(h) was later to make a complaint that was
sexually abused by a male child-care worker at his next créche.

When was interviewed in relation to that allegation,
he made no such allegation and the worker was not
charged.!18 Whilst gave evidence at Depositions
she was not called by the prosecution at Trial and the Jury
neither saw nor heard her, yet it was who was at thé/\“\ \
heart of the spider's web of networking and spreading cré/szs:\\//
contamination.!1? N 2 /B

N < /;% “

76. (a)

2

12(&/3}@ V\Lag,\é’/
by occupation and was married to
AR
/% AN
S
(b) was very acﬁw&%oth thef\é@%i%\i}lg and
distributing of children's alleg%s de;cﬁ?@y the Time-
line. She also kept copiou%»ho\te of )discussions both
with herself and her \/f(/)r é’\,p rpaée of providing
them to Det. EAD w@e S.S.H;\\Sh%as active in alerting
the Police to th sibility that 1ad been abused as
a result of @) atio the child at play. Although
charged, E D \was ng@ K«:o\ victed of any offence against

/@@}d\jér whom he had regularly baby-

%& ?@é:é:;;:; %ﬂu was one of
AN N W
NN

77 (mother of
( “was a (her husband was a
S

i~

She was active in the distribution and

11854urce: Notes of Evidence of Depositions page 698.

1195¢e: Notes of Evidence at Depositions, page 688.

120 5ource: Notes of Evidence at Trial, page 199

121 gource: Notes of Evidence at Trial page 194
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reception of information regarding the allegations of children
and had been one of support group.122

78. (a) (the mother of

was a social worker

organised the 25
December 1991 meeting for parents and along with:
was amongst the first to arrange apﬁe\wr:fenhal O

interview for her child on 10 D “ce\rﬁ

provided \‘Nl}fh mformah&} >~
and advice and was a member of ﬁu%m‘t
Group.123 )

(b)  Her son made no allegation o @u% t<he§ daughter,

who was attended the éé‘he Wi ﬁrst child to
"disclose" on 30 ]amuzmQ@}z gmg/@%siﬁad touched her
when she used to er o 1/&3 pick up her two
brothers. ELLIS afrested on 3\/ ch and charged with

compl e char \Was later withdrawn. Ms
plamed\a some stage to the Police that
Det. EADE.ad sexu ssed her.124
NN A
&\\
79.  (a) o (¢ Q_/Of was a social worker who
(.
§ ence%l‘re/S@H that she worked at
~also worked at
< became fully involved in the
((\ ‘ /\\ilstrlbutlon of information.125
\\/ ""80. (a) (mother of was a social
worker
122 gource: Notes of Evidence at Trial 235; . Notes of
Evidence at Depositions, page 691
123 Statement 16 March 1992; Statement dated 21
April 1992.

124 gource: 20720 Programmes dated 16 and 23 November; see also NZ Police Report Forms of
D/S/S Ell dated 7 July 1993 and D/1 Broad dated 15 July 1993.
12550urce: Orginal Statements of - iated 4 and 7 May and 5 October 1992.
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She conveyed her support
to at the time of 's original
complaint and followed it up with questioning of her
daughter. She was initially satisfied with her daughter's
reassurance, but after the Knox Hall meeting, pursued
matters with in a vigorous way and used the
information that was networked to her;

\
(b) prepared two books with her daughter alaout

what Peter has done to her. Her daughter took the tQ her
interviews. Sue SIDEY said that she had I‘IEV€]<‘ j thls

happen before.
AN

81. (a) (mother of ‘was @
whose partner was
She had (

AN N
(b) ﬁras @\E&i)f the inquiry until the Knox
meehng g the créche 14 months before the
(\1((1(:; 7) butCa. ﬁ%@x} had received a letter inviting her and so
)@Aen as well. In her statement of 23 June 1992 to
5 \Detective she said

\3\?

'/
<ﬂ /\My impression of the meeting as a whole was that it was a serious
) ( AN matter and there must have been some validity to the complaints
\\/> ( / / > because of the large number of people at the meeting. That's when

the seriousness occurred to me really”

"The impression [ got was that you don’t approach the child
directly in regard to what happened. I chose to ignore this”.

12650urce: Original statements of see also orginal statement of

\

f>\
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(0  Thereafter repeatedly questioned he son using
both direct and leading questions. She formed a bond with

and also attended
support group meetings with

(d)  She was present at the meeting at 's house on August / \
4th (a meeting which Colin EADE had attended) when )
distributed her collation list of what children <were/
saying.127

\

widespread Satanic Ritual Abuse had bee t’ Mngzplacgap

wanted the police to bring Pamela Hud so/\to w Zeaﬁic&a@
an expert.128

H " was pro-active i &1& toS esses where

she believed abuse to have ta??\ Iace
a child who gave mter@:ﬁat coggteﬁned’\b{zarre activities

of a satanic ritualis '\(\ Wet only ELLIS but
@orkers, ELLIS mother and other

'wmour ]@f\e\ Williamson dismissed the
charge against omen“thésh d been based on

allegatm%@ /@

82. (a) (mother of was a trainee
%éa@hﬂ Bécame actively involved after the Knox

\ etlng %@ad attended that meeting after a friend from

\)/\ H/ﬁgl \y Creche advised her to do so because "something
&
)

mshou know because may be this could explain some of

(e) was firmly committed to &/behef @

\/ )
(\\) //\iom concerns about your son"129 had had behavioural
o~ \
Nt 3 oblems for some considerable time. He was referred to at
/ depos1t10ns as being a "bit of a handful”, "an independent

spirit, very active".

12750urce: Notes of Evidence at Trial at page 170
12855urce: Letter from to Det Eade dated 11 August 1992.
12950urce: Notes of evidence at Depositions page 399.
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\ AN
KNOWIEDGE _OF RISKS OF CONTAMINA Y ¢
PROFESSIONAL INVESTIGATORS \> N

84.

(™
Ve

2./ 86.

(b)  On August 24, 1992, interviewer Cathy Crawford of the SSU
had written a note about saying "Lots of things come

out of sex education book "130. The jury rejected each
allegation associated with

/ AN
It is submitted that this combination was fertile ground upon v@uc oy

the seeds and cry of the "Creche-worker sex abuse” scenarie_cotl
germinate. /%
)

(M
AQ AN

/ N,
It is submitted that the interviewers at the @ar’eﬁf? were
talking to their children about the gatl (ﬁtmde of the

interview process and they failed to urage ﬂ‘ll cusswn Itis
submitted that the mtemewer/\e hat @% ere discussing

the allegations with melr%}u\/)en t?ﬁig\g/ gh notes of the
discussions, making dr% d story—b@oks about the allegations

and then reportmg\ thﬁ rviewers. By not actively

\h tlor%e@m@\:;smg on parents the dangers

of such conduc ﬁﬁe inte v@were in fact encouraging the
N
tainting offx eK v

It i s@ed that “there was a complete failure by all the
pi@@sionals t&@fc\%'njse the dangers of such activities. In

preventing the co

/\partlcular the’ professwnals failed to recognise the increased danger
/\\of tamtmg> m\@mlhple victim/offender allegation cases where the

)

potenhal for\mformatlon sharing was extraordinarily high.

<{/
v

Ms M(ORGAN gave evidence at Trial that the interviewer would
discuss with the parents before the electronically preserved
interview the content of the parental interviews that had taken

place prior to the formal interview (at page 260).

13050urce: Notes of evidence at Depositions page 411.
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87.  Ms SIDEY also gave evidence that she would discuss with parents

comments supposedly made by the child outside the formal
interview process. At page 269:

"The information supplied by the parents before I spoke to the child would
generally cover the statements the children have made and in what context
and it covers the responses to the statements... In general those meetings
with the parents, sometimes they would last half an hour which is a long

time, we usually keep them quite brief.” ( \))
\\/
Ms SIDEY stated at page 279: }\ v 7z
Q "Of the interviews that you have produced in Co;zr/t\t\uy, how 4
many were evidential and how many diagnostic? \
A. "Well they were all evidential. All those @hddr;m/had made\ <
verbal statements to their parents prior to %ESJ ng th@m % >
88. indicated that she and her partner,

made the Specialist Services Unit aware T’k manner in whic

hich
had questioned and ye\/@ ot ﬁb against
such questioning: @ @

“Before the interview wif ar g were interviewed and
asked about the czrcum&ta%c urder whgcﬁ\th isclosure had taken place
and also about whet, @ alked to £>about the creche after the
parent’s meeting. pletel, fﬁo{fst\aﬁout what I has (sic) said, |
wasn't told thgf done an t ing wrong, and my answers seemed to
satisfy them LEONS

/

4
v

89. It is subm %at eve @%ervisor of the interviewers, Dr
ZELAS ~that she had not considered the level

of pare ;:ontam tr ntil 28 August 1992.

\\\/
<\Dr ZELAS stated d at tr1a1 of at page 371:
%\ N4
/ SUANNG
(\ \leesé\nmtters suggest that together with his intellectual ability he had
~ / é/ ﬂctually been talked to a lot and given a lot of information about things
\\\/\ Q,zvfobably within his family.”
> 7 4

Dr ZELAS stated at trial, at page 413:

“Ref. to under his emotional maturity and mental
capability did you also form a view this child may be suffering mental

131 Source: Joy Bander, A Mother’s Story: The Civic Créche Child Sex Trial (1997), A
Howling at the Moon Productions Ltd
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ilness during the time of his interviews? No I did not. You have ref. to his
behaviour after his first interview where his toileting regressed and s
behaviour became quite difficult for hs parents, did you take into account
in considering that the amount of questioning the child had from his mother
mt that according to her evidence over that period of time she was asking
the child at least once or twice a week about whether any abuse had
occurred at creche? Yes I did take that into account. ”

90. It is clear from these extracts that the Specialist Services Uni TN
interviewers appreciated that the parents were conduchng
interviews of their own with the children, in highly dang@o

circumstances. Rather than attempting to prevent this conduet th 4
interviewers condoned the contaminating behaviour aﬁ\m Fact /\\
incorporated the results of the parental interrogations dn)co
recorded evidential interviews as a deliberate m\a<ns>O obtammg

N\

/’—\

/~\

/
\v

evidence. It is submitted that the interviewers;
level of risk of contamination were prepared to/f\\éQntmue
nonetheless under the misapprehension-that they worﬂ\a\be gble to

distinguish in some way the tainted fr untam\@statements
This is now known to be 1mp0551b1e

THE ROLE OF THE MONITOR g

91. It is submitted that the/\emtor was underestimated at
Trial. [t is sub 1 KDetectlve EADE present as the
monitor was ﬁ\r of S r sure for the children to make
allegations: Xzﬁve Eﬁe \d>himse1f spoken with the children
about t}ﬁ gatlo S ere is clear evidence available of the

p1v I'Q,Q f Det E;:rde

92. )/\ In addltlon,@ 't 1s also known that contrary to the evidence of Ms
QSIDEY she dlcb engaoe in conversation about the allegations of abuse

(\ \ w1th/aK{eas%>Jne child prior to the commencement of the recorded
N\ \/\ interview, reports talking to Ms SIDEY before
?// / her eV1dentia1 interview). It is of incidental interest that both Ms
MORGAN and Ms SIDEY are adamant that discussions did not take

place between themselves and the children prior to the
commencement of the interview. It would seem that whilst these

two witnesses were able to comprehend that it would be a concern if

the children were engaged in unrecorded discussions with the
interviewer they did not have the same concerns about the
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extensive unrecorded interviewing that all of the parents engaged

in prior to the first recorded interview, between interviews and after
interviews.

USE OF CONTAMINATED MATERIAL

93.

\

It is without question that where the interviewers were provided | ) \
with information about matters the child was supposed to have. :Q/

reported to the parent outside the formal interview context, the /\
interviewer would then attempt to extract a repetltlon\ of ‘thev
material within the interview context. Ms MORC;&N\\gave
evidence, at page 257 demonstrating not only that thl\ w”a lone but\ O
also of the determination of the interviewers t ‘t the chl}d/

repeat the supposed content of their parental </Qﬁsmwatlm;{ \\Flihe

interviewer demonstrated a complete failure to assess éﬂc\nsks ‘to

accuracy by doing so. Q
Q “The antithesis of that mln& the @ﬂwar that it is

permissible to say they uw] is to %gtzonmg the child
about a topic as if h Bfg ﬂuld re,mpyber\? .

A. “Its really dzﬁ‘zc some '\ﬁes \,zvhe they have informn
about somethl \htl-d/has s may seem that we are
sort of pus when m e are really just trymg to go

as far as @ ee if thfﬂ’\mformatzon can be validated.”

and at page 26 %9
Vhen you n\/w uientzal interview you have been told by the
ents 77 ’f t\ehzld has said?” .
"Someﬁme

go into the interview to try and elicit the material
\/\ the purents ve told you from the child is that correct?”
AN\ \A \01? o a Cerfain extent sometimes yes. Along with tryzng to get the
1ld to say in their own words what has occurred.”

Q\\ \At 10 stage do you attempt to obtain from the child twhether or not
) /f\ \'\t he information about the abuser has come from someone else rather

4 > than their own experience do you?”
{ &>  "Ohlsee. No notspecifically. If we felt in an interview situation
< that there was a poss. perhaps a child has been told something just

to repeat, we suspect there may have been some sort of coaching or
we weren't getting a lot of detail, then maybe yes we would explore
where did this information come from, its a very difficult complex
sort of situation”

Ms SIDEY stated at page 279:
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Q. "When you are conducting an evidential interview would you spend
time questioning the child as to what their parents had talked to
them about in relation to the allegation of abuse?”

A "I would often ask children you know what did Mum say when she
asked you. I don’t, I haven't actually said to them. They would
tell me that Mum asked me what happened at creche or what Peter
did at creche.”

Q. "You certainly wouldn't use multi choice guestions and leading
questions to try and find out that information would you?”

A. "l haven’t no. I don't think I actually have done that. What I |

have tried to do in the past is to ask the kids when they first knew

about the incident, like did they know about it before Mum asked

them, I have tried to put it to them in that sort of way.” Y

/’\

O
/>\

d
\/

N <\//)/
94.  Tronically Ms Morgan did not follow her own advice in t (\csv RS

95.

</
Ms SIDEY stated at page 279: O a

Q. “When you 8ot a child who had been naméi\ b},( nother i d n one
of your previous evidential intervi ws come in for N1111/>1<rt roiew,
would you use your knowledge o om the t tervzew to
try and get the second child a\sa;q # wi %at fze other

child was saying?”
A. “I am sure that xt would help rm the in my mind so in
that respect yes.” J

96.  The interviewers mdrc at th\ ts of children who had not
alleged abuse were e\ ons by those children who had,
at least insofagés\ alleg@@ ated to the second child.

//‘(\% \//
97.  MsSIDEY stated at paga 379;
N
NN /xy
%Q\> “Where\ children disclosed in one of your evidential interviews
{\ " ames of other children, what would you do with  that
/\/Q\ mfa\rrrfﬁhonr’
S ) A\>« s when we would follow that up with the parents of the
U/\\) Vs o gchzldren mentioned in interviews. Mostly though I don't think I did
e J < />f “that, I think the social workers and police did that stuff.”
\\ \/§'/ <Q>/ “In terms of confidentiality it extended only to the parents, not the
<‘// “ people who conducted the investign?”
A. I think the recommendation to the parents not to discuss again

related to the maintaining of the credibility of the children more
than anything else and in terms of disclosures of children it was
decided really that 1t was important to let people know that their
children had been mentioned and if they had amy concerns they
could perhaps talk with us about that.”

Q. "Did you have any discussions with the police about how those
parents were to be approached?”
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98.

CO

A. "I don't know if we had any discussions about it, | think on a day to
day basis we would have on a case by case basis, like someone would
have said well I'll do that.”

The evidence indicates that the interviewers, Police and the social
worker all engaged in cross-contamination. The potential for
tainting of children's evidence and the creation of widespread
anxiety and fear was at it's highest in this case without the \C\
investigators deliberately spreading allegations and then brlefmg the \\/

parents on how to elicit detail from their child prior “t0\ a/>/
professional recorded interview. <N Q/N >

CONTAMINATION AND TRIAL COUNSEL'S ATI‘EMPT\&F(Y ELICHQ/b\

9.

100.

4 N
e }

L
\\\\>V/>

<

TAMINATION FACTORS - FROM THE EXPERTS /\/ Q O

\
W woran
When being cross-examined by Mr HARRISON Ms MORG was

asked about what she had told to " ge\:nts after his
first interview, the question was dlsaﬁx VAt p

Q “Once you have cond nterzmr w yax/ then go back and
talk to the parent a t the/ch d\}ms aid?”

A. “Yes”

Q. "You condu rst mterw is that
correct?”

A.

Q.

Yes thzzt\xﬂ /\
ent and \?xglamed\what you heard in the interview

0 hl dzd \i')le arents that the touching of his
Koa; p 4
1enis red lrf 1e\ rocess of the child having his nappies or

%ants/ anged s sullowed.

N\
A( })N ﬁ\cr({ss-exanunatlon asked Ms SIDEY about her
\@}on fron‘t\lj)> LAS He asked Ms SIDEY which of the tapes

¢\before the Cqurt h\d/been taken to supervision. This question was

@asaﬂov{@ (at?/age 285):

/’\\

\
Q\\\ “Throughout this investigation how often have you discussed
specific cases with your supervisor?”
" think I, not as much as [ would have liked but I had supervision [
think on at least, I had probably 3 or 4 sessions of group supervision
and the same of individual supervision.”
"Would you review cases with your supervisor?”
”"Some cases I was able to review.”
“In relation to the cases that are before the Court now and which
you have interviewed, were any of them cases you reviewed with
your supervisor? "
A. Yes I took some of the videotapes with me to supervision.”
Q. "Which particular ones?” - Disallowed.

0 >0
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