was so little interest in the services she was offering staff
to help the children.

36. These records also demonstrate that pupils from the school were involved in sexual
activity that was of concern in the 1970s and remained of concern in the 1990s. A report
prepared in 1976 by Terence Hopwood (who succeeded Mr Turner as Head Teacher)
documented the fact that five named boys had been found out of bed, and that there was
evidence of “sexual malpractice” among them. The report concluded that this behaviour

had been ongoing for a number of years. Even at this early stage in the life of the school,

Mr Hopwood was to observe, “It has become clear that this sort of behaviour has become a sub-
cultural tradition.”"?3°

37. Other records about one boy RO-A137 (from 1976 and 1977 when he was aged 15)
documented concerns that he had contracted pubic lice from homosexual contacts.??! This
boy is referred to in a note made in 1977 (by the then Deputy Head Teacher Mr Winn),
which recorded that RO-A137 had been introduced to an “undesirable element” (older men)
by another boy RO-A140 (also 15). RO-A140 was regarded by Mr Winn as “using” older men
for alcohol and money. Mr Winn noted that RO-A140 was very much at risk and that he had
also taken two boys from Knowl View School into very serious situations.?32 The extent of
this risk was borne out by RO-A140 contracting a sexually transmitted disease.?*® Although
it is not stated in direct terms, it is clear from these records that a reference to RO-A140
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receiving money from adult men was a reference to his being paid to engage in sexual
activity by adults. Dr Simpson thought that police should be involved, and he wrote to the
Chief Education Officer to inform him of his concerns.?3*

38. Martin Digan said that when he started at Knowl View School in 1978 he found out
things that were disturbing to him, which included him being told that prior to his arrival
boys from the school were taking women'’s clothes off clothes lines and senior staff were,
apparently, allowing them to dress in them.?*®

39. Further evidence about what the school was like during its early years emerges from
Operation Jaguar. This was the recent investigation by GMP into allegations of sexual abuse
at Knowl View. In her evidence to the Inquiry, the Senior Investigating Officer, Detective
Chief Inspector Sarah Jones, confirmed that two complainants had given similar accounts
about having been sexually abused by one former pupil. From the point of view of her
investigation, she regarded it as significant that this former pupil had not only accepted being
involved in sexual activity with other children at the school, but also had acknowledged it

to be a common occurrence. According to the former pupil, such sexual activity had started
when he first arrived at the school, and it continued. He believed it to be normal and a
culture at Knowl View.23¢

40. In the course of Operation Jaguar, a number of adult men made allegations that they
had been sexually abused as children by staff members at the school, including female staff.
As evidence of this, on 27 December 1980, a female teacher, who had taken a pupil away
for a night, was given a final warning on the basis that she had formed a “personal and private
friendship” with one of the pupils, which she had not notified to the child’s houseparent.?%”
The nature of the supposed friendship does not appear to have been pursued as part of

the allegation.

Roderick Hilton

41. One of the most extraordinary aspects of what happened to children at Knowl View
was that the school was targeted over a period of at least ten years by Roderick Hilton. He
was to be convicted twice of the sexual abuse of children who lived at the school. He is also
someone we know very little about, but he may have had his own vulnerabilities

42. We were struck by the evidence given by Detective Chief Inspector Jones, that one
former Knowl View pupil (P16) believed himself to have been in a consensual sexual
relationship with Hilton while he was at the school. Ms Jones confirmed that the former
pupil was under 14 years of age at this time.?%8 The fact that a child could carry on a
‘relationship’ with an adult sex offender, who frequented the school grounds and was known
to staff, demonstrates the risks children were exposed to at Knowl View.

43. In 1984, Mr Hopwood, the Head Teacher, wrote a report dated 8 February 1984 about
two pupils who had been sexually abused by Hilton. This abuse had occurred over the
weekend of 27-29 January 1984.2%° The report captures the school’s attitude to Hilton at
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that time. He is portrayed as the victim of cunning children, and is described as a “slow witted
eighteen- year-old youth ... whom they knew had homosexual tendencies”. The report describes
the two pupils intending to trick Hilton or to “rip off” Hilton, in their words, by promising
“sexual favours” for cash.

44. The reality of what happened is that three pupils from Knowl View were involved in
bringing two other pupils to Hilton so that Hilton could sexually abuse them. There are

a number of features about the record of this incident that are troubling, apart from its
portrayal of Hilton as having been duped. The first is that it conveys no sense of the two
boys who were sexually abused by him as being victims; there is simply a passing reference
to them having been examined by a General Practitioner who ‘“declared them free of
infection”.?*° Second, it appears that a considered decision was made not to tell the parents of
the children involved what had happened. Third, there appears to have been no investigation
as to how Hilton was known to the three boys who brought the other children to Hilton or
how they were able to bring them to him. Fourth, there is a passing reference to pupils from
Knowl View School informing the Head Teacher that Hilton was drunk and making threats to
come into the school with a knife (but there is no mention of how these threats came to be
made).

45. The Head Heacher did involve the local police in this matter and Hilton was ultimately
charged with one offence of sexual assault in respect of one child. The offence in respect of
the other child was taken into consideration; in other words, that offence was not separately
charged but it was considered at the time of sentence. The police correctly anticipated that
Hilton would receive a small fine and probation, and that there would be minimum publicity.
Hilton was ultimately sentenced to two years’ probation on 19 March 1984.2*! By then,
Hilton had turned 19. A press article from the time reported the proceedings. According to
the article, the boys (who were referred to by the prosecutor as “entrepreneurs”) were paid
50 pence for bringing the other boys to Hilton.?*?

46. Consideration was given by the police to charging all five Knowl View School pupils
with offences such as blackmail and procuring in relation to the incident, but that was not
pursued.?*® The records also make reference to Hilton being afraid of the children, and to his
mother complaining to the police about his being threatened.?*4

47. There was passing mention in Mr Hopwood's report to it having “‘come to light” that one
of the boys who took one of the other boys to Hilton had masturbated and ejaculated over
another sleeping boy. The records suggest that this was not made known at the time.?*

48. This entire incident was an early example of the school’s failure to grapple with a very
serious incident of child sexual abuse. It was a warning sign to treat Roderick Hilton as an
obvious danger to children and it was a failure to appreciate the risk that children may pose
to other children. It illustrates two emerging themes: the characterisation of children as
though they were the authors of their own sexual abuse and, fundamentally, a failure to
consider sexual abuse from the perspective of the child.
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49. The incident in January 1984 was to resurface in 2014 in the course of Operation Jaguar.
One of the boys who had brought another boy to Hilton approached the police as an adult
and gave an account that a teacher, who had sexually abused him, had instructed him to
bring the boys to Hilton and that on two occasions he had received £15 for it. He describes
one child who was his friend throwing bottles at Hilton so that he would leave him alone.
The other one was a younger boy he did not like whom he left with Hilton.?4¢

50. In her evidence, Detective Chief Inspector Jones confirmed that the former pupil
said that he had not mentioned the teacher at the time of the incident because he felt
threatened. There was insufficient evidence upon which to identify the teacher and the
former pupil did not wish to support a prosecution.?*”

51. ltis not possible for us to make any finding as to whether or not a teacher was involved
in arranging for children to meet Hilton. In a functioning, well-run school it might seem
improbable, but this cannot be said of Knowl View. Regardless of whether a teacher was
involved or not, the fact that pupils received money from Hilton so that he could sexually
abuse two of their peers was, on any view, extraordinary.

52. Six years later in 1990, Hilton was still very much a feature of school life. He was to
sexually assault at least one other pupil, having gained entry to, and stayed two nights at, the
school. That he continued to be part of school life and to sexually assault other children after
1984 demonstrates that the risk he posed was never taken seriously.

53. There is evidence that the school went into a period of decline in the years after 1984.
Between 1980 and 1985, pupil numbers were consistently at around 40. From 1986, there
was a dramatic reduction with numbers falling to an all-time low of 19 in 1989.2¢ In his
evidence, Stephen Bradshaw suggested that Rochdale’s placement officer, Richard Flammer,
had stopped placing children at Knowl View, preferring to send them out of the borough.
Although careful to say that he did not know the reason why, Mr Bradshaw surmised that

it was because Knowl View School was regarded as substandard.?*’ If that knowledge was
held within the Education Department, it should have been acted on decisively and thereby
spared the children years of further abuse.

54. In 1988, the school moved from its arrangement with the other local authorities so that
it became the sole responsibility of Rochdale Council.?*° This coincided with considerable
instability in the management of the school. Mr Hopwood was absent (through illness)

in 1988 and retired in 1989. lan Ashton became the Acting Head in January 1989. Brett
Andrews was appointed Deputy Head and then he became Acting Head in September
1989. In October 1990, it was proposed that Michael Poulton (who was the Head of another
school) should be seconded to Knowl View. This was an immediate response to the incident
with Hilton in September 1990. His secondment for one term commenced in December
1990. Mr Bradshaw was appointed Head with effect from April 1991.25! Some witnesses
who appeared before us regarded this as having created a vacuum in leadership until the
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appointment of Mr Bradshaw. We agree that there was a profound lack of leadership among
staff at the school, which only the appointment of Stephen Bradshaw addressed, but this is
not a complete answer to what went wrong at Knowl View School.

Smith Street toilets

55. Smith Street toilets were public conveniences in the centre of Rochdale. They were
situated near the bus station and overlooked by the town’s municipal offices (known locally
as ‘The Black Box’). They were also, according to a record made at the time, where paying
men (seemingly from all over the North West of England) went to sexually abuse Rochdale
children.?*?

56. This was no secret. In her evidence to the Inquiry, the Child Protection Manager (Janet
Weeks, also known as Bowyer) described how her office on the tenth floor (part of the
Social Services Department) had a view of the toilets, from where she would regularly see
boys sitting on the walls of the ornamental flower beds and following men inside the toilets.
It was obvious to her and other staff who witnessed it that sexual activity was going on.

She regarded it as a “worrying pattern”. Staff who were aware of these activities included

the administrative staff, two male officers who worked with Ms Weeks and her manager
(whose name she could not recall). The police were contacted and they came to the office to
conduct informal surveillance of the street. Ms Weeks learned that some of the boys were
from Knowl View School.?>3

57. lan Davey was Assistant Director of Rochdale Council’s Social Services Department from
1989, became Acting Director at about the end of March 1991 and, finally, the Director of
Social Services in December 1991. When he gave evidence, he told the Inquiry that while

he was Assistant Director, in other words before the end of March 1991, he was personally
unaware of boys being sexually exploited at Smith Street toilets, even though his office was
also on the tenth floor of the municipal offices.?>* Later in the course of his evidence, he said
it was not until the Shepherd report that he learned about the exploitation at the toilets.?>>
He said for six months prior to the Shepherd report his attention was “virtually entirely
focused” on the Middleton issues.?°¢

58. The children who were being exploited were known to the authorities. In March 1989
there was a meeting of representatives from police, social services and education to discuss
a group of children aged between 10 and 14 who gathered daily at ‘Tasty Bite’, a local food
outlet, when they should have been at school. Twelve children were identified, five of whom
were in the care of Rochdale. In due course, a number of these children came to be identified
as being exploited by men who would pay them.?>”

59. The Inquiry considered in some detail the social care records of three particular
children who were part of this original group and who were exploited in Smith Street toilets.
They were also resident at Knowl View School. In order to protect the identity of these
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individuals, this report will not refer to information that might reveal who they are. These
were children who, between them, experienced considerable hardship, family breakdown,
insecurity and trauma at an early stage in each of their lives.

60. One of these children was RO-A9. By the time that he was 11 years old (in February
1989), there was already concern that he was part of a network of boys involved in criminal
activities as well as sexual activity. It was decided to place him in a residential school. He
started at Knowl View a short time later, on 14 April 1989.2°¢ On 22 August 1989, he was
remanded into care. On 28 August 1989 (when he was only 12) concern was raised that he
was involved in ‘prostitution’ and was being called a ‘rent boy’ by other children.?*?

61. The information about RO-A10 points to him having profound and complex difficulties;
he too was taken into care. In 1989, RO-A10 was 11 years old. A note of 6 April 1989 in
RO-A10’s social care file recorded the fact that there was reliable information from Police
Constable Dunning that he was involved in “inappropriate sexual activities” at Smith Street
toilets.?¢? A file note of 7 April 1989 by RO-A10’s social worker throws further light on this
and demonstrates how serious his situation already was. The information from PC Dunning
was that RO-A10 had approached a man, asking the man for 50p and if he wanted to play
with him. RO-A10 had approached the same man in the bus station and had asked him the
same question, saying that it was alright as he got £5 the week before and could get £5 or
£10 any time that he wanted.?¢* That RO-A10 was involved with adult men was also a matter
of concern to his family who reported that he had been seen around town with a man.?¢?

62. Like RO-A9, RO-A10 was admitted to Knowl! View out of concern for his welfare and as a
direct response to the concern that he was involved with adult men in Smith Street toilets.243
A meeting was arranged with the Acting Head Teacher of Knowl View (then Mr Ashton) to
discuss RO-A10's admission and the admission of another family member (RO-A24) to Knowl
View School. This is of relevance later in this report when considering what staff at Knowl
View School knew about these children at an early stage. RO-A10 was to start at the school
on 11 May 1989. A record of the same day by RO-A10’s social worker noted his self-abusive
behaviour as possibly being linked to his sexual activities at Smith Street toilets.?%4

63. At a meeting of 5 May 1989 between RO-A10’s social worker and Knowl View staff,

the social worker informed school staff about RO-A10’s ‘rent boy’ activities around the bus
station, putting beyond doubt the fact that staff at Knowl View were well aware of RO-A10’s
vulnerabilities and the risks he faced just days before he was admitted.?¢> There is reference
to RO-A10 cutting his arms and legs with glass.?°¢ Not only did his exploitation continue after
RO-A10 was placed at Knowl View, he was also being exploited out of the area. A social

care record of 8 September 1989 documents an account by RO-A24 of going to Salford with
other children (including RO-A9) to watch pornography. RO-A10 went into a bedroom with a
man and got £5. Another incident was documented whereby RO-A10 went into a shed with
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a man and masturbated him while RO-A24 watched.?¢” The consequences of this exploitation
remained a year later, because in September 1990 RO-A10’s social worker had to write to
the police in Manchester asking that RO-A10, who was subject to an Attendance Centre
Order in Salford, be allowed to attend an alternative centre to carry out the order owing to
his past sexual involvement with men from Salford.2¢®

64. Of even more concern is that RO-A9 and RO-A10 were both children who, during this
period, were living at Knowl View School during the week and in children’s homes at the
weekend or in the holidays.?¢? Gail Hopper confirmed that this was poor practice even in
1990, and would have been considered to be “confusing and inappropriate”.?’° That this was
bad practice was also accepted by lan Davey in his evidence to the Inquiry. He denied that
he knew this practice was taking place. However, he accepted that it was a failure overall by
Rochdale Council’s Social Services Department not to inform him of the practice.?”*

65. RO-A10 also provided information about what was happening to him. On 14 August
1989, he saw his social worker with Dave Carter (from his children’s home) and told them
about a man he was involved with at the bus station. This man was in his thirties and
RO-A10 got money from him for doing “haughty things”. He had gone to a hut with him.
There was information that other boys were involved. Mr Carter and the social worker
emphasised to RO-A10 that he was not to blame for what had happened to him.?”2 While we
are sure their intentions were good, we find it hard to understand why this appears to have
been the limit of anyone’s intervention with this boy. Indeed, on 24 August 1989, RO-A10
and his social worker spoke to a police officer, and RO-A10 confirmed that he had been
involved in sexual activities at the toilets.?”3

66. At a review of RO-A10’s case, which took place at some point prior to 3 March 1990 (at
which staff from Knowl View and representatives from Social Services were present), it was
recorded that the “department”, which is assumed to be a reference to Social Services, was
“tackling the set up at Rochdale Bus Station”. The bus station was next to Smith Street toilets.
Gail Hopper assisted us with the locations of the toilets and the bus station in the course of
her evidence.?”* The reference to “tackling the set up” appears to be a reference to tackling
child exploitation,?”> but there is no evidence as to what steps were taken. It is clear that the
exploitation of children in Rochdale town centre continued, regardless of whatever action, if
any, was taken.

67. Information was also provided to Knowl View School not just from Social Services but
also from the police. A record of 9 March 1990 demonstrates that PC Bottomley was in
direct communication with Knowl View School about organised ‘rent boy’ activities going on
in Smith Street toilets involving RO-A9 and RO-A10. This involved 14 children from various
children’s homes who had been organised into a ring and were “extracting money in return

for sexual favours”. This was organised by an older boy (although he was just 13 years old). It
is important that we record here part of the note made by a Knowl View staff member: “PC
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Bottomley reported that vast numbers of men from all over the North-West had been attracted to
the toilets, indeed they had interviewed people from as far away as Blackpool! Clearly, both boys
are at risk and are in a highly vulnerable situation, which will require close monitoring”.?”¢

68. A Knowl View record of 21 May 1990 documents the fact that four boys from the
school, including RO-A10, were involved. RO-A10 and the others were known to have
masturbated one man in Smith Street toilets and another boy masturbated another man.
They were also alleged to have stolen items such as toy cars, chocolates and biscuits. When
they returned to school, two boys admitted that they had masturbated a local man.?””

69. These records suggest a lack of anxiety on the part of those who had responsibility for
these children. There is no suggestion that their being exploited for money raised an urgent
child protection issue or that there was any appreciation that these children were being
exposed to much greater risk. On 15 June 1990, the head of care at Knowl View School
(Steven Cohen, since deceased) reported to one boy’s social worker that he had hepatitis,
which was thought to have been contracted through ‘rent boy’ activities.?”® We are struck
by just how casually and matter of factly the belief that the boy had sexually transmitted
hepatitis was alluded to. It appears to have had no bearing upon the approach by Knowl
View School staff to the boy or to any other exploited child.

70. A record, which was made of a meeting that took place on 4 March 1991, suggests that,
in July 1990, DC Goggins was aware that RO-A10 was “offering services” at Smith Street
toilets and going off in cars with men. Staff at Knowl View were very concerned but felt
there was little they could do as it was not a “lock up school”.?”?

71. In July 1990, RO-A10’s social worker recorded a meeting that took place with Paul
Davies of Knowl View School. He noted RO-A10’s attitude towards his exploitation: “He does
not want to be involved in it again and is angry at the men who were involved...” 22° While the
tone of the note was sympathetic to RO-A10’s plight, it nonetheless gives the appearance
that ending his exploitation was a matter for RO-A10 (and was contingent upon his will to
end it).

72. On 15 November 1990, Mr Andrews, the then Acting Head of Knowl View, wrote to
the Director of Social Services describing RO-A10 as being in grave moral danger. The only
way the school could guarantee his safety was to remove his shoes and outdoor clothing.
First, the Acting Head was clearly alive to the risks that RO-A10 was exposed to. Second,
the letter indicates a familiarity on the part of the Director of Social Services with RO-A10’s
circumstances.?8!

73. Knowl View staff prepared a report for Brian Williams, who was the Assistant Education
Officer and Special Needs Advisor in the Education Department. The report, which is dated
27 November 1990, said that RO-A10 absconded regularly from Knowl View and his care
home, and when he went missing his whereabouts were largely unknown. He had been
picked up in Smith Street toilets and when he returned voluntarily he always had money.
The report put forward the view that RO-A10 should not return to Knowl View. The report
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added that all the boys on his house unit knew of his activities and that RO-A10 had had

“a draining and demoralizing effect” on all of them that term. We mention this because it

is important to point out that this was a particularly sensitive time for Knowl View. In
September 1990, Roderick Hilton had been able to spend two nights in the school and
sexually assault at least one boy. The Education Department had conducted an investigation
into what had happened, and Brian Williams was obviously aware at about the very same
time that RO-A10 was being exploited at Smith Street toilets. Although not directly referring
to these matters, the report also appears to indicate knowledge on Mr Williams' part about
these issues.?8?

74. \We note that a social worker later recorded that Mr Bradshaw (the Head Teacher who
took over after RO-A10 had left Knowl View School in December 1990) told the social
worker that the boy had been scapegoated by Knowl View staff.283 This fits with the tone of
the Knowl View School staff report to Mr Williams.

75. RO-A10’s social worker’s optimism that he would (or could) stop being exploited proved
unrealistic. According to a further report of December 1990, his progress was “extremely
backward” and he had “no sense of physical or moral danger”.?8*

76. RO-A10 left Knowl View in December 1990. He was only 12 years old. The position as
regards RO-A9 is less clear. It appears from the records that he ran away from Knowl! View
School for long periods of time. However, he remained a Knowl View pupil well into 1991.
On 6 February 1991, RO-A10’s social worker spoke to DC Goggins in an attempt to clarify
the details of RO-A10’s involvement in sexual activity at Smith Street toilets; there was
confusion between Knowl View School and the social worker about it. According to the note,
it was clear that RO-A10 had been approaching men and getting 50p for masturbating them.
DC Goggins felt there had been incidents in March 1989 and a number of them between
January and May 1990.28>

77. Much later, on 25 October 1991, information about RO-A9 being involved in organised
abuse was passed from the police to Social Services. According to RO-A9’s social care
records, the police provided the names and addresses of three men with whom it was
suspected RO-A9 (and other boys) were involved.?®¢ As regards RO-A9, an internal Social
Services memorandum dated 31 October 1991 notes that his attendance at the school had
been poor since the start of the autumn term and that he had been missing from home

for approximately one month. During this time he had been seen at three addresses in
Manchester, which appeared to be part of a network where boys were being harboured, and
where abuse was occurring. Rochdale was also referred to as a “picking up point” for boys to
go to Manchester. This report expressly refers to Knowl View School seeking a meeting to
review RO-A9’s place on account of his attendance.?®”
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78. RO-A9 was the subject of a letter dated 11 February 1991 (sic) from Chief Inspector
Berry (now deceased) of GMP to Roger Graham, an Area Manager for Rochdale Council
Social Services.?88 The letter explained that there had been police enquiries about RO-A9’s
brother in the Greater Manchester area and that RO-A9 had been found at an address
that had been entered by warrant. The Chief Inspector refers to the “strange suspicion” that
RO-A9 had been involved in regular clandestine meetings with adult men over a prolonged
period of time. It is also clear from this letter that Chief Inspector Berry had hoped that
there would be closer links between Social Services and the police so as to assist in this
“sordid matter” but that “.. for the record it seems that very little progress had been made”. The
Chief Inspector went on to say, “I see a clear distinction between family sexual issues and those
which seem to be on an organised scale involving several young men. It is therefore in relation to
the latter category that | would welcome your views as to how the police and social services can
develop a joint strategy.”

79. The records make clear that from 1989 onwards the police, Rochdale Council’s Social
Services Department, its Education Department and staff from Knowl View School were all
aware that children from Rochdale (including pupils from Knowl View) were being subjected
to sexual exploitation for money in public toilets in Rochdale. There is clear evidence that
the police and social services knew that a group of children were in the clutches of organised
abuse in Manchester.

80. We conclude that no individual, nor any institution with responsibility for them, took
decisive action to address what was happening to these exploited children. Individual social
work entries often convey sympathy, but little sense of real action to address the abuse
suffered by them. The police were well aware of the issues around the toilets but seemed
inert, and unable or unwilling to tackle it. Overall, the records convey lassitude and a lack of
focus and direction; the issue simply drifted.

81. RO-A9 who gave evidence before us was not entirely sure when he was sent to Knowl
View School, but he thought it was between the ages of 12 and 14. To begin with, he
thought that the school was alright but this changed when he was sexually assaulted by a
member of staff late one evening. He ran away in his pyjamas from the school to his home,
which was some 2 to 3 miles away, but his mother called the police and they took him back
to Knowl View. There was a further incident involving the same member of staff.?? RO-A9
was exploited by one particular man, Anthony Whitehead, for about two years. In 2017,
RO-A9 gave evidence at trial regarding a series of serious sexual offences committed by
Whitehead against him, of which Whitehead was convicted. RO-A9 also ran away from
Knowl View as he was homesick.??° RO-A9 was also exploited by other adult men.

82. We are entirely satisfied that the exploitation of children in Rochdale was widely known
about. Such efforts as were made by the authorities to address the problems were scant and
ineffective.

288 RHC002363_1; the letter was incorrectly dated 11 February 1991. It is clear from the date of the receipt stamp on it that it
should have been dated 11 February 1992
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Peer-on-peer abuse at Knowl View School

83. Sexual activity between children at Knowl View was not a new issue. As we have noted
already, by 1984, Mr Hopwood considered that sexual activity between boys was already
an ingrained part of the culture. Records in the years thereafter suggest that the culture
persisted. This is borne out by a report of 9 March 1992, which Mr Bradshaw wrote and in
which he observed that there had been a number of incidents of a sexual nature dating back
as far as 1981, logged and mentioned, but never resolved, with seeming indifference to it.?*

84. These records are not now available but records that have survived provide some idea as
to the incidents recorded. A logbook entry of 11 December 1987 records boys masturbating
and wiping semen over other boys.??? Another record of 9 March 1990 notes that children
were overheard talking about one child who masturbated and wanted another child to
watch.??3

85. We approach this issue on the basis that there may be consensual sexual
experimentation between children of a similar age who live in residential schools, and

the need to approach this issue with sensitivity. What we have been struck by in our
consideration of Knowl View School, however, is the wholesale lack of concern that sexual
activity between children can also be coercive, bullying, frightening and ultimately damaging.
Even among older children who might agree to engage in sexual activity with each other, it
raises issues about the appropriateness of such conduct and whether children understand
the risks and feelings that such sexual activity might give rise to. Yet what we have heard and
what we consider in this report is far from being informed sexual experimentation between
older children.

86. Until the arrival of Mr Bradshaw in 1991, it appears that there was little if any sex
education at the school. This was well documented in the investigations that followed the
Hilton incident in September 1990. In an institution that was failing to protect children from
sexual abuse, far from equipping children with the information they needed about how to
keep themselves safe or the risks they faced, no sex or relationship education was provided.

87. An incident that occurred in 1989 illuminates how Knowl View responded to the possible
sexual abuse of one child by another child. In a letter of 18 April 1989 from Mr Ashton, the
then Acting Head Teacher, to the Chief Education Officer, but addressed for the attention

of Brian Williams, one boy had reported two incidents: oral intercourse and attempted anal
intercourse on him by another boy. This was an attempted anal rape by the other boy. The
boy reported that the attempt had been repeated.??*

88. The letter shows that Mr Ashton had his doubts about the truthfulness of the allegation
on account of the unpopularity of the child identified as having assaulted the other. This boy
was interviewed in an apparent attempt to get him to admit what he had done. Both children
were also interviewed together (involving the complainant giving his account in front of

the boy he said had tried to anally penetrate him). The notes record that Martin Digan (the
houseparent who interviewed the boys) was of the view that a serious sexual assault had
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taken place. Mr Ashton’s view was that it was best not to overreact and to view the incidents
within the context of emotionally disturbed boys experimenting while having problems in
making relationships.

89. There are further examples within the records that suggest that violence might have
played a part in coercing children into sexual activity. RO-A11's account from December
1990 points not only to the complicated experience of children at Knowl View School, but
also to the reality that violence might have been a factor in his engaging in oral sex.?’®> This
sort of activity was observed by staff, in one instance by the school keeper, who had also
been given a care role (despite his lack of suitable qualifications).??¢ Other children also
reported what they saw.??”

90. Other records demonstrate the cynicism with which children were treated. RO-A11 was
one of the children who was involved in the incident in September 1990 when Hilton spent
two nights in the school. He disclosed to staff that he was involved in a sexual relationship
with an adult male. When he retracted this a month later, staff simply accepted it. Duncan
Eaton was RO-A11’s houseparent at Knowl! View School and thus played a central role in

his care. In a report of 31 January 1991, Mr Eaton said of RO-A11 that “He believes that due
to his stay at Prestwich hospital he has numerous psychiatric difficulties. It is my belief he has no
more emotional and social problems than any other child in this school.” 2?8 RO-A11 had been an
inpatient in a psychiatric hospital prior to his admission to Knowl View. A psychiatric report
on RO-A11 indicated that there was no evidence of formal mental illness, but he exhibited
emotional immaturity, delayed social development, relationship difficulties and attention
deficit.???

91. RO-A11's request for an AIDS test, regardless of the fact that he might well have been
at real risk, was regarded as a “shock tactic”. The concern recorded was that such a test might
have repercussions such as for insurance.®®° There was no exploration as to why RO-A11
thought he was at risk or whether this was something that was weighing on his mind. The
fact that he was sexually involved with other children does not appear to have entered

the equation. One boy at the school had contracted hepatitis believed to be from sexual
activity; there is no evidence that this prompted any concern for the health of other children.
RO-A11's request for an AIDS test certainly did not do so.

92. It appears to us that the records about RO-A11 suggest staff antagonism towards him;
they did not want to believe him. Records relating to other children suggest they fared little
better. On 14 January 1991, two members of staff visited the home of RO-A12 specifically
to discuss a communication from his mother that he had been sexually assaulted by other
boys.?%1 One of the members of staff sent to deal with this disclosure was the school keeper
who, as noted above, had a care role, despite having no qualifications.
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93. On 15 January 1991, RO-A12, who was only 13, did not report inappropriate
experimentation, but he disclosed of his fellow pupils, “They made me suck them off and they
told me to let them bum me. If | didn’t let them do it, they would batter me up.”°?

94. The involvement of the Education Welfare Officer, Hilary Marsh, in RO-A12’s disclosure
that he had been sexually assaulted does not provide any comfort that his allegation

was dealt with properly. A report by Ms Marsh of 21 January 1991 suggests “school will
investigate and counsell (sic) the sexual abuse boys...”3%3

95. RO-A12’s disclosure raises another issue that ought to have been a source of the highest
concern at Knowl View School, which were the risks that younger children were being
exposed to. There is evidence that far younger children were involved in sexual activity

with older children within the school. In the course of his evidence to us, Mr Bradshaw, who
became the Head Teacher in April 1991, confirmed there was information that one of the
youngest children at the school had been found in bed with an older boy, that he had played
games in the toilets late at night with older boys and was encouraged onto another boy’s bed
after lights out.®°* It is of note that children from the school were also suspected of having
sexually touched, or having had sexual activity with, much younger children outside school,
such as foster siblings.?°> We will consider this further in this report when we look at the
documentation compiled by Mr Bradshaw.

96. Another record from August 1992 noted that RO-A18 had not been back to the school
since April 1991, save for one day, because of bullying, he having witnessed fellow pupils
being sexually abused by other pupils.3°¢

97. As soon as staff at Knowl View School were aware that pupils were being exploited
outside the school and reporting coercion by other pupils within the school, they ought to
have been alive to the risks posed to the youngest children in the school. It does not appear
that they were. By contrast, there was a wholesale lack of curiosity or concern on the part of
staff at Knowl View about what might be happening to children in their care at Knowl View
at the hands of other pupils. There is no evidence that it prompted any concern about why it
was happening in the first place.
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Section 2

The Hilton incident

1. Section 1 sets the scene for events that occurred in September 1990. At that point in
time, a number of children from the school were being sexually exploited by adult men, and
children at the school were engaged in sexual activity with each other. Both issues had been
allowed to drift. In this section, we explore what brought matters to a head, and what (if
anything) made Knowl View School reflect on what was happening to the children it ought
to have been protecting. As we have seen, some of those involved in the care of individual
children expressed concerns about them, which were communicated to Rochdale Council
officers, but there was little action. It is against this background that we turn to Roderick
Hilton's intrusion into the school in September 1990.

2. Earlier in this report, we referred to the fact that Roderick Hilton had been convicted of
sexually assaulting a Knowl View School pupil in 1984. There is a good deal of evidence that
he had become a permanent fixture at the school, someone whose presence was tolerated,
someone who was himself in need of help and understanding, rather than the clear and
present danger he was to children at the school. This was neatly encapsulated by Duncan
Eaton, a member of Knowl View School care staff, who told the Inquiry that the then Acting
Head of the school, Mr Andrews, had invited Roderick Hilton into his house, which was on
school premises, for refreshments and was “... trying to do a bit of social work with him. He got
a very sympathetic audience”.?%’

3. On Tuesday 11 September 1990, Graham Hutchinson (Acting Deputy Head) recorded in
the school communication book that Hilton was in the area and that staff should be vigilant.
The undisputed facts are that Hilton gained entry into the school that night and slept

under a boy’s bed.3%® On the next day, Wednesday 12 September 1990, he gained entry to
the school again and sexually assaulted at least RO-A14, a vulnerable boy whose personal
circumstances before joining Knowl View School had been a source of concern. RO-A14
was suspended the day after he was sexually assaulted, because he had physically assaulted
another boy from the school.

4. The records about this incident and how it came to light are a cause of separate concern.
A record of 11 October 1990 noted that on 17 September 1990 a Knowl View School staff
member, Paul Davies, had overheard Hilton saying that he had been into the Norden Unit
(the unit where Hilton had stayed overnight), and this prompted Mr Davies to interview the
boys from that unit, apart from RO-14 who had been suspended and one other boy.?%? It was
at this point that boys disclosed that Hilton had spent the night in RO-A14’s room.

5. This sits uneasily with a note made three days earlier, on 14 September 1990, in which
Mr Hutchinson described how on the Tuesday morning it had been reported that Hilton
was in the vicinity, and that on the Thursday night (in other words, 13 September 1990) he
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was seen with one of the pupils at 9.30pm (at the door of the Norden Unit), and was told to
leave, but was seen on a further three occasions that night with the same boy. According to
the note, the police were informed about this but did nothing. The note goes on to record
that at 10.35pm a group of boys were speaking to Hilton who told them to let him inside. At
11.15pm he was seen by a member of staff on the roof and was dealt with. The note states
that two boys told staff that Hilton had stayed the night under RO-A14’s bed on the Tuesday
and Wednesday night, and concludes with the words “Rod has given RO-A16 £1 and we believe
that Rod will want his pound of flesh rather than a £1 coin...” 31°

6. The truth was that Hilton had already obtained his pound of flesh. Despite staff being told
that Hilton had spent two nights in the boy’s room, RO-A14 was not asked about what had
happened until he returned to school on 21 September 1990.31

7. A further note of 18 September 1990 records that a staff member contacted Hilton's
probation officer who informed him that Hilton was in breach of a probation order. With
telling understatement, Hilton's probation officer was of the view that, as Hilton was a
Schedule 1 sex offender, it was “not unreasonable” that he be kept away from premises where
there were children.3!2

8. Returning to the immediate aftermath of the Hilton incident, RO-A14 provided an
account to the NSPCC on 21 September 1990. This was short and lacked any detail as to
the surrounding circumstances. Mr Eaton is recorded as having said that the police position
was that there was nothing they could do while children were inviting Hilton into the school
(because he was not breaking in). It appears that the NSPCC thought the matter ought to be
handled by the police.313

9. Itis hard to conceive of a greater failure on the part of a school to provide protection
for its pupils than the ability of a convicted child sex offender to spend two nights on the
premises and to sexually abuse at least one child. Having heard all of the evidence, we have
concluded that no one who dealt with this incident at the time appears to have treated it
with the significance and urgency it demanded.

10. There was an obvious imperative to get to the bottom of the incident quickly and to
ascertain precisely the nature of the involvement of the other pupils in the events of both
evenings. There was, at the very least, a pressing need to find out if other children had been
abused.

11. There is no evidence to suggest that the children on the Norden Unit were properly
interviewed to ascertain what had happened and whether any other children had been
abused by Hilton. This is despite early suspicion that there was more to this incident, and
that others might also have been abused. There are no records of interviews and there are
no references in any accounts to the contents of interviews. While it appears that Mr Davies
spoke to boys from the Norden Unit at some point around 17 September, there is nothing

to suggest that this was documented or anything more than an informal conversation with a
single member of staff.
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12. We do know that Hilton appeared before the Magistrates’ Court on 7 December 1990
and pleaded guilty to indecently assaulting RO-A14.3* The matter was adjourned until 4
January 1991 for reports, with a condition of bail that he not enter the school grounds. On
22 February 1991, he was sentenced to 2 years' probation.3'>

13. Had he been alive, we would very much have wished to hear from RO-A14. Sadly he
died in 1996. According to Mr Digan, RO-A14 told him that the school keeper had let Hilton
into the school.?'® We cannot say whether this is accurate but we are satisfied that Hilton
was perfectly able to sleep on the school grounds on occasions. Regardless of the exact
position, what is beyond doubt is that Hilton was able to get into the school with ease, to
stay in a child’s room wholly undetected by staff and that children were able to move about
the school at night (with Hilton) with apparent freedom.

14. Staff at Knowl View School did inform the Education Department at Rochdale Council
about the incident but not until 21 September 1990. Mr Hutchinson informed Brian Williams
(the Special Needs Adviser in the Education Department) who came to the school that day.
It appears that staff were interviewed about what had happened on 24 September and then
interviewed again on 11 and 12 October 1990. According to Diana Cavanagh, Mr Williams
informed the Chair of the Education Committee, Councillor Mary Moffat, before informing
her on 24 September 1990 about the events.3”

15. Those staff interviews also afforded staff at the school an opportunity of bringing the
issues about child exploitation directly to the attention of the Education Department. We
have considered the records of staff interviews carefully. Paul Davies considered that they
could not have prevented Hilton from entering the school to abuse children.3*® The Acting
Head, Brett Andrews’ response is of particular note: “Nothing could have been done to prevent
the intruder getting in, in this way!”** This was a view echoed by the then Head of Care
(Steven Cohen).320

16. Mr Davies described Hilton'’s night at the school on 11 September as a “hight of pranks”
while also saying that, although Hilton had slept under RO-A14’s bed, boys were exposing
themselves to him.3?! There are references to the pupils feeling sorry for Hilton.®?2 The
school keeper hinted that there was more to Hilton, that he was vindictive when intoxicated,
and abusive, and had threatened to burn down the school keeper’s house.3?3

17. Martin Digan (then a houseparent) said that he had spoken to Hilton, whom he had
known for eight years, and he had confirmed what had happened. Mr Digan also mentioned
that Hilton had engaged in sexual activity with pupils from the school some seven years
before.®?* This is in keeping with the fact that Hilton was convicted of indecently assaulting
a Knowl View boy in 1984.32> Mr Digan seems to have been the only member of staff to
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have mentioned this. He also said that the member of staff who had been on duty on 11
September had been the Acting Head but that he had slept in his own house, so there were
no staff on duty on the senior side of the school.3?¢

18. Duncan Eaton (also then a houseparent) described the boys as having had a party with
Hilton on the first night that went on until 5 or 6am. Mr Eaton was recorded as having said
that the school had sailed close to the wind with staff sleeping in their own houses.3?” We
took this to mean that staff who ought to have been sleeping in stayed in their own homes
instead.

19. When Mr Eaton gave evidence to the Inquiry, he initially gave the impression that
Hilton'’s entering the school on 11 and 12 September was somehow linked to the recent
admission of RO-A11, who had only arrived that week. Mr Eaton went on to correct this
impression but commented on RO-A11's admission being inappropriate because he was in
a relationship with an adult male.??® We have no doubt from what we have heard and read
that Hilton’s targeting of the school and its pupils had been going on for years by the time
of the September 1990 incident. The admission of RO-A11 raises separate issues given his
psychiatric background and his disclosure that he was in a relationship with an adult, but he
cannot be regarded as having caused a change in the behaviours of other children.

20. What the staff interviews ought not to have done was give Rochdale Council any
reassurance about how the school was being managed. Not only was there a defeatist
attitude among some staff members about how they could have stopped Hilton getting into
the school and abusing children (as he done in the past), but also there was a distinct lack of
clarity among them about the proper ‘sleeping in’ arrangements at the school. In fact, there
were no waking staff at night and there were references to staff who should have been on
‘sleeping in’ duty not always sleeping in the duty rooms.®? There was a clear indication that
Mr Andrews, the Acting Head, was one of those who ought to have been on duty on one of
the nights Hilton got in but was not. In due course, it was to emerge that part of the reason
why staff were not aware of incidents at night was because of their own sexual activity with
each other. This did not surface during the October 1990 enquiries.

21. No member of staff mentioned in October 1990 that a number of children from
the school were being sexually exploited at Smith Street toilets. In addition, there was no
meeting of all the staff to discuss what had happened after the Hilton incident.

22. Itis at this point that Diana Cavanagh features in the events at Knowl View School. She
had been made the Acting Chief Education Officer for Rochdale in September 1990 (on the
retirement of Neville Naylor). Mrs Cavanagh thought that she took up her acting role at the
same time as the Hilton incident.33° She went on to be appointed Director of Education in
early 1991.

23. She was a very important witness in this investigation. Her first involvement in Knowl
View School was to write a brief report, Serious Incident at Knowl View School, dated 24
October 1990.3%! In that report, Mrs Cavanagh observed that the Hilton-type incident was
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not unknown in residential schools but that should not lead to the incident being trivialised
or treated with complacency. There is no indication in the report that she was aware of any
wider background to these incidents. The report was intended to be a starting point for
discussion by the school governors.

24. Her report refers to the police having interviewed boys involved in the Hilton incident.
Mrs Cavanagh confirmed in evidence that she had not seen any such interviews. She
understood the school to have carried out interviews.®*? As noted above, the investigation
found no records of any recorded interviews by the school.

25. Setting to one side that the staff interviews did not refer to the sexual exploitation

of Knowl View School children, they ought to have prompted anxiety on the part of the
Education Department about the welfare of Knowl View School pupils. A passing reference
to children having exposed themselves to Hilton on 11 September raised the realistic
prospect that there had been a far more sinister aspect to that night.

26. As we have said, Mrs Cavanagh's report was intended for the Board of Governors who
met with Mrs Cavanagh on 25 October 1990. The Board had refused on 17 October 1990
to hear from Cliff Bentley (the Special Adviser) about the events of 11 and 12 September

as a special item on their agenda. In her evidence, Mrs Cavanagh explained that she
believed this to be defensiveness on their part and borne of a concern that the Education
Department would be critical of the governance.®* The Governors wished to meet again

in order to formulate their response.*** The Board duly met on 7 November 1990. The fact
the Governors’ meeting took place almost two months after the event does not suggest any
sense of urgency on their part either.

27. Hilton, despite being on bail and awaiting sentence, remained very much part of the
scene at Knowl View School. On 8 December 1990, pupils reported that he was at the shops
drinking and had a gun.®** On 21 December 1990, Mr Andrews sent Hilton what might, in
the circumstances, be regarded as an extraordinarily polite letter asking that he stay away
from the school. He telephoned Mr Andrews on 9 January 1991 to take issue with it.33¢

28. This was to prove characteristic. One of the most alarming aspects of the Hilton incident
is that even after his convictions in 1984 and 1990 for sexually abusing Knowl! View School
pupils, he continued to target and harass the school and the pupils effectively unimpeded.
We agree with the evidence Mr Bradshaw gave that the latter event represented the most
serious sort of incident that any residential school could face,** yet, apart from interviewing
staff, there is little evidence that this provoked the anxious concern or decisive action it so
plainly called for. It did not even appear to have prompted investigation as to whether the
Acting Head had neglected his duty by not being on the premises.

29. The Hilton incident also did not provoke wider consideration about the other sexual
abuse issues that were affecting the school. Mrs Cavanagh’s evidence was that no one
mentioned to her in September/October 1990 that certain pupils were being sexually
exploited. She had no memory of learning about this until early 1991. Her memory about
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peer-on-peer sexual activity was that she did not come to understand its seriousness

until February/March 1991, and before then any activity she had heard about had been
characterised as “horseplay”.3% So, according to her, the whole picture did not emerge for a
number of months.

30. In terms of tracing the response to the Hilton incident, there was a Governors’ meeting
on 7 November 1990.3% The minutes of the meeting demonstrate that improvements to the
security of the school remained outstanding. They also record Mr Andrews saying that when
he arrived at the school some staff thought it appropriate to drag pupils by the hair and to
throw them against the wall, but there was much less violence now. Superintendent Marshall
also attended this meeting. He is recorded as having said that the police could only take
action if Hilton was mentally disturbed or committing a breach of the peace.

31. However, action was taken to appoint Michael Poulton, a temporary Deputy Head
Teacher from Oulder Hill (a ‘mainstream’ secondary school). He took up this post in
December 1990, despite initial reluctance on the part of Governors.34°

32. The immediate actions Mrs Cavanagh took were appropriate for someone occupying
her role.

The involvement of Dr Alison Fraser

33. Dr Alison Fraser was a consultant psychiatrist who led the Child and Adolescent Unit at
Birch Hill Hospital. She took up this role in November 1986. In or around 1987, she began

to visit Knowl View School once every fortnight. The purpose of these visits was to offer
support and advice to staff, but she stopped going to the school because staff simply did
not use the service; she felt there to be little value in her visits continuing.®*! This contrasted
with the attitude at a day school for children with emotional and behavioural difficulties that
she visited (Brownhill School).

34. Dr Fraser appears to have become involved in the school once more after the Hilton
incident as a number of boys from Knowl View were referred to her for therapy.®*?> Her
recollection was that the referrals concerned boys hanging around Smith Street toilets,
sexualised behaviour by the boys and someone breaking into the school. What she heard led
her to call Mrs Cavanagh directly in December 1990.34% The purpose of Dr Fraser’s call was
to inform Mrs Cavanagh about the boys from Knowl View who had been referred to her and
who had very serious problems. What is unclear is how much further the conversation went
and specifically whether the exploitation of pupils at Smith Street toilets was discussed. With
the passage of time, Dr Fraser could not remember what was discussed. Mrs Cavanagh said
in evidence that the call was about referrals to her from the school, they did not discuss the
Hilton incident and they did not go into any detail about Smith Street toilets or peer-on-peer
abuse.34
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35. Christine Scarborough, who was the senior social worker at the Child and Adolescent
Unit and worked with Dr Fraser, provided us with some of the context to the phone call.
She explained that the exploitation of pupils from Knowl View School had been mentioned
in referral letters that had been sent about the boys a few months after the September
incident.3#

36. Mrs Scarborough explained that she was concerned why young boys were allowed to
go down to Smith Street toilets in the evening and why they were not being protected. She
wanted to know how it was that someone had broken into Knowl View School and had
been there for two nights. She wanted to know how that had been allowed to happen and
where the staff had been. Making a referral to provide treatment to the boys was “totally
inappropriate” before the abuse was stopped; the children had to be protected first.3* Mrs
Scarborough explained that she and Dr Fraser were concerned about the referrals and
attempted to raise their concerns towards the end of 1990. She described trying to find out
what Social Services involvement was with the boys was but that “...nobody was seeing it as
any kind of serious incident.” 34

37. She confirmed to us that it was obvious that the feeling from Social Services was that

it was not their problem and that it should be addressed by the Education Department.348
According to her, this is what prompted Dr Fraser and her to write to Mrs Cavanagh. She
described this course in her evidence as the “huclear option” as it was not usual to go directly
to a director of another service.** She also remembered having been told by someone in the
Education Department that there had been a review of Knowl View School and that it was
not seen as a problem.®*° Mrs Scarborough’s recollection was that the letter was probably
sent between Christmas 1990 and 4 March 1991 (the date of a meeting that was eventually
to take place among staff at the school, Dr Fraser, Mrs Scarborough and representatives of
Rochdale Council).3!

38. Dr Fraser could not recall the call to Mrs Cavanagh but confirmed the existence of

the letter. She also confirmed that there had been concerns about peer-on-peer sexual
activity at the school but that there had been a view among certain social workers that it
was what boys did. Her team thought it could be coercive behaviour, but were regarded as
“prissy and middle-class”.3>? When asked what in her view distinguished what was going on in
Knowl View School from the ‘norm’, she pointed out that a large number of boys were in a
residential setting for whom the authorities were responsible, her concern about the level of
supervision, and the fact that this behaviour was going on inside and outside the school.

39. Dr Fraser evidently regarded having direct contact with the Director of Education as

a highly significant step for them to have taken. We have no doubt that Dr Fraser and Mrs
Scarborough had real concerns about the boys who had been referred to the unit and saw,
at once, the obvious issues that those referrals raised. Dr Fraser and Mrs Scarborough
have the distinction in this investigation of having recognised the urgent need to address
what was happening to the boys, and they sought the involvement of the other agencies.
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However, despite Dr Fraser’s and Mrs Scarborough’s clear concerns and their contact with
Mrs Cavanagh in December 1990 and afterwards, there was no meeting about Knowl! View
School until 4 March 1991. It would appear that others did not share their sense of urgency.

The meeting of 4 March 1991

40. The meeting of 4 March 1991 highlights how much the various institutions knew

about the sexual abuse of Knowl View pupils at this point. According to the minutes of the
meeting,**® it had been arranged by Social Services, but it appears likely that it took place

at the instigation of Dr Fraser and Christine Scarborough who attended. Other attendees
were Janet Weeks (then known as Bowyer) (Child Protection Officer at Rochdale Council),
Brian Williams (the Assistant Education Officer), and five members of staff from the school
(Duncan Eaton, Bill Roberts, Martin Digan, Janet Wheeler and Hilda Wenlock). Steven Cohen
was listed as having attended but he did not in fact attend.

41. The typed minutes of the meeting referred to the detail of the sexual exploitation of
four pupils at Smith Street toilets (RO-A10, RO-A9, RO-A13 and RO-A12). One of these
children was referred to as having been sexually abused at the age of nine. As regards
the Hilton incident, the minutes refer to there having been a party on the first night that
involved boys drinking cider with Hilton but no sexual contact. On the second night, the
minutes record Hilton sexually assaulting RO-A14 but there were suspicions that another
boy had been sexually assaulted. We have seen no evidence to suggest that recorded
accounts were actually taken from all of the boys involved in this incident.

42. According to the minutes, staff felt that something had to be done about the Norden
Unit as a matter of urgency to solve the issue of ongoing sexual activity between the
children (only one of whom was not involved). In addition, this meant that no children were
being placed on the Norden Unit, which resulted in children being placed on other units
regardless of their age.®>* There was also reference to RO-A11’s request that he have an
AIDS test.

43. A handwritten note of the same meeting demonstrates that other issues were discussed.
Annotations include “Poppers from a sex shop...” and “negligence ... HIV".3>*> The reference to
poppers was a reference to RO-A10 being found in possession of poppers (amyl nitrate) that
he said he had bought from a sex shop in Bury.3%¢

44. This note also refers to the first night Hilton stayed in September 1990 as involving

the children “flashing touching” and that the boys engaged in mutual masturbation without
involving Hilton.®*” There is also a margin note beside the name of the second boy suspected
to have been sexually assaulted by Hilton: “needs to be interviewed".2>® This supports our
conclusion that the boys whom the note listed as having been involved in the Hilton incident
were not asked to give recorded accounts about the events over the course of the two
nights.
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45. Moreover, this was the first occasion on which the three different aspects of the
sexual abuse of children at Knowl View School had been discussed openly between the
professionals charged with the care of Knowl View pupils and Council officers who had
oversight of their protection. The question is why it had taken so long.

46. The meeting of 4 March 1991 was swiftly followed by a multi-agency meeting of

8 March 1991. This was the first multi-agency meeting to take place. Present were
representatives of the Education Department (including Diana Cavanagh), Greater
Manchester Police (GMP), Social Services and Knowl View School. Brief typed minutes of
the meeting noted that the level of abuse was “way above” that which you would find in a
male boarding school.3>

47. A chronology of events that was prepared within the Social Services Department
described this meeting as “very difficult”.3¢° The identity of the author of the chronology is
not certain but it is probable that it was Janet Weeks.%%* The chronology records that Cliff
Bentley (Chief Adviser) and Marilyn Simpson (Special Needs Adviser) considered that the
sexual behaviour being described was “hormal” within a boys’ school. The chronology also
referred to the police not wanting to be involved in any action. It went on to state that an
impasse was reached with the Education Department, with staff saying that they did not
consider the behaviour to constitute abuse.3¢?

48. Ms Simpson denies that she or Mr Bentley described the behaviour as “normal”. A
separate handwritten record of the meeting on 8 March 1991 (believed to be Brian Williams'
note) refers to her as saying that she “doesn’t minimise the activity but not unusual in an all boys
community”.33

49. The handwritten minutes of the 8 March 1991 meeting record Diana Cavanagh saying
that she reported on the September incident but had no knowledge of wider problems until
the call from Dr Fraser who suggested there was a wider problem.3¢4

50. A clear point emerges about these minutes. There is no clear reference to the sexual
exploitation of boys at Smith Street toilets, only an oblique reference to “Other group of

boys involved in stranger abuse”.3%> The main issues for discussion were the Hilton incident
and the sexual activity between pupils at the school. It is significant that, at the first multi-
disciplinary meeting to take place, the issue that most needed urgent addressing was only
mentioned in passing. This is further evidence of not confronting child sexual abuse. This
was expressly accepted by Rochdale Council in its Closing Statement to the Inquiry. Mr Ford
QC on the Council’s behalf conceded that there was at times a complete failure to treat child
exploitation and sexual activity between children with anything like the significance and
seriousness they deserved, and to see them as normal behaviour.3¢¢
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51. In her evidence before us, Mrs Cavanagh described this meeting as “rather woolly”.3¢’
After 8 March 1991, the position appears to have been left that there would be a follow-

up meeting. Mrs Cavanagh confirmed her belief that Social Services and the police were

to see if further enquiries and interviews should take place. The emphasis in the Education
Department was to be on therapy and settling the situation.®¢® This is not consistent with the
note of the outcome of the 8 March meeting in the chronology of events, which recorded
that no action was to be taken by the police or the Social Services Department at that time;
rather, the Education Department was to collate their information and obtain statements
from relevant care staff, and to contact other agencies when it was available.3¢?

52. The chronology of events shows there was then a change in direction on the part of the
Education Department in that on 18 March 1991 a decision was taken that the behaviour

in the Norden Unit was considered to constitute “child to child sexual abuse”, and so the
Education Department asked the Social Services Department to conduct protocol interviews
in relation to the relevant boys. However, because the Easter holidays were about to start,
no action was taken to interview the children concerned.’”°

53. Collective judgment was poor and there was a lack of urgency.

The Shepherd report

54. It took the intervention of another outsider to prompt action on the situation at Knowl
View School. This was Phil Shepherd. He had been a nurse in the local area who developed
an interest in education and care regarding HIV and AIDS. This was at the time a developing
field. In or around 1988, Rochdale Health Authority set up a small team of workers dedicated
to health promotion work around AIDS and HIV, and the counselling of those who had either
condition. A report entitled AIDS - The challenge to Local Authorities noted that there was a
local incidence of HIV, that drug users in Rochdale constituted a risk of transmission and that
many drug users in South Manchester were known to be HIV positive.®”* Mr Shepherd was a
member of that team.

55. On Friday 15 March 1991, he and a colleague attended Knowl View School to provide
education to the care staff at the school. It was organised by Kath Widdowfield of the
Education Department. Mr Shepherd was unable to give the training. In his evidence to the
Inquiry, he explained that the care staff wanted instead to vent their frustration, anger and
their worries about the boys in their care.?”2

56. Mr Shepherd said he was completely shocked by what staff reported to him.®”2 It
prompted him to write a report dated 20 March 1991, which he sent to Ms Widdowfield,

Mr Poulton (Acting Head Teacher of Knowl View School), Dr Bullough (the Director of Public
Health), Brian Williams, Marilyn Simpson and Diana Cavanagh. He confirmed to us what he
said in the report that in the few days that had elapsed since his visit to the school he had
attempted to clarify what action, if any, had been taken by various agencies involved with
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the boys, but that those attempts had been fruitless.®”* This echoes the evidence given by Dr
Fraser and Christine Scarborough about their initial attempts to raise issues about the school
within the Social Services Department.

57. Mr Shepherd’s report is the first written record that we have seen documenting specific
information from staff about what was happening to children at Knowl View School.

Mr Shepherd noted that five of the junior boys were said to have been, or were, involved

in “cottaging in and around public toilets” and that men from all over the north of England
were coming into Rochdale for this purpose. He also noted that one of the children being
exploited at the public toilets was an eight-year-old. In evidence, Mr Shepherd said that he
thought, although he could not remember precisely, that this child came from Knowl! View
School.?”> He also referred in his report to having been told that some boys were “forced” to
have sex with others.?”¢

58. Among the staff concerns was that they felt that important information was not shared
with them. Mr Shepherd was told that they had not been informed about the Hilton incident
in September 1990 for a number of days and not informed about the background social
histories of the children they cared for.®”” He confirmed to us that he was informed that
anyone could be left to supervise the children, and that on one of the units, where most
problems occurred, the caretaker and other casual staff worked back to back with a team
leader.®”® This was the same caretaker who had been one of two people sent by the school
to deal with the family of a child said to be experiencing peer-on-peer sexual abuse.

59. Mr Shepherd’s overwhelming sense of the school was one of abandonment. The boys
had been abandoned, no one was looking after them and focusing on them. The staff
seemed abandoned. In his words, “Theyd just been left to their own devices.”?”?

60. Mr Shepherd concluded in his report that the difficulties encountered by him in
attempting to speak to agencies outside the school led him to believe that, although many
people knew bits of information about children in Knowl View School, no one was pulling
this information together. He added that symptoms were being treated without the real
problems being recognised. He considered that if he was wrong in this belief, communication
between staff groups was “certainly abysma