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Two matters may merit particular comment:

7.   Our report commented on the fact that there was no record book for recording 
the events of importance connected with the home, as required under 
Regulation 5 (3) and Schedule 2 of the Children and Young Persons (Voluntary 
Homes) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1975.  Regulation 4 (2) requires the 
administering authority to make arrangements for monitoring visits to the home 
at least once in every month.  From an inspector's perspective, evidence of 
such visits would be found in the record of events of importance. Since there 
was no record we did not have the evidence but we were informed that Mother 
Regional visited 3 or 4 times a year.  Although we did comment on the lack of a 
record book for recording events of importance we should probably have made 
a stronger comment regarding what we perceived as the insufficient frequency 
of monitoring visits by Mother Regional. I understand that the Committee of 
Inquiry was informed that Mother Regional visited Nazareth Lodge 15/20 times 
a year in a monitoring capacity.  I am sure we would not have recorded that 
Mother Regional's visits were only conducted 3 or 4 times a year unless we 
were so informed at the time. We did not see any record to show that there 
had been any more frequent visits by Mother Regional . We were informed she 
had appointed two "councillors" who met monthly to discuss the affairs of the 
home. However, this may not have provided adequate independent monitoring 
coverage to satisfy the objects of Regulation 4 (2). In any event the requisite 
record of events of importance, where such visits should have been recorded, 
did not exist.  We should probably have made a stronger recommendation 
emphasising the administering authority's statutory obligation. 

8.  Regarding the visits of volunteers to work with the children we saw the potential 
for certain benefits from this.    However, we did recommend, in our inspection 
report, that management should always make appropriate background 
enquiries regarding the credentials of persons offering to do voluntary work 
before linking them with the children.  Although there may have been no 
statutory procedures dealing with the vetting of volunteers at the time I am now 
aware, from the Hughes Inquiry Report 1986 (paragraph 9.7 – HIA 909), that, 
by letter, dated July 1972, the Belfast Welfare Authority had asked the home to 
ensure that the Welfare Department was notified and couples or families 
approved before children in care were allowed out of the home, even for day 
visits. The sister in charge of the home gave evidence to the Hughes Inquiry
that procedures had been laid down by the Boards that no child could receive a 
visitor nor could a visitor take a child away from the home without the proper 
approval of the field social worker responsible for the child.  In light of this and 
its relevance to the position of volunteers within the home we should, perhaps, 
have made a more specific recommendation that clearance of volunteers 
should have been done by, or in close consultation with, the relevant HSS 
Board which had statutory responsibility for the children being visited.
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