
 

 

HIA Ref 430 - - Closing Statement 

1. I would like the following comments to be noted by the Inquiry in addition to my original 
statement SNB-801 and to my response to the accusations (SNB-80094) made against me by 
HIA 28 in SNB-042 and HIA 103 in SNB-070. 

2. I came forward to assist the Historical Institutional Abuse Inquiry and to relate the 
experiences that I suffered at the hands of the congregation during my stay at Nazareth 
House, between 30th September 1949 and 17th December 1963.  

3. This was a very difficult process for me, as the physical and mental abuse I suffered during 
my time at Nazareth House has had a profound effect on me throughout my life. For many 
years I hid the pain that I suffered from those closest to me. It took a lot of personal courage 
for me to address the abuse that I suffered and relate my experiences to the Inquiry. 

4. When I was presented with the false accusations of HIA 28 and HIA 103 I was devastated and 
I feel that the very reason I came forward was lost. I wanted to recount my experiences so I 
could move on with my life and to help ensure that no other child  is ever subject to the abuse 
at the hands of the very institution that is supposed to care for that child.

5. I feel that the false accusations made against me diluted that experience, I felt that I was on 
trial and my focus became defending myself against the allegations that made against me. 
What was supposed to be a cathartic process, allowing me to move on with my life once and 
for all, became an experience where I felt like I was being victimised for a second time. 

6. I do appreciate how delicately the panel and the legal representatives for the Inquiry handled 
the sensitive and complex issues. However I feel that I was unable to focus on what the 
process should have been for me, i.e. an opportunity to recount my experiences at Nazareth 
House. On the day of giving my evidence to the Inquiry I felt physically ill and pre-occupied 
with the allegations that I knew to be false. I feel that part of my experience was unjustly 
taken away from me as a result of this.
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1     certainly of being there longer than that.

2 A.  That's right, yes.  I believe I was in the home until

3     maybe I was at least 7, 6 or 7.

4 Q.  You do remember being fostered out and going back and

5     forward to the home.

6 A.  Yes.  Uh-huh.  I do.

7 Q.  In paragraph 2 there you also say that -- sorry.  You

8     were separated from your brother who was in the home at

9     that time.  You only found out that he was there when

10     one of the nuns mentioned in passing about you having

11     a brother.

12 A.  That's right, yes.  Uh-huh.

13 Q.  Now we know that you had older brothers and I know you

14     were talking to me today that two of them and you have

15     recorded that two of those elders brothers went to De La

16     Salle home in Kircubbin after they had been in Nazareth

17     Lodge, but you don't remember ever seeing them in the

18     home.

19 A.  No, no, I didn't, no.

20 Q.  What the congregation has said in relation to this issue

21     of separating you and your brother, that they certainly

22     tried to maintain sibling relationships, and that boys

23     would have played in the Lodge play area and the field

24     behind Nazareth Lodge and weren't separated during play

25     time.  Do you ever remember seeing your brother, whom
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5. For the avoidance of doubt, the congregation maintains that throughout the 

relevant period it encouraged family and sibling contact wherever it was 

possible and practical.  

6. The Management Committee of Nazareth Lodge was established in 1987 and 

one of its functions was to look at the adequacy of arrangements for 

communication between children and their parents, relatives and friends.  The 

1991 SSI inspection report recorded that the Management Committee “seems to 

be running very successfully”11.

7. The 1992 SSI inspection report recorded that Unit 3 has 8 to 10 places for 

sibling groups to be kept together with a focus on fostering.  Unit 4 has 

accommodation for young people with emphasis on independence training for 

leaving care.  Continuity of care will be provided when the young people leave 

by the aftercare services12.

8. The 1993 SSI inspection report noted that 2 units had designated visitors’ rooms 

which assisted with parental and social work access without disruption to 

children or staff.  “One unit uses the children’s computer room also as a 

visitors’ room.  At times this could prove inconvenient.  Interestingly, parents 

who responded positively to the way they were received at Nazareth Lodge 

visited units which had accommodation to facilitate their access.  One mother 

who was particularly critical of her welcome had access in the unit with no 

11 SNB14176 
12 SNB15240 



the opportunity.  A number of children went home at the weekends and this type 

of family contact was encouraged.  It was recorded that one of the Sisters 

encouraged parents to assist the children with their homework as she felt they 

should accept some responsibility for their children but this was the subject of 

adverse comment by the inspectors7.  In her response statement the Mother 

Regional said:-  

“There are no set visiting times to the homes but parents, guardians and friends 

are encouraged or free to visit any time unless restrictions are imposed arising 

from a review.  Such a restriction would be rare”8. The Swag report considered 

that greater efforts could be made to encourage parental visiting and 

recommended that more be done to make parents feel welcome and to 

encourage them to maintain regular contact with their children9. The panel is 

referred to the evidence of HIA225 (1965-1968) whose social work records 

show he has regular contact with his family when in NL as he tells Kircubbin 

staff that he misses this regular contact (SNB 42355) and his visitation record 

SNB 42369 & 42397 shows visits from his father and sisters frequently, weekly 

and occasionally from 8/65 until 30/6/67. 

The Panel is referred to the transcript of the evidence of the Mother Superior to 

the Hughes Inquiry and, in particular, the following extracts:-  

7 SNB14317/8
8 SNB14323-14325 
9 SNB50511



“Q. I just want you to go to the records, first of all in relation to the criticisms in 

the Swag report about the family atmosphere in the home….Could you read out 

some of the entries in or about that time?  

A. 31 October 1975.  Today was Halloween and the children all had a party, 

and afterwards they had a big bonfire out in the big field.  

 Q. Yes?   

A. .  was 9 years old today and as there is a birthday on 

Sunday we combined the two parties together.   has his parents up and 

also his brother and sister, so it really was a family occasion for .  Today 

was another wet day so the children could not go out.  Some of them played 

games or painted in the afternoon.  These were some of the games they got for 

Christmas”.   

The foregoing is highly significant evidence bearing in mind the complaints by 

some residents that their birthdays were not acknowledged and that they were 

deprived of family contact.   

AND –

“Q. You say that that was introduced about a year ago.  Certainly from the 

diary which you were good enough to produce for us it would appear that the 

home did observe the practice of seeking the permission of the child’s social 

worker before allowing a child out for a weekend or even for various holidays 

or whatever.  That seems to have been the practice.   

 A. Yes.  



Q. You have explained the introduction of the primary worker system.  There 

was some suggestion that you should make parents feel more welcome, and have 

you taken active steps to alter the system since 1983.  

 A. We consider that we always made parents of the children feel welcome.  

Q. Does that mean that you thought that the system you were operating did not 

need any improvement or alteration?   

A. There was just one point put to me when I was questioned about this, that 

perhaps it was trying to involve the parent, say, of the child, to do homework, 

and that maybe the parent was inadequate himself or herself, and that in that 

way the parent might not be feeling so relaxed with the child in a situation like 

that; rather than perhaps if it was a small child, allowing the parent to bath a 

child and put the child to bed at night, or something like that, you know.  It 

would be better to involve them in that way rather than have them do so 

something that they were not capable of doing.   

 Q. Have you tried to encourage parents to come more frequently to the home?  

A. Yes.  It is really not up to us when the parents visit, really.  It is up to the 

regulation made by the social worker regarding visits to the children.  

Q. Yes, but if you have the clearance from the social worker and said to some 

girl’s mother, “why don’t you come more frequently, you are always welcome 

here?” it might achieve that end.  They seem to think that parents were not 

necessarily made to feel as welcome as they might.  

A. I do not know how they could get that impression, really because we have 

always encouraged the parents to come”10.

10 SNB50770 



5. For the avoidance of doubt, the congregation maintains that throughout the 

relevant period it encouraged family and sibling contact wherever it was 

possible and practical.  

6. The Management Committee of Nazareth Lodge was established in 1987 and 

one of its functions was to look at the adequacy of arrangements for 

communication between children and their parents, relatives and friends.  The 

1991 SSI inspection report recorded that the Management Committee “seems to 

be running very successfully”11.

7. The 1992 SSI inspection report recorded that Unit 3 has 8 to 10 places for 

sibling groups to be kept together with a focus on fostering.  Unit 4 has 

accommodation for young people with emphasis on independence training for 

leaving care.  Continuity of care will be provided when the young people leave 

by the aftercare services12.

8. The 1993 SSI inspection report noted that 2 units had designated visitors’ rooms 

which assisted with parental and social work access without disruption to 

children or staff.  “One unit uses the children’s computer room also as a 

visitors’ room.  At times this could prove inconvenient.  Interestingly, parents 

who responded positively to the way they were received at Nazareth Lodge 

visited units which had accommodation to facilitate their access.  One mother 

who was particularly critical of her welcome had access in the unit with no 

11 SNB14176 
12 SNB15240 



designated visitor room.  This factor may, however, be coincidental and other 

factors may have influenced her perception”13.

9. The Inquiry is referred to the 1994 SSI inspection report and in particular to the 

following extracts:-  

“6.6.  Parents of the children resident were asked for their views by 

questionnaire.  There was a response rate of 33%.  All commented that 

they were made to feel welcome and had access to a room to meet their 

children.  They confirmed that they all knew how to make a complaint.  

Other comments included the following remarks:-  

   “The home is great just the way it is”.  

“All the staff are very understanding and very patient regarding my 

son’s needs which at the moment I cannot give him.  I personally feel 

good knowing they are doing a great job in looking after him”.

“I like my son’s independence and he has school friends who live near 

to the home”.

   “The children and staff seem to get on well together”.

“I really don’t think things could be much better.  I would like to see 

the place much bigger so they could take more children in and look 

after them and give them such a nice time”. 

“Each child gets a lot of attention.  They have lots for children to do.  

Everything seems to be fine with me”14.

13 SNB15309 



10. The same inspection report records that comments from field work staff were 

positive and constructive comments like the following were included:-  

“Apart from basic care needs I feel it offers good strong boundaries, 

control, support, social and emotional dimensions to its care role”.  

“It works on a one-to-one basis, trying to nurture and stretch children to 

the best of their ability”.

“Nazareth Lodge provides high standards of physical and emotional 

care for children – it emphasises treating children as individuals”.

“It delivers a high level of primary care and work in social and personal 

development despite the adverse structure and layout of the building”.

  

The foregoing testimonials speak volumes.  The congregation has admitted 

systemic failings in certain respects as well as failings on the part of some of 

its Sisters and lay staff which it regrets deeply and has offered its unqualified 

apology.  However, in the interests of justice, and in fairness to those 

dedicated Sisters who did their utmost for the thousands of children who 

passed through their residential homes, the congregation should not be 

condemned to the corner of shame.  The following extracts from the evidence 

illustrate the many contradictory accounts of family contact. There are similar 

evidential conflicts on other issues before the Inquiry which is faced with the 

challenges of distinguishing fact from fiction and of judging fact by the 

standards of the day.   

14 SNB13865 



Extracts from residents’ evidence 

Nazareth Lodge 

11. HIA307 (NL 1948-1956) said that his carer until the age of 3 called to visit him 

in Nazareth Lodge after his mother had placed him there.  He recounted a 

hearsay account which he had been told by another boy that on one occasion the 

said carer had come to visit and he had not been well and that she had 

complained he was not being looked after properly whereupon on her next visit 

she was allegedly told she could not see HIA307 and was told not to bother 

coming back15.  This contrasts with the evidence of HIA183 (NL 1951-1957) 

who was in Nazareth Lodge for much of the same period as the former.  HIA183 

describes a positive memory of being visited monthly by a lady named  

who was part of a group of people who would come up and visit the boys and he 

struck up a friendship with her.  She also took him out to her house for a day, 

normally on a Sunday, every 6 or 7 weeks.  He also recalled on one occasion a 

visit from a woman who he believes may have been his mother16.

12. HIA104 (NL 1963-1974) alleged that visits from his mother were used as 

blackmail by the Sisters to “keep him in line”.  He said his mother visited once a 

month and described how they would sit in the staff room chatting or go to the 

park.  He admits that NL 5 never actually carried out her threat to prevent access 

to his mother17.  HIA36 (NL 1960-1968) overlapped with HIA104 in Nazareth 

15 Day 84 17:1
16 Day 84 64:18
17 SNB70645 Day 85 91:15-92:11



Lodge18.  HIA225 (NL 1965-1968) accepted that the Sisters did not have the 

facilities to keep him and his siblings together when he entered Nazareth Lodge 

and his sisters entered Nazareth House19.  His father came and visited him 

weekly while he was in Nazareth Lodge and he was taken up to Nazareth House 

to visit his sisters20.  He stated:-  

“Yes there was good encouragement from the Sisters in respect of contact”21.

His contact with his family continued when he went to Kircubbin but not as 

frequently.  On one occasion he stated that arrangements were made for him to 

come up from Kircubbin, collect his younger brother from Nazareth Lodge and 

take him up to visit their sisters in Nazareth House22. HIA56 (NL 1959-1968) 

said that his mother visited him twice per week from the age of 5 until the age of 

1023.  HIA19 (NL 1958-1966) another resident in Nazareth Lodge from the 

same period, told the Inquiry about having regular visits from his grandparents 

who would visit him on a Saturday in Nazareth Lodge and his sister on a Sunday 

in Nazareth House24. He also recalls spending the occasional weekend with 

them from the age of 10 or 11.25 When he entered Nazareth Lodge he and his 

brothers were all placed in the same group.  He did not remember visiting his 

sister during his time in the Lodge and claims his grandmother organised for her 

to wave to him during lunch breaks and that he would wave back26.  In response 

18 Day 86 16:21
19 Day 87 32:25
20 Day 87 33:7-11
21 Day 87 33:22
22 Day 87 56:2
23 Day 87 97:4
24 Day 88 33:10
25 Day 88 33:24 
26 Day 88 59:22



to questions from the Chairman, HIA19 confirmed that his brothers would also 

have been present for his grandmother’s visit on a Saturday and that he would 

have seen his sister during the weekends when he went out to his grandparent’s 

house27.  The account of HIA152 (NL 1958-1966) is impossible to reconcile 

with the foregoing evidence of other children who were in Nazareth Lodge at 

the same time.  He claimed he was never able to see his sister who was in 

Nazareth House and that he had never heard of the congregation arranging for 

bringing the boys and girls of the Nazareth homes together.  He alleged that

boys in Nazareth Lodge never met the girls in Nazareth House and that they 

never played together28.  He also alleged his grandparents came to visit him but 

that they were made to feel unwelcome and rudely treated29.

13. Records disclose that HIA297’s (NL 1968-1972) elder sister, who had been 

placed in foster care, was very regularly visiting him and his two brothers in 

Nazareth Lodge30.

14. HIA5 (NL 1982-1985) is a paradigm example of false memory.  He claimed he 

would see his brother and sister in the dining room in Nazareth Lodge but that 

he was not allowed to communicate with them.  However his records show that 

his sister was never in Nazareth Lodge but stayed with his parents due to a heart 

condition.31  His brother remained in Nazareth Lodge for only a few months 

before being returned to his parents and his sister and brother were not fostered 

out after a week as he claims. He alleged that the Sisters would tell him “you 

27 Day 88 65:22
28 Day 88 20:20-21:20
29 Day 88 22:19
30 Day 89 17:14 and SNB5774
31 Day 89 39:21



will never see your mother or father again” and that they destroyed letters from 

his parents; if his mother and father telephoned the Lodge the Sisters did not let 

them speak to him or his brother32; he felt the Sisters did not want him to have 

contact and that they kept his parents away and he claimed that a cook in the 

home informed him that the nuns did not contact the parents of the children and 

that they told social services to tell the parents that their children were fine and 

not to bother visiting33.   However records show that his parents were in fact 

visiting him in Nazareth Lodge twice per week until November 1982 when they 

informed social services that they had no money to visit34.  The records also 

show that he was visited regularly by his Aunt Margaret and since November 

1982 regular contact had been maintained between HIA5 and his parents and 

that he went home to his parents every second Saturday35. The contemporaneous 

records provide confirm the congregation’s evidence from the outset of the 

Inquiry that every effort was made to facilitate family contact where possible 

and practical.  See also the evidence of HIA91 (NL 1970-1972) whose records 

reveal that efforts were made to place him, his brothers and his sister together in 

Nazareth Lodge36. The Superior of Nazareth Lodge is thanked for her part in 

keeping the family together37.

15. HIA41 (NL 1968-1973) claimed that he and his siblings were separated when 

they were put into Nazareth Lodge but records show that this was done because 

they were described as being very demanding and the Sisters felt this was the 

32 Day 89 45:10
33 Day 89 45:20 
34 Day 89 46:9 and SNB40046
35 Day 89 47:15 and SNB40057
36 Day 89 83:20 and SNB4403 
37 Day 89 86:5 and SNB44422



only way to exercise some control over them.  HIA41 accepted that before he 

and his siblings entered Nazareth Lodge they were running wild38. Despite 

claiming that he and his family never had visitors it is recorded by his social 

worker that he and his siblings were visited regularly by their mother and that 

they enjoyed these visits39.  He was placed in a different group to his brother 

and sister at Nazareth Lodge but he was offered the option of spending 

weekends at Kircubbin with his older brother which he did not want40. He is 

also noted as being reluctant to go to his mother on Sundays preferring to stay in 

Nazareth Lodge41.

Nazareth House 

16. HIA85 (1945-1960) told the Inquiry her mother visited her every Thursday 

although she alleged that she visited her brother only once in 15 years in 

Nazareth House and that contact between them was not encouraged42.  This is 

not accepted by the congregation and it conflicts with other evidence which the 

Inquiry has heard.   

17. HIA166 (NH 1948-1960), in response to a question from the Chairman, said 

there was contact between Nazareth House and Nazareth Lodge; the girls would 

have walked from the House to the Lodge so that families would be able to meet 

up with each other.  She stated that those without brothers in the Lodge would 

have played in the big field at Nazareth Lodge and she described learning to 

38 Day 89 99:9-100:2 and SNB40761
39 Day 89 163:4,162:25 and SNB30622
40 Day 89 164:24
41 Day 89 165:3
42 Day 106 61:19



play cricket and using skipping ropes.  She said she would have been free to run 

about the field and that boys would have been waiting in the field for their 

sisters to arrive43.

18. HIA124 (NH 1965-1966 and 1969) claimed that contact between her and her 

sisters was discouraged because they were in a different group to her.  She also 

claimed that no arrangements were made for her to visit her brothers who had 

been placed in Nazareth Lodge44.  She remembered her aunt coming to visit her 

but claimed that SR31 would have sat in on these visits on most occasions45.  It 

is not accepted by the congregation that Sisters would have remained during 

family visits.  In the same vein HIA117 (NH 1965-1975) told the Inquiry that 

she and her sisters were separated from their brothers on entry to Nazareth 

House and that they were not encouraged to visit their siblings46.  However 

records show that she and her sister were receiving frequent visits from family 

members47.  These included visits from her mother, father and grandfather, 

sometimes weekly.  However she had no memory of seeing her mother and 

father after she went into Nazareth House.  The records also show that her 

brother had come to stay with her and her sisters one weekend per month during 

the holidays.  She was also recorded as having infrequent contact with his two 

brothers48.  However HIA117 claimed that she never saw her brother again the 

day after they were all put into care49.

43 Day 94 69:3-18
44 Day 96 66:18
45 Day 96 67:9 
46 Day 96 79:11
47 Day 96 92:4 and SNB6293
48 Day 96 107:5
49 Day 96 107:19 and SNB6311



20. HIA43 (NH 1960-1967) said her father visited her in the home but she alleged 

that SR31 would deliberately keep her father from visiting her and would laugh 

and taunt her about this and that her father was forced to throw sweets over the 

walls of the home to her and that the Sisters made her feel humiliated and 

ashamed50.  She alleged that no arrangements were made for her to have contact 

with her sister or her brothers in Nazareth Lodge51.  This is in stark contrast to 

other evidence which the Inquiry has heard and, for example, to HIA103 (NH 

1960-1965) who was in the home at the same time as HIA43.  She had regular 

contact with her father who took her out at weekends and in the summer her 

father would take her to her grandmother’s house for holidays52.

21. HIA368 (NH 1969-1971) did not remember her mother visiting Nazareth House 

although she remembered going to her mother’s house but the records show that 

both she and HIA175 were being visited by their mother weekly53.

22. HIA141 (NL 1977-1981) was taken home by her mother for weekend visits; she 

was also visited regularly by her mother and elder sister who lived with her 

mother and she is recorded as having frequent visits with the rest of her siblings 

although she disputes the frequency of contact between her and her siblings54.

23. The absence of the contemporaneous records has prejudiced the Congregation in 

their conduct of the Inquiry generally, not just on the issue of family contact. In 

50 Day 96 144:17
51 Day 96 146:20
52 Day 99 181:24; 183:6 and 182:14
53 Day 101 10:13 and SNB6450
54 Day 107:97:20, 98:1
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1     sit around in silence for a day or two.  You mentioned

2     also retreats for the Sisters.  What were the purpose of

3     these two sorts of retreats and what actually happened?

4 A.  Well, I don't know.  I have never been on a children's

5     retreat.  So I can only tell you what I have heard from

6     other Sisters.  I don't think they were meant to hit in

7     silence.  I think just the priest would have given them

8     an extra talk or something, you know, an extra little

9     lecture or something like that.

10         The Sisters' retreat is -- we have a six-day retreat

11     once a year, usually mid-year, and then at the end of

12     the year we have a three-day retreat just to get us in

13     tune with ourselves and our relationship with God and

14     where we are in our journey of life, yes.

15 Q.  And that's where you would have a visiting priest or

16     somebody taking the retreat?

17 A.  Well, in those days, yes, it was a visiting retreat

18     priest, but nowadays many, many Sisters go to retreat

19     centres and go out of Nazareth House away to different

20     centres.

21 Q.  One of the concerns in setting up these homes at all was

22     the question of Catholic children having care within the

23     faith.  What was -- was there any concern about the loss

24     of Catholicity with the closure of the homes?  I mean,

25     the children presumably have gone to other sorts of
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1     establishments when they have needed residential care.

2 A.  Well, I suppose when you were in our care, it was our

3     responsibility to make sure that if they were Catholics,

4     they were brought up in the Catholic faith.  Once they

5     left, well, I mean, we have parish sisters and things

6     like that, people that go around the parishes.

7 Q.  So where would the children go now?  Into the State

8     homes?

9 A.  I presume so, yes.

10 Q.  But there isn't a widespread concern about that now that

11     there would have been in earlier years?

12 A.  No, because I think if there was a Catholic child in

13     a non-Catholic home, then it's the responsibility of the

14     home owner to make sure that that child is taken to

15     church, or else there might be somebody from the parish

16     that would come in and befriend the child and take the

17     child to the sacraments.

18 Q.  Okay.  Thank you very much.

19 A.  Thank you very much.

20 CHAIRMAN:  Well, Sister, thank you for coming to speak to us

21     again today and, of course, we have all of your

22     statements, which we have looked at.  We are very

23     grateful to you for coming.  I am sorry again we weren't

24     able to take your evidence on Friday.  I am sure you

25     would have preferred that rather --
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has outlined in his statement, “there is limited institutional knowledge of events which took 
place during the Inquiry’s terms of reference.” This deficit in the Department’s knowledge 
is acute in the context of this Module.   

 
8. When dealing with allegations of the kind advanced by the twelve applicants, the first port 

of call would normally be witnesses who were present in time and place, or who had some 
responsibility, directly or indirectly, for the events which are said to have taken place. With 
the passage of time all witnesses of this kind are of course deceased. The same can be said 
for those who played a role in the management and regulation of Industrial Schools during 
that era.  

 
9. The passage of time has been a little kinder to the preservation of documentary record. 

However, while it is the case that the joint efforts of the Inquiry and the Department 
(assisted by the Public Records Office NI) has produced much useful material, it is 
nevertheless appropriate to observe that the records are incomplete and those that are 
available do not touch directly upon the complaints that have been made to the Inquiry. This 
is due in no small part to the fact that the allegations which have been advanced by the 
twelve applicants were never the subject of contemporaneous complaint, let alone 
investigation, so that no record relating to the allegations was ever generated.  

 
10. It might also be said that in any event expansive note making does not appear to have been 

an administrative norm in the period with which we are concerned, at least judged by 
today’s standards.    

 
11. It is the case, therefore, that in many respects the Department’s submissions for this Module 

can only offer broad impressions of the evidence and the information which has been 
gathered.  

 
12. It is with these caveats in mind that the following submissions are made. 
 
 
Relevance 
 
13. The Department notes that none of the twelve applicants who have presented to the Inquiry 

with their accounts of life in NL in the period before it was decertified as an Industrial 
School, were ever resident there in an Industrial School capacity.  

 
14. This is consistent with the fact that the vast majority of residents of NL in that period were 

placed there voluntarily. The records tend to show that whereas NL was authorised to care 
for some 200 children, it was usually the case that at any one time only about 5% of the 
residents were detained as Industrial School children within the meaning of section 58 of the 
1908 Act.5   
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6.7.6 The system of regular reviews for children placed by a welfare authority 

ensured that these issues were discussed and assessment of the merits and 

/or availability of a boarding out arrangement continued.  This contrasts 

with those children that were privately placed for whom no such system 

was in place. 

 

6.7.7 Some Applicants to this Inquiry, who were placed privately, spent a 

significant proportion of their childhood within one of the Homes run by 

the Sisters of Nazareth in Belfast.  These particularly include: 

HIA 361: placed 6th October 1941 to 7th July 1952, almost 11 years; 

HIA 30: placed 27th December 1944 to 6th November 1960, almost 16 

years; 

HIA 166: placed 31st August 1948 to 1960, 12 years; 

HIA 224: placed 8th March 1949 to 1st March 1966, almost 17 years; 

HIA 430: placed 30th September 1949 to 17th December 1963, over 14 

years; 

HIA 197: placed 1949 – 1967, 18 years; 

HIA 52: placed 4th June 1951 to 10th May 1968, almost 17 years; 

HIA 20: placed 21st October 1952 to 10th January 1967, over 14 years; 

HIA 316: placed 1953 – 1967, 14 years; 

HIA 250: placed 30th May 1955 to 16th September 1972, 17 years; 

HIA 21: placed 6th February 1957 to 25th August 1968, 11 ½ years; 

HIA 9: placed 21st January 1960 to 19th December 1974, almost 15 years; 

HIA 62: placed 3rd June 1961 to 15th March 1974, almost 13 years; 

 

6.7.8 Within the Applicants to this Inquiry there are no examples of children that 

were placed in Nazareth Lodge, Belfast or Nazareth House, Belfast by the 

welfare authorities at a young age, and who then remained in the Home for 

such a long period.  The HSCB suggests that the systems in place to 
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