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A Introduction 

1. In Chapter 2, I set out my approach to the Terms of Reference and 

identified the key questions which are to be answered in the light of 

those Terms.  Before addressing those questions, some preliminary 

points must be made or repeated where necessary, in order to put 

my conclusions and the answers to the questions posed into context.  

2. Firstly, the BBC for the purposes of this Report, and for the reasons 

provided in Chapter 2, is the BBC centred on and limited to the BBC 

Regional Television News, Manchester.  This was but one part of 

BBC Manchester, and a small part of the BBC as a whole.  The 

investigation has taken account of evidence provided from those 

outside the BBC in Manchester, 129  but the focus of the Hall 

investigation is firmly grounded in the BBC Regional Television 

newsroom in Manchester at Piccadilly and Oxford Road. 

                                                            
129 Chapter 10, Part A, and Chapter 11, Part E. 



 

172 
 

3. Secondly, while I have sought to answer the questions asked of me, 

the picture painted in this Report will inevitably be, to a degree, 

incomplete because some persons of importance to the 

investigation, and many others less central to it, have died or are too 

infirm to be interviewed. Jean Paterson identified 27 people who 

worked at the BBC’s premises in Piccadilly in the late 1960s and 

1970s who are no longer alive, and there are many more potential 

witnesses she is aware of who are now dead.  Additionally, it is clear 

that there are others alive today who may have knowledge, direct or 

otherwise, of Hall’s activities but who have chosen for some reason 

not to assist the Hall investigation.  We did not have the authority to 

compel these people to give evidence to the Hall investigation.  In 

the absence of the evidence of these people and the people who are 

now dead, particularly key figures such as Tom German and Peter 

Barlow, we occasionally asked other witnesses to speculate about 

what a missing witness’s perception or perspective might have been, 

based on their knowledge of the person.  However, I recognise that 

such evidence is second best, and therefore, by itself, should not 

form the foundation of any important judgment. 

4. Thirdly, I must emphasise the necessity to be selective about the 

evidence cited in this Report.  As stated in Chapter 1, the omission 

of a witness’s name from the Report, or of a reference to his or her 

evidence, does not reflect a lack of appreciation for the assistance 

the witness gave to the Hall investigation, or a disregard of their 

evidence; it is usually because their evidence is either less specific 

than that of others, or it has been swept up in a general observation 

in the Report.  

5. Fourthly, there will inevitably be adverse findings made about Hall, 

not least by virtue of his criminal convictions and admissions.  

Nevertheless, in the interests of providing a balanced picture, it 

should be noted that the Hall investigation received evidence from 

people who praised Hall as a colleague, despite his admissions to 
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the first indictment.  He was almost universally regarded as an 

outstanding presenter,130 and there were those who gave what could 

be regarded as evidence adverse to Hall, who nonetheless retained 

an admiration and perhaps a certain fondness for him, both as a 

presenter and a colleague. 

B The questions answered 

1) Did inappropriate, in the sense of “illegal, then and now,” and other 
inappropriate sexual conduct by Stuart Hall take place in connection 
with his work for the BBC? (Terms of Reference 1 and 2) 

6. In April 2013, Hall pleaded guilty to a number of charges of indecent 

assault involving girls aged between 9 and 17 years old, for which he 

received a custodial sentence; nine of these offences were linked 

with Hall’s work for the BBC, as described in Chapter 6.131  They 

include incidents which took place on the BBC’s Manchester 

premises, in a hotel after the filming of It's a Knockout, in Hall’s car 

when taking a complainant witness home after he arranged for her to 

visit him at the BBC, and during a visit by Hall to the complainant 

witness’s home as part of a BBC campaign.132 

7. In further criminal proceedings against Hall, he was charged with 

rape and indecent assault of two girls (CH5 and CH21) at various 

locations around the Greater Manchester and Chester areas, 

including the BBC Manchester studios, when they were aged 

between 13/14 and 16 years old.  They include incidents which 

occurred in Hall’s dressing room at both the Piccadilly and Oxford 

Road premises.  Hall admitted one count of indecent assault of 

CH21 and was found guilty of one other count of indecent assault 

against the same woman, for which he received a further custodial 

sentence. Hall was found not guilty in respect of the other counts on 

the second indictment, but, in his defence statement, admitted that 

                                                            
130

 See paragraphs 5.50 and 5.51. 
131 See also Appendix 6. 
132 Counts 11, 2, 1 and 10 of the first indictment respectively. 
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the sexual activity with the girls took place consensually on BBC 

premises. This evidence is summarised in Chapter 7.  

8. The Hall investigation has also taken evidence from complainant 

witnesses who allege sexual behaviour which Hall has not admitted 

or been the subject of criminal proceedings, including what would be 

illegal and inappropriate sexual behaviour in connection with his 

work for the BBC.  In the case of five of these women, the alleged 

incidents took place on the BBC premises in Manchester; other 

alleged incidents took place on location during the filming of It’s a 

Knockout or Jeux Sans Frontières, or at or after events to which Hall 

was invited because of his BBC celebrity status.  One alleged 

incident involving a witness who worked at the time for BBC Radio 

Manchester took place in a restaurant in front of several male BBC 

staff members.  This evidence is summarised in Chapter 8. 

9. In Chapter  2, paragraphs 2.4 to 2.6, I have explained my approach 

to the sexual conduct that is not the subject of Hall’s guilty pleas and 

which would not amount to a criminal offence; that is, consensual 

sexual activity where the girl was over 16.  In particular, I set out the 

factors that could render this category of sexual conduct 

“inappropriate”.  Firstly, though not a universal view, there is a 

volume of evidence, particularly from long-serving BBC 

Management,133 that consensual sexual activity on BBC premises 

would have been regarded as inappropriate, even then, and that it 

should, on the face of it, have resulted in some form of disciplinary 

action, if not dismissal.  Indeed, Mr Colley, the individual in charge of 

the part of the BBC in which Hall worked,134 said that, if he had 

known Hall was having sex on the premises, he would have been 

                                                            
133

 See, for example, the evidence of Mark Thompson and George Entwistle to the Savile investigation 
and the Pollard Review, described at paragraphs 10.4 and 10.5; also Will Wyatt paragraph 10.7; and 
see paragraph 10.32 (several witnesses referred to the two “unwritten rules”, namely not to have sex on 
the premises and to pay their TV licences); and Olwyn Hocking was made aware colloquially, not 
officially, that the one thing for which there was instant dismissal was sex on the premises.  
134 “There was nobody above Ray [Colley]…he was in pretty much splendid isolation,” Mr Ireland, 
quoted at paragraph 5.17. 
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disciplined.135  There are a number of other features that could also 

lead to a conclusion that the sexual conduct was “inappropriate”.  

These include, but are not limited to, a significant disparity in age 

between Hall and the complainant witness, taken together with 

grooming (including by plying the complainant with alcohol), applying 

pressure, and making false promises to the young and 

impressionable; the maturity of the girl and the type of relationship 

are also important.  

10. The interpretation of ‘in connection with the BBC’ is addressed at 

Chapter 2, Part B.  There we rehearse the difference between the 

BBC departments, between radio and television, and between 

London and Manchester, and we explain why the Report focuses on 

the BBC Regional Television News premises in Manchester.  

However, the Hall investigation has been careful not to be over-

restrictive in its approach.  For example, we also received evidence 

about Hall’s conduct in relation to events to which he was invited as 

a celebrity.  We viewed such evidence as coming within our remit 

because, were it not for the fact of Hall’s BBC celebrity status, he 

would not have been invited to the event, and the opportunity for the 

incident would not have presented itself.  

11. In light of the foregoing, undoubtedly, the answer to question 1 is 

‘Yes’ because there is a very significant body of evidence that Hall 

indulged in inappropriate sexual conduct in connection with his work 

for the BBC. 

2) If it did take place, who, if anyone, was aware or should have been 
aware of it? (Term of Reference 3) 

12. Before answering this question, one needs to make the same 

distinctions that have been made in earlier chapters, namely, first, 

the distinction between staff and Management; and, secondly, the 

distinction between Hall’s sexualised exhibitionist conduct, described 

by one witness as “laddish sexuality” characterised by risqué banter 

                                                            
135 See paragraph 11.82. 
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and often unwanted tactility on the one hand, and inappropriate 

sexual conduct in the sense of sexual assault or other unequivocally 

sexual conduct on the other.  The former was overt and seemingly 

designed for an audience, and the latter more egregious behaviour 

was covert, committed alone with the complainant witness, often 

having made her drunk. 

13. One also needs to keep closely in mind the meaning given in the 

Report to ‘awareness’.  As I explain at paragraph 2.18, by 

‘awareness’, we mean something less certain and specific than 

direct knowledge; this is largely because the witnesses chose to 

explain their states of mind using a distinction between awareness 

and direct personal knowledge, and because, to my mind, it is a 

useful vehicle by which to explain my conclusions.  This is further 

explained at Chapter 2, Part C, paragraphs 11.44 to 11.45, and 12.2 

to 12.3.  

14. Therefore, the question I ask is whether staff, or Management, were 

aware (without direct personal knowledge) of Hall’s inappropriate 

sexual conduct in the sense of sexual assault or other unequivocally 

sexual conduct.  

 (i) The staff – of what, if anything, were they aware? 

15. There is a significant body of evidence additional to the evidence at 

chapters 6 to 8 that must be taken into account when considering 

staff awareness.  This is set out in Chapter 11, Part C and includes 

evidence of Hall’s numerous female visitors to BBC Manchester 

Regional Television News of different ages.  It also includes the fact 

that some of these visitors were jokingly referred to as Hall’s “nieces” 

(even though no one thought they were his nieces) and the fact that 

sometimes it was said they had come to the BBC for elocution 

lessons, which was understood to be a cover to be used at reception 

for women coming to the BBC premises for sex.136  In addition, Hall’s 

                                                            
136 See Chapter 11, Part C, section (iii) (paragraph 11.38 onwards). 
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reputation for being an “incorrigible womaniser” was widely 

known,137 as was the fact that he brought his mistresses on to the 

premises, and there was also evidence of talk amongst the BBC 

staff about Hall’s sexual activities on the premises.138 

16. It is important to acknowledge that not every member of staff who 

gave evidence to the Hall investigation said that he or she was 

aware of Hall’s reputation as a womaniser; not everyone was aware 

of him bringing female guests into the newsroom or the studio, and 

not everyone said they were aware of any rumours of Hall 

entertaining women on the premises.  There are a number of 

possible explanations for this.  Some witnesses, due to the nature of 

their jobs, spent little time on the premises, and when they were 

there they were busy with the preparation for the broadcasts.  They, 

and those who did not work in the newsroom itself, or did not 

socialise after hours, would not be privy to much (or as much) office 

gossip.  Some witnesses, of course, simply have no recollection or a 

poor recollection due to the passage of time.  

17. However these evidential differences do not detract from the 

preponderance of the evidence, which is that many of the BBC staff 

working with Hall were aware that Hall was engaging in sexual 

conduct on the premises.  They were not, however, aware that that 

sexual conduct was with under-age girls.  

18. As we have described in Chapter 11, the evidence suggests that 

Hall’s sexual activity in connection with his work at the BBC occurred 

at both the Piccadilly and Oxford Road premises.  However, most of 

the rumours of his activities related to the period when he worked at 

Piccadilly Gardens prior to 1981.139  Whilst some witnesses who 

                                                            
137

 See paragraph 11.5. 
138

 See paragraph 11.49: Mr Clarke said that everyone knew what Hall was up to because Mr Barlow 
used to tell them, and paragraph 11.54: there was similar evidence from Linda McDougall, to the effect 
that “people all believed” that Hall was having “sex of some kind” in his dressing room. Furthermore, one 
witness said it was a running joke in the newsroom “that when Hall’s wife turned up unexpectedly they 
would ‘batten down the hatches’ and make sure they got all of Stuart Hall’s women out of the building.” 
(See paragraph 11.36) 
139 See paragraph 11.48. 
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worked in the latter period in New Broadcasting House, Oxford Road 

were aware of rumours of contemporary activities, much of what 

they heard related to the earlier Piccadilly Gardens era.  

 (ii) Were the staff aware that Hall was engaging in sexual conduct on 

BBC premises?  

19. I have referred to the distinction between awareness with and 

without direct personal knowledge. This is a distinction that many of 

the witnesses themselves were at pains to draw, explaining that, as 

a result of what they saw and heard, they made assumptions about 

Hall’s behaviour on the premises.  Some said that they believed 

there were sexual goings-on in the dressing room, but they had no 

direct personal knowledge of what Hall was actually doing.140  There 

is no evidence to contradict those assertions.  Even accepting at 

face value Mr Clarke’s evidence that Mr Barlow told everyone what 

Hall was up to (described at paragraph 11.49), this does not amount 

to direct personal knowledge on the part of the recipients of 

Mr Barlow’s “information”, but only another piece of gossip from 

which they might draw an inference that Hall was engaging in sexual 

conduct in his dressing room.  It is because of this lack of direct, 

first-hand information that I have concluded that the evidence 

demonstrates only awareness on the part of some of the staff 

members, without direct personal knowledge, that something of a 

sexual nature was going on from time-to-time in Hall’s dressing 

room. 

 (iii) Were the staff aware that the sexual conduct was inappropriate? 

20. I have already set out the approach I have adopted to the issue of 

“inappropriateness”.141  So far as the staff were concerned, some 

witnesses knew (although not through formal induction or other 

process) that there was a rule against having sex on the premises 

                                                            
140 See paragraphs 11.44-11.45 and 11.60. 
141 See paragraph 9 above and Chapter 2, Part A. 
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and that this was potentially a disciplinary matter.142  Others were 

not aware of any rules, but, as a matter of common sense, thought it 

was not a good idea.  Overall therefore, it was generally accepted by 

the witnesses that such behaviour was inappropriate.  In all the 

circumstances, therefore, I conclude that some members of staff 

over the years, particularly during the era of Broadcasting House in 

Piccadilly, were aware that inappropriate sexual conduct (in the 

sense of unequivocally sexual conduct between Hall and women, 

and girls who were above the age of consent) was taking place in 

Hall’s dressing room. 

 (iv) The Management 

21. The evidence about the awareness of the Management (specifically 

Mr Colley and Mr German) is less straightforward.  Many witnesses 

have said that the Management in BBC Manchester must have 

known about Hall’s sexual activities in his dressing room, but 

arguably some of their reasoning to support this assertion is flawed.  

Others believe that Management did not know.  In the former group, 

we were referred to the fact that Mr German’s and Mr Colley’s rooms 

at Piccadilly were almost opposite the dressing room used by Hall, 

and therefore, it is said, they must have known, but this is not 

decisive; for example, as Mr Colley himself pointed out, his door was 

usually closed and he did not spend time watching the corridor 

outside his office.  It was also suggested that, because Hall 

fraternised with Management, particularly at lunchtime, knowledge 

could be imputed to Mr Colley.143  Again, this is not decisive; for 

example, Mr Colley does not accept that he had a particularly close 

relationship with Hall, and there is no evidence to suggest they 

enjoyed a friendship outside of the work environment.   

22. However, Mr Colley was aware upon his arrival at BBC Manchester 

in 1970 that there were rumours that Hall had been engaging in 

                                                            
142 See paragraph 10.32.  
143 See paragraphs 10.26, 10.39 and 11.73. 
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inappropriate sexual conduct in his dressing room.  This is clear 

because, according to him, he took Hall to task about them.  I have 

already commented on Hall’s denial of this at paragraph 11.84. Mr 

Colley told us that from Hall’s reaction, “it [the inappropriate sexual 

conduct] possibly had happened before my arrival.  My perception 

was also that he knew that it would happen again after my arrival at 

his peril”.144  

23. Whilst Mr Colley used the word “possibly” in connection with whether 

Hall had engaged in sexual conduct on the premises, in my 

judgment it must have been apparent to him, in the light of Hall’s 

response and obvious lack of protest about such a serious issue, 

that the rumours relating to the period before he arrived were 

founded on fact.  Therefore, at that stage, Mr Colley must have 

been, at the least, aware (without direct personal knowledge) that 

Hall had, in the past, engaged in inappropriate sexual conduct in his 

dressing room.   

24. As for the years that followed the warning, Mr Colley could not 

remember people making a major issue of or mentioning to him the 

rumours regarding Hall’s womanising or activities with women.  He 

pointed out that, when he was in charge, no one complained to him 

about Hall having sex in his dressing room, and it is right to say that 

the Hall investigation heard no evidence to contradict that assertion.  

Furthermore, he emphasised Hall’s intelligence and explained that 

once he (Mr Colley) had warned him that, unless he behaved with 

absolute propriety inside the BBC, “you won’t be inside the BBC”,145 

Hall would have made sure that Mr Colley was the last person to 

know of any impropriety.146  However it is also clear that, having 

warned Hall about his conduct, Mr Colley took no positive steps 

himself to find out whether Hall had heeded his warning.  

                                                            
144

 See paragraph 11.86. 
145 See paragraph 11.84. 
146 See paragraph 11.86. 
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25. The Hall investigation received no evidence from BBC personnel to 

suggest that anyone reported their awareness of Hall’s activities to 

Mr Colley, and no witness who was asked about Mr Colley’s 

awareness of Hall’s conduct said that he was, in fact, aware of it; 

evidence was to the effect that Management must have known (see 

paragraph 21 above).  As a result, I do not find that Mr Colley was 

aware (in either of the senses in which I use that word) of Hall 

actually having sex on the BBC’s premises during his time as the 

Regional Television Manager at BBC Manchester. 

26. However, ought Mr Colley to have been aware that Hall was having 

sex on the premises?  In my judgment, he should have been, 

because he should have taken steps which would have meant that 

he would have become so aware, for the reasons which follow 

below.  

27. Mr Colley told us that, having made it clear to Hall at the outset that 

such inappropriate conduct was a serious matter which could lead to 

the termination of his contract, he then discussed the rumours with 

Mr German and Mr Knowles.  He told them about the warning he 

had given Hall, and they agreed that if there was ever any evidence 

that the rumours were true, disciplinary action would be taken.  Mr 

Colley said that “no such evidence was received, by Tom, Freddie, 

or by me”.  My interpretation of this is that Mr Colley’s view was that 

once he had given the warning to Hall, Hall would comply.  However, 

he was wrong.  Mr Colley over-estimated his authority and 

underestimated Hall.  Given that Mr Colley was aware that Hall was 

a womaniser, and he was aware of the real possibility that Hall had 

been having sex on the premises previously, I would have expected 

any prudent manager, even in the culture of those days, to follow up 

to ensure that Hall was not conducting himself inappropriately on the 

premises.  Further, I would have expected Mr Colley, having 

discussed the matter with Mr German and Mr Knowles, to actively 
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monitor and, by discreet enquiries, try to establish whether Hall was 

taking his warning seriously.  

28. Mr Colley could have made it plain to the staff as a matter of general 

rule that visitors were not to be taken anywhere other than to the 

studios, newsroom, the canteen or BBC Club (all of which were, as I 

explain at paragraph 11.37, locations to which a guest could be 

taken), and that, if any guest was entertained in a dressing room, he 

expected to be told about it. He took no such steps.  In response to 

the Hall investigation, Mr Colley did not accept that such measures 

were justified at the time, given that he would have been acting on 

“possibility, rumour and reputation” alone.  Mr Colley suggested that, 

if he had taken such steps, he would have been the only manager in 

the BBC to impose such rules and he would have been asked to 

explain the reasons for so doing.  His answer would have been 

based upon “a possibility” that Hall was having sex on the premises 

rather than based on any real evidence or complaints.   

29. However, bearing in mind my finding at paragraph 23 above that it 

must have been apparent to Mr Colley that the rumours relating to 

Hall before Mr Colley arrived at BBC Manchester were founded on 

fact, it is difficult to see how, in the circumstances, a general rule 

regarding visitors to the premises would have been unjustifiable, 

even if it were, as Mr Colley suggests, based on possibility.  Given 

the evidence received by the Hall investigation that such conduct 

was viewed as a serious matter which could lead to the ultimate 

sanction of dismissal (for BBC employees) or termination of contract 

(for BBC freelancers), a general rule to protect both visitors to the 

BBC and the reputation of the BBC, would have been a sensible and 

justifiable precaution. 

30. Regrettably, Mr Colley was unaware of the fact that many 

considered him to be unapproachable, and thus without any 

encouragement, staff were hardly likely to alert him to Hall’s conduct. 

Mr Colley told the Hall investigation that the results of his regular 
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performance assessments as a manager at BBC Manchester were 

positive and he did not receive any complaints during his time there.  

He also emphasised that staff could have discussed or reported any 

concerns about Hall to others in the hierarchy, including Mr German, 

Mr Knowles or any of the assistant regional news editors, as well as 

the personnel officers.  His points do not, however, alter my view on 

this issue147.   

31. Mr German died before the Hall investigation took place.  However, I 

have concluded, based on all the relevant evidence that, as with the 

staff and Mr Colley, Mr German had no direct personal knowledge of 

Hall’s sexual activities on the premises.  We turn therefore to the 

issue of his awareness, without direct personal knowledge.  The 

evidence suggests that Mr German was most probably aware of how 

Hall behaved towards women; the anecdote, described at paragraph 

11.74, in which he expressed his concern about Hall being left alone 

with a schoolgirl who had visited the BBC to write an article about 

celebrity, suggests to me that he was aware of the issue; the only 

feasible explanation for his concern was that he thought something 

inappropriate might take place.  Other evidence demonstrates that 

Mr German was a figure who regularly appeared in the newsroom 

and was party to the rumours about Hall circulating there, and that 

he was very well aware that Hall was a womaniser.  There is another 

significant piece of evidence from Mr Clarke to the effect that Mr 

German asked Hall, during the move from Broadcasting House to 

New Broadcasting House, whether Hall was going to get a new 

bed.148  The two accounts relating to the schoolgirl incident and the 

question about Hall’s bed are not supported by other sources.  The 

general principle set out at paragraph 1.37 applies.  However, 

adding to that Mr Colley’s evidence about the discussion he had with 

Mr German about the warning he had given to Hall and the other 

general evidence about the jokes in the office regarding Hall having 

                                                            
147 See paragraph 26 above. 
148 See paragraph 11.73. 
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sex in the dressing room, it is difficult to come to any conclusion 

other than that Mr German was most probably aware that Hall was 

involved in inappropriate sexual conduct on BBC premises.  If this 

conclusion is wrong, then in the light of the evidence rehearsed 

above, he should have been aware of it. I recognise, however, that 

this conclusion can only be tentative because Mr German is not with 

us and cannot put forward his side of events.   

3) What, if anything, was done about Hall’s inappropriate sexual 
conduct at the time?  

32. Apart from Mr Colley’s warning to Hall when he first joined BBC 

Manchester, described at paragraph 11.84, we received no evidence 

to suggest that anything was done about Hall’s inappropriate sexual 

conduct on BBC premises.149  I have referred to Mr Colley’s failure to 

follow-up after he delivered the warning, to check that Hall had 

heeded it, and his failure to put in place measures designed to 

prevent Hall from persisting in his conduct, such as ensuring that 

visitors were not taken by anyone to any of the dressing rooms.  

4) If little or nothing was done about Hall’s inappropriate sexual 
conduct, why was this? (Term of Reference 4) 

33. No single reason can be given for the failure to take action to stop 

Hall.  The evidence received by the Hall investigation about his 

ability to persist in his inappropriate sexual conduct for so long is set 

out in Chapter 12, where we describe the emphasis placed by the 

staff on their lack of direct knowledge of Hall’s sexual activities to 

explain why they did not alert Management to it.  They said they 

certainly would have done so if they had known he was sexually 

assaulting under-aged girls. 150   The position regarding reporting 

Hall’s sexual activity on the premises where the girl was consenting 

and was over 16 years old, or the woman was someone with whom 

Hall was obviously having an affair, was more opaque.  Those staff 

                                                            
149 There was, however, internal BBC correspondence, not concerning Hall’s sexual activities on the 
premises, but concerning his over-familiarity with females and inane chatter on It’s a Knockout, about 
which he was warned, see paragraph 11.99. 
150 See paragraph 12.5. 
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witnesses who were aware of such activity gave a number of 

reasons why they did nothing about it: it was nothing to do with 

them; they were too junior to interfere; they feared losing their job; or 

they felt that it was up to Management to deal with it.  There were 

also concerns that Management would not deal with it because of 

Hall’s importance to the success of his shows and his celebrity 

status; he therefore became “untouchable”. 151   The perceived 

unapproachability of Mr Colley and his apparently difficult 

relationship with Mr German also played its role, along with the fact 

that Hall was not a BBC employee but a freelancer.152 

34. There is no doubt that the culture and practices at the time 

contributed to the failure to act.  The BBC Manchester television 

newsroom may have been less “macho” than some other places in 

the BBC and elsewhere, but we heard it was a male-dominated 

arena in which members of staff were inhibited about complaining for 

fear of retribution and gaining a reputation as a trouble–maker.  

There was no induction training, as would be given today; nor was 

guidance provided encouraging employees to raise issues of 

concern and informing them how to do so.  The staff were often 

unsure to whom they should turn with information or a complaint of 

this nature.  There was no support network for those who might have 

complained about a seemingly powerful figure such as Hall.  There 

was evidence that, at that time, young women were “throwing 

themselves” at stars,153 and women “gravitated towards” Hall.154  As 

AH11 said, the general male attitude at that time seemed to be that if 

the person was over the age of 16 and consented, it would not have 

been a cause for concern.  It was a different culture and mindset 

with unclear boundaries as to propriety.  

                                                            
151 According to many of the witnesses, with the notable exception of Ray Colley, who described Hall as 
a famous man who realised he had to appear to behave with propriety if his fame was to be maintained 
(paragraph 11.84). 
152

 See paragraph 3.2. 
153 See paragraph 11.43. 
154 See paragraph 11.5. 
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35. A number of these points demonstrate an absence of vigilance on 

the part of the BBC’s Management.  I have already referred to Mr 

Colley’s failure to monitor the situation after his warning to Hall 

shortly after Mr Colley arrived in Manchester in 1970.  In fact, the 

BBC had been alerted to the need for vigilance shortly after Mr 

Colley’s arrival by serious allegations made by the News of the 

World in March 1971, including that teenagers attending Top of the 

Pops and the BBC Club in London were being picked up and 

seduced by people associated with the programme.  These 

allegations and the independent inquiry commissioned by the BBC 

and undertaken by Brian Neill QC (later Sir Brian Neill) in 1972 are 

referred to at paragraphs 10.50 and 10.51 above, and in more detail 

in Chapter 9 of the Savile Report.  

36. As we have described at paragraph 10.50, Mr Neill’s report absolved 

the BBC of responsibility in respect of the allegations made and he 

stated that he was satisfied that “the control of visitors to the BBC 

Club had been tightened up in the last year or so”.  However, he 

identified problems associated with the large number of teenage girls 

visiting Top of the Pops and he emphasised the importance of 

identifying who was responsible for the behaviour and control of 

such audiences and maintaining tight controls over them.   

37. The Neill Report was not made public.155  Of those witnesses asked 

during the Hall investigation, only Mr Colley had heard of the Neill 

Report at the time of the events they described; as we rehearse in 

Chapter 10, he informed us that he did not recall anyone in particular 

drawing his attention to the Neill Report and he did not regard any of 

the recommendations as relevant to the operation in Manchester, 

which did not produce programmes like Top of the Pops at the time.  

38. Regardless of whether the allegations made in the press were well-

founded or proved, I regard the very fact of allegations concerning 

teenage girls being picked up on the BBC’s premises in London and 
                                                            
155 See paragraph 10.51 above. 
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seduced, made before many of the incidents described in Chapters 

6 to 8 took place, as significant.  Given the timing and seriousness of 

the allegations it is both surprising and regrettable that the 

allegations failed to act as a wake-up call for the BBC’s 

Management.  Whatever the measures taken in London to tighten 

the control of teenage visitors to the BBC Club, it is self-evident that 

the BBC failed to take any effective measures in Manchester to 

prevent Hall having the opportunity to indulge in inappropriate sexual 

conduct in his dressing room.  One would have hoped that there 

would have been warnings to all Management throughout the 

regions, including Mr Colley and Mr German, to be particularly 

vigilant that any member of the public (young girls in particular) 

visiting the BBC came to no harm.  There is no evidence that there 

were any such warnings. 

39. Having considered the reasons given by the staff for their failure to 

act, I now consider whether the staff had a duty or responsibility to 

act on their awareness, beliefs or suspicions by alerting the 

Management.  As already noted, the majority of the rumours relating 

to the sexual activity belonged to the Piccadilly Gardens era, a time 

when most of the people who gave evidence to the Hall investigation 

would have been fairly junior members of staff.  For those who 

stayed and progressed, by the time they were in more senior 

positions there appears to have been little evidence of 

contemporaneous inappropriate sexual behaviour on the part of Hall.  

From a complainant witness’s point of view, it would have been 

satisfying and a relief had someone had the courage to raise Hall’s 

sexual conduct on BBC premises with Management.  However, 

there was no guidance encouraging the staff to report such matters 

or providing information about how to do so.  I have noted already 

that we do not have a complete picture, but on the evidence before 

me, and taking into account the era with which we are concerned, 

and all the circumstances described to me, I have concluded that 
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there is no evidence that there was a duty or responsibility on the 

staff to inform Management.  

40. As for the reasons why Management took no action, I have 

explained (at paragraphs 23 and 26 above) why I make the finding 

that Mr Colley ought to have been aware of Hall’s inappropriate 

sexual conduct on the BBC premises.  In addition, having given Hall 

the warning, had Mr Colley taken the basic steps to monitor Hall’s 

behaviour that I outline above, it is likely that Hall could have been 

prevented from committing some of the criminal offences in respect 

of which he was sentenced to a term in custody and other acts we 

were told about which took place in his dressing room.  Mr Colley 

emphasises the absence of any evidence or complaint to him about 

Hall’s conduct to explain why he did not take any further action after 

his warning to Hall and discussion with Mr Knowles and Mr German.  

However, I attribute Mr Colley’s failure to monitor Hall’s conduct 

largely to Mr Colley’s miscalculation that Hall would heed the 

warning Mr Colley issued to him. 

C. Conclusion 

41. There is no doubt that Hall was involved in inappropriate sexual 

conduct in connection with his work at BBC Manchester Regional 

Television News.  There is no evidence that any BBC personnel 

working there had direct personal knowledge of Hall’s sexual 

conduct in his dressing room (apart from, possibly, Mr Barlow).  

However, at least some were aware, or believed, that Hall was 

engaging in sexual activities there.  Although it should be stressed 

that there is no evidence that any member of staff was aware that 

this sexual activity involved under-age girls, no one complained to 

Management about the sexual activity of which they were aware.  

42. The culture of those times was reflected in the culture and practices 

at the BBC at the time, and it played a significant role in allowing 

Hall’s conduct to continue unchecked.  The reasons for the staff not 
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reporting their awareness of Hall’s conduct to the Management have 

already been set out in this chapter, and the evidence relating to it is 

rehearsed at Chapter 12.  A further contributory factor was the lack 

of pro-active enquiry by local Management in the light of the 

suspicions of Hall’s inappropriate conduct.  However, the 

consequences of this passive approach of local Management could 

have been avoided had the BBC, in the light of the events that led to 

the Neill Report, put in place suitable measures across the whole of 

the BBC to ensure the protection of young visitors to its premises.  I 

should stress, however, that I found no evidence whatsoever to 

support any press contention that the BBC purposefully facilitated 

Hall’s sexual exploits on site by providing him with a dressing room, 

or by any other means.156  

43. It is highly regrettable that the criminal offences that Hall has 

admitted, and other incidents157, occurred.  Whatever responsibility 

the BBC bears, it would be unrealistic and unfair not to recognise the 

importance of setting these events in the context of the mores and 

culture of those times, as described in Chapters 9 and 10.  To some 

younger readers of this Report, the culture and attitudes that 

prevailed at the BBC from the late 1960s until the early 1990s will 

probably be both unrecognisable and shocking.  However, older 

readers might recognise those attitudes existing in different 

institutions at that time.  Not only must an anachronistic view be 

avoided, but the evidence suggests that the BBC was not unique or 

even unusual in its tolerance of sexist attitudes to female employees 

and its confusion as to where the boundaries of propriety lay in the 

face of so much recent change.  That said, it is difficult not to 

conclude that, in view of the unusual opportunities for the abuse of 

young people that some of the BBC’s work generated, it should have 

put in place measures designed to prevent such abuse.  Whether 

such measures would have prevented some or all of the 

                                                            
156 See paragraph 11.72. 
157 This is subject to the explanation at paragraph 8.2. 
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inappropriate sexual conduct committed by Hall in connection with 

his work for the BBC is difficult to say.  It is likely at the very least 

that they would have prevented those incidents with which the Hall 

investigation is primarily concerned, namely those which took place 

on the BBC’s premises in Manchester. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




