
HISTORICAL INSTITUTION ABUSE INQUIRY 1922-1995  
 

SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF SR2  
 
 
1. A biography of Sisters SR1, SR2 and SR3 was helpfully provided by Mr Aiken 

to the Inquiry1 which demonstrates that SR2 was highly motivated to develop 

her childcare skills and she was willing to avail of whatever assistance or 

training was available to her. For instance she did an In Service Study Scheme 

in 1977/78, undertook a certificate in social work in Liverpool in 1986-1988 and 

continued to do further courses including a certificate in counselling from the 

University of Ulster.  This also reflects the Congregation’s willingness and 

desire to provide Sisters with the necessary skills in childcare.  

 

2. The minutes of the meeting of Nazareth House Children’s Home Committee 17 

May 19902 provide an insight into the SR2’s dedicated and sensitive 

understanding of children in her care.  For instance:-  

 

 “Michelle – she had struck SR2 since the last meeting.  SR2 felt that M only 

gave trouble after she received telephone calls from her father.  Apart from this 

she was doing well and her progress in school was satisfactory”.   

 

When considering this document, the Panel’s attention is also drawn to the 

following reference to the management of difficult children in the home which 

illustrates the magnitude of the challenges facing the Congregation: “in relation 

to paragraph 8.4 of the Report, Gabriel Carey endorsed the recommendation for 

1 on day 5 112: 8-125 
2 SND-8816/7 
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professional supervision of the heads of both flats.  He said this was especially 

relevant situations where the Sisters were dealing with difficult children.  He 

said that at present there was backdrop support from social services by 

telephone but he felt that more direct support was essential.  He felt that this 

requirement was obvious and he was not surprised that Mr O’Brien had 

highlighted it”.   

 
 
HIA13 
 
3. 3HIA13 alleges he was beaten by SR2 for wetting the bed when staying with a 

family and that she slapped him all over his body with her hand. He also refers 

to random beatings by SR2 and SR59: Paragraphs 17 and 18 HIA13’s statement 

to the Inquiry [SND1596].   

 

4.  Comment:  

i) At paragraphs 56 and 57 of her statement to the Inquiry SR2 responds 

to these allegations.  She accepts there may have been incidents when a 

child may have been slapped on the hand or bottom but she denies she 

would ever have used an implement such as a cane or a stick. During 

his evidence HIA13 was referred to photograph SND1460 and to two 

dogs in the photographs4. SR2 was responsible for getting the second 

dog in order to help settle the children when they were living in the 

temporary accommodation whilst the new building was being built.  In 

other words she did so for therapeutic purposes.   

 

3 Day 9 31:15 – 24 
4 [Day 9 131].   
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ii) In paragraph 27 of his statement HIA13 says he was a real rebel and 

had a terrible attitude towards authority since he was young and even 

at school he was cheeky and challenging.  The Inquiry has heard 

evidence about the challenging behaviours of other children in the 

home.  This highlights the very onerous burden on the congregation 

and hence their focus in the earlier decades, up to the 1970s before the 

enlightened decision to recruit an in house social worker, on providing 

for the physical needs of the welfare of the children in their care so as 

to provide adequate clothing, food and a roof over their heads. The 

Inquiry is referred to the evidence of HH5 who testified that in his 

experience, the standard of residential childcare in the 1970s was the 

provision of primary care ie caring for their physical needs, making 

sure children went to school and that they had adequate food5.  

 

iii) The Panel will have to determine what weight to attach to all the 

evidence including both HIA13 and SR2.  This applicant gave his 

evidence in very strident terms6. It is submitted this is at odds with the 

history recorded at SND1617 that in the year following his discharge he 

called frequently to TB and in 1975 he called and reported he was 

getting on very well and was very happy with the family he was staying 

with. 

   

HIA125   

5 Day 24 105:1 – 24  

6 Day 9 102:1 
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5. 7This applicant alleges SR2 hit children with a stick which was like a sally rod 

although says this did not happen all the time.  He also alleges that SR2 

inspected their underpants and on one occasion she slapped him on the face for 

having his hands in his pocket8. 

 

 Comment:  

 

i) SR2 denies that she beat any children with implements.  She does accept 

slapping on occasion.  The description of a stick like a sally rod suggests 

a long thin wooden stick and it is difficult to conceive how this could be 

concealed up a sleeve.  

ii) It is interesting to note his evidence is that bath time was supervised by 

two nuns.  The Panel is referred to paragraphs 80-83 of SR2’s statement 

to the Inquiry wherein she rebuts the allegations made by this applicant.  

iii) His evidence on numbering is not only disputed by the Sisters but is also 

contradicted by other residents.  

iv) The applicant’s account of a cruel regime is difficult to reconcile with 

giving the boys weekly pocket money9 and with attending the funeral in 

London of SR5 notwithstanding his explanation for his attendance at the 

funeral and how he conducted himself when there10.  

v) It is submitted that this applicant’s evidence was far from measured and 

that Sr 2’s evidence should be preferred. 

7 Day 9 147: 21 
8 Day 9 153: 1 
9 Day 9 144:22 
10 Day 9 156: 8-25   
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HIA196 

 

6. 11HIA196 alleges SR2 was a bully, was very controlling and made you feel like 

you were always doing something wrong and you were a problem.  He said she 

showed no love and she was always threatening you with the consequences if 

you did not do something.   

 

7. Comment:  

 It is notable that this witness does not allege physical punishment or beatings by 

SR2 nor indeed by any of the Sisters who cared for him.  He does allege that the 

Sisters used older boys to control the younger boys and did so without 

supervision.  This will be addressed in our generic submission.  In respect of his 

specific allegations against SR2, these are subjective and are the perception of a 

child who, like many of the children in the home, was suffering from maternal 

rejection. It is also accepted that in the earlier decades in particular a strict, 

disciplined regime was operated and whilst SR2 may have been strict at times, 

she was not cruel and always had the best interests of children at heart and as 

her priority. Moreover, the evidence from the Sisters is that they disciplined 

boys by the removal of privileges or by scolding.  Thus it may well be that SR2 

threatened this witness and other children with the removal of privileges if they 

did not behave.   

 

11 Day 6 11:15 
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8. It may have been that the nickname of Tucker was a term of endearment and 

linked to the nursery rhyme “Little Tommy Tucker”.  For the most part SR2 

does not appear to have done anything palpable to HIA196 aside from giving 

him chores.  He (dob 1953) and HIA146 (dob 1951) were in TB at the same 

time and the latter did not witness any physical abuse at the hands of SR2.  It is 

submitted that at worst this witness describes a threat of withdrawal of 

privileges as discipline and it is hard to reconcile his description of SR2 as an 

“evil hateful bitch” with an individual who packed him off with his ‘wee case’ 

for his holidays.   

 

9. His evidence on numbering is significant. Contrary to his statement to the 

Inquiry at paragraph 21 wherein he stated that children were called by a 

numbers in the home, he said in evidence12 that they were known by name and 

numbering was restricted to clothing which he considered was “a sensible thing 

to do”.  He stated “The numbering wasn’t like in a prison that you might be 

known by your number and not your name”.   

 

10. 13This applicant refers to witnessing SR1 give boys’ beatings although he was 

not beaten nor, significantly, does he allege that he saw SR2 beating boys.  He 

does acknowledge that you could say SR2 was “under pressure”14  

notwithstanding his contention at paragraph 8 of his statement to the Inquiry 

[SND-1406] that she ran TV for “her own cushiness”.  It is beyond dispute that 

during this period the Sisters were under pressure given the number boys in their 

12 Day 6 20 :10 
13 Day 6 21 6 
14 Day 6 21: 13 

 6 

                                                 

SND-18582



care and the wholly inadequate staff/children ratio. This will be addressed in 

generic submissions. 

 

11. Whatever it is about this witnesses’ perception of SR2 as a child, it is notable 

that when he returned in later years with his fiancée he described SR2 as being 

“lovely” and not the person “you would have thought you had experienced 

years ago”.  15 

 

12. The exchange between Ms Doherty and HIA19616 is insightful in that what has 

affected HIA196 most in his life about his time in Termonbacca is his mother’s 

rejection of him which, sadly, continued even after he made contact with her in 

later life as an adult.   

 

HIA151 

 

13. 17 This applicant told the Inquiry that when SR2 came to TB there was 

discipline but certainly nothing like what happened before.  He described that if 

you got a smack from SR2 it would have been well deserved.  This applicant 

also thought that the influence of SR2 softened other things as well.   

 

14. Comment:  

i) This evidence is highly significant in the context of the very serious 

allegations against SR2 by contemporaries of HIA151 who had 

experience of SR2 for 3 years up until he left TB on 5 July 1965. It is 

15 Day 6 33: 15-34: 5.   
16 Day 6 37: 4-37: 16 
17 Day 10 57: 19 – 58: 9 
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notable also that this applicant does not allege implements were used 

by SR2 who has accepted that she may have slapped children on 

occasions.  .   

 

HIA11 

 

15. 18i) When being asked about a letter sent in his name and from his address to 

Bishop Daly on 23 June 1978 [SND-1797], which he denies any knowledge 

of, he refers to his transfer from the Irish Army base in  to  

.  He concludes from what he was told that SR2 had him 

transferred and construes this in a negativistic way “so this is the power of 

the Church again”.   

ii) This applicant depicts a cruel regime in which he was subjected to frequent 

physical abuse by the Sisters and, in particular, by SR2 whom he alleges he 

kicked him and beat using her fist, brush handle, strap or the flex of a kettle. 

19He alleges SR2 beat him very badly on the legs with the flex of a kettle 

after he was accused of being involved in the hijacking of a lorry outside 

TB.  Such was the beating he alleges he had to stay in bed for 2 days and 

SR2 would not allow him to go to school because the marks would be seen.  

He makes a similar allegation at paragraph 26 of his statement which is also 

dealt with in his evidence20 

iii) When asked to comment on the evidence of  he says that the 

nuns seem to be trying to get the younger generation, who did not 

18 Day 11 142:9 – 
19 Day 11 146: 15 
20 at day 11 147:1-25 
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experience what was going on, to make them out as though the nuns were 

angels.21 

iv) HIA11 contended that the £500 he sent to SR2 in Nazareth House in 

Johannesburg was not for her but for the children and at 152:18 he explains 

that his petition to Derry City Council to give SR2 the freedom of the city 

was done as a joke and that the plaque she received was “a piece of rubbish 

probably from the Guild Hall”.   

 

16. Comment:-  

 

iv) If SR2 did arrange for HIA11’s transfer from  Army Base to  

, he fails to see that this was done in his interest and for his safety.  

v) The letter at SND-1797, which he denies sending to BD, wherein he says 

“as you know I was brought up by the good Sisters in Termonbacca” and 

thanks him for the lovely Mass he celebrated in Nazareth House, Bishop 

Street, is difficult to reconcile with his description of the Sisters’ cruelty. 

vi) This witness is one of a number of witnesses who refers to being beaten by 

SR2 with the flex of a kettle (considered further below).  SR2 denies that 

she ever used any implement to beat children and in her statement to the 

Inquiry says at the material time there was not an electric kettle in the 

home.  This was accepted by HIA150 in evidence notwithstanding his 

statement to the Inquiry wherein he alleged SR2 used a kettle flex to slap 

him and other boys on their bare bottoms (see infra).  It is submitted that 

21 At day 11 149: 90-24 
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this brings into sharp focus the reliability of some of the evidence the 

Inquiry has heard and the risk of exaggeration and selective memory.  

vii) HIA11’s actions towards the Sisters after leaving TB, including his fund 

raising for SR2’s work in South Africa and petitioning Derry City Council 

on her behalf, cannot be easily reconciled with his evidence to the Inquiry 

of a cruel regime. 

 

HIA94 

17. This applicant was in TB from 1961-1972 from the age of 2 to 13 years.  He 

alleges cruelty by SR2 who singled him out for repeated beatings; hit him on the 

head with a brush or a mop or a branch of a tree and with the electric cable of a 

kettle.  

 

18, Comment:  

i) HIA 150 was in TB at the same time as this applicant (2 July 1959-9 

September 1972) and he said in evidence that there was no electric kettle 

during this period but he had witnessed other children being beaten with 

the flex of an electric kettle in later years when he returned to the home 

(see infra). It is submitted this calls into question the reliability of the 

evidence of both HIA150 and HIA94. 

ii) It is difficult to reconcile this applicant’s description of TB and of SR2 

with his correspondence and actions after he left Termonbacca:-  

 

 10 

SND-18586



a) SND-1914 letter dated 16 April 1976 (it looks to be sent to SR2) 

wherein he says that Termonbecca was the best home he was in out 

of 10 institutions;  

b) SND-1906/7 he asks SR2 to look after the pets at Termonbecca and 

refers to Topsy the dog and Snowy the cat;  

c) He asked for and was sent gifts.  SR2 sent him gifts when he was in 

borstal/prison [SND-1925 and 1927]. 

d) SR2 visited him while he was in Magilligan Prison and she arranged 

accommodation for him upon his discharge;  

e) When in borstal he asked for photographs of TB to show his friend 

SND-1915;  

f) In a letter from Lisnevin School 2 September 1976 the writer refers 

to HIA94 always remembering SR2’s kindness to him;  

g) He ran away from St Patrick’s Training School back to SR2 at TB 

and she got him dry clothes.  

 

iii) We refer to SR2’s statement to the Inquiry and her response to his 

allegations.  

 

iv) It is recorded HIA94 was sent from TB because the Sisters could no 

longer control him/cope with his behaviour22.  

 

v)  The case report of 6 April 1973 records that his school noticed he was 

increasingly becoming a behavioural problem: was aggressive towards 

22 SND-1877 and 1954 

 11 

                                                 

SND-18587



other boys, work shy and when corrected would use foul language and 

screaming.  It is recorded that the Sisters at St Josephs Home observed 

the same difficulties and felt that they could no longer keep him under 

control as he was having a disrupting influence on the life of the home.   

 

vi)  SR2 gives a different account of their meetings when SR2 was in 

hospital and also in the care home in Belfast.  Thus the Inquiry has heard 

diametrically opposing accounts of their relationship.  It is submitted that 

the objective evidence supports SR2’s evidence.   

 

HIA130 

 

19. This applicant makes a number of allegations against SR2 including being 

beaten with the flex of an electric kettle which he says became a pattern which 

continued for a period of 4 years up to the age of 1423.  He alleges SR2 would 

lose her temper and the electric flex was her implement of choice24.  It stopped 

when he stood up to her at the age of 1425.  He describes witnessing SR2 

maltreat a boy who had run off and was brought back and whom SR2 told to get 

down on his knees and after grilling him, told him to put his hands together and 

to close his eyes whereupon she started kicking him with her boot26.   

 

20. Comment: 

 

23 Day 13 95: 9-13 
24 Day 13 97: 12-19 
25 Day 13 98: 7 
26 Day 13 102: 13-102: 22 
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i) The Panel is referred to SR2’s statement to the Inquiry paragraphs 59-

65 wherein she takes issue with HIA130’s account of his treatment in 

TB.  

ii) This applicant was in TB between 1962 and 1976.  This was the same 

time period as HIA150, HIA94 and HIA11.  As hereinbefore 

contended, it is respectfully submitted that the evidence of HIA130 

about the electric flex casts doubt on the reliability of this evidence. 

iii) HIA130’s letter to the Derry Journal 28 September 200427 is wholly 

inconsistent with his evidence to the Inquiry on the brutality to which he 

was subjected. It is submitted that the reliability of this body of evidence 

must be a source of considerable concern to the Inquiry Panel.  The 

evidence of other witnesses from this period such as SND 136 and 

SND76, both of whom were in TB during this period are a robust 

rebuttal of the allegations of cruelty made by this cohort of witnesses 

against SR2.   

iv) It is submitted the contemporaneous records show the congregation’s 

efforts to care for this applicant.  He was one of three boys referred to 

North & Special Care for assessment;28 on his 11th birthday he received 

many gifts from the Sisters and his friends and also from the Sweeney 

family who were very fond of him;29 at Christmas 1973 he received a 

Christmas card of £1 from the  (  was a former 

Termonbacca resident) and he received many gifts including an aircraft 

which he built and attached an engine and it is recorded that HIA130 was 

27 SND-15732 and day 13 112: 14-115:25  
28 SND-2175 
29 SND-2185  
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very useful with his hands;30.  Whilst he says there was cross country in 

school but no activities in TB, records show that he practised cross 

country runs whilst in TB and he received a tracksuit for his 13th 

birthday31.  It is self evident there is hard swearing between the 

respective witnesses on their description of life in TB and of SR2.  It is 

submitted that when assessing this body evidence, considerable weight 

should be given to the contemporaneous material relating to these 

witnesses and their actions after leaving Termonbacca. 

v) In his statement to the Inquiry HIA60 recalls HIA130 as being one of the 

ex residents who was really nice, decent, played football with the 

residents and helped them with their chores32.  This confirms that this 

applicant continued to go back to TB to help out along with other ex 

residents and did so, according to HIA60, to good effect.  We submit this 

tends to support SR2’s evidence about HIA130 and how he was cared 

for himself when in TB.   

 

HIA60 

 

21. This applicant relates a hearsay account of a boy who had scars on his back from 

being beaten with the flex of a kettle by SR2.  In paragraph 18 of his statement 

to the Inquiry33 he states his understanding that  was 

dismissed because he questioned the nuns after becoming aware of a boy being 

hit with the flex of a kettle by a nun.  This is the same applicant who recounted 

30 SND-2183 
31 SND-2184/5 
32 SND-10072 paragraph 10 
33 SND-10075 
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in a newspaper article “the ordeal of a black child who was “persecuted 

terribly”34”.  This was a reference to SND-136 who has provided a statement to 

the Inquiry and is due to testify.   

 

22. Comment:  

i)  The foregoing demonstrates the dangers of the rumour mill where 

allegations without foundation circulate and are propagated as fact.  Even 

greater exaggeration ensues.  It is fortunate that SND-136 and other former 

residents have contacted the Inquiry and the Sisters of Nazareth so as to 

provide some balance. However these allegations have been in the public 

domain since the publication of the interview with this witness in the Derry 

Journal.   

 

HIA67 

 

23. i) This applicant alleges that SR2 and SR1 used their belts to beat boys, 

including himself, on the back of the legs or bottom; that he may have 

been hit 4 or 5 times a week and most of the times you got beaten for 

no reason35.  

 

 ii) He also alleges they were known by numbers and that their underwear 

was inspected.   

 

24. Comment:  

34 Day 15 37: 15 and SND-15564/5  
35 Day 19 53: 15-54: 7 and CLO286 paragraph 26 
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i) We refer to paragraphs 14-42 of SR2’s statement to the Inquiry for her 

rebuttal of and commentary on HIA67’s statement.   

ii) SND-1434 shows this applicant kept in contact with the Sisters after he 

left TB who secured him employment in Nazareth House Belfast; he 

kept them informed of his employment and personal life; sought their 

assistance when his marriage was “almost on the rocks”; they 

organised further employment for him through a priest in Sligo who 

would keep an eye on him; he brought his son  with him to visit 

TB; SND-1446/7 is a warm friendly letter to SR1 and SR2 which on 

the face of it is completely at odds with his account of being treated so 

badly by them.  Although HIA67 denied this letter was in his 

handwriting, he accepted it looked like his signature and it was 

possible someone may have written it out for him.  There is a dispute 

over the content of a telephone conversation between him and SR2 

including whether he told SR2 that HIA151 told him he would get at 

least £10,000 by coming forward to the Inquiry.  What he does say in 

his evidence is that HIA151 approached him a few years back to say 

that he was trying to gather up ex Termonbacca boys as the Inquiry 

may be coming up but that he and the other boys did not want anything 

to do with it36.  One wonders what changed his mind and how his 

evidence has been influenced by others.   

  

iii) This is another instance of hard swearing between the applicant and SR2 

both of whom can refer to corroborative evidence supporting their 

36 Day 19 70/71 
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respective accounts.  Whilst the congregation accepts that up until the 

1970s instances of excessive corporal punishment by Sisters may have 

occurred, the notion that it was endemic or as extreme is rejected.  We 

submit that great weight should be attached to those former residents 

who dispute the allegations that the congregation perpetrated a cruel and 

inhuman regime with regular brutal beatings. It is accepted that, of 

necessity, there was strict routine in the homes, particularly in the post 

depression and World War II years and this continued to a varying 

degree until the early 1970s.  It was of necessity because of the sheer 

size of the homes and the inadequate staff ratios during these decades. It 

also reflected the prevailing culture that staff were expected to control 

children.  

 

HIA65 

 

25. This applicant says he got on well with SR2 who was kind to him and she was a 

positive aspect of his time in TB37 although he says she did hit him now and 

again.   

 

26. Comment:  

 

i) SR2 comments on this applicant’s statement of evidence in paragraph 58 

of her statement to the Inquiry.  She has little recall of this applicant as 

he was not in the children’s group in which she was working.  

37 Day 19 86:5 -25  
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ii) This applicant says that the punishment received when he was caught 

stealing from the kitchen was to get “clipped or up to your bed”38. 

iii) He also alleges that SR11 on occasion beat him with the strap she wore 

around her waist.  The Inquiry is due to hear evidence from John 

McNamee who was resident in TB at the same time as this applicant and 

who disputes the latter’s account in a number of respects.   

 

HIA157 

 

27. This applicant alleges that SR2 called him lazy and he felt she required him to 

do more chores than the other boys and he speculates that it was because his 

mother was in the Good Shepherd39.  He also says he told SR2 about an incident 

where he was approached by another boy to commit an act of gross indecency.  

It is his belief that SR2 punished the culprit by giving him extra chores.   

 

28. Comment:  

 

i) SR2 can comment upon the foregoing when she testifies to the Inquiry.  

ii) Assuming this account is correct, the Inquiry will wish to consider 

whether SR2’s response was adequate having regard to the standards 

of the day. On the face of it, SR2 accepted the account and punished 

the offender.  This applicant was in TB from July 1949 to April 1963 

and was aged 15 when he left.   

 

38 Day 19 91: 5 
39 Day 20 67/68 
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HIA150 

 

29. 40 This applicant corrected his statement to the inquiry wherein he alleged SR2 

beat him and other boys on their bare bottoms with an electric flex. He 

testified that he saw SR2 use the flex when he went to visit TB later on and 

that she used it across the children’s legs.  He said he had made a mistake as 

there was no flex in the dormitories, just big tea urns41.  

 

30. This applicant makes a number of other allegations in respect of the food 

provided, chores, rats, education and the nature and extent of peer sexual 

abuse.   

 

31. Comment:  

  i) Inquiry Panel is aware of SR2’s denial of physical abuse.  

  ii) Inquiry has also heard rebuttal evidence of SND-76.  

iii) The nature and extent of HIA150’s allegations give rise to issues of 

reliability, exaggeration and selective memory.  The submissions made 

above in respect of this body of evidence is repeated.   

 

Social Workers  

 

40 Day 23 : 30: 7 and CLO832 para 16 
41 Day 23 32: 1-17 

 19 

                                                 

SND-18595



32. The Inquiry has heard evidence from a number of social workers about their 

impression of SR2 and upon the operation of the Nazareth Homes in Derry.  It is 

not proposed to repeat same verbatim other than to highlight the following:-  

 

i) SND-484 thought highly of SR2 and thought she was very caring and 

although she did have a lot of children in her care, she tried to see them 

all as individuals and wanted the best for them42.  

ii) When asked to comment on evidence that SR2 had struck a number of 

individuals from 1962 onwards, SND-484 said that would surprise her43.  

iii) SR2 always seemed to her to be interested in and worried about children 

in her care including their mental health and “she acted like a parent 

would”44.  

iv) TL19 found SR2 in particular to be very caring.  

v) HH5 saw SR2 as being extremely caring and motherly in her interaction 

with the children; extremely professional in trying really hard to bring up 

the standard of care45.  He also told the Inquiry that he heard children 

speak positively about SR2 who made real efforts to create a family 

environment for the children46.  

 

General 

 

33.    These submissions are premature as the evidence to the Inquiry is incomplete. 

The Panel has yet to hear  testimony from the Sisters themselves, lay workers and 

42 Day 23 52: 11-52: 21  
43 Day 23 79: 6-81: 11  
44 Day 23 81: 1-7 
45 Day 24 110: 1-15  
46 Day 23 112 & 120: 11-14 
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former residents who have come forward to the Inquiry to rebut much of the evidence 

which has been given  to the Inquiry and which has been the subject of widespread 

media coverage.  

The Inquiry has heard evidence of the public airing in the Derry Journal over the past 

number of years of the diametrically opposing accounts of former residents’ 

experiences growing up in the Nazareth Homes in Derry. There are sharp divisions 

between former residents. This of itself demonstrates that the story of St Joseph’s TB 

and Nazareth House, Bishop Street is a highly contentious, emotive and complex one.  

It invites John Proctor’s question in ‘The Crucible’: “Is the accuser always holy 

now?” 

Turlough Montague 

Sarah Walkingshaw 

Bar Library 

25 April 2014 
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INQUIRY INTO HISTORICAL  
INSTITUTION ABUSE 1922-1995 

SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF SR3 

The Inquiry was provided with a biography of SR3 (day 5 125: 12 to 130:23).  Born 

in 1939, she was professed in 1958 at the age of 19 and was sent to work in TB where 

she remained for 2 years until 1960.  During this period she cared for non nursery 

children in the home.  In 1960 she went to Bristol where she obtained an NNEB 

qualification as a nursery nurse and returned to Terminbaca in 1963 to work in the 

nursery until 1975.  This is evidence of the congregation’s willingness to train those 

working in childcare. 

HIA 46 

1. Day 4 23: 1 – This witness was one of three brothers who gave evidence to the

Inquiry.  On day 4 23:14 he confirms SR3 is the only nun he can recall with any

clarity.  He alleges SR3 subjected him to a form of psychological abuse by her

use of derogatory, negative and diminishing verbal language.

Comment: There is a 3 year age difference between HIA46 (1951) and his 

brother HIA121 (1948).  One would have expected both boys to have been 

subjected to the same psychological abuse by SR3, particularly if it is contended 

this was routine treatment of all or many of the boys by SR3.  HIA121 did not 

allege similar verbal abuse of him by SR3 and his brother’s description of SR3 

is in stark contrast to that of HIA121 who is very complimentary about her in his 

correspondence.  In a letter dated 20 May 2004 [SND-1051]:-  

1 
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“I had a lovely letter from her the other day, she like you is a good person and I 

am very fond of her”.  In October 2004 [SND-1056] he sent SR3 a crucifix with 

the following sentiment:-  

“I thanked them today for giving me as a child the greatest gift of all, my 

Catholic faith which has sustained me throughout my difficult life and brought 

me today to a happiness I never thought I would achieve”.  In January 2008 

[SND-1112] “Sister you served the Lord for 50 years and you helped the poor, 

the destitute and the orphans, many of them like me did exceptionally well in 

life, but you and all the sisters gave me the greatest gift of all the love and 

practice of my Catholic faith which enabled me to accept my cross on life but 

also to forgive and to move on….”.   

2. Having regard to the passage of time, the risk of selective memory and the

denial of such conduct by SR3 we invite the Panel to conclude that this

denigration did not take place.

3. In relation to what HIA46 says about the threatening atmosphere in the home, it

is notable that in the statement to the Inquiry at SND-1337 he does say that there

was a degree of hope, security and care in the home.

HIA7 

4. This applicant was  a resident in TB for about 2 years from 1969 to 1971 when

aged between 6 and 8 years.  She and her sister HIA8 (see below) make a
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number of allegations against SR3, including beatings and being required to 

work with babies in the nursery.  She alleges that on one specific occasion she 

was taking part in a school play and SR3 came to the school to take her on a day 

trip and when she refused to go, SR3 gave her “the biggest beating of her life”1.  

She also recalls an incident where SR2 gave her sister a black eye after she 

changed HIA7’s sheets.  She recalls Rose Black, social worker, and it was she 

recommended admission of the five youngest members of the family to TB2.  

HIA7 names two civilian workers, one of whom she describes as an angel3 and 

the other as a bully4.  

HIA8 

5. HIA8 was in TB at the same as HIA7.  When she was aged 11 to 13 years at the

time and she alleges SR3 beat her with a leather strap which she kept at her

waist and kicked and pulled her hair and that she beat the younger children with

a stick like a pointer.  She describes working long hours in the nursery and being

deprived of play time asserting that she was only allowed out once to the front

gardens to play for 10 minutes5.  She alleges that SR3 slapped babies for crying

in the middle of the night6.  Such was the extent of the physical punishment

HIA8 says it was a good day if she did not get hit and that if SR3 was in bad

1 SMD-2035 para 13 
2 SND-2044 
3 SND-2034 para 8  
4 SND-2036 para 16 
5 Day 11 67: 1-25  
6 Day 11 69: 1-70: 4 
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enough form she might have taken the shoe off her foot and hit you over the 

head with it7.  

6. She alleges the food was not good in the home and she and her sister lost a lot of

weight.

7. HIA8 also describes having to treat a baby boy’s piles and after the baby was

returned to his mother, she had to go to their home to show his mother how to

treat and care for her son8.

8. Comment on both HIA7 and HIA8:-

i) The Panel is referred to SR3’s statement to the Inquiry where she joins

issue with these allegations; SR 3 is also scheduled to give evidence to

the  Inquiry in the coming weeks.

ii) It is unfortunate that the Inquiry has been deprived of statements of

evidence from the two civilian workers.

iii) HIA8 confirms children got pocket money on a Saturday and were

permitted to go into the town to spend it: her recall is this treat was

linked to discipline9.  This reflects SR3’s statement at paragraphs 10 and

38 that children lost privileges for misbehaviour and were not beaten.

iv) SND-2051 confirms approval of SR3’s request to County Londonderry

Welfare Committee that HIA7 be permitted to spend the Christmas

holiday with the family.

7 SND-2073 para 12 
8 SND-2073 para 13 day 12 101: 15-103:16 
9 SND-2074 para 17 
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v) SND-2056 records the reason why the children had to be taken into care.

vi) Both children were under the care of Rose Black, social worker.

vii) The history of alleged weight loss during their time in care is not borne

out by the records which record their height and weight.  These records

also suggest medical check ups contrary to their denial of medical

treatment10

viii) It is submitted that the evidence of HIA7 and HIA8 was far from

balanced and SR3 is driven to depend upon her bare denial of these

allegations.

HIA352 

9. This applicant recalls hearing SR3 smack her brother for bedwetting11.  She also

alleges she was often hit or slapped by a lay worker and by SR3 if the younger

children were not fed or changed quickly enough12. She also alleges that SR3

called her “you dirty wee bitch.”

10. Comment:

i) SR3’s statements to the Inquiry refer. These allegations are denied.

HIA351 

11. This applicant alleges he informed SR3 that he had been sexually abused13.

10 SND-2055 and SND-2098 
11 Day 13 10:10  
12 Day 13 13: 1 
13 CLO520 paragraph 8  
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12. Comment:

i) SR3 denies that any child ever reported sexual abuse to her14.

ii) In the history provided to Dr Anne Leader this applicant says SR3

“promised to do something about it”15 although in his police statement

he says SR3 said nothing16.

iii) If the applicant is mistaken about the identity of the Sister to whom he

reported the abuse and there is an issue as to whether he misidentified

SR3 in the photograph shown to him at the end of his evidence17, this

suggests:-

1) He felt able to do so;

2) On his account to Dr Leader the Sister’s reaction was

empathetic and understanding and promised that something

would be done about it.

i) Notwithstanding his evidence that life with the nuns was very strange

and they had no empathy or sympathy (presumably with the exception

of SR3 and  whom he said he trusted and believed in),

after leaving TB he kept in touch with the Sisters by both visits and

correspondence18; in 1969 he writes a fond letter when he is in a

14 CLO617 paragraphs 25-29 and Day 21 54-57 
15 SMD-1723 3rd paragraph  
16 SND-15120 
17 Day 21 75 and 103: 5-7 
18 SND-11069: 11070-74  
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military hospital in Dublin the content of which suggests ongoing 

correspondence19.  

ii) Although not related to SR3, this applicant alleges he received a severe

beating from another Sister.  He gives conflicting accounts in respect

thereof.  He gives one account that this beating was the day after he

reported the abuse to SR320 whereas in paragraph 9 of his statement of

evidence21 and in an article in the  22 he says this beating

was a couple of weeks later.  He also said he had to stay in bed for 12

weeks after this beating and could not go to school whereas his

Statement of Claim avers he could not get out of bed the next day23.  In

addition his explanation in his statement of evidence for the beating is

because he had spoken to the boy who was in the bed next to him24.

iii) The applicant also changed the dates of the abuse during the course of

his oral evidence when it was put to him that SR3 was not in TB at the

time it occurred25.  It is submitted that the foregoing raises issues over

the reliability of the applicant’s evidence.

HIA130 

13. This witness alleges SR3 used a spatula to chastise children [SND 2145 para 6].

This is denied as per SR3’s statements to the Inquiry. 

Turlough Montague 

Sarah Walkingshaw 

Bar Library 25 April 2014 

19 SND-110064 
20 SND-115120 
21 CLO520 
22 CLO803 
23 SND-1731 
24 CLO521 
25 Day 21 56 
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THE INQUIRY INTO HISTORICAL 
INSTITUTION ABUSE 1922-1995  

SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF SR59 

HIA105 

1. Day 8: 7/8

This witness alleges SR59 struck children on the head with a bunch of keys as a

routine form of punishment.

Comment: SR5 is unfit to testify.  However the congregation acknowledges the 

account given by  in her letter of 23 July 2013.  In so 

doing, we respectfully submit it is significant that  identifies only 

two sisters who were responsible for maltreatment during her times in Derry, 

one of whom was responsible for the single act of assault on an elderly resident. 

This is not an attempt in any way to excuse the conduct of either of these Sisters 

but the Inquiry Panel may consider this lends perspective to the nature and 

extent of physical punishment that was used in the home.   

HIA40 

2. HIA40 alleges beatings by SR59 and Sister Stephen when in Nazareth House,

Bishop Street in the 1970s.  He also alleges that nuns would lock children in

cupboards for hours on end as a punishment and if children were naughty SR59

would usually give them either a scalding shower or a freezing shower.  He also

complained that SR59 took him to the toilet and left the door open and watched
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him while he used the toilet.  He alleges that every day he was beaten with 

something by a nun and that sometimes they used “clangers” [day 7 74: 23].   

3. Comment:

i) Social Services records [SND-4835] record that initially HIA settled

well in TB but this was followed by truanting from school and stealing

money.  During subsequent foster placement he vandalised classrooms

at school, stayed away from home overnight and urinated on his

bedroom carpet and ended up in Harberton House as his foster parents

could not cope.

ii) SR59 has dementia and is unable to assist the Inquiry.  However the

Inquiry will hear evidence from former residents and other Sisters.

iii) It is significant that HIA40 makes no complaint of physical beatings

when in TB for 2 years between 1977 and 1979.

iv) HIA105 was in Nazareth House, Bishop Street from 1 May 1962 to 1

July 1976 and she states that all physical punishments ceased in Nazareth

House in the early 70s.

v) In his evidence HIA40 was confused about the identification of

particular nuns.  His brother, SND-138, who was in the home with

HIA40, appears to have been fond of SR1 as in a letter to HIA40 [SND-

4586] he asks HIA40 “how is SR1.  Tell her I was asking for her”.
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vi) The toilet supervision complained of was reasonable given that HIA40

had been climbing out of the toilet window and down the drain pipe

when he was not supervised and was running away a lot.

vii) In respect of his complaint that he was not allowed to attend his mother’s

funeral, at SND-4801 Social Services records contain a history that he

was not allowed to attend the funeral as it was thought he would run

away.  It is not clear whether this was the view of his social worker or of

the nuns or of a combination of both.

viii) HIA40 had a social worker throughout his time in care and was also

assessed by a psychologist and there is no record of maltreatment by the

Sisters although, whilst still in TB in 1979, the psychologist records:-

“…the staff were so concerned about his condition, I sought advice from

Dr Nugent with the agreement of GP…”.  It seems likely that this is a

reference to the staff in Termonbaca since it was there that he was seen

on 15 and 18 June 1979 and the psychologist also refers to the history

that HIA40 is eating and sleeping normally.  It is respectfully submitted

that this reflects carers who were doing their best for HIA40 rather than

maltreating him.

HIA49 

3 

SND-18607



4. This applicant makes a number of allegations against SR59 including being sent

back to clean the toilets again which she felt was for badness; denigration due to

bedwetting day 9 42: 6-21.  SR59 used to say sometimes “Oh, so you were out

on your boat last night…”  She said the reason she had to sleep beside the door

in the dormitory was because she smelled of urine and no-one wanted to sleep

beside her.  She describes how SR59 would come around at 11.00pm to wake up

the bedwetters to go to the toilet and on one occasion she was already wet and

SR59 smacked her face, used her knuckles on the back of her head and made her

stand on the back stairs all night.  She also felt that SR59 knew she was being

sexually abused by a priest at confession and facilitated same.

5. Comment:

i) It is likely the bays in the dormitory were arranged so that bedwetters

were in the row of beds closest to the door rather than because HIA49

smelled of urine.  She is the only resident who claims she was not bathed

after wetting the bed.  She describes one occasion only when she was

punished for wetting the bed as oppose to routine punishment for so

doing.

ii) It is denied that SR59 would have tolerated sexual abuse by a priest or

anyone never mind facilitate same.

Turlough Montague 

Sarah Walkingshaw 

Bar Library 
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HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONAL ABUSE INQUIRY  

 

Submission on behalf of SR52  

 

1. The Inquiry is referred to the evidence of SR521 wherein she denies the 

allegations of HIA169 as follows:-  

 

a) She never used a fine tooth comb on any of the girls; the seniors did 

but she did not supervise hair washing on a Saturday;  

b) She had a Yale key and denies therefore striking her with a bunch of 

keys;  

c) She denies thumping her or striking her with a steel ruler and told the 

Inquiry that all the rulers in the school were wooden;  

d) She denies holding her down in order to change a dressing; and 

e) In respect of her injuries aforesaid, she said that Dr Devlin came every 

Wednesday to the home.   

 

2. SR52 also denied the allegations of HIA105 and denies that children were 

locked in their units.   

 

3. She accepted that there may have been physical abuse against children by 

members of the congregation before her time but she never witnessed anything 

during her period in the home.   

 

1 Day 29 
                                                 

SND-19263



 

4. In hindsight she wished the sisters had known more about behavioural 

problems and trauma at that time.  She became aware of the issue of peer 

sexual abuse around 1977 when reading case conference notes and becoming 

aware of the existence of incest.  This is in keeping with the timescale opened 

by Senior Counsel to the Inquiry.  SR52 confirmed that she attended a Child 

Protection Course which became available in the wake of Kincora.   

 

 

SND-19264




