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THE INQUIRY INTO HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONAL ABUSE 1922 TO 1995 

 

 
RESPONSE BY DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE TO  

WITNESS STATEMENT OF (HIA 198) 

 

I, Karen Pearson, have been authorised to make this statement on behalf of the Department 

of Justice.  I am the Deputy Director for Criminal Justice Policy, a senior civil servant in the 

Department. The information contained in this statement is based on a review of files 

undertaken by staff under my supervision. 

The Department of Justice will say as follows: 

1. The Department notes that the case file for HIA 198 cannot be found.  The 

information provided in this statement is based on NIO and psychology files. 

Available records show that  HIA 198, DOB  was 

committed to Rathgael School on 22 December 1994 on a Place of Safety Order 

(see Exhibit 1).  She was further committed to Rathgael on a Fit Person Order on 17 

February 1995 (see Exhibit 2).  Her exit date is not known.  Said history can be found 

at Exhibit 3.  Background information on HIA 198 can be found at Exhibit 4. Medical 

records reveal numerous entries for HIA 198 during the period 1995 – 1996, the last 

known entry is dated 30 December 1996 (see Exhibit 5). 

2. The Department, to the best of its knowledge, has supplied all relevant information 

that it could find in its possession in relation to HIA 198.  If additional information is 

discovered by the Department, it will be drawn to the attention of the Inquiry 

immediately. 

3. The Department has not received a civil claim in respect of HIA 198.   
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4. The Department has not received a request for disclosure of personal data (Form 81) 

from PSNI. 

5. The Department notes the allegations of physical abuse at paragraph 30 and neglect 

at paragraphs 31, 33, 34, 35, 36 and 37 of the statement made by HIA 198. To the 

best of the Department’s knowledge and belief, the Department had no knowledge or 

record of such complaints prior to the receipt of HIA 198’s statement to the Inquiry.  

The Department has also noted that HIA 198 alleges that she witnessed physical 

abuse at paragraphs 27 - 29. 

6. The Department condemns without reservation any act of abuse which may have 

been perpetrated against any individual at Rathgael Training School.  Those who 

were placed in that facility had every right to expect that they would be cared for with 

dignity and respect, treated compassionately and protected from abuse.  Those who 

operated the Rathgael facility on a day-to-day basis or who were responsible for its 

management, ought to have been fully aware of the high standards expected for 

them when caring for young people.   They should have known that acts of physical, 

sexual or emotional abuse were unacceptable.  They ought to have known that 

allegations of abuse, where they were raised, should have been reported to the 

appropriate authorities.  The Department accepts that the evidence available to the 

Inquiry suggests that these standards were not always complied with in every case.  

The Department regrets any abuse which did occur and condemns the perpetrators 

of any such abuse as well as those who may have ignored the abuse or tolerated its 

occurrence. 

Statement of Truth 

I believe that the facts stated in this witness statement are true.  
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Date: 28 August 2015 
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THE INQUIRY INTO HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONAL ABUSE 1922 TO 1995 

 

 
SUPPLEMENTARY RESPONSE BY DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE TO  

WITNESS STATEMENT OF (HIA 198) 
 

 

I, Karen Pearson, have been authorised to make this statement on behalf of the Department 

of Justice. I am the Deputy Director for Criminal Justice Policy, a senior civil servant in the 

Department. The information contained in this statement is based on a review of files 

undertaken by staff under my supervision. 

The Department of Justice will say as follows: 

1. The Department has submitted a separate statement relating to HIA 198’s allegations 

about her time in Rathgael Training School. 

2. The Department notes the applicant’s comments at paragraphs 28, 29 and 30 in her 

statement to the Inquiry.  Records show that was offered an 

appointment as a Relief Residential Social Worker on 25 July 1990 and is listed on 

Rathgael staff lists (see Exhibit 1).  Rathgael staff lists also show that  

DOB 1981 and a , DOB 1956 were also 

employees (see Exhibit 2).  

3. The Department notes HIA 198’s comments at paragraph 31 in her statement to the 

Inquiry.  Records show that she attended the Rathgael Medical Unit on 17 January 1996 

after falling down some stairs the previous night and received treatment for a sore knee,  

She had full movement of the knee (see RGL-40908). 

4. The Department notes HIA 198’s comments at paragraph 32 in her statement to the 

Inquiry. HIA 198 had a history of self-harming and overdosing (see RGL-40794 and 
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RGL-40765) and was placed in Shamrock House, a secure unit, on 19 January 1995 

(see RGL-40765). Her placement expired on 18 July 1995 (see RGL-40769 and RGL-

40791).  In relation to education, at Case Conferences on 10 May 1995 and 14 June 

1995 it was stated that she was doing well in the unit and in class (see RGL-40766 and 

RGL-40768). 

5. HIA 198 made numerous visits to the Rathgael Medical Unit examples include: 15 

February 1995 (see RGL-40895), 7 March 1995 (see RGL-40901), 20 March 1995 (see 

RGL-40904), 10 April 1995 (see RGL-40871), 12 May 1995 (see RGL-40874), 2 June 

1995 (see RGL-40875), 15 June 1995 (see RGL-40876), 22 June 1995 (see RGL-

40877), 27 June 1995 (see RGL-40878), 21 September 1995 (see RGL-40879), 2 

October 1995 (see RGL-40882), 13 October 1995 (see RGL-40885), 17 October 1995 

(see RGL-40886), 8 November 1995 (see RGL-40889), 16 November 1995 (see RGL-

40891 and RGL-40892), 8 February 1996 (see RGL-40911) and 8 July 1996 (see RGL-

40932).   

HIA 198 was treated for various ailments including:  a sore throat, dry skin, headaches, 

colds, grazes, infected toenail and superficial self-inflicted cuts.  Mention is also made of 

hospital visits on 3 April 1996 (see RGL-40943), 17 December 1996 (see RGL-40956) 

and 23 December 1996 (see RGL-40959). 

The Department would state that the records show that health issues of residents were 

taken seriously and that health care was arranged when required. 

6. The Department, to the best of its knowledge, has supplied all relevant information that it 

could find in its possession in relation to HIA 198. If additional relevant information is 

discovered by the Department, it will be drawn to the attention of the Inquiry immediately. 
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Statement of Truth 

I believe that the facts stated in this witness statement are true. 

 

 

Date: 9 October 2015 
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HIA REF: [198] 

           NAME:  

Response by HSCB  

DATE:  [  18 August 2015.  ] 

 

THE INQUIRY INTO HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONAL ABUSE 1922 TO 1995 

              ____________________________________________________ 

Witness Statement of the Health and Social Care Board   
_______________________________________________________ 

Marian Hall, Children’s Services Project Manager, assisted in the drafting of this statement. 

The Health and Social Care Board will say as follows: - 

1. , born  was admitted to Rathgael Training School on 

22 December 1994 under the terms of a Place of Safety Order, see Exhibit 1. The 

Applicant was made the subject of a Training School Order on 17 February 1995 

which then expired on 17 February 1997, see Exhibit 2, and the Applicant remained 

in Rathgael (known as the Lakewood Centre by this time) on a voluntary basis from 

February 1997. The Applicant was then placed in the care of her Father in June 

1997, see Exhibit 2.  
 

2. The Board notes paragraphs 2 – 5 of the Applicant’s statement where she details her 

early medical problems and her family’s initial contact with Social Services. Social 

Service contact with the Applicant’s family dated from September 1989, when her 

parents were experiencing difficulties with her behaviour which included temper 

tantrums and abusive outbursts, see Exhibit 3. Social Services worked with the 

family to introduce parenting methods that would assist them in dealing with the 

Applicant’s behaviour. In paragraph 2 of the Applicant’s statement she details her 

early contact with the Royal Victoria Hospital due to developmental delays. Exhibit 4 

records that the Applicant’s family were referred to Social Services by both an 

anonymous referrer and an Educational Psychologist. Social Services subsequently 

liaised with the Clinical Psychology Department at the Royal Victoria Hospital to see 

if there were any medical or psychological reasons for the Applicant’s behaviour. The 
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report further details that the Applicant had initially been referred to the Royal 

Victoria Hospital due to concerns regarding her developmental process but that 

these were allayed and that there were no lasting problems. Royal Victoria Hospital 

staff stated that they believed there were no medical or psychological basis for the 

Applicant’s behaviours and that these could be dealt with through ‘consistent, 

supportive and sympathetic parenting.’ Exhibit 3 details that as the Applicant’s 

parents felt that the issues had to be resolved within their own household, Social 

Service contact with the family was discontinued.   

 

3. In paragraph 4 of her statement, the Applicant recalls her Mother making a referral to 

Social Services in August 1990 regarding the possible abuse of her and her sisters. 

The Applicant states that Social Services closed the case after three weeks which 

exposed her to further abuse. Records in the possession of the Board note that a 

referral was received by a neighbour of the Applicant’s family detailing that on 25 

August 1990, the Applicant and her sisters were left unattended in the family home, 

see Exhibit 5. The letter alleges that boys aged sixteen or over were present in the 

family home and that sexual activity potentially took place. Records also indicate that 

additional letters, detailing the same incident, were sent to the local priest and the 

Applicant’s Father’s place of work.  

 
4. Exhibit 6 records that upon receipt of the letter sent to  workplace, the 

Applicant’s mother contacted Social Services and reported that on a Saturday night 

when she had been out, there had been boys in the family home.  was 

concerned that there was something going on in the area and that her children had 

been sexually abused. The exhibit notes that  had questioned her 

children individually and all they had admitted to was playing with two young boys in 

the garden. The Social Worker spent an hour with during which she 

admitted to hitting the Applicant with a belt although she had not marked her. She 

further stated she was very depressed. The Social Worker left word for 

 the Social Worker allocated to the family at the time, to contact the

family when he returned from leave.  

 
5.  SW subsequently visited the family on 3 September 1990, see Exhibit 

7 containing the relevant contact sheets, where he discussed the events with the 
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Applicant and her sister. The record notes that the girls were adamant that the boys 

were not aged fifteen or above but were rather aged around ten or eleven. They 

acknowledged the use of foul and sexualised language but stated that the boys were 

then directed out of the garden. A further record details that the family felt that the 

anonymous referrals were malicious or exaggerated to some degree, see Exhibit 8. 

 subsequently invited the family’s neighbour to an appointment to 

discuss the matter which then took place over the telephone. records in 

Exhibit 7 that he would discuss the matter with his Team Leader although at this 

stage it was developing into a ‘he says, she says’ scenario.  

 
6. In November 1990,  recorded that there was no scope or substance for 

further Social Services contact but that there was an open invitation for the family to 

contact Social Services as necessary.  In paragraph 4 of her statement, the 

Applicant recalls that she never made any disclosures regarding the abuse as there 

was a male social worker present and she felt awkward. The records in the 

possession of the Board do not detail any disclosures of abuse and do not record 

any mention of at this time.  is referenced in 

later notes, see Exhibit 4 above. 

 

7. The Applicant’s family then renewed contact with Social Services in October 1991 

after her behaviour deteriorated further and her parents felt they were no longer able 

to cope with her, see Exhibit 9 containing a case conference of 4 February 1992. As 

a result, the Applicant was voluntarily admitted to care on a short term basis and 

placed in Orana Children’s Home on 25 October 1991, see Exhibit 10 containing the 

Admission to Care form. Exhibit 8 above contains the minutes of the Admission 

meeting to Orana Children’s Home and notes that the Applicant was initially admitted 

for assessment / time-out purposes as detailed in paragraph 6 of the Applicant’s 

statement.  

 
8. A review meeting held on 20 January 1992 noted that since admission to Orana, 

staff there had experienced the full range of difficult behaviour that the Applicant 

exhibited at home, including temper tantrums, verbal abuse and physical aggression 

sometimes necessitating restraint, see Exhibit 11. It further details that work was 

being undertaken with the Applicant’s family to improve the lines of communication 
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and that the Applicant visited home every weekend with the aim of these visits 

progressing to overnight stays.  

 
9. Records in the possession of the Board indicate that Social Services’ initially became 

aware of the Applicant’s disclosures regarding whilst she was 

resident in Orana. Exhibit 11 notes that the Applicant disclosed that she was 

sexually abused by a local youth in the neighbourhood on a number of occasions 

over the previous 18 months. It further notes that the matter had been reported to the 

Police, the Applicant had made a statement and the RUC were subsequently 

carrying out their own investigations. A case conference was also scheduled for 4 

February 1992. Exhibit 9 provides further details of the circumstances, noting that 

after the disclosure, the Applicant was interviewed by the RUC Care Unit on 23 

December 1991 where she reaffirmed details of her allegations. It notes that 

was to be interviewed by the Care Unit on 10 February 1992 and that 

whilst the Applicant had some individual counselling work, no formal agreed work 

had been decided upon at that stage.  

 
10. The Child Protection Case Conference was then held on 4 February 1992, minutes 

of which are at Exhibit 12. The minutes detail that the allegation was initially 

disclosed to Sister of Orana on 19 November 1991 and that Social Services 

were concerned as a date for the Applicant’s return home had been set but the 

alleged perpetrator had not yet been interviewed and also lived in close proximity to 

the Applicant. Exhibit 12 details that Orana staff were of the opinion that the 

Applicant was not telling lies as her accounts to Orana, the RUC and Social Services 

had been consistent. It further details that the Applicant had seen 

since her placement in Orana but had no contact with him and did not seem 

concerned about potential contact should she be returned home. The decision was 

taken to forward a memo to the RUC Care Unit expressing concern regarding the 

delay in interviewing  

 
11. was then interviewed during the week of 18 February 1992 and 

the Police informed the Applicant’s Social Worker that he stated the abuse was ‘of a 

more minor nature’ and that the Applicant was willing to provide ‘favours’ for 

cigarettes, see Exhibit 13 containing the relevant contact sheet. The RUC then 
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wished to re-interview the Applicant however Social Service and Orana staff were of 

the opinion that this would have a negative effect on the Applicant. The minutes of 

the Discharge Review of 10 March 1992 note that the Applicant’s mother had agreed 

to a second interview, see Exhibit 14. A letter of 25 June 1992 to

details that the RUC referred the matter to the Director of Public Prosecutions who 

directed ‘no prosecution’, see Exhibit 15. The Board is not able to provide any 

further information as to why the DPP did not prosecute   

 
12. The Applicant was discharged home on 12 March 1992 but continued to avail of 

weekly therapy sessions in Orana, with  supervising the home 

placement, see Exhibit 14 above. In paragraph 12 of her statement, the Applicant 

says that she kept running back to Orana as she felt safe there and could not live 

near her abuser. Exhibit 16 contains an Out of Hours report of 16 March 1992 

where the Applicant returned to Orana and was refusing to leave as she did not wish 

to go home because she did not like it there, although she did not give a reason why 

and said she wished to go to Training School. The Applicant eventually agreed to 

return home when she was told that a further meeting would be held to discuss the 

possibility of a placement in Training School.  

 
13. A court report of 3 June 1992 notes that following the Applicant’s discharge home, 

nd Sister  made fortnightly visits to the family home to ‘monitor 

and support the placement’, see Exhibit 17. The report notes that although the 

placement worked well for a period, by May 1992 it had deteriorated with the home 

atmosphere characterised by shouting, verbal abuse, physical confrontation and 

restraint. The Applicant’s parents then requested that she be removed into care and 

following consultation, it was decided to admit her to Middletown Training School for 

a period of assessment. The Applicant was then admitted to Middletown on 5 May 

1992 under a Place of Safety Order, see Exhibit 18 containing the Order. The report 

finally notes that the Applicant’s behaviour within Middletown had improved and that 

Social Services wished to discharge the Place of Safety Order so as to pursue a 

Care Plan in the community. The Applicant returned home on 5 June 1992, see 

Exhibit 3 above. The Board notes that the Applicant makes no complaints regarding 

her initial placement in Middletown.  
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14. Exhibit 3 details that in a similar manner to the March to May 1992 period at home, 

the Applicant’s behaviour was initially settled but eventually became problematic 

again with the Applicant and her mother engaging in physical and verbal abuse. As a 

result, the Applicant was placed with foster parents in  from 28 July 1992 until 

18 August 1992 wherein she displayed no behavioural difficulties.  The Applicant 

was discharged home on 18 August 1992 where she remained until 24 May 1993 

when she was placed in Kinnahalla Children’s Home after a further period of physical 

and verbal abuse at home culminated in the Applicant’s Mother’s request that she be 

removed into care. Exhibit 3 records that as Social Services believed the Applicant 

to be at risk of violence they secured a place in Kinnahalla and the Applicant was 

voluntarily received into care. The Applicant was to remain in Kinnahalla for six 

months and was to be reviewed thereafter.  

 
15. In paragraphs 15 to 17 of her statement, the Applicant details her time in Kinnahalla 

and states that she ‘loved it there’. Exhibit 3 notes that the Applicant thrived in 

Kinnahalla and that she displayed none of the behavioural problems that she had at 

home. The Board notes paragraph 15 where the Applicant describes a Trainee 

Social Worker stopping the medication she had been on. The Applicant had 

previously been prescribed Melleril and Dexedrine by Dr Noel McCune in 1992 to 

assist her with sleeping and for hyperactivity. Records in the possession of the Board 

note that the Applicant stopped taking her medication whilst in Kinnahalla as it was 

felt that she did not need them anymore, see Exhibit 19. Exhibit 19 further details 

that the Applicant was schooled at Kinnahalla from March 1993 but was to return to 

St Paul’s Secondary School in September 1993.  

 
16. In paragraph 17 of her statement, the Applicant states that she left Kinnahalla due to 

a lack of funding. As detailed in Exhibit 3, the Applicant was scheduled to remain at 

Kinnahalla for six months after which the position would be reviewed. Upon review, 

Exhibit 3 details that it became clear to Social Services that a return home would not 

be in the Applicant’s best interests owing to her parents’ attitude towards her and 

their unwillingness to work towards her returning home. Exhibit 3 further details that 

on 20 October 1993, the Applicant’s Mother announced at a family meeting that they 

did not want the Applicant home as she would never improve and that she should be 

placed in foster care, as a result of which Social Services explored the options of 
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wardship and foster care. The Applicant’s parents then changed their view on 12 

November 1993 stating that they did want the Applicant home. The Board notes the 

remarks of the Social Worker that ‘this Department has exhausted every possible 

form of intervention, assistance service, help available to enable Mr and  

to allow to live at home with them on a long term basis.’ The Applicant 

was discharged from Kinnahalla in December 1993 after Mr and made 

the commitment to try and care for the Applicant at home.  

 

17.  The Board notes paragraph 17 of the Applicant’s statement where she says that a 

man named sexually abused her after she had run away from 

home. Exhibit 3 records a ‘recent allegation of assault’ but notes that it had not been 

dealt with yet. The matter initially came to the attention of Social Services after the 

Applicant had reported it to the RUC. The Applicant was interviewed by Social 

Services in relation to this allegation on 24 January 1994 where she detailed the 

abuse she suffered, see Exhibit 20. Exhibit 20 notes that the Applicant’s mother 

would not cooperate with Social Services and so a Joint Protocol Investigation could 

not be completed however one was eventually held on 15 April1994 wherein the 

Applicant repeated her allegations, see Exhibit 21 containing the relevant contact 

sheet. Records in the possession of the Board detail that the man the Applicant 

named as her abuser admitted the offence, see Exhibit 22. The Board is unable to 

provide further insight as to why the offender was not prosecuted.  

 

18. After the Applicant’s return home from Kinnahalla, the placement deteriorated once 

more; the Applicant attempted two overdoses and was admitted to Daisy Hill 

Hospital after one and further continued to run away from home, see Exhibit 3 

above. The Applicant stated that she would continue to do so and sleep on the 

streets until she was taken into care. On 14 March 1994, the Applicant’s Mother 

contacted Social Services as a last resort, stating she was not willing to have the 

Applicant home and requesting a long term placement. As a result the Applicant was 

admitted to Bocombra Children’s Home under a Place of Safety Order on 15 March 

1994, see Exhibit 23 and a Fit Persons Order was granted on 15 April 1994, see 

Exhibit 24. A post admission meeting was held on 29 March 1994, the minutes of 

which are contained at Exhibit 25. Exhibit 25 notes that the Applicant’s mother 

wished to cut off all contact with her but Social Services felt this would be punitive 
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and as the admission to Bocombra had not been solely the fault of the Applicant, 

suggested contact once a month. It was further commented that the panel did not 

wish to see  and the Applicant lose their mother-daughter relationship. 

 

19. As detailed in the Applicant’s statement at paragraphs 18 to 20, the placement in 

Bocombra was characterised by absconsions, self-harm and overdoses, see Exhibit 
26. Following two consecutive overdoses on 12 and 13 August 1994, the Applicant 

was admitted to the Early Treatment Unit in Craigavon Area Hospital. Exhibit 26 

records that she was not diagnosed with any psychiatric illnesses but rather her 

actions were due to behavioural difficulties. The Applicant was discharged on 19 

August 1994 after which she again overdosed. It was concluded that given the 

Applicant’s intent to commit suicide, a placement in Bocombra was no longer 

suitable. As a result, the Applicant was removed to Middletown Training School on a 

Place of Safety Order on 21 August 1994, see Exhibit 27. The report at Exhibit 26 

concludes by commending all Bocombra staff who gave the Applicant a great deal of 

help and support during her placement.  

 
20. The Applicant was initially placed in the Assessment unit at Middletown, see Exhibit 

28, after which her behaviour is noted to have stabilised. The report at Exhibit 28 

notes that the Applicant had on-going contact with her parents and that she 

continued her sessions with Dr McCune and began work with Michael Barbour of the 

Adolescent Psychology & Research Unit. At the time of the report, Social Services 

were pursuing an independent living facility for the Applicant whilst Dr McCune was 

recommending that she return home. The staff at Middletown were of the opinion 

that further assessment was needed before the best option could be ascertained.  

 
21. Exhibit 29 records that an Interim Order of Detention was granted on 19 September 

1994. Over the month of October 1994 the Applicant absconded four times and was 

admitted to Daisy Hill Hospital and Craigavon Area Hospital as a result of 

overdosing. On 17 October 1994, the Applicant was apprehended by the RUC where 

she was questioned and finger printed regarding a stolen car and burglary, as 

detailed in paragraph 23 of her statement. After her return to Middletown on 18 

October 1994, the Applicant was held in secure accommodation. Exhibit 29 notes 

that staff at Middletown were concerned that the Applicant was being deprived of the 
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company of other young persons but that Social Services were not willing to risk 

giving her freedom, owing to her ability to cause severe self-harm. It also records 

that Michael Barbour recommended that the Applicant be admitted to the secure unit 

in Rathgael Training School.  

 

22. An application for a further Interim Order of Detention was heard on 21 October 

1994, see Exhibit 30 containing the court report and Exhibit 31 containing the court 

order. The court report notes that whilst professionals acknowledged the Applicant’s 

history of abuse and family relationships as inherent factors in her pattern of self-

harm, there was agreement amongst all parties that the Applicant would continue 

along a path of self-destruction until she accidentally killed herself, unless she was 

placed in a secure unit. The report also details the wish of Social Services to work 

towards placing the Applicant in a Community Home.  

 
23. The Applicant was admitted to the Early Treatment Unit of Craigavon Area Hospital 

on 3 November 1994 in order to trial new medications aimed at stabilising the 

Applicant’s hyperactivity and impulsivity, see Exhibit 32. The Applicant had been 

due to return to Middletown on 1 December 1994 but on the evening before return, 

absconded and overdosed and was admitted to the secure unit at St Luke’s Hospital 

on 1 December 1994 as it was the only possible placement for her, see Exhibit 33. 

An Admission Panel for the secure unit at Rathgael, named Shamrock House, had 

been held on 25 November 1994 and the Applicant was transferred to the unit on 22 

December 1994 under a Place of Safety Order, see Exhibit 34. A further interim 

Order was granted on 20 January 1995, see Exhibit 35. Exhibit 35 details that the 

Applicant had settled well into Shamrock House and that it was agreed by all 

professionals involved with the Applicant that she would benefit from a long term 

placement in the unit. Social Services consequently applied for a Training School 

Order which was granted on 17 February 1995, see Exhibit 2 above.  

 

24.  After the Training School Order was granted, responsibility for the Applicant 

transferred to Rathgael Training School and it is likely that Social Service contact 

would have decreased as a result of this. The Board notes the Rathgael internal 

Case Reviews in its possession which detail that the Applicant chose not to avail of 

psychological work with Mr Barbour whilst resident in Rathgael and that family 
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contact continued to be problematic as did the Applicant’s anti-social behaviour, see 

Exhibit 36.  

 
25. The Applicant’s Training School Order expired on 17 February 1997 after which the 

Applicant was accommodated in Rathgael (now Lakewood) on a voluntary basis. 

The Applicant was then placed with her Father on extended leave from 20 June 

1997, see Exhibit 2 above. A discharge meeting from Lakewood was held on 20 

August 1997, see Exhibit 37. The minutes of the meeting note that since the lapse 

of the Training School Order, the Applicant had been accommodated by Newry and 

Mourne Trust and that all appropriate services were made available but at that stage, 

the Applicant was refusing the assistance of a Social Worker. The report also notes 

that the Applicant was placed with her Father as her Mother had become exhausted 

by her behaviour over the previous years and did not want to take on the 

responsibility of caring for her.  

 
26.  The Board notes paragraph 38 where the Applicant describes being told by Social 

Services that a placement with her Father was ‘a good home’ and that they had no 

legal obligation towards her. Exhibit 37 details that Social Services chose not to 

pursue a Care Order after the Applicant’s discharge from Lakewood as it was felt 

that this might alienate the Applicant rather than encourage her to work with them. 

There were no concerns regarding the Applicant’s Father’s ability to care for her and 

it was not thought necessary to place her name on the Child Protection register. 

Social Services continued to assist the Applicant with Independence Training and a 

Setting Up Home Allowance and offered after care services until the Applicant was 

twenty-one years old. Complaints were made by the Applicant and her mother 

regarding the placement with her Father however upon discussion, it was noted that 

stated that the Trust could not have managed the situation differently as 

the Applicant always moved around and never settled.  also stated if she 

had known the implications of being in care, she would never have allowed the 

Applicant to be admitted but that she did not blame Social Work staff but ‘the 

system’, see Exhibit 38.  
 

27. In paragraph 43 of her statement, the Applicant details an instance where she 

jumped off a bridge and was sectioned under the Mental Health Act. Exhibit 39 
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provides detail regarding this incident; the Applicant was admitted to St Luke’s 

Hospital on 14 August 2000. The Applicant’s Aftercare Worker visited her in hospital, 

liaised with the relevant psychiatrist and brought her clothes.  

 
28. The Board notes paragraph 45 of the Applicant’s statement where she says that a 

psychologist, who assessed her when she was around nine years of age, remarked 

that she had wanted to be sexually abused. The Board has reviewed the records in 

its possession and has not come across that remark. If such a report is highlighted at 

a later stage, the Board may be able to provide further comment.  

 
29. In paragraphs 46 and 47 of her statement the Applicant states that she entered into 

correspondence with Social Services highlighting their failures and that she wants an 

apology from Social Services for making her Mother feel like a bad Mother and for 

ruining her Mother’s life. Social Services were involved with the Applicant from 1989 

during which time they undertook work with the Applicant’s family to ensure the 

stability of her placement in the family home. Social Service involvement ceased 

whenever the Applicant’s family withdrew and was re-initiated only when the family 

felt it to be necessary. The Applicant was initially voluntarily received into care and 

as demonstrated above at paragraphs 12 to 16, Social Services continually 

encouraged and supported the Applicant’s placement at home and only removed her 

into care due to both verbal and physical abuse in the home or at the request of her 

parents. 

 
30. Whilst in care, Social Services encouraged contact between the Applicant and her 

family, often whenever the Applicant’s family were refusing to see her, see 

paragraph 18 above. During her time in care, the Applicant exhibited extremely 

challenging behaviour and the Board notes that Social Service staff continuously 

tried to work with the Applicant to find a solution to her problems. The Applicant was 

also assessed and treated by a number of medical professionals in an attempt to find 

a resolution. The Board notes that the Applicant was only placed in Rathgael 

Training School when it was the unanimous decision of all professionals involved 

that she was no longer safe in an unsecured unit and that up until that time, Social 

Services were committed to finding the Applicant a placement in the community. 
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31. Having reviewed the Applicant’s records, the Board is of the opinion that the 

decisions taken by Social Services were taken in the Applicant’s best interests to 

protect and safeguard her.  

 
32. The Applicant was discharged from the Aftercare services of the Trust on 20 

December 2001 when she had reached the age of twenty-one, see Exhibit 40.  

 
 

 
 

 

 

Statement of Truth 

I believe that the facts stated in this witness statement are true. 

 

Signed     

 

Dated         18 August 2015 

RGL-300OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL




