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Executive Summary
This investigation concerns institutional responses to allegations of child sexual abuse and
exploitation involving persons of public prominence who were associated with Westminster.
Westminster is defined in this report as the centre of the United Kingdom’s government,
government ministers and officials, as well as Parliament, its members and the political
parties represented there.
Seven topics were covered in evidence. These were: police misconduct, political parties,
whips’ offices, the Paedophile Information Exchange, prosecutorial decisions, the honours
system, and current safeguarding policies in government, Parliament and the political parties.
Several cross-cutting themes recurred throughout the investigation. One is the theme
of ‘deference’ by police, prosecutors and political parties towards politicians and others
believed to have some importance in public life. Another concerns differences in treatment
accorded to wealthy or well-connected people as opposed to those who were poorer, more
deprived, and who had no access to networks of influence. A third relates to the failure by
almost every institution to put the needs and safety of children first. The police paid little
regard to the welfare of sexually exploited children. Political parties showed themselves,
even very recently, to be more concerned about political fallout than safeguarding; and in
some cases the honours system prioritised reputation and discretion in making awards, with
little or no regard for victims of nominated persons.
There is ample evidence that individual perpetrators of child sexual abuse have been linked
to Westminster. However, there was no evidence of any kind of organised ‘Westminster
paedophile network’ in which persons of prominence conspired to pass children amongst
themselves for the purpose of sexual abuse. The source of some of the most lurid claims
about a sinister network of abusers in Westminster has now been discredited with the
conviction of Carl Beech. Nevertheless, it is clear that there have been significant failures by
Westminster institutions in their responses to allegations of child sexual abuse. This included
failure to recognise it, turning a blind eye to it, actively shielding and protecting child sexual
abusers and covering up allegations.
Several highly placed people in the 1970s and 1980s, including Sir Peter Morrison MP and
Sir Cyril Smith MP, were known or rumoured to be active in their sexual interest in children
and were protected from prosecution in a number of ways, including by the police, the
Director of Public Prosecutions and political parties. At that time, nobody seemed to care
about the fate of the children involved, with status and political concerns overriding all else.
Even though we did not find evidence of a Westminster network, the lasting effect on those
who suffered as children from being sexually abused by individuals linked to Westminster
has been just as profound. It has been compounded by institutional complacency and
indifference to the plight of child victims.
There was no evidence that individual persons of prominence visited Elm Guest House in
South London, although child sexual abuse almost certainly occurred there.
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Police investigations
A vivid picture of corruption in central London in the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s was portrayed
by several witnesses. This included the cruising of expensive cars around Piccadilly Circus, by
those viewing boys and young men, who would hang around the railings known as the ‘meat
rack’ to be picked up by older men and abused. The boys were described as aged between
11 and 22. Many were from damaged backgrounds or were runaways from the care system,
and were known as ‘street rats’ by police officers.
Lord Taverne, a Home Office minister in 1966, described a meeting with the then Home
Secretary, Roy Jenkins, and the then Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police, Sir Joe
Simpson, at which Sir Joe remarked that there were “several ‘cottages’ in Westminster which we
don’t investigate” because “they are frequented by celebrities and MPs”.1 While not specifically
about the sexual abuse of children, it is an example of a policy giving special treatment to
persons of prominence and of deference towards those in power at Westminster.

The Clubs Office at the Metropolitan Police Service
The Clubs Office was a department of the Metropolitan Police Service specialising in the
licensing and supervision of nightclubs, and vice and obscene publications. Three retired
officers described their experiences of working in the Clubs Office. Although runaway
boys found at the ‘meat rack’ were often arrested and brought to the police station, little
was done to protect them from harm. No specialist child protection unit existed and the
procedures for looking after children were described as “rudimentary”.2
Robert Glen, a retired officer who worked in the Clubs Office, told the Inquiry that his team
had enough evidence to prosecute Cyril Smith in the 1970s for his involvement in sexual
activity with young boys. Progress of that investigation was thwarted by senior officers at
the time, who claimed that it was “too political”.3 He told us that “we did as we were told and
you were not encouraged to question operational decisions made by senior officers”.4
Many years later another retired officer was traced who confirmed much of Mr Glen’s
account. He explained that sex workers were treated by the vast majority of police officers
as second-class citizens. It was difficult to persuade victims to provide statements because
they would be traumatised again by giving evidence.
Cyril Smith’s name featured on at least two other occasions when police officers had cause
to interview inmates at Feltham Borstal Institution on criminal matters. On one occasion
officers were apparently stopped by Special Branch officers and ‘warned off’ the interview.
They ignored the warning and, out of the blue, the inmate launched into a sexually explicit
rant about the relationship he had had with Cyril Smith – something entirely unconnected
with the purpose of the interview and that came as a surprise to the officers. On another
occasion officers interviewed Andre Thorne, who claimed that he was a ‘rent boy’ and had
engaged in sexual activity with Cyril Smith. He later publicly withdrew the allegations. A
minor public scandal emerged around this time involving a plot by the South African Bureau

Lord Taverne 5 March 2019 195/17-196/7
Paul Holmes 7 March 2019 86/23-25
3
Robert Glen 6 March 2019 92/7-93/2
4
Robert Glen 6 March 2019 113/14-16
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of State Security to smear Liberal MPs who opposed apartheid. Nevertheless little if any
focus was directed at whether Cyril Smith had committed a criminal offence or posed a risk
to children.
Undue deference reared its head again in the 1980s. Another retired police officer, Howard
Groves, told the Inquiry about his experiences in a large police operation called Operation
Circus which was an investigation targeted at so‑called ‘rent boys’ around the Piccadilly
Circus area. He has a specific memory of a briefing to the effect that if any prominent
members of society were identified, the investigation was to cease. There was some support
for this in the evidence we received.

The alleged involvement of Special Branch
The Inquiry also heard evidence from Don Hale, an award‑winning journalist. Mr Hale
has given a well‑publicised account of an incident in 1984 when he says his office at the
Bury Messenger was raided by Special Branch officers who served, or at least purported to
serve, a ‘D‑Notice’ (an official request not to publish certain details of a story for reasons
of national security) on him. He said that they seized documents containing names of MPs
said to be sympathetic to the Paedophile Information Exchange (PIE) and documents that
Mr Hale said had been given to him by Barbara Castle, then an MEP. Mr Hale also described
Cyril Smith visiting him at the office, threatening him, and demanding he hand over the
same documents.
If Mr Hale’s account is true then it is an example of politicians and the police acting to
suppress allegations that in one way or another linked politicans to child sexual abuse.
However, there is very little independent evidence that either corroborates or undermines
Mr Hale’s account. The reliability of his evidence cannot be determined by reference to
independent sources and there are several elements of his account which are implausible.
In certain key respects Mr Hale’s account does not add up and the Inquiry cannot make any
findings about this incident.

Elm Guest House
Elm Guest House has featured in many well‑publicised allegations of child sexual abuse. It
has been alleged that many politicians and other prominent individuals visited Elm Guest
House, and that children were abused at sex parties held there. Allegations have also
been made against the Metropolitan Police Service about the way investigations at Elm
Guest House were conducted and also about how the results of those investigations were
covered up.
Elm Guest House was a tawdry establishment which had come to the attention of police
on several occasions. Child sexual abuse had almost certainly occurred there. However,
Commander Neil Jerome from the Metropolitan Police Service stated that “no individuals of
prominence or (individuals) that could be described as being well-known”5 were either observed
by the police during surveillance operations or found there when the property was raided.

5

Neil Jerome 7 March 2019 156/2-10
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Further concerns about police conduct
Peter McKelvie, a child protection specialist and retired social services employee and
consultant, has also raised concerns about child sexual abuse links to Westminster. Many
of his concerns focus on Peter Righton, a convicted child sexual abuser who, prior to his
conviction, held a senior position advising the government on childcare.
Mr McKelvie has identified himself as “the source” of Tom Watson’s 2012 Parliamentary
question, in which Mr Watson alleged that there was “clear intelligence” of “a powerful
paedophile network linked to Parliament and No. 10”.6 However, in his witness statement,
Mr McKelvie suggested that Mr Watson’s question was based on information provided
by “a number of sources”,7 primarily two others, and that Mr McKelvie did not meet with
Mr Watson until after the question had been asked.
Both the Independent Office for Police Conduct and the Metropolitan Police have
acknowledged Mr McKelvie’s proactive role in assisting police investigations and he
appeared genuine in his concerns. However, he has not claimed to have hard evidence to
support them. A police investigation was conducted over a period of 10 years which in
fact resulted in convictions. Mr McKelvie might have had more confidence in the police
investigations in which he assisted had the Metropolitan Police kept him better informed
about their progress.

Prosecutorial decisions
The cases of Victor Montagu and Sir Peter Hayman, both prominent men linked to
Westminster, were examined. Montagu was accused of committing serious offences of
child sexual abuse, while Hayman was a member of PIE and frequently exchanged obscene
material in the post with others.

The case of Victor Montagu
Victor Montagu was MP for South Dorset from 1941 to 1962. In 1962, when his father died,
he succeeded to the 10th Earl of Sandwich. Having renounced his titles in 1963 under the
Peerage Act 1963, he stood as the Conservative Party candidate in Accrington in the 1964
general election.
His son, Robert Montagu, gave evidence to the Inquiry describing years of sexual abuse
committed by his father, including an occasion when was he was raped. The abuse started
when he was about six and a half and continued until he was about 11 years old. It was
discovered by family members and he was able to tell his mother what had happened, who in
turn told the local GP. Nevertheless, after a short separation, he was returned to his father’s
care. The police or other authorities were never contacted and no investigation took place.
As Robert Montagu rightly points out, had there been an investigation his father may have
been stopped in time to prevent the sexual abuse of other children.
One case, however, did come to the attention of the police: that of a 10-year-old boy
who had alleged indecent assault by Victor Montagu in 1972. Papers were submitted to
the office of the Director of Public Prosecutions for a decision on whether to prosecute.

6
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The police report described the boy as “a simple lad, perhaps to be pitied”8 and contained a
suggestion that the case was bedevilled by the employer and employee relationship in a
rural community. Montagu had been interviewed by the police and broadly agreed with the
account given by the boy but denied that the relationship was sexual. The Director of Public
Prosecutions’ office advised that he should be cautioned.
It appears that very little in-depth consideration was given to the case. The decision itself
minimised the seriousness of the offences and in the absence of any previous convictions
the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office treated Montagu as a man of good character.
This revelation was particularly shocking to Robert Montagu, who regarded the decision
as “entirely wrong and very indicative of the attitude towards people in public positions”.9 The
conclusion that the advice given by the police to Victor Montagu to stay away from the boy
was sufficient to mark the gravity of offending was at significant odds to the policy approach
taken by the Crown Prosecution Service today. The boy’s interests, as far as they were
considered at all, were confined to a threat of being taken into care.
When considering the case, the real offending of Victor Montagu had been all but lost. The
tenor of the police report and the note of the decision itself turned on an assessment of
morality and the class distinction between him and the boy he sexually abused.

The case of Sir Peter Hayman
Peter Hayman held a number of important roles in the diplomatic service between 1964 and
1974. There were longstanding public concerns about whether the decision not to prosecute,
either for his involvement in PIE or for sending obscene material through the post, might
have been politically motivated.
In 1974, following a report in the News of the World, Police Sergeant Bryan Collins was
required to investigate the activities of PIE and one of the group’s organisers, Tom O’Carroll.
During the course of that investigation he came across someone who was eventually
identified as Peter Hayman, who had spent many years exchanging obscene material through
the post with others, albeit under a different name. It was not until 1978 that the police
caught up with Hayman when his briefcase was found in a central London park containing
various obscene writings and photographs. There was plenty of material that demonstrated
Hayman’s sexual interest in children and that those with whom he corresponded shared
his interests.
Police Sergeant Collins believed Hayman was a fantasist rather than a perpetrator of contact
offences and his report to the Director of Public Prosecutions suggested that the offence
of sending obscene material through the post contrary to section 11(1)(b) of the Post Office
Act 1953 was the most suitable charge. Peter Hayman was represented by the well-known
solicitor Sir David Napley who, unlike the potential co-defendants, appeared to have direct
access to the Director of Public Prosecutions and was able to arrange a meeting with him
to discuss the case. Although no record can be found of that meeting it is likely that the
Director of Public Prosecutions was told that Hayman was suicidal. That information was
treated at face value with no further investigation into Hayman’s mental health. Following
that meeting, Hayman was given a caution and was not therefore required to attend court.

8
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By way of contrast, two of Hayman’s potential co-defendants (one of whom was a bus
inspector) were prosecuted in court for conspiracy to send obscene material through the
post. Unlike Hayman, neither defendant enjoyed high public status or roles in public office.
Jeremy Naunton, one of the lawyers involved in the case, offered a potential explanation for
why Hayman was given a caution:
“The taller they are the harder they fall, and Hayman was fairly tall in respect of the
diplomatic side of it. Therefore he had a lot to lose … ”10
Although Mr Naunton denied that undue deference had influenced the decision, it is
difficult to come to any other conclusion than Hayman was treated differently from his
co‑defendants on the basis of who he was. In other words, his prominent position gave rise
to special pleading for which he received special treatment.

Political parties
The purpose of this part of the investigation was to determine whether there had been a
tendency to protect political parties or the political establishment more widely rather than
take allegations of child sexual abuse sufficiently seriously or pass them on to the police.
Three examples were selected: two from the 1970s and 1980s relating to the Liberal Party
(later the Liberal Democrats) and the Conservative Party. The third, more recent example,
concerned the Green Party.

Political response to Sir Cyril Smith
Sir Cyril Smith came to prominence as a Rochdale local councillor, then Mayor and then later
as MP for Rochdale from 1972 until his retirement in 1992. He was knighted in 1988 and
died in 2010. He was chosen as the Liberal candidate for Rochdale, following an informal
selection process, and won the by-election in 1972. Cyril Smith had not, however, always
belonged to the Liberal Party and spent part of his earlier career as a Labour councillor. That
earlier period had a significant impact on the subsequent decision-making process when
allegations that he had sexually abused a number of boys came under the spotlight.
In 1969 Cyril Smith was investigated by Lancashire Constabulary over allegations that he
had sexually abused teenage boys at Cambridge House Hostel in Rochdale. During that
investigation Smith admitted he had acted in accordance with the boys’ accounts. Papers
prepared by the police were sent to the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office and Smith
pressed to have a decision as quickly as possible in order to fight the next parliamentary
election as a Liberal candidate. The decision not to prosecute, described in more detail in the
Inquiry’s investigation report on Cambridge House, Knowl View and Rochdale, then paved
the way for his selection. Even at this relatively early stage of Smith’s parliamentary career, it
is unlikely that Liberal Party members were ignorant of the allegations but nevertheless they
did nothing to reconsider Smith’s candidature or inhibit his progress.
The decision of the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office at the time not to mount a
prosecution did not, however, dispel rumours which continued to swirl in parliamentary
circles. Apparently George Carman QC, who defended the Liberal Party leader Jeremy
Thorpe in 1979, had known of the allegations for many years. In the same year, media

10
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outlets the Rochdale Alternative Paper and Private Eye had published stories repeating those
allegations. The Private Eye article was read by David Steel (now Lord Steel), the then leader
of the Liberal Party, who decided to speak to Cyril Smith about the content.
During that discussion Cyril Smith told him that the ‘story’ was correct but that no further
action had been taken. Lord Steel told the Inquiry that the allegations had arisen before
Cyril Smith had become a member of the Liberal Party and he saw “no reason, or no locus
to go back to something that had happened during his time as councillor … ”.11 In effect, that
it was nothing to do with him. This failure to recognise the risk that Cyril Smith potentially
posed to children was an abdication of responsibility by a political leader and an example of
a highly placed politician turning a blind eye to something that was potentially troublesome
to his party, with no apparent regard for criminal acts which might have occurred or for any
victims, past or future.

Political response to Sir Peter Morrison
Sir Peter Morrison was the Conservative MP for the City of Chester between 1974 and 1992
and held several senior roles in government. There had been rumours about his sexuality
for years and that he liked “little boys”.12 In the late 1980s an allegation arose that Morrison
had been removed by police officers from a train in Crewe for sexually molesting a 15-yearold boy. Gyles Brandreth, who succeeded Morrison to become Conservative MP in 1992,
described being told that Peter Morrison was a monster who interfered with children,
although he went on to describe these allegations as “slurs”.13
Efforts were made to suppress these rumours rather than conduct any more formal
investigation. The local agent for the Conservatives, Frances Mowatt, organised a meeting
with her counterpart in the Labour Party prior to the 1987 general election to prevent
allegations against Peter Morrison being used in the campaign, promising that Morrison
would stand down next time. At the Inquiry hearing Mrs Mowatt denied that this meeting
ever took place but a letter dated 7 July 1987 from the Security Services to the then Cabinet
Secretary, Sir Robert Armstrong, in effect confirmed the existence of that meeting and
broadly what was discussed. Mrs Mowatt was less than frank by concealing what was an
attempt by her to cover up for Peter Morrison in 1987.
Whether there was an ongoing pact between local Labour and Conservative parties not to
mention Peter Morrison’s behaviour during his time as MP is debatable and was subject to
conflicting evidence throughout the Inquiry hearing. There was also some suggestion that
the authorities had become involved in a cover-up. Allegations were made that the local
police had suppressed charges following the incident on the train at Crewe after a phone call
from the Prime Minister’s office and that Peter Morrison was subsequently cautioned by the
police but the record had been expunged from the system.
The oral evidence of political campaigners provided only limited evidence that political
parties secretly conspired and that the police were willing participants in a cover-up, and
there is very little documentary evidence that assists. What is clear, however, is that despite

Lord Steel 13 March 2019 122/16-24
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the seriousness of the rumours and the alleged incident on the train at Crewe, no one
considered the potential fate of children; the focus of attention remained unswervingly on
political consequences rather than the welfare of the child.
Officials in the Westminster (rather than the local) environment were alerted to problems
in January 1986, when Sir Antony Duff, Director General of MI5, wrote to Sir Robert
Armstrong, the then Cabinet Secretary, recalling there had been unsubstantiated rumours
circulating about Peter Morrison as early as 1983 that he had been apprehended by police
for importuning, and telling him that a member of his staff (which was Eliza ManninghamBuller, now Baroness Manningham-Buller) had passed on information from a friend that
Peter Morrison had been caught soliciting in a public lavatory and had narrowly escaped
being charged.14
Sir Robert Armstrong ensured that the then Prime Minister, Margaret Thatcher, was aware
of the “potential problem”.15 At the time, Peter Morrison was Minister of State for Trade and
Industry and therefore a member of government.
Ten months later, in November 1986, the Conservative agent for Westminster provided
information to a staff member of MI5 (not Eliza Manningham-Buller) that Peter Morrison had
“a penchant for small boys”.16 At this stage, however, the ‘security context’ of this information
appeared uppermost in the minds of the security services rather than any criminality.
Some further action was considered in the form of speaking to the Conservative agent for
Westminster.
In that same month, Eliza Manningham-Buller alerted Sir Antony Duff to a press article
alleging that a prominent Tory was under investigation by police “because of his interest in
small boys” (although the article did not in fact refer to ‘small boys’), and that Peter Morrison
had vehemently denied the rumours and said that the Prime Minister was supporting him.17
This seemed to dampen down any appetite for further action and the Westminster agent
was not involved.
It is unclear now whether the Prime Minister was told that Peter Morrison was engaging
in homosexual acts (which were not illegal) or whether he was a danger to children (the
rumours contained both elements). Both elements, however, were known to senior
officials. The rumours themselves showed no sign of diminishing: they were considered
serious enough potentially to be a security threat and to cause reputational damage to the
government if they became more widely known. In evidence to the Inquiry, Lord Armstrong
(as Sir Robert Armstrong became) considered that any action lay with the Conservative Party
rather than government but nothing seems to have happened. It did not occur to anyone that
Peter Morrison should be reported to the police.
Notwithstanding the persistence and gravity of these rumours and allegations, Peter
Morrison’s career was unaffected. He remained Deputy Chairman of the Conservative
Party until June 1987, when he became Minister of State for Energy. He became Margaret
Thatcher’s Parliamentary Private Secretary in 1990 and was knighted in 1991.

CAB000126
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The Green Party’s response to David Challenor
In November 2016, David Challenor was charged with 22 serious offences, including false
imprisonment, rape and sexual assault of a child. He was convicted and sentenced to 22
years’ imprisonment.
At the time, Aimee Challenor, his daughter, was a member of the Green Party and chair of
the national LGBTIQA+ Greens. When her father was charged, she sent a private Facebook
message to two communications coordinators for the Green Party. She did not mention the
fact that her father had been charged with offences against children.
In April 2017, Ms Challenor was selected to be the Green Party General Election candidate
for Coventry South and in the following month she appointed her father as election
agent. She did so again in May 2018. When the Green Party discovered the situation, it
commissioned an independent investigations consultancy, Verita, to carry out a private
investigation. The report criticised Aimee Challenor for her failure to take the appropriate
action and reminded the Green Party of the significant risk that her father posed throughout
the two-year period he worked in a position of authority for the Green Party. A strong
safeguarding culture was required to avoid any repetition.

Whips
The whips’ offices are a key part of the Westminster system and a repository of information
about parliamentarians.
We were prompted to consider the role of whips by concerns raised from the comments of
a former Conservative Party whip, Tim Fortescue, in a BBC interview in 1995. He suggested
that whips would help to cover up scandals, including, as he described it, “scandal involving
small boys”.18 We received evidence from a number of party whips, past and present,
including Lord Ryder, Baroness Taylor, Lord Wakeham, Lord Foster, Lord Beith, Lord Young,
Lord Goodlad, Lord Jopling, Kenneth Clarke, Nick Brown, Lord Arbuthnot and Gyles
Brandreth.
Based on the evidence we have seen, we cannot conclude that the whips and whips’ offices
concealed or suppressed allegations of child sexual abuse by persons of public prominence,
or used it as a form of leverage. We recognise that there were certain features of their work
which may have assisted with an attempt to cover up such allegations, for example the
collation of any possibly relevant information about parliamentarians, which was then shared
within party bounds but otherwise kept confidential. Beyond that, we do not have evidence
that allegations of child sexual abuse were known about or concealed by the whips’ offices.

The honours system
The honours system itself is an institution operated on behalf of the Crown by senior
politicians and civil servants within the Westminster establishment. Concerns have been
raised as to whether the honours system takes account of allegations of child sexual abuse
which have been made against individuals who are being considered for an honour and also
against those who have already been granted an honour.

18
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We saw evidence of approximately 30 instances where honours had been forfeited following
criminal convictions for offences involving child sexual abuse. Many of these involved
individuals working in the community and in education, as well as examples of some
prominent people. Peter Hayman was awarded a knighthood in 1971, was involved with
PIE, and was convicted and fined for gross indecency with an adult in 1984. Officers of the
Order of St Michael and St George decided to give him a warning, with no mention of the
Forfeiture Committee.
In another example, Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher pressed for a knighthood for Jimmy
Savile for a number of years, which was awarded in 1990. This was despite revelations in
the press about his private life. These cases, amongst others including Cyril Smith and David
Chesshyre, show preferential or exceptional treatment being given to individuals because of
their status and contacts, regardless of the known involvement of child victims.
There continues to be a debate about posthumous forfeiture of honours, primarily
prompted by the Savile case. The current policy position of the Cabinet Office is that there
should be no change to the rule that an honour cannot be forfeited after the death of the
recipient. The Inquiry recommends that the Cabinet Office should re-examine the policy on
posthumous forfeiture, in order to consider the perspectives of victims and survivors of child
sexual abuse.

Paedophile Information Exchange
Another extraordinary development in the 1970s was the emergence of the Paedophile
Information Exchange, known as PIE. Its aim was to campaign for public acceptance of
paedophilia as well as for changes to the law on the age of consent, in order to allow adults
to have sex with children. It was run by and for paedophiles in the 1970s and 1980s. It is
clear from our investigation that a number of its members, some of whom were high profile,
were involved in the sexual abuse of children. One of these was Sir Peter Hayman, a former
High Commissioner to Canada.
PIE’s aims were given foolish and misguided support for several years by people and
organisations who should have known better. These included the National Council for Civil
Liberties and the Albany Trust. There was a fundamental failure to see the problem and a
lack of moral courage to confront it. Some have subsequently expressed regret about what
happened during this period.
A central strand of this topic was whether PIE may have received Home Office funding in
the late 1970s. This allegation was made by Tim Hulbert, a retired public servant and former
consultant at the Voluntary Services Unit attached to the Home Office. It was further
suggested that a person or persons working within the Home Office may have intended
to channel funding to PIE. Despite detailed investigation, there was no available evidence
to confirm that PIE as an organisation actually received any grant of Home Office funding.
The available contemporaneous documents and witness evidence suggest that the alleged
funding was not provided. Beyond Mr Hulbert’s allegation, we have seen no evidence that
any employee of the Home Office intended to fund PIE.

xiv

Executive Summary

Safeguarding policies
The Inquiry received disclosure of current safeguarding policies from political parties, from a
large number of government departments and agencies, and from the Palace of Westminster.
We appointed an expert, Professor June Thoburn, to examine the adequacy of these. From
her work, it is clear that, overall, Westminster institutions have improved their approach to
safeguarding in recent years.
However, at the time of the hearing in this investigation, the evidence was that certain
political parties had no specific safeguarding and child protection policies at all. It is
unacceptable that any political party in England and Wales operates without suitable
safeguarding and child protection policies and procedures.
We also heard evidence, notably from the Green Party and the Labour Party, which
indicated that there are major gaps in the practical knowledge of even senior people about
basic safeguarding. Some of these people considered themselves sufficiently qualified to
judge whether abuse is serious enough to be reported to the authorities, even in the Labour
Party’s case, where it is publicly committed to the policy of mandatory reporting.
The Inquiry recommends that all political parties registered with the Electoral Commission in
England and Wales should ensure that they have a comprehensive safeguarding policy and
procedures that accompany them. Further, that the Electoral Commission should monitor
and oversee compliance with this recommendation. These recommendations are made in
order to ensure that government departments and political parties have clear, up-to-date,
and transparent policies and procedures for the handling of allegations of child sexual abuse.

xv

Part A

Introduction

1

Introduction
A.1: Background to the investigation
1. On 24 October 2012 at Prime Minister’s Questions in the House of Commons, Tom
Watson MP claimed that there was “clear intelligence suggesting a powerful paedophile
network linked to Parliament and No. 10”. Mr Watson asserted that there had been a failure
to follow up evidence obtained in the police investigation into convicted child sexual abuser
Peter Righton, including evidence that, as he put it, related to a “senior aide to a former
Prime Minister”.19
2. Mr Watson’s question gave rise to considerable public interest. His allegation came at
a time of general disquiet regarding allegations of historical child sexual abuse. Mr Watson
asked his question just three weeks after the first allegations about Jimmy Savile had been
broadcast on ITV and only days after the launch of Operation Yewtree. His question was
followed closely by Simon Danczuk MP calling in Parliament for an inquiry into alleged
abuses by Cyril Smith.
3. These allegations fed into the growing public concern that a network of child sexual
abusers may have operated with a degree of impunity at the highest levels of public life.
That concern continued to grow. Two years later, on 6 July 2014, Simon Danczuk wrote in
the Mail on Sunday calling for a public inquiry into historic child sexual abuse in Westminster.
The same day, in a television interview on The Andrew Marr Show, Lord Tebbit said that this
had to be understood against the “atmosphere of the times” and agreed, when asked by
Mr Marr, that “there may well have been” a “big political cover‑up” related to child sexual abuse
in the 1980s.20 In a subsequent statement to us, Lord Tebbit explained what was in his
mind when he referred to “a big political cover‑up” by the establishment. He referred to his
awareness of Jimmy Savile’s excessive interest in child patients at Stoke Mandeville Hospital,
the lack of action taken against Cyril Smith for allegedly abusing teenage boys, rumours
of sexual deviance of senior members of the Church of England and Catholic Church, and
suggestions that Peter Morrison MP had an interest in young men, which Lord Tebbit took to
mean “young men of about sixth form age”.21
4. The public concern about Westminster child sexual abuse allegations in this two‑year
period following Mr Watson’s Parliamentary question was a significant factor in the
Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse being established. On 7 July 2014, the day
after Lord Tebbit’s interview, the setting up of the Inquiry in its initial non‑statutory form
was announced by the then Home Secretary, Theresa May MP.
5. The allegations between 2012 and 2014 of cover‑up and conspiracy relating to
Westminster child sexual abuse were not entirely new. Public allegations of this nature
had been made from time to time over the preceding two or three decades. The two great
political sex scandals of the 1960s and 1970s – the Profumo and Thorpe affairs – involved
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extensive allegations that the Westminster establishment had turned a blind eye to
wrongdoing or covered it up. While those two matters involved adult sexual activity, other
high‑profile sex scandals during the period involved children.
6. Many historic allegations from the 1960s to the 1990s have been revisited. There has, for
example, been extensive commentary and debate concerning events at Elm Guest House,
which was advertised as a gay guest house, and what became of the so‑called ‘Dickens
dossier’ compiled by Geoffrey Dickens MP. Claims have been made by retired police officers
to the effect that investigations into prominent individuals suspected of involvement
in child sexual abuse were suppressed in the 1980s and earlier. Most prominent of all
were the claims of Carl Beech – known as ‘Nick’ – of a Westminster paedophile22 ring in
Dolphin Square. Beech’s claims were first made public in 2014, and were the subject of the
Metropolitan Police Service’s Operation Midland. For several reasons Beech’s claims did not
form any part of this Inquiry, as set out below.

A.2: Scope of this investigation
7. This investigation is entitled ‘Allegations of Child Sexual Abuse Linked to Westminster’.
It concerns institutional responses into allegations of child sexual abuse and exploitation
involving people of public prominence who were associated with Westminster.
By ‘Westminster’, we mean the centre of the United Kingdom’s government, government
ministers and officials, as well as Parliament, its members and the political parties
represented there.
8. With the exception of Carl Beech’s allegations (discussed below), the Inquiry has sought
to investigate and throw light upon the issues giving rise to public concern about child sexual
abuse involving Westminster that have come to the fore since 2012. It has not been possible
to examine and seek to reach conclusions about all the questions that have arisen over
the years. The allegations cover a significant number of factual matters relating to events
that took place all over England and Wales over decades. The Westminster investigation
is also only one of the many investigations into different subject areas that the Inquiry will
undertake. The Inquiry must approach its work in a selective and proportionate manner.
9. Other reviews and inquiries have already investigated some elements of this public
concern. Questions around the ‘Dickens dossier’ and the alleged Home Office funding of
the Paedophile Information Exchange (PIE) were explored in two internal Home Office
reviews and by the further review carried out by Peter Wanless and Richard Whittam QC
in November 2014. The Independent Office for Police Conduct (IOPC) has investigated
many of the complaints of police misconduct in respect of Westminster child sexual
abuse allegations. The Inquiry’s work has built on these previous reviews and inquiries, in
accordance with its Terms of Reference.

22
The term ‘paedophile’ is a diagnostic term for a paraphilic disorder, often used inappropriately to describe all perpetrators of
child sexual abuse. It applies to a person who has a primary or exclusive sexual preference for prepubescent children. Not all
paedophiles act on their sexual preference or interest. Having a sexual preference or interest in children and young people is
not a criminal offence, but acting on that sexual preference or interest is a criminal offence.
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10. The Inquiry heard evidence in relation to seven topics, 23 which to some extent interact
with each other:
• Police misconduct: This relates to the allegations that police investigations into cases
of possible child sexual abuse linked with Westminster may have been the subject of
inappropriate interference.
• Political parties: We considered the way in which political parties, and in particular
the leadership of those parties, have reacted to allegations of child sexual abuse made
about individuals within their own parties.
• Whips’ offices: This responds to concern generated by comments made by a former
Conservative Party whip, Tim Fortescue. In a BBC interview in 1995, Mr Fortescue
suggested that whips would help to cover up scandals as a means of gaining loyalty,
including what he described as a “scandal involving small boys”.24
• PIE: The Inquiry heard evidence about the links between PIE and other civil society
organisations during the 1970s, in particular the Albany Trust and the National Council
for Civil Liberties. We also investigated the allegations by Mr Tim Hulbert, a former
Home Office Voluntary Services Unit consultant, that PIE may have been in receipt of
Home Office funding.
• Prosecutorial decisions: There has been concern that decisions whether or not to
prosecute persons of public prominence associated with Westminster in child sexual
abuse cases may have been the subject of improper interference from within the
Westminster establishment.
• The honours system: The honours system itself is an institution operated on
behalf of the Crown by senior politicians and civil servants within the Westminster
establishment. Concerns have been raised as to whether the honours system takes
appropriate account of allegations of child sexual abuse that have been made against
individuals being considered for an honour or those who have already been been
granted an honour.
• Current safeguarding policies of Her Majesty’s Government, the Palace of
Westminster and political parties: Finally, the Inquiry considered the sufficiency
and efficacy of current safeguarding policies relating to children by Her Majesty’s
Government, the Palace of Westminster itself and political parties.
11. During the investigation we identified several cross‑cutting themes, which will be
highlighted throughout the report.
• Addressing and allaying public concerns: As set out above, some cases of high‑profile
politicians or other Westminster figures being involved in child sexual abuse are
well‑documented and easily verifiable. However, there have also been allegations
and rumours which have circulated for many years, about which it is much harder to
establish the truth. Some of these are profoundly disturbing and have rightly attracted
significant public interest. Part of the Inquiry’s role is to look into these allegations
and rumours. If on close examination it transpired there was a satisfactory explanation
for the underlying facts, we have sought to allay public concerns and put to rest some
long‑running beliefs which we have concluded have no credible foundation.
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• Deference: This is a major theme that has emerged again and again in the course of
this investigation. Westminster lends itself to deference of many types. It is an area of
public life steeped in tradition and it is concerned above all with the exercise of power.
We have seen examples of deference within political parties and other institutions
towards more senior figures, and deference by police and prosecutors towards
politicians and other persons of public prominence.
• Differences in treatment due to socio‑economic status: On several occasions
throughout the evidence, we noted a distinct difference in the way wealthy or
well‑connected individuals have been treated, as opposed to those who were poorer
or more deprived and without access to networks of influence. We have formed the
distinct impression that wealth and social status have played a key role in insulating
perpetrators of child sexual abuse from being brought to justice, and the poverty of
victims has led to allegations of child sexual abuse being taken less seriously.
• Insufficient consideration of the needs of child victims: A consistent pattern that has
emerged from the evidence we have heard is a failure by almost every institution to
put the needs and safety of children who have survived sexual abuse first. We heard
how the police were more concerned about achieving prosecutions than about the
welfare of sexually exploited children. Political parties in a whole variety of ways have
shown themselves, even very recently, to be more concerned about political fallout
than about safeguarding. Our investigation of the honours system found a process
which in some cases prioritised reputation and discretion with little or no regard
for victims.
• The implementation of safeguarding policies in practice: It is clear that until very
recently none of the key Westminster institutions had anything approaching adequate
safeguarding policies, frameworks or procedures. That has changed significantly in
recent years. However, even the best procedures and policies are useless if they
are not implemented and if the members of the institutions are unaware of their
requirements. Sadly, we heard evidence that suggested practical working knowledge of
relevant procedures was still sorely lacking.
Our findings in relation to each are drawn together in Part K.
12. The focus of this investigation – and of the Inquiry more generally – is on the conduct
of institutions, rather than of individuals. In general terms at least, the conduct of individuals
is a matter for the police and for the courts. As stated above, this investigation concerns
the way in which Westminster institutions responded, or failed to respond, to allegations of
child sexual abuse. The clear purpose of the Inquiry hearing evidence about such allegations
was not to examine their truth, but to investigate what institutions knew about allegations
of this nature and how they responded to them, if at all. It was therefore neither necessary
nor proportionate for this investigation to attempt to reach conclusions about the truth
of individual allegations of child sexual abuse made against Westminster figures. Indeed,
statutory agencies regularly make decisions (in the context of child protection) based
on allegations and a complete assessment of all the circumstances, rather than after the
substance of allegations has been proven in a formal justice system process. This is because
their focus is the welfare of the child rather than establishing guilt or innocence.
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Operation Midland and Carl Beech
13. In late 2014 serious allegations of child sexual abuse and murder were made by Carl
Beech (initially known only as ‘Nick’ to protect his identity) against a variety of prominent
political figures, including Sir Edward Heath, Lord Brittan, Lord Bramall and the former
directors of MI5 and MI6. The allegations centred on an apartment complex known as
Dolphin Square, but also involved other locations.
14. As has been well publicised, the Metropolitan Police investigation into Beech’s
allegations – Operation Midland – ended with no charges being brought. A detailed review
of Operation Midland was carried out by a retired High Court Judge, Sir Richard Henriques.
His report, published in 2016, made a series of criticisms of the Metropolitan Police relating
to the way in which Operation Midland had been conducted.
15. In light of the investigation of Beech’s allegations, and the risk of prejudice to possible
future criminal proceedings, those allegations were not included within the scope of our
investigation.
16. In July 2019, several months after the conclusion of the hearings in this investigation,
Carl Beech was convicted at Newcastle Crown Court of perverting the course of justice and
fraud in connection with the allegations referred to above. He was sentenced to 18 years’
imprisonment.

A.3: Methodology
17. The methodology adopted by the Inquiry is set out in Annex 1. Core participant status
was granted under Rule 5 of the Inquiry Rules 2006 to 16 core participants, including
eight victims.
18. The seven topics considered in this investigation were derived from the scope of the
investigation set by the Inquiry, 25 and the Terms of Reference for the Inquiry set by the
Home Secretary.26
19. In addition to two preliminary hearings, public hearings were held over 14 days in
March 2019.
20. At the public hearings, we heard an account from one victim, Robert Montagu, about
his experiences as a child who had been sexually abused. Evidence was also provided by
institutional witnesses about a wide range of factual matters. These witnesses included
retired and serving police officers, civil servants, politicians and journalists.
21. Various institutions also supplied corporate statements and documents, including
the Metropolitan Police Service, the IOPC, the Crown Prosecution Service, various
government departments, the Security Service, the Secret Intelligence Service, Government
Communications Headquarters (GCHQ), and all the Westminster political parties. Finally, the
Inquiry reviewed a large amount of witness and documentary evidence, which was disclosed
to core participants where relevant and which has been published on the website if it was
referred to during the public hearings or in this report.
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A.4: Terminology and references
22. The Inquiry recognises that some people who have been sexually abused as children
identify as victims, and others as survivors, of sexual abuse. In this report we use the term
‘victim’ rather than ‘complainant’ when referring to those who have made allegations of child
sexual abuse. We use the term neutrally, without making any findings of fact in any specific
cases. As stated above, investigating the truth of the allegations or reaching conclusions
about them is not within the scope of this investigation.
23. Sexual abuse or exploitation at the time of some of the events in this report was then
often described in ways which minimise the events as well as the impact on victims and
survivors. For example, child sexual abuse was described as ‘paedophilia’, and those the
Inquiry would regard as children as well as those in their late teens and 20s were often
described as ‘rent boys’. We do not use such terminology in this report, except where we are
repeating words used in evidence or in a record.
24. References in the footnotes of the report such as ‘INQ004094’ are to documents that
have been adduced in evidence or published on the Inquiry website. A reference such as
‘Robert Glen 6 March 2019 78/3‑13’ is to the hearing transcript which is available on the
Inquiry’s website; that particular reference is to the evidence of Robert Glen on 6 March
2019 at page 78, lines 3 to 13.

7

Part B

Allegations of child sexual
abuse linked to Westminster

9

Allegations of child sexual
abuse linked to Westminster
B.1: The 1960s
1. Sir Ian Horobin was Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Power from 1958 to
1959. He was convicted in 1962 of 10 charges of indecency with boys under 16 and young
men who were associated with the Mansfield House University Settlement, where Horobin
was the warden. He was sentenced to four years’ imprisonment.27

B.2: The 1970s
The ‘meat rack’ and Playland Amusement Arcade
2. In the 1970s and into the early 1980s, the so‑called ‘meat rack’ or ‘chicken rack’ near the
Playland Amusement Arcade at Piccadilly Circus in the West End of London was notorious
as a congregating spot for teenagers and young men. It has been reported that many of
these boys and men were solicited and sexually exploited by older men, some of whom
were alleged to be persons of public prominence associated with Westminster. In 1975,
Scotland Yard investigated a number of individuals for sexual abuse of ‘rent boys’ around
Piccadilly Circus. Five men were charged, including Charles Hornby, a wealthy socialite and
an old Etonian.28 Hornby pleaded guilty to conspiracy to procure acts of gross indecency by
males under 21, committing acts of gross indecency and attempting to pervert the course
of justice.
3. The reporting of such scandals in this period often used the term ‘rent boy’, which was
(and is) an ambiguous term in that it does not distinguish between individuals below the age
of 18, whom this Inquiry regards as children, and those over 18. The term seems to have
been used generally to describe both teenagers and those in their early 20s, an issue which
this report will explore further. As was made clear during the hearings, 29 the Inquiry does not
endorse terms such as ‘rent boy’, ‘male prostitution’ or any other such language to describe
what could more accurately be described as child sexual exploitation. However, this report
will refer to these terms where necessary because they are relevant to the evidence we
heard and were used during the time period we have investigated.
4. Allegations have been made much more recently by individuals in relation to events
around Piccadilly Circus in the 1970s. The Inquiry obtained evidence from Mr Anthony Daly
in relation to his book Playland: Secrets of a Forgotten Scandal, which was published in 2018.30
Mr Daly tells the story of his time as a rent boy, when he was aged 20, over three months
in 1975. He alleges that he was initially captured and recruited by Charles Hornby and that
he became well acquainted with Charles’ brother, Simon Hornby, who paid him for sex.
INQ004094
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Though not a child himself at the time, Mr Daly alleges that he was forced to witness the
depraved sexual abuse of two boys aged eight and 10 at a party attended by unnamed
persons and two individuals whom he knew. He also made claims in his book that senior
establishment figures were present at parties where underage rent boys were sexually
abused and exploited.

The Paedophile Information Exchange and Sir Peter Hayman
5. The Paedophile Information Exchange (PIE) was formed in 1974. Its aim was to campaign
for changes to the law on the age of consent in order to allow adults to have sex with
children. Its members shared these views in its magazines Understanding Paedophilia and
Magpie. PIE’s philosophy was asserted in Tom O’Carroll’s book Paedophilia: the Radical Case,
published in 1980. Tom O’Carroll was a member of PIE’s executive and a former secretary
and chair of PIE.
6. It is clear that a number of PIE members were involved in the sexual abuse of children.
High‑profile members Peter Righton, Charles Napier, Richard Alston and Dr Morris Fraser
were all convicted of offences related to child sexual abuse. In 1981, a number of senior PIE
members, including Tom O’Carroll, were tried for conspiracy to corrupt public morals on the
basis of ‘contact’ advertisements published in Magpie. Following a retrial, Tom O’Carroll was
convicted and sentenced to two years’ imprisonment; he later admitted and was jailed for
offences of distributing indecent images of children.31 It seems that PIE disbanded in 1984.
7. There was at least one connection between PIE and Westminster in the late 1970s and
early 1980s. Sir Peter Hayman, a former High Commissioner to Canada, was a member of
PIE, using the pseudonym ‘Peter Henderson’.32
8. It has also been claimed that PIE was provided with funding by the Home Office. Tim
Hulbert was a consultant at the Home Office Voluntary Service Unit (VSU) from October
1977 until he became Deputy Director of Social Services for Hereford and Worcester
County Council in October 1981. The VSU was responsible for providing funding to
voluntary organisations that were not the direct responsibility of any single government
department. Mr Hulbert recalls seeing a quarterly summary of pending grants or grants for
renewal with an entry that read ‘WRVS (P.I.E.)’. He went to Clifford Hindley, the head of the
unit at the time, and asked why the VSU was funding PIE. Mr Hulbert says that Mr Hindley
told him that PIE was funded at the request of Special Branch, which found it useful to
identify people with paedophile inclinations.33

B.3: The 1980s
Elm Guest House
9. There have also been allegations of child sexual abuse associated with Elm Guest
House, a former hotel in Rocks Lane near Barnes Common in south‑west London, since
the 1980s. This establishment was run by husband and wife Haroon and Carole Kasir, and
was advertised as a gay guest house. In June 1982, Elm Guest House was raided by police.
It appeared that at least one boy, aged 10, had been sexually abused on the premises. The
boy made a statement to police in which he said that he had been raped by adult males at
INQ003739_001
CPS004445_003
33
Timothy Hulbert 25 March 2019 170/13‑171/9
31

32

11

Allegations of child sexual abuse linked to Westminster: Investigation Report

the house. A social worker claimed that the boy made an allegation in relation to an “Uncle
Leon” that was not reflected in the boy’s formal typed statement. A masseur who worked
on the premises, then aged 17, also claimed that two undercover officers had sex with him
in the guest house before the raid, and that he was intimidated by officers not to speak the
truth about what he knew.
10. Following the raid, the Kasirs were taken into custody. In April 1983, Carole and Haroon
Kasir were convicted of running a disorderly house. They were each sentenced to nine
months’ imprisonment suspended for two years and fined £1,000. None of the guests at the
house was convicted of any offence and no politician or VIP was ever identified as having
been involved.
11. In June 1990, Carole Kasir was found dead. At the inquest into her death, which was
ruled a suicide, Mr Chris Fay (an employee of the National Association of Young People in
Care (NAYPIC)) alleged that he had spoken to Carole Kasir with his colleague, Mary Moss.
The so‑called ‘Mary Moss List’ of VIP guests to Elm Guest House was produced during these
interviews and later published online. Mr Fay alleged that Kasir informed him that boys were
trafficked from Grafton Close Children’s Home and abused by VIPs in the guest house.34
12. Mr Fay repeated these allegations years later, in a 2015 BBC Panorama programme
entitled ‘The VIP Paedophile Ring: What’s the Truth?’, in the wake of the public concern
about child sexual abuse associated with Westminster.35

Geoffrey Prime
13. Geoffrey Prime was a former intelligence officer and Soviet spy. He worked for the
Royal Air Force and later for Government Communications Headquarters (GCHQ) during the
1960s and 1970s. Prime had made a set of 2,287 index cards containing details of individual
girls, their activities and their parents’ routines. In 1982, he pleaded guilty to three counts
of sexual offences against children as well as espionage offences. He was sentenced to
35 years’ imprisonment for the espionage offences with three years’ imprisonment to run
consecutively for the sex offences. In November 1982, Geoffrey Dickens MP asked Prime
Minister Margaret Thatcher about Prime’s membership of PIE. Mrs Thatcher responded that
she understood that such stories were false.36

The ‘Dickens dossier’
14. Geoffrey Dickens was a campaigning MP. In March 1981, he used parliamentary
privilege to ask the Attorney General if he would prosecute Sir Peter Hayman for sending
and receiving pornographic material through the Royal Mail, and whether there would be an
investigation of the security implications of the entries in Hayman’s diaries referred to in Tom
O’Carroll’s trial at the Old Bailey. In 1983 and 1984, Mr Dickens had a series of meetings
with the then Home Secretary Leon Brittan, at which he provided information purporting to
identify other high‑profile child sexual abusers in government and the Royal Household.
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15. The information he provided has come to be known as the ‘Dickens dossier’ but
what exactly was in the ‘Dickens dossier’ and how many dossiers there were is unclear.
The evidence suggests there may have been several files or documents which have
individually and misleadingly become known as the ‘Dickens dossier’.
16. Claims that a copy of the dossier was seized under threat of imprisonment from
journalist Don Hale in 1983 added to the intrigue. Mr Hale was the editor of the Bury
Messenger and said he had been given substantial parts of the ‘Dickens dossier’ by Barbara
Castle MEP, who had herself received it from Mr Dickens. Mr Hale alleges that Special
Branch officers burst into his office and demanded that he hand over the material he had
received from Barbara Castle, whereupon he was handed what purported to be a ‘D‑Notice’
preventing publication of any material contained within the seized documentation.

B.4: The 1990s
Scallywag magazine
17. In the early 1990s, a series of articles concerning an alleged Westminster child sexual
abuse ring were published by the controversial magazine Scallywag, edited by Simon Regan.
The allegations published in Scallywag included that there was such a ring in Westminster
involving at least one former Cabinet minister; that pictures and videos of child sexual abuse
had been copied and distributed in Westminster; that the child sexual abuse ring was an
‘all‑party’ affair, though predominantly in the Tory party; that parties were held at Dolphin
Square involving sexual and violent conduct towards young boys; that reporting of these
allegations was suppressed; that the situation was well known outside of Westminster;
and that several police officers were complicit. Allegations were frequently linked to
homosexuality.37
18. These articles, while written in a sensationalist style and relying on rumour and
innuendo rather than evidence, added oxygen to the rumours already reported in the
public domain.

Peter McKelvie
19. Mr Peter McKelvie is a child protection specialist and social services employee and
consultant who has campaigned against child sexual abuse activity and made frequent
allegations in the press. Many of his allegations concern the case of Peter Righton, a
convicted child sexual abuser who, prior to his conviction, held a senior position advising the
government on childcare.
20. In June 1994, Peter McKelvie’s allegations concerning Righton formed the basis of an
Inside Story documentary ‘Children at Risk – The Secret Life of a Paedophile’, which told
the story of Peter Righton and two other convicted child sexual abusers with links to the
establishment, Richard Alston and Charles Napier.
21. Mr McKelvie has previously claimed to have been the source of Tom Watson’s 2012
Parliamentary question, although in the witness statement that he provided to the Inquiry
Mr McKelvie suggested that Mr Watson’s question was primarily based on information
provided by two others.38 It is certainly the case that Mr McKelvie has subsequently
37
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been reported as suggesting that Mr Watson acted precipitately in asking the question in
Parliament, and that the language he used did not reflect the information that Mr McKelvie
had given him. It was reported by The Daily Telegraph in 2015 that Mr McKelvie said that
“Tom Watson ‘mixed up’ his facts and made exaggerated claims about a ‘powerful paedophile
network’ linked to Downing Street”.39 According to the report, Mr McKelvie said:
“I would never have wanted Tom Watson to do a PMQ as a tactic until he heard the whole
story. The only thing I wanted to say about politicians is every institution has abusers in it.
The more powerful people are, the more likely they are to get away with it. I never talked
about rings.”
22. Mr McKelvie has made a number of more specific allegations. He raised concerns about
a child sexual abuse network between four individuals and alleged that a police investigation
into it had been shut down because of interference by senior police officers or politicians.
He raised concerns that Charles Napier, a convicted child sexual abuser, had obtained a
teaching post abroad through his establishment connections, and that the same individual
had made use of or had been allowed to use the diplomatic bag while working abroad
in Cairo to send or receive child pornography, and that this had not been investigated.
Mr McKelvie was also concerned that individuals in the establishment should have known
about Charles Napier’s abuse of children. He was concerned that these allegations were
not pursued with sufficient rigour by police. His allegations were investigated by the
Independent Office for Police Conduct but there was no evidence or corroboration to
support them.40
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Searches at the security
and intelligence agencies
and at Metropolitan Police
Special Branch
1. As part of this investigation, the Inquiry commissioned searches of documents and
records at the Security Service (MI5), the Secret Intelligence Service (SIS, otherwise known
as MI6) and Government Communications Headquarters (GCHQ). We also commissioned
similar searches of Metropolitan Police Special Branch (MPSB) records, which are now
held within the Metropolitan Police Counter Terrorism Command. The purpose of all these
searches was to establish whether any of those organisations held documents relevant to
allegations of Westminster child sexual abuse. We regarded this as an important element of
our work. It responded to some public concern that evidence of Westminster child sexual
abuse, perhaps even of a ‘Westminster paedophile network’, might be concealed within the
records of these organisations, which are largely held in secret.
2. This was an extensive exercise. We liaised with each organisation to set wide
search terms that would form the basis of their searches. The search terms included a
comprehensive list of names of prominent individuals connected to Westminster against
whom allegations of child sexual abuse had been made.
3. Once the searches had been conducted, security-cleared members of the Inquiry’s
legal team spent time validating the searches, examining documents and on occasions
requesting further targeted searches. At a later stage, the Chair also examined documents
at MI5 headquarters, where the vast majority of relevant documents were found. Some
of the documents that we looked at were classified at the highest levels. Each of the four
organisations provided us with its full cooperation and complied with all requests for access
to documentation.
4. Further details of the way in which the search exercises were conducted and their
outcome can be found in the witness statements of:
• the MI5 Witness, in particular paragraphs 13 to 28;41
• the SIS Witness, in particular paragraphs 3 to 8;42
• the GCHQ Witness, in particular paragraphs 7 to 13;43 and
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• Detective Inspector Alastair Pocock44 (paragraphs 2 to 8) and Commander Neil
Jerome45 (paragraph 6) of the Metropolitan Police Service.
5. The searches did reveal documentation suggesting that some prominent individuals
associated with Westminster were or may have been involved in child sexual abuse. Given
the scale and breadth of the searches, it would have been surprising had they not done so.
Most of the documents in this category were held by MI5, which is again unsurprising given
the domestic focus of its work.
6. The MI5 Witness included a table46 of these documents, including a column indicating
how the information would be dealt with, under MI5’s current safeguarding policy, if the
information was received now:

Table 1: MI5 Witness information related to potential child sexual abuse
Individual

Information Related to Potential Abuse

How would the current
policy have applied if it had
been in force at the time?

OLDFIELD, Maurice

In 1987, the Prime Minister informed
the House of Commons that Sir Maurice
Oldfield had told her in March 1980 that
he had occasionally had homosexual
encounters. His Positive Vetting clearance
was withdrawn and MI5 conducted
a lengthy investigation to determine
whether Sir Maurice’s sexual activities
posed a risk to national security by making
him vulnerable to blackmail or other
pressure.

This information would be
passed to the police.

Chief of SIS

The investigation included many
interviews with Sir Maurice in which he
provided information about homosexual
encounters with male domestic staff,
referred to as ‘houseboys’, whilst serving
in the Middle East in the 1940s and hotel
stewards in Asia in the 1950s.
This information was previously unknown
to MI5 (and, as it was understood by the
MI5 Witness, to the other security and
intelligence agencies, SIS and GCHQ).
There is insufficient information in the
records to deduce whether the term
‘houseboys’ is being used simply to
describe domestic staff or to denote
youth, leaving ambiguity over the ages of
the other parties.
HAYMAN, Peter
Telford
Diplomat

In 1980, MI5 received information that
suggested that Peter Hayman engaged in
sexual activities with young boys.

This information would be
passed to the police.

MPS003549
OHY007085
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Individual

Information Related to Potential Abuse

How would the current
policy have applied if it had
been in force at the time?

DRIBERG, Tom

In 1981, MI5 received information that
suggested that Tom Driberg had engaged
in sexual activities with young boys.

This information would be
passed to the police.

In the mid-1980s MI5 received information
from two sources that Peter Morrison “has
a penchant for small boys”.

This information would be
passed to the police.

In the mid-1980s, MI5 received
information one afternoon that suggested
that Leon Brittan or a close MP associate
of Leon Brittan engaged in sexual relations
with teenagers. Further information was
received the next morning clarifying that
the information did not in fact relate to
Leon Brittan, but was rumoured to relate
to the MP associate. Further information
was received later in the week that
clarified that the rumour had been started
by a prisoner turned down for parole out
of vindictiveness.

This information would
be passed to the police as
relating to the MP associate
(not to Leon Brittan),
together with the information
about it being the product of
vindictiveness.

In 1973, the Cabinet Office informed MI5
of rumours that Christopher Chataway
engaged in sexual activities with children.

As this information came
from another government
department, MI5 would ask
the Cabinet Office if they had
passed the information to
the police and, if not, would
agree who should do so.

Over a number of years MI5 received
information on several occasions that
Charles Irving was homosexual.

This information would be
passed to the police.

MP
Chairman of the
Labour Party
MORRISON, Peter
MP
BRITTAN, Leon
MP, Minister

CHATAWAY,
Christopher
MP

IRVING, Charles
Graham
MP

LAMBTON, Anthony
(later Lord Lambton)
MP
PETERS, Colin John
Meredith
Diplomat
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In 1984, MI5 received information that
whilst overseas Charles Irving had rented
a hotel room “to take boys”.
In 1973, the police passed MI5 information
about an alleged video recording that
showed Anthony Lambton involved in
sexual activities with a boy.

As this information came
from the police, MI5 would
not take any action.

In 1968, MI5 received information from
the Foreign & Commonwealth Office
about the refusal of Positive Vetting
clearance for Colin Peters. This was due to
his arrest in Naples the previous year on
allegations of the criminal assault of three
Italian boys and his admission that he had
committed homosexual acts.

As this information came
from another government
department, MI5 would
ask the Foreign &
Commonwealth Office if they
had passed the information to
the police and, if not, would
agree who should do so.

Searches at the security and intelligence agencies and at Metropolitan Police Special Branch

Individual

Information Related to Potential Abuse

How would the current
policy have applied if it had
been in force at the time?

VAN
STRAUBENZEE,
William

In 1982, MI5 received information that
suggested that William Van Straubenzee
engaged in sexual activities with young
boys whilst in Northern Ireland. This
information was shared with the Cabinet
Office, who shared it with the Prime
Minister.

This information would be
passed to the police.

MP, Minister

7. The searches did therefore reveal documents showing individual instances of actual or
possible Westminster-related child sexual abuse. However, no material was found at any
of the four organisations to indicate either the existence of a ‘Westminster paedophile
network’ or of any attempts to cover up or suppress information about the existence of such
a network.
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Police responses to
allegations of Westminster
child sexual abuse
D.1: Introduction
1. In considering the way in which the police as an institution has responded to allegations
of child sexual abuse made against persons of public prominence, the Inquiry has explored a
number of related questions.
• Was there a culture of deference or general reluctance amongst police when it came to
investigating sexual allegations against persons of public prominence associated with
Westminster?
• Were police officers ‘warned off’ investigating cases of possible child sexual abuse
committed by persons of public prominence?
• Were allegations of child sexual abuse involving persons of public prominence
associated with Westminster known about by police but inadequate action taken to
investigate them?
• Did police officers seek to protect persons of public prominence accused of child
sexual abuse from being the subject of investigation or public scrutiny through
the media?
2. We heard from witnesses including a senior official from the Independent Office for
Police Conduct (IOPC), senior officers from the Metropolitan Police and also a number of
‘whistleblower’ retired police officers. Much of the evidence related to historic events in the
1970s and 1980s, although we did hear about modern practices by way of comparison. Many
of the cases that we considered have been debated in the media and raise clear matters of
public concern.
3. The Inquiry’s Terms of Reference require us to take into account information available
from published and unpublished reviews and investigations. That requirement was of
particular significance to this part of the investigation. There have been 37 relevant
IOPC-managed investigations of police misconduct, summarised in an overarching IOPC
report,47 and a further 17 Metropolitan Police local investigations, summarised in the
witness statement of Commander Catherine Roper.48 We heard detailed oral evidence from
Mr Christopher Mahaffey of the IOPC49 and also from Commander Roper50 about the way in
which these investigations were instituted and conducted, which are also fully addressed in
the report and the witness statement.
IPC000830
MPS003548
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4. As set out in Part A of this report, the purpose of the Inquiry’s work – and also that of the
IOPC and Metropolitan Police investigations – has been to investigate possible failings in the
way in which the police have responded to allegations of child sexual abuse. It is a necessary
part of any investigation into the police response to refer to and in some cases to analyse
the underlying allegations of child sexual abuse. However, it is not part of our function –
any more than it was for the IOPC or the Metropolitan Police investigations – to reach
conclusions as to whether or not the underlying allegations of abuse, which are allegations
of criminal conduct, were or were not well founded. In naming any person about whom an
allegation has been made, the Inquiry is making no suggestion that the allegation is true or
that the person committed the alleged act. Section 2(1) of the Inquiries Act 2005 prevents
the Inquiry from ruling on any person’s civil or criminal liability.
5. The Inquiry has treated the IOPC and Metropolitan Police investigations as a starting
point for our own work. It would have been disproportionate for us to reinvestigate all
these matters. For many of the cases we did not call any further evidence ourselves, and we
therefore simply record the IOPC and Metropolitan Police findings. For those cases in which
we did call further evidence, we have been able to make our own findings to add to those
of the IOPC and Metropolitan Police. In places we have been critical of their conclusions or
have indicated that we think there is more work for them to do. It is not our role to mount
a general investigation into the way in which the IOPC and the Metropolitan Police have
conducted their work and we do not make any recommendations in this regard.

D.2: The Home Secretary and the Metropolitan Police
Commissioner
6. In 1966 Lord Taverne was an MP and a minister in the Home Office. He told us about
a single meeting that he attended, which Richard Scorer and Kim Harrison of Slater &
Gordon, in written submissions on behalf of complainant core participants, described as
being “highly illuminating about the culture of the time”.51 The other attendees at the meeting
were Roy Jenkins, then the Home Secretary, and Sir Joe Simpson, the Commissioner of the
Metropolitan Police.
7. Lord Taverne appeared to have a clear memory of the meeting, which took place the
year before homosexual acts in private between consenting males aged 21 and over were
decriminalised by the Sexual Offences Act 1967. He explained that Mr Jenkins had been
the “driving force” behind the campaign in the mid-1960s to legalise homosexual acts.52
Mr Jenkins had called the meeting as a result of his concern, as Lord Taverne put it, “that
the police spent quite a lot of time wasting their time, as he saw it, in tracking homosexuals
by investigating various so-called cottages”,53 a slang term for public lavatories frequented
by homosexual men. He said that Mr Jenkins had told Sir Joe Simpson that he thought
the practice of visiting these ‘cottages’ was a waste of police time, which ought to be
discontinued.54
8. Lord Taverne told us that Sir Joe Simpson responded by making two comments. First,
he told the Home Secretary that it was unconstitutional for him to interfere in operational
matters, although he agreed to look at the matter. Then Sir Joe Simpson made what
INQ004281_013
Lord Taverne 5 March 2019 194/9-15
53
Lord Taverne 5 March 2019 193/20-194/6
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Lord Taverne described as “a surprise remark”, that as “a matter of fact, there are several
cottages in Westminster which we don’t investigate”. When asked why these cottages were not
investigated, Sir Joe Simpson said that “it would be embarrassing” because “they are frequented
by celebrities and MPs”.55
9. Lord Taverne said that neither he nor Mr Jenkins had previously been aware of this police
practice, which he regarded as selective and unjustified. He added that, to his knowledge,
people were still being arrested in cottages at the time, although not in the lavatories around
Westminster, which appears to corroborate the existence of the police practice described
by Sir Joe Simpson.56 Such a practice would amount to a policy giving special treatment
to persons of prominence at Westminster (apparently including both MPs and celebrities),
which was authorised by the Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police himself. We were not
able to ask Sir Joe Simpson (who died in 1968) about this and we have no other information
about it, including how long the policy was in operation or the detailed reasons for its
implementation.
10. While it does not relate specifically to the sexual abuse of children, this episode is of
significance to the cross-cutting themes in this investigation. It is a clear example of the
most senior officer in the Metropolitan Police demonstrating deference towards, or at least
reluctance to investigate, those in power at Westminster, and it is likely that this approach
was shared by others within the force.

D.3: The Clubs Office
The Clubs Office and the ‘meat rack’
11. The Clubs and Vice Unit, known as the ‘Clubs Office’, was a specialist unit within the
Metropolitan Police Service. It was based throughout the 1970s at West End Central Police
Station on Savile Row, and then from Charing Cross Police Station.57
12. Three retired police officers – Robert Glen, Paul Holmes and Malcolm Sinclair – raised
concerns about a possible cover-up of child sexual abuse by prominent individuals associated
with Westminster.
• Mr Glen had a 30-year career in the Metropolitan Police, retiring at the rank of
superintendent in 1994. Between 1977 and 1978, he spent nine months to one year
posted to the Clubs Office. At that time he held the rank of inspector.58
• Mr Holmes was in the Metropolitan Police between 1971 and 2002, and he spent the
majority of his policing career at the Clubs Office, with an initial posting from 1975 to
1980 as a constable, followed by a second stint as a sergeant from 1987 to 1992 and
then a final posting from the mid-1990s until he retired at the rank of inspector.59
• Mr Sinclair started in the Metropolitan Police in 1966 and retired as an inspector in
1994. He was posted to the Clubs Office as a constable from around 1977 to 1979.60
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13. The Clubs Office handled a range of policing matters that uniformed officers did
not usually deal with. It had three main areas of responsibility, covered by separate
sections: the licensing and supervision of nightclubs (including casinos), vice and obscene
publications.61 Vice covered a range of activities such as living on immoral earnings
(commonly referred to as pimping, or more often in the 1970s as being a ‘ponce’) and
prostitution. The vice team was primarily concerned with heterosexual, rather than
homosexual, vice offences, and focussed on cases of exploitation and vulnerable victims,
whether due to age or other factors.62 There was no specialist unit dealing with child sexual
abuse or exploitation.63
14. The unit was staffed by uniformed officers operating in plain clothes, who would spend
around 90 days at a time at the Clubs Office before returning to their base station to resume
normal uniformed duties.64 It had a team structure that was unusual within the Metropolitan
Police, in that it was led by a chief superintendent but then the next rank down were two
inspectors, who had a team of five or six sergeants and a number of police constables. There
were no superintendent or chief inspector posts.65 It is not clear why the hierarchy of the
unit had this unusual form, but it may have heightened the sense of deference towards the
chief superintendent and contributed to the inability or unwillingness of more junior officers
within the unit to challenge his decisions.
15. All three retired officers told us that an ongoing issue the Clubs Office had to deal with
was the presence of boys and young men engaged in prostitution in the Piccadilly Circus
area. This was known as the ‘meat rack’ and the boys were referred to as ‘rent boys’.66
The boys could be between 11 and 22 years old,67 but were mainly in their mid-to-late teens.
The police would regularly bring in younger boys who had run away from home and would
try to contact their parents or occasionally social services to keep them off the streets.68
However, Mr Holmes said that the procedures that existed at the time for looking after
children found on the street were “rudimentary”.69
16. Mr Sinclair explained the approach was to have an active police presence around
Piccadilly to scare the boys off but, when the uniformed officers were not there, the boys
would all come back. Police officers would stop them and speak to them, and if they were
vulnerable younger children there would be an attempt to contact their parents. However,
there were “no hard and fast rules” about what age was a cut-off where the police would no
longer do this.70 He agreed that the Clubs Office could really only “firefight” the problem of
exploitative sexual activity around Piccadilly Circus, and the underlying factors were never
really tackled.71
17. Mr Holmes told us the nature of homosexual vice-related offences changed following
the high-profile ‘Playland’ trials in the mid-1970s. He explained that some of the organised
abuse of rent boys in the 1970s was perpetrated by “upper echelons of society”, by which he
meant mainly wealthy men and members of the aristocracy rather than politicians. After the
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‘Playland’ trials, wealthy or aristocratic men looking to buy sex avoided kerb crawling directly
in and around Piccadilly Circus (which had previously been the most common practice72) and
shifted to using middle men as procurers to reduce the risk of detection.73

Allegations of cover-up
18. Mr Glen told us that during his short time at the Clubs Office in 1977 to 1978 the Chief
Superintendent who was in command, Tom Parry, went to Hong Kong for a few weeks.
Chief Superintendent Neil Diver (now deceased) temporarily took over responsibility, while
also remaining in charge of Vine Street Police Station.74
19. At this time some officers in Mr Glen’s team informed him that they had gathered
evidence through covert observations that Cyril Smith (an MP at this time) was involved
in sexual activity with young boys.75 Mr Glen did not recall any other names of prominent
individuals being mentioned in that investigation.76 Mr Glen was of the firm view that there
was sufficient evidence to arrest Smith, but given the sensitive nature of making such a
high-profile arrest he consulted Chief Superintendent Diver.77 Chief Superintendent Diver
was “incredibly annoyed” and angry. He told Mr Glen that his team should never have got
involved, that it was far too political and that they were to stop. Mr Glen was very upset
by this reaction, as was his team, because a “tremendous amount of police time had gone into
this”.78 Indeed, Mr Glen was so upset that he complained about the shutting down of the
investigation to a higher ranking officer, a commander outside the Clubs Office. However,
that officer declined to get involved and so the investigation into Cyril Smith ended.79
20. Mr Glen said he had several reasons to suspect that Chief Superintendent Diver had
some ulterior motive for shutting down the Smith investigation.
20.1. Around the same time, there was another investigation being undertaken by
the Clubs Office into the manager of the Hilton Hotel in Park Lane, which had been
prompted by a tip-off that he was facilitating prostitution at the rooftop bar.80 In
the same week that he ordered the Cyril Smith investigation be shut down, Chief
Superintendent Diver told the team to close the Hilton Hotel investigation, without
giving Mr Glen any reason that would satisfy him.81 When Mr Glen relayed this order
to the team, he allowed them to finish the planned two or three days of provisional
observation before ending the investigation. In the early hours of the morning on one
of those days, the team observed Chief Superintendent Diver come into the rooftop bar
and engage in a lengthy conversation with the manager who was the prime suspect.82
20.2. Mr Glen also considered that Chief Superintendent Diver was alcohol dependent.
He said he often disappeared from night shifts in plain clothes and came back to the
police station drunk.83
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20.3. In July 1979, when Mr Glen transferred back to Vine Street, he was told by
another senior police officer that Chief Superintendent Diver had been detained at
the Regent Palace Hotel for trying to pass a forged cheque. When detained he was in
the company of a boy whom the police officer thought had come from the ‘meat rack’.
Mr Glen was told that Chief Superintendent Diver was transferred to Battersea, but
did not have any disciplinary action or criminal charges brought against him, despite
Mr Glen contacting the Metropolitan Police Complaints Investigation Bureau (the
precursor to the Directorate of Professional Standards).84 We received evidence that
the hotel receptionist was interviewed around a year afterwards by officers from the
Bureau. The eventual outcome of these enquiries is unclear.85
21. At the time, Mr Glen felt that he had done all he could about his concerns relating to
Mr Diver and the Smith investigation. He told us that the culture in the police in those days
was such that:
“we did as we were told and you were not encouraged to question operational decisions
made by senior officers … If one rocked the boat too much, it would be very much viewed
upon that you were there to cause trouble”.86
He did not think to say anything once he retired, because he thought no one would be
interested. However, in November 2012, following press reports about Cyril Smith, Mr Glen
reported his concerns to Operation Yewtree.87 This led to the IOPC investigating his
allegations.88
22. Mr Glen was a straightforward and honest witness.89 Yet none of the other officers
contacted by the IOPC in the course of their investigation could confirm Mr Glen’s account.
He did not recall either Mr Sinclair or Mr Holmes, so was unable to provide the IOPC with
their names.90 The commander with whom Mr Glen says he raised the shutting down
of the Smith investigation was spoken to by the IOPC, but he could not recall any such
conversation.91 As a result, the IOPC concluded in 2017 that Mr Glen’s allegations “are not
corroborated to any degree”.92

Corroboration and further questions
23. However, there was corroborating evidence. In late 2017, following the publication
of their summary closure report in Operation Conifer (the investigation into allegations of
child sexual abuse made against Sir Edward Heath), Wiltshire Police were contacted by a
journalist, Paul Cahalan, who put them in touch with Mr Sinclair and Mr Holmes.93 Wiltshire
Police took statements from Mr Cahalan and Mr Sinclair, interviewed Mr Holmes over the
telephone,94 and sent a report to the Metropolitan Police for the attention of Operation
Winter Key, the overarching response of the Metropolitan Police to this Inquiry.95
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24. By the time Mr Holmes and Mr Sinclair gave evidence to the Inquiry in March 2019, their
accounts had not yet been investigated by the Metropolitan Police or the IOPC. This was
despite the Wiltshire Police report having been sent on 6 February 2018 and the allegations
having been reported in the Mail on Sunday on 12 May 2018.96
25. Mr Holmes confirmed that he was aware of the closing of the investigation into
Cyril Smith, as described by Mr Glen, and that Dick Griffin and Peter Lamb, two of his fellow
Clubs Office team members with whom he worked closely, were frustrated about it.97
26. Mr Holmes went further. He gave us a candid explanation of the situation facing the
Clubs Office in 1978:
“The proposal that – whether you call it higher-echelon people, establishment,
Westminster – were involved in exploiting vulnerable prostitutes, as far as we were
concerned was a given. It wasn’t whether it existed; it was a given. The issue was the
extent to which it was networked, how high it went, and how on earth you could prove it.
That was the issue; it was not the issue of whether it existed.”98
He explained how in the 1970s sex workers were treated by the vast majority of police
officers and the whole of the criminal justice system as “second-class citizens”. As a result, it
was difficult for him or his fellow officers to say to victims ‘make a statement and this will
be okay’, “knowing full well that when they got to court, it was going to be anything but okay
and they would be traumatised by giving evidence as much probably as by the assault itself”.99
Mr Holmes and his team aimed to get sufficient evidence through surveillance to make
arrests, and in the aftermath of the arrests convince enough victims to become witnesses.
This strategy had worked in the ‘Playland’ trials.100
27. Mr Holmes and Mr Sinclair told us that in summer 1978 they took part in an investigation
into Roddam Twiss, the son of the then Black Rod, Admiral Frank Twiss. Roddam Twiss was a
convicted fraudster, active in the underground homosexual scene, and suspected of being a
procurer of rent boys from the ‘meat rack’ for wealthy or prominent men. The investigation
involved the surveillance-first strategy used in the ‘Playland’ operation, with observation of
Twiss’ flat in Cricklewood Broadway for a number of weeks.101
28. Mr Sinclair recalled that during these observations he and Mr Holmes saw Cyril Smith,
Jeremy Thorpe, Edward Heath and Leon Brittan.102 He personally saw Smith enter the
flat with “little boys”.103 Mr Holmes confirmed that Cyril Smith’s name came up during the
Twiss investigation.
“Cyril Smith was allegedly all over it. The name Cyril Smith wasn’t news … It was expected.
We anticipated that he may be seen.”104
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However, he had no recollection of Leon Brittan, Edward Heath or Jeremy Thorpe being
seen on observations or mentioned in the investigation report; the most that happened was
that their names were discussed by officers.105 Mr Sinclair described Mr Holmes as having a
photographic memory and was unable to offer any explanation for why Mr Holmes could not
remember seeing these four MPs entering the Cricklewood Broadway flat.106 It is likely that
seeing that group of men together and in those circumstances would stick in anyone’s mind.
29. Mr Holmes suspected that Twiss may have been protected in some way because he was
aware Twiss had previous convictions but a search for any reference to these in the Criminal
Records Office and the divisional police intelligence offices’ records came back negative.
The only record on Twiss that he could find was a card in the Rochester Row Police Station,
which covered the Palace of Westminster. It had a red margin (a feature Mr Holmes had
never seen before) and said Twiss’ father had issued instructions that he was to be prohibited
from entering the Parliamentary estate and detained on sight if seen. The lack of any other
record suggested to Mr Holmes that Twiss had been “cleansed from the system”, something
which he said could only have been done by a very senior police officer.107
30. Mr Holmes and Mr Sinclair reported the findings of the Twiss observations, which
they both thought warranted further investigation, to the Chief Superintendent of the
Clubs Office. They were told to shut the operation down.108 After so many years, neither
officer could be sure which Chief Superintendent gave the order. Mr Sinclair believed
it was Mr Diver, but Mr Holmes thought it more likely that it was Brian Sparkes. In any
event, both officers were clear that the investigation was stopped without any reasonable
explanation and that they were angry about it.109 Mr Holmes’ memory was that there was a
heated conversation:
“I remember that we had a very, very Anglo-Saxon row over it, at the conclusion of which
he quite rightly told me that, if I continued, then I was history, basically. And I couldn’t
afford to be history because I had a young family and a mortgage.”
31. Like Mr Holmes, Mr Sinclair felt he could not take matters any further without harming
his career, and he confirmed that at that time there was a culture within the Metropolitan
Police of ‘knowing your place’.110
32. Mr Holmes’ memory may not have been ‘photographic’ but it was impressive. Taking his
evidence together with that of Mr Glen, it is likely that at least some form of investigation
into Cyril Smith was ended by a senior police officer inappropriately. The IOPC’s conclusion
that Mr Glen’s allegations are uncorroborated now appears to be wrong, and it should have
been reconsidered upon receipt of the report from Wiltshire Police in February 2018.
33. There remain outstanding questions about these matters which we have not found it
possible to resolve.
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33.1. It is not clear whether the two Clubs Office investigations involving Cyril Smith
described by these officers were in fact one and the same, or separate incidents
within a few months of each other, or two operations which took place at roughly the
same time.111
33.2. Mr Sinclair’s recollection of the general operation of the Clubs Office and the
basic facts of the Twiss investigation tallied with Mr Holmes’ account. However, it is
not likely that his memory of seeing Jeremy Thorpe, Leon Brittan, Edward Heath and
Cyril Smith visiting the property on Cricklewood Broadway was accurate. In particular,
Mr Holmes’ evidence did not corroborate him on this point, but rather tended to
undermine it.
34. Despite these difficulties, Mr Holmes’ summary of the situation was as follows:
“too many people were saying the same thing for there not to be at least some truth
in the assertion that establishment figures were engaged in the sexual abuse of young
males and that this activity was being covered up … The question was not whether it was
occurring, but why it was not being exposed … In my view, there were two main reasons
for this absence of probative evidence: the victims of the abuse were either too fearful
and distrustful to make formal complaints concerning their abuse and/or the capacity of
independent police operations to fully expose the criminality was thwarted by some senior
police officers in order to cover it up.”112
35. Mr Holmes’ description of the problems faced by victims of sexual exploitation within
the criminal justice system was compelling. This was a significant reason why more robust
action was not taken to deal with the ‘meat rack’. However, we have also heard convincing
evidence that senior police officers stopped operations that could have exposed child sexual
abuse by prominent figures, notably Cyril Smith. The question is why. Mr Holmes suggested
three possible motives:113
• very senior police officers were criminally involved themselves in the homosexual vice
scene (Mr Glen’s evidence about Chief Superintendent Diver might suggest this was
part of the reason, at least so far as he was concerned);
• corruption, in the sense of police officers receiving money or some other benefit to
terminate the enquiries (Mr Holmes did not consider this likely); or
• an investigation which could expose a person of prominence would be an unwelcome
one for an ambitious senior officer with aspirations to rise further.
The last option was considered the most likely explanation by Mr Sinclair.114
36. Although the Metropolitan Police noted that “there are … any number of other possible
innocent explanations to which Mr Holmes may not have been privy”,115 the officers involved
at the time had the strong impression that this was not the case. We agree with Mr Holmes
that outright bribery and corruption does not seem to have been a significant factor but
consider it likely that the third motive – deference towards prominent suspects because
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investigating them might adversely affect a senior police officer’s career – played at least
some role in the shutting down of the ‘meat rack’ investigations in the 1970s. The first
motive – of personal involvement in vice activities – may also have played a part.
37. The Inquiry makes no criticism of the Metropolitan Police and IOPC for not identifying
the link between Mr Glen’s allegations and Mr Holmes’ evidence themselves; the original
IOPC investigation appears to have been a thorough one and Mr Glen did not mention
Mr Holmes’ name. However, further questions should have been asked by the Metropolitan
Police following its receipt of the Wiltshire Police report in February 2018.

D.4: Howard Groves and Operation Circus
38. Howard Groves retired from the Metropolitan Police in 2014 as a Detective Chief
Inspector. He told us about an incident that took place in about 1985 at the very
beginning of his career, when he was a police constable. He had been seconded to a large
investigation – Operation Circus, which targeted rent boys in and around Piccadilly Circus –
involving allegations of indecency with young boys. Mr Groves told us that his role was to
examine photographs that had been seized in the course of the investigation and to attempt
to identify the individuals shown in them.
“At some point during the investigation, we were briefed by a senior officer, the salient
point from the briefing was that: if we identified any prominent members of society …
the enquiry was to cease. I cannot recall who gave the briefing, where it took place or
who else was present. At the time, I thought the decision was strange, but as a junior
PC, I went with it at the time, throughout my time on the enquiry I was not aware of any
prominent people being identified.”116
He explained that he understood the term “prominent members of society” to mean MPs,
royalty or other distinguished individuals.117
39. Mr Groves was pressed by Counsel to the Inquiry for any further details that he could
recall about the briefing and it is fair to say that his recollection is very limited. He has little
or no memory of when or where the briefing took place, how many others attended or who
gave the briefing.118 Mr Groves’ account has been considered by two IOPC investigations,
Operation Osier and Operation Jordana.119 Those investigations contacted a number of
officers who had worked on Operation Circus, but none recalled a briefing of the type
that Mr Groves described. This does not in itself mean that the briefing did not happen.
Mr Groves’ evidence to us was that, notwithstanding his lack of recall of the surrounding
details, what was said at this briefing was one of two incidents that had “left an indelible
mark” on him as a police officer.120
40. Mr Groves did not suggest that any allegations against persons of prominence were
actually suppressed during Operation Circus. The evidence gathered by Operation Jordana
was to a similar effect – it seems that none of the Operation Circus suspects were prominent
people. While Mr Groves’ evidence may therefore be indicative of the culture of the police at
the time, it does not go any further than that.
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41. The evidence of Mr Groves about the deference shown by junior to senior ranks within
the police in the mid-1980s echoed that of Mr Holmes and Mr Sinclair. In explaining why he
did not object at the time of the briefing to the suggestion that prominent suspects would
not be pursued, Mr Groves said that because of his then junior rank “I didn’t think it was my
place”.121 He explained that there was a culture of deference within police ranks at the time,
although he said that it dissipated as his career progressed – in his words, the police became
“less of a disciplined service”.122
42. Mr Groves is likely to have a genuine memory of attending an Operation Circus briefing
at which he was told that “if we identified any prominent members of society … the enquiry was
to cease”. Mr Groves was careful not to overstate his evidence. Other evidence obtained
by Operation Jordana provides a measure of support for the idea that the police officers
directing Operation Circus did not wish to investigate any allegations against prominent
persons that their enquiries might turn up. For example, Inspector John Hoodless, who
appears to have been in “operational command” of Operation Circus,123 told Operation
Jordana investigators about a social meeting of the team in a pub before the start of
Operation Circus, in which the team discussed the prospect of encountering high-profile
targets in the course of the investigation.
“We agreed we would not go for high-profile people because we were worried that we
might have been shut down, as it might not have been in the public interest if we were to
come up with politicians names, or people at Buckingham Palace; so we didn’t do it. We
were aware that we had a number of suspects to target and wanted to focus on what we
called the ‘street rats’ … That said, we never came across any high-profile people during
the operation, not one.”124
However, Superintendent Colin Reeve, the senior investigating officer, denied that prominent
suspects would have received any special treatment.125 As already noted, Operation Circus
did not encounter any individuals of prominence in any event, so the issue remained
hypothetical.
43. Nonetheless, the accounts of Mr Groves and Mr Hoodless provide further evidence,
when taken with that of Lord Taverne and Mr Glen, Mr Sinclair and Mr Holmes, that at
least on occasions in the 1970s and 1980s the Metropolitan Police was inclined to show
deference towards prominent suspects in investigations into child sexual abuse.

D.5: Sir Cyril Smith, Special Branch and the South African
connection
44. The name of Cyril Smith arose again in the course of evidence we heard from Bryan
Collins and Paul Foulston, two other retired police officers. As there are some echoes
between the two accounts, we have considered them together.
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45. In 1976, Mr Foulston was a temporary detective constable in Thames Valley Police.126
As part of an investigation into a murder, Mr Foulston and his partner Sergeant Andy Vallis
(now deceased) were sent on 19 May 1976 to Feltham Borstal Institution to undertake a
‘trace, interview and eliminate’ action on an inmate.127 When they stopped in the car park
to review the background of the inmate, they were interrupted by two men in suits who
introduced themselves as Metropolitan Police Special Branch officers, showed warrant
cards, and advised Mr Foulston and Sergeant Vallis that interviewing the inmate “wasn’t in
the national interest”.128
46. Mr Foulston remembered the Special Branch officers’ manner as being officious, and
Sergeant Vallis becoming angry and saying words to the effect of “how dare they attempt to
interfere in the investigation of a murder as it clearly had precedence over any national interest”.129
He described the experience as “being treated as a couple of provincial police officers and
effectively being spoken down to”. Sergeant Vallis made it clear the interview would be carried
out but agreed that the questioning would be restricted to the murder only.130 Having agreed
to this, the Special Branch officers said the inmate might mention an unspecified public
figure and that no questions should be asked about that person.131
47. At the interview itself (which was attended by a more senior prison officer than usual),
it very quickly became clear that the inmate could be eliminated from the Thames Valley
officers’ enquiries because he had been in custody at the time of the murder.132 However, he
then launched “completely out of the blue” into a sexually explicit rant about a relationship he
had had with Cyril Smith. The inmate was around 16 or 17 years old, so far as Mr Foulston
could recall, and the relationship seemed to have ended just before he was taken into
custody. The boy did not complain about the relationship itself but about the fact that he
had been “dumped in favour of a younger boy”.133
48. Mr Foulston thought that Sergeant Vallis told their senior investigating officer and
others in the murder team about what had happened but their team was focussed on the
murder and nothing else was said or done about it.134
49. When Simon Danczuk MP made allegations about Cyril Smith in 2012, Mr Foulston
became aware that Cyril Smith’s brother, Norman Smith, had stated publicly that there was
no evidence to support them. This prompted Mr Foulston to take his account to Mr Danczuk,
and to appear on the Channel 4 Dispatches programme entitled ‘The Paedophile MP: How
Cyril Smith Got Away With It’, broadcast on 12 September 2013.135 He subsequently
spoke to Operation Clifton officers at Greater Manchester Police, who passed him on to
the IOPC.136
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50. The IOPC investigated Mr Foulston’s allegations137 but when they contacted the other
officers mentioned by Mr Foulston as being part of the murder investigation in 1976,
none of them could corroborate what he said.138 It was confirmed that Mr Foulston and
Sergeant Vallis interviewed a teenage boy (ciphered as WM-A12) at Feltham on 19 May
1976 but when spoken to he denied having any kind of conversation about Cyril Smith.
WM-A12 identified the prison officer who was present at the interview as John Bishop.139
The investigators tracked down Simon John Bishop, who was a governor at Feltham at
the relevant time and who remembered an inmate, who he thought was called ‘Foley’ but
matching WM-A12’s description, making complaints of abuse against Cyril Smith, which
Mr Bishop passed to the Ministry of Justice. However, Mr Bishop had no recollection of
being present at a police interview when Cyril Smith was mentioned.140
51. The police action sheet from 1976 confirms that Mr Foulston and Sergeant Vallis did
conduct an interview with WM-A12 on 19 May 1976 at Feltham. No other officers from the
murder team at the time provided any corroboration of Mr Foulston’s account, nor did the
action sheet mention the incident with Special Branch. However, Mr Foulston’s explanation
for this, namely that they were all wholly focussed on the murder investigation,141 is
plausible. WM-A12’s total denial is not likely to be accurate because it is contradicted by
Mr Bishop, albeit not definitively.
52. Mr Collins was a sergeant in the Obscene Publications Team of the Metropolitan Police
in the 1970s.142 In the course of his duties he went to visit a boy at Feltham, Andre Thorne,
who said that he was a ‘rent boy’ and had engaged in sexual activity with Cyril Smith and
another MP. He also made more wide-ranging allegations about orgies, pornographic films
and another boy being killed. Mr Collins passed on the information to his superior officers,
and he was made aware that the chief superintendent of C1, the main CID department,
would take over the matter.143
53. A few weeks later, after searching the police records and finding nothing relevant to
Cyril Smith, Mr Collins and his partner were waiting outside the chief superintendent of C1’s
office to speak about the case, and overheard an argument between him and a commander.
The chief superintendent said words to the effect of “But you can’t, because we’ve got him
bang to rights”. Mr Collins formed the impression that they were arguing about Cyril Smith.144
Following this, the chief superintendent called Mr Collins and his partner into his office
and showed them a red file which contained an allegation that Smith had indecently
assaulted a nine-year-old boy in Rochdale, but Mr Collins had nothing further to do with the
investigation after that point.145
54. On 18 May 1976, Mr Thorne withdrew his allegations against the other MP mentioned
to Mr Collins. On 21 May 1976 he produced an affidavit saying the allegations against
Cyril Smith were also lies.146 Two days later, Mr Thorne was the front-page story of the
Sunday People under the headline ‘I Lied About that Blue Film’.147 Finally, on 28 May 1976,
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Mr Thorne made a statement under caution in which he withdrew his allegations against
Smith. This information was collated in a file with the security classification ‘secret’, which
contains details of a C1 investigation into Mr Thorne’s allegations which was closed and
no further action taken following his statement and affidavit.148 One document in the file
relates to allegations made about Smith in Rochdale which were investigated by Lancashire
Constabulary in 1969 to 1970, and which the Inquiry explored in detail in its Rochdale
investigation.149
55. Andre Thorne is now deceased and is not the same person as WM-A12, and Mr Collins
knew nothing about Mr Foulston’s account.150 The two interviews at Feltham were distinct.
56. However, Andre Thorne’s story was a minor public scandal (involving a plot by the South
African Bureau of State Security (BOSS) to smear Liberal MPs who opposed apartheid151) at
precisely the time Mr Foulston went to see WM-A12.
57. As suggested on behalf of some complainant core participants,152 one explanation of
Mr Foulston’s contact with Special Branch officers on 19 May 1976 may be that the Special
Branch officers (who could have been properly involved in the Smith investigation as it
touched on issues of national security) mistakenly thought Mr Foulston and Sergeant Vallis
were coming to interview Mr Thorne and tried to warn them off in an unnecessarily heavyhanded way. This seems plausible. Even if WM-A12 was not the man with whom Special
Branch were concerned, he also had something to say about Cyril Smith. It is unclear
whether his allegations were true or not. He denies any involvement now. Similarly, it
remains unclear whether the allegations made by Mr Thorne were true or false. It may
be that they contained a kernel of truth but, due to an incentive to embellish his account
following offers of money from BOSS, he overplayed his hand and then had to withdraw
all the allegations. It could also be that there was no truth in any of it, but Mr Thorne heard
gossip about Cyril Smith from WM-A12 or others at Feltham and used it to lure BOSS into
offering him money.
58. We note that the Metropolitan Police and IOPC are exploring whether there are any
further lines of enquiry in Operations Conifer and Sycamore following Mr Foulston’s and
Mr Collins’ evidence to the Inquiry. As suggested on behalf of some complainant core
participants,153 the classified file on Andre Thorne might be published to dispel any doubts
or theories.154 Counsel to the Inquiry reviewed this file and did not consider its contents
clarified events.

D.6: Sir Cyril Smith and the Special Branch raid on the Bury
Messenger: Don Hale’s allegations
59. Don Hale is a journalist who has edited various local newspapers and has conducted
several high-profile miscarriage of justice campaigns. He has received a number of awards
for his journalism, including the OBE.
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60. Mr Hale has given a well-publicised account of an incident in 1984 when he says his
office was raided by Special Branch officers, who served (or at least purported to serve) a
‘D-Notice’ (an official request not to publish certain details of a story for reasons of national
security) on him. He said that they seized documents containing names of MPs said to
be sympathetic to the Paedophile Information Exchange (PIE), documents that Mr Hale
said had been given to him by Barbara Castle, then an MEP. Mr Hale also described Cyril
Smith visiting him at his office, threatening him, and demanding that he hand over the
same documents.
61. If what Mr Hale said is true, then it is an example of politicians and the police acting
to suppress allegations that, in one way or another, linked politicians of the time to child
sexual abuse. What he described was a sophisticated and well-organised cover-up, involving
physical violence and the misuse of power.
62. However, doubts have been raised about the credibility of Mr Hale’s evidence. An IOPC
investigation identified various inconsistencies in the different accounts that Mr Hale
has given over time. The Inquiry has investigated these matters, obtaining documentary
evidence from the IOPC and from Special Branch. We heard oral evidence both from
Mr Hale himself, who was carefully questioned over several hours by Counsel to the Inquiry,
and from Brigadier Geoffrey Dodds, the current Secretary of the D-Notice Committee.
63. The core elements of Mr Hale’s oral evidence to us may be summarised as follows.
63.1. Mr Hale was a professional footballer in his youth. Following his retirement
from football through injury he became a journalist, working first for BBC radio and
thereafter for a series of local newspapers.155 In 1984, Mr Hale was the acting editor of
the Bury Messenger, a free weekly newspaper with a circulation of around 60,000.156
63.2. He told us that he had first met Barbara Castle in the early 1970s, when he was a
footballer at Blackburn and she was an MP for a local constituency,157 and that when he
was at the Bury Messenger some years later (by which time she had left Parliament and
become an MEP) she used to pay regular visits to him in his office.158 Mr Hale had also
come across Cyril Smith, another local MP, in the course of his journalistic activities.159
63.3. Mr Hale described a six-to-eight-week period in 1984160 during which Mrs Castle
visited him several times at his office in Bury. The theme of these meetings was
Mrs Castle’s concern about organised support in Westminster for PIE. She told Mr Hale,
on his account, that PIE was receiving Home Office funding and that its journal Magpie
was distributed discreetly amongst MPs at Westminster by the MP Rhodes Boyson.161
During the course of these meetings, Mr Hale said, Mrs Castle gave him a substantial
amount of documentation – he described the total quantity as a “wedge”, perhaps
6–8 inches thick.162 Many of the documents, Mr Hale said, were minutes of a committee
of MPs and prominent people who were attempting to support the work of PIE, in
particular in lowering the age of consent. The documents also included, he told us, a
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list of 16 politicians who were not only PIE supporters but were themselves actively
involved in child sexual abuse.163 Mr Hale said that he kept the documents locked in his
bottom drawer.164
63.4. In preparation for publishing a story based on the documents, he telephoned
several of the politicians named as supporters of PIE in those documents. One of these
politicians was Jeremy Thorpe, the former leader of the Liberal Party, who Mr Hale
described as being “stunned” by his call.165
63.5. The next stage in the sequence of events that Mr Hale described to us was a
visit that he received in his office at the Bury Messenger from Cyril Smith. Mr Hale said
that this visit took place the day after his telephone call to Jeremy Thorpe, Smith’s
former Party leader. It was clearly Mr Hale’s understanding that his call to Mr Thorpe
had triggered the visit from Smith. He described Smith being “very, very aggressive”,
swearing at him, physically pushing him into his office and demanding that he hand over
the documents. Mr Hale refused even though he thought that Smith “was going to go
berserk”. After 5 or 10 minutes, Smith stormed off.166
63.6. A “day or two later”,167 Mr Hale said, three Special Branch officers in plain clothes
and 12 uniformed police officers came “charging” into his office at around 8:00am.
They showed him “a couple of screwed-up documents” which they said were a search
warrant and a D-Notice and demanded that he hand over the documents. He said that
he was “pushed and shoved” until he agreed to release the documents. The officers then
took the documents and left.168
63.7. Mr Hale said that he spoke to Barbara Castle on the telephone after the raid
and that she responded by saying words to the effect of “I thought that might happen”.
She told him, he said, that Special Branch had been following her. She thought she was
under surveillance.
64. If Mr Hale’s account is accurate, the events he describes must have involved corruption
and serious misconduct on the part of a number of politicians, police officers and other
public officials. In deciding how much weight we are able to place on his account, there are a
number of factors to consider.
65. There is very little independent evidence that either corroborates or undermines
Mr Hale’s account. Cyril Smith and Barbara Castle are both dead. There is no evidence from
anyone who witnessed the visits of either Cyril Smith or the Special Branch team to the
Bury Messenger. At an early stage Mr Hale suggested that a cleaner may have been present
at the time of the Special Branch raid, but he explained to us that he no longer thinks that
was the case,169 and we do not regard this as significant. Extensive searches of Special
Branch records have been conducted at the request of both the IOPC investigation and
this Inquiry;170 no documents have been found relating to the raid that Mr Hale describes.
That does not of course mean that it did not happen, only that there is no documentary
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evidence from this source supporting his account. Similarly, the evidence obtained both by
the IOPC investigation and by the Inquiry in the form of Brigadier Dodds’ statement and
oral evidence makes it clear that no D-Notice was or could have been issued in support of
the raid that Mr Hale describes or the confiscation of the documents. This does not mean
that Mr Hale was not shown a document by someone who falsely claimed that it was a
D-Notice.171 Finally, given the serious issues relating to his credibility (discussed in Part G),
we are not able to place any great weight on the evidence of Tom O’Carroll insofar as it
appears to undermine Mr Hale’s account.
66. The reliability or otherwise of Mr Hale’s evidence cannot therefore be determined
by reference to independent sources and we must consider the content of Mr Hale’s
own evidence.
66.1. There are several implausible elements to Mr Hale’s account. In certain key
respects Mr Hale’s story simply does not add up. It is extremely unlikely that, if
Mrs Castle had evidence of child sexual abuse and support for PIE at Westminster and
wished to expose it, she would have sought to do so by giving the documents to the
editor of a free newspaper in the North West with a small, local circulation. Even if, as
Mr Hale said, the large national newspapers had refused to take the story, there were
obvious and better alternatives, such as publication in Private Eye, or Mrs Castle simply
making a speech to publicise what she had discovered.
66.2. It also seems unlikely that Cyril Smith would have taken the considerable risk
of making such a public and violent demonstration inside Mr Hale’s office simply to
obtain documents that might embarrass Jeremy Thorpe. (Mr Hale was clear that the
documents did not name Cyril Smith.) Smith would have had no personal interest
in protecting Jeremy Thorpe – Baroness Brinton told us that the two men “cordially
loathed each other”.172 Nor would there have been any great political purpose served by
protecting him. Jeremy Thorpe had been publicly discredited by his trial several years
previously in 1979, and by 1984 it was eight years since he had been leader of the
Liberal Party and five years since he had ceased to be an MP.
66.3. Finally, if the documents did say what Mr Hale claimed and if the visit by Cyril
Smith and the Special Branch raid did take place, it is inconceivable that neither Mr Hale
nor Mrs Castle sought to bring these matters to public attention. Mrs Castle was a
veteran politician with great experience of challenging the establishment. Mr Hale was
an established journalist who went on to lead press campaigns including one that came
to national attention and won him industry awards. The raid, if it happened, was itself
evidence that there was substance in the concerns about Westminster child sexual
abuse and a cover-up that was the subject of public debate led by Geoffrey Dickens MP
and others in the mid-1980s. If it all happened in the way that Mr Hale described, it is
likely that he and probably also Mrs Castle would have been very vocal about it. One
way or another, they would have made certain that their story was told publicly. We
do not consider that either of them would have been deterred by what the simplest of
enquiries could have established was a false D-Notice. The fact that Mrs Castle appears
to have said nothing about these events before her death in 2002 and Mr Hale said
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nothing for some 30 years, and then only once other allegations had been made in the
wake of Jimmy Savile’s death, leads us to doubt whether the events did in fact take
place as Mr Hale described them.
66.4. We also have some related concerns arising from what Mr Hale can and cannot
remember, and the way in which he has given his account on occasions over recent
years. Mr Hale cannot remember a single name from the list of 16 politicians alleged
to be active child sexual abusers that he says was amongst the documents he received
from Mrs Castle. As Mr Hale acknowledged, this list was, potentially at least, journalistic
“dynamite”.173 The names must have loomed large in his mind as he read the documents
and considered how he should go about researching and publishing a story. As his oral
evidence to us demonstrates, there are many other detailed facts about these events
that he does recall. It is not credible that he cannot now remember any of the list of 16
names that he says he was given. It is also odd that in a July 2014 Daily Mail article174
devoted to relating Mr Hale’s account – for which, as he accepted, he was the source –
the Special Branch raid is described as taking place before the visit from Cyril Smith.
When asked about this discrepancy, Mr Hale said that it must have been a mistake made
by the journalist or the sub-editor.175 That is, of course, possible. It is also possible that
Mr Hale himself got the sequencing wrong when giving his account to the journalist,
and if that is right then this is a further example of a pattern of surprising features of the
way in which Mr Hale has given his account over time.
66.5. Mr Hale has told his story many times over recent years – to the police and IOPC
investigators on a number of occasions, to journalists and to this Inquiry. The various
accounts have become more detailed over time. Even when giving oral evidence to us,
some of the detail that he gave did not appear in any of his previous statements. This
included points of some significance, for example the fact that he had spoken to Leon
Brittan personally in seeking to research the documents that he had been given,176 and
Barbara Castle’s belief that she was under surveillance by Special Branch.177 Mr Hale
gave two explanations. One was that the police had deliberately omitted details from
his earlier statements. We do not accept this suggestion. We have seen no evidence
to support it and, when Mr Hale said that the final typed version of one statement had
changed considerably from the initial handwritten version, we obtained the original
handwritten document and saw that its content was in fact identical to the typed
version. The second explanation, which Mr Hale gave more than once, was that details
of these events had come back to him over the course of time and that even now he
was still remembering some fresh details.178 Given the length of time that has passed
since 1984, and the obvious risk that Mr Hale’s memory has been contaminated by
extraneous factors, the fact that his memories seem to have ‘developed’ in this way is a
reason, we think, to treat his entire account with a degree of caution.
66.6. During the hearing Mr Hale was asked about a statement from Northamptonshire
Police, which was to the effect that they had no record of interviewing him about an
incident involving Cyril Smith being stopped on the M1 motorway in the 1980s. Mr Hale
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was adamant that he had been interviewed about this incident and that the police
statement was therefore mistaken. It subsequently transpired that the police statement
was in error and that Mr Hale was right.179 This does not change our view set out above.
67. For all the reasons set out above, we cannot place weight on the evidence that Mr Hale
has given us. It may be that something along the lines of what he has described took place.
But given the lack of any corroborative evidence and the problems described with Mr Hale’s
own evidence, we are not able to make any positive finding in this regard.

D.7: Allegations connected to Elm Guest House
68. Elm Guest House was a hotel in Rocks Lane near Barnes Common in south-west
London. In the early 1980s it was run by husband and wife Haroon and Carole Kasir, and was
advertised as a gay guest house. In June 1982, Elm Guest House was raided by police.
69. Elm Guest House has featured in many well-publicised allegations of child sexual abuse.
It has been alleged that a host of politicians and other prominent individuals visited Elm
Guest House, and that children were abused at sex parties held there. Allegations have
also been made of possible misconduct on the part of the Metropolitan Police in the way
in which investigations into alleged events at Elm Guest House were conducted, and also
allegations that the results of those investigations were covered up. The allegations include
the suggestion that evidence relating to Leon Brittan’s presence at or involvement with Elm
Guest House was suppressed.
70. The Metropolitan Police and the IOPC180 have conducted a series of investigations into
allegations of police misconduct connected with Elm Guest House. The Inquiry has not
reinvestigated any of these matters, but Commander Neil Jerome, a senior Metropolitan
Police officer, described to us the investigations that had taken place and their outcome.181

The June 1982 raid and following investigations
71. Commander Jerome explained that Elm Guest House had first come to the notice of the
police towards the end of 1981, when an individual came into Richmond Police Station and
reported concerns about a 10-year-old boy at the premises. A police surveillance operation
was launched, which involved both external observations and also two undercover officers
entering Elm Guest House on a number of occasions purporting to be members of the public.
It seems that, whilst there was no direct evidence that the boy was being abused, the police
remained concerned about his safety.182 As a result, the police raided Elm Guest House on
the night of 19 June 1982. Twenty people were arrested, including Mr and Mrs Kasir, who
were subsequently convicted of running a disorderly house.183
72. There are four significant elements of the evidence that Commander Jerome gave
about the initial surveillance operation, the raid and its aftermath, bearing in mind the public
concern relating to Elm Guest House that had arisen in recent years.

Don Hale 8 March 2019 146/3-154/4
IPC000830
181
OHY006904
182
Neil Jerome 7 March 2019 151/2-152/5
183
Neil Jerome 7 March 2019 160/8-12
179

180

40

Police responses to allegations of Westminster child sexual abuse

72.1. The police investigation only identified evidence that a single child had been
sexually abused at Elm Guest House. That was the 10-year-old boy about whom
concerns had initially been expressed. The boy’s own account, together with a medical
examination, provided evidence that the boy had been the subject of extensive sexual
abuse.184 There was no evidence that any other children had been abused.185
72.2. Commander Jerome stated that “no individuals of prominence or … that could be
described as being well known” were either observed at Elm Guest House by the police
during the initial surveillance operation or found there on the night of the raid.186
72.3. There has been a detailed investigation into an allegation that when interviewed
on the night of the raid the 10-year-old boy referred to one of his abusers as “Uncle
Leon” who may have been a politician and came from “the big house”. This allegation
was made by Andrew Keir, a social worker who was present at the interview with the
boy on the night of the raid, his suggestion apparently being either that this detail was
deliberately omitted from the contemporaneous manuscript notes of the interview or
that it was removed when the typed version was subsequently prepared. The IOPC
investigation into this allegation was Operation Helena.187 In summary, Commander
Jerome informed us, having regard to some of the contemporaneous documentation,
the records of an earlier inquiry, and the evidence of the officers involved, the
investigation concluded that “there was no substance … at all” to the allegation that
Mr Keir had made.188
72.4. Commander Jerome also explained the IOPC Operation Yvonne, which
investigated allegations made by an individual who had been a 17-year-old masseur
at Elm Guest House at the time of the surveillance operation and raid in 1982.189 He
made a number of allegations, the most serious of which was that the undercover
policemen had sex with him prior to the raid, and that he was sexually abused whilst
in police custody following the raid. Commander Jerome explained the detail of the
investigation,190 the conclusion of which was that there was no evidence to support the
allegations that had been made.191

The ‘Elm Guest House List’
73. Commander Jerome also gave evidence about investigations that the police have
conducted into the so-called ‘Elm Guest House List’, which can be found on the internet. He
said it has “zero evidential value”.
“I don’t think it is clear as to the origin and who the author or authors of that list are, but
it’s certainly very clear that evidentially that list has no value, and how it’s been created is
certainly dubious.”192
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74. In giving his evidence Commander Jerome expressed doubts, on occasions serious
doubts, as to the reliability of the two individuals who have promoted the list, Chris Fay and
Mary Moss.
74.1. He said Mr Fay has a conviction for money laundering and had repeatedly failed
to provide the police with documentary evidence in support of the claims that he made
about famous people attending Elm Guest House.193 Commander Jerome also pointed
to significant inconsistencies and other difficulties with the evidence that Mr Fay had
given to an IOPC investigation named Operation Meryta, and suggested that these
matters were also relevant to his general credibility.194
74.2. Mary Moss published an ‘Elm Guest House list’ of prominent persons on the
internet in 2013. Commander Jerome stated that Ms Moss had refused to provide
police with documentation supporting her claims. He said that when the police obtained
a search warrant and searched her property they found a quantity of documents, the
provenance of which Commander Jerome described as “dubious”. Interviews were
conducted with all of those whose names appeared on the documents, but all those
interviewed denied ever having been to Elm Guest House.195
75. For the reasons set out above, we considered that it would be proportionate to hear
evidence about the Metropolitan Police and IOPC investigations into Elm Guest House
allegations. Commander Jerome’s conclusions were clear and forthrightly stated and should
do much to allay public concern relating to Elm Guest House.

D.8: Concerns raised by Peter McKelvie
76. Peter McKelvie, a child protection specialist and retired social services employee
and consultant, has raised concerns about child sexual abuse links to Westminster. Many
of his concerns focus on Peter Righton, a convicted child sexual abuser who, prior to his
conviction, held a senior position advising the government on childcare. The Inquiry received
a large volume of documentation from Mr McKelvie, including a written statement.196
He summarised his main concerns as follows:
“I consider that the Peter Righton case and the evidence uncovered by the police during
their investigations provided powerful evidence of a long-term and widespread paedophile
network. Based on the evidence obtained by the police and seen by me, it appears
clear that a number of the persons involved in the paedophile network were prominent
individuals. I consider that the evidence shows that there was a failure to properly or fully
investigate the full extent of the paedophile network.”197
77. Mr McKelvie has identified himself as “the source” of Tom Watson’s 2012 Parliamentary
question,198 in which Mr Watson alleged that there was “clear intelligence” of “a powerful
paedophile network linked to Parliament and No. 10”.199 However, in his witness statement,
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Mr McKelvie suggested that Mr Watson’s question was based on information provided
by “a number of sources”, 200 primarily two others, and that Mr McKelvie did not meet with
Mr Watson until after the question had been asked.201
78. The Daily Telegraph subsequently reported that Mr McKelvie had suggested that
Mr Watson acted prematurely in asking the question in Parliament, and that he “made
exaggerated claims about a ‘powerful paedophile network’ linked to Downing Street”.202
“I would never have wanted Tom Watson to do a PMQ as a tactic until he heard the whole
story. The only thing I wanted to say about politicians is every institution has abusers in it.
The more powerful people are, the more likely they are to get away with it. I never talked
about rings.”203
In his witness statement, Mr McKelvie claimed that The Daily Telegraph report had been
published without his approval and had misquoted him.204
79. Mr McKelvie also played a role in bringing to light the allegation of Timothy Hulbert that
the Home Office had funded PIE.205
80. Mr McKelvie’s concerns were the subject of an IOPC investigation known as Operation
Redrail 2. A draft closing report of Operation Redrail 2 was provided to the Inquiry.206
Mr McKelvie had concerns that Metropolitan Police investigations into Peter Righton had
not been conducted properly due to the interference of prominent individuals.207 Peter
Righton was investigated initially by West Mercia Police, but later by the Paedophile Unit of
the Obscene Publications Squad at New Scotland Yard as part of a broader police operation
known as Operation Clarence, which mainly investigated teachers, doctors and clergymen.
Operation Clarence ran for 10 years between 1988 and 1998 and is said in the Operation
Redrail 2 report to have resulted in 12 convictions, four cautions, seizure of indecent
material and valuable intelligence.208
81. The Operation Redrail 2 report records that Mr McKelvie stated that he did not have
any complaints but believed that certain links were not pursued sufficiently rigorously.209
He raised several separate areas of concern, which can be summarised as follows:
81.1. The Metropolitan Police had failed to investigate connections between a peer,
Lord Henniker (who died in 2004, and was never convicted of child sexual abuse210),
and three convicted child sexual abusers, Peter Righton, Charles Napier and Richard
Alston. Mr McKelvie believed that these individuals were involved in child sexual abuse
together and were protected from investigation by the establishment.211 Mr McKelvie
did not have any direct evidence but believed that there was enough circumstantial
evidence to require an investigation.212
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81.2. Despite being a convicted child sexual abuser, Mr Napier had obtained a teaching
post abroad with the British Council through his relationship with Lord Henniker, who
was Director General of the British Council.213 While working abroad in Cairo, Napier
also made use of or had been allowed to use the diplomatic bag to send or receive child
pornography, 214 which had not been investigated.
81.3. An individual who later became an MP knew about Napier’s abuse of children but
was not interviewed.215
81.4. Mr McKelvie had raised these concerns with the detective superintendent who
ran Operation Clarence, but was informed by him in 1993 that the investigation would
not be taken any further due to decisions made “from above”.216
82. Each of Mr McKelvie’s areas of concern was investigated, but none could be supported.
There was no information to corroborate Mr McKelvie’s concern that Lord Henniker,
Righton, Napier and Alston were abusing children together.217 Charles Napier did work
overseas with the British Council, but this was well after Lord Henniker had ceased to be its
Director General.218 No evidence was referred to in the Operation Redrail 2 report in relation
to Mr McKelvie’s concern that a person who later became an MP may have known about
Napier’s abuse of children. The report found that Napier did have use of the diplomatic
bag and it was possible that he may have used it to send indecent images of children; there
was no evidence either way. His authority to use the diplomatic bag was removed at the
same time that he was suspended from his teaching role, when it became known that he
was a risk.219
83. No evidence was found to suggest that Operation Clarence was closed prematurely.220
The detective superintendent was interviewed by Operation Winter Key officers and denied
that any outside influences had interfered with the investigation and that he had had the
reported conversation with Mr McKelvie.221 Individuals put forward by Mr McKelvie as
supporting his concerns did not provide that support.222 While Mr McKelvie believed that
Operation Clarence was stopped in 1993, the evidence shows that it finished in 1998.223
The IOPC, in its closing submissions, 224 identified Operation Clarence as an example of a
police investigation that in reality had been successful although it was believed to have been
closed inappropriately prematurely.
84. We received post-hearing submissions from Mr McKelvie, the Metropolitan Police and
the IOPC, which clarified a number of points.
84.1. In response to Mr McKelvie’s questions about the remit and extent of Operation
Clarence, the Metropolitan Police explained that Operation Clarence was an
intelligence-gathering exercise initially prompted by material found at Charles Napier’s
address. It began in 1988 and ran until 1998, and identified 17 suspects in all. Righton,
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Alston and Napier fell within Operation Clarence. Righton was a person of interest from
1992 and did not feature after 1994. There were also many other persons of interest to
Operation Clarence and its focus was not limited to Righton, Alston and Napier. Neither
the Operation Redrail 2 report nor Mr Mahaffey implied otherwise.
84.2. The Metropolitan Police further explained that several police forces were briefed
with intelligence from Operation Clarence. Relevant investigations were also carried out
by other police forces, notably, West Mercia Police and Gloucestershire Constabulary,
which included efforts to trace victims and witnesses. Useful documents were passed
to Operation Clarence. The Metropolitan Police also clarified that there is no reliable
evidence that an MP was at Napier’s home when boys were present. In addition, there is
no mention in the Operation Clarence file that a diplomatic bag was ever investigated by
the Obscene Publications Squad. Two officers have denied it, despite a press article that
suggested otherwise.
84.3. Mr McKelvie raised questions about the number and nature of the convictions
arising from Operation Clarence; in particular, whether any were for physical child
sexual abuse rather than possession of indecent images, and whether any were linked to
the intelligence gathered from Peter Righton’s home in 1992. The Metropolitan Police
provided some further information on the number of arrests and convictions, but noted
that there is no single database that collates the exact figures, and that further detailed
research would be needed to answer this point. Although the Operation Redrail 2 report
refers to 12 convictions and four cautions resulting from Operation Clarence, 225 the
Metropolitan Police have since told us that there were 14 convictions and two cautions.
It is unsatisfactory that neither the IOPC nor the Metropolitan Police could substantiate
what offences those convictions were for or to which cases they related.
84.4. Both the IOPC and the Metropolitan Police have acknowledged Mr McKelvie’s
proactive role in assisting police investigations. Mr McKelvie may have lacked
knowledge about the actions and investigations carried out by Operation Clarence
because he was not told about them. This may also have been because of inconsistent
press reporting. The Metropolitan Police Service, with the support of the IOPC, have
undertaken to offer to meet Mr McKelvie in order to assess whether his concerns have
been fully answered and whether any further action is required, including the reopening
of Operation Redrail 2, the opening of a new investigation or whether all matters have
been satisfactorily dealt with.
85. Mr McKelvie appears genuine in his concerns. However, he has not claimed to have
hard evidence to support them. A police investigation was conducted over a period of
10 years which resulted in convictions. Righton, Napier and Alston were all at one time or
another convicted of offences related to child sexual abuse. We have seen no evidence of
Lord Henniker being involved in child sexual abuse activities and no evidence that other
figures in the establishment were aware of the activities of Righton, Alston and Napier.
86. Mr McKelvie might have had more confidence in the police investigations in which he
assisted had the Metropolitan Police kept him better informed about their progress.
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E.1: Introduction
1. The Inquiry examined the way in which political parties and their leadership, in particular,
reacted to allegations of child sexual abuse made about persons within their own parties.
The purpose was to determine whether there had been a tendency to protect the party or
the political establishment more widely rather than take allegations of child sexual abuse
seriously or pass them on to the police.
2. We considered three examples of how political parties dealt with, and reacted to,
allegations about child sexual abuse. Two were from the 1970s and 1980s, and relate to the
Liberal Party (later the Liberal Democrats) and the Conservative Party. The third example
concerns the Green Party and was comparatively recent, having occurred in 2017–18.
We deal with this third example in Part J (Safeguarding).

E.2: The Liberal Party and Sir Cyril Smith
3. Baroness Brinton, the President of the Liberal Democrats, provided the Inquiry with
evidence about the structure and the organisation of the Liberal Party between the late
1960s and early 1990s.226 We were interested in its process of candidate selection and how
the Party dealt with allegations of child sexual abuse.

Selection as a Liberal Party candidate
4. Baroness Brinton told us that, from 1969 to 1988, the Liberal Party was “extremely
decentralised”.227 Local Liberal associations did not have to be affiliated to the national
party, so they could operate in isolation of it. She said that, in the 1970s, the selection of
a candidate contesting an election would be entirely in the hands of the local association.
The arrangements for a by-election were different in that, regardless of whether a candidate
had been selected to fight the seat at the next general election, a by-election required a
fresh selection process.228
5. Baroness Brinton said that a tripartite committee, whose role it was to decide whether to
contest the by-election, would be attended by representatives of the local party association,
the regional federation and the national head office, with each having one vote. The main
difference for fighting a winnable by-election was that “HQ staff would work with the Chief
Whip to ensure a strong candidate was nominated”.229 Baroness Brinton emphasised in her
oral evidence that the decision to select candidates was, with the exception of by-elections,
entirely in the hands of the local association.230 She confirmed that this is still true today and
that a by-election is very different, with high media coverage, local or national, and where
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the level of campaigning, particularly if it is a hotly fought seat, is likely to require a lot more
from a candidate. Baroness Brinton told us that, as a result, particularly in a winnable seat,
“HQ does have a hand”.231
6. While the Liberal Party may well have been decentralised during the period we are
considering, the fact is that the national party played a role in the selection of candidates for
a by-election. Indeed, Des Wilson, who gave evidence to us, and was President of the Liberal
Party between 1986 and 1987, told us that he was invited to fight the Hove by-election in
1973 during a personal call from David Steel, who was then the Liberal Party chief whip and
became Liberal Party leader in 1976. Des Wilson was not even a Liberal Party member at the
time.232 It demonstrates both the direct involvement of a senior figure in the national party
in identifying a strong candidate to fight a by-election and the informality of the process.
The selection process in Mr Wilson’s case involved an interview with a selection committee
and then tea with Lord Beaumont (then President of the Party), which took place halfway
through the Hove by-election because an interview at national level had been forgotten.233
Although he did not win the seat, Mr Wilson secured one of the largest swings in any
by‑election ever.234
7. Cyril Smith first came to prominence as a Rochdale local councillor, then Mayor and later
as MP for Rochdale from 1972 until his retirement in 1992. He was knighted in 1988 and
died in 2010.
8. It is likely that the selection of Cyril Smith as a candidate for the Rochdale by-election
in 1972, which took place only a year before Mr Wilson’s selection for Hove, was run
along similar informal lines with the Westminster Liberal Party’s direct involvement in,
and endorsement of, his selection as a strong candidate for what was a winnable seat in
Rochdale. While the Party might have thought there were advantages to an informal process,
it risked adopting a candidate whose conduct and character were wholly suspect, as was the
case with Smith.
9. Cyril Smith had been a Liberal Party member from 1945 to 1950 but then joined the
Labour Party and was a Labour councillor from 1950 to 1967. Baroness Brinton said that
the politics between the Liberal Party and the Labour Party at this time was “very tribal
… on both sides, and absolutely no love or caring to try to compromise at all … they hated
each other”.235
10. In 1969, Cyril Smith was investigated by Lancashire Constabulary over allegations that
he had sexually abused teenage boys at Cambridge House Hostel in Rochdale. When he
was interviewed by the investigating police officers on 24 January 1970, Smith told them
that he had to make a decision in three weeks’ time whether he was going to fight the next
parliamentary election as a Liberal candidate in Rochdale out of fairness to the Liberal Party
and so he was asking for a quick decision on whether he would be charged.236 On 19 March
1970, more than three weeks later, the Director of Public Prosecutions decided that Smith
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would not be charged. (We commented on aspects of this decision in our Cambridge House,
Knowl View and Rochdale investigation report.237) Smith was selected as the Prospective
Parliamentary Candidate (PPC) for Rochdale in 1970.
11. Michael Steed, the Liberal Party President between 1978 and 1979, visited Rochdale in
1966 and familiarised himself with the politics of the region and “the towering personality and
media impact of Cyril Smith”.238 Rochdale was regarded as a prime Liberal target. Mr Steed
knew Garth Pratt (a university student friend of his) who had been selected as the PPC
for Rochdale. Smith’s selection had the effect of displacing Mr Pratt as PPC. Mr Steed said
this was resented by many in the North-West who thought that a coup had been staged
centrally and believed that Jeremy Thorpe, the Liberal Party leader at the time, had “fixed
it”.239 However, Baroness Brinton did not think Jeremy Thorpe would have become involved
in Smith’s selection as PPC. Her view was that the local Party selected Smith over Mr Pratt
simply because he was seen as “a safer pair of hands”.240

The Liberal Party’s awareness of the allegations against Sir Cyril Smith
12. There are two key questions for us to consider. First, whether the Liberal Party in
Westminster was aware of the serious allegations made against Cyril Smith before his
selection as PPC in 1970 and his later reselection as the Liberal candidate for the Rochdale
by-election in 1972. Second, if the Liberal Party in Westminster was aware of it, what they
did or ought to have done about it.
13. Michael Meadowcroft, who was Chair of the Liberal Party’s Assembly between 1977
and 1981, recalled receiving an email from Garth Pratt’s widow, Jill, following Channel 4’s
Dispatches programme ‘The Paedophile MP: How Cyril Smith Got Away With It’, which aired
on 12 September 2013. In her email, Mrs Pratt told Mr Meadowcroft that Ted Wheeler, who
at the time was the Liberal Party’s chief agent, had visited Rochdale following Mr Pratt’s
deselection in 1970 in order to see whether Rochdale was winnable.241 She said she had
told Mr Wheeler about allegations regarding Smith’s activities and had mentioned to him
that there was a Baptist minister who had reported the allegations to Mr Pratt. Mr Wheeler
visited the minister, who gave him the names of boys who alleged they had been abused by
Smith. Mrs Pratt said:
“With hindsight, Ted must have been reporting to JJT [Thorpe] so ‘senior Liberals’ knew
well before he [Smith] became candidate.”242
Mr Meadowcroft passed the information on to Greater Manchester Police when they came
to speak to him about Cyril Smith in 2015. Mr Pratt died in 2007 and Mrs Pratt in 2015.243
14. In his response to a request from the Inquiry under Rule 9 of the Inquiry Rules
2006, 244 Mr Meadowcroft asserted that he had no personal knowledge of the Lancashire
Constabulary investigation into Cyril Smith or what the Liberal Party may have known about
it. He said, as he had told Channel 4’s Dispatches programme, that the Party in Westminster
were unaware of complaints or allegations coming from sources in Rochdale. He had heard
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occasional comments that Smith liked boys but they were non-specific and he thought
symptomatic of the unpleasant gossip that permeated Westminster, much of which never
amounted to anything substantial, which had been the case in relation to Smith at the
time.245 He did not elaborate on when he had heard these comments.
15. Michael Steed did not recall anyone saying a word about Cyril Smith’s personal sexual
behaviour or his “smacking of delinquent boys when any evidence at that time relevant to his
unsuitability to be a Liberal PPC could so easily have helped save Garth Pratt’s candidature”.246
16. Baroness Brinton told us that John Spiller, Cyril Smith’s election agent for the 1972
by-election, was contacted early in the by-election campaign by the editor of the Rochdale
Alternative Paper who made the allegations about Smith which emerged later. Mr Spiller
considered that these were wild allegations of the sort not uncommon in by-elections in
those days, especially when a candidate had defected from another party. Mr Spiller said he
had told the editor that if he had evidence he should pass it to the police but heard no more
and thought no more of it.247
17. Philip Goldenberg, a member of the Liberal Party National Executive Committee and
Candidates Committee from 1975, recalled some allegations (but not what they were)
coming into the public domain in the mid-1970s. Mr Goldenberg believed this was in 1976
when Cyril Smith was chief whip. The allegations had been published in the Evening Standard
and Smith instructed solicitors to deal with the matter on his behalf.248 In light of all the
evidence seen by the Inquiry, it is highly probable that the allegations Mr Goldenberg heard
related to Smith’s sexual impropriety with children.
18. Des Wilson withdrew into other career activities from the mid-1970s to 1982 but
resumed active involvement with the Liberal Party in 1982, later being elected its President.
Mr Wilson had read the Private Eye article in 1979 about Cyril Smith but was not involved
in the Party at the time.249 He told us that he believed the stories.250 Occasionally he would
hear references to ‘Spanker Smith’ from Party members but could not recollect specific
instances.251
19. Lord Steel told us that he had not been aware of anyone in the Liberal Party who knew
of allegations of sexual assault of teenage boys by Cyril Smith in 1969–70 at the time Smith
was selected as a PPC. He said he had not heard of any allegations of child sexual abuse
being made against Smith and he was unaware of the Lancashire Constabulary investigation
or that papers had gone to the Director of Public Prosecutions.252
20. Dominic Carman, son of the late George Carman QC, recounting his father’s defence in
the Thorpe trial in May–June 1979 and the Rochdale Alternative Paper and Private Eye articles
in the same year containing allegations of child sexual abuse by Smith, 253 said that his father
had known about Smith’s alleged abuse of boys for years and that 1979 was not the first
time he had become aware of the allegations.254
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21. Sir David Trippier was the Conservative candidate for Rochdale in the 1972 by‑election.
He confirmed that it was widely known among all political parties competing in the byelection that there had been some allegations of a sexual nature involving Cyril Smith and
boys.255 He had understood that there had been a police investigation and they had decided
to take no further action. In light of that, he said the subject was taboo and the view was
taken that using it would incur legal action for slander and for that reason no one used it.
22. Baroness Brinton concluded that most of the people they had contacted had clear
memories of issues involving Jeremy Thorpe taking up Liberal Party time in the 1970s but
had no memory of any allegations about Cyril Smith prior to the Private Eye article in 1979.256
23. The idea that the Liberal Party in Westminster knew nothing about the allegations
concerning Cyril Smith at or after the time he was selected as PPC for Rochdale is highly
unlikely. If, as we accept, Mrs Pratt told Mr Wheeler about the allegations, it is highly
improbable he would not have shared the information with other senior Liberal politicians
in Westminster, including Jeremy Thorpe, just as Mrs Pratt surmised he had. Indeed,
Mr Meadowcroft himself recalled hearing comments about Smith liking boys but dismissed
it as Westminster gossip, although he was non-specific about when he heard them.
Mr Goldenberg heard allegations in 1976 – when Smith was chief whip – which were serious
enough for Smith to engage solicitors, yet Mr Goldenberg was unable to recall what the
allegations were, and the late George Carman QC had been aware of the alleged abuse of
boys by Smith before the Thorpe trial in 1979.
24. The evidence we have heard makes it clear that Cyril Smith’s reselection for the
Rochdale by-election was likely to have been directed centrally at Westminster. If, as is
highly likely, the Liberal Party knew about the allegations, they did nothing about them.
25. Mr Wheeler is now deceased. Whatever he did with the information, it did not prevent
Cyril Smith standing for the Liberals at the Rochdale by-election in 1972. This allowed a
man accused of crimes of sexual abuse of vulnerable children to enter the Westminster
Parliament, where he was to cement his power further and where he remained as an MP for
two decades until 1992.
26. If there were such rumours about Cyril Smith, no political capital was made of them by
his rivals. It is unclear whether the Labour Party knew of the rumours but took a deliberate
decision not to deploy them during the campaign in the Rochdale by-election or did not
know about them. We have seen an election leaflet for the 1970 general election which was
all about Smith, rather than the Liberal Party, boasting of his working-class background and
his good works for youth and poor children.257 Yet the incumbent Labour Party in Rochdale,
who were the main opposition party, made nothing of the allegations as part of their
campaign to hold the seat. Baroness Brinton, who told us of the hatred between the two
parties, could not explain why Labour made no use of it.258
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27. In our Cambridge House, Knowl View and Rochdale investigation, we found there was
no evidence of a pact between Labour and the Liberal Party at a local level in Rochdale.259
We have heard nothing during the Westminster investigation to suggest there was any such
pact at Westminster either.

The Liberal Party’s response to the allegations about Sir Cyril Smith
The procedures
28. Michael Steed could not say what action would have been taken in response to an
allegation of child sexual abuse on the part of a prominent member of the Liberal Party,
and he doubted anyone else from the period could do so.260 He also was unable to say how
misconduct by members of the Liberal Party was dealt with in the 1970s.
29. Baroness Brinton told us that, since the merger of the Liberal Party and the Social
Democratic Party (SDP) in 1988, there were more formal procedures and rules to deal
with misconduct. Prior to 1992, there were no established procedures. Complaints would
be handled by the local party association, which could take whatever action they felt
appropriate. If key officers were involved, the state or regional party in the case of England
would deal with it. Complaints “very rarely got to HQ”. Baroness Brinton explained that, unlike
now, at that time HQ would never have been aware of complaints or about the disciplinary
process as it would have been handled at local level.261
30. She also told us that, as cases started to surface, the Liberal Party rethought its
approach to safeguarding rather than simply saying ‘you must go to the police’. In 2013 the
Party created the post of pastoral care officer to provide support for complainants and for
staff, and to act as a first point of contact for complainants. We were told the system was
brought into being, in part, as a result of the Cyril Smith allegations which emerged in 2012
and, in part, due to a review by Helena Morrissey into the Party’s disciplinary procedures
regarding sexual harassment. Lord MacDonald, the former Director of Public Prosecutions,
was also asked to review the Party’s disciplinary processes in 2017.262
31. Baroness Brinton said that Lord MacDonald was a Liberal Party member and was not
independent but held no office with the Party. However, the Party had not had their policies
and procedures independently reviewed. She also confirmed that at no time was anyone
commissioned to look at the handling of the Cyril Smith allegations.263
32. Des Wilson, who had been on the inside and the outside of the Liberal Party at different
times between 1973 and 1992, was asked what ought to have been the Party’s response to
the allegations in Private Eye. He was in no doubt that Cyril Smith should have been called in
by the leader and the Chief Whip and given a “real going over”, and they should have set up
an internal inquiry. His understanding had been that Smith had met David Steel, that Smith
had said the police had taken no action and it was all in the past, and David Steel decided
to leave it there. Mr Wilson said it was incredible that the Party did not look into it properly
immediately.264 Mr Wilson found extraordinary Michael Steed’s response to the Private Eye
article that the story was no more “than the stories one heard in those days”. He did not agree
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with Mr Steed’s view that the story was “politically embarrassing (just like Cyril’s known view
on corporal punishment), but not as potentially embarrassing as what he might do when capital
punishment came before the 1979 parliament”.265
33. In April 2014, the Mail Online asked Mr Wilson to review Simon Danczuk’s book Smile
for the Camera.266 In asking whether there had been a deliberate, cynical cover-up by the
leadership, Mr Wilson commented that he was “a believer in the cock-up theory of politics
rather than the conspiracy one”, 267 and he posed two questions:
“(1) Should Smith be confronted with the rumours? I doubt anyone had the appetite for
that. Personally, it was a frightening prospect.
(2) Should there be a formal inquiry? Coming so soon after the Jeremy Thorpe scandal,
politically it was potentially catastrophic.”268
Mr Wilson continued:
“I think they got the biggest spade they could find, dug the biggest hole in the sand they
could manage, and buried their collective heads in it, hoping the rumours were unfounded
or that it would all go away. In other words, it was cowardice rather than conspiracy.”269
34. He expected there to have been a confrontation or a formal inquiry as there had been
in the case of Jeremy Thorpe. But David Steel, the Party leader at the time, did not like
confrontation; cowardice was, said Mr Wilson, an element of “cock-up”.270 He added:
“as Liberal leader, [David Steel] hated confrontation; that’s why he didn’t want to hear
about the nocturnal behaviour of some of those round that table … And herein lies part of
the answer to the question: ‘Why was Smith not questioned about the rumours beginning
to emerge from his political fortress of Rochdale, rumours that at the time were publicly
referred to in Private Eye?’ Apart from the fact no one would have had the courage to
confront the Rochdale bully, a significant number of the wider parliamentary party had a
guilty secret of one sort or another. They had no desire for questions to be raised about
what MPs did in their ample spare time.”271
By “guilty secret”, he did not mean “child abuse or activity of that sort”. It might, he said,
be drinking too much. Mr Wilson was making the point that quite a few MPs engaged
in extracurricular activity in their lives which they would not want exposed to public
discussion.272 He was also asked to explain what he meant when he wrote in the Mail Online
review “Smith was protected as much by the culture within the parliamentary party as Savile was
by the culture within the BBC”.273 He told us he was talking about a culture of self-interest,
adding that, in David Steel’s case, he had seen Cyril Smith but nothing had emerged from it,
some other MPs had not even read the Private Eye article and no inquiry was set up.274
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35. Mr Wilson said that the allegations in Private Eye should have been addressed
definitively at the time but no one felt the need to push it, either because they did not know
about it, they had missed it completely or because they simply did not want to start stirring
things up. It was, he said, amazing that the parliamentary Liberal Party failed to act but he
could not explain why they failed to do so. There was a clear distinction to be made between
criminal allegations and other activities such as drinking too much or extra-marital affairs.
Mr Wilson would have expected criminal allegations of the kind made about Cyril Smith to
have been treated “with the utmost seriousness”.275 Mr Wilson’s description painted a picture
of a chaotic and dysfunctional party at that time.
36. David Steel (Lord Steel of Aikwood as he is today) was Liberal Party leader between
1976 and 1988 and leader of the Liberal Democrats between March and July 1988, as well
as chief whip between 1970 and 1975–76.276
37. In Lord Steel’s witness statement to the Inquiry, 277 he said he had read the report
published by Private Eye which contained allegations about Cyril Smith and he tackled him
about it. Smith had said that the story was correct – that he had been investigated by the
police at the time and that no further action had been taken. Lord Steel added that he had
taken no further action because the report referred to events before Smith was even a
member of the Liberal Party but it seemed to him that Smith had “possibly exceeded his role as
a local Labour Councillor in the place for which he had some responsibility”.278 He said the matter
had been fully investigated and there was nothing more for him to do.
38. In the course of Lord Steel’s oral evidence to the Inquiry, parts of the Private Eye article
were read to him. Those parts were allegations of the spanking of boys’ bare bottoms and
the fondling of a boy’s testicles during a fake medical examination. Lord Steel was asked
whether he accepted that the allegations were not limited to the spanking of bare bottoms
but included allegations which were far more serious. Lord Steel’s response was “Well,
I accepted the article as presumably correct, which is why I questioned Cyril Smith about it”.279
39. Lord Steel said he knew that the allegations were old and had arisen before Cyril
Smith had become an MP and before he had even become a member of the Liberal Party,
that he had gone on to become Mayor of Rochdale, received an MBE for services to local
government, then joined the Liberal Party and had been elected as an MP with increasing
majorities four times, adding:
“So I saw no reason, or no locus, to go back to something that had happened during his
time as a councillor in Rochdale.”280
It is therefore unclear why Lord Steel tackled Smith about the allegations, if he was not
going to do anything about it. His answer was he was concerned, having read the Private Eye
report, it seemed the natural thing to do and his concern was that the allegations might be
true. He said he did not know at the time that the investigation had come to nothing, and he
did not recall any mention of the Director of Public Prosecutions during the conversation.
He raised it with Smith as he thought it “only right” he did so.281
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40. He was asked what he had meant by saying in his witness statement that it had seemed
to him that Cyril Smith had “possibly exceeded his role as a local Labour Councillor in the place
for which he had some responsibility”.282 Lord Steel told us Smith had claimed to have some
supervisory role in the hostel which entitled him to do these things but Lord Steel said
he had disagreed. The impression Smith had given him was that his supervisory role had
permitted him to perform medical inspections.283
41. Counsel to the Inquiry then asked Lord Steel whether he had come away from the
meeting not knowing if Cyril Smith had in fact “committed these offences”. Lord Steel’s
response was both forthright and immediate:
“Well, I assumed he had because he said the account was correct. Why would he have
been investigated if he hadn’t done something that was possibly wrong?”284
In light of that answer, Lord Steel was asked whether, from what Smith had said to him,
he had understood that Smith had actually committed the offences. Lord Steel provided
an unequivocal answer: “I assumed that”.285 He was asked, therefore, whether that did not
provide more reason for Lord Steel to hold some form of inquiry, to which he responded,
“No, because it was, as I say, before he was an MP, before he was even a member of my party.
It had nothing to do with me.”286
42. We disagree. It had everything to do with Lord Steel as leader of the Liberal Party for
which Cyril Smith was Rochdale’s MP in 1979. The mere fact that the offences were not
recent and were committed before Smith became an MP or before he was a member of the
Liberal Party was an irrelevance and did not begin to relieve Lord Steel of a responsibility
as Party leader to inquire further. Indeed, as Des Wilson told us, there had been a formal
inquiry into Jeremy Thorpe and there should have been one into Smith.287 Lord Steel
considered that the Thorpe scandal was current and Smith’s was not, so a formal inquiry
was justified in Jeremy Thorpe’s case but not in Smith’s.288 That overlooked the fact that
Lord Steel had assumed Smith had committed the offences. Because of that response,
Lord Steel was asked how he could have any confidence that Smith was not continuing
to sexually abuse children on his watch. Lord Steel’s response to this was to say Smith
was no longer involved with the children’s home as it had closed down and he said he had
no suspicion or reason to think he could have had access to children by other means.289
However, as Lord Steel admitted, he had never heard of Knowl View School (a residential
school for vulnerable boys in Rochdale, with which Smith had a longstanding connection;
Smith was the subject of further allegations of serious sexual offences against boys
resident there290).
43. Counsel suggested to Lord Steel that Cyril Smith could still have been offending against
children. His response was:
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“I have to admit that never occurred to me and I’m not sure it would occur to me
even today”.291
This answer demonstrated a failure to accept the seriousness of what he had been told
by Smith. In his answer, there was no suggestion he would act any differently today
or recognition that his inaction had been completely misguided. However, in recent
correspondence with the Inquiry, it was said on behalf of Lord Steel that:
“With hindsight, and with the insight of observing abuse cases reported in recent years,
Lord Steel accepts that he would have acted differently now, and is sorry that he did not
do so then.”
44. Lord Steel was referred next in his evidence to the first Rochdale Alternative Paper article
published in May 1979, in which there appeared a quotation attributed to Lord Steel’s press
office of 22 April 1979 which reads “It’s not a very friendly gesture publishing that. All he
seems to have done is spanked a few bare bottoms.”292 Lord Steel told us that he had no press
officer so it may have been the Party press officer who said this but he did not know, and
he said this statement had never been brought to his attention.293 It is unclear if Lord Steel
was personally responsible for the press statement quoted by the Rochdale Alternative
Paper in May 1979 but what is clear is that someone within the Liberal Party was aware of
these serious allegations in April 1979 during the run-up to the May elections. As Slater &
Gordon for the complainant core participants argue in their written closing submissions, the
content and the date of the press statement confirm institutional knowledge on the part of
the Liberal Party at Westminster of the allegations against Cyril Smith before the Rochdale
Alternative Paper article was published which is at odds with Lord Steel’s claims that he only
found out about the allegations for the first time when he read the Private Eye article.294
In light of the fact the Liberal Party press office made this press statement before any
allegations about Smith were published, we do not understand why they were not brought to
the attention of the party leader. Lord Steel told us he was likely to have been campaigning
in Scotland due to the May 1979 election and nowhere near party headquarters.295 That
would not have prevented him being told about the allegations.
45. These allegations emerged at the time Jeremy Thorpe was being tried in court for
conspiracy to murder. Lord Steel told us that he saw no connection between the two
things. He dismissed the idea that the Liberal Party’s inaction regarding Cyril Smith was to
avoid another scandal at the same time as that of Jeremy Thorpe.296
46. Lord Steel denied hiding his head in the sand rather than getting involved in a nasty
confrontation. He told us that he tended his whole political life to be more in favour of
seeking compromise rather than confrontation.297
47. The Liberal Party’s inaction, in light of its understanding of the serious nature of
the allegations being made about Cyril Smith as revealed by the statement made to the
Rochdale Alternative Paper on 22 April 1979, and Lord Steel’s personal inaction, given his
understanding from Smith that the allegations were true, is inexplicable unless it was borne
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of a fear of more scandal at a time when the Party could not afford it. We do not accept
Lord Steel’s reasons for doing nothing, ie that he had “no locus” as it was all in the past
when Smith was not an MP or a Liberal Party member. It ignored the fact that Lord Steel
was uniquely in possession of an account from Smith of having committed acts of abuse.
It ignored also the obvious risk that Smith was potentially a continuing danger to children.
For all Lord Steel knew, Smith was continuing to offend against children.
48. Lord Steel, as leader of the Liberal Party, and the Party at Westminster, had a
responsibility to inquire into the allegations and the risk that Cyril Smith posed to children as
a powerful Westminster MP.
49. Later, Lord Steel recommended Cyril Smith for a knighthood without confronting him
to ask if he was still committing offences against boys. Lord Steel said he had no reason
to.298 We disagree. He had every reason to do so. He assumed from his conversation with
him in 1979 that Smith had committed criminal offences involving child sexual abuse.
The Political Honours Scrutiny Committee, which considered the 1970 police investigation
and the various press articles, concluded it was open to the Prime Minister to recommend
Smith for a knighthood. There was little further investigation into the allegations against him
by the committee.299 Had Lord Steel’s assumption that Smith had committed the offences
been communicated to the committee, they may well have come to a different view about
whether the Prime Minister should recommend Smith for a knighthood. In Part I of this
report (Honours System), we consider other aspects of the granting of Smith’s knighthood.
50. Lord Steel should have provided leadership. Instead, he abdicated his responsibility.
He looked at Cyril Smith not through the lens of child protection but through the lens
of political expediency. As suggested in the written closing submissions on behalf of
the complainant core participants, when attending the Inquiry, far from recognising the
consequences of his inaction, Lord Steel was completely unrepentant.300
51. We agree with Des Wilson regarding Lord Steel and the Liberal Party:
“I think they got the biggest spade they could find, dug the biggest hole in the sand they
could manage, and buried their collective heads in it, hoping the rumours were unfounded
or that it would all go away. In other words, it was cowardice rather than conspiracy.”301
52. On 14 March 2019, the day following Lord Steel’s evidence, the Liberal Democrats
issued a statement saying:
“Following the evidence concerning Cyril Smith given by Lord Steel to the Independent
Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse on 13th March 2019 the office bearers of the Scottish
Liberal Democrats have met and agreed that an investigation is needed. The party
membership of Lord Steel has been suspended pending the outcome of that investigation.
That work will now commence. It is important that everyone in the party, and in wider
society, understands the importance of vigilance and safeguarding to protect people
from abuse, and that everyone has confidence in the seriousness with which we take it.
We appreciate the difficult work that the Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse is
doing on behalf of the victims and survivors of abuse, and the country as a whole.”302
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53. The Guardian newspaper reported that Lord Steel sought to defend his decision not to
investigate Cyril Smith, complaining that the media had generated “sensationalist headlines”.
The newspaper quoted him as saying “It is unfortunate that some sections of the media have
chosen to extract certain passages of evidence and present them without the full context.”303
54. On the evening of 14 March 2019, Lord Steel sent the Inquiry an email,304 suggesting
that he could be recalled to give evidence. He registered his surprise that he had not been
sent the Inquiry’s Cambridge House, Knowl View and Rochdale investigation report (which
Inquiry staff had emailed him after his evidence on 13 March 2019), of which he said he had
previously been unaware. In the email, Lord Steel also claimed to have had difficulty hearing
questions and said he “did not pick up Counsel’s use of the word ‘confess’” in some of the
questions. He said what Cyril Smith had admitted to him was that he had been investigated
by the police and no action had been taken. It was wrong to say that Smith had “confessed”
to the alleged abuse.
55. On 19 March 2019, the Solicitor to the Inquiry responded to Lord Steel’s email,
answering his points, and asked him to copy the letter to the Liberal Democrats “in the
event you seek to explain your evidence to the Inquiry during the course of its disciplinary
investigation”.305 The Inquiry did not hear from the Scottish Liberal Democrats. On 14 May
2019, Lord Steel’s suspension was lifted. Scottish Liberal Democrat leader Willie Rennie MSP
was reported as saying the executive had:
“determined, after careful consideration, that there are no grounds for action against
David Steel. We take the issue of vigilance and safeguarding incredibly seriously, so it was
important to investigate following the evidence that David Steel gave to the independent
public inquiry. In part because of a hearing difficulty and a lack of precision in providing
some answers it was necessary to seek further information from him for clarification.
The clarifications that David Steel has provided to us state clearly that Cyril Smith did not
confess to any criminality which is why he took no further action at the time.”306
56. On 16 May 2019, Sir Vince Cable, then leader of the Westminster Liberal Democrats,
denied that the inquiry into Lord Steel was a whitewash:
“He had made some comments at the child abuse inquiry that weren’t clear, so there was
a detailed inquiry by the Scottish party – as he’s a member of the Scottish party – and
there was nothing ultimately to answer.”307
57. As is plain from Lord Steel’s evidence to the Inquiry, it was Lord Steel who volunteered
that he had “assumed” from what he was told – that is, he accepted as true – that Cyril Smith
had committed the offences. The word “confess” (and derivations of it) was used several
times in the course of questioning without demur from Lord Steel. The only time he raised
an objection was to Counsel’s use of the word “guilty” but that was only because no action
was taken against Smith.308
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58. Lord Steel had every opportunity to correct or clarify his evidence to this Inquiry if
it lacked clarity, or was misunderstood or misrepresented. He did not do so at that time.
He also had every opportunity to say if he was struggling to hear or understand the
questions. As the video recording309 and the transcript of Lord Steel’s evidence show,
there was only a single occasion when Lord Steel said he could not hear a question
but that question had nothing to do with Smith’s account to him.310 For the rest of
his evidence, Lord Steel answered the questions immediately and without seeking or
providing clarification.
59. In our view, on a fair and complete reading of the whole of his evidence to the Inquiry,
it is clear that Lord Steel assumed from what Cyril Smith told him that he had committed the
offences which Private Eye had reported, yet he did nothing about it.
60. Regarding Lord Steel’s claim that he was unaware of the Cambridge House, Knowl
View and Rochdale investigation report (published in April 2018311), the Inquiry held three
weeks of hearings in October 2017 including allegations about Cyril Smith. This was highly
publicised. In the course of his evidence, Lord Steel was asked about an interview he gave to
BBC’s Newsnight on 4 June 2018,312 during which Lord Steel described the allegations against
Smith as “scurrilous hearsay”. He advised the interviewer that care should be taken, adding
“we are waiting for the final outcome of the Inquiry … we have to wait till the Inquiry has finished
its work”, and that he did not think it right to say Smith was guilty just because of “tittletattle”. Lord Steel told us that in using the terms “scurrilous hearsay” and “tittle-tattle” he did
not have in mind the fact that “Cyril Smith had confessed” to him in 1979 but allegations
featuring in the Danczuk book Smile for the Camera.313
61. In evidence, Lord Steel said he could not recall if he was aware of the Inquiry at the time
of the Newsnight interview in June 2018.314 In our view, he did know about this Inquiry and
was well aware that part of it related to Cyril Smith and Rochdale. Lord Steel also told us that
he had never read the Inquiry’s Cambridge House, Knowl View and Rochdale investigation
report.315 The report details the compelling accounts of several complainants about the
abuse they alleged they had suffered at the hands of Smith. Lord Steel says he remained
ignorant of it when he came to give evidence to the Inquiry.

The decision of the Director of Public Prosecutions on the 1969–70 investigation
62. Our Cambridge House, Knowl View and Rochdale investigation dealt with the decisionmaking of the Director of Public Prosecutions on the 1969–70 police investigation. In the
report following our investigation we commented on the cursory nature of the analysis and
the speed with which the case was dispatched and Cyril Smith told of the outcome.316
63. Lord Jopling gave evidence to the Inquiry on 15 March 2019. He was an MP between
1964 and 1997. He was a junior whip in the Heath government in the early 1970s, he was
chief whip between 1979 and 1983, and was thereafter Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries
and Food. In 1997 he was made a life peer.317
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64. Lord Jopling provided the Inquiry with a second witness statement on 12 March 2019,318
the day before Lord Steel gave evidence. In it, Lord Jopling recalled some 50 years previously
a private conversation with John Cobb QC (later Sir John Cobb), who told him in an informal
capacity that he had been asked by the police or the Director of Public Prosecutions “to
look at papers regarding child abuse allegations against Cyril Smith”. Lord Jopling said that John
Cobb QC had told him that, after going through all the papers, he had advised the police
or the Director of Public Prosecutions that he did not think there was evidence sufficiently
strong to get a conviction.
65. Lord Jopling added that he heard a few years ago that Lord Steel was being criticised
about a potential cover-up of evidence against Cyril Smith. He told Lord Steel informally
about his conversation with John Cobb QC and believed that Lord Steel had subsequently
referred publicly to the conversation without naming him. Lord Steel was asked if he had any
recollection of the conversation with Lord Jopling. He said he did remember it but said he
could not recall referring to the matter publicly.319
66. Lord Jopling was sure he had not confused the conversation with something else
or another case.320 We reported in the Cambridge House, Knowl View and Rochdale
investigation that, on Friday 13 March 1970, the Lancashire Constabulary file (comprising
over 80 pages of material) was sent to the Director of Public Prosecutions. It was received
on Monday 16 March 1970, and the Director of Public Prosecutions provided his advice
by letter dated Thursday 19 March 1970. This timeline allowed for a total of three working
days for the papers to be read and advice produced.321 There was no reference to any
advice in writing or otherwise from counsel in any of the material we saw during that
investigation. If the Director of Public Prosecutions had sought Leading Counsel’s advice,
we consider it highly unlikely that there should have been no reference to it in the decision
letter the Director of Public Prosecutions sent to the police. Indeed, in the pre-digital age
when everything was done on paper, there was a very short time for counsel to receive the
papers, which were not insubstantial, and advise the Director of Public Prosecutions on them
(whether in writing or verbally) in order for the Director of Public Prosecutions to revert to
the police within three working days with a decision.
67. It has been suggested on behalf of the complainant core participants322 that an opinion
could not have been obtained from Leading Counsel in that very short window, so that the
conversation Lord Jopling had with John Cobb QC cannot have been about the Lancashire
investigation. They suggest this raises the concern that there may have been a separate
police investigation on which the Director of Public Prosecutions sought counsel’s opinion
but it was not this one. This is nothing but a speculative possibility with no evidence
to support it and we reject it. If the advice was sought not by the Director of Public
Prosecutions but by the police then there would have been ample time for John Cobb QC
to have considered the papers. However, this possibility raises a further issue. If Lancashire
Constabulary sought the advice, why did they make no mention of it in the papers they
submitted to the Director of Public Prosecutions? In the absence of any evidence to assist
resolution of the issue, it would be wrong to speculate about it.
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68. Whether or not advice was sought by the police or the Director of Public Prosecutions
from John Cobb QC, we saw no mention of any advice from counsel in all the material that
was placed before us in the course of the Cambridge House, Knowl View and Rochdale
investigation. Whether the Director of Public Prosecutions received any independent
advice before making the decision we cannot determine now. Gregor McGill, Director of
Legal Services at the Crown Prosecution Service, who gave evidence in the Cambridge
House, Knowl View and Rochdale investigation about the decision of the Director of Public
Prosecutions in the case of Cyril Smith, was asked about Lord Jopling’s evidence. He was
unable to say from what he had read whether counsel had been instructed by the police or
the Director of Public Prosecutions. He said he had seen nothing to suggest counsel had
been instructed.323
69. If the Director of Public Prosecutions did receive independent advice on the Lancashire
case from Leading Counsel, then direct reference to that fact in the Director of Public
Prosecutions’ decision letter might have firmly established that his decision had not been
the subject of improper influence. All we were able to say in the Cambridge House, Knowl
View and Rochdale investigation report was that, on the material we had seen, it would be
no more than speculation to say there had been improper influence by those interested
in the matter.324

E.3: The Conservative Party and Sir Peter Morrison
70. Sir Peter Morrison was the Conservative MP for the City of Chester between 1974
and 1992.
71. Peter Morrison held several senior roles in government and in the Conservative Party.
Between May 1979 and January 1982 he was Lord Commissioner of HM Treasury (a senior
whip).325 Between June 1983 and September 1985 he was Minister of State for Employment,
and between September 1985 and September 1986 he was Minister of State for Trade
and Industry. From September 1986 to June 1987 he was the Conservative Party Deputy
Chairman. Norman Tebbit (now Lord Tebbit) was Conservative Party Chairman between
September 1985 and June 1987, so their time in Central Office overlapped by about nine
months. From June 1987 to July 1990 Peter Morrison was Minister of State for Energy and
from July to November 1990 he was Parliamentary Private Secretary (PPS) to the Prime
Minister, Margaret Thatcher. He was knighted in 1991 and stood down from Parliament
before the 1992 general election. He died in 1995 aged 51.
72. In the course of the investigation, we examined some of the allegations made against
Peter Morrison. We focussed in particular on how those allegations were responded to not
only by the Conservative Party, both locally and nationally, but also by the wider political
community and other institutions in Westminster. We heard from witnesses who were
politically active in Chester during the period when Peter Morrison was the city’s MP and
those in Westminster who had dealings with him and his alleged conduct. The questions we
have to consider are what people knew about those matters and what they did about them.
Was there a cover-up and, if so, who was complicit in it?
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Chester
73. There had been rumours in Chester about Peter Morrison’s sexuality for many years.
According to Grahame Nicholls, who was a lifelong trade unionist and Labour Party member,
in the 1970s and 1980s the rumours that Peter Morrison liked “little boys” had been “rife”,
and not only had he heard it but also “the political elite of Chester” knew the rumours.
The political elite included the Conservatives.326 By “little boys”, Mr Nicholls was talking
about 11 to 17-year-olds. Mr Nicholls continued “Nobody did anything but everybody knew
he had a way for young children”.327 Mr Nicholls had also heard a particular rumour about an
incident at Crewe railway station with a 15-year-old boy.328
74. Christine Russell was the Labour Party election agent for Chester between 1986 and
1992, later becoming PPC for Labour and then MP for Chester in 1997. Ms Russell, who
met Peter Morrison three times in the 1980s, said she found him to be “quite aloof and
arrogant”.329 She heard about an incident at Crewe railway station which, depending on who
was telling the story, involved him being taken off a train for having molested a boy on the
train or being arrested in the men’s toilets at the station, having indulged in some sexual
activity with young men.330 A third allegation was of wild parties at his constituency home
involving a select list of guests and young men.331 Ms Russell confirmed that Chester had
been “awash with rumours about Peter Morrison’s private life – his alcoholism and penchant
for young men – from the early 1980s onwards”.332 Ms Russell told us that the rumours were
widespread not only within the political community but also throughout Chester. She said
the allegations were being made by police officers and Conservative councillors. When she
asked them what they were doing about the rumours, the response would be “he’s being
protected”, which she thought meant they had tried to substantiate the rumours or had not
bothered as it would be a pointless exercise.333 She told us that Conservative councillors
would say he was “being protected from on high”, in other words by the upper echelons of the
Conservative Party.334
75. Gyles Brandreth, who succeeded Morrison to become Conservative MP for Chester in
1992, recalled meeting Peter Morrison during his candidacy for the seat. He found him to be
a heavy drinker and smoker, and he sensed that he was homosexual. Morrison told him that
he had been a Minister of State, a Privy Councillor and PPS to Mrs Thatcher, that he could
not see himself moving further and that it had been made clear to him he was not going to
join the Cabinet. Peter Morrison told Mr Brandreth that it was therefore time to get out
and make some money by going into business.335 Other evidence, to which we will come,
suggests this was nothing more than Peter Morrison window-dressing to conceal the true
reason for his standing down. When he was out canvassing knocking on doors, Mr Brandreth
was told in no uncertain terms that Peter Morrison was “a monster who interfered with
children” but there was nothing to substantiate these “slurs”, as he described them.336
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76. Patricia Green’s late husband, Ralph Green, was selected to stand for the Liberal Party in
Chester in 1974. In a 2018 police interview, Mrs Green said she and her husband were aware
that Peter Morrison was homosexual but were unconcerned about that. In the late 1980s,
they became aware that Peter Morrison had been involved in an incident on a train involving
a boy. The allegation was that he had sexually assaulted the boy. They understood that he
had been removed from the train at Crewe railway station. She recalled Peter Morrison
had been travelling back from Westminster. Mrs Green said she had no direct evidence
and her knowledge was based on rumour, adding both Labour and the Liberal Party “were
talking about the information, which was so strongly believed that a by-election was going to
be proposed”. She thought news of the Crewe incident “was suppressed due to his privileged
background”.337 In her 2019 Inquiry witness statement,338 Mrs Green added that rumours
circulated about Peter Morrison’s behaviour during his time as an MP, suggesting that he
took an unhealthy interest in young people.
77. Frances Mowatt was the agent and secretary to the City of Chester Conservative
Association in 1974. In 1988, she left the area to move to Essex after the 1987 election.
She knew both Grahame Nicholls and Christine Russell. Mrs Mowatt told us that she heard
no rumours about Peter Morrison’s sexual life or private life the whole time she was in
Chester. The words ‘sexual life or private life’ were used by Counsel to the Inquiry when
asking Mrs Mowatt if she had heard rumours about those aspects of his life. The words
are sufficiently broad to embrace child sexual abuse, homosexuality and drunkenness but
Mrs Mowatt said she had heard no such rumours. She said she did not recognise Christine
Russell’s description of the rumours in Chester, and as far as she was concerned Ms Russell
was mistaken.339
78. In the course of her evidence, Ms Russell told us about a meeting Mrs Mowatt initiated
between Mrs Mowatt and the late David Robinson, the former Labour Party agent and PPC
who became the Labour candidate in the 1987 election. She said that the meeting took
place during an election period but she could not recall if it was the 1987 general election
or the 1988 local elections. What she could remember was a call from Mrs Mowatt asking if
David Robinson was there and it ended up with him meeting Mrs Mowatt in a mews running
between Labour Party headquarters and the Conservative office. She recalled Mr Robinson
returning and telling people in the office that Peter Morrison was not going to stand down
but that Mrs Mowatt had told him that Morrison was “not a well man and probably won’t be
standing in the next election”. Ms Russell understood the meeting to be connected with the
allegations against Peter Morrison. Ms Russell thought Mrs Mowatt was trying “to protect
Morrison against coverup”, and was “naively assuming that if she was reasonable and assured
David that Peter Morrison would be standing down at the next election, then, … in return, we
would desist from joining in the accusations”, although as she pointed out, Labour were not
making them.340
79. A letter from Patrick Walker of the Security Service (MI5) to Sir Robert Armstrong, then
Cabinet Secretary, dated 7 July 1987, shortly after the 1987 general election, confirmed the
meeting. The letter related to the content of a security briefing Mr Walker had given Peter
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Morrison on 2 July 1987. In the course of it, Peter Morrison mentioned to Mr Walker stories
about his alleged homosexual behaviour which had surfaced in his Chester constituency
during the general election. Mr Walker wrote:
“Unfortunately, his election agent, in a well-meaning but clumsy attempt to spare
Morrison embarrassment, had spoken without Morrison’s authority or knowledge to the
Labour candidate. She chose to do so in a back street of all places. Morrison feared that if
his agent’s approach reached the wrong ears it could be misrepresented as an attempted
cover-up.”341
80. Ms Russell confirmed that Mrs Mowatt was Morrison’s agent in 1987, that she (Ms
Russell) was the Labour Party agent and David Robinson was the candidate. She said she
had no doubt that the letter described the meeting.342 In the meeting with Mr Walker of
MI5, Peter Morrison had himself described a woman agent meeting the Labour candidate
(who was David Robinson) in a Chester back street. In his letter to Sir Robert Armstrong,
Mr Walker referred to an “election agent”. Mrs Mowatt was not an election agent but was the
agent and secretary to the City of Chester Conservative Association. The confusion between
whether or not the person who spoke to David Robinson was an election agent rather than
the agent to the Conservative Association is immaterial. There is no question Peter Morrison
was reporting the same meeting to Mr Walker.
81. By contrast, Mrs Mowatt told us that she was “utterly bewildered” by Ms Russell’s claim
that she had requested a meeting with David Robinson, saying she was “completely mistaken”.
She was referred to Ms Russell’s witness statement in which Ms Russell had recalled
Mr Robinson telling her that Mrs Mowatt had told him:
“there would not be a by-election and that Peter Morrison would not be resigning
‘although he was not a well man’ … and that he would not be standing at the next
election”.
Mrs Mowatt told us there was never any such suggestion.343
82. Mrs Mowatt was also asked about the letter from Mr Walker to Sir Robert Armstrong.
She commented that only Peter Morrison knew why he made those remarks, adding that he
could have been referring to any one of 19 subagents. Mrs Mowatt insisted it was not her,
despite the reference to a woman agent.344
83. We have no doubt that the back street meeting described by Ms Russell and mentioned
by Peter Morrison to Mr Walker took place. The evidence of Ms Russell and the content
of the Walker letter in combination suggests that the woman agent being referred to was
Mrs Mowatt rather than anyone else. In our view, Mrs Mowatt was less than frank with us
by concealing what was an attempt by her to cover up for Peter Morrison in 1987. We do not
accept Mrs Mowatt’s evidence that she had not heard the rumours about Peter Morrison’s
sexual life or his private life. We agree with Mr Nicholls, who described Mrs Mowatt’s
claim not to know anything about them as “absolutely incredible”.345 Her attempt to cover
up his alleged behaviour could be for no reason other than that she knew about it and was
protecting him.
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84. In 2002, Edwina Currie Jones published her diaries for 1987 to 1992. In an entry for
24 July 1990, she wrote:
“One appointment in the recent reshuffle has attracted a lot of gossip and could be very
dangerous: Peter Morrison has become the PM’s PPS. Now he’s what they call ‘a noted
pederast’, with a liking for young boys; he admitted as much to Norman Tebbit when he
became deputy chairman of the party, but added, ‘However, I’m very discreet’ – and he
must be! She either knows and is taking a chance, or doesn’t; either way it is a really dumb
move. Teresa Gorman told me this evening (in a taxi coming back from a drinks party at
the BBC) that she inherited Morrison’s (woman) agent, who claimed to have been offered
money to keep quiet about his activities. It scares me, as all the press know, and as we get
closer to the election someone is going to make trouble, very close to her indeed.”346
Mrs Currie Jones later explained in a police statement that she was using the term “young
boys” to describe teenagers aged 16 and above.347
85. The matter appears only to have been considered serious, if at all, in political terms. In
a witness statement Mrs Currie Jones made to the Inquiry in 2018,348 she said that what
had scared her was the fact that Peter Morrison had only recently been appointed to be
Margaret Thatcher’s PPS and, if the information was or might have been true, he was
consorting with males below the age of consent which might cause reputational damage for
the Prime Minister herself.
86. Mrs Currie Jones’s Twitter account reveals that in February 2013 she responded to a
Tweet asserting that Peter Morrison “was protected by a culture of sniggering, of giggling and of
nudgenudge, wink-wink” by commenting “Correct quote. And I deeply disapproved”.349 She was
asked to explain her response, but in a 2019 witness statement was only able to say that at
this distance in time she could not explain it, far less provide information as to whether and
how Peter Morrison was protected, adding that she would always disapprove of a culture
that protected any wrongdoing.350
87. Mrs Mowatt was asked about the second part of the diary entry concerning her. She said
that, despite this appearing to be a description of her, she was never Teresa Gorman’s agent
and what Mrs Gorman (who died in 2015) had said to Mrs Currie Jones about her being
offered money and that she was her agent was “a wicked lie”.351 Mrs Mowatt told us following
her move from Chester to Essex she became active in the Essex South West European
Parliament constituency.352 The constituency included Billericay, Mrs Gorman’s Westminster
constituency.
88. Grahame Nicholls told us that he had first heard the rumour about the Crewe railway
station incident from Cynthia Body (since deceased), a reporter on the Cheshire Observer, and
then again at a Labour Party meeting at Labour Party headquarters after the 1987 election
but before the 1992 election; some time between 1988 and 1990 was his best estimate.353
Mr Nicholls said that both Christine Russell and David Robinson were at the meeting,
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at which Ms Russell said that an agreement had been reached with the Conservative
Association that Peter Morrison would stand down and the police would not take the matter
any further. He added that the local newspapers were aware of the arrangement. He was
unsure if Ms Russell had been at the meeting with the Conservative Association at which the
arrangement had been reached but he was sure it was she who had imparted the information
at the Labour Party meeting. He said he was not making it up or imagining it.354
89. The agreement was Peter Morrison would not be standing in 1992 and, if that was
so, Labour “wouldn’t break cover on this particular story”, by which he meant release the
information about the Crewe incident to the local media who had decided not to publish.
When asked if the local media had “bought into some agreement of this nature” he answered
“I presume, yes”. Mr Nicholls said he understood, from what Christine Russell had said at the
meeting, that the police were also involved in the cover-up by taking no action. He could
not answer why the Labour Party had covered up a story that would have given them
considerable advantage at the next election.355 He accepted that, if he had disagreed with it,
he could have done something about it but had failed to. He told us he took the information
and was just pleased that Peter Morrison was standing down. He accepted no thought was
given to the 15-year-old boy who was the alleged victim of the abuse. He added it was
“a Chester cover-up … Nobody was going to break ranks”.356
90. The story did not emerge until 20 years later when Simon Hoggart wrote a piece in
The Guardian newspaper published on 16 November 2012 based on information Mr Nicholls
had given him, although Mr Nicholls had not intended the information to be published. In the
article, Mr Hoggart reported the deal which was struck between Labour, the local Tories, the
press and police that if Peter Morrison stood down the matter would go no further.357
91. Jane Lee (formerly Leach) was the secretary of the Gresford and Rossett branch of
the Labour Party in 1989 and 1990. Gresford and Rossett are in the County of Wrexham,
some seven miles from Chester. At the time, Ian Lucas was the chair of that branch of the
Labour Party.358
92. Ms Lee recalled a get-together at a pub following a monthly branch meeting at which
she spoke to a woman she named as ‘Eileen Neidermeyer’. The meeting took place in 1989
or 1990. Eileen Neidermeyer was, she said, a Labour Party branch member. Ms Lee could
not recall if her last name was in fact ‘Neidermeyer’, ‘Neiderlov’ or ‘Neider’ but it was Dutch.
She recalled Ms Neidermeyer telling her that she should get tomorrow’s newspaper because
it was ready to publish the fact that Peter Morrison had been found in the toilets at Crewe
railway station. The newspaper she was talking about was the Wrexham Leader where
Eileen Neidermeyer worked as journalist. Ms Lee told us she felt guilty about her reaction
at the time which was only to see the political gain from the story, as it meant Labour would
win Chester. However, the story failed to appear and at the following branch meeting
Ms Neidermeyer told her that the Chief Constable of Cheshire had received a phone call
from the Prime Minister’s office and he had been persuaded not to press charges but to
caution Morrison instead. Ms Neidermeyer had told her that the story was pulled at the last
minute because of the phone call.359
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93. Ms Lee told us that she raised the issue with Mr Lucas, as she felt they needed to do
something about it. According to her, Mr Lucas said he had rung someone in the Labour
Party hierarchy, and he told her “There is an unwritten rule: we don’t tell on them and they don’t
tell on us”, and that he had been told “For every one they’ve got, we’ve got one”, which she took
to mean paedophiles, although the word was not used.360 She said she did not think this was
about outing homosexuals as opposed to paedophiles.361
94. Ms Lee said that she had done nothing with the information and had kept it quiet
for years. She was “disappointed” with Mr Lucas’s Inquiry statement in which he denied
having discussed the matter with anyone in the Chester Labour Party or at national level.
She understood the seriousness of what she was saying and that Mr Lucas was an MP.362
She was asked if she thought that the deal struck between Labour and the local Tories she
heard about in Mr Nicholls’ evidence was the same deal she had heard about from Mr Lucas.
Her answer was that she thought the implication was the same.363 She told us that in 2014
she reported the matter to the police; she had been thinking about the matter for years
and had been “thinking of the children”. She said that she thought she had been a party to a
conspiracy and a cover-up and that she had to hand herself in to the police.364 She agreed
that she had wrestled with her conscience and she told the Inquiry finally “I just feel as if …
we are all guilty, everyone who kept quiet. It’s just terrible”.365
95. In light of Ms Lee’s account, Ian Lucas provided the Inquiry with a second statement
dated 25 March 2019.366 In it, he challenged Ms Lee on some of the details of her account,
and he robustly denied having any direct conversation solely with her concerning the
allegations made by ‘Eileen Nederlof’ (which was the correct name for the Wrexham Leader
journalist, according to Mr Lucas). He denied having any contact with anyone outside
Wrexham, and he categorically denied having spoken the words attributed to him by Ms Lee.
So far as he is concerned she had made a false allegation against him, he would never
conceal or cover up such allegations and did not do so, not least because in the course of his
parliamentary career he had raised matters linked to sexual abuse on a number of occasions.
96. Christine Russell was asked about the meeting at which Mr Nicholls said an agreement
had been reached. She said there was no truth in it whatsoever. She said that the Mowatt/
Robinson meeting was not kept secret, so people within the Labour Party knew about it
and it was common knowledge that Peter Morrison was going to step down. She could not
explain the common thread in the accounts given by Ms Lee and Mr Nicholls, prompted by
the alleged Crewe railway station incident, and how or why they remembered something
she could not but she was firm in her evidence that there was no agreement to cover the
matter up, adding it would not have been in the electoral interests of the Labour Party to
stop the rumours. She remembered telling activists they could campaign on Peter Morrison’s
right-wing views but not to gossip about the rumours. In her witness statement, she added
recalling having to refute national press allegations of a deal and that such a move would not
have been in Labour’s best interests “as the rumour-mill was doing an excellent job at eroding
Conservative Party support in Chester”.367 She agreed that none of the local newspapers
Jane Lee 11 March 2019 65/21-69/4
Jane Lee 11 March 2019 79/18-80/5
362
INQ004087_002; Jane Lee 11 March 2019 69/5-70/7
363
Jane Lee 11 March 2019 70/18-72/6
364
Jane Lee 11 March 2019 72/7-73/11
365
Jane Lee 11 March 2019 80/6-12
366
LAB000070
367
LAB000037_004
360
361

68

Political parties

reported the Crewe railway station incident despite knowing about it. It was, she said,
unsubstantiated gossip but she told us she had informed the regional office so they were
aware of it.368
97. Ms Russell was shown Patricia Green’s 2018 police interview,369 in which she had said
she and her husband had heard the rumours which both Labour and Liberal Party members
were talking about, and they were so strong that it was believed a by-election was to be
proposed. Ms Russell maintained her position that she had not attended any meeting of the
type mentioned by Mr Nicholls and had there been any mention of a by-election she would
have been present, which made her think no such meeting ever took place.370 She told the
hearing she had discussed the matter at length with Mrs Green “when the Inquiry was first
brought up” and they did not disagree about what she had told us in her evidence or about
what Mrs Green had said in her statement. She was then asked about Mrs Green’s recent
Inquiry statement of 31 January 2019,371 in which Mrs Green stated that Ms Russell had told
her she had been present at the discussion described by Mr Nicholls when it was agreed
Peter Morrison would stand down and she would not pursue other matters concerning his
previous conduct.372 Ms Russell’s response was to say that Mrs Green had got it wrong and
that she probably had been speaking about the Mowatt/Robinson meeting. It was, however,
pointed out to her that Mrs Green could not have been speaking about the Mowatt/
Robinson meeting because there was no mention in her statement of Frances Mowatt or
David Robinson, yet she did mention Grahame Nicholls. Ms Russell agreed these were two
different incidents. So the question was why Mrs Green was mentioning a different incident
to the one Ms Russell claimed to have been speaking to her about. Ms Russell’s answer was
to say Mrs Green was mistaken or had possibly misunderstood.373
98. Ms Russell suggested that there may have been individual conversations between
members of different political parties but there were no formal discussions and no informal
discussions leading to an arrangement could have occurred without her being aware of it.
She was asked how the accounts of Mr Nicholls, Ms Lee and Mrs Green might be reconciled
with hers. She suggested there had been some confusion between the earlier Mowatt/
Robinson meeting and the time when Peter Morrison in fact stood down, saying that the
rumours continued after his re-election in 1987 until the time he announced he was not
seeking re-election.374
99. Gyles Brandreth told us that he had never heard about any deal between the parties, the
press and the police as the reason underlying Peter Morrison’s stepping down. He had met
local journalists and the local political activists of all the parties and he was on good terms
with senior local police officers but it had not come up, and it was not surprising that it had
not come up, because Peter Morrison was associated with Margaret Thatcher, this was a
new era, it was reasonable for him to move on, and it was a marginal seat which he might
have lost.375
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100. British Transport Police made enquiries to discover what information it holds in relation
to Peter Morrison. The information on their system was not inputted until 2012.376 There is
no contemporary record to confirm Peter Morrison was ever removed from a train or found
in the public toilets at Crewe railway station, far less any record of an arrest or proof that he
was cautioned.377
101. Ms Eleanor Grey QC, who represented the Labour Party, invited us to cast a very
critical eye over Ms Lee’s account of a deal, not least her own failure to explore the matter
further. She emphasised that we have not called Mr Lucas to hear his side of the story.
Ms Grey suggested that this would generally mean we are content with the contents of
his statement and will accept them; she argued that to do otherwise would be wholly
wrong, having not heard from Mr Lucas.378 She submitted that neither Mr Nicholls nor
Mrs Green could identify who agreed to the deal and that there was “great vagueness
about dates”.379 She emphasised Ms Russell’s denial of being party to any agreement or
knowing the Labour Party had been so. She argued Mr Brandreth failed to support the
suggestion of any agreement and overall there was the absence of Conservative Party,
police or press witnesses to support it. Ms Grey pointed also to the inherent implausibility
of the involvement of the Labour Party, the fact the rumours were not new in 1988–1990,
and that being party to an agreement of the type described by Mr Nicholls made no sense
from the Labour Party’s perspective. There were, she submitted, good valid reasons why
a political party would not seek to make capital out of such rumours. She concluded this
topic by saying:
“the idea that unidentified members of the Labour Party would be party to an agreement
with regards to Peter Morrison’s political future is to be firmly rejected”.380
102. We are confronted by a fundamental conflict of evidence between the witnesses.
102.1. Some of the evidence, although not in identical terms, suggests there were
discussions leading to an arrangement or agreement between the local parties, police
and press to cover up Peter Morrison’s alleged misconduct in consideration of him
standing down at the next election. Other witnesses (both past and present MPs) who
were said to be directly involved in the discussions or arrangements in the cover-up
vehemently deny it.
102.2. We find credible Mr Nicholls’ account that at a meeting attended by him
Ms Russell spoke about an agreement to cover up the alleged Crewe railway station
incident. She denies presence at such a meeting, far less involvement in any deal.
We conclude Ms Russell was present at the meeting described by Mr Nicholls as
supported by Mrs Green’s recent account but she has sought to downplay her role.
We cannot and do not conclude on the evidence that she was a direct party to the
alleged agreement.
102.3. Ms Lee was genuine but we cannot determine whether the journalist she
named as Eileen Neidermeyer had simply found an explanation why the story she had
previously bragged about was not to be published or whether Ms Lee misinterpreted
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what she was told. There is no evidence in support of the account that the Chief
Constable of Cheshire had received a call from the Prime Minister’s office in about
1989–90 intervening in order to persuade him to drop charges and to caution instead.
This contrasts with the period before 1987, to which we will come, when records do
show that concerns about Peter Morrison were expressed to Mrs Thatcher. Moreover,
there are no contemporary records to support the allegation that Peter Morrison was
apprehended at Crewe railway station, far less arrested and cautioned.
102.4. We acknowledge Ms Lee’s evidence that she took her concerns to Mr Lucas
who told her he had spoken to the hierarchy and explained to her the “unwritten rule”381
of not informing. Mr Lucas denies it. We did not hear from him at the hearing and,
although we do not agree that that means we must accept what he says, we do agree
it would not be fair to make any finding about the conflict between them and we do
not do so.

Westminster
103. Baroness Eliza Manningham-Buller joined the Security Service (MI5) in 1974, rising to
become Director General of the Service in 2002. At the time of the events we are concerned
with, she was in the Secretariat “with responsibility for the oversight of its foreign relationships
with foreign services”. Towards the end of the 1980s she was promoted and put “in charge of
the work on Middle East terrorism”.382
104. She was friends with Peter Morrison through much of the 1980s. She described her
friendship with him as “quite good … not close”. She would see him socially and occasionally
have dinner with him. They also had friends in common.383 She was asked about the evidence
of Susan Hogg, Peter Morrison’s former diary secretary between 1983 and 1985 when he
was the Minister of State for Employment,384 who told us that at night when he phoned
into the office from home she was aware of the presence of an ‘Eliza’ in the background.
Mrs Hogg had also seen her when on one occasion she visited the department.385
105. Baroness Manningham-Buller denied being in Peter Morrison’s house with the
frequency Mrs Hogg’s evidence implied. She said that impression fitted the concern she later
developed that he had been suggesting to people that she was his girlfriend which was why
towards the end of the 1980s she saw less of him. She speculated that the impression he
was trying to give related to his sexuality.386
106. On 6 January 1986, Sir Antony Duff, then Director General of MI5, wrote to Sir Robert
Armstrong, then Cabinet Secretary, recalling there had been unsubstantiated rumours
circulating about Peter Morrison as early as 1983 that he had been apprehended by
police for importuning. He informed Sir Robert that a member of his staff had passed on
information they had been told by a friend a couple of months before that Peter Morrison
had been caught soliciting in a public lavatory and had narrowly escaped being charged; also
that a second friend had said that Lord Cranborne had been telling the story quite openly
to people.387 In his reply of 13 January 1986, Sir Robert recalled the 1983 information and
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said he had ensured the Prime Minister had been made aware of the “potential problem”.388
From September 1985 to September 1986, Peter Morrison was Minister of State for Trade
and Industry and therefore the information imparted by the member of staff arose during a
period when Peter Morrison was in government.
107. Baroness Manningham-Buller was asked about those letters. She thought that she
was the member of staff who had passed on the information, saying it had been her duty
to do so.389
108. She was also asked to consider five other documents dated between 4 November
1986 and 17 December 1986, by which time Peter Morrison was Conservative Party Deputy
Chairman. Baroness Manningham-Buller had not previously seen two of the documents.390
109. The first document in the series, dated 4 November 1986, is a letter from Sir Antony
Duff to Sir Robert Armstrong.391 It referred back to Sir Robert’s 13 January letter, and
informed him that the rumours persisted. Sir Antony wrote that a member of staff had heard
from Donald Stewart, the Conservative agent for Westminster, that Peter Morrison had
“a penchant for small boys”, which Mr Stewart had heard from two sources. Sir Antony wrote
that despite the fact Peter Morrison had only just taken up his position in Conservative
Central Office there might be a real possibility that he would be a candidate for office
in the future and the stories would need to be reconsidered “in the security context”.
He advised that the first step was to speak to Mr Stewart and that “in the light of the Jeffrey
Archer case, the risk of political embarrassment to the Government is rather greater that the
security danger”. He thought that the chief whip might speak to him rather than MI5 in
order that they should not get directly involved “for the time being”. It is notable that no
consideration was given to or mention made of the risks to children of alleged sexual abuse
by Peter Morrison.
110. Baroness Manningham-Buller had clearly seen the letter because she had dated and
initialled it, though she thought the date ‘3/11/86’ she had written by her initials ‘EMB’ could
not be right and should probably have been ‘4/11/86’, the date of the letter.392 She believed
she had been shown the letter as she had been the source of the information in the January
letter, even though it was Mr Stewart who had been the source of the information in this
letter. She said that on this occasion she was not the member of staff to whom Mr Stewart
had given the information.393
111. Counsel to the Inquiry asked her whether she could think of any reason why MI5 was
going to stay in the background for the time being. She responded by saying this was the
first time children were mentioned and the fact they were not given prominence in the letter
“is shocking” but security and Peter Morrison’s vulnerability to potential blackmail were the
narrow focus at that stage. She added that even if the reference to children had been given
greater prominence, the matter should have been passed to the police but it was not, albeit
this had not been her decision. She agreed that because Peter Morrison was at this time
Conservative Party Deputy Chairman, he was no longer in government and therefore did not
represent the same security risk as a minister.394
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112. Baroness Manningham-Buller had produced two memos, respectively dated
11 November 1986 and 13 November 1986, in which she was to impart further information
to her superiors.395 In the first of them, she provided information that a friend had told
her the previous day that there had been a report in The Star of 3 November 1986 that
a prominent Tory was under investigation by police “because of his interest in small boys”
(although her handwritten annotation on the memo indicated that the press cutting did not
in fact refer to “small boys”), and that as a result Peter Morrison was being hounded by the
press, representatives of which had followed him from London to Islay (his country home).
She added that Peter Morrison had vehemently denied to another friend of hers that there
was any truth to the story. In the second memo, she reported seeing Morrison and his father
the previous night when both separately told her that the press had been camping on his
doorstep over the past two weeks and seeking comments.
113. Peter Morrison told her that he had first learned of the allegation five years before
when Norman Tebbit had asked him about it. He said the Prime Minister was aware of it and
was supporting him, and he hoped the press would publish so he could “sue and nail the lies
that were being spread about him”.396
114. A note on the memo of 13 November in the handwriting of the Director General’s
private secretary indicated that the Cabinet Office had been informed by phone, and
that Sir Robert Armstrong had taken no action yet on the Director General’s letter of
4 November 1986. Another handwritten note by Sir Antony Duff states “Subject to
agreement from F” (Director F is the director in charge of countersubversion) he “would write
as in the attached”, which referred to the draft of a letter.397
115. Baroness Manningham-Buller told us these were the days before any safeguarding
policy was introduced at MI5 and she and her sources (who she could no longer remember)
were never questioned and the police were not involved.398
116. The two documents she had not seen before were a letter from Sir Antony Duff
to Sir Robert Armstrong of 18 November 1986 and Sir Robert’s letter in response of
17 December 1986. In his 18 November letter, Sir Antony summarised the information
Baroness Manningham-Buller had provided in her second memo, concluding “In the
circumstances, there would seem to be little point in carrying this further”.399 Sir Robert agreed
with him in his response letter.400
117. Baroness Manningham-Buller agreed it was “ironic” that within the space of two
weeks Sir Antony Duff had moved from a position of advising that the chief whip should
speak to Donald Stewart regarding his information, with MI5 remaining in the background,
to a position where because of her information in the second memo no action was to be
taken at all.401
118. The decision to take no action was based on information which had originated from
Peter Morrison himself: that the Prime Minister was aware of the matter and she was
supporting him. There is evidence to support his assertion that this was indeed the Prime
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Minister’s position. The statement and evidence before us of Lord Armstrong confirmed
the Prime Minister had been aware of the continuing rumours since 1983 but considered
there was nothing that could be done, although she had asked to be kept informed of
developments.
119. As regards the 4 November 1986 Duff letter, Lord Armstrong said he had reported the
development orally to the Prime Minister who was aware from other sources of the current
rumours of “Morrison’s activities and propensities”,402 but she did not think it necessary to ask
the government chief whip to interview Mr Stewart.
120. Lord Armstrong said he “presumed” the Prime Minister had come to the view that it
was unnecessary to interview Mr Stewart due to enquiries which had been made through
Party channels, and he agreed with her view; Peter Morrison was Conservative Party
Deputy Chairman and “that was where the action should lie”, in other words with the Party.
In that role, Peter Morrison was no longer a member of the government and so had no
security-sensitive position. This is why, according to Lord Armstrong, Sir Antony Duff
suggested the chief whip interview Mr Stewart: it was not MI5’s role to become involved
with political parties.403
121. Lord Armstrong accepted that rumours Peter Morrison had “a penchant for small boys”
did change the complexion of the information the government had about him but said to us
“clearly, also, the Conservative Party had this information” and so it was for them to report it to
the police to investigate and it was not his position as Cabinet Secretary to advise the Prime
Minister on the course that should be adopted, as he assumed she was getting that advice
from the Party, anymore than it was his duty to advise her to pass on the information, given
she was already aware of the rumours.404 He added that Norman Tebbit, the then Chairman
of the Conservative Party, was also aware of the matter and it was for the Prime Minister
and him to consider any action that might be taken as regards the Deputy Chairman of the
Party as there was clearly no security concern.405
122. Lord Armstrong was asked by Counsel about the fact that neither MI5, the Cabinet
Office, the Prime Minister nor the Conservative Party had reported Peter Morrison to the
police, and was asked to consider, whether in retrospect, that had been the correct decision.
His response was:
“I thought that was correct at the time. I thought that the police had been aware … we
knew from … what the Chief Whip had said in November 1983 that the police were aware
of the affairs then and that they would presumably be following up that information if
they needed to do so.”406
123. This appears to be little more than buck-passing, with no one actually thinking about,
or taking any responsibility for, the obvious issues of child protection and safety.
124. There is evidence of another source of information about Peter Morrison that reached
the Prime Minister’s ears. Barry Strevens, Mrs Thatcher’s former personal protection officer
and a Detective Inspector, recalls a visit Mrs Thatcher was making to Chester which he
dates as being in 1985. This was around the time Peter Morrison was being considered for
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Deputy Chairman of the Conservative Party. Mr Strevens recalled mentioning to a police
officer who was head of operations in a local police force about the fact that consideration
was being given to Peter Morrison becoming Deputy Chairman of the Party. The officer
told Mr Strevens that he thought he should know about the rumours circulating regarding
Peter Morrison holding parties in his Chester home and the local press who were looking
into rumours that a 15-year-old boy was frequenting the parties. Mr Strevens decided to tell
Mrs Thatcher when they returned to Downing Street. He saw her in her flat at 10 Downing
Street. Present was Archie Hamilton, who preceded Peter Morrison as her PPS. Mr Strevens
told her what he had heard, for which she thanked him. According to Mr Strevens,
Mr Hamilton took notes during the meeting. Mr Strevens heard no more about it but had
expected the instigation of some form of investigation, by which he meant a conversation
with Peter Morrison and Archie Hamilton and some action depending on the outcome.
Despite his information, Peter Morrison did become Deputy Chairman of the Party. Much
later, in the early 1990s, Peter Morrison revealed to Mr Strevens without any animosity that
he knew about the conversation he had had with Mrs Thatcher.407
125. Lord Hamilton (as he is today) recalled the meeting, although his memory was that
it took place in the Prime Minister’s office in the House of Commons. He was a friend of
Peter Morrison’s. Lord Hamilton recalled Mr Strevens telling them about a party at Peter
Morrison’s Cheshire home that was exclusively male. He did not remember any reference
to young men but does not deny Mr Strevens might have said this. The tenor of the
conversation was, he recalled, that Peter Morrison was homosexual, to which the Prime
Minister said something like “well, that’s that then” and Mr Strevens left. He did not think
he had taken notes but might have. Lord Hamilton added that Mrs Thatcher would have
been aware of his friendship with Peter Morrison, and “she herself had a long relationship with
the family including Peter’s father, who had also been a Member of Parliament”. He states that
nothing Mr Strevens said led him to believe Peter Morrison “was a paedophile or having sexual
relations with underage males”. Lord Hamilton said he was surprised that she had appointed
him as her PPS but only because he was unreliable due to his drinking.408
126. The conflict of evidence about what precisely was said to the Prime Minister is
irreconcilable but this was a source of information about Peter Morrison which appears not
to have been taken sufficiently seriously, far less enquired into. Had proper enquiries been
made with Peter Morrison and the police, then they might have resolved whether he was
engaging in homosexual acts which were not illegal or whether he was a danger to children.
127. MI5’s inaction led the MI5 witness from whom we heard to describe it as:
“a matter of regret that no consideration was given at the time to the criminal aspects of
the matter because if these rumours were in any way true then ideally they would have
been passed to the police so the police could investigate them”.
It appeared from the corporate record that “that consideration was never given … They took a
narrow, security-related view … not a broader one”.409 Today, under their safeguarding policy,
MI5 would pass such information to the police.410
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128. Baroness Manningham-Buller was clear that, notwithstanding the lack of any MI5
safeguarding policy, the police should have been involved. We agree with her that her
information, together with that of Donald Stewart had he been interviewed, might have been
extremely pertinent to the police overview of the matter. However, none of the information
was ever interrogated.411
129. Lord Armstrong said Peter Morrison had denied the truth of the allegations and had
threatened to sue, and the Prime Minister would not have appointed him her PPS if she had
doubts about him. He said he was unaware of any cover-up.412
130. Gyles Brandreth echoed those views in his evidence to the Inquiry. He did not think
Peter Morrison would have been appointed as Deputy Chairman of the Conservative Party if
anyone had thought there was anything in the stories. He told us that he had later discussed
Peter Morrison with Baroness Thatcher who had known he was a heavy drinker and
assumed him to be gay. It was, he said, inconceivable that if she had thought he was “in any
way a paedophile or an abuser of children” she would have countenanced the possibility of him
becoming her PPS or that he would have had her approval as an MP. Mr Brandreth agreed
that a proper police investigation would have been preferable.413
131. Notwithstanding the persistence and gravity of the rumours, they were not properly
investigated and Peter Morrison’s career was unaffected. He remained Deputy Chairman
of the Conservative Party until June 1987, when he became Minister of State for Energy.
He became Margaret Thatcher’s PPS in July 1990 and headed her ill-fated campaign in the
Conservative leadership election later that year. He was knighted in 1991.
132. Lord Tebbit said in a statement he made in 2018 that it was possibly in 1986 that he
was visited by a police officer from Cheshire Constabulary who told him “Peter Morrison had
an interest in young men and may have overstepped the mark.” He took that to be a reference
to “sexualised activity with young men of about sixth form age”, the age of consent for sexual
activity between men then being 21. Lord Tebbit said also that the police officer did not
provide any evidence of these allegations, nor did he say that Peter Morrison had been
arrested. He said he spoke to Peter Morrison about what the police officer had said, telling
him “not to be a fool and to mind his behaviour, not only in that matter, but also his excessive
drinking” but Morrison “denied that anything had happened and certainly did not indicate he
had been arrested or anything like that”.414 There is no evidence to assist the determination of
whether the police visit to Lord Tebbit related to the alleged Crewe railway station incident
or some other alleged misbehaviour in Cheshire.
133. During a television interview on The Andrew Marr Show aired on 6 July 2014,
Lord Tebbit was asked about a piece Simon Danczuk had written in The Mail on Sunday
that same day calling for a public inquiry into historic child sexual abuse in Westminster.
Lord Tebbit said that the situation had to be understood against the “atmosphere of the times”.
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“at that time most people would have thought that the establishment – the system –
was to be protected. And if a few things had gone wrong here and there, that it was
more important to protect the system than to delve too far into them. That view, I think,
was wrong then and it is spectacularly shown to have been wrong because the abuses
have grown”.
He added “there may well have been a big political cover-up” related to child sexual abuse in
the 1980s but that it was “almost unconscious” and “the thing that people did at that time … you
didn’t talk about those sort of things”.415
134. According to Lord Armstrong, both Margaret Thatcher and Norman Tebbit had been
aware of the rumours about Peter Morrison. Norman Tebbit had been the Chairman of
the Party during the period Peter Morrison was Deputy Chairman. Their tenure in Central
Office overlapped during a nine-month period from September 1986 to June 1987. This is
the period in which Lord Tebbit recalled receiving a visit from Cheshire Constabulary about
Peter Morrison’s conduct. It is also the period in which MI5 and the Cabinet Office were
informed about Peter Morrison’s alleged conduct but did nothing about it.
135. In light of this and Lord Tebbit’s comments on The Andrew Marr Show, it was suggested
by Counsel to Lord Armstrong that if anyone knew of any cover-up, Norman Tebbit did.
Lord Armstrong said he could not say whether Lord Tebbit did or did not know of any
cover-up.416 We cannot conclude on the evidence we have seen and heard that there was a
deliberate rather than an “almost unconscious” cover-up in the language of Lord Tebbit but we
do consider that Peter Morrison was protected as a member of the establishment.
136. In their supplementary report to the Home Office, published in July 2015,417 Peter
Wanless and Richard Whittam QC commented on a batch of documents that had come to
light in the Cabinet Office, and which they had been shown after they had completed their
initial report on behalf of the Home Office. They made the following comment about these
additional documents which included the 4 November 1986 Duff letter:
“there were a number of references across the papers we saw that reinforced the
observation we made in our Review … that issues of crimes against children, particularly
the rights of the complainant, were given considerably less serious consideration than
would be expected today. To give one striking example, in response to claims from two
sources that a named Member of Parliament ‘has a penchant for small boys’, matters
conclude with acceptance of his word that he does not and the observation that ‘at the
present stage … the risks of political embarrassment to the Government is rather greater
than the security danger’. The risk to children is not considered at all.”418
137. We agree. There is no evidence that any appropriate attention was paid to the
information in the 4 November 1986 letter from two sources referring to Peter Morrison
having “a penchant for small boys”419 or the information in the 11 November 1986 memo
alleging that he was under investigation by police “because of his interest in small boys”.420
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138. The coincidence of identical information from different sources separated by one
week should have rung alarm bells in government in Westminster. It did not do so. Instead,
considerations of political embarrassment and the risk to security were paramount, while the
activities of an alleged child sexual abuser who held senior positions in government and the
Conservative Party were deliberately overlooked, as was the course of public justice.
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F.1: Introduction
1. The function of the government whips is to ensure the government’s business proceeds
through the Houses of Parliament with the support of MPs, who are ‘whipped’ to vote in
support of the government. The Private Secretary to the government chief whip manages
the business of the House of Commons and seeks to get the government’s business
through the House. Opposition whips’ offices operate in a similar manner with respect to
their own MPs.421
2. This part of the investigation responded to concern generated by comments made
by a former Conservative Party whip, Trevor (known as Tim) Fortescue, who was MP for
Liverpool Garston from 1966 to 1974. In a BBC interview for the programme ‘Westminster’s
Secret Service’, aired in 1995, Mr Fortescue said this:
“anyone with any sense, who was in trouble, would come to the whips and tell them the
truth, and say, ‘Now, I’m in a jam, can you help?’ It might be debt, it might be … a scandal
involving small boys, or any kind of scandal in which a member seemed likely to be mixed
up in. They’d come and ask if we could help, and if we could, we did. And we would do
everything we can because we would store up brownie points … and if I mean, that
sounds a pretty, pretty nasty reason, but it’s one of the reasons because if we could get a
chap out of trouble then, he will do as we ask forever more … ”422
This suggests not only that the whips were aware of scandal “involving small boys” but also
that the whips would have helped the Member of Parliament concerned in order to “store up
brownie points”, to the whips’ (and their respective political party’s) advantage.
3. We have considered whether the conduct Tim Fortescue described actually took place,
either at that time or since, and whether the whips were aware of allegations of child sexual
abuse by MPs and peers and used them to their advantage. In addition, we have examined
whether this was part of a ‘cover-up’ of child sexual abuse in the 1980s as considered
possible by Lord Tebbit, in the television interview on The Andrew Marr Show on 6 July
2014,423 almost 20 years after Mr Fortescue’s comments.424

F.2: The whips’ offices in Westminster
4. Although there are a variety of published and publicly accessible accounts of the workings
of the whips’ offices, an air of mystery continues to surround them. Gyles Brandreth, MP
from 1992 to 1997 and a Conservative government whip from 1995 to 1997, told us that
one of the reasons he published Breaking the Code: Westminster Diaries was that “the idea of
mystery and magic – the mystique of the Whips’ Office, it encourages people to feel that there are
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dark goings-on”.425 As the chief whip in his time had said to Mr Brandreth, “our mystery is part
of our potency”.426 This was echoed by other witnesses from whom the Inquiry took evidence.
For example, Kenneth Clarke MP told us that “a lot of entertaining nonsense surrounds the work
of a Whips’ Office”427 and that “the very word ‘Whips’ Office’ conjures up sinister men twisting
arms and so on, which is a slightly comic parody of a perfectly straightforward political activity”.428
5. Each whip is responsible for a group of MPs, commonly referred to as their “flock”,429 for
whom they were responsible and whom they would get to know. Gyles Brandreth described
the whips’ offices as both managers of the business of Parliament and a kind of human
resources arm of Parliament.430 It is clear from the evidence received by the Inquiry that
the whips were and remain the Parliamentary “eyes and ears” of their respective parties
(and, if in power, of the government). Several witnesses used this phrase, which appeared
to be generally accepted across the political spectrum. Lord Arbuthnot agreed that it was
important to know individual MPs well and to be “the eyes and ears” of the parliamentary
party431 and said that “a rounded view is very helpful and … you can be there, if they want you to
be, to help”.432 Some witnesses also described the whips as receiving rather than seeking out
information. For example, Nick Brown MP said that:
“We don’t run an Intelligence Service. The way you find out is that people come and tell
you that they have a particular problem.”433
Lord Arbuthnot agreed, and told us that the whips were not intrusive, acting as sponges for
information.434
6. It is also clear that these “eyes and ears” received not only information about MPs’
political views and ambitions but information about their personal lives as well, including
what was described by witnesses as “gossip”. “Gossip” or “gossiping” was referred to by
Gyles Brandreth,435 Kenneth Clarke MP436 and Lord Jopling.437 Lord Jopling said that it
was essential to have some idea about the personal lives of MPs.438 We were told that this
included information about health, family, marital and financial problems.439 Gyles Brandreth
made clear that the information did not extend to circumstances of breaking the law.440
7. Kenneth Clarke MP and Lord Arbuthnot441 told us that the whips tend to report whatever
they heard, leaving it to others to determine if the information was significant. Mr Clarke
said that whips would “probably report a lot of rubbish half the time, but what you had to ask
yourself is: could this be of some political significance in keeping the governing party’s majority
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on the road?”442 As well as giving a rounded view of an MP,443 we were told that personal
information about MPs was politically relevant as it might impact on MPs’ attendance and
voting (or even, in the case of financial problems, as it might lead to bankruptcy or the
possibility of a by-election).444 MPs might also look to the whips’ office for help if they were
in difficulties.445 But witnesses emphasised that the overall focus of the whips’ office was
“political”, rather than personal. Kenneth Clarke MP stressed in his evidence to us that “the
point was the politics”.446
8. In his evidence to us, Lord Arbuthnot also said that confidentiality was “the key strength of
the Whips’ Office”.447 He said that MPs “will also know that the Whips keep things confidential,
and that they can trust the Whips’ Office not to talk about the information that they know”.448
This keeping of confidences contributes to the “mystery” surrounding the whips’ offices (and
to the “code of silence” to which Gyles Brandreth referred, and which he sought to break in
publishing his diaries).449
9. Witnesses denied that information received by whips about MPs was used to pressure
them to vote or in other ways, as suggested by Tim Fortescue in his BBC interview, saying
that they did not recognise this as part of the culture or ethos of the whips’ office in their
time.450 Lord Jopling was asked if MPs knowing that the whips had a store of information
about them was a subtle way of managing a party.
“No. In my view, you made an enemy of an MP if you did that, and the one thing that is
essential if you are trying to manage a political party is to maintain goodwill, particularly
with your more difficult – your difficult members.”451
This was echoed by other witnesses, including Lord Arbuthnot,452 Lord Beith,453 Lord
Goodlad,454 Lord Young455 and Lord Wakeham.456
10. However, witnesses did acknowledge that the whips’ offices had a degree of power or
leverage given their role (now reduced) in suggesting candidates for appointment to select
committees and other posts.457 Lord Beith said it was quite common to hear whips of other
parties talk of favours being called in and he was aware that patronage might be used as an
element of persuasion.458
11. Based on the evidence before us, it would be speculation to conclude that personal
information was used to pressure MPs. It may reasonably be assumed that all information
about a parliamentarian – including personal or private information – might be used as an
element of persuasion, for the same reasons that personal circumstances might be relevant
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politically. For example, a sex scandal could lead to resignation, triggering a by-election.
However, the witnesses from whom we heard strongly rejected any improper pressure being
applied and we heard no evidence that this was done in respect of allegations of child sexual
abuse. Lord Arbuthnot said that, to the extent that there was a degree of deference towards
the establishment, this did not extend to criminal behaviour of a serious nature.459

F.3: The keeping of notes and ‘dirt books’
12. That personal information passed through the whips’ offices is evident from the
Conservative Party whips’ notes which we received in evidence. The keeping of whips’ notes
or ‘dirt books’ by the whips is another part of the mystery surrounding the whips’ offices.
It is clear on the evidence before us that whips’ notes were kept by the Conservative Party,
often in carbon-copy books where the top page would be detached and read nightly by the
chief whip. The notes or books could be consulted by other whips, but were regarded as the
personal property of the chief whip,460 as demonstrated by Lord Jopling still retaining notes
from his time as chief whip from 1979 to 1983. Lord Jopling explained to us that “they were
my property. They were notes written by the Whips to me”.461 It appears that in or around 1996
the Conservative Party’s practice of retaining notes in carbon-copy form ceased,462 although
notes continued to be made. Lord Arbuthnot told us that during his time as Opposition chief
whip from 1997 to 2001, notes were kept for two weeks only. We also heard evidence that
the practice had ceased long before this in the Labour Party (in around 1964,463 although
Nick Brown MP felt he had to reiterate this on becoming chief whip in 1997464). Lord Beith
provided a witness statement to the Inquiry in which he said that confidential information
was not usually kept in written form in the Liberal Party whips’ office and that no “black
book” was kept during his time.465
13. Kenneth Clarke MP explained to us that, as a whip, in the “dirt book” or “black book” “you
reported things which you thought might have been of interest to the Chief Whip in particular
and your colleagues”.466 Lord Jopling said that he gave his whips “a free rein to put in the book
whatever they thought was relevant”.467 We were told that the bulk of whips’ notes concerned
matters of Parliamentary business, legislation and policy.468 Notes were sometimes shared
with the Private Secretary to the government chief whip.469
14. We examined a number of whips’ notes retained by Lord Jopling from the period 1979
to 1983, when he was government chief whip. These examples showed not only that the
whips recorded information about MPs’ personal lives, but also information about members
of other political parties470 and about candidates who were not yet MPs.471 The notes also
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mentioned scandals likely to break in the news472 or in Private Eye.473 In respect of one note
about details of an affair involving a Scottish Conservative MP,474 Lord Jopling explained:
“The purpose of this note was so that the Chief Whip was aware of situations, private
situations, with regard to the members.”475
15. Among others, we saw notes about the state of an MP’s marriage,476 a forthcoming
Private Eye issue containing “a little snippet in it, suggesting that there is a ‘Sex Scandal in a
Sauna Bath’, which involves a Cabinet Minister”,477 a Conservative MP being seen “in the lower
office with his secretary and two others. All rather pretty young men”478 and the Monday Club479
(the Monday Club was a group of MPs on the right wing of the Conservative Party480).
16. The most significant example, for our purposes, was the following whip’s note:
“March 23rd
Telephone call from Michael Havers to tell Chief Whip that it would be likely to break
within 48 hours that [WM-F23] present woman a Call Girl also a letter of homosexual
nature in existence from [WM-F23] to a boy.”481
17. Lord Jopling told us:
“I think that is the most serious note which I received from the Whips during my period as
Chief Whip. I think I put in my original submission to the inquiry that it is the only event I
can recall during my period which alleged there might be a case of child abuse.”482
Lord Jopling was asked if he could remember now receiving the note. He told us:
“I remember at the time very much. And I can remember that there was – shock and
horror went through the entire office at that time, having read that.”483
Asked why there was shock and horror, he said “Well, because we were into the business
of paedophilia”.484
18. Lord Jopling said that at the time he spoke to Sir Michael Havers, the Attorney General,
and that, given the Attorney General was aware, Lord Jopling understood that the matter
was being properly handled by the investigating authorities.485 This was the only occasion
which Lord Jopling could remember when information came into the whips’ office about
sexual abuse or possible sexual abuse of children.486
19. This note demonstrates that if those in authority were aware of allegations of child
sexual abuse, it is possible that this information would have found its way to the whips’
offices and into the whips’ notes, as it did on this occasion. We heard evidence that
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numerous whips’ notes would have been produced on a daily basis, and that most whips’
notes were about policy matters and legislation. Due to the passage of time and patchy
retention of notes, few were available for examination by this Inquiry. In the circumstances,
it is not possible for us to conclude one way or the other whether allegations of child sexual
abuse or exploitation featured in other whips’ notes. We can say that it was the clear
evidence of Lord Jopling that this was the only instance of this nature during his period as
chief whip, and that we did not receive evidence from other whips of other notes recording
any such allegations.

F.4: Allegations of child sexual abuse
20. Witnesses denied hearing allegations of MPs committing child sexual abuse through
the whips’ offices and denied that there was any cover-up by the whips of criminal offences.
There was no recognition of the approach described by Tim Fortescue or of the “cover-up”
described by Lord Tebbit.
21. Kenneth Clarke MP said that during his time in the whips’ office he “can’t remember
any gossip or anything about, as it happens, small boys”.487 Lord Jopling said that he had “no
recollection from the period of the Pym Whips’ Office of any sort of scandal suggestion with
regard to the abuse of children” (Francis Pym MP was government chief whip from 1970
to 1973) or in his own.488 He also had no knowledge of Lord Tebbit’s suggestion of a big
political cover-up.489 We note in passing that both Kenneth Clarke MP and Lord Jopling
served in the whips’ office at the same time as Tim Fortescue, whose comments about
whips helping MPs regarding “a scandal involving small boys” triggered much of the concern
about the whips at Westminster. Gyles Brandreth never heard any allegations concerning
child sexual abuse relating to any MP of any party serving in the 1992 to 1997 Parliament.490
Lord Arbuthnot acknowledged that there may have been a degree of deference in the whips’
office, but not to criminal behaviour of a serious nature,491 and he could not remember any
criminal allegations that were made when he was chief whip or junior whip.492 Sir Murdo
Maclean, Private Secretary to the government chief whip from 1978 to 2000, never heard
of any suggestion or saw evidence of child sexual abuse by MPs493 and did not recognise
the description by Tim Fortescue.494 In written witness statements, Lord Ryder,495 Baroness
Taylor,496 Lord Wakeham,497 Lord Beith,498 Lord Foster,499 Lord Young500 and Lord Goodlad501
similarly denied knowledge of allegations of child sexual abuse and denied recognition of
what Tim Fortescue and Lord Tebbit had described.
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22. Based on the evidence we have seen, we cannot conclude that the whips and whips’
offices concealed or suppressed allegations of child sexual abuse by persons of public
prominence, or used it as a form of leverage. There were certain features of the whips’
offices which may have assisted with an attempt to cover up such allegations, for example
the collation of any and all possibly relevant information about parliamentarians, which was
then shared within party bounds but otherwise kept confidential. Beyond that, we do not
have evidence that allegations of child sexual abuse were either known about or concealed
by the whips’ offices.
23. The whips’ offices remain a key part of the Westminster system and a repository of
information about parliamentarians. As a result, people may report allegations of child
sexual abuse and other criminal conduct to them, as they may do to other MPs. It is crucial
that party whips understand the appropriate safeguarding and child protection procedures
so that any information which comes to their attention in the future can be dealt with
appropriately and not kept within party walls or used simply to ‘head off’ trouble.502
We heard evidence from Nick Brown MP, chief whip of the Labour Party, about how
he would approach allegations of child sexual abuse. We deal with this and the issue of
safeguarding by political parties in Part J.
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The Paedophile Information
Exchange
G.1: Introduction
1. For almost 10 years between 1974 and 1984, an organisation known as the Paedophile
Information Exchange (PIE) operated across the UK. It openly campaigned for the
lowering of the age of consent and made concerted efforts to normalise and justify sexual
relationships between adults and children.
2. During the late 1970s, PIE was not simply tolerated as part of the authorities’ proper
commitment to freedom of speech and freedom of association but was accepted as a
legitimate voice of an oppressed sexual minority by respected and well-established civil
society organisations such as the National Council for Civil Liberties (NCCL, now known as
Liberty) and the Albany Trust (a specialist counselling and psychotherapy charity). It achieved
some traction and influence in civil libertarian and gay rights groups generally in that period.
3. Given the awareness now of the extent of child sexual abuse and the damage caused
to victims and survivors, it is extraordinary that such an organisation could have attracted
support for such a long period of time. In an effort to understand how this could have
happened, the Inquiry obtained extensive evidence from the archives of the London School
of Economics about the history and activities of PIE and the other civil society organisations
it interacted with. We also received a lengthy witness statement and numerous documents
from the NCCL and heard oral evidence from one of the current trustees of the Albany Trust.
4. Our investigation has also examined the allegation that PIE may have had sufficient
backing within government that it actually received funding or other support from the
Home Office, either directly or via the Albany Trust. We heard evidence from Timothy (Tim)
Hulbert, the former Home Office Voluntary Services Unit (VSU) consultant who made this
allegation, and examined the previous investigation into the matter carried out by Peter
Wanless and Richard Whittam QC.

Chronology of main events during the existence of PIE
5. PIE was founded in September 1974 by Michael Hanson, a gay student living in
Edinburgh, as part of the Scottish Minorities Group (which later became the Scottish
Homosexual Rights Group). Its inaugural meeting was held in Edinburgh in March 1975. In
July 1975, Keith Hose became its chair and the centre of activity moved to London.503
6. Mr Hose gave a speech at the annual conference of the Campaign for Homosexual
Equality (CHE) in November 1975, calling for a more sympathetic approach to people with
‘paedophilic tendencies’, which garnered attention from several more well-established
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organisations.504 Indeed, the Albany Trust had already made contact with PIE following an
earlier speech given by Mr Hose at a conference on the mental health of sexual minorities
hosted by Mind, the mental health charity, in September 1975.505
7. In around November 1975, PIE composed and submitted a paper to the Home Office
Criminal Law Revision Committee, which proposed the abolition of the age of consent and
the removal of sexual activity between adults and children from the criminal law.506
8. Tom O’Carroll became PIE’s Secretary in early 1976.507 In April 1976, PIE launched its
first magazine, entitled Understanding Paedophilia. This was renamed Magpie in March
1977508 and numerous editions were published between 1977 and 1983. Magpie was brazen
in its promotion of sexual activity with children, with a wide variety of content including
photographs or drawings of children in provocative poses, comment pieces, as well as
‘travelogue’ and academic-style articles.509
9. In September 1977, PIE held its first public meeting in London, and Mr O’Carroll (who
was by then Chair) also attended the British Psychological Society’s conference. This led to
significant media attention for the first time.510
10. In May 1978, PIE published a booklet entitled Paedophilia – Some Questions and
Answers,511 and distributed copies to every MP and peer in Parliament as well as to the media
and various prominent civil rights campaigners.512 The initial work on this pamphlet was
carried out in conjunction with the Albany Trust, as discussed below.
11. By July 1979, PIE’s window of acceptance and influence began to draw to a close.
Charges of conspiracy to corrupt public morals were brought against five serving or former
members of the PIE executive committee (one of whom died before trial). The initial trial
in January 1981 collapsed and a retrial took place in March 1981 against three of the
defendants (one having been acquitted in the first trial).513 At the retrial O’Carroll was
convicted and sentenced to two years’ imprisonment.514
12. PIE continued to exist in a diminished form for two or three years. It made some efforts
to appear in public, such as taking part in the London Gay Pride march in 1983. However, in
late 1983, there was a further prosecution of members of its new executive committee on
charges of distributing ‘child pornography’ and incitement to commit unlawful sexual acts
with children. In light of this PIE was shut down by its leadership in July 1984.515

PIE’s attempts to lobby parliamentarians and government
13. At its height in around 1978, it seems that PIE had some 300 members in total.516 The
Inquiry has seen no evidence to suggest that PIE had any members who were MPs or peers,
or who could be described more broadly as senior Westminster figures, with the exception
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of Sir Peter Hayman. There were two members of the PIE executive committee – Charles
Napier and Peter Righton517 – who had significant establishment connections of a more
general kind, such as holding prominent positions in schools and academia or (in Mr Righton’s
case) in public advisory roles, but we have seen no evidence of any other prominent persons.
14. Despite this, PIE made some concerted efforts to lobby government and politicians.
In addition to the submission to the Criminal Law Revision Committee in 1975 and the
distribution of Paedophilia – Some Questions and Answers, there appear to have been many
other attempts to get favourable political, media and cultural attention for PIE’s views.
15. The evidence we have seen suggests that PIE did not make much impact through these
efforts, apart from briefly amongst certain civil libertarian organisations and some gay rights
campaigners. For example, in the early 1980s, Edward Heath chaired the Youth Affairs
Lobby,518 a precursor to the Youth Parliament,519 which members of PIE and supporters of
PIE’s ideas tried to lobby. Mr Heath’s private secretary of the time, Peter Batey, recalled
informing Mr Heath he had received a letter from PIE and him replying “We don’t want
anything to do with them” with a strength of reaction that was notable.520
16. We also obtained evidence showing that when he was Home Secretary, in November
1983, Leon Brittan held a meeting with Geoffrey Dickens MP to discuss banning PIE.
Although it was decided not to do so, there is no hint of sympathy for PIE in any of the
documents. On the contrary, the discussion is about the need to be seen to act following an
attack on a boy in Brighton, but also about the legal difficulties in banning PIE and whether
it was necessary given that by 1983 its influence had largely disappeared as a result of the
criminal prosecutions.521

G.2: PIE’s links with other organisations
The Albany Trust
17. The Albany Trust was set up in 1958 as the sister charity to the Homosexual Law Reform
Society (HLRS). While the HLRS campaigned and lobbied to persuade the government to
implement the recommendations of the Wolfenden Report and decriminalise same-sex
sexual activity, the focus of the Albany Trust was to provide support for gay, lesbian and
bisexual people (as well as other sexual minorities) who needed counselling or advice.522
After homosexual acts between adults over 21 years of age were decriminalised in 1967, the
Albany Trust worked to build a network of expertise within London and then the rest of the
UK with two main aims. First, to tackle the stigma surrounding homosexuality and educate
mainstream counselling and healthcare services about the needs of sexual minorities.
Second, to provide specialist expertise, train counsellors and meet the counselling needs
of individuals.523
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18. The Albany Trust still exists today. It does not engage in campaigning, but primarily
provides counselling to those seeking help with relationships, sexuality or gender identity
issues, with a continued focus on the LGBT community given its history.524

Meetings with PIE and joint production of a pamphlet
19. The first contact between the Albany Trust and PIE took place in around September
1975, when Antony Grey, then secretary of the Albany Trust and a key figure in the early
years of its work and the gay rights movement more broadly, wrote to Mr Hose. The Albany
Trust was already involved in providing counselling to people who experience sexual
attraction towards children with the aim of reducing such feelings. Mr Grey had seen
Mr Hose speak at the Mind conference on the needs of sexual minorities and suggested,
having “greatly admired” Mr Hose’s courage, that they organise a meeting to discuss what
could be done to meet the needs of ‘paedophiles’.525
20. A series of meetings did then take place between January and November 1976,
convened by the Albany Trust and involving representatives from PIE, psychiatrists and other
professionals known to the Albany Trust who had an interest in the subject of ‘paedophilia’.
These meetings led to two projects. The first was to explore setting up some kind of
support group or counselling for people who experienced sexual attraction towards children.
The second was to produce a pamphlet which would try to educate the public about
paedophilia, dispel some myths about it, describe the social pressures and difficulties that
paedophiles experienced, and improve the general public’s attitude towards paedophiles.526
Neither of the two projects was ever fully developed.527
21. The pamphlet project did progress quite far before it was stopped. Some of the language
used in the minutes of the meetings was unattractive:
• “The legal position relating to consent, while ostensibly protective, was felt to make potential
victims not only of adult paedophiles, but also of nearly all children when they engaged in
sexual experimentation and were found out in doing so … It needed to be emphasised that
there were more positive ways of protecting children in their period of sexual development
than through the criminal law.”528
• The pamphlet “should be framed so that the public could identify with it in terms of their
own growth experience. Case histories of positive relations and also of those which had been
destroyed by legal and social interference should be included”.529
• In a suggested list of topics to be covered: “some interviews with older and younger
partners in paedophile relationships, confusion of paedophilia with child molesting, primitive
attitudes to sex offenders”.530
22. This language strongly suggests that at least some of the other participants in the
meetings (not only the PIE representatives) had sympathy for the position that adults
engaging in sexual activity with children could be valid or positive. One aim of the pamphlet
was to excuse or justify such sexual activity. Jeremy Clarke, a current trustee from whom we
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heard evidence, tried diligently to explain or downplay this feature of the documents,531 no
doubt out of an understandable concern for the reputation of the Albany Trust. However,
he had to admit that at times the aims of the pamphlet were “something that starts to sound
like propaganda for the campaign of the Paedophile Information Exchange”.532 It is clear that the
Albany Trust did a considerable amount of work with PIE on a pamphlet which would have
gone some way towards promoting PIE’s views about sex with children, and which if jointly
published as initially discussed would have had a respectability and gravitas because of the
Albany Trust’s name being attached to it.
23. Mr Clarke thought that the pamphlet project was stopped because the PIE
representatives were starting to make its contents sound like propaganda or advocacy for
PIE’s views, and the Albany Trust trustees were “simply not willing to go along” with that.533
That may have been part of the reason, but the archive documents tell a more complicated
story. It seems that the initial concern from the Albany Trust employees and volunteers
who were involved in the meetings with PIE was that “it was not felt that the document
would advance the understanding and acceptance of paedophiles, and it might adversely affect
the Albany Trust”.534 It appears the primary objection was not that the views expressed by
PIE and included in the draft pamphlet were likely to harm children or were morally wrong,
rather that it would not further the acceptance of paedophiles and may harm the reputation
of the Albany Trust.
24. When the Albany Trust trustees discussed the pamphlet project in November 1976
and January 1977,535 its connection with PIE had been in the newspapers because Mary
Whitehouse, the General Secretary of the National Viewers’ and Listeners’ Association, had
made an allegation that PIE was receiving support via the Albany Trust. The trustees came
to the view the project was simply too controversial, and so it was put on hold in November
1976 and then stopped completely at the start of the following year. By October and
November 1977, the Albany Trust was concerned about being connected to PIE in any way
and decided no longer to work with them, although “help, advice and information” would still
be provided.536 The VSU also expressed disquiet about the way the Albany Trust had been
linked to PIE.537

Referral of inquiries to PIE
25. Despite the difficult experience with the pamphlet project, the Albany Trust continued
to refer people to PIE. In February 1977, the Albany Trust’s standard information sheet of
suggested organisations to contact for help included details for PIE.538 We saw from the
archives further evidence of an individual being assisted in corresponding with PIE in late
1978 and early 1979 after he wrote to the Albany Trust from prison, having been convicted
and sentenced to a term of imprisonment for sexually assaulting a 14-year-old boy.539
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26. Finally, there is warm correspondence between Antony Grey and Tom O’Carroll dated
17 April 1978, which refers to support being given by Mr Grey to PIE at the NCCL annual
general meeting and in relation to NUPE, a trade union.540 Mr Grey had formally left the
Albany Trust by that time due to concerns expressed by some about the project with PIE.541
However, he was seen by others as having ongoing ties to the Albany Trust; for example he
publicly defended it from criticism by Sir Bernard Braine in late 1977. It is of concern that
such links were continuing in any way so long after the termination of the pamphlet project.
This project should have alerted the Albany Trust, and Mr Grey, to how dangerous an
organisation PIE really was.

Mary Whitehouse and questions about funding PIE
27. The Home Office VSU provided £10,000 of funding each year to the Albany Trust
between 1974 and 1977, and then increased its grant to £15,000 between 1978 and 1979.
The VSU was aware throughout this period that the Albany Trust’s work included work
with and about paedophiles; it is referred to openly in the Albany Trust’s reports to the
VSU at the time. This stream of funding constituted a significant proportion of its income at
that time.542
28. As noted above, on 24 November 1976 Mary Whitehouse made a speech in which she
alleged that:
“the support given by [the Albany Trust] to paedophile groups means that we are all
subsidising and supporting, at least indirectly, a cause which seeks to normalise sexual
attraction and activity between adult males and little girls”.543
29. This caused a media furore, and elicited a strong denial from Antony Grey that “the
Albany Trust does not give support (financial or otherwise) to paedophile groups”.544 It is not clear
whether this was an entirely accurate response, despite Mr Clarke’s attempts to persuade us
of its validity.545 While it may have been correct that the Trust had never endorsed PIE’s aims
or publicly supported them, and it was certainly true that the Trust never made any direct
financial contribution to PIE, it was misleading to deny there had been any form of support.
The meetings to discuss both a counselling service and the pamphlet, and the work on the
pamphlet itself, both constituted a type of support on any view.
30. The controversy reignited on 15 December 1977, when Sir Bernard Braine asked a
Parliamentary question to the Home Office:
“Is the Minister aware that there is evidence … that both these trusts [the Princedale
Trust and the Albany Trust] have given encouragement and publicity to the Paedophile
Information Exchange, an organisation which exists as openly dedicated to the sexual
corruption of children? Before paying any balance of grants, or before renewing any such
grants, will the minister obtain assurances that public money is not being used to help a
disgusting organisation which most people would regard as having criminal objectives?”546
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31. A careful answer was given that did not quite answer the question asked, stating “no
public money is being used for any propaganda purposes on behalf of such an organisation”.547
The Inquiry considers this was reflective of the reality that there were some fairly extensive
links between the Trust and PIE which the Home Office was aware of, but not links actually
furthering the objectives or aims of PIE.548 Despite a further full explanation of the links
in a letter from Antony Grey to Sir Bernard Braine, Clifford Hindley (the head of the VSU)
contacted the chair of the Albany Trust at that time, Rodney Bennett-England, to ask further
clarificatory questions.549

Effects on the Albany Trust of associating with PIE
32. There was an immediate impact on the Albany Trust as a result of all these events.
Mr Clarke said he believed all the trustees of the Albany Trust resigned at the end of
1977 as a result of the PIE controversy and the resulting damage to the Trust’s reputation.
Antony Grey, the secretary, also resigned.550
33. There was also longer-lasting damage. Mr Clarke told us that he started volunteering
with the Albany Trust in 1987, and so knew many of the individuals who were around at the
time of the links with PIE.551 When he first started volunteering he described how the PIE
scandal still affected the organisation:
“I arrived as a volunteer with this kind of shadow, even ten years later, that was hanging
over the counselling team. They were quite traumatised, I think, by the events of the
late 1970s and felt very bruised, I think, by what had happened. So there wasn’t much
communication between the counselling team … and Antony Grey, who it was felt had
sort of got the trust into all this trouble … ”552
34. Mr Clarke and his fellow trustee, Keith Mitchell, expressed their regret that the
Albany Trust had not been more careful in how it responded to PIE, and acknowledged the
involvement with PIE was a mistake.553

The National Council for Civil Liberties
35. PIE was an affiliate organisation to the National Council for Civil Liberties (NCCL, now
known as Liberty) from the late 1970s until the early 1980s.554 Patricia Hewitt held the
most senior staff position in the NCCL, General Secretary, between 1974 and 1983. She
has more recently held senior positions in the Labour Party. She has expressed regret for
PIE’s affiliation with the NCCL and has said she personally never supported PIE’s aims or its
members.555 Leaders and office-bearers of the NCCL at the time must accept responsibility
for PIE’s affiliation with the NCCL. The fact that PIE was allowed to remain connected to the
NCCL for several years had the effect of giving spurious legitimacy to an organisation that
promoted sex with children.
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36. We received a comprehensive and candid witness statement from the Acting Director
of Liberty, Ms Corey Stoughton, which set out carefully all of the available information from
the Liberty archives about PIE. It appears that there was a substantive relationship between
the NCCL and PIE. For instance, the NCCL advertised in PIE’s publication Understanding
Paedophilia in 1977 and in PIE’s magazine Magpie in April 1979, and in 1979 PIE asked to
advertise in the NCCL’s magazine Rights!, although after some internal debate within the
NCCL the advertisement was not placed.556
37. The main link between PIE and the NCCL seems to have been the Gay Rights
Committee (GRC), which was operated by the NCCL from the mid-1970s until some time in
the 1980s.557 It was primarily made up of volunteers rather than NCCL staff, and had around
25 members, who did not necessarily have to be members of the NCCL and who could not
speak for the NCCL without prior permission.558
37.1. Nettie Pollard was a key figure on the GRC and a member of NCCL staff. She was
the NCCL’s receptionist from at least 1977, and described herself in correspondence as
Gay Rights Organiser.559 Numerous documents from the time suggest that Ms Pollard
was sympathetic to PIE’s aims and objectives.560
37.2. Keith Hose, PIE’s one-time Chair, was a member of the GRC. Significantly,
Mr Hose successfully pushed for the NCCL evidence to the Home Office in 1976 to
incorporate some of PIE’s ideas.561 In March 1976, the NCCL proposed a reduction of
the age of consent to 14, and in some cases 10.
“NCCL proposes that the age of consent should be lowered to 14, with special provision
for situations where the partners are close in age, or where consent of a child over ten can
be proved.”562
A version of this policy was then adopted as a recommendation by Home Office
advisers in a later 1979 paper.
37.3. In May 1977 the NCCL held a conference on gay rights, which included
presentations from PIE members such as Tom O’Carroll that were apparently “wellreceived”.563 O’Carroll was a member of the GRC for a period in 1977–1978 (at the same
time, notably, as Antony Grey), and the GRC minutes from March to November 1978
show that support was expressed for O’Carroll when he lost his job as Open University
press officer because of his association with PIE.564
It is fair to say that the relationship between the GRC and the NCCL’s core executive and
leadership was not particularly close and at times somewhat strained.565 However, Ms Pollard
in particular was a significant link between the NCCL and PIE for a number of years, and it is
clear that key PIE members such as Hose and O’Carroll had an active presence on the GRC.
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38. In 1981, when O’Carroll was convicted, the NCCL was asked to intervene in his favour.
Ms Hewitt refused the request. Although the NCCL did generally oppose the law on
conspiracy as it then stood, and in particular the offence of conspiracy to corrupt public
morals, of which O’Carroll was convicted, there does not appear to have been an appetite to
campaign on his particular case.566
39. Following the 1981 prosecution, the relationship between the NCCL and PIE appears to
have become more tense, and by 1984 steps were underway to remove PIE’s affiliation. PIE
was disbanded before this happened.567
40. As with the Albany Trust, links with PIE have had a negative effect on the NCCL’s
reputation. In 2014, the then-director Shami Chakrabarti made a statement expressing
“disgust and horror” that PIE had managed to infiltrate the NCCL so successfully. Liberty
repeated this in its evidence to us, and also set out a clear explanation of how the
institutional failures and blindspots which led to the relationship with PIE in the 1970s and
1980s could not and would not be repeated today.568

G.3: Allegation that the Home Office funded PIE
41. Tim Hulbert, a retired public servant and former consultant to the Home Office VSU
who is a core participant in this investigation, alleges that PIE was funded by the Home
Office. Mr Hulbert was a consultant at the VSU from 1977 until 1981, when he became the
Deputy Director of Social Services for Hereford and Worcester County Council.569
42. The VSU was an inter-departmental unit attached to the Home Office which was
responsible for coordinating government policy in relation to the voluntary sector, providing
grants to organisations which fell between or crossed over the responsibilities of other
departments, and contributing to the development of the relationship between statutory
and voluntary organisations.570 A consultant was equivalent to the civil service grade of
‘principal’. Mr Hulbert explained that his duties included providing expert advice at all
levels, both administratively and politically, to ministers, other advisers and the unit itself
on matters that related to the voluntary sector and to local government.571 Mr Hulbert
assessed organisations that had made applications for grants and reviewed grants that had
been made.572 He told us that he had free rein to speak to numerous people across all the
hierarchies of the Home Office.573
43. Key personnel in the VSU in the late 1970s to early 1980s included Dennis Peach
(the deputy secretary or undersecretary), Geoffrey de Deney (the undersecretary),
Clifford Hindley (now deceased, the head of the unit and Mr Hulbert’s line manager)574
and Alan Davies (later Reverend Davies, also deceased, a principal with responsibility for
some grants).575
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44. Mr Hulbert recalls that he saw a spreadsheet listing grants for renewal, of the type that
was circulated around the VSU on a quarterly basis,576 which included an entry which stated
‘WRVS (P.I.E.)’.577 He has given various accounts of that allegation in 2013 and 2014, and to
this Inquiry in 2016 and 2019.578
45. In his evidence, Mr Hulbert said that the entry was pointed out to him by Reverend
Davies. Mr Hulbert thought that the amount of the grant renewal might have been about
£30,000, but he could not be sure.579 He recalled that when his statement was taken in
2013, the police asked how much the figure was, and he said that he thought it was a
five-figure sum. The police asked whether it was “about £30,000”. Mr Hulbert said that he
thought at the time, and still thinks, that it “may well have been” that amount, “because, if it
was a repeat grant for three years over a three-year period, then most of the VSU grants were
not below £10,000 a year”. He said that £30,000 was therefore “not an unreasonable figure
to estimate”.580
46. The letters ‘WRVS’ stood for Women’s Royal Voluntary Service (now Royal Voluntary
Service or RVS). The WRVS received three substantial grants-in-aid from the VSU, the sum
of which in 1978/79 was £2,650,000.581 Mr Hulbert told us he and Reverend Davies both
knew a lot about the WRVS.582 Reverend Davies was responsible for reviewing the WRVS
grant application and preparing the draft submission for approval.583 Mr Hulbert said that it
was clear to him and to Reverend Davies that the letters ‘P.I.E.’ referred to the Paedophile
Information Exchange.584 Mr Hulbert said that this was because there was no other
organisation which received grants and had the acronym PIE,585 and both he and Reverend
Davies knew about PIE from commentary in the press.586 He said that both he and Reverend
Davies were horrified upon seeing the reference to PIE,587 and that both were puzzled by the
juxtaposition of the WRVS and PIE, because they were very different organisations.588
47. It makes little sense for the letters ‘WRVS (PIE)’ to have been openly referred to on a
spreadsheet which was circulated around the VSU if the channelling of money from the
Home Office to PIE through the WRVS was being done covertly. If funding to PIE was being
openly referred to, it also seems curious that there was any need to channel it through, or
label it as pertaining to, an unrelated organisation. Mr Hulbert speculated that the reference
to ‘WRVS (PIE)’ was included on the spreadsheet by mistake.589
48. We considered whether there could be another explanation for an entry on a grant
renewal spreadsheet marked ‘WRVS (P.I.E.)’ or ‘WRVS (PIE)’. We saw evidence that during
the Second World War, the WRVS administered a national ‘Pie Scheme’ (a scheme for the
manufacture and distribution of pies and snacks to agricultural workers in rural areas),
which had a Pie Fund or Funds maintained after the Second World War. We saw at least
one example from the 1940s–1950s of a WRVS Pie Fund that was administered by a Pie
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Committee, which managed investments and expenditure and had a constitution.590 In his
2019 statement, Mr Hulbert said that he and Reverend Davies had joked about whether
the WRVS was having a “national bake-up” because of the reference to PIE.591 Mr Hulbert
denied that this could have explained what he saw, both because RVS records suggest that
the Pie Scheme had concluded by the early 1950s592 and because he was not aware of the
Pie Scheme when he saw the entry on the spreadsheet.593 Whether Mr Hulbert was aware
of the WRVS Pie Scheme is not relevant to the question of whether it could have provided
an alternative explanation for the entry. However, there is insufficient evidence to conclude
whether there was any alternative explanation for what Mr Hulbert saw, although we are
not able to rule out the possibility that there may have been one. Also, we are not able to
rule out that the word or acronym ‘PIE’ or ‘P.I.E.’ may have signified something other than the
Paedophile Information Exchange.
49. Having seen the entry, Mr Hulbert says he told Reverend Davies that he would take the
matter up with Mr Hindley.594 Although Reverend Davies was responsible for reviewing the
WRVS grant, Mr Hulbert recalls that Reverend Davies was content for him to take up the
matter with Mr Hindley.595 Mr Hulbert later went to Mr Hindley’s office and asked him why
the VSU was funding PIE. Mr Hulbert recalls that Mr Hindley stated that PIE was a bona fide
campaigning organisation even if its objectives appeared objectionable; that it was funded at
the request of either the Security Services or Special Branch, who found it useful to identify
people with paedophile inclinations; and that it was a grant being extended for a further
period and therefore did not require a consultant’s input.596 Mr Hulbert did not take the
matter further.
50. Mr Hulbert says that some time later he was in the general office of the VSU when Brian
Chaplin, another principal, was present. Also present was David Scagell, senior principal, and
the registry clerk, Irene Cole.597 Mr Hulbert asked to see the WRVS file, which Mr Chaplin
had in his hand. Mr Scagell said he could not have it as it was nothing to do with a consultant.
That was the only time Mr Hulbert was ever refused access to any file while he worked at
the VSU.598 Mr Hulbert also said that he saw a copy of Magpie, the PIE magazine, at the VSU
after he saw the entry ‘WRVS (PIE)’ and that it may have been in Mr Hindley’s office.599
51. There were some inconsistencies in the detail of Mr Hulbert’s accounts. He gave much
more detail in his later accounts than in his 2013 account to police. He gave different
descriptions of what he saw. In 2013, he said “at the tip of the spreadsheet near to a line
referring to the WRVS was a column or line that had PIE on it”.600 He believed this was some
time in 1980. In 2014, he described “a hazy recollection of seeing a spreadsheet listing grants
for renewal which included PIE and which I think may have shown an entry as ‘WRVS (PIE)’”.601
He dated this “around 1978”. In 2019, he provided a detailed description of a spreadsheet
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containing “an entry which read ‘WRVS (P.I.E.)’ which was shown as a grant for renewal and the
amount was at least a five figure sum”.602 He estimated the date as being “in the early summer
of approximately 1979”.
52. In relation to Mr Hindley’s response, in his 2013 statement Mr Hulbert said:
“Clifford responded by saying that it was nothing to do with me, and I was to have nothing
to do with it. The impression Clifford gave was that the funding was in fact at the request
of Security Services in order to give them some sort of access to PIE.”603
In 2019, he described a three-part response, but by reference to Special Branch rather than
to the Security Services:
“My recollection is that Clifford Hindley’s response was, firstly, that PIE was a bona fide
campaigning organisation even if its objectives appeared objectionable; secondly, that it
was funded at the request of Special Branch who he said found it useful to identify people
with paedophile inclinations; and thirdly, that it was a grant being extended for a further
period and therefore did not require a consultant’s input … I left the meeting with Clifford
Hindley with a clear understanding that he wished me to ‘back off’. I believe Clifford
Hindley’s reference to Special Branch interest was sufficient for me to accept this without
further challenge.”604
53. In oral evidence, Mr Hulbert strongly rejected any suggestion that these inconsistencies
might undermine his core allegation. He explained this by saying that his 2013 police
statement was not satisfactory, the police did not ask the “right questions”, it was the first
time he had given a police statement, he had read over it quickly, and he may not have
realised the significance of signing that statement at the time.605 On the question of the
increasing level of detail in his accounts from 2013 to 2019, Mr Hulbert said that he has tried
to avoid speculating, but that as he has examined this matter over time, there are things that
he remembers now that he did not remember at the time.606 He said that every time he has
looked at the matter, his recollection has become clearer because his memory is stirred.607
Mr Hulbert also said that because the allegations are now 40 years old, it is natural that
there are some changes and discrepancies in his statements.608
54. Mr Hulbert made the allegation that PIE had been funded by the Home Office in
a telephone call to the BBC in 1994 after he had watched the television documentary
‘The Secret Life of a Paedophile’.609 In 2013, a note of the call was discovered by
Peter McKelvie, who put Mr Hulbert in touch with Tom Watson MP and the police.610
The note reads:
“PIE was funded by Home Office, says Tim Hulbert, now Bed CC director – Clifford
Hindley – head of Vol. Service Unit + Home Office, was involved”.611
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Mr Hulbert had worked with Mr McKelvie at Hereford and Worcester Social Services
Department.612
55. We saw evidence that, in 1980, Mr Hulbert was asked by Clifford Hindley613 to prepare
a report putting forward grounds on which the VSU might consider a “Review of WRVS”
in order to satisfy itself that the high level of the WRVS grant was justified, to address
accountability expectations and to assist WRVS in its own assessment of its role in a
developing voluntary sector.614 While Mr Peach and other senior VSU staff were against
the idea,615 Clifford Hindley wrote a note to Mr Peach dated 15 January 1981 arguing in
favour of a “large-scale review” because of the VSU’s “ignorance of how WRVS operates”.
He continued:
“None of this makes a review imperative. Still less is there any suggestion of impropriety
or wastefulness. There is however a great ignorance of how the money is spent.”616
The proposed review did not appear to take place.
56. Mr Hulbert said that he was not surprised that Mr Hindley was agitating for a largescale review of the WRVS account and grant level in 1980 and 1981.617 Mr Hulbert said that
the issue of PIE funding and the proposed WRVS review were separate,618 that the threeyear grant renewal he saw some time between 1978 and 1980 would have been “almost
extinct” by the time of a review,619 and that Mr Hindley would have been under “extreme
pressure from the Treasury to have some accountability” given the size of the WRVS grant.620
Alternatively, he contemplated that Mr Hindley’s agitation in favour of a large-scale review
could have been a double-bluff on Mr Hindley’s part.621
57. The final written submissions made to the Inquiry on Mr Hulbert’s behalf stated:
“It is crucial to the understanding of this evidence that this review was of the accounting
practices of the WRVS and not the internal accounting with the Home Office VSU. This
misunderstanding reveals the conflation of two separate issues: the accounts kept by the
WRVS and the accounts of funding records kept by the Home Office/VSU. Mr Hulbert
saw the reference to the funding of PIE on the internal records within the Home Office/
VSU of accounting for various grants to various organisations. This would never have been
a record available to the WRVS as it was an internal Home Office document.”622
58. From the documents we have seen, it is not entirely clear that a “Review of WRVS” would
refer only to records held and activities conducted by the WRVS externally to the VSU.
The terms of the proposed review were not precisely defined; Mr Peach referred to “some
kind of review of WRVS activities and funding”.623 It is not inconceivable that VSU records of
the level of grants allocated to the WRVS may have been provided to a reviewer as part of
such a review. This may have included a ‘WRVS (PIE)’ spreadsheet entry.
Tim Hulbert 25 March 2019 75/6-11
Tim Hulbert 25 March 2019 151/22-24, 153/7-9
614
HOM001673
615
HOM001674
616
HOM001677
617
Tim Hulbert 25 March 2019 156/9-10
618
Tim Hulbert 25 March 2019 156/9-10
619
Tim Hulbert 25 March 2019 159/10-11
620
Tim Hulbert 25 March 2019 159/13-15
621
Tim Hulbert 25 March 2019 159/25-160/20
622
INQ 004279_19
623
HOM001674
612
613

100

The Paedophile Information Exchange

59. Mr Hulbert’s explanations of Mr Hindley’s position are necessarily hypothetical.
However, Mr Hindley could easily have sided with his more senior colleagues had he wished
to avoid independent scrutiny of WRVS funding, and especially any possible questions
of “impropriety”.624 It would be illogical for a person who was attempting to cover up
the funding of a controversial organisation by channelling funds through the account of
another organisation to advocate for a large-scale review of the activities and funding of
the cover organisation. The review was proposed little more than a year after the covert
grant was said to have been renewed. By ceding control of the review question, first to
Mr Hulbert in asking him to prepare the initial note, then to his superiors and then to an
external reviewer, Mr Hindley would have risked exposing the arrangement and his role in it.
The attitude conveyed in Mr Hindley’s note of 15 January 1981 is not consistent with that
of someone who wished to suppress such an arrangement. There is a mismatch between
the language in the note and the language Mr Hulbert described from their conversation in
Mr Hindley’s office.
60. The Home Office commissioned an independent review into the claim that the VSU had
provided funds to PIE in the 1970s.625 The review concluded, on the balance of probabilities,
that the funding of PIE by the Home Office did not take place.626
61. This independent review was itself reviewed by Peter Wanless and Richard Whittam
QC.627 Mr Wanless and Mr Whittam considered that the conclusion that the alleged funding
of PIE did not take place “is not a fully satisfactory answer to whether the Home Office ever
directly or indirectly funded PIE” and that they could not “offer categorical assurance one way
or the other”.628 They concluded that it would be “odd but not impossible”629 that Special
Branch funded PIE via a Home Office budget to somehow keep track of its members and
their activity:
“the official records offer no direct evidence to suggest it did, and no other civil servant
we have had contact with has corroborated Mr Hulbert’s memory, but the records are
insufficiently complete to rule it out entirely”.630
62. The final submissions made to the Inquiry on Mr Hulbert’s behalf by his Counsel, Sam
Stein QC, revealed a subtle but significant change of position. In oral closing submissions,
Mr Stein submitted “you should find, and should report, that Mr Hulbert told the truth; and
find that he did see evidence that the Home Office, or persons working within the Home Office,
had provided, or had intended to provide, substantial funding to the Paedophile Information
Exchange”631 (although he conceded that there was no corroboration or evidence of a
“money trail”632). In written closing submissions, Mr Stein repeatedly asserted that the Home
Office “or persons working within the Home Office, did fund, or intended to fund the Paedophile
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Information Exchange”.633 This extends the allegation from the Home Office itself to include
the alternative of “persons working within the Home Office” and from actual provision of
funding to possibly only an intention to fund PIE.
63. Until this point, Mr Hulbert had alleged that PIE was funded by the Home Office, at the
request of either the Security Services or Special Branch, not that it was merely intended to
be funded by persons working within the Home Office. Mr Hulbert’s allegation was that he
saw a grant renewal spreadsheet entry indicating that the Home Office was funding PIE, and
that Mr Hindley then confirmed, first, that the entry did refer to PIE and, second, that the
VSU was funding PIE at the request of the Security Services or Special Branch. This is the
allegation that was investigated by the Home Office, the findings of which were considered
by the Wanless and Whittam review. While Mr Wanless and Mr Whittam did briefly consider
whether “money might have been passed through to PIE without Government sanction, but
instead by an individual exceeding their authority knowing that there was no real audit”,634 they
expressly noted that this was not Mr Hulbert’s allegation:
“The only material that directly supports the existence of such a payment currently
comes from Mr Hulbert who recollects that may only have been done on behalf of those
investigating PIE, not as a way of the HO, or someone within the HO exceeding their
authority, providing financial assistance for PIE because either supported it[s] aims.”635
64. Before this Inquiry, Mr Hulbert stated in oral evidence that he cannot prove that the
funds did in fact go through the WRVS.636 In his written closing submissions after the
hearing, he stated that he is “entirely unaware of whether the grant renewal was ever transferred
to the Paedophile Information Exchange, or what Mr Hindley did subsequently”.637 The change
in emphasis matters because it is more serious to allege that the Home Office provided
funding to PIE at the request of the Security Services or Special Branch than to suggest, as
Mr Hulbert’s counsel now has, that an individual employee of the Home Office planned to
channel VSU funding to PIE but the plan was ultimately not carried out.
65. Reverend Davies died in 2018. He worked in the VSU from 1977 to 1979.638 The
Wanless and Whittam review did not contact him, apparently because they understood
that Mr Hulbert had been in touch with him in 2014 and so he was considered to be a less
satisfactory source of information than others.639 Mr Hulbert had drawn Mr Wanless and
Mr Whittam’s attention to the potential importance of Reverend Davies’ evidence as the
person who he thought had first drawn his attention to the funding of PIE.640 Mr Hulbert’s
suggestion was not followed up. We are not satisfied that sufficient steps have yet been
taken by the Home Office to contact other relevant individuals, including Brian Chaplin.
We were told that enquiries are still ongoing. It appears that they have been significantly
delayed given no substantive steps appear to have been made to locate Brian Chaplin since
May 2015.641
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66. In February 2014, Reverend Davies told police that he could not recall any funding or
any paperwork in relation to PIE funding while he worked at the VSU. He also could not
recall ever showing Mr Hulbert a spreadsheet, ledger or any document about PIE funding
or grants.642 In 2017, Reverend Davies told the Inquiry that he had a vague recollection,
possibly from early 1979, when the general conversation was about WRVS funding and
someone used the expression ‘PIE’. He could not be sure but thought it was Mr Hulbert.
He did not recognise the expression ‘PIE’ and never gave it another thought because it was
not something on his radar. He did not see any documents to the best of his recollection
with ‘PIE’ marked on them. He had no thoughts about money being diverted. If he had, he
would have raised it with Mr Hindley.643
67. Reverend Davies referred to an email exchange with Mr Hulbert on 30 June 2016
following a phone call with Mr Hulbert.644 Mr Hulbert subsequently sent an email to
Reverend Davies referring to his memory of seeing ‘WRVS (P.I.E.)’ and asking him to put
in writing what he had said on the phone. In response, Reverend Davies stated that he did
“recall very clearly the questions raised on the WRVS renewal” and assured Mr Hulbert that his
memory was “still very accurate”, but did not mention or confirm the allegation concerning
PIE. Mr Hulbert submitted that he was “unable to say why Mr Davies’ evidence has been
equivocal”, and “because of his personal regard for Mr Davies” Mr Hulbert was “very reluctant
to speculate as to the reasons for Mr Davies’ apparent failure to more clearly corroborate” his
account.645 Reverend Davies’ evidence was inconclusive and inconsistent with the accounts
Mr Hulbert has given. Reverend Davies did not, in his email, provide any clear confirmation
of Mr Hulbert’s allegation, but it also appears to be inconsistent with his 2014 and 2017
statements where he said that he could not recall any paperwork in relation to PIE funding
and that he did not recognise the expression ‘PIE’ at the time.
68. Tom O’Carroll joined PIE in 1974 and eventually became its chair, before being convicted
in 1981 of conspiracy to corrupt public morals and in 2006 of distributing indecent
photographs of children. O’Carroll provided a written statement to the Inquiry, the relevant
part of which was adduced in evidence.646 O’Carroll said he found any suggestion that PIE
received up to £70,000 in funding to be “preposterous”. He said that PIE operated on very
limited funds and relied largely on membership fees, and that he was not aware of any large
donations to PIE of any sort, including personal donations.647 He said that PIE’s financial
report for 1977/78 appears to make it clear that PIE did not receive large grants from any
source and was running at a loss.648 O’Carroll further stated:
“With a membership that never exceeded about 250 people at any one time, and
members paying probably around £5 each, that would have given us an annual income of
about £1250, plus the sales etc. The overall total would have been no more than £2000
or so, which would just about have funded the production, by the cheapest methods
possible, of future publications. To appreciate that we were running on a shoestring, you
only need to look at the production quality of the magazines etc. that we produced. You
would not have mistaken Magpie for Vogue.”649
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However, he said that PIE was associated with organisations that did receive public funds
and in that sense may have benefited from that funding.650
69. Tom O’Carroll is an unashamed advocate and apologist for paedophilia, as well as
having convictions for corruption of public morals and distributing indecent photographs of
children. Despite this, on this issue, his account is in keeping with other evidence tending to
suggest that PIE was not supported financially in the way and to the extent suggested by
Mr Hulbert.
70. O’Carroll’s account on this issue is supported by contemporaneous documents. PIE’s
magazine Magpie dated October–December 1979 (a few months after Mr Hulbert alleges
he saw the spreadsheet entry, according to his 2019 statement) contains a section entitled
‘Blood, Sweat and Tears Department: The Continuing Crisis’ which states, insofar as relevant:
“Many thanks to those who have sent in money and offers of help in the present crisis …
PIE’s general financial state is now looking grim, thanks to the soaring cost of producing
Magpie … in the meantime funds are desperately needed … the EC recently decided …
(i) to bring out this issue of Magpie in unchanged format – later issues, unless money
is forthcoming, will have to be much less lavishly produced, (ii) to forego an a.g.m.
this year.”651
These remarks do not suggest an organisation which had received a grant (or multiple grants,
as the grant was said to be a renewal) of £30,000 in government funding, or was due to
receive the renewal of such a grant.
71. The Inquiry’s legal team conducted searches at MI5 for documents that might indicate
that PIE was funded by the Home Office. An internal MI5 note dated 1983 positively
suggested to the contrary:
“A Treasurer’s Report which was compiled in October 1982 showed that there was
£460.48½ in the P.I.E.’s account. Recently, P.I.E.’s finances are thought to be in a parlous
state. There is no evidence of any other source of funds except from the membership.”652
72. Searches were also conducted of Metropolitan Police Special Branch (MPSB) records,
and the records of Special Branch offices throughout the country. None of these searches
has revealed any documents which suggest that PIE may have been funded by the VSU.
However, there was a Special Branch file opened on PIE in July 1978 that was destroyed
in 1999 in accordance with standard destruction criteria.653 The Commander of the
Counterterrorism Command confirmed by letter to the Wanless and Whittam Review in
2014 that a search of records produced no information that suggests that the MPSB had any
role in investigating PIE, or that the MPSB would have wanted or encouraged any financial
support from the Home Office in order to continue any MPSB investigations into PIE.654
73. Accounts for the relevant period are not available from the WRVS.655 The Inquiry has
seen a Home Office document dated 11 October 1978 which includes amounts for three
VSU grants-in-aid to the WRVS for each of the seven financial years from 1971/72 to
1977/78, and estimates of overall amounts to be granted to the WRVS in the years 1978/79
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and 1979/80.656 It was argued for Mr Hulbert in opening that records for both the Home
Office and WRVS are missing “for, and only for, the very three years in which Mr Hulbert says
that a grant was made from the Home Office VSU to PIE via WRVS”.657 It is not correct that
both sets of records are missing “only for” those years; records for the WRVS, at least, are
not available for any year until 1991/92.658 Grants made to the WRVS were approved by
ministers and put before Parliament by way of a global sum that was not broken down.659
There is nothing suspicious in the fact that the WRVS did not keep accounts from that time.
We have received evidence that the Home Office had no specific document retention and
disposal policies prior to 1982.660 It would have been preferable if the Home Office had kept
records of grants made.
74. Counsel on Mr Hulbert’s behalf insisted that there could be no doubt that his evidence
was factually correct. He submitted that nothing explains Mr Hulbert’s evidence “other
than the fact that it is true”,661 and that Mr Hulbert’s account of his meeting with Mr Hindley
confirmed “in a manner incapable of any misinterpretation”662 that the grant renewal was
intended for PIE:
“There clearly could not have been a mistake on the part of Mr Hulbert … ”.663
“There is no room for mistake, for confusion or for any misunderstanding of Mr Hulbert’s
evidence regarding this crucial meeting [with Mr Hindley]. The funding was for the
Paedophile Information Exchange”.664
There is a possibility of misinterpretation, given the lesser degree of certainty in Mr Hulbert’s
original 2013 account which referred to an “impression”665 as to Mr Hindley’s response and
not the detailed three points that Mr Hulbert later recalled. Moreover, even if taken at its
height, this does not mean that the Home Office did in fact fund PIE, only that Mr Hulbert
took from what Mr Hindley said that the Home Office did fund PIE. Mr Hulbert appears to
accept that there may be an explanation for what he heard and saw that is consistent with
the Home Office not providing funds to PIE, or that his account does not inevitably mean
that funds were provided to PIE.
75. Mr Hulbert’s counsel submitted that he “has previously been found, by two separate
Home Office Reviews, to have been a credible and a truthful witness in relation to his account”.666
That is not right; his account was found credible by one review, that of the first independent
reviewer.667 However, that review also concluded that on the balance of probabilities
the alleged funding of PIE by the VSU did not take place.668 The Wanless and Whittam
review did not specifically find Mr Hulbert to be credible, but appeared to accept that
he was honest.
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76. On the basis of this finding of credibility by the Home Office-commissioned review,
it was suggested that “the Inquiry will have to approach, treat and find that Mr Hulbert’s
testimony is very likely to be true”,669 “that the core elements of Mr Hulbert’s evidence are true
and that the events he described occurred”670 and that “the Inquiry must find that Mr Hulbert’s
account is true”.671 This does not follow. First, this Inquiry is independent of what has gone
before and is not bound by what any previous review has found in the past, not least
because we have heard Mr Hulbert’s evidence on oath which the first independent reviewer
and Mr Wanless and Mr Whittam did not. Second, there may be some distance between
an account given honestly and it being wholly factually accurate. A witness may give an
honest and intelligent account of their own experience, and genuinely believe that what
they are saying is true, but also be susceptible to the fallibility of memory, the memory
playing tricks,672 mistake, misinterpretation, misrepresentation on the part of another, or an
incomplete understanding of what they heard or saw.
77. Mr Hulbert gave his account honestly, and candidly conceded its limitations. At least
some of the inconsistencies among his accounts can be explained by the passage of several
decades since the time of the events in question. However, we were not convinced by
Mr Hulbert’s assertion that his memory has improved over time. It is clear that, following a
conversation with Mr Hindley, Mr Hulbert left Mr Hindley’s office under the impression that
the Home Office had provided (and was continuing to provide) funding to PIE at the request
of the Security Services or Special Branch. We do not consider that Mr Hulbert has done
other than his honest best to assist the Inquiry, but it does not follow that PIE was in fact
funded in the way he has alleged (as Mr Hulbert himself accepts).673 In all the evidence we
have seen and heard, there is no independent support for Mr Hulbert’s allegation that PIE
was funded in this way, and there is some evidence which undermines it.
78. We were referred by Mr Hulbert’s counsel to a number of academic articles authored
by Clifford Hindley during the 1990s and published in journals such as The Musical
Quarterly and The Classical Quarterly, focussing for example on the works of Benjamin
Britten. In his oral closing submissions on behalf of Mr Hulbert, Mr Stein submitted that
these writings demonstrate that Mr Hindley was, as he put it, “sympathetic to pederasty”.674
We do not consider that these writings assist us. They do not go to the issue of whether
the Home Office provided funding to PIE; in particular, they do not lend support to the
assertion that it did.
79. There is no available evidence to suggest that PIE as an organisation actually received
a grant or grants of Home Office funding. This should go some way towards assuaging the
central public concern that taxpayers’ money was used to fund PIE. We have not heard or
seen any evidence apart from Mr Hulbert’s account that the Home Office provided funding
to PIE. The available contemporaneous documents and witness evidence suggest that the
alleged funding was not provided.
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H.1: Introduction
1. We have examined the cases of Victor Montagu and Sir Peter Hayman, both prominent
men linked with Westminster. Montagu was accused of committing serious offences of
child sexual abuse, while Hayman was a member of the Paedophile Information Exchange
(PIE) and frequently exchanged obscene material in the post with others. We consider the
decisions made by the Director of Public Prosecutions or his office in both instances and
compare the position today.

H.2: Victor Montagu
2. Alexander Victor Edward Paulet Montagu (known as Victor) was born in 1906, and was
Viscount Hinchingbrooke from 1916 until 1962. He was the Conservative MP for South
Dorset between 1941 and 1962. In 1962, when his father died, he succeeded as 10th Earl
of Sandwich. Having renounced his titles under the Peerage Act 1963, he was then known
as Victor Montagu and stood as a Conservative Party candidate in Accrington in the 1964
general election. He died in 1995.

Robert Montagu
3. Robert Montagu is the youngest (born in 1949) of seven children of Victor Montagu and
Rosemary Peto. His parents separated when he was five and divorced in 1958. After college
he became an importer of goods and then a business consultant. He retrained as a family
therapist, working for NHS child and adolescent mental health services and then went into
private practice in Dorset. In 2005, he founded the Dorset Child and Family Counselling
Trust which went on to become the Family Counselling Trust, operating across Dorset and
Somerset, Wiltshire and Hampshire.675
4. In 1955, Victor Montagu bought Mapperton House in West Dorset where Robert
Montagu would stay every year during summer, Easter and Christmas vacations until he
was between 16 and 18.676 While other siblings and house staff were in the house, Robert
would visit his father before breakfast every day. He was the only child to do so. Robert
remembered this practice starting when he was about six and a half and it continued until he
was aged around 11. He told us that he used to go into his father’s bedroom for the 7:30am
morning news and then a story. After 15 or 20 minutes, his father would sexually abuse him
by removing Robert’s pyjamas or asking him to do so, and he would then fondle him all over
his body, and kiss, stroke as well as suck his penis, sometimes for some duration. These acts
continued until Robert was about nine and a half. He recalled at this point in time the sexual
activity escalating with his father positioning him on his front, placing a handkerchief over
his bottom and rubbing his penis between the cheeks of his bottom, sometimes with and
sometimes without ejaculation. These were invariably daily occurrences at the same time
each day. There were acts Robert refused, such as touching and kissing him.
675
676
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5. He also recalled one full act of anal penetration when he was around 11 years old in his
father’s London house just before a skiing holiday. On that occasion, Victor Montagu ran the
bath, he then asked Robert to strip and they wrestled for a short time. He then asked Robert
to position himself on the side of the bed with his top half leaning over the bed, when he
put his penis inside him and masturbated until he ejaculated. The day continued as if nothing
had happened.677 This act of anal rape was the only instance he could recall, although he said
there might have been others he had overlooked.678
6. Robert believed that presents his father gave him were larger than those given to his
siblings. This only increased his self-criticism because they made him believe that he was
serving as a prostitute for mercenary reasons. There were no threats not to tell and no
encouragement to treat the acts as their secret. He did feel however that his special position
with his father was envied by his siblings who teased him about it.679
7. He told us how it felt as a child to be the victim of his father’s sexual abuse. Despite the
absence of any compliance on his side, he was filled with shame and self-disgust. He thought
of suicide and he might have carried it out but for what he took to be an instance of divine
intervention in church when he heard a booming voice saying “This is my beloved son in whom
I am well pleased”.680
8. The abuse came to an end when Robert was around 11 years old. Two of his sisters
discovered he was sharing a bath with his father and later quizzed him about it, and then
shared it with their mother. As a result, he was “interviewed” by his mother and the family
doctor when he was in London before returning to school. He told them “very painfully”
everything and in graphic terms. On his return to school, he waited “for the police to arrive
and an investigation to begin, and nothing happened”. After a period of separation, he was
returned to his father’s care “as if nothing had happened” and his father sought “to continue
the relationship”.681
9. Robert Montagu made clear that no adult within the family sought to intervene or defend
him. His deliberate use of the word ‘interview’ to describe the meeting with his mother and
the family doctor was insightful. He says his mother was disgusted by the news. He imagined
that she had discussions with his doctor, their lawyer and friends, and decided it was “more
important to keep this horrible news from examination by the police partly in order to protect me,
in a sense, thinking that was the best thing to do”.682
10. As he rightly points out, had there been an investigation his father would have been
stopped and there would have been no further victims.683 He told us that at the age of
around 12 he discovered other boys – a newspaper boy or an estate worker’s son, for
example – had attended his father’s bedroom just as he had, which came as a shock to
him. Later, he became more aware of it when his own school friends and neighbours’
friends were approached. His own research indicated there had been at least 10 victims,
probably nearer 20.684
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11. Although his mother’s and doctor’s inaction might in part have been to protect Robert
from police intrusion, it was shortsighted and neglectful, because it ignored the suffering he
had endured. It also risked further abuse. Yet despite the abuse he complained of, Robert
Montagu has demonstrated courage and determination to escape his past, even though it is
plainly never far from his mind.
12. In 2014, after his parents’ deaths, Robert Montagu published A Humour of Love about his
experiences, in order “to establish not only my voice but the multifold of voices” by interviewing
in his imagination his father to understand his motivations, as well as his mother, the family
doctor and their lawyer.685 He was asked, from his standpoint as a victim of child sexual
abuse and from his own professional experience, what steps he considered might reduce the
risk of child sexual abuse allegations not being taken seriously, not just by public authorities
but also by the family or powerful people being treated with undue deference when such
allegations are made. He strongly advocated that mandatory reporting should be made
law in schools and within the domestic setting (subject to extenuating circumstances) and
he invited us to make a recommendation for mandatory reporting.686 In September 2018
and in April 2019, the Inquiry held a seminar which examined existing obligations to report
child sexual abuse and the arguments for and against mandatory reporting.687 Mandatory
reporting will be considered further in the Inquiry’s final report.

The 1972 police report
13. On 24 November 1972, Detective Chief Inspector (DCI) Newman of Dorset &
Bournemouth Constabulary submitted a report of 17 November 1972 to the Director of
Public Prosecutions concerning two suggested offences of indecent assault committed by
Victor Montagu against a 10-year-old boy between 31 December 1970 and 11 November
1972.688 As the dates make clear, the boy in question (ciphered as WM-A108) was not
Robert Montagu.
14. WM-A108 lived on the Mapperton Estate and had known Victor Montagu since he was
a little boy. One weekend during 1971, Victor Montagu had asked the boy to go with him to
his bedroom. There, Montagu removed his own trousers and lay on the bed. He took down
WM-A108’s trousers to his knees, leaving the boy’s underpants on and then asked if he
would like a little fight. The boy did not want one. Montagu changed trousers, the boy pulled
his trousers up and they left the bedroom.
15. On another occasion about a month later, Victor Montagu and the boy went for a walk
during which he suggested that he and the boy have a fight. Montagu removed his clothing
so he was naked to the waist and the boy took off his jumper but kept his shirt on. They
rolled around, ending up with Montagu on top of WM-A108. Montagu kissed the boy on the
lips and tickled him, touching the insides of his legs and his “private parts” over his clothing,
as well as tickling his back.689
16. During similar activity two weeks later in Montagu’s bedroom, Montagu kissed
WM‑A108’s private parts twice. A similar incident occurred some two months later.
The boy described another incident when Montagu kissed him on the lips. In summer
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1972 in a swimming pool, Montagu and the boy swam together in the nude, after which
Montagu dried him with a towel including his private parts although he did not touch him
with his hand.
17. On a final occasion, Montagu wrestled with WM-A108 in an attic bedroom, when he
kissed the boy’s private parts and rubbed his penis along the boy’s legs. On this occasion, he
held the boy’s hand against his (Montagu’s) own private parts. There was also an incident in
Montagu’s London house when he kissed WM-A108 on the lips.
18. During the investigation, WM-A108 told the police about the many gifts Montagu had
given him and about a forthcoming trip to Switzerland.690 In the ‘Observations’ section of
the report, DCI Newman described the boy as “a simple lad, perhaps to be pitied”. He was sure
WM-A108 had not taken advantage of the situation to “furnish his nest” by demanding gifts
from Montagu. DCI Newman then focussed attention on the mother’s reaction to Montagu’s
gifts to WM-A108 and his disclosures to her about what had happened, concluding that the
mother had “an animal-like approach to life” and “failed to attach much importance to the boy’s
possible exposure to moral danger”. The father had eventually understood that “the association
had now become dangerous in the interests of the boy’s future”.691
19. As for Victor Montagu, DCI Newman noted that all persons on the estate at Mapperton
thought very highly of him as an employer and friend. It was also rumoured that his second
marriage (in 1962 which ended in 1965) had not been consummated, since which time
“he appears to have lived a lonely life and it was thought that his interest in [WM-A108] was no
more than fatherly”. DCI Newman continued:
“From his replies, I am certain that he does not realise the seriousness of what has
occurred but when one considers that he has grandchildren of a similar age, and
incidentally these grandchildren, together with [WM-A108] and other adults were going
to form a ‘skiing party’ to Switzerland later this year, then perhaps some sympathy may be
afforded him.”
DCI Newman closed his report by saying that Montagu had said WM-A108’s family’s
position on the estate was not in jeopardy, adding:
“He also accepted my advice that the association with [WM-A108] should end
immediately. I warned him that if it continued, my Superiors would have to consider that
the boy be brought before a Juvenile Committee for consideration of putting him into safe
custody as being exposed to moral danger.”692
20. In interview, Montagu described the activity as “romping” and said that there had been
no sex at all as he was 66 and past sex. He said of the several allegations made that “The
whole thing is almost entirely true”.693

The decision of the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office
21. A decision note from the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office records that Victor
Montagu had “admitted outwardly all that the boy says but says there was no sex in it – at 66 he
is past sex”, and that the assaults consisted in the main of “romping and wrestling in the nude
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but there were occasions when Montagu kissed the boy’s penis”. The note describes the case as
“bedevilled by the relationship in a rural community of employer and employee”. The decision was
recorded as “Borderline – but with a man of previous good character, and no fear of repetition
with this boy, I think we could caution.” The decision was made by Assistant Director South on
28 November 1972 and endorsed by Assistant Director Smith with the words “I agree” on
29 November 1972.694
22. A letter dated that same day, 29 November 1972, from the Director of Public
Prosecutions’ office addressed to the Chief Constable of Dorset & Bournemouth
Constabulary advised that the case could properly be dealt with by way of a caution:
“The assaults, which are admitted, are not of themselves very serious and if Mr Montagu
is prepared to take the excellent advice given to him by Det Chief Inspector Newman
and avoid any contact with the boy in the future I do not think that proceedings are
called for.”695
There is no indication whose letter it is, other than a reference at the top beginning ‘AJS’.
23. Gregor McGill, Director of Legal Services at the Crown Prosecution Service, who
gave evidence to our Cambridge House, Knowl View and Rochdale investigation about
the Director of Public Prosecutions’ decision in the case of Cyril Smith, was asked about
the documentation in the Montagu case and the decision-making. He thought ‘South’
might be the Assistant Director’s name or the geographical area covered by him.696 He was
unable to shed any light on the decision-making in the case and did not have the benefit of
understanding what, if any, policies may have applied to offences of indecent assault or what
guidance there may have been on the giving of a caution. He agreed that the decision was
turned round far more quickly than would be the case today.697
24. Mr McGill said he could only judge the case by how it would have been approached
today. He said today the decision would be to prosecute. There was sufficient evidence for
a realistic prospect of conviction in the Code for Crown Prosecutors and there was a clear
public interest to prosecute; he pointed to the several aggravating features such as the age
and vulnerability of the complainant, the marked disparity in age, the position of authority
and trust held by Montagu, the grooming nature of the interaction with the boy and the
fact the contact had occurred when they were naked and involved touching of, as well as
kissing, the boy’s genitals.698 Mr McGill said that matters such as Victor Montagu’s failure to
consummate his second marriage, his apparent fatherly interest in the boy and his alleged
failure to realise the gravity of what had occurred would not be given any credence today by
a prosecutor. Ms Zoe Johnson QC, who represented the Crown Prosecution Service in this
investigation, noted that the same factors which tipped the balance away from prosecuting
in 1972 would tip the balance in favour of a prosecution today.699
25. We agree with Mr McGill that the Detective Chief Inspector’s advice to Montagu to
avoid contact with the boy, which if it continued put the boy at risk of being taken into
safe custody, made “uncomfortable reading”.700 The effect of any resumption of offending
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by Victor Montagu was that the boy would be the one to be removed from his family and
community rather than the offender, which highlights the relatively less important position
occupied by a child victim as against that of an adult offender at the time.
26. Mr McGill agreed that if Victor Montagu had been charged and convicted of offences
against his own son between 1955 and 1961, then he could not have been advanced as a
person of good character in 1972, which was an aspect of the decision not to prosecute.
He accepted that the facts in Robert Montagu’s case might arguably have amounted to
similar fact evidence as to satisfy the requirement for corroboration when considering a
prosecution in WM-A108’s case.701
27. Robert Montagu told us it had been a shock to discover there had been a police
investigation in 1972. His reaction to reading the material revealing that his father’s good
character had been regarded as justifying not proceeding and that a caution would suffice
was to say that it was “entirely wrong, and very indicative of the attitude of the time towards
people in public positions”. He said times had changed but from his experience, at that time,
these were treated as private matters which should not come to public notice or be brought
to court.702 As noted on behalf of the Crown Prosecution Service:
“In a society riddled with class distinction and behaviour which was assessed on grounds
of morality rather than criminality, the real offending was lost”.703
The real offending was lost, but it was an assessment of morality and the class distinction
between him and the boy he sexually abused that swung the decision in Victor Montagu’s
favour, as is evident from the tenor of the police report. This must have influenced
the Director of Public Prosecutions’ decision to caution Victor Montagu rather than to
prosecute him.

H.3: Sir Peter Hayman
28. Peter Hayman was born in 1914. He married in 1942 and had two children. He held
a number of important roles in the Diplomatic Service. Between 1964 and 1966 he was
with the British Military Government in Berlin, between 1966 and 1969 he was Assistant
Under Secretary at the Foreign & Commonwealth Office, between 1969 and 1970 he was
Deputy Under Secretary of State at the Foreign & Commonwealth Office, and between
1970 and 1974 he was the British High Commissioner in Canada. He was knighted in 1971.704
He retired in 1974 and died in 1992.
29. There were allegations Hayman had been a member of PIE using an assumed name and
that he had been sending and receiving through the post obscene material, for which he
was not prosecuted. There has been long-standing public concern whether the decision not
to prosecute Hayman either for his involvement with PIE or for sending obscene material
through the post might have been politically motivated. Those concerns were first expressed
in the House of Commons by Geoffrey Dickens MP in 1981 but they have continued to be
aired ever since.
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30. One of the investigating police officers in the Hayman and PIE cases, Bryan Collins (now
retired), made a series of allegations to the Independent Office for Police Conduct (IOPC)
to the effect that the prosecution of Hayman was dropped inappropriately, that Hayman’s
name was intentionally kept out of the trial of other PIE members which did go ahead, and
that Hayman unsuccessfully attempted to bribe Bryan Collins and his fellow police officer.
These allegations formed the basis of IOPC investigations.

The police investigation
31. In about 1974, Bryan Collins joined the Obscene Publications Squad at Scotland Yard as
a police sergeant (PS). His role was to investigate the production and sale of pornography.
32. As a result of a News of the World article, an investigation was commenced into PIE
which focussed on Tom O’Carroll, one of the group’s organisers. PS Collins and his partner,
Police Constable (PC) Dave Atkins, were in possession of a list of members of PIE, from
which they selected for interview a dozen or so of “probably the worst” individuals, based
on their correspondence with PIE through Magpie (PIE’s publication) indicating their
“desire in connection with sexual activity with children”. It was by those means PS Collins
and PC Atkins put together a case against O’Carroll for conspiracy to corrupt public
morals.705 One individual selected for interview on the list was a member of PIE called
‘Peter Henderson’.
33. In a police report titled ‘Hayman & Others’, date-stamped as received by the Director of
Public Prosecutions’ office on 7 December 1978, PS Collins set out the facts.706
34. A quantity of obscene photographs and correspondence, sent through the post to an
individual named Peter Henderson at 95 Linden Gardens, London, W2, was found on a
bus on 21 March 1978 by a member of the public and handed in to the police. The officers
discovered Henderson was a member of PIE “which consists of people who advocate sexual
acts between adult and child”.707 They went to the address on 2 October 1978 where they
were let in by the managing agents and a locked wardrobe was forced open. In it, on shelves,
were 45 volumes of photographs and writings, each of about 200 pages, which contained a
record of sexual activities over the previous six years. The report states:
“These records contain nothing but obscenities on every conceivable sexual act, deviation
and perversion … are a complete, specific record of Henderson’s sexual acts with other
men and women, both pictorially and of written matter.”708
Trophy items were pressed between the leaves of the volumes and other items were found
fixed to the wardrobe.
35. When Henderson arrived at the flat that day, the officers spoke to him. He accepted all
the items were his and that he had been engaged for many years in exchanging obscenities
through the post with others. He made a short statement under caution. It was obvious
to the officers that he was not who he claimed to be but at no time did he reveal his
true identity.709
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36. A few weeks later, a briefcase containing various obscene writings and photographs
was found and handed in to police. The IOPC Operation Hesper closing report refers to this.
It was found in St James’s Park by an officer of the Royal Parks Police with Metropolitan
Police dog handlers. Documents inside the briefcase named Peter Hayman. Also found
were envelopes containing black and white photographs of boys aged between eight and
11 dressed only in their underpants.710 Mr Collins said he did not recall this.711
37. Henderson was seen again by police on 24 October 1978, when he identified himself as
Peter Hayman. He identified the briefcase and its contents as his, saying it had been stolen
from his car some weeks earlier.712 In the police report, PS Collins wrote:
“Many of the obscenities written in Hayman’s books referred to children and although it
was reasonable to assume that much of it was fantasy, further enquiries were made in
this direction.”713
38. Other parts of the police report mention children. Some of the images circulated among
Peter Hayman’s correspondents were “normal snaps” of children but pages from Hayman’s
records for 1975 included a photograph of an 11-year-old girl with obscene comments
written about her.714 ‘The Circle’ was Hayman’s description of those with whom he
corresponded.715 In relation to a family Hayman had become involved with, the report states:
“Although the sex volumes contain references to the … children there is no evidence to
suggest they have been involved in any way in this matter apart from being fantasised
about by Hayman and other members of ‘The Circle’ … ”716
The report states Hayman had made contact and corresponded with a man (ciphered as
WM-F24) through PIE. WM-F24 was in possession of a quantity of obscene material relating
to young children. He also had two photographs of naked young girls which Hayman had
sent to him.717
39. Robert Wardell was a bus inspector and a PIE member. He and Hayman had established
contact, and exchanged obscene letters through the post. In the report, PS Collins wrote
that Wardell had sexual fantasies which were:
“the most horrific and sickening accounts of sexual desires that one could possibly
imagine. He has a consuming passion for the activities supposedly carried out by the
German SS towards Jewish children. These incredibly sadistic accounts of atrocities
directed towards children he has sent to Hayman who, just as incredibly, enjoyed them.”
Wardell also sent Hayman photographs of children fully clothed.718
40. A retired headmaster, John Sewell, was a member of Hayman’s ‘Circle’. He had
convictions for indecent assault of young boys. He was spoken to by police in relation to the
PIE enquiry, when he denied association with an advert in the PIE contact sheet advertising
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an interest in “little girls in white pants and little boys without them”. Sewell had sent Hayman
two photographs of young girls showing their underwear with obscene comments on them.
Sewell had further similar material in his possession.719
41. Another correspondent (ciphered as WM-F25) sent letters to Hayman through the post
which related to sexual activity with young boys. The report states “although they will be
claimed to be fantasy, [WM-F25] admitted when seen originally that he had indecently assaulted
a young boy some five years ago”.720
42. In light of this, Mr Collins was asked in the course of his evidence why he had felt that
Hayman’s writings in relation to children were fantasy. He said it was because they were so
extreme. In some instances, he said, Hayman was referring to well-known people as well as
friends of his family. He added:
“It was obvious that some of the stuff, or most of the stuff … no, not most; some of it
was fantasy”.721
He said there was no evidence to charge Hayman with any offence of child sexual abuse.
He was asked what “further enquiries” had been made in relation to Hayman’s writings about
children.722 He recalled visiting some addresses where there were families with children.723
43. In a subsequent and very lengthy police report which focussed on the activities of PIE,
PS Collins noted that Hayman, using the assumed name Henderson, had corresponded with
PIE “in the person of David Grove”724 seeking advice about progressing a sexual relationship
with a little girl. In light of this material, and Hayman’s association with PIE, Mr Collins was
asked whether, at the time, the police could have had confidence that Hayman was not in
fact a paedophile. His response was:
“I can’t see how anyone would say that. I think he would have grasped at any opportunity
to take advantage of man, woman or child sexually.”725
44. PS Collins concluded his first report by remarking that Hayman had a great deal to lose
by reason of his position in society but:
“the sheer filth spread far and wide by him, particularly its content with regard to the
sexual and physical abuse of children, must place him in the category of being one of the
worst offenders in relation to sending obscene material through the post”.726
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The Director of Public Prosecutions’ decision not to prosecute
Sir Peter Hayman
45. PS Collins expressed the view in his report that offences had been committed under
section 11(1)(b) of the Post Office Act 1953,727 which provided:
“A person shall not send or attempt to send or procure to be sent a postal packet which –
(b) encloses any indecent or obscene print, painting, photograph, lithograph, engraving,
cinematograph film, book, card or written communication, or any indecent or obscene
article whether similar to the above or not.”
The sentence for conviction on indictment was imprisonment for not more than 12 months.
46. He told us in evidence that he recalled receiving a phone call from Sir David Napley,
who was Peter Hayman’s solicitor. He asked him if he was dealing with the Hayman case
and then asked him who was dealing with it at the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office.
Mr Collins knew it was Jeremy Naunton, as he had been talking to him about the dates of
charges. He did not wish to land Mr Naunton with a call from Sir David Napley and so he
told Sir David he would find out and get back to him, to which Sir David replied “Don’t bother.
I’ll talk to Hetherington”.728 Sir Thomas Hetherington was the Director of Public Prosecutions
at the time.
47. It was, said Mr Collins, the next day that he and his partner were called into Chief
Inspector Shepherd’s office to be told that Hayman was not to be prosecuted but cautioned
instead. Mr Collins said he was never told why. (It was not until he read material in advance
of giving his evidence to the Inquiry that he learned that Hayman had been claiming to be
suicidal. Mr Collins remarked that being suicidal had not prevented Hayman from appearing
on Mastermind or subsequently importuning a lorry driver in a public toilet.729) Hayman
subsequently accepted the caution, so he admitted the offending.730
48. Jeremy Naunton was a solicitor who began working in the Director of Public
Prosecutions’ office in around 1971. Following the submission by PS Collins of his
police report on the investigation into Hayman and its receipt by the Director of Public
Prosecutions’ office on 7 December 1978, an interim advice note was written within
the office.731 Mr Naunton told us he thought the advice note was “probably my note”; he
recognised the handwriting at the end of the note as his. The note was addressed “A/D
Met” which was an abbreviated reference to the Assistant Director of the Met Division,
who was Mr Naunton’s line manager.732 The note stated that, like most of Scotland Yard’s
investigations under section 11 of the Post Office Act 1953, this case left “a lot to be desired
and it is difficult to make a decision without seeing the original photos or the latest letters”.733
Mr Naunton said he had not seen any of the original exhibits and therefore no decision could
be made until they were available, though the idea had been to progress the case towards
a prosecution.734
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49. He wrote that despite the theme of PIE running through the papers, there was
“no evidence to suggest that any of them have committed offences with children”. He added:
“Whilst we are shortly to receive a full report on the activities of PIE I am told by the
police that this is an independent offshoot that can be dealt with separately. I hope
that any decision we make here will not be a rod for our own backs when the PIE
case arrives.”735
50. This cautionary note was rather prescient in light of PS Collins’ later report on PIE which
noted Hayman’s correspondence with a ‘David Grove’ about his sexual desires involving a
little girl.736 Mr McGill remarked this was:
“a salutary reminder to all prosecutors that, before making a decision, you need to have all
the facts at your disposal … Because if you do it too quickly, there could be material that
may materially affect the decision you’ve made.”737
51. In his advice note, Mr Naunton recorded that:
• The police were anxious that proceedings were taken against those named and
possibly for conspiracy to contravene section 11 of the Post Office Act 1953.
• The articles found in Hayman’s flat were obscene and indecent and must have been
sent through the post.
• There was no organised general postal distribution of obscene articles.
• While Hayman’s articles were obscene, they did not appear to fall within the usual
categories under the Obscene Publications Act, because although money did pass
there was no real arrangement for a financial gain to be made.
He added the activities described were for the personal and private sexual benefit of
the individuals, some of whom had been known to each other for years, and not for
indiscriminate circulation. Thus, he noted, the case fell into a lower category than others they
saw and could possibly be dealt with by individual substantive charges under section 11 of
the Post Office Act 1953.738
52. Mr Naunton told us there had been no policy in the Director of Public Prosecutions’
office when considering Post Office Act offences or Obscene Publications Act offences.
Obscene Publications Act offences required the person to publish or have an obscene article
for publication for gain, whereas the Post Office Act was, he said, aimed at the protection of
Post Office employees and was “slightly obsolete”.739
53. In the view of Mr McGill, the decision not to prosecute Hayman under the Post Office
Act 1953 was reasonable given the offence was considered to be outdated. It was aimed
at protecting Post Office employees and so the circulation of the material had not harmed
those it was designed to protect; the material was circulated among like-minded adults and
there was no intention to make any financial gain from it.740
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54. Mr Naunton’s advice note went on to consider each of the suspects, beginning with
Hayman. Mr Naunton noted that Hayman had admitted being a member of PIE “for a while
about a year ago” and in his statement under caution he had said he “disagreed totally with
PIE’s views”. When later questioned about his relationship with PIE, Hayman had said:
“I wish you to believe that I have never interfered with children, all I have written about is
pure fantasy, I suppose I know I should never have sent those things through the post but
I never really thought about it”.741
The advice note concludes with Mr Naunton observing:
“No one can really support what the ‘defendants’ have been doing but I consider that the
police are making a storm in a tea cup – as far as I can see (subject to [WM-F25] … ) no
child has been affected by their group activities and no one has been offended by seeing
any obscene writing through the post.”742
55. As for the suggestion that Hayman’s writings about children were pure fantasy,
Mr McGill told the Inquiry that, today, in such circumstances, he would expect prosecutors
to consider the offence under section 1 of the Obscene Publications Act 1959 of publishing
obscene material. In particular, where there did not appear to be any evidence of contact
abuse offences against children, fantasy discussion of abusing children can fall within the
definition of obscenity and can also be captured by the offence.743
56. Mr Naunton denied knowledge of PS Collins’ later report on PIE, and said the decision
to caution had not been his but, had it been, he said he would have taken into account the
information in the PIE report in deciding on charge.744 He added even though Hayman had
been cautioned, there was no reason why he should not have been prosecuted for any other
offences disclosed in the later report.745 Mr McGill agreed.746
57. Mr Naunton had questioned in the advice note whether there was any useful purpose
in prosecuting any of the possible defendants, as no harm had been done to anyone, but if
proceedings were to be instituted he advised substantive charges under section 11 of the
Post Office Act 1953. He made clear that his opinion was based on the papers and what he
had been told by the police.747
58. In evidence he said that he had not been considering the public interest but the
evidential test only, ie whether there was a reasonable prospect of conviction (which was the
test before the Code for Crown Prosecutors). He said that consideration of public interest
factors would probably have “gone up higher” because of Hayman’s background.748
59. Mr Collins gave evidence that, before the decision was made to caution him, Hayman
had turned up at Scotland Yard to speak to him and PC Atkins, and had tried bribing them
with £25,000 each. Mr Collins recalled telling him not to be so stupid as he was in enough
trouble already. However, neither officer reported the bribe because, said Mr Collins in
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evidence, Hayman did not actually try giving them any money. Mr Collins recalled but
rejected the criticism in the Operation Magnolia report that they did not follow Metropolitan
Police policy.
60. Mr Collins told us that he had not considered that Hayman’s approach had amounted to
perverting the course of justice, which might have strengthened the case against Hayman
on the other offences.749 Mr Collins said Hayman was in a terrible state, by which he said he
meant “his whole family, his future … it was diabolical for the man and his family that it should
come to light”. He said he was sympathetic towards him in that sense.750
61. In Mr Naunton’s view, if the bribe had been a genuine offer it ought to have been
reported. He agreed it would have been taken seriously but said he had no idea if it would
have led to a further investigation or charge. He was not prepared to be drawn on whether
a substantial sentence of imprisonment would have followed a conviction for perverting the
course of justice in such circumstances.751
62. Mr Naunton told us he had later become aware that a meeting had in fact taken place
between Sir David Napley and the Director of Public Prosecutions, but had known nothing
about it at the time and was not invited to attend. Mr Naunton would not say whether a
meeting between a suspect’s solicitor and the Director of Public Prosecutions was normal
but asserted that the Director of Public Prosecutions had control over his office and could
decide whether to meet Sir David Napley. Mr Naunton said he had no idea if anyone else
had been in attendance or if minutes of the meeting had been taken. He did however accept
that, in all his time as a solicitor in the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office and then the
Crown Prosecution Service, he had no experience of the Director of Public Prosecutions
entertaining a suspect’s solicitor and coming to a resolution of a case.752 The impression we
are left with is this was an exceptional if not unique occurrence.
63. Mr Naunton said he had never discovered the reason why Hayman was cautioned. He
was asked why at the end of his advice note he had written “I am told by Sir David Napley
that Hayman has suicidal tendencies because of the case”.753 He claimed Sir David Napley
might have rung him and it was merely his “assumption” that his suicidal tendencies was the
point that was raised with the Director of Public Prosecutions. He thought he annotated the
advice note before Sir David Napley had seen the Director of Public Prosecutions. He could
not recall PS Collins ever tipping him off that Sir David Napley might call. He accepted the
possibility that Sir David Napley had discovered his name and had spoken to him about
Hayman. He did not accept participating in the decision to caution. He said he might not
have taken an enormous amount of notice of what he had been told about Hayman’s suicidal
tendencies, unless he had received some psychiatric evidence because, as he put it, those
who claim to be suicidal tend not to act on it.754 He did not know if the Director of Public
Prosecutions had been provided with any psychiatric evidence to support the claim that
Hayman was suicidal. He was not prepared to agree that the decision that was taken was
highly charitable.755
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64. For his part, Mr McGill thought that any suggestion that a person arrested for crime is
suicidal had to be treated with some scepticism. Faced with such a claim today, the Crown
Prosecution Service would expect to see some medical evidence in support and, for a
serious offence, would ask that the suspect be examined independently by a psychiatrist
instructed for the prosecution. It would not be accepted at face value.756

Wardell and Norris
65. On 2 October 1980, Robert Wardell and a co-accused John Norris pleaded guilty at
St Albans Crown Court to an offence of conspiracy to infringe the provisions of section 11(1)
(b) of the Post Office Act 1953. The particulars of the offence in the indictment were that,
between 1 January 1975 and 18 April 1979:
“they conspired together unlawfully to send packets to each other containing obscene
written communications namely sadistic accounts of the sexual torture and killing of
children”.
They were conditionally discharged for three years and ordered to pay costs.757
66. John Sewell was not charged with Wardell and Norris but he became a witness in
Tom O’Carroll’s trial.758 Following a retrial at the Central Criminal Court (Old Bailey), on
13 March 1981, O’Carroll was convicted of conspiracy to corrupt public morals in the PIE
case and was sentenced to two years’ imprisonment.759
67. Mr Collins distinguished the way Peter Hayman and Robert Wardell were treated.
Hayman, he said, had the services of Sir David Napley and was not prosecuted, yet Robert
Wardell, a bus inspector, was prosecuted on exactly the same material. The IOPC Operation
Magnolia report noted that Wardell had been charged due to the serious and extreme nature
of the content.760 Mr Collins said he thought there was “one law for Wardell and another for
Hayman”.761 It was obvious that Mr Collins remained greatly affected by the decision in the
Hayman case.
68. Mr Naunton did not know whether Hayman and Wardell had received differential
treatment or whether the outcome in Hayman’s case could be explained by him being shown
undue deference. He said “I wasn’t responsible, as far as I know, for the prosecutions of those
two people”. Mr Naunton then remarked:
“The taller they are, the harder they fall, and Hayman was fairly tall in respect of the
diplomatic side of it. Therefore … he had a lot to lose. I’m not saying the others didn’t but
he had a lot to lose if he was prosecuted.”762
Mr Naunton told us he did not think that the decision in Hayman’s case had anything to
do with showing him undue deference; he thought that the decision was made due to the
serious risk that Hayman might commit suicide “because of his position in society”.763
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The political fallout
69. On 24 October 1980, Private Eye exposed the Hayman case in an article entitled
‘The Beast of Berlin’. It reported that his role had emerged:
“after two men were conditionally discharged for three years after pleading guilty to
sending obscene material through the post. The decision not to prosecute Hayman, who
was certainly as guilty as these two unfortunates, came from high up, much to the disgust
of DPP Tony Hetherington’s aides and also the policemen involved in the case”.764
The “two unfortunates” were Wardell and Norris.
70. Lord Armstong told us that neither the Foreign & Commonwealth Office, the Cabinet
Office nor the Security Service knew anything about the matters in the article until it was
published.765 In a minute of 27 October 1980 from Lord Armstrong (then Cabinet Secretary,
Sir Robert Armstrong) to the Prime Minister, he drew attention to the Private Eye article and
made reference to the Collins 1978 police report, including the fact Hayman was a member
of PIE. He observed that the only sexual activity that could be shown to have occurred was
with consenting adults and there was “no evidence for actual activities with children”.766
71. Private Eye published a second article on 7 January 1981 claiming there had been a
“flaming row” between the Director of Public Prosecutions and the Attorney General.767
On the same day, the Director of Public Prosecutions produced a memo saying that
he was not aware of any disagreement between the Attorney General and himself.768
Lord Armstrong told us that assertion related to the Hayman case.769 He said that he had
been wrong to say in his witness statement that the Director of Public Prosecutions had
been minded to authorise a prosecution but had been overruled by a higher authority and
that the Attorney General had in fact accepted the Director of Public Prosecutions’ advice
not to prosecute.770
72. In another memo to the Prime Minister, dated 9 January 1981, Lord Armstrong
discussed Security Service enquiries thus far and the need once they were over for the
Security Service to speak to Hayman himself. Those enquiries involving colleagues had
revealed two instances of concern when Hayman had been in Baghdad and Ottawa but
“Hayman gave his colleagues no cause to suspect that he might be engaged in irregular sexual
activities”.771 Lord Armstrong said he could not recall if, by the use of that term, Hayman’s
colleagues were aware he was engaged in “irregular sexual activities”. Lord Armstrong said
he thought he had been referring to Hayman’s general activities as described in his diaries
and the term did not mean sexual activity with children but “irregular sexual activities”
outside marriage.772
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73. The Security Service (MI5) had indeed been involved in making enquiries. They had first
become involved within days as a result of the first Private Eye article.773 The MI5 witness
told us about MI5’s interviews with Hayman, in which he denied reports that local boys had
visited his house in Baghdad, saying “I am not interested in boys”. Hayman said he had been
given “immunity from prosecution” by the Director of Public Prosecutions on the ground that
his offence did not warrant such punishment, adding “I have been punished by the press.”
The MI5 witness was unable to interpret Hayman’s use of the word “immunity” other than to
say that it normally meant an assurance not to prosecute a person if they do something.774
(Mr McGill agreed, saying that there was nothing in the material he had seen to suggest
Hayman was given any immunity and that the word is sometimes used by suspects to mean
that because a decision has been taken that they will not be prosecuted on particular facts,
that is usually an end to that matter and they are unlikely to be prosecuted on the same facts
in the future.775) The MI5 witness told us that the outcome of the investigation was, while
Hayman had rendered himself vulnerable to pressure by a foreign intelligence service, there
had been no actual prejudice to security.776
74. Peter Hayman’s name had been inadvertently mentioned during the O’Carroll retrial.
The Director of Public Prosecutions’ memo of 7 January 1981 noted that the first O’Carroll
trial was to commence on 14 January 1981, adding that:
“Hayman was never considered to be an organiser, and is not involved in the prosecution,
although the possibility that his name will be mentioned cannot be excluded.”777
75. A background note of 17 March 1981 from the Law Officers’ Department (now the
Attorney General’s Office) stated there had been no policy that Hayman’s name should not
be mentioned in the PIE case, or, if mentioned, only under his assumed pseudonym. The
note added that Hayman’s name had cropped up at the committal proceedings and he was
then referred to by the name under which the witness being examined knew him, which
was “normal practice”; Hayman was not called as a witness and it was understood that he
was not referred to by the prosecution at the Crown Court; and the defence had only made
reference to a “senior civil servant”.778
76. Mr McGill understood from the material he had read that during the O’Carroll trial
Hayman had been referred to as Peter Henderson. He had seen nothing to suggest there had
been any positive decision not to name Hayman. The parties only knew Hayman by his alias
and it was likely they referred to him that way for the sake of consistency.779
77. Newspaper articles in The Guardian and The Times on 7 April 1981 show that Sir Michael
Havers, the Attorney General, denied Hayman had received special treatment and explained
that Hayman’s name had not been mentioned in the O’Carroll trial because witnesses only
knew him as Henderson, and because he was not directly involved in the case.780
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78. There is no evidence of the existence of any arrangement not to name Hayman during
the O’Carroll trial, and it is implicit from the sentence quoted from the Director of Public
Prosecutions’ memo of 7 January 1981 that there was none.
79. Fearing an establishment cover-up and using parliamentary privilege, on 18 March
1981, Geoffrey Dickens MP publicly named Sir Peter Hayman in written Commons
questions as being the diplomat referred to in O’Carroll’s Old Bailey trial. He asked about
the security implications Hayman’s activities might have posed, and if the Attorney General
would prosecute Hayman for sending and receiving pornographic material through the
Royal Mail.781
80. The Attorney General’s written answer provided on 19 March 1981 was that the
Director of Public Prosecutions had advised against prosecuting any of the persons under
the Post Office Act 1953 or for any other offence and that among the considerations he
took into account were the factors that the correspondence had been in sealed envelopes
passing between adults in a non-commercial context and that none of it was unsolicited.
A further report had shown that two others had shared an obsession about the systemic
killing and torture of young people and children, and the Director of Public Prosecutions had
decided to prosecute them for conspiracy to contravene section 11 of the Post Office Act
1953 (a clear reference to Wardell and Norris). The Attorney General added Hayman had
never sent or received that kind of material through the post (yet PS Collins’ police report
said Hayman had in fact received “sadistic accounts of atrocities directed towards children”
and that he “enjoyed them”782). Insofar as PIE was concerned, the Attorney General said
Hayman had never been involved in PIE’s management. The Attorney General said he was in
agreement with the Director of Public Prosecutions not to prosecute Hayman and the other
persons with whom he had carried on an obscene correspondence.783

Undue deference
81. In his oral closing submissions on behalf of the complainant core participants, Mr Richard
Scorer submitted that the Director of Public Prosecutions had “dismissive attitudes
towards child sex offending” as illustrated by the Montagu and the Hayman cases.784 It was,
Ms Johnson QC argued, an age of deference and an age when victims were not placed at
the forefront of the criminal justice system. She suggests we cannot safely conclude that the
decisions were taken because the accused were members of the establishment rather than
because as defendants their interests were placed above those of their victims.785 Indeed, at
the end of his evidence, the Chair asked Mr Collins if there was a general sense at the time
that possessing indecent images was a victimless crime. Mr Collins said there were different
attitudes then and children did not take precedence.786
82. A newspaper article written by Ronald Butt appeared in The Times of 26 March 1981
in which Sir David Napley was quoted as justifying the decision in Hayman’s case not
to prosecute:
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“on the quite different grounds that a customary factor taken into account when deciding
whether to prosecute was ‘whether the indirect punishment and hardship which a
defendant may suffer is likely to be so disproportionate to the severity of the alleged
offence and to any penalty imposed by a court that it would be unjust to prosecute. This’,
Sir David asserted, ‘was overwhelmingly the situation in Sir Peter’s case and manifestly
justifies the director’s decision’. On the contrary, far from justifying the DPP’s decision, the
excuse condemns it. If a man is to be excused the due process of law, other things being
equal, because he is well known, then we are indeed in a two nations society.”787
83. The 17 March 1981 background note from the Law Officers’ Department, which was
written in anticipation of Mr Dickens publicly naming Hayman, also states:
“The first decision not to prosecute Sir Peter Hayman was based on policy and his
eight potential co-accused were also not prosecuted under the same policy. He was
never seriously under consideration as a potential defendant in the second case. His
former position was not a factor taken into consideration in reaching these decisions
and no attempt was made to cover up the facts to save either him or the Government
embarrassment.”788
84. There is no mention in the background note of Hayman’s claimed suicidal tendencies or
that “the first decision” resulted in a caution. This is a surprising omission if Hayman’s suicidal
tendencies played a part in the Director of Public Prosecutions’ decision not to prosecute but
only to caution him. If the risk of suicide played no part in the decision, the question arises
why Hayman was not prosecuted and only cautioned following a private meeting between
Hayman’s solicitor and the Director of Public Prosecutions. Was the disposal in his case due
to some prosecution policy as suggested in the Law Officers’ note? Mr Naunton told us there
was no prosecutorial policy under the Post Office Act 1953.789 It suggests that no faith can
be had in the accuracy of the Law Officers’ note of 17 March 1981 when it claimed that
Hayman’s former position was not a factor taken into consideration and that no attempt was
made to cover up the facts to save him or the government embarrassment.
85. Moreover, the quotation in The Times from Sir David Napley did not seek to justify
the decision in Hayman’s case as based on the risk of suicide. In fact, Sir David was not
quoted as making any mention of Hayman’s alleged mental state at all. The implication of
his justification of the Director of Public Prosecutions’ decision is that Hayman was a special
case because he had suffered a very public fall from grace.
86. The evidence leads to the firm impression that Hayman was indeed the beneficiary of
preferential, differential and unduly deferential treatment as a person of public prominence.
We sympathise with Mr Collins’ view that Wardell, who was a bus inspector, was prosecuted
for sending the most seriously obscene material to Hayman, while Hayman, who was
the recipient of it from Wardell, was only cautioned. If PS Collins’ 1978 report about
Hayman having received that material from Wardell is accurate (and there is no reason to
think otherwise) then the Attorney General’s answer to Mr Dickens on 19 March 1981
that Hayman had never received that kind of material through the post was incorrect
and misleading.
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87. Ms Johnson was right to decry the access Sir David Napley had to the Director of
Public Prosecutions. It is difficult to imagine less-well-known solicitors for less-well-known
clients being given the same level of access. She argued that it did not mean there had been
a cover‑up but that it was more indicative of the “old boys’ network”.790 It is now clear that
Wardell was prosecuted for sending through the post the very kind of seriously obscene
material Hayman had received from him.
88. Based on all the evidence it is clear that, because of his prominent position, Hayman
was able to engage in special pleading for which he received special treatment, to which he
referred in his later interview with MI5 as “immunity from prosecution”.791
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Honours system
I.1:

Introduction

1. One area of public concern addressed in the Westminster investigation is how the
honours system responds to allegations of child sexual abuse against those being considered
for an honour and those who have already been granted an honour.
2. Honours are distinct from appointments.792 This investigation is largely concerned
with the New Year’s and Queen’s Birthday Honours Lists. Those lists in fact comprise
three sections, of which we are concerned with the Prime Minister’s List, from which the
vast majority of honours emanate. Other lists are smaller and administered separately.793
All honours are awarded by the Queen on the advice of the Prime Minister.794 There is also
a separate list of honours awarded by the Queen to members of her household.795

I.2:

Operation of the honours system

Overview
3. The modern honours system stems from 1917, with the creation of the Order of the
British Empire (OBE).796 It was reformed in 1993 by the then Prime Minister John Major, with
the aim of making the honours system more open,797 and in 2005 following reports by the
Public Administration Select Committee of the House of Commons and Sir Hayden Phillips,
which led to the establishment of the independent honours committees.798 Most honours
today are awarded for voluntary service.799
4. There are 10 independent honours committees which are arranged by subject area.
Honours committees have a majority of independent members who are knowledgeable
about the relevant subject areas. They are recruited through an open competition and
appointed for a renewable three-year term.800 Each committee will consider nominations
within their subject areas from members of the public and government departments. Final
decisions are made by the Main Committee.801
5. We heard corporate evidence from Ms Helen MacNamara, the Director General
of Propriety and Ethics in the Private Offices Group within the Cabinet Office.
Ms MacNamara’s role includes oversight of the administration of the Honours and
Appointments Secretariat.802 As is customary, the head of the Civil Service has delegated
Appointments are appointments to the House of Lords and are managed by the House of Lords Appointments Commission.
Honours are awards such as CBE, OBE and MBE, which are published in the Queen’s Birthday and New Year’s honours lists.
Appointments to the House of Lords and forfeiture of peerages are not part of the honours process.
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responsibility for the honours system to a permanent secretary. This is currently Sir Jonathan
Stephens, the Permanent Secretary of the Northern Ireland Office. The Honours and
Appointments Secretariat supports Sir Jonathan Stephens in his role, runs the honours
committees and the process of receiving nominations, and supports decision-making.

Probity checks
6. Probity issues are considered both by the independent committees and by the Main
Committee. The overarching principle is that even if a person merits an award, where they
are of bad character or will bring the honours system into disrepute they will not be granted
an award.803
7. In the past, the Political Honours Scrutiny Committee (PHSC) performed the role of
undertaking probity checks. For the more senior-level honours, there would have then been
checks from the police and HM Revenue & Customs (HMRC).804 Criminal record checks were
previously not carried out for OBEs.805
8. The current system of checking is more robust. Probity checks vary from nominee to
nominee depending on the type of service given, the degree of information provided about
the candidate, relevant published information and the level of award proposed. Checks are
carried out with government departments including HMRC and relevant professional bodies,
as well as using open source information.806
9. Criminal record checks are now carried out on all nominees.807 A criminal conviction will
not always disbar a nominee and each case is considered with reference to spent convictions
under the Rehabilitation of Offenders Act 1974.808
10. Checks on the merit of what has been claimed in the nomination are carried out
alongside probity checks to ensure that the special and meaningful nature of the honour
is preserved.809 Presentational issues, such as the timing of a particular honour, are also
considered.810 Committees will err on the side of caution and tend not to recommend a
candidate if there is any possible issue.811
11. Ms MacNamara’s evidence on the operation of the honours system was clear and
cogent. Decisions on honours appear to be carefully considered and based on filtering and
checking mechanisms that have been functioning for some time.

Forfeiture
12. It is more serious to take an honour away from someone than not to bestow it in the
first place; therefore, the tests that apply for forfeiture are slightly different.812 An issue of
probity that might not be serious enough to justify forfeiting an honour might be serious
enough to prevent a person receiving an honour in the first place.
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13. Forfeiture has also changed. There has been a Forfeiture Committee for at least
50 years. It is composed of the most senior civil servant with responsibility for honours, a
rotation of at least three of the independent committee chairs, the Permanent Secretary
and the Treasury Solicitor.813 Recently, all those for whom an honour is proposed are made
aware, at the time they are asked if they want the honour, that forfeiture is a possibility,
that forfeitures are published in the London Gazette814 and that written representations
will be allowed in all cases where forfeiture is proposed that do not involve a ‘hard trigger’
(discussed below).815 The Forfeiture Committee will also now meet more regularly than it
has in the past as more cases are being referred to it. Ms MacNamara emphasised that it is
important for forfeiture to be considered quickly.816
14. Consideration of forfeiture may be prompted by a letter from a member of the public or
government department, among other ways.817
15. There are two ‘hard triggers’ for forfeiture: a criminal conviction resulting in a sentence
of at least three months, or disbarment or censure by a professional body or regulator.818
The Forfeiture Committee will then make a decision but would almost invariably decide that
the honour should be forfeited in those circumstances.819 A recommendation is then made
to the Queen.820 The Forfeiture Committee is not an investigatory body and will not secondguess the outcome of a legal process or act when the legal process is still ongoing, including
appeal processes, but will inform itself of the circumstances.821
16. In cases of child sexual abuse, Ms MacNamara told us, the sentence is irrelevant. Even
if a person received a caution, their honour would be forfeited.822 This is because of the
significance of offences of this nature. It was not clear what is meant by ‘child sexual abuse’
in this context; for example, whether it includes convictions concerning indecent images
of children.
17. There was evidence of approximately 30 cases where honours have been forfeited
following criminal convictions for offences of child sexual abuse.823 Many of these involved
individuals working with the community and in education. The Inquiry also considered a
number of case examples concerning prominent individuals.

I.3:

Particular cases

Sir Jimmy Savile
18. Jimmy Savile was awarded the OBE in 1971 and was made a Knight Bachelor in 1990.
He died in 2011. After his death, significant numbers of allegations of child sexual abuse
came to light (although some had been made during his lifetime) which led to an extensive
criminal investigation by the Metropolitan Police. As a result, there has been public pressure
for his knighthood to be forfeited.
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19. The Savile case raises the question of posthumous forfeiture of honours. The position is,
and has historically been, that an honour cannot be forfeited after the death of the recipient.
This is because an honour is considered a living award for the duration of the recipient’s life;
after their death the recipient is no longer a member of the particular Order and the award
dies with them.824
20. The Cabinet Office, prompted by the Savile case, considered in a 2012 paper whether
to change the current policy to permit posthumous forfeiture.825 The reasons for maintaining
the current policy are said to be based on “convention and long-standing precedent”.826 The
paper presents a ‘floodgates’ argument against changing the policy:
“The main practical argument for maintaining the current position is around where we
would draw the line if the Forfeiture Committee agreed to consider the cases of deceased
individuals – would the flood gates be opened and how far back in time would the
Committee be expected to go when considering cases? We cannot find any precedents for
forfeiting honours from deceased individuals.”
The paper goes on to say that the Palace has been consulted informally and they consider
that the current policy should be maintained. The paper continues:
“There is also the question of what advantage there would be in the Forfeiture Committee
considering cases concerning deceased individuals. It may satisfy immediate media
hunger for action to be taken, but it can be argued that forfeiting an honour after death
would have a greater impact on the individual’s family and friends – they would be the
ones to suffer rather than the individual.”827
21. Ms MacNamara told us that she was “not particularly comfortable with some of the
arguments” advanced in this paper.828 She accepted that the paper focussed on the interests
of the recipient’s family and friends, while making no reference whatsoever about the impact
on victims of a perpetrator retaining an honour. Ms MacNamara conceded that the Cabinet
Office would consider the matter again if the Inquiry made a recommendation to this effect.
She stressed that posthumous forfeiture would be complicated to implement in practice for
various reasons, including because the recipient could not make representations.829
22. However, the convention which militates against changing the policy is out of step with
modern usage. Recipients of knighthoods and damehoods are invariably referred to as ‘Sir’
or ‘Dame’ after their death. There is no sense as a matter of practice that the award has died
with the recipient.
23. It appears from the documents that then Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher pressed for
a knighthood for Savile for a number of years but it was not considered appropriate to award
it because of revelations in the press about Savile’s private life.830 In a letter dated 7 July
1998 an anonymous member of the public told the Cabinet Office that:
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“investigative reporters have uncovered unspeakable facts concerning the personality
Jimmy Savile. They have been aware for some time of his homosexual rendezvous with
rent boys. Indeed, some years ago, he had considerable trouble, which I may add he hid
very well, with certain of these rent boys. I am sure you are aware of an unfortunate
timing that could occur if such was implemented and certain reports of a paedophiliac
nature was to become public knowledge.”831
24. Ms MacNamara stated that if such a letter were sent today it would raise an alarm, that
action would be taken and that it would be passed to the police.832 There does not seem to
be a specific written policy to this effect in the forfeiture action procedures document.833

Sir Peter Hayman
25. Peter Hayman was alleged to have been a member of the Paedophile Information
Exchange and to have sent and received obscene material through the post. He was given
a knighthood in 1971. While he was not prosecuted for child sexual abuse offences, in
1984 he was convicted and fined for gross indecency when he was caught with a man in a
public lavatory.
26. A letter from the Permanent Secretary at the Foreign Office, Sir Antony Acland, to the
Foreign Secretary, Geoffrey Howe, dated June 1984 referred to allegations that Hayman
was “involved in an organisation called the Paedophile Information Exchange, a homosexual
organisation putting those inclined in touch with young boys”. It also noted that he “was not
charged with any offence, but there seemed to be a good deal of circumstantial evidence of
his involvement to some extent and he certainly did not bring any libel action, nor were there
categorical denials”.834
27. The letter also stated that Hayman had been convicted of gross indecency that year, and
recorded a gathering of senior officers of the Order of St Michael and St George to decide
on what should be done in relation to Hayman’s knighthood. There was a difference of
opinion between officers of the Order.
“Lord Saint Brides thought that the officers of the Order should recommend that he be
stripped, since to do nothing might offend members of the Order, and possibly members
of the general public, and appear ineffective. The Dean of St Paul’s also took this view,
largely because of his anxiety to protect young children, although Sir Peter Hayman was
not specifically convicted of any charge in this respect. All those present said that their
feelings were a mixture of repugnance and compassion and Sir Charles Johnson and I,
taking into account the publicity and the sadness caused to Sir Peter’s family, felt that
compassion should be uppermost. The prelate, Bishop Woods, suggested that Sir Peter
Hayman should be given a formal warning by him to the effect that if there was any
recurrence of these activities or if they came to the notice of the Officers of the Order
with or without publicity, there would be no alternative but to recommend the stripping of
his knighthood.”835
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Sir Antony considered that a formal warning “would enable Officers of the Order to say to those
who feel outraged that the matter has not been ignored”. A warning was given.836
28. Ms MacNamara did not know of another time when a warning had been given in
this way and noted that there was also no mention of the Forfeiture Committee, which
was “really unusual”.837 It is worth saying that the Forfeiture Committee operated slightly
differently at that time, as Sir Robert Armstrong stated:
“Even in cases where a custodial sentence has been given, we could well recommend
against forfeiture where the offence seems likely to be an isolated incident and does not
call into question the reliability of the person concerned.”838
29. Nevertheless, it seems clear that Hayman was given preferential or exceptional
treatment because of his status and contacts. The letter referred to measures taken to
ensure that Hayman’s activities did not come “to the notice of the Officers of the Order with or
without publicity”.839 This suggests that members of the Order were more concerned about
covering up the bad behaviour of other members and preventing the Order’s reputation
being tarnished than they were about fair and open process or protecting victims. The
Dean of St Paul’s appears to have been the only member who was concerned about the
protection of children.

Sir Cyril Smith
30. Cyril Smith received a knighthood in 1988. He was nominated by Lord Steel.840
A nomination was usual for an MP of long-standing service.841 Prior to that time, according to
Lord Steel’s own account, Smith had confirmed to Lord Steel that he had been investigated
by the police for spanking boys’ bottoms and holding boys’ testicles.842 Lord Steel had
assumed that Smith had committed these offences.843 Given what Lord Steel knew, it was
inappropriate that he saw fit to nominate Smith for a knighthood. It was wrong that he was
uninterested and did not think it relevant that Smith had abused children.
31. The Inquiry has previously investigated the circumstances of the granting of Smith’s
knighthood as part of the Rochdale investigation.844 In addition to the details set out in the
Inquiry’s Cambridge House, Knowl View and Rochdale investigation report, we note that
the Security Service provided input on whether Smith should be granted a knighthood.
Sir Patrick Walker, the Director General of MI5 at the time, wrote to Cabinet Secretary
Lord Butler drawing his attention to the news article in which the police investigation was
reported.845 This is how the PHSC came to consider it some weeks later.
32. The Cabinet Office accepted the Inquiry’s criticisms about the process adopted in
Smith’s case, particularly that Smith was wrongly given the benefit of the doubt and that
victims were not considered.846 Ms MacNamara said that if a similar situation arose today in
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the considerations of the honours committees, the benefit of the doubt would now go the
other way, and that far more weight would be given to an issue of integrity relating to child
sexual abuse even if not yet evidenced.847

David Chesshyre
33. The case of David Hubert Boothby Chesshyre was referred to in evidence as an example
of a case where a flexible approach was taken to forfeiture.848 In 2004, Chesshyre had been
awarded a CVO (Commander of the Royal Victorian Order (RVO), an honour within the
personal gift of the sovereign). In October 2015, he was charged and tried at Snaresbrook
Crown Court on charges of sexual offences against a child849 committed between 1995 and
1998. He was found unfit to plead, but at a trial of the facts was found by the jury to have
committed the acts underlying two specimen counts of indecent assault against a child; a
third charge was ordered to lie on file. Because Chesshyre had been found to be unfit to
plead, no conviction ensued and he was granted an absolute discharge by the court.
34. Following the oral hearing in this investigation, WM-A120, who was the victim of
indecent assaults committed by Chesshyre, provided a detailed witness statement to the
Inquiry.850 WM-A120 told us about the ways in which Chesshyre persistently groomed and
abused him when he was a child aged between 12 and 16 years. He also raised a number of
concerns in relation to the forfeiture process, which we examine below. We subsequently
received further clarificatory evidence from Sir Jonathan Stephens851 who, as explained
above, is responsible for the honours system.852
35. In October 2015, following the trial of the facts, WM-A120 contacted the Honours and
Appointments Secretariat at the Cabinet Office to enquire about the process for forfeiture.
He was told to contact Sir Alan Reid, Keeper of the Privy Purse, because the CVO is within
the personal gift of the sovereign. He sent a letter to Sir Alan Reid setting out his concerns
and requesting a recommendation to the Queen that Chesshyre’s CVO and other awards be
annulled.853 On 10 November 2015, Sir Alan Reid sent a short response, the substance of
which stated:
“Mr Chesshyre was given an absolute discharge and no conviction is registered. In these
circumstances it would be wrong to submit a recommendation to The Queen.”854
36. Sir Jonathan Stephens provided documents to the Inquiry855 showing that prior to
sending that response, Sir Alan Reid had been in correspondence with Thomas Woodcock
CVO, Garter Principal King of Arms. The Garter Principal King of Arms is the senior officer of
the College of Arms, of which Chesshyre was a member for 40 years and registrar from 1992
to 2000. Sir Alan Reid had asked Mr Woodcock for some suitable wording to incorporate
into his response to WM-A120. On 4 November 2015, Mr Woodcock wrote to Sir Alan
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Reid enclosing a copy of a letter from Chesshyre’s solicitors containing their advice on the
outcome of the trial of the facts. Mr Woodcock also provided a form of words which was
almost identical to the substance of Sir Alan Reid’s response to WM-A120.
37. Sir Alan Reid responded expressing his gratitude to Mr Woodcock “for providing the
precise wording which I can use to answer [WM-A120’s] letter, and I have written to him today to
this effect”.856 Sir Alan did not seek representations directly from Chesshyre’s representatives
or consider them in a balanced way against the concerns raised by WM-A120. Neither did he
explain his reasoning to WM-A120, including the application of any guidelines on forfeiture.
Instead, Sir Alan Reid wrote to Mr Woodcock, who was closely associated with Chesshyre
in his honorary role, and asked him to provide wording for a response to WM-A120. He
then adopted that precise wording in the response, and gave no other explanation. This was
a complex and unprecedented case upon which different decision-makers might come to
different conclusions depending on the degree of discretion allowed. However, the process
adopted by Sir Alan in responding to WM-A120’s concerns was flawed and not impartial.
38. Following receipt of Sir Alan Reid’s letter, WM-A120 raised the matter with his MP,
Jim Dowd, who wrote to the Prime Minister.857 Sir Jonathan Stephens explained that as a
result, the Honours and Appointments Secretariat and the Royal Household agreed that
the Forfeiture Committee should consider the matter notwithstanding that it related to the
forfeiture of a CVO, an honour within the personal gift of the sovereign.858 The agreement
means that any future complaint against an RVO recipient would fall to the Forfeiture
Committee to act as the independent assessor of whether it was a forfeiture matter.859
39. The Forfeiture Committee considered the Chesshyre case and came to the following
conclusion:
“The secretariat takes the view that the outcome of the trial holds equivalent weight to
a full criminal investigation. There is no precedent of which the secretariat is aware for
recommending forfeiture following a trial of the facts. However, there is a precedent for
forfeiture where the sentence fell short of the ‘three months’ imprisonment’ hard trigger,
in a previous case involving child abuse.”860
Forfeiture was recommended. Taking a flexible approach in a novel situation appears to
have been appropriate, notwithstanding the technical lack of a conviction. Sir Jonathan
Stephens indicated that he regards this approach as setting a precedent for any future cases
concerning a trial of the facts.861 On 15 May 2018, the Queen approved the recommendation
and the CVO was forfeited on that date.862
40. However, WM-A120 was not told of the forfeiture for five months after the decision,
and he continued to follow it up in the meantime.863 We were told by Sir Jonathan Stephens
that this was because the Forfeiture Committee was considering representations and
new information provided to it by Chesshyre’s brother on his behalf.864 It was considered
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inappropriate to inform WM-A120 of an outcome which may change, as honours can be
reinstated. However, it is regrettable that the Cabinet Office did not write to WM-A120
during this period, at least to inform him that the process remained ongoing.
41. In Chesshyre’s case, the Forfeiture Committee decided exceptionally that the forfeiture
would not be published in the London Gazette. Sir Jonathan Stephens stated that this was
“a reflection of the circumstances of how the case had been handled and, to a lesser degree,
in light of Mr Chesshyre’s ill-health”.865 In our view, neither of these reasons provides a
satisfactory explanation as to why an exception was made to the usual rule that forfeitures
are published.
42. Further, as acknowledged by Sir Jonathan Stephens,866 it is likely that the lack of
publication has hindered WM-A120 in highlighting the issue to third parties. WM-A120
has made concerted efforts to advise organisations with which Chesshyre was involved to
remove his honorary status or associations because he was found to have committed acts of
child sexual abuse.867 Most of those organisations have chosen not to cease their association
with Chesshyre. While it may not have changed the outcome, it is likely that publication of
the forfeiture in the usual way would have assisted WM-A120 in making those approaches.
In addition, Chesshyre has recently been referred to as holding the CVO in materials
published by organisations with which he is associated. He should not have used or been
referred to as holding the honour after it had been forfeited.
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J.1:

Introduction

1. This part of the Westminster investigation seeks to ensure that, today and in the future,
any allegations of child sexual abuse or exploitation involving people of public prominence
associated with Westminster are dealt with appropriately and in accordance with
best practice.
2. We examined the adequacy of existing safeguarding and child protection policies in place
within political parties, in government departments and agencies, and in the intelligence and
security agencies. We received evidence about how political parties have dealt with recent
safeguarding and child protection matters and evidence from the intelligence and security
agencies about how historic allegations would be dealt with, were they to happen today and
current policies be applied.
3. Most Westminster organisations have safeguarding and child protection policies in place.
However, there remain significant gaps, including political parties that have no such policies,
and considerable variation in approach among the policies currently in place.

J.2: Safeguarding and child protection policies in government
departments, political parties and the Palace of Westminster
4. The Inquiry instructed Professor June Thoburn, Emeritus Professor of Social Work at the
University of East Anglia (UEA) and member of the UEA Centre for Research on Children
and Families, to provide an expert report examining the safeguarding and child protection
policies of government departments, political parties and the Palace of Westminster.868
5. Professor Thoburn made a number of observations about how Westminster institutions
respond to allegations of child sexual abuse and exploitation.
5.1. There is considerable variation in the content and detail of policies on safeguarding
and child protection in government departments and political parties. In Professor
Thoburn’s opinion, no department or political party provided documentation that met
all the requirements for child safeguarding policies and procedures that she considers
necessary in the light of current knowledge about the nature and extent of child
sexual abuse and exploitation. Some came very close while for others there were
important deficits.869
5.2. At the time of the hearing in this investigation, some political parties had no
specific safeguarding and child protection policies at all, and relied instead on member
codes of conduct and disciplinary procedures (the Conservative and Unionist Party,
the Democratic Unionist Party, the Co-operative Party, Plaid Cymru and the United
Kingdom Independence Party). Insofar as the Co-operative Party, the Democratic
Unionist Party and Plaid Cymru are concerned, in their evidence to the Inquiry they
868
869

138

INQ004088
INQ004088_056

Safeguarding

stated that they were each reviewing the requirement for a safeguarding and child
protection policy.870 By contrast, other parties (the Green Party, the Labour Party, the
Liberal Democrat Party, the Scottish National Party and the Ulster Unionist Party)
had detailed policies and procedures, some of which had undergone detailed review
recently, and which had elements of best practice endorsed by Professor Thoburn.
5.3. Further, a number of the policies for political parties were not accessible online,
meaning that party members and volunteers – including those overseeing youth
groups – would not be able to avail themselves of what to do, or what to be aware of,
when carrying out their duties and functions.
5.4. Professor Thoburn found that the Palace of Westminster’s policies provide a good
example of practical guidance for Westminster managers and employees who may
come into contact with children but who do not have specific mandated child protection
responsibilities.871
6. Child safeguarding policies and procedures appropriate to the function of each
government department, the Palace of Westminster and all political parties are essential,
even though it may not be immediately obvious that it is something that they need to
consider. As Professor Thoburn explained, “safeguarding is everyone’s business”.872 It is
critical that even Westminster organisations or institutions which do not regard themselves
as having regular contact with children have policies in place. Professor Thoburn
concluded that:
“it is the role and/or degree of access to children and not whether they are a volunteer, an
elected member or an employee that should determine the policies and contractual terms
relevant to them”.873
7. Professor Thoburn recommended that a cross-departmental review should be undertaken
of child safeguarding statements, policies and procedures, and that the Cabinet Office
would likely be best placed to undertake this task. This would build on work already being
undertaken within individual departments.874 This is a sensible way forward and would
ensure that the necessary consistency is achieved. We welcome the indication on behalf
of Her Majesty’s Government that government departments are considering Professor
Thoburn’s recommendations carefully.875 The government should consider in particular
Professor Thoburn’s recommendation that the Cabinet Office take the lead on this policy
issue across Whitehall.
8. It is unacceptable that any political party in England and Wales operates without suitable
safeguarding and child protection policies and procedures. It is incumbent on all political
parties to ensure that they have suitable policies in place, that these policies are kept up to
date and that they are implemented effectively in practice.
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Policies in practice
The Labour Party and Nick Brown MP
9. Whether a policy is effective in practice is key. As Richard Scorer and Kim Harrison of
Slater & Gordon suggested in written submissions on behalf of a group of complainant
core participants:
“it’s one thing to have a safeguarding policy, it’s quite another to embed that policy in the
party culture so that MPs, party officials and party activists understand it and clearly
abide by it”.876
10. We heard evidence which gave rise to concern that even the policies which were
regarded as comprehensive and effective by Professor Thoburn may not be understood by
those in a position to apply them. In his witness statement to the Inquiry, Nick Brown MP,
Labour Party chief whip, said that:
“If an allegation of criminal conduct against a member of parliament came to my
attention, I would immediately advise them to contact the relevant authorities, including,
of course, the police”.877
When asked by Counsel to the Inquiry whether he would make a referral to the police
himself of an allegation he received of child sexual abuse and whether this reflected Labour
Party policy, Mr Brown told us:
“it really does depend on the strength of the evidence. But if I – and it is quite difficult
to fully answer without having understood the nature of the complaint and who the
complainant was and what sort of supportive evidence there was, but if I thought it was
credible, then I would raise it with the police myself. But it would have to be – you know,
I don’t regard myself as having to report every bit of gossip I hear to the police. I mean,
the distinction is: look, how serious is this?”878
Similarly, when asked about the case of an allegation of child sexual abuse against an MP, he
answered that “It would depend on what the evidence was for that” and said that he would be
“forced to” make an assessment of that.879
11. Professor Thoburn’s view of this was that “the Labour Party’s policy makes it absolutely
clear that it applies to every MP, every volunteer, every party member, and since he has somebody
called a safeguarding manager and a safeguarding team, I would have expected him to say, well,
I will get in touch with them to check out whether I’m doing the right thing”.880
12. In her closing submissions on behalf of the Labour Party, Ms Eleanor Grey QC said that:
“there is often, in many contexts, a potential gap between policies and their practical or
full implementation, and that the evidence implies that there is still work to be done to
embed knowledge of the policies into the Party and its members. We are certainly not
complacent. However, we would respectfully point out that Mr Brown was clear that
he had not actually been faced with a situation which required him to exercise any sort
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of judgment with regards to allegations of child sexual abuse, or to ‘triage’, still less to
discard, any allegations. Considering such allegations might well, of course, have been the
very point when policies were checked, and advice sought. So the importance of this point
should not be exaggerated or used to single out an individual who has not, in fact, let
children down or actually failed to follow procedures in any way. We do accept that these
safeguarding policies are relatively new, and so the fact that knowledge of them is not yet
second nature is not, perhaps, surprising.”881
13. However, the importance of safeguarding is not a new matter for political parties.
We would expect the chief whip of a major political party to be familiar with his party’s own
safeguarding and child protection policies and procedures. He might well receive reports of
child sexual abuse. Mr Brown’s evidence demonstrates that despite its well-drafted policy,
the Labour Party has failed to ensure that those who may receive allegations, such as the
chief whip, have an adequate grasp of the procedure to be followed. We reiterate that it
is not for Mr Brown, as chief whip, to attempt to assess an allegation of child sexual abuse
or exploitation. That he would consider attempting this demonstrates that comprehensive
policies are not sufficiently embedded into the culture of Westminster organisations.
In recent correspondence with the Inquiry, Mr Brown stated that he intends to undertake
some training in this area.
14. Those in senior positions within political parties must show leadership in order to
achieve the necessary culture change in the recognition and handling of allegations of
child sexual abuse and exploitation. As Mr Scorer and Ms Harrison said in their written
submissions on behalf of a group of complainant core participants, this:
“illustrates the depth of the problem at Westminster – the Labour Party policy looks great
on paper, ticks all the boxes, but the Chief Whip – who is more likely than anyone to be
in receipt of an allegation – doesn’t really understand the policy or the philosophy behind
it. This is in a political party which, in its public policy platform, is officially committed to
mandatory reporting in its policy programme.”882

The Green Party and Aimee and David Challenor
15. In November 2016, David Challenor was charged with 22 serious criminal offences,
including taking indecent photographs, false imprisonment, rape, sexual assault of a child,
assault by penetration and assault occasioning actual bodily harm. He was subsequently
convicted of 20 offences including rape and was sentenced to 22 years’ imprisonment.
16. At the time, Ms Aimee Challenor, David Challenor’s daughter, was a member of the
Green Party and chair of the national LGBTIQA+883 Greens. When her father was charged,
she informed two external communications coordinators for the Green Party, Matt Hawkins
and Clare Phipps. This was in general terms (via a private Facebook message) that her father
was being charged; she did not mention that the charges related to offences against children.
On the same date Ms Challenor also informed Coventry Pride, of which she was a trustee.
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17. On the same day, 5 November 2016, Mr Hawkins informed three Green Party staff
members in the press team by email that a close relative of a Green Party spokesperson
had been arrested. He asked the staff members to contact him if anyone contacted them
concerning the matter.
18. In April 2017, Ms Challenor was selected to be the Green Party General Election
candidate for Coventry South. In May 2017, she appointed her father David Challenor as her
election agent when she stood as a general election candidate. In May 2018, David Challenor
was appointed as election agent for Aimee and for Tina Challenor, his wife, in the May 2018
local elections. In June or July 2018, Ms Challenor was selected as a candidate for deputy
leader of the Green Party.
19. Throughout this period, David Challenor was facing very serious charges of child
sexual abuse.
20. The Green Party commissioned Verita, an independent investigations consultancy,
to carry out a private investigation. Its report dated January 2019884 found that:
“Prioritising the safety of children and vulnerable people is an individual responsibility
of every member of society. There could hardly be a bigger ‘red flag’ in this respect than
someone being charged with 22 sexual offences. Irrespective of where the responsibility
lies, one of the effects of the way this case was handled was that someone who had
committed serious sexual offences was given roles of responsibility within the Green
Party during a period of almost two years after a major safeguarding risk should
have been apparent. David Challenor bears some responsibility for this, but Aimee
Challenor, as an officer of the party both nationally and locally should have considered
safeguarding issues.”885
“Aimee Challenor had a number of roles, both locally and nationally, each of which carried
important responsibilities. In not ensuring that the right people in the party were told
what they needed to know, Aimee failed to fulfil her roles adequately. This is even clearer
in her encouragement of her father to become more involved in the party by, for example,
appointing him as her election agent in 2017 after she knew of charges against him. This
was a serious error of judgement, which she repeated when she appointed him as her
election agent in 2018.”886
21. The Verita report also stressed the importance of the Green Party developing a strong
safeguarding culture and made the following observation:
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“It is disappointing that many people we spoke to in the party failed to see the
safeguarding issues that arise here. Those in the party who were told about David
Challenor’s activities saw the issue as primarily a communications one – about protecting
the reputation of the party. Awareness of safeguarding issues in the party in general
appears to be low.”887
22. From the evidence we heard from Liz Reason, Chair of the Green Party Executive,
safeguarding issues remain a matter which the Green Party needs to address.
On 17 December 2014, the Green Party received an email containing allegations of child
sexual abuse against a Green Party candidate for the House of Commons.888 Ms Reason told
us that the Green Party could not find a record of this on their system or of any action taken
in response to the email at the time.889 In a supplementary witness statement, she said that
the Green Party was still investigating how they had responded to the email when it was
received in December 2014, adding:
“From the information ascertained so far it appears that key officers spoke to the party
member accused of child sexual abuse in the email and established that no child sexual
abuse charges had been brought against them.”890
23. The 2014 email was provided to the Inquiry in response to its request for any
information held by the Green Party pertaining to child sexual abuse. However, it was not
until the Inquiry made a rule 9 request to the Green Party on 8 November 2018 that further
internal inquiries were triggered. Ms Reason explained this on the basis that the first time
any current officers and staff in the Green Party had seen the email was when a copy was
provided along with the Inquiry’s request (notwithstanding that the email had originally been
provided to the Inquiry by the Green Party itself).
24. The information contained in this email appears not to have been dealt with in
accordance with appropriate safeguarding and child protection procedures. The email was
archived when staff members left. This was a failing. If it is correct that the only action taken
was to speak to the member concerned, it supports the Verita findings that the Green Party
saw allegations of child sexual abuse as primarily a communications issue – about protecting
the reputation of the Party – rather than a safeguarding one.
25. After these events, Aimee Challenor joined the Liberal Democrat Party. At the time
of the hearing, we understand she was the Diversity Officer on the Coventry Liberal
Democrats Executive Committee.891 In light of this, Mr Scorer and Ms Harrison asked
whether action should be taken where an individual who is known or suspected of having
failed to respond appropriately to safeguarding concerns as a member of one political party
joins another political party at a later point in time.892
26. Professor Thoburn told us that she would expect the matter to be covered by a
crossover of safeguarding and child protection policy and disciplinary policy, and that further
training may be appropriate for any such person.893 For child protection and safeguarding
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to be effective, political parties must ensure that their members and those in positions of
authority – including those who may have joined from other parties – are appropriately
trained and aware of safeguarding and child protection policies and procedures.

J.3: The intelligence and security agencies
27. The Secret Intelligence Service (SIS), the Security Service (MI5) and Government
Communications Headquarters (GCHQ) provided witness statements894 and safeguarding
policies to the Inquiry.
28. The SIS confirmed that there was no formal policy in place concerning safeguarding and
child protection before November 2015.895 However, in two cases prior to 2015, despite the
absence of a formal policy, referrals were made to relevant authorities regarding information
about child sexual abuse or exploitation.
28.1. In one case involving the discovery of pornographic material, including indecent
photographs of children on a computer used by SIS staff, a referral was made
to police.896
28.2. In another case, where an SIS officer found out that a new contact was believed
to be in the possession of a cache of illegal images of children, a referral was made to
the National Crime Agency’s Child Exploitation and Online Protection Centre.897
The SIS policy, which was revised and updated in June 2018 and January 2019, provides
guidance on the reporting of any information or allegations of child sexual abuse or
exploitation. This forms part of mandatory legal training for all SIS members, including
contractors and secondees. In February 2018, for example, the policy was applied in practice
to a case where the SIS became aware that a foreign contact was in possession of a video
clip which might have involved child sexual abuse.898
29. Prior to 2014, there was no specific MI5 policy relating to the protection of children at
risk.899 A policy has been in place since 2014 and has undergone a number of revisions.900
We heard evidence from an MI5 witness about three case studies demonstrating how the
policy works in practice, two involving possible child sexual abuse and one involving possible
violence against a child. In summary, in each case the information was passed to the police.901
30. The GCHQ Deputy Director for Mission Policy explained that the day-to-day intelligence
and information assurance activities undertaken by GCHQ staff in their professional
capacities rarely, if ever, bring them into direct contact with children.902 However, GCHQ
provides members of staff with policy and guidance on what action they should take if they
encounter material related to child sexual abuse in the course of examining operational data.
One of GCHQ’s intelligence missions is to provide support to countering online child sexual
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exploitation and abuse and members of staff working in this mission seek out evidence of
abuse. Should intelligence analysts working on unrelated missions encounter material related
to child sexual abuse, they are guided by the GCHQ policy on Offensive Material which gives
instructions on how to handle such information. We were provided with a number of policies
relevant to child safeguarding and protection.
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K.1: Conclusions
Addressing and allaying public concerns
1. There is ample evidence that individual perpetrators of child sexual abuse have been
linked to Westminster.903 However, the Inquiry has found no evidence to support the most
sensational of the various allegations of child sexual abuse made over recent years that
there has been a powerful paedophile network operating within Westminster. There is no
evidence to suggest an organised network of abusers in Westminster, or that individuals
with a Westminster connection who sexually abused children were part of a coordinated,
organised group.
2. It is clear that there have been significant failures by Westminster institutions in their
dealing with, and confrontation of, allegations of child sexual abuse. This has included not
recognising it, turning a blind eye to it, actively shielding and protecting perpetrators, and
covering up allegations of child sexual abuse.
3. Even though we did not find evidence of an organised Westminster paedophile network,
the lasting effect on victims of sexual abuse by individual abusers linked to Westminster has
been profound. And it has been compounded by institutional complacency about child sexual
abuse and indifference to the plight of victims. We found, in particular, that institutions
regularly put their own reputations or political interests before child protection.
4. Despite the Inquiry engaging in an extensive evidence-gathering process, we have seen
no material indicating the existence of a Westminster ‘paedophile ring’. Similarly, no evidence
of any attempts to cover up or suppress information about the existence of such a ring was
found at MI5, SIS, GCHQ or in Metropolitan Police Special Branch records now held by
Metropolitan Police Counter Terrorism Command.
5. The allegations made by Anthony Daly in relation to his book Playland: Secrets of a
Forgotten Scandal, published in 2018,904 that senior establishment figures were present at
parties where underage ‘rent boys’ were sexually abused and exploited do not of themselves
constitute evidence of the existence of an organised network.
6. No material emerged from the political parties to show that there existed any kind of
organised network of persons engaged in child sexual abuse. Despite the suggestion by Tim
Fortescue that whips were aware of and sought to gain advantage from “scandal involving
small boys”,905 we found no evidence that party whips deliberately suppressed any specific
information about child sexual abuse. However, we also gained the distinct impression that
By ‘Westminster’, we mean the centre of the United Kingdom’s government, government ministers and officials, as well as
Parliament, its members and the political parties represented there.
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the whips’ offices were concerned above all to protect the image of their party. There was a
consistent culture for years of playing down rumours and protecting politicians from gossip
or scandal at all costs. Moreover, it was done without ever considering the interests of
potential victims and whether action should be taken to investigate allegations further, or to
pass them on to the proper authorities.
7. The source of some of the most lurid claims about a sinister network of abusers in
Westminster has now been discredited. In July 2019, several months after the conclusion of
the hearings in this investigation, Carl Beech was convicted at Newcastle Crown Court of
perverting the course of justice and fraud in connection with false allegations of child sexual
abuse and murder made by him against a variety of prominent political figures, including
Sir Edward Heath, Lord Brittan, Lord Bramall and the former heads of MI5 and MI6. He was
sentenced to 18 years’ imprisonment.
8. We have considered various areas of concern raised by Peter McKelvie. Each of these was
investigated by the police but could not be supported. His concerns, which appear to have
been genuine, might have been allayed by better communication about the progress of the
investigations by the Metropolitan Police Service.
9. The Inquiry heard about the various claims made concerning Elm Guest House, which was
a tawdry establishment where child sexual abuse took place.906 We heard evidence about the
various investigations conducted by the Metropolitan Police Service, which is available in full
on the Inquiry’s website.907 This evidence goes some way to clarifying the allegations relating
to child sexual abuse involving persons of public prominence and the extent to which there is
any support for them.
10. The Inquiry investigated Don Hale’s account of a ‘D-Notice’ being misused to stop
publication of an explosive story about child sexual abuse by Cyril Smith and other highprofile politicians. We are unable to place any weight on Mr Hale’s evidence and we cannot
make any positive finding regarding the account that he gives.

Deference
11. We heard evidence of overt and direct deference by police towards powerful people,
such as a conscious decision not to arrest or investigate someone because of their profile
or position. One example of this kind of deference comes from Lord Taverne, who told us
about Sir Joe Simpson’s remark to the Home Secretary that police did not investigate certain
Westminster lavatories to avoid the embarrassment of apprehending MPs and celebrities
who frequented them. The best example of such deference is the case of Sir Peter Hayman,
who was cautioned but avoided prosecution for sending obscene material in the post.
This followed a meeting between his solicitor, Sir David Napley, and the Director of Public
Prosecutions, after which Hayman himself considered he had been given immunity from
prosecution. There is no question but that Hayman was the beneficiary of preferential,
differential and unduly deferential treatment as a person of public prominence.
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12. A second form of deference we have heard about is a more internal kind within
institutions themselves, such as where junior police officers did not challenge senior officers’
questionable decisions during investigations of the powerful for fear of harming their own
career prospects. We also heard evidence that changes to police culture over the past two or
three decades have meant that this kind of deference has significantly reduced.
13. We have also seen some evidence of the dangers of deference to ideas, rather than
people. The profound social changes of the 1960s and 1970s, particularly in relation to
socially acceptable sexual behaviour, meant that people in positions of political and cultural
influence at that time deliberately sought to challenge the boundaries of sexual activity.
Language was often used in ambiguous ways. For example, the term ‘boys’ was used to
describe 18 to 21-year-old young men. Although homosexual acts were decriminalised in
1967, the age of consent was still higher than for heterosexual relations until 2000 and being
openly homosexual in Parliament was still unusual and the subject of disapproval. The effect
of this was that in some circles there was an unwillingness to challenge efforts to make
‘paedophilia’ acceptable or to ask difficult questions about proposals to reduce the age of
consent which seemed to be borne of inappropriate attitudes, for fear of being seen as oldfashioned, buttoned-up or out of touch with the times. Child welfare and protection yielded
to self-serving ideas of sexual liberation.
14. A good example of this was the way in which the Paedophile Information Exchange
(PIE) was able to gain support from certain civil society organisations for a period of several
years. This appears to have been possible partly because PIE was not quite as open about
its aims to begin with as it was later to become, and so its members were to some extent
initially able to infiltrate civil libertarian and gay rights groups ‘under the radar’. It was also
because, as both Jeremy Clarke,908 a trustee of the Albany Trust, and Corey Stoughton,909
Advocacy Director of Liberty (formerly the National Council for Civil Liberties, NCCL),
admitted, the governance structures and awareness of safeguarding in both the Albany
Trust and the NCCL at the time were significantly more lax and underdeveloped than
they are now.
15. However, the desire on the part of organisations like the Albany Trust and the NCCL
to be seen as open-minded, and their determination to challenge prevailing conventions in
society and push at the boundaries of what was considered appropriate, blinded them to the
danger and led to some seriously flawed thinking. The evidence we heard from Mr Clarke
about “understanding and acceptance” being the key aim of the Albany Trust was a good
example of this.910 This ethos appears to have been stretched to breaking point so that
there was consideration of how to accept even the wholly unacceptable. Both organisations
demonstrated a fundamental failure to see the problem and a lack of moral courage to
confront it. The Inquiry has explored this problem in more detail in its research publication
Deflection, denial and disbelief.911 It identified the emergence of a discourse which argued
that adult sexual attraction to children is a legitimate sexual orientation, and noted that PIE
sought to make use of similar arguments.
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Differences in treatment due to socio-economic status
16. This investigation has provided striking evidence of how wealth and social status
insulated perpetrators of child sexual abuse from being brought to justice to the detriment of
the victims of their alleged abuse. Preferential treatment of this type could be characterised
as a further type of deference. The case of Victor Montagu might be regarded as an
especially egregious example of it; significant leeway was given to Montagu as a well-known
aristocratic landowner, and a patronising attitude was shown by the police and the Director
of Public Prosections’ office towards a working-class victim.
17. While Sir Peter Hayman avoided prosecution, Robert Wardell, a bus inspector, was
prosecuted for sending Hayman through the post “serious and extreme”912 material. This led
the investigating officer to say there was “one law for Wardell and another for Hayman”.913
The prosecution lawyer similarly remarked:
“The taller they are, the harder they fall, and Hayman was fairly tall in respect of the
diplomatic side of it. Therefore … he had a lot to lose. I’m not saying the others didn’t but
he had a lot to lose if he was prosecuted.”914
Those comments imply that Hayman received special treatment due to his status, and the
lawyer’s remark suggests that special treatment was deserved for that reason.
18. The Montagu and Hayman cases provide instances of deference or a form of patronage
due not only to power but also to social status and class. In her closing submissions on behalf
of the Crown Prosecution Service, Zoe Johnson QC argued that it was an age of deference,
when victims’ rights were not paramount, and it is therefore impossible to disentangle those
elements.915 We acknowledge that in an age when deference was shown to power, authority
and class, and victims’ rights were not at the forefront of the decision-making process,
identifying the rationale underlying the decisions made in such cases may not be easy.
However, we are left with the distinct impression that deference to class and power was the
overriding motive for the decisions in the Montagu and Hayman cases.
19. We heard in a particularly stark way in this investigation how the poverty and
disadvantaged position of victims led to their allegations of child sexual abuse not being
taken seriously. The evidence of Paul Holmes about the difficulties in getting help for boys
being sexually exploited around Piccadilly Circus was a vivid account of this problem. These
boys were often runaways from damaged backgrounds who were known as ‘street rats’ by
many police officers.916

Insufficient consideration of the needs of child victims and survivors
20. A consistent pattern that has emerged from the evidence we have heard is a failure by
almost every institution to put the needs and safety of children who have survived sexual
abuse first.
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21. In 1979, Lord Steel (the leader of the Liberal Party) “assumed” Sir Cyril Smith had
committed offences of child sexual abuse.917 In our view, rather than give primacy to
the protection of children, he yielded to considerations of political expediency and
failed to launch a formal internal inquiry into Smith’s alleged activities. Likewise, the
government’s and MI5’s handling of the case of Sir Peter Morrison in the mid-1980s
demonstrated that considerations of political embarrassment and the security risk were of
paramount importance while the risks to children allegedly abused by Morrison were not
considered at all.
22. We also heard how the police were more concerned about prosecuting suspects than
considering the welfare of sexually exploited children. Political parties in a variety of ways
have shown themselves, even very recently, to be more concerned about political fallout
than about safeguarding. Our investigation of the honours system found a process which in
some instances prioritised reputation and discretion with little or no regard for victims.

The implementation of safeguarding policies in practice
23. Professor June Thoburn analysed the policies and procedures of the parties and
numerous government departments, and commented on their quality. Many government
departments have improved their approach in recent years to varying degrees, and put in
place safeguarding mechanisms.
24. The situation with political parties is less impressive. To give one obvious example, at the
time of the hearing in this investigation, the evidence was that certain political parties had no
specific safeguarding and child protection policies at all, and that remains the case for some
political parties.
25. We also heard evidence, notably from the Green Party and the Labour Party, to suggest
that there are major gaps in the practical knowledge of even senior people about basic
safeguarding principles. It is a matter of grave concern that, even after a significant public
outcry about allegations of child sexual abuse linked to Westminster, elected politicians and
officers of political parties do not understand how to respond to allegations properly, or
consider themselves in a position to make judgements about whether abuse is sufficiently
serious to warrant referral.
26. These examples show that there is still significant work to be done, including in relation
to the detail of their policies and their rigorous implementation, particularly in terms of
recognising and reporting allegations of child sexual abuse. This must extend to re-training
and probationary periods for people in positions of authority in appropriate circumstances.

K.2: Recommendations
The Chair and Panel make the following recommendations, which arise directly from this
investigation.
The Cabinet Office, the Forfeiture Committee, the government, political parties, other
Westminster institutions and the Electoral Commission should publish their response
to these recommendations, including the timetable involved, within six months of the
publication of this report.
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Conclusions and recommendations

Recommendation 1
The criteria for forfeiture of all honours must be formally extended to include convictions,
cautions and cases decided by trial of the facts involving offences of child sexual abuse. This
must be set out in a published policy and procedure, which must include a clear policy on
how forfeiture decisions are made public. The Inquiry expects the Forfeiture Committee to
take a lead on this matter.

Recommendation 2
The Cabinet Office should re-examine the policy on posthumous forfeiture, in order to
consider the perspectives of victims and survivors of child sexual abuse.

Recommendation 3
Government, political parties and other Westminster institutions must have whistleblowing
policies and procedures which cover child sexual abuse and exploitation. Every employee
must be aware that they can raise any concerns using these policies and that the policies are
not limited to concerns specific to a person’s employment.

Recommendation 4
The Cabinet Office must ensure that each government department reviews its child
safeguarding policy or policies in light of the expert witness report of Professor Thoburn.918
There must also be published procedures to accompany their policies, in order that staff
know how to enact their department’s policy. All government departments must update their
safeguarding policies and procedures regularly, and obtain expert safeguarding advice when
doing this.

Recommendation 5
All political parties registered with the Electoral Commission in England and Wales must
ensure that they have a comprehensive safeguarding policy.
All political parties must also ensure that they have procedures to accompany their policies,
in order that politicians, prospective politicians, staff and volunteers know how to enact their
party’s policy, which must be published online. All political parties must update their policies
and procedures regularly, and obtain expert safeguarding advice when doing this.
The Electoral Commission should monitor and oversee compliance with this
recommendation.
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Annex 1
Overview of process and evidence obtained by the Inquiry
1. Definition of scope
The Westminster investigation is an overarching inquiry into allegations of child sexual abuse
and exploitation involving people of public prominence associated with Westminster.
The scope of this investigation is as follows:
“1. The Inquiry will investigate allegations of child sexual abuse involving current and/
or former Members of Parliament, senior civil servants, government advisors, and/
or members of the intelligence agencies (collectively ‘people of public prominence
associated with Westminster’), including allegations:
1.1. that people of public prominence associated with Westminster were involved
in the sexual abuse of children;
1.2. that Ministers, party whips, political parties, the intelligence and/or security
services, law enforcement agencies, and/or prosecuting authorities were
aware of the involvement of people of public prominence associated with
Westminster in the sexual abuse of children, and failed to take adequate steps
to prevent any such abuse from occurring and/or took steps to prevent such
abuse from being revealed;
1.3. that there was, within the highest levels of government, a culture of tolerance
towards those suspected of child sexual abuse; and/or
1.4. that people of public prominence associated with Westminster were involved
in a conspiracy sexually to abuse children.
2.

In light of the above investigations, the Inquiry will consider:
2.1. the adequacy and propriety of law enforcement investigations into allegations
falling within paragraph 1 above, including consideration of whether there is
evidence of inappropriate interference in any such investigations by politicians,
the intelligence agencies, and/or other individuals or bodies holding statutory
power;
2.2. the media reporting of allegations falling within paragraph 1 above, including
consideration of whether the current legislative framework strikes an
appropriate balance between encouraging the reporting of child sexual abuse
and protecting the rights of the accused; and
2.3. the adequacy of existing safeguarding and child protection policies in place
within political parties, in government departments and agencies, and in the
intelligence and security agencies.
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3. 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.”919
2. Core participants and legal representatives
Counsel to this investigation:
Brian Altman QC
Andrew O’Connor QC
Kate Beattie
Alasdair Henderson
Katie O’Byrne

Complainant core participants:
RO-A1, RO-A2, RO-A4, RO-A5, RO-A6, RO-A7, RO-A8
Solicitor

Richard Scorer and Kim Harrison (Slater & Gordon)

Independent core participants:
Timothy Hulbert
Counsel

Sam Stein QC

Solicitor

David Enright (Howe & Co)

Esther Baker
Counsel

Jonathan Price

Solicitor

Peter Garsden (Simpson Millar)

Harvey Proctor
Counsel

Geoffrey Robertson QC and Adam Wagner

Solicitor

Mark Stephens CBE (Howard Kennedy)

Institutional core participants:
Crown Prosecution Service
Counsel

Zoe Johnson QC

Solicitor

Laura Tams (Crown Prosecution Service Inquiries Team)

Independent Office for Police Conduct
Counsel

Lorna Skinner

Solicitor

Rachel Taylor (Senior Lawyer, Independent Office for Police Conduct)

Home Office
Counsel

Nick Griffin QC and Amelia Walker

Solicitor

Daniel Rapport (Government Legal Department for the Treasury Solicitor)
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Labour Party
Counsel

Eleanor Grey QC

Solicitor

Gerald Shamash (Steel and Shamash Solicitors, now Edwards Duthie
Shamash)

Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis
Counsel

Samantha Leek QC and Jonathan Dixey

Solicitor

Metropolitan Police Service’s Directorate of Legal Services

Chief Constable of Wiltshire Police
Counsel

Anne Studd QC

Solicitor

Susan Dauncey (Force Solicitor of Wiltshire Police)

3. Evidence received by the Inquiry
Number of witness statements obtained:
141
Organisations and individuals to which requests for documentation or witness statements
were sent:
Adam Richardson, United Kingdom Independence Party
Reverend Alan Francis Davies, former Principal within the Home Office Voluntary Services Unit
Alan Mabbutt OBE, the Conservative Party
Detective Inspector Alastair Pocock, Metropolitan Police Service
Alice Hurrell, Department for Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy
Andrew Surplice, retired Inspector with the Metropolitan Police Service
Anthony Daly, complainant witness
Baron Foster of Bishop Auckland PC DL
Baron Renton of Mount Harry PC
Baron Young of Cookham CH PC
Baroness Brinton, Liberal Democrats
Baroness Manningham-Buller LG DCB, former Director General of the Security Services
Baroness Taylor of Bolton
Barry Strevens, retired Detective Chief Inspector and former Personal Protection Officer to
Baroness Thatcher LG OM DStJ PC FRS HonFRSC
Bradley Finn, civil servant (secretariat to the Independent Review conducted by Messrs Wanless
and Whittam QC)
Bryan Collins, retired officer with the Metropolitan Police Service
Carmel Vega, Attorney General’s Office
Caroline Rowe, Home Office
Commander Catherine Roper, Metropolitan Police Service
Catherine Vaughan, Department for International Trade
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Organisations and individuals to which requests for documentation or witness statements
were sent (continued):
Charu Gorasia, Home Office
Christine Hewitt, Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government
Christine Russell, former Member of Parliament
Christopher Horne, former Conservative councillor
Christopher Mahaffey, Independent Office for Police Conduct
Claire McCarthy, General Secretary of the Co-operative Party
Clare Moriarty, Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs
Clive Blackford, former police officer
Corey Stoughton, Liberty
David Ford Campbell‑Chalmers
Sir David Trippier, former Member of Parliament
David Williams, Department of Health & Social Care
David Wilson, former editor of the Surrey Comet
Detective Chief Superintendent Denise Worth, Cheshire Constabulary
Des Wilson, former politician
Dominic Carman, former politician
Don Hale, journalist
Edwina Currie Jones, former politician
Frances Mowatt, former agent to Peter Morrison MP
Gareth Clubb, Plaid Cymru
Detective Superintendent Gary Richardson, British Transport Police
GCHQ
Brigadier Geoffrey Dodds OBE, Secretary of the Defence and Security Advisory Committee
(DSMA)
Geth Williams, Office of the Secretary of State for Wales
Gillian McGregor, Office of the Secretary of State for Scotland
Chief Inspector Glen Lloyd, Operation Winter Key, Metropolitan Police Service
Glyn Williams, Home Office
Grahame Nicholls, former Secretary of the Chester Trades Union Council
Gregor McGill, Director of Legal Services, Crown Prosecution Service
Gyles Brandreth, former politician
Helen MacNamara, Cabinet Office
Hilton Tims, former journalist
Howard Groves, former Detective Chief Inspector with the Metropolitan Police Service
Ian Hodgkinson, Royal Voluntary Service
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Organisations and individuals to which requests for documentation or witness statements
were sent (continued):
Ian Lucas, former Member of Parliament
Ian McNicol, Labour Party
Jane Lee, former Secretary of the Gresford and Rossett branch of the Labour Party
Jennie Formby, Labour Party
Jennifer Hutton, Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government
Jeremy Naunton, former senior lawyer in the office of the Director of Public Prosecutions (now the
Crown Prosecution Service)
Jessica Bailey, former employee of the Liberal Democrat Party
John Beggs, Ulster Unionist Party
John Mann MP
John Moore, Ulster Unionist Party
Sir Jonathan Stephens KBE, Cabinet Office
Detective Sergeant Julie Gallagher, Northamptonshire Police
Katy Willison, Department for Education
Keith Mitchell and Jeremy Clarke CBE, Trustees of the Albany Trust
Kenneth Clarke CH QC MP
Kirsten Oswald, Scottish National Party
Leo Adamson, former member of PIE
Liz Reason, Green Party
London School of Economics and Political Sciences (Archives and Special Collections)
Lord Alton of Liverpool
Lord Arbuthnot of Erdom
Lord Armstrong of Ilminster GCB CVO
Lord Beith
Lord Goodlad KCMG
Lord Hamilton of Epsom
Lord Jopling DL
Lord Newby OBE, Liberal Democrats
Lord Ryder of Wensum OBE
Lord Steel of Aikwood KT KBE PC
Lord Taverne QC
Lord Tebbit CH
Lord Wakeham DL
Malcolm Sinclair, former police officer with the Metropolitan Police Service
Mark Byers, Northern Ireland Office
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Organisations and individuals to which requests for documentation or witness statements
were sent (continued):
Martyn Smith, Ulster Unionist Party
Matt Browne, Green Party
Mervyn Thomas, Cabinet Office
MI5
Michael Box, former Head of the Secretariat to the Independent Review conducted by Messrs
Wanless and Whittam QC
Michael Meadowcroft, former Member of Parliament
Michelle Crotty, Attorney General’s Office
Mike Nesbitt, Ulster Unionist Party
Sir Murdo Maclean, former Private Secretary to the government chief whip
Naomi Ryan, Attorney General’s Office
Commander Neil Jerome, Metropolitan Police Service
Neil Taylor, Office of the Advocate for Scotland
Neil Wooding, Ministry of Justice
Nicholas Brown MP
Nick Joyce, Department for Transport
Operation Hydrant: All police branches
Operation Hydrant: Special Branch police units
Patricia Green, former Liberal Party activist
Paul Connew, former police officer with the Metropolitan Police Service
Paul Foulston, former police officer with the Metropolitan Police Service
Paul Holmes, former police officer with the Metropolitan Police Service
Paul Settle, retired Detective Chief Inspector with the Metropolitan Police Service
Peter Batey, former Private Secretary to Sir Edward Heath
Peter Jones, Foreign & Commonwealth Office
Peter McKelvie, retired social worker
Peter Schofield, Department for Work & Pensions
Peter Taylor, Department for International Development
Peter Wanless and Richard Whittam QC, independent reviewers of two Home Office
commissioned reviews held in connection with child abuse from 1979 to 1999
Philip Rycroft, Department for Exiting the European Union
Lieutenant General Richard Edward Nugee, Ministry of Defence
Detective Superintendent Richard Fewkes, National Coordinator, Operation Hydrant
Richard Mallender, Green Party
Robert Glen, retired Superintendent with the Metropolitan Police Service
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Organisations and individuals to which requests for documentation or witness statements
were sent (continued):
Robert Montagu, complainant witness
Roger Smethurst, Cabinet Office
Ruth Appleton, Her Majesty’s Treasury
Secret Intelligence Service
Sheridan Whalley, Department for Education
Simon Danczuk, former Member of Parliament
Social Democratic and Labour Party
Stephen Aiken OBE, Ulster Unionist Party
Detective Superintendent Stephen Kirby, Wiltshire Police
Dame Sue Owen, Department for Digital, Culture, Media & Sport
Susan Hogg, former diary secretary to Peter Morrison MP
Susan Simpson, retired Inspector with the Metropolitan Police Service
Lady Sylvia Hermon MP
Timothy Hulbert, core participant
Timothy Johnston, Chief Executive of the Democratic Unionist Party
Tom O’Carroll, former Chairman of PIE
Detective Chief Inspector Tony Hopkins, Northamptonshire Police
William Ross, Ulster Unionist Party
WM-A120, complainant witness

4. Disclosure of documents
Total number of pages disclosed: 19,399

5. Public hearings including preliminary hearings
Preliminary hearings
1

31 January 2018

2

20 October 2018

Public hearings
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Days 1–5

4 March to 8 March 2019

Days 6–10

11 March to 15 March 2019

Days 11–15

25 March to 29 March 2019
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6. List of witnesses
Surname

Forename

Title

Called, read,
adduced or
published

Hearing day

Mahaffey

Christopher

Mr

Called

1, 2, 4, 5, 12

Roper

Catherine

Commander

Called

1, 2, 5, 12

Taverne

Dick

Lord

Called

2

Tebbit

Norman

Lord

Adduced

2

Daly

Anthony

Mr

Adduced

2

Groves

Howard

Mr

Called

3

Surplice

Andrew

Mr

Called

3

Glen

Robert

Mr

Called

3

Foulston

Paul

Mr

Called

3

Simpson

Susan

Ms

Adduced

3

Kirby

Steve

Detective Superintendent

Called

4

Sinclair

Malcolm

Mr

Called

4

Holmes

Paul

Mr

Called

4

Jerome

Neil

Commander

Called

4

Settle

Paul

Mr

Adduced

4, 12

Hale

Don

Mr

Called

5

Dodds

Geoffrey

Brigadier

Called

5

O’Carroll

Thomas

Mr

Adduced

5

Lucas

Ian

Mr

Adduced

5, 15

Green

Patricia

Ms

Adduced

5

Richardson

Gary

Detective Superintendent

Adduced

5

Mowatt

Frances

Ms

Called

6

Nicholls

Grahame

Mr

Called

6

Lee

Jane

Ms

Called

6

Russell

Christine

Ms

Called

6

Called

6

MI5 Witness
Worth

Denise

Deputy Chief
Superintendent

Adduced

6

Pocock

Alastair

Detective Inspector

Adduced

6

Currie Jones

Edwina

Ms

Adduced

6

Hogg

Susan

Ms

Called

7

ManninghamBuller

Eliza

Baroness

Called

7

Armstrong

Robert

Lord

Called

7
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Surname

Forename

Title

Called, read,
adduced or
published

Hearing day

Brandreth

Gyles

Mr

Called

7

Connew

Paul

Mr

Adduced

7

Strevens

Barry

Mr

Adduced

7

Hamilton

Archibald

Lord

Adduced

7

Brinton

Sarah

Baroness

Called

8

Wilson

Des

Mr

Called

8

Steel

David

Lord

Called

8

Carman

Dominic

Mr

Adduced

8

Alton

David

Lord

Adduced

8

Reason

Liz

Ms

Called

9

MacNamara

Helen

Ms

Called

9

Browne

Matt

Mr

Adduced

9

Clarke

Kenneth

Mr

Called

10

Jopling

Thomas

Lord

Called

10

Arbuthnot

James

Lord

Called

10

Brown

Nicholas

Mr

Called

10

Maclean

Murdo

Sir

Called

10

Young

George

Lord

Adduced

10

Beith

Alan

Lord

Adduced

10

Foster

Derek

Lord

Adduced

10

Goodlad

Alastair

Lord

Adduced

10

Ryder

Richard

Lord

Adduced

10

Taylor

Ann

Baroness

Adduced

10

Wakeham

John

Lord

Adduced

10

Box

Michael

Mr

Called

11

Hulbert

Timothy

Mr

Called

11

Davies

Alan

Reverend

Adduced

11

Stoughton

Corey

Ms

Adduced

11

Vega

Carmel

Ms

Adduced

11

Fewkes

Richard

Detective Superintendent

Adduced

11

Hodgkinson

Ian

Mr

Adduced

11

Wanless

Peter

Mr

Adduced

11

Whittam

Richard

Mr

Adduced

11

Clarke

Jeremy

Mr

Called

12
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Surname

Forename

Title

Called, read,
adduced or
published

Hearing day

Thoburn

June

Professor

Called

12

Called

12

SIS Witness
Montagu

Robert

Mr

Called

13

Collins

Bryan

Mr

Called

13

Naunton

Jeremy

Mr

Called

13

McGill

Gregor

Mr

Called

13

Danczuk

Simon

Mr

Adduced

13

McKelvie

Peter

Mr

Adduced

13

Gallagher

Julie

Detective Sergeant

Adduced

13

Hopkins

Tony

Detective Chief Inspector

Adduced

13

Horne

Christopher

Mr

Adduced

15

Trippier

David

Sir

Adduced

15

Batey

Peter

Mr

Adduced

15

Published

N/A

Published

N/A

Published

N/A

GCHQ
Stephens

Jonathan

WM-A120

Sir

7. Restriction orders
On 23 March 2018, the Chair issued an updated restriction order under section 19(2)(b) of
the Inquiries Act 2005, granting general anonymity to all core participants who allege they
are the victim and survivor of sexual offences (referred to as ‘complainant core participants’).
The order prohibited:
(i) the disclosure or publication of any information that identifies, names or gives the
address of a complainant who is a core participant; and
(ii) the disclosure or publication of any still or moving image of a complainant core
participant.
This order meant that any complainant core participant within this investigation was granted
anonymity, unless they did not wish to remain anonymous. That order was amended on 23
March 2018, but only to vary the circumstances in which a complainant core participant may
themselves disclose their own core participant status.920
On 4 February 2019, the Chair issued a restriction order under section 19 of the Inquiries
Act 2005 to prohibit the disclosure or publication of certain information contained within
MI5’s Child and Vulnerable Adult Protection Policy, which is exhibited to the statement of
the MI5 witness.921

920
921

Restriction Order 23 March 2018
Restriction Order 4 February 2019
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On 8 February 2019, the Chair issued a restriction order under section 19 of the Inquiries
Act 2005 to prohibit the disclosure or publication of the identity of the MI5, SIS and GCHQ
officers who had provided written evidence to the Inquiry and gave evidence at the public
hearings in connection with this investigation and who were referred to during the course of
evidence adduced during the Inquiry’s proceedings.922
On 4 March 2019, the Chair issued a restriction order under section 19 of the Inquiries Act
2005 to prohibit the disclosure or publication of information which is capable of identifying
WM-A9 as specified at paragraph 2(a) of the Order.923
On 5 March 2019, the Chair issued a restriction order under section 19 of the Inquiries Act
2005 to prohibit the disclosure or publication of the name of any individual whose identity
has been redacted or ciphered by the Inquiry, and any information redacted as irrelevant and
sensitive, in connection with this investigation and referred to during the course of evidence
adduced during the Inquiry’s proceedings.924
8. Broadcasting
The Chair directed that the proceedings would be broadcast, as has occurred in respect of
public hearings in other investigations.
9. Redactions and ciphering
The material obtained for this phase of the investigation was redacted and, where
appropriate, ciphers were applied, in accordance with the Inquiry’s Protocol on the
Redaction of Documents (the Protocol).925 This meant that (in accordance with Annex A
of the Protocol), for example, absent specific consent to the contrary, the identities of
complainants and victims and survivors of child sexual abuse and other children were
redacted; and if the Inquiry considered that their identity appeared to be sufficiently
relevant to the investigation, a cipher was applied.
Pursuant to the Protocol, the identities of individuals convicted of child sexual abuse
(including those who have accepted a police caution for offences related to child sexual
abuse)were not generally redacted unless the naming of the individual would risk the
identification of their victim, in which case a cipher would be applied.
The Protocol also addresses the position in respect of individuals accused, but not
convicted, of child sexual or other physical abuse against a child, and provides that their
identities should be redacted and a cipher applied. However, where the allegations against
an individual are so widely known that redaction would serve no meaningful purpose
(for example where the individual’s name has been published in the regulated media in
connection with allegations of abuse), the Protocol provides that the Inquiry may decide not
to redact their identity.
Finally, the Protocol recognises that, while the Inquiry will not distinguish as a matter of
course between individuals who are known or believed to be deceased and those who are
or are believed to be alive, the Inquiry may take the fact that an individual is deceased into
account when considering whether or not to apply redactions in a particular instance.

Restriction Order 8 February 2019
Restriction Order 4 March 2019
924
Restriction Order 5 March 2019
925
Redaction Protocol version 3
922
923
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The Protocol anticipates that it may be necessary for core participants to be aware of the
identity of individuals whose identity has been redacted and in respect of whom a cipher has
been applied, if the same is relevant to their interest in the investigation.
10. Warning letters
Rule 13 of the Inquiry Rules 2006 provides:
“(1) The chairman may send a warning letter to any person –
a. he considers may be, or who has been, subject to criticism in the inquiry
proceedings; or
b. about whom criticism may be inferred from evidence that has been given
during the inquiry proceedings; or
c. who may be subject to criticism in the report, or any interim report.
(2) The recipient of a warning letter may disclose it to his recognised legal
representative.
(3) The inquiry panel must not include any explicit or significant criticism of a person in
the report, or in any interim report, unless –
a. the chairman has sent that person a warning letter; and
b. the person has been given a reasonable opportunity to respond to the
warning letter.”
In accordance with rule 13, warning letters were sent as appropriate to those who were
covered by the provisions of rule 13, and the Chair and Panel considered the responses to
those letters before finalising the report.
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Glossary
Black book

Notes kept by party whips recording things that might be of interest to
other whips or the chief whip. Also known as the ‘dirt book’.

By-election

A UK parliamentary by-election happens when a seat in the House of
Commons becomes vacant between general elections.

Chief agent (in a
political context)

A person who is legally responsible for the conduct of a candidate’s
political campaign and to whom election material is sent by those running
the election.

Chief whip or whip

The chief whip is a political office held by an individual whose task is to
administer the whipping system in Parliament. They try to ensure that
members of the party attend and vote as the party leadership desires.
A whip works with the chief whip for their party. Whips are also largely
responsible (together with the Leader of the House in the Commons) for
arranging the business of Parliament.

Child

A person under the age of 18.

Child protection (see
‘Safeguarding’)

Activity to protect children who are suffering or are likely to suffer
significant harm.
Used interchangeably with safeguarding.
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Child sexual abuse

Forcing or enticing a child or young person to take part in sexual activities.
May involve physical contact and non-contact activities, such as involving
children in looking at, or in the production of, sexual images, watching
sexual activities, encouraging children to behave in sexually inappropriate
ways, or grooming a child in preparation for abuse including via the
internet. Includes child sexual exploitation.

Child sexual
exploitation

A form of child sexual abuse. It involves exploitative situations, contexts
and relationships where a child receives something, for example as a result
of them performing, or another or others performing on them, sexual
activities. It can occur through the use of technology without the child’s
immediate recognition; for example being persuaded to post sexual images
on the internet/mobile phones without immediate payment or gain.

Clubs Office

A specialist unit within the Metropolitan Police Service. Formally known as
the Clubs and Vice Unit.

Cottages and
cottaging

A slang term referring to anonymous sex between men in a public lavatory
(a ‘cottage’) or cruising for sexual partners with the intention of having
sex elsewhere.

CVO

Commander of the Royal Victorian Order, a grade within the order of
knighthood established by Queen Victoria. It recognises distinguished
personal service to the monarch of the Commonwealth realms, members
of the monarch’s family, or to any viceroy or senior representative of
the monarch.
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Glossary
D-Notice

A Defence Notice: an official request to news editors not to publish certain
details of a story for reasons of national security (known as a Defence
Advisory Notice or DA-Notice from 1993 to 2015, and as a Defence and
Security Media Advisory Notice or DSMA-Notice since 2015).

DBS checks
(formerly CRB
checks)

A check carried out by the Disclosure and Barring Service of an individual’s
criminal record. Employers can then ask to see the certificate issued
by the DBS to ensure that they are recruiting suitable people into their
organisation. The Disclosure and Barring Service is an organisation that
replaced the Criminal Records Bureau and the Independent Safeguarding
Authority.

Dickens dossier

Information provided by Geoffrey Dickens MP to the then Home
Secretary Leon Brittan in 1983 and 1984, which purported to identify
high-profile child sexual abusers in government and the Royal Household.
The information he provided has come to be known as the Dickens dossier.
The contents of the Dickens dossier and how many dossiers there were is
unclear.

Diplomatic bag

Container used to carry correspondence and other items between a
diplomatic mission and its home government or other diplomatic missions,
protected from any interference by international law.

Director of Public
Prosecutions (DPP)

The third most senior public prosecutor in England and Wales. The DPP is
the head of the Crown Prosecution Service.

Dirt book

See ‘Black book’.

Dolphin Square

Location in London where it was alleged that parties were held involving
sexual and violent abuse of young boys.

Elm Guest House

A hotel in Rocks Lane near Barnes Common in south-west London. In the
early 1980s it was run by husband and wife Haroon and Carole Kasir, and
was advertised as a gay guest house.

Garter Principal
King of Arms

The senior King of Arms, and the senior Officer of Arms of the College
of Arms, the heraldic authority with jurisdiction over England, Wales and
Northern Ireland.

Honours system
(Honours)

A means of rewarding individuals’ personal bravery, achievement or
service to the United Kingdom and the British Overseas Territories.

Independent Office
for Police Conduct

Formerly the Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC). Oversees
the police complaints system in England and Wales.

Keeper of the Privy
Purse

The individual responsible for the financial management of the Royal
Household of the Sovereign of the United Kingdom.

Knight Bachelor

An individual who has been knighted by the monarch but not as a member
of one of the organised Orders of Chivalry; the lowest rank of knight in the
British honours system.

Law Officers

A term used to refer collectively to the Attorney General and Solicitor
General in England and Wales.

Local Authority
Designated Officer

An officer in each local authority’s children’s social care service to whom
allegations or concerns about the protection of children are reported.
Responsible under statute for investigating such complaints.

Meat rack

A notorious congregation spot for teenagers and young men in the 1970s
and early 1980s near the Playland Amusement Arcade at Picadilly Circus in
the West End of London.
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Monday Club

A group of MPs on the right wing of the Conservative Party.

Obscene
Publications Team

A Metropolitan Police unit in the 1970s.

Operation Athabasca

A Metropolitan Police investigation into allegations that prominent
members of society had attended Elm Guest House and taken part in child
sexual abuse.

Operation Circus

A Metropolitan Police investigation into the activities of a number of
individuals at Piccadilly Circus involving ‘rent boys’ and allegations of
indecency with young boys.

Operation Clarence

A Metropolitan Police investigation into allegations against a number of
individuals, including teachers, doctors and clergymen, that ran from 1988
to 1998.

Operation Conifer

A Metropolitan Police investigation into allegations of child sexual abuse
made against Sir Edward Heath.

Operation Fairbank

A Metropolitan Police investigation set up in response to questions
raised at Prime Minister’s Questions by Tom Watson MP in relation to
the existence of a ‘Westminster paedophile ring’. Later became part of
Operation Winter Key (see below).

Operation Helena

An IOPC-managed investigation in relation to Elm Guest House and
whether there was any evidence to suggest that WM-A9’s statement
had been altered to remove any reference to prominent public figures in
general and Lord Leon Brittan specifically.

Operation Hesper

An IOPC-managed investigation in relation to an allegation that there was
a cover-up concerning Sir Peter Hayman and a briefcase that was found in
a park that contained black-and-white photographs of boys aged eight to
11 years, dressed only in their ‘Y fronts’.

Operation Jordana

An IOPC-managed investigation into allegations that a confidential police
operation in 1984, targeting rent boys in and around Piccadilly Circus, had
been closed down early and evidence was suppressed to protect persons
of prominence.

Operation Meryta

An IOPC-managed investigation into an allegation that in November 1989
Chris Fay was approached by two men outside the NAYPIC offices who
warned him to stay away from Elm Guest House.

Operation Osier

An IOPC-managed investigation into allegations made by retired Detective
Chief Inspector Howard Groves.

Operation Redrail 2

An IOPC-managed investigation in relation to concerns raised by Peter
McKelvie regarding a Metropolitan Police Service investigation called
Operation Clarence.

Operation Sycamore

An IOPC-managed investigation in relation to an allegation that, in
May 1976, Metropolitan Police Special Branch officers tried to stop
Sergeant Vallis and Mr Foulston from interviewing an individual (WM-A12)
at Feltham Borstal Institution.

Operation Winter
Key

The overarching Metropolitan Police response to IICSA. It provides
specialist capacity and capability to investigate high-profile or complex
criminal investigations into non-recent child sexual abuse.

Operation Yewtree

A Metropolitan Police investigation into sexual abuse allegations,
predominantly the abuse of children, against the British media personality
Jimmy Savile and others.
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Operation Yvonne

An IOPC-managed investigation into allegations made by WM-A8
regarding the raid that took place at Elm Guest House in 1982. At the time
he was a 17-year-old masseur at the guest house.

Paedophile
Information
Exchange (PIE)

An organisation formed in 1974. Its aim was to campaign for changes to
the law on the age of consent in order to allow adults to have sex with
children.

Parliamentary
privilege

Grants certain legal immunities for Members of both Houses to allow them
to perform their duties without interference from outside of the House.
Parliamentary privilege includes freedom of speech and the right of both
Houses to regulate their own affairs.

Rent boy(s)

A young male prostitute under 18 years old (whom the Inquiry would
regard as a child) or up to his early 20s.

Safeguarding
(see also ‘Child
protection’)

Protecting children from maltreatment; preventing impairment of
children’s health or development; ensuring that children are growing up in
circumstances consistent with the provision of safe and effective care; and
taking action to enable all children to have the best life chances.

Safeguarding policy

A set of rules or procedures put in place by an organisation in order to
safeguard children (see ‘Safeguarding’).

South African Bureau
of State Security
(BOSS)

South African Bureau whose job it was to monitor national security in
South Africa. It operated between 1969 and 1980 when it was replaced by
the National Intelligence Service (NIS).

Statutory agencies

Public agencies involved in safeguarding, including social services, the local
authority more broadly, and police and healthcare organisations.

Tories

The Conservative Party or members of the Conservative Party

Vetting clearance
(positive)

Protective security measures put in place by the government in relation
to access to information. A positive vetting clearance meant that an
individual had been checked and cleared by government to access
certain information. This has now been replaced by a security policy
framework (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/security-policyframework).
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BBC

British Broadcasting Corporation

C1

Main Criminal Investigation Department in the Metropolitan Police in
the 1970s

CHE

Campaign for Homosexual Equality

CSEA

child sexual exploitation and abuse

CVO

Commander of the Royal Victorian Order

DPP

Director of Public Prosecutions

GCHQ

Government Communications Headquarters

GRC

Gay Rights Committee

HMRC

Her Majesty’s Revenue & Customs

HO

Home Office

IOPC

Independent Office for Police Conduct

LADO

Local Authority designated officer

MEP

Member of European Parliament

MI5

Security Service

MP

Member of Parliament

MPSB

Metropolitan Police Special Branch

MSP

Member of Scottish Parliament

NAYPIC

National Association of Young People in Care

NCCL

National Council for Civil Liberties (now known as Liberty)

NUPE

National Union of Public Employees (a trade union)

OBE

Order of the British Empire

PC

Police Constable

PHSC

Political Honours Scrutiny Committee

PIE

Paedophile Information Exchange

PMQ

Prime Minister’s Question

PPC

Prospective Parliamentary Candidate

PS

Police Sergeant

QC

Queen’s Counsel

RVO

Royal Victorian Order

SDP

Social Democratic Party
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SIS

Secret Intelligence Service, otherwise known as MI6

UEA

University of East Anglia

VSU

Home Office Voluntary Service Unit

WRVS

Women’s Royal Voluntary Service
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