CHAPTER 5: CHILDREN’S HOMES AND FOSTERING SERVICES IN JERSEY
Introduction
1. The Inquiry’s ToR 1, 2, 7, 8 and 10 require it to consider the following:
1.1

Why children were placed and maintained in care (ToR 1);

1.2

The type and nature of children’s homes and fostering services in Jersey (ToR 1);

1.3

The organisation (including recruitment and supervision of staff), management,
governance and culture of children’s homes and other establishments caring for
children (ToR 2);

1.4

The experiences of those witnesses who suffered abuse or believe that they
suffered abuse and to hear from staff who worked in these services, together with
any other relevant witnesses (ToR 7);

1.5

How and by what means concerns about abuse were raised and how, and to whom,
they were reported. Establish whether any systems existed to allow children and
others to raise concerns and safeguard their wellbeing (ToR 8);

1.6

How the ESCD and HSSD dealt with concerns about abuse and what action they
took (ToR 10)

2. In addition, the Panel will also have to consider:
2.1

The adequacy of the organisation, management, governance and culture of the
various establishments (ToR 2);

2.2

The adequacy of any systems that were in place to allow children and others to
raise concerns and safeguard their wellbeing (ToR 8);

2.3

Whether the ESCD and HSSD actions were in line with the policies and
procedures of the day and whether those policies and procedures were adequate.

3. We have approached this task by considering each institution individually, as opposed to
looking at isolated Terms of Reference for each Home. This allows the necessary context
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for the Panel to make findings as well as dealing with the overlap between certain Terms
of Reference. For each institution, where applicable, we have looked at:
3.1

The type and nature of the Home and its management, organisation, governance
and culture.

3.2

Evidence from Phase 1a witnesses on allegations of abuse and any reports of
abuse;

3.3

Evidence from Phase 1b witnesses on the response to allegations of abuse, any
reports made and any action taken.

4. The overlap between the “management”, “organisation” and “culture” of the various
Homes has meant that these have often been considered together rather than in separate
sections. For example, the management of a Home is often dependent upon its
organisation and will almost always have a substantial effect on its culture. Governance
has been reviewed separately where possible. However, there are instances where there is
either very little evidence about governance or such evidence as there is falls to be
considered under other headings. The Panel may also wish to consider the evidence in
Chapter 7 as to the ‘Oversight and Operation of Children’s Services’, the oral evidence
given to the Inquiry in Phase 1bb and the plethora of documentary evidence from the
various Committees who had oversight for the institutions.
5. For fostering services, we have provided a summary of:
5.1

The role of fostering in the provision of Children’s Services;

5.2

The evidence of foster carers;

5.3

Evidence from Phase 1a witnesses on allegations of abuse and any reports of
abuse;

5.4

Evidence from Phase 1b witnesses on the response to allegations of abuse, any
reports made and any action taken.
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6. In attempting to establish “whether any systems existed to allow children and others to
raise concerns and safeguard their wellbeing” (ToR 8) the Panel may wish to give
particular consideration to the following evidence:
6.1

The former residents of each institution and whether they knew of any systems in
existence to allow them to raise concerns;

6.2

The former members of staff of each institution and whether they knew of any
system to allow them, or the children, to raise concerns;

6.3

The contemporaneous documentation for each institution – do they suggest any
systems that were in place? If so, were such systems appreciated by those who
would use them? If not, does that indicate that there were no such systems?

6.4

The tables of documents on ‘ESCD and HSSD policies and procedures’ and the
‘Oversight and Operation of Children’s Services’. Do they reflect the introduction
of systems from the late 1980s/early 1990s onwards?

6.5

The Phase 1a and Phase 1b witness evidence of instances where children did raise
concerns – for example by contacting a CCO, a parent, a teacher or a member of
staff. Was this done on an informal or ad hoc basis, or did it represent compliance
with any particular policy or procedure?

In addition to the vast quantity of information that is presented in these submissions, the
Panel is encouraged to consider the contemporaneous evidence that was presented
alongside the witness testimony in Phase 1a of the Inquiry. These documents, made up of
social services records, staff memos and Committee minutes, provide an essential context
for the allegations made and for any action taken or any alleged failures to take action.
For those witnesses who gave oral evidence to the Inquiry, such documents can be found
in the transcripts of each witness’s evidence and in their exhibits. For those individuals
about whom evidence was read into the record, a list of the relevant documents with
references and a description is contained in the folder “List of Witness Documents”.

91

91

Why children were taken into and maintained in care
Introduction
8. The Inquiry is required by ToR 1 to “Consider (in general terms) why children were
placed and maintained in children’s homes and fostering services in Jersey”.
9. We have approached the task of considering why children were taken into care, and
where they were placed, by using the following:
9.1

The relevant legislation;

9.2

Analyses produced about the reasons for admissions to HDLG;

9.3

A selection of individual case histories over the relevant period and the reasons
given for children being placed into care;

9.4

An appended document containing data on the reasons for admissions to Les
Chenes;

9.5

A small selection of documents looking at the approach taken since the
introduction of the Placement Panel in 1999.

10. As to why children were ‘maintained’ in care, the Panel may wish to consider the
evidence heard during Phase 1a of the Inquiry on the reasons given for discharge, the
reasons for transfers between different homes/foster care and the degree of review of a
child’s position once they had been admitted into care. Particularly instructive are the
various minutes of the Children’s Sub-Committee, which frequently refer to individuals
being discharged from care and provide reasons for their discharge, as well as the
Lambert and Wilkinson Report as noted below. The legislation applicable to children
remaining in care is also set out below. Moreover, some evidence has been obtained as to
the specific reasons for which children were discharged from HDLG in the period from
1959 to 1969, as follows:
10.1

Examples from the Annual Reports such as: ‘boarded out with relatives’;
‘residential job’; ‘rehabilitation with family’; ‘training home for girls’; ‘training
home in England’; ‘Boy’s Army’; ‘probation hostel in England’; ‘maladjusted
92

92

hostel for boys’; ‘Indefatigable [sea training school]’; ‘lodgings’; ‘to family group
home’; ‘vocational training homes in England’; ‘transferred to staff at HDLG’; 247
‘discharged on reaching the age of 18’.
10.2

The 1963 Annual Report noted that:

“At HDLG our policy has been to start a boy or girl in a job before placing him or her in
lodgings, unless we have been able to arrange [a] boarding out placement earlier.”248
10.3

The Superintendent had the authority to discharge a child in the absence of a

Court Order and where in the opinion of the Superintendent the Home had made no
difference to the child’s behaviour. That was the case with 13 year-old WN 124249 in
1966.
10.4

The monthly report submitted by the Superintendent to the Children’s Sub-

Committee would list the children who had been discharged from the Home in the
previous month, giving brief details in relation to each child.
11. A comparison between the placements of children in care in 1980 and in 2010 is set out
in the report of Professor Bullock and Professor Parker – this will be useful as a backdrop
in examining the position in the UK.250 The societal issues leading to children being taken
into care in Jersey were explored by Anton Skinner, 251 John Rodhouse252 and Tony Le
Sueur253 among others, and should also be taken into consideration.
12. Furthermore, the Panel may wish to consider our summary on Fostering Services to assist
in understanding how policy developed in respect of children being taken into foster care
and also the changing approaches over the years to keeping children at home while still
providing support – for example through befriending and respite foster care.
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13. Additionally, the JCLA’s closing submissions254 provide a helpful analysis of some of the
reasons why children were taken into care.
14. A large majority of the ‘Phase 1a’ witnesses from whom the Inquiry has considered
evidence were admitted to care between the 1960s and 1980s. As a result, most of the
evidence that has been collated about the reasons why children were placed into care
covers this period, with some exceptions,255 although the Panel will note the summary of
the evidence about the management and organisation of institutions such as Heathfield,
La Preference and Brig-y-Don touches upon the reasons for residents being admitted into
their care. Some evidence has also been obtained as to the ‘processes’ of determining
whether a child should be taken into care and information is available256 about the
legislative bases for admission. We anticipate that this evidence will be sufficient to
answer the Term of Reference given that the issue is only to be considered in “general
terms”.
The legislation
15. The legislation governing why children were taken into care is also crucial to the Panel’s
task in addressing ToR 1. As set out in Chapter 3 on the Legislative Context, the bases
upon which children could be taken into care included the following:
15.1

Under the 1935 Loi – either because the child had committed a criminal offence or
because s/he was ‘in need of protection’ as a consequence of being orphaned or
because of parental neglect and thereby had either ‘fallen into bad associations’,
had become exposed to moral or physical dangers or was no longer under proper
control.

15.2

Under the 1969 Law – providing a place of safety (Article 10), remand (Article
26), beyond control/inadequacy of parents (Article 28), pursuant to a “fit person”
order (Article 31), and voluntary admission under the Committee’s statutory
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obligation where a child was abandoned or orphaned (Article 82), or acquiring
legal guardianship (Article 83).
15.3

Under the 2002 Law – provision of accommodation for a child in need (Article
17), provision of accommodation for children needing protection (Article 18), care
order for a child suffering or likely to suffer significant harm (Article 24), interim
care order for a child suffering or likely to suffer significant harm (Article 30),
emergency protection order (Article 37)

16. The legislation is also important as regards the reason for maintaining children in care –
for example:
16.1

1935 Loi

16.1.1 Males could only be sent to the JHFB under Article 13(1) if they were under 14
and could remain there until they reached the age of 16.
16.1.2 Females could only be sent to the JHFB under Article 13(2) if they were under
14 and could remain there until they reached the age of 18.
16.2

Children (Jersey) Law 1969

16.2.1 Those who were received into care under Article 82 had to be kept in care “so
long as the welfare of the child appears to require it and the child has not
attained the age of twenty years”.257
16.2.2 Those received into care by virtue of a parental rights order under Article 83
would remain so until they reached the age of 20, unless the Royal Court
considered that the discharge of the order would be for the benefit of the
child.258
16.3

Children (Jersey) (Law) 2002

16.3.1 Care orders may be discharged by the court (Article 33), otherwise it remains in
force until the child reaches full age (Article 66)
257
258
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16.3.2 Emergency protection orders can only last up to 28 days, although it can be
discharged before then or extended afterwards (Article 40).
1945–1959
17. We provide below some examples of the reasons why children were taken into care,
given by Phase 1a witnesses.
18. Giffard Aubin told the Panel that he was taken into care during the Occupation when his
father, a member of the Salvation Army, complained about a local brothel frequented by
the Germans. He maintained that the complaint was passed on to the Parish Centenier and
he declared that Mr Aubin’s father was unfit to look after children, such that Mr Aubin
was effectively taken into care in retaliation for his father’s complaint [WS000001/1]. In
the same period, WN 260 was one of a very large family, whose father was deported to
Germany in WWII. As food was so scarce during the Occupation, WN 260 turned to
stealing to help out the family. He was caught stealing in 1946 at the age of 12 and was
sent to the JHFB.259
19. WN 262 was the child of a divorced woman who worked long hours. He was taken into
care in around 1951. While he was not neglected in any way, his mother was not always
there to care for him and he played truant from school. He describes a uniformed
policeman arriving at the door one day when his mother was out, and taking him to the
JHFB. He did not have the chance to say goodbye to his mother.260 After a period back at
home with his mother and step-father, WN 262 was returned to the Home at the request
of his step-father, who called in two Centeniers to take the child away. 261 They drove him
to the home, but he only stayed for a day, and was released at the request of his mother.
WN 262 described the two Centeniers as being wealthy landowners who were “a law
unto themselves.”262
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20. WN 178 was admitted to Sacre Coeur in 1955 and then HDLG in 1961, with the reason
given: “Illegitimate. Mother unable to provide a home”.263
21. WN 266 was taken into care in around 1957 when he came to attention of the Centenier.
In his SOJP statement of 2008, he says that he was taken before the Royal Court
(apparently by the Centenier) and was deemed to be out of control. He was sent to the
JHFB. When WN 266 was about 13 or 14, he says that his mother told him that he would
not have been sent to the home had she agreed to sleep with the Centenier.264
22. WN 129 was taken into care with a sibling and was sent to the JHFG because her parents
could not look after them.265
23. Domestic violence was another reason for children being taken into care. WN 208 is one
example.266
24. Illegitimacy was cited as a basis for admitting a child into care in 1955, the mother in that
case not being able to provide a home for the child. It would seem from the Case History
that the mother and child had been able to stay together while she was resident at
Elizabeth House and then at the grandparents’ home, but admission into care was
required when those arrangements came to an end.267
25. WN 340’s case is an example of the individual concerned having a different
understanding for the reason for admission into care from that disclosed by the Social
Services file. In her statement, WN 340 says she was taken into care (in 1959) as a result
of her teachers notifying Social Services. She says that her mother was violent and may
have had post-natal depression, and WN 340’s teachers picked up that something was
wrong, and she was admitted into the care of the States for her own protection.268
However, the Case History for this WN 340 indicates that the reason for care was: “Child
in need of observation. Petty pilfering; rude and cheeky.”269 The recorded reason gives
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an insight into the threshold applied for admission into care at that time. The child was
sent to HDLG for 4 years.
26. Another example of an apparently low threshold for admission into care is the case of
WN 124, who was admitted into care as a result of stealing, albeit “on a large scale”.270
The case history confirms that he was admitted because he was beyond the control of his
mother,271 and his admission to HDLG was supported by Dr Collins, the psychiatrist.272
Unusually, the child’s removal from the family home was advocated by his headmaster,
who set out in his views in a detailed report.273 One of the reasons cited by the
headmaster was that the school and the local shopkeepers were in “urgent need of
protection”.
27. WN 126 was admitted to the JHFB in 1958 on the basis that it was “Recommended by
Chef de Police because the boy had been stealing”274 – he spent much of the next ten
years in care.
28. On occasion, admission into a residential home was on an informal basis, particularly
where the Home was not run by the States of Jersey. WN 19 told the Panel, for example,
that she and her siblings were admitted to Sacre Coeur for two short periods in the late
1950s, one being at the suggestion of the nuns at the Catholic Church, who knew the
family and suggested the admission while the mother recovered from an illness.275 On the
second occasion, WN 19 said that the children were admitted to the orphanage for 7
weeks so her mother could work and save up for a television.276 She said children being
admitted to care was the norm on the Island, and it happened for a variety of reasons,
including to allow people to work, if the children were naughty at home or got in trouble
with the police.277
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29. WN 240 told the Panel that she was admitted to Sacre Coeur in around 1956 or 1957
when her mother died. She explains that her father tried to look after his children, but “in
those days it was not thought right for a man to look after young girls.”278 She also
described the preponderance of children of French farm workers who came over at
certain times of year, leaving their children in the orphanage while they worked.279
30. Pat Lucas, who lived in the grounds of Sacre Coeur as a child, gave the following reasons
for children being admitted on a voluntary basis to the Catholic orphanage in the 1950s:
30.1

Death of their mother;

30.2

Desertion of their father;

30.3

Financial difficulties;

30.4

Parental illness;

30.5

The need for the mother to go out to work, and consequent difficulties in looking
after her children;

30.6

Seasonal workers visiting Jersey for very long shift work around harvest time.280

1959–1969
31. An analysis was carried out for the Inquiry that sets out the reasons for admissions to
HDLG over this period. The figures are taken from the annual Children’s Officer’s report
to the Children’s Sub-Committee over this decade. The sub-committee appears to have
been set up in 1960 with the arrival of the Children’s Officer, although there were
previous sub-committees for the individual Homes under the Public Instruction
Committee. The reasons for admission are taken directly from the entries in the minutes.
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Table 1: HDLG – Overall Picture of Admissions281
Admissions

1960

1961

1962

1963

1964

1965

1966

1967

1968

Total
1960–
1968

Mother’s illness

54

13

14

2

2

Illegitimate
Adoption/foster

2

8

8

37

20

3

5

3

46

7

146

3

12

1

22

home breakdowns
Parents’ separation

1

Homelessness

5

Parent(s) deceased
Social inadequacy

2

7

6

1

7

4

9

1

24

2

17

1

4

9

13

4

14

4

4

16

18

25

18

116

1

6

1

2

5

12

3

7

7

44

18

9

of
parents/Behaviour
problems
Committed to care
as being in need of
care or protection
Offenders
Remand/Condition

1

5

5

8

27
8

36

6

10

82

of probation
Children

from

1

1

Mainland/Guernsey
needing care

32. One feature of the decade is the variety of reasons for being taken into the care of the
Education Committee and then placed in HDLG. This resulted in a broadly diverse
population resident at any one time in the Home. The largest intake that had been taken
into the care of Committee related to ‘mother’s illness’. Evidence before the Inquiry
suggests that this referred not only to mental illness and hospital admission but also to
expectant mothers going into labour.
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33. The second-largest intake over the same period related to children received into the care
of the Committee as a consequence of ‘social inadequacy of parents or behaviour
problems’. Neither of these phrases were used in what was then the only statutory basis
for receiving children into care – the 1935 Loi. ‘Behaviour problems’ was used for the
first time in the 1962 Annual Report to describe behaviour in the home and again in the
1963 Annual Report as a generic phrase to include ‘serious truancy’ and ‘offenders’.282
‘Social inadequacy of parents’ appeared as a phrase for the first time in the 1964 Annual
Report283 and then as a category in all subsequent reports. The phraseology may reflect
changes in social work approach and practice; the Annual Reports record regular
recruitment of qualified CCOs.
34. Part of the regular analysis provided in the annual Children’s Officer’s Reports was a
further breakdown under the general category of ‘At Constable’s request’.284 Although
admissions were described as being at the Constable’s request, the Education Committee
were advised by the Attorney General in 1959 that, at common law, in the absence of a
court order, the father’s consent was needed to take a child into care. 285 The recorded
admissions by Constable’s Request are also set out in the table produced by Counsel to
the Inquiry.286
35. Other reasons for reception in care of the Education Committee and placement in the
Home included, ‘because of home difficulties’, ‘on recommendation of child guidance
clinic’, ‘mother’s desertion’, ‘mother’s ill-health’, ‘foster home breakdown’, ‘adoption
breakdown’.287
36. Further reasons stated in Reports included ‘death of mother’, ‘homelessness of family’,
‘parents unable to provide a home’, ‘pending adoption arrangements’, ‘mother in prison’,
‘deserted on the Island’, ‘up from the [Westaway] Creche’. In the 1964 Annual Report it
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was noted that ‘nearly half the children at HDLG’ are in care because of delinquent
behaviour’.288
37. The Education Committee was apparently content to make admissions on the basis of
temporary holiday placements: while the mother worked, the child would spend the
summer in HDLG.289
38. At the beginning of this period, and under the legislation then in force boys and girls from
age 6 could be placed in the Home. By the end of the period, and with the transfer of the
Westaway crèche to HDLG in 1966 the Home widened the age range of placements. The
1966 Annual report noted that ‘No longer is it necessary, when a large family needs to be
cared for, for brothers and sisters to be cared for in separate children’s homes’,290 the
approach then being taken that siblings wherever possible be kept together. In the 1967
report the broad age range was seen by the Children’s Officer, Patricia Thornton, as a
virtue of the Home:
“I am more than ever aware of the great advantage of having an all-age Children's
Home. Not only are large families kept together, but the older children can achieve a
sense of responsibility and the young ones certainly enjoy the company and the
stimulation of the older boys and girls.”
39. One reason noted in the admission records in 1960 was “psychiatric recommendation
following difficulties at home”– this related to an 11-year-old boy. This underscores the
“all purpose” use of the Home, a phrase adopted by Colin Tilbrook, the Superintendent
of the Home for most of this period and repeated in the 1965 Home Office Inspector’s
report.
40. A psychiatrist writing to Patricia Thornton in 1963 recommended that the best place for
the “severely disturbed” 9 year-old WN 124 would be HDLG “where he would have the
stable environment he lacks, where the staff would be able to supply the discipline he
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needs, together with affection and understanding he has so lacked for many years...this
move to the children’s home ought to go through without delay”.291
41. WN 201 did not spend any time at HDLG, but was at Sacre Coeur, in foster care and
spent most of his time in care at La Preference in the 1960s and 1970s. The reason for
care given is “Family unable to cope with [WN 201]’s behaviour problems”.292
42. One application form for admission simply reads “Bad Home Circumstances”- the same
pro-forma form dates the admission into care in September 1965 and is date stamped in
the top right hand corner “HDLG 4 Nov 1965”.293 Other reasons recorded suggest the
threshold for admission into care and on to HDLG was sometimes low (as described
above) – “child in need of observation – petty pilfering – rude & cheeky”.294
43. The case of WN 120 provides an interesting example of the combination of factors
leading to an admission into care in the early 1960s. The notes of the case conference of 6
February 1964 record that the parents were immigrants and had difficulties with alcohol
abuse.295 There were also housing issues, with the Housing Department not allowing the
family to live with a friend, and they ended up living in makeshift accommodation. The
Centenier intervened by bringing the case before the Magistrates’ Court shortly after WN
120’s birth, as the father was in prison and could not maintain his family, and there was
concern that the family could be evicted from the Island. Eventually, the mother was also
sent to prison and WN 120 was admitted to the care of the States. 296 There were
difficulties finding foster carers for a Catholic girl,297 and WN 120 was admitted to
HDLG.
44. A court order from November 1964298 is an example of an approved school order made
under Article 7 of the 1935 Loi, placing the child at HDLG “in the meantime”. Colin
Tilbrook records his dissatisfaction with the decision thinking it “quite wrong” that the
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boy should be “sent right out of the Island” and that the child should be committed to
HDLG. The Royal Court subsequently amended the Article 7 order.299
45. An SOJP report from August 1968300 provides an example of an emergency placement of
3 children into HDLG being arranged by a police officer and a CCO.
46. Children were also placed at HDLG to enable there to be “observation and assessment”
although it is not clear whether this was on a statutory basis or agreed between parents
and children’s services.301 In WN 162’s case the reason for admission into care was given
as “period of observation and assessment”. In WN 121’s case it was for both observation
and assessment, and because of mother’s ill-heath.302 In WN 184’s case there were too
many children for the mother to cope with and the parents felt that “he should be at
HDLG to ensure constant supervision”.303
47. HDLG was viewed as an environment that would benefit children growing up in difficult
home circumstances. An educational psychologist’s report prepared in 1969 on WN 184
recommended his placement at the Home, “If [WN 184] were placed at HDLG he would
have a much better chance to mature in personality and identity with the values of the
Children’s Home and of society generally”.304
48. In WN 187’s case a transfer to HDLG from La Preference at age 10 was necessary
because WN 187 now required “male figures to identify with and to exert influence on
him”.305
49. In one case, it would appear from the documents available to the Inquiry that a child was
taken to the Home by his father.306 Others were taken into care shortly after birth and
placed at HDLG as infants. WN 43 was a babe in arms when he was placed in the
Nursery Unit at HDLG (“mother unable to cope”),307 along with his siblings.

299

See WD001513 and WD001510
WD001308
301 See for instance WD002022 and WD002021
302 WD001651
303 WD001233
304 WD001235
305 WD004351
306 WD001964
307 WD000930
300

104

104

1970–1986
50. For part of this period (1970–1979), the Inquiry conducted an analysis of the admissions
and discharges at HDLG for each individual year by different statutory bases (as noted
above) under the 1969 Law.308 By far the largest number of admissions were voluntary,
pursuant to the Committee’s duty to orphaned/abandoned children and admissions under
a “fit person” order.
51. Some examples of reasons for admission to care in this period can be found from the
records :
51.1

WN 180, who was admitted in 1970 as being “in need of care, protection or
control”,309 the specific reason being “missing from home – request of Probation
Officer”.310 The witness gave evidence that she ran away from home and told her
Probation Officer that she did not want to go back home to her parents.

51.2

WN 397 was admitted under a ‘Care and Protection Order’ in December 1970,
with the specific reason being “Mother unfit to care through drink”.311

51.3

WN 151, who was admitted to HDLG in February 1971 “to be employed as a
trainee girl”.312 She was, at the time, aged 15 and in a relationship with an older
man.

51.4

WN 391 was admitted to Brig-y-Don on two occasions in the early 1970s before
spending various other periods at HDLG between 1975 and 1977, and 1982 and
1985 – the reason for care is “beyond control”313 and the background report to his
admission states: “HDLG will hopefully give him a more stable background to
work his way in life and he knows that this is probably his last hope of preventing
a longer and stiffer sentence being imposed by the Courts.”
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51.5

WN 211 was initially admitted to HDLG in 1973 due to being “Out of control at
home” (under Article 82) and after discharge 4 months later, was subsequently
admitted in 1974 on remand at the “Special request of the court” under Article 26.

51.6

WN 121 was admitted into care in 1972 after being placed on probation by the
court – the reason for care is recorded as “Breakdown of home relationships and
request of Senior Probation Officer”.314

51.7

WN 67 was placed at HDLG in 1976 on the basis that “Child refused to go
home”.315

51.8

WN 594 was admitted to HDLG in 1976 on remand.316

51.9

WN 23 was admitted to Brig-y-Don on several occasions in the late 1970s, before
moving on subsequently to Clos de Sables, Heathfield and foster care. The ‘reason
for care’ given is “Mother admitted to hospital” – under Article 31 of the 1969
Law.317

51.10 Darren Picot was admitted to Brig-y-Don in 1977 when only a few months old,
before subsequently moving on to various other Homes in the 1980s and 1990s.
The reason for admission given is “Hospital recommendation” and it is noted to be
under Article 82 of the 1969 Law.318
51.11 WN 80 had several admissions to La Preference from 1979 onwards – the reason
given is “mother’s admission to hospital”.319
51.12 WN 597 was admitted to HDLG in May 1982 for “disruptive/unruly behaviour at
home” – he was there for around 6–12 months.320
51.13 WN 633 was admitted to La Preference, aged 4, in 1983 due to his mother’s
hospitalisation.321

314

WD001641
WD003458
316 WD003074
317 WD000162/3
318 RS000615/10
319 WD004104
320 WD003425
315

106

106

52. Lambert and Wilkinson’s 1981 Report looked at the general issues behind children being
taken into care as follows:322
52.1

In Jersey there were 11.5 in care per 1000 children under 20, compared with an
overall English figure of 7.7.

52.2

The following factors were believed to contribute to why Jersey had such a high
level of children in care:

52.2.1 The lack of a statutory duty for carrying out preventative child care – this may
have created a situation where children were received into care for a short period
whereas they could more appropriately have remained in their own homes were
such care available.
52.2.2 The presence and availability of residential child care resources (space for over
50 per cent of children in care) may have reduced the pressure to seek
alternative methods of care.
53. On an inspection of care records, there was support for the idea that a “care episode” in
Jersey was likely to be longer than on the mainland. It was noted that: “A tradition of
assuming close quasi-parental responsibility for the children in the care of the
Committee, and the availability of predominantly long term residential accommodation,
both support this and may militate against current professional policy which seeks to
shorten to the briefest reasonable length the time a child is in care.”
53.1

Factors in the social structure were considered to have a potential effect on the
numbers of children being admitted into care, including:

53.1.1 Indications of a high incidence of marital breakdown, alcoholism and heavy
drinking, and psychiatric illness;
53.1.2 Housing and accommodation problems;
53.1.3 Migrant work forces;
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53.1.4 The incidence of illegitimate births, although this had lessened.
53.2

There was a high proportion of children in care (31 per cent) who were over school
leaving age, which left questions as to whether some of them should remain in
care. Of those, around half had been in care for over 10 years and had experienced
“a full childhood in care”. This goes to the issue of children being maintained in
care.

54. Lambert and Wilkinson also analysed the details of children admitted to HDLG over the
previous 2 years.323 They noted:
54.1

65 per cent of the 233 children who were admitted stayed for less than 2 weeks.
With nearly 20 per cent only staying overnight and 40 per cent staying for less
than 7 days – this compared with an average of only 25 per cent of children
residing for less than 7 days in Observation and Assessment centres in the Wessex
region.

54.2

Of the children resident at the time of the report, over half had been there for
between 1 and 5 years and nearly a fifth had been in care for up to 11 or 12 years.

54.3

When looking at these emergency placements, they found:

“…a great number of children and families who are admitted because of the incapacity
of the mother, and in some cases father, to care for them for a relatively short and
predictable period. There were many instances of children being admitted to HDLG
because of the mother's hospitalisation, either for confinement or surgical reasons.
Another major group where short-stay care was used seemed to be in cases where some
preventative action was being taken by the social worker, and the removal to residential
care provided a form of safety valve. In many cases the admission book records that the
children were received into care in order to give mother a rest. It should be commented
that in general mainland circumstances neither of these two latter reasons for short-term
admission would nowadays have been responded to by a residential placement, and it
must therefore be questioned seriously whether this is a suitable response, given the
323
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nature of HDLG in providing long term care. In only a minimal number of instances was
it indicated that any form of residential assessment was required. No doubt, the views of
the residential workers were sought by the CCOs, but this did not seem to be done in any
organised way. The register indicated that nearly all the short-term admissions returned
to their own homes or foster homes on discharge. It would seem that the boundaries to
short-stay admission are drawn rather too liberally and that some narrowing would be in
children’s interests. Although it is reported that CCOs often attempt to get a family's
neighbours and friends to assist in times of crisis the type of family involved often does
not have such extended support.”
55. In the Operation Rectangle ‘Analytical Summary of Historical Child Abuse’ produced by
Peter Wall in July 2009, an overall analysis of the reasons recorded for admission to
HDLG between 1959 and 1984 was conducted and is reflected in the table below.324
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Les Chenes
56. Les Chenes opened fully in 1978 and falls to be considered separately as it admitted
children on different bases from residential care homes and foster care. Its admissions
policy at the time of it opening stated that the following children would be admitted as
follows:325
56.1

Offenders committed to the care of the Education Committee under Articles 24
and 31 Children (Jersey) Law 1969 for long-term treatment;

56.2

Children in need of residential education in a secure environment who are not
necessarily offenders but whose behaviour was such that they were committed to
the care of the Education Committee under Article 27 Children (Jersey) Law 1969
as being “in need of Care, Protection or Control”; and

56.3

In exceptional circumstances, those who the Education Committee decided to
admit without the need for Court action.

57. A notable feature in the evidence given by several witnesses is a lack of understanding on
their part as to why they were placed at Les Chenes. WN 153, who was admitted to Les
Chenes in 1984, is one of a number of residents who expresses this uncertainty, stating:
“Les Chenes had a reputation for being a school for children who were challenging. I
have never understood why I was sent. I believe that many of the residents at Les Chenes
were there because they had committed criminal offences. They were mostly minor
offences.”326
58. WN 624 similarly recalls being told by her mother that the court had ordered that she be
admitted to Les Chenes but that “I never found out the real reason why I was sent
there.”327 WN 623 recalls being spoken to by the police before she was taken to Les
Chenes but states that she did not know why. She states that “I do not remember being
told why I was being sent to Les Chenes but I do remember it being on a voluntary basis,

325

WD004278
WS000675/9
327 WS000509/3
326

110

110

rather than compulsory.” WN 623 suspects that the real reason for her admission was
that her mother used influence she had to have her admitted to Les Chenes.328
59. Another theme that emerges from the evidence in relation to Les Chenes is the existence
of a degree of confusion or resentment among those who were not admitted to Les
Chenes on remand or as young offenders. WN 145 was admitted to Les Chenes between
1981 and 1984 and states that “I was not sent there for being a criminal or by order of
any court I was there because I was from a dysfunctional family who could not care for
me.” He goes on to describe the negative impact this has had on his life and other
consequences of being failed by the Jersey care system.329
60. Fairly ordinary placements into care, without any explanation of why Les Chenes was
chosen, can also be found: WN 620, for example, was admitted in 1980 as a result of a
“fit person” order, when aged 11.330
61. By 1986, a further reason for admission was noted to be for long-term placement at Les
Chenes “on the imposition of a Probation Order with residence at Les Chenes being a
condition of that Order”.331
62. Following Kathie Bull’s recommendations, Les Chenes was re-designated purely as a
remand centre and was renamed Greenfields.
63. Similarly, WN 73, who was admitted to Les Chenes around 20 years later than WN 145,
describes the negative impact an admission to Les Chenes under a care order had on his
life, as he was forced to mix with young people who were criminals and this undid the
work he had put into breaking his own cycle of reoffending. 332 In his Inquiry witness
statement he reflects that he had become “trapped in a cycle” of being released and then
committing further offences.333
64. WN 73 notes that at the time he “was fully aware that I was being taken to a remand
centre even though I had not committed any offences. I would often say to the staff that
328
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they did not lock up adults in prison [for the reason he was admitted] but my comments
were dismissed or subdued.”334
65. A large sample of data on the reason for admission to Les Chenes, the number of
admissions for an individual, how long they stayed for and any notes on discharge was
prepared for the Inquiry by the States of Jersey and is contained at Appendix 2.
Placement processes from 1999 onwards
66. A Placement Panel was created from around 1999335 to allocate residential and foster
placements for those children who were admitted into care, although this does not touch
on whether a child should have been admitted into care in the first place.
67. An example of a meeting of the Placement Panel from 26.05.99 (consisting of David
Castledine, Fay Buesnel from La Preference, WN 669 from Heathfield, Phil Dennett and
Ann Herrod (Chair)), may provide a useful insight as to how decisions were made about
children being admitted into care at this time.336 The following points are noted from the
notes of the meeting:
67.1

Meetings appear to take place every week.

67.2

Any ‘emergency admissions’ over the past week are discussed.

67.3

The Panel considers ‘requests for placements’ for individual children, which
presumably come from the child’s CCO. Requests can include “respite”, wishes to
leave current placements (e.g. with foster parents), temporary placements (e.g.
while a child’s mother is on holiday) and long-term placements (e.g. where
children are with short-term foster parents).

67.4

A long-term foster placement was required for three siblings for whom the
Children’s Service had an interim “fit person” order. However,

none were

available and therefore one needed to be specifically advertised.
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68. In December 2002, a letter was sent from Tom McKeon (Director of Education) to Anton
Skinner and Brian Heath about the arrangements as to the placement of children
immediately following Kathie Bull’s report. It was noted that a group of senior officers
would be established with the mandate to determine residential placements for children
aged 11–16, however it would not be possible to include Les Chenes in this arrangement
given the need to make separate provision for children placed on secure remand and those
in residential care.337
69. An October 2009 document entitled “Children’s Service – Placement Processes”338 sets
out the formal processes in deciding whether a child should be taken into care and details
the processes for managing any subsequent placement. The process for determining
whether a placement is required is set out in short form below, as follows:
69.1

Crisis in family home;

69.2

Social Work intervention – either requested (from a wide variety of sources) or
required (from the SOJP);

69.3

Placement need assessed and identified by social worker;

69.4

Placement with extended family or friends explored as ‘first option’, unless there
are identified risks in making/allowing such a placement; A child does not become
“looked after” in circumstances where there is a family or friends placement which
is identified by and agreed with those with parental responsibility;

69.5

If it is an emergency or out-of-hours placement that is not a voluntary family
arrangement, seek management approval for admission to care;

69.6

If a planned placement, make a referral to the Children’s Services Placement
Panel;

69.7

Placement Panel considers the needs of the child and explores available options
within existing local resources;
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69.8

Placement within foster care explored as ‘second option’ – bearing in mind that
there are some children for whom this type of placement would not be suitable
because they would not accept an alternative family placement or there are not
available carers.

69.9

Placement within residential services explored as ‘third option’

69.10 If that is not possible, consider development of a bespoke placement outside
current resources, such as segregating part of a bigger residential unit or
identifying an empty flat/house and bringing in casual staff to support its operation
as a residential unit.339
70. A further example from June 2013340 shows how matters had progressed – by then,
placements were considered by the ‘Placement and Resource Panel’ under the head of the
Children’s Service and Children’s Executive. Cases of individual children would be
“presented” to the Panel by a CCO, which may be an update on a child already placed, or
a request for a type of placement, such as overnight respite, outreach support,
intervention of the “Intensive Support Team”, a foster placement or respite foster care.
Evidence of alleged abuse: overview
Introduction
71. By ToR 7, the Inquiry is required to:
“Consider the experiences of those witnesses who suffered abuse or believe that they
suffered abuse, and hear from staff who worked in these services, together with any other
relevant witnesses.”
72. As part of this section, we summarise the evidence that the Inquiry has considered in
relation to alleged abuse of children in:
72.1

Residential children’s homes;
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72.2

Family Group Homes; and

72.3

Foster homes

in the period under review, from the perspective of former residents of those homes.
73. Such evidence falls into the following broad categories:
73.1

Alleged abuse perpetrated by staff members at the homes;

73.2

Alleged abuse perpetrated by other residents at the home;

73.3

Alleged abuse perpetrated by others, including visitors to homes (but not abuse
perpetrated by family members, which is outside the scope of the Inquiry’s Terms
of Reference).

Definition of “abuse”
74. “Abuse” was not defined by the States of Jersey in the Terms of Reference. The test
should be an objective one, measured by the standards in place at the date of the alleged
abuse. In the opening address to the Inquiry on 22 July 2014, Counsel for the Inquiry
invited the Panel to adopt a definition of abuse that was based on definitions of abuse
adopted by the Historical Institutional Abuse Inquiry in Northern Ireland and the World
Health Organisation. This was formulated as follows:
“Abuse” was behaviour which either (a) involved improper sexual or physical behaviour
by an adult or another child towards a child; or (b) in the case of emotional abuse, was
improper behaviour by an adult or another child which undermined a child’s self-esteem
and emotional well-being, such as bullying, belittling or humiliating a child; or (c)
amounted, through acts or omissions, to neglect of the child; or (d) took the form of
adopting or accepting policies and practices, such as numbering children or ignoring or
undermining sibling relationships, which ignored the interests of the children, or failing
to put a stop to such policies and practices.”
75. Any definition of abuse must be considered by reference to the acceptable standards of
the time. This is of particular application to allegations of physical abuse, where some
witnesses have maintained that any physical punishment meted out on children
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constituted reasonable chastisement in accordance with accepted standards of the time.
Sexual contact of any sort with a child was not acceptable in the period under review and
the issue of differing social and legislative standards do not apply.
76. Counsel to the Inquiry also proposed a definition of systemic failure, as follows:
“A “systemic failing” by an institution consisted of either (a) a failure to ensure that the
institution provided proper care; or (b) a failure to ensure that the children would be free
from abuse so far as was reasonably possible; or (c) a failure to take all proper steps to
prevent, detect and disclose abuse; or (d) take appropriate steps to ensure the
investigation and prosecution of criminal offences involving abuse.”
77. Examples of systemic failure included:
“(a) where some or all of those who had contact with children in residential establishments,
including volunteers and visitors, adopted abusive child care practices in common;
(b) where staff in managerial positions within residential establishments initiated,
encouraged or condoned abusive child care practices or failed to put a stop to them;
(c) where people in positions of responsibility for the institutions running residential services
initiated, encouraged or condoned abusive child care practices or failed to put a stop to
them;
(d) where those responsible for the inspection, oversight, policy-making or funding of the
institutions providing residential services initiated, encouraged or condoned abusive
practices, or failed to put a stop to them, or failed to take appropriate steps to identify,
prevent or remedy abuse.”
78. In relation to any systemic failings on the part of the States of Jersey, we invited the
Panel to adopt the following:
“A ‘systemic failing’ by the state consisted of a failure to ensure either (a) that the
institution provided proper care; or
(b) that the children in that institution would be free from abuse so far as was reasonably
possible; or
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(c) a failure to take all proper steps to prevent, detect and disclose abuse in that
institution, or
(d) take appropriate steps to investigate and prosecute criminal offences involving abuse;
(e) failing to have in place an adequate legislative/regulatory framework for the welfare
and protection of children looked after by the state or through fostering or adoption;
(f) failing to ensure that there were sufficient and appropriately trained staff in residential
establishments;
(g) failing to ensure that both children and staff were subject to monitoring and review;
(h) failing to ensure that there was an adequate system in place for the reporting of abuse
and/or neglect and ensuring that the said reports were escalated as appropriate;
(f) failing to take appropriate action in circumstances where the States of Jersey knew or
ought to have known that abusive practices were taking place.”
79. In presenting the Phase 1a evidence to the Panel, Counsel to the Inquiry have worked on
the basis of the above definitions. We invite the Panel to adopt those definitions formally.
Role of the Panel in relation to ToR 7
80. As has been explained in the oral hearings on a number of occasions, the function of the
Panel in considering evidence about alleged abuse is not to reach conclusions about
whether any individual allegation of abuse is or is not substantiated. Rather, the role of
the Panel is to consider all of the allegations of abuse relating to individual homes, and to
reach a view based on that evidence as to whether there were patterns of abuse within any
home in a particular period, and whether any such abuse arose from systemic failures, as
defined above.
81. The function of the Panel is to consider the evidence in all of its forms and to decide,
based on the weight and cogency of that evidence, whether, taken together, it establishes
a pattern of likely abuse in any home. In making that assessment, the Panel will still wish
to consider the credibility and consistency of any evidence, when measured against other
evidence about the same home in the same era. So, for example, the Panel might reject
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the evidence of a witness stating that there was no physical abuse in HDLG in the 1970s
if such evidence were inconsistent with the bulk of the evidence about the home in that
period. The Panel is reminded that the Inquiry is not required to apply any particular
standard of proof.
82. While it is not the role of the Panel to make findings on individual allegations of abuse
there are occasions where, on the evidence, findings that abuse occurred may be inherent
in the Panel’s findings on related matters. This arises in particular in those cases where it
is alleged that abuse was perpetrated by a senior manager of a home, such that a culture
permeated throughout a home whereby abuse of children was tacitly accepted or
deliberately ignored, and whereby complaints of abuse were either not made or not acted
upon. Insofar as the Panel may make such findings about the culture of any home, then
the inference may be drawn that senior members of staff created, or acquiesced in, that
culture.
83. A number of points arise in relation to witnesses’ recollections of events. The experience
of each child in any home was unique. No child will have had an identical experience to
another, even if they were in the same home with the same staff members. The evidence
of many residents was that they had a happy childhood in residential or foster care and
did not experience or witness any abuse. Others tell a very different story, alleging
regimes of brutality and incidences of sexual abuse. The fact of these inconsistent
accounts does not necessarily mean that one witness is right and the other is wrong. Their
differences might arise for a number of reasons, but a simple explanation is that each
child had a different experience or did not witness the same events. The Panel has not
heard expert evidence on how the recollections of alleged victims of abuse may alter over
time or through experience, and we understand that there is controversy in this area. We
would simply highlight the uncontroversial point that recollections may fade or alter with
the passage of time, and remind the Panel of the fact that witnesses were often recalling
events many decades ago.
Treatment of, and approach to, the evidence received
84. We have set out above the various sources of evidence that have been considered by the
Inquiry. Some of that evidence was tested in oral testimony in the Inquiry’s hearings;
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other evidence – such as extracts from Children’s Services files and SOJP statements –
were read into the record by Counsel to the Inquiry, with no questions being put to the
witnesses who produced the document or were discussed within it. The Panel has
considered additional material in documentary form. All material considered by the Panel
has been redacted and uploaded on to the Inquiry’s database.
85. A number of considerations arise in how the Panel should approach the evidence they
have heard and read. We make the following observations:
85.1

Not all of the evidence put before the Panel was obtained for the same purpose.
Statements taken by the Inquiry’s legal team were obtained in order to meet the
Terms of Reference, while statements obtained by the SOJP, for example, were
produced in furtherance of the investigation of potential criminal offences. Entries
in Children’s Services files on children were designed to be a record of the
intervention of Children’s Services in relation to that child. Redress Scheme
Applications were drafted with the purpose of recovering compensation for those
alleged to have been abused. While it may be an obvious point to make, the
purpose for which any document was produced is central to its evidential value. By
way of example, while an Inquiry witness statement might deal in detail with
evidence regarding alleged emotional abuse, an SOJP statement from the same
witness might well gloss over that evidence if it did not disclose a criminal
offence.

85.2

The date of production of any document is also of central importance. In general
terms, it is submitted that contemporaneous documents are likely to represent the
most reliable evidence about certain details of any particular event. Entries in
Children’s Services files, for example, are likely to be more accurate about the
date of particular events than a witness statement taken decades later. In some
respects, entries in Children’s Services files would also represent the most accurate
evidence about the detail of some events, such as a disclosure of abuse. Against
that, many of the contemporaneous records seen by the Inquiry document only
what the author was required to record for professional purposes, or was otherwise
minded to state. In many instances, the viewpoint of the children was not recorded.
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Therefore, in considering any evidence about alleged abuse from the viewpoint of
the children (as they then were), it is important to balance the contemporaneous
documentation with evidence provided in witness statements many years later. For
example, where a witness may have been wrong in recollecting when an incident
took place, that does not mean that the remainder of their evidence about that
incident is bound to be unreliable or incorrect. In some cases, witness statements
given to the SOJP or the Inquiry are largely consistent with the account and
impressions given by entries in the Children’s Services files. In others, a much
fuller picture emerges as the former resident tells the story of their childhood in
their own words.
85.3

The testing of evidence by questioning from Counsel to the Inquiry was of central
importance in:

85.3.1 Establishing the factual background and context;
85.3.2 Exploring the themes arising;
85.3.3 Amplifying and testing the allegations or denials of abuse;
85.3.4 Putting any inconsistent evidence to the witness;
85.3.5 Exploring the credibility of the witness.
85.4

It may be thought that the “best” evidence in relation to alleged abuse was that
given in oral testimony in the Inquiry hearings, because the evidence could be
tested in the ways described in the paragraph above. The Panel will wish to give
careful consideration to the weight to be applied to evidence that was not tested
orally, recognising that inconsistencies or inaccuracies in that evidence – and the
credibility of the witness – could not be explored (to their credit or detriment)
through questioning. This is perhaps a less pressing concern given that the Panel
will not make findings on individual allegations of abuse, but it remains an
important consideration. We would highlight, however, that the evidence that was
read into the record from Phase 1a witnesses was generally accompanied by
reading in relevant contemporaneous documentation, notably Children’s Services
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records and any SOJP records, which allowed available inconsistent or supportive
evidence to be identified, and placed the allegations of the witness in context.
Overall, we would invite the Panel to consider all of the evidence in the round,
using the oral evidence of witnesses to complement and contextualise the
documentary evidence available in the written evidence, in particular in SOJP
witness statements, Children’s Services files and Redress Scheme applications. It
is anticipated that the oral evidence heard for each home will have served in setting
the scene for the documentary evidence relating to that home. It is perhaps worth
recalling at this stage that it would not have been practicable to call every single
witness with relevant evidence to give oral testimony, whether a former resident or
employee or other witness, given the sheer number of potential witnesses and the
69-year time span of the Inquiry. Against that, it was appropriate for the Panel to
consider all relevant evidence, irrespective of its source, in order to investigate
fully the Terms of Reference.
Summary of evidence regarding alleged abuse
86. The Panel is required to consider evidence relating to abuse in the period from May 1945
to April 2014, a period of 69 years. The evidence covers those residential homes run by
the States of Jersey and by the voluntary sector, Family Group Homes and foster homes.
87. The evidence is summarised below on a home-by-home basis, starting with the residential
children’s homes, then moving on to the Family Group Homes. Finally, we set out the
evidence in relation to alleged abuse in foster care.
88. In the residential homes in the early part of the period under review, namely the Jersey
Home for Boys, the Jersey Home for Girls, the Westaway Creche and Sacre Coeur, the
evidence regarding abuse is presented in a thematic way, reflecting the general culture of
the homes and the treatment of children within them. The same applies to homes initially
run by the voluntary sector, namely La Preference and Brig y Don, given that the number
of alleged abusers was relatively small. For HDLG, Les Chenes/Greenfields and
Heathfield, we summarise the evidence according to the category of alleged abuser/s, as
set out above. We start with employees at the home, then go on to consider allegations
made against non-staff, including visitors to the home, then finally we consider
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allegations made against other residents (where appropriate). For the most part, where an
individual has been convicted in respect of abuse of minors, we summarise the evidence
against them by reference to the police and LOD documents, as well as referring to some
of the Phase 1a evidence. The summary of the evidence about alleged abuse draws on the
evidence of hundreds of former residents about whom the Inquiry has received evidence
in one form or another. We do not propose to set out the full detail of every allegation
made by every witness, but we discuss the totality of the evidence, often by reference to
illustrative cases. We do discuss many of the allegations made, however, to ensure that
the Panel has the fullest possible picture about the nature and scale of the alleged abuse.
In each case, we summarise the allegation reasonably briefly, but provide evidential
references to ensure that the Panel can consider the detail of the allegation. We also
include neutral or positive evidence about each home, to further ensure that the Panel has
a representative and balanced picture of the experience of the children resident there.
Evidence on the reporting of abuse by children: overview
89. By ToR 8, the Inquiry is required to consider the reporting of abuse, as follows:
“Identify how and by what means concerns about abuse were raised and how, and to
whom, they were reported. Establish whether systems existed to allow children and others
to raise concerns and safeguard their wellbeing, whether these systems were adequate,
and any failings they had.”
90. As part of this section, we consider how and to whom children in residential care homes
and foster care raised allegations of abuse, as well as reports made by others and whether
systems existed to allow children and others to raise concerns and safeguard their
wellbeing. It is a matter for the Panel as to whether these systems were adequate, and
whether they had any failings.
91. For convenience, we set out the evidence on the reporting of abuse on a home-by-home
basis, as the ability to report abuse depended, to a significant degree, on the culture
prevailing in each of the homes at the relevant time. For ease, we reiterate the relevant
allegations of abuse, before setting out the evidence on the alleged disclosures. This
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results in some duplication of text, but is intended to provide a convenient means for the
Panel to identify the allegations leading to disclosures.
92. A number of themes emerge from the evidence considered:
92.1

First, the large majority of those who give evidence on this topic indicate that they
did not feel able to report abuse at all. Some of this evidence is contained
separately, in the section entitled ‘The non-reporting of abuse’ below. The reasons
given are many: they were frightened to raise concerns and feared further
punishment if they did so; they had been punished and humiliated already to such
an extent that they lacked the confidence and self-esteem to voice their concerns;
they did not feel they could approach those in positions of authority, whether staff
members, employees of Children’s Services or the police; they did not feel they
would be believed; the people to whom they might have reported abuse were the
very people who they say were abusing them; those at the very top of the
hierarchy, to whom they might have reported abuse, were also abusive and were
unapproachable; they had tried raising their concerns on a previous occasion but
were punished, disbelieved or humiliated for having done so; the prevailing culture
at the time was that children did not speak up; they were threatened by their
alleged abusers of further or worse punishment if they spoke up, or were told by
them that no-one would believe them if they did.

92.2

None of the Phase 1a witnesses referred to any system of raising complaints or
knowledge of such a system. This reflects our understanding that there were few, if
any, formal systems for raising concerns or complaints, still less that the residents
of the Homes were aware of any such systems. In cases where disclosures of
alleged abuse were made, they appear to have been made to an adult or other child
selected by the person disclosing the abuse, often because they were in a position
of trust or were related to the person alleging abuse. Such evidence as there is on
the systems for reporting abuse is set out in the section on ESCD and HSSD
policies and procedures, and is also discussed in the section on the organisation,
management and culture of the Homes.
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92.3

In relation to concerns raised to staff at the homes, a recurrent theme in the
evidence is that the children were subject to further or worse punishment if they
raised concerns. In some cases, they say they would be beaten, in others they
allege they would be detained in punishment cells. In the very early period under
review, it is alleged that children would be sent for psychiatric assessment and
potential psychiatric detention if they raised concerns, or would otherwise be sent
to an approved school in the UK.

92.4

Many witnesses speak of being disbelieved – of raising concerns to staff members,
employees of Children’s Services, the police or others – and simply having their
concerns brushed aside or being told that they were making things up, dismissed as
fantasists or the product of a damaged upbringing. In other cases, it is alleged that
the children either did not report abuse because they did not feel they would be
believed, or they would be told as much when they did – the word of a child
having no value against that of an adult.

92.5

The culture of each home provides an important context to the reporting (or nonreporting) of abuse. In some homes, the number of alleged abusers, often across
the spectrum of staff seniority, appears to have put off some witnesses from
speaking out, with former residents saying that there was no-one they could turn
to. In other cases, witnesses say they disclosed abuse to approachable staff
members but nothing ever came of it.

92.6

Another recurrent theme is the lack of opportunity to make disclosures: infrequent
and supervised family visits; infrequent contact with the CCO or a distant
relationship with him or her; or no-one on the home’s staff who could be
approached.

92.7

Several witnesses state that they did raise concerns, but they were not acted upon.
Examples include absconding children telling the police why they had run away
from a Home and simply being returned there without further enquiry, and
children who are said to have disclosed abuse to employees of Children’s Services
but nothing resulted.
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92.8

Underlying all of these themes is evidence about the prevailing cultural attitudes of
the time: how children were viewed in general, and those in care in particular; the
stigma attached to those from difficult family backgrounds or with a history of
offending; the acceptability or otherwise of the use of physical discipline and the
deployment of psychological punishments.

92.9

In several cases, reports of abuse were acted upon and action taken. Some alleged
abusers were reported and action was taken, culminating in disciplinary action or
prosecution. In other cases, concerns were reported but there was delay before
action was taken, exposing more children to allegedly abusive behaviour. These
cases are considered in the subsequent section.

93. In what follows, we set out evidence from a variety of witnesses about why they did not
report abuse or, if they did, the response they received.
Jersey Home for Boys (“JHFB”)
Type and nature of the Home
94. The Home was built in 1866 in the village of Gorey, in the Parish of St Martin and was
known as the ‘Jersey Industrial School’ until 1900, when the name was changed to
JHFB.341 It originally catered for 45 boys and records show 142 admissions during the
German Occupation, despite some suggestion that at least part of the JHFB was taken
over by Occupying forces during the War.342 The Public Instruction Committee was
responsible for the JHFB from 1922 onwards.343
95. Under the 1935 Loi (see Chapter 3), those under 14 who had committed an indictable
offence or were “in need of protection” could be sent to JHFB until they were 16 and the
JHFB was obliged to accept them.344
96. The Public Instruction Committee Act 1946345 (see Legislation Chapter 3, para.3.1) set
out that boys between 6 and 15 were to be admitted to the JHFB “and will normally
341
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remain there until they attain school leaving age”. A boy admitted “by order of the Royal
Court” was to remain there until “the Court has sanctioned his leaving the Home to take
up suitable employment”.
97. An example of an admission form to the JHFB from 29.01.58 can be seen at WD000642,
including personal details and a Doctor’s Certificate.
98. In May 1958, the Education Committee recommended that the JHFB and the Jersey
Home for Girls be amalgamated following a memorandum prepared by the Director of
Education.346 At this point there were “rather over 40” residents at the JHFB and it was
noted that most children were admitted at the direct request of the Constable rather than
being committed by the Royal Court.347
99. In 1959, the Education Committee approved a scheme for the reconstruction of the JHFB
in order for it to accommodate a maximum of 35 boys and 10 girls. 348 This was to include
temporary accommodation of some children remanded by the Royal Court and facilities
for a small number of babies and infants under the age of 2.349 As at January 1960, there
were 67 children in the Home, consisting of 51 boys and 16 girls.350
Management, organisation and culture
The residents’ perspective
(i) Routine and regime
100. For some, the JHFB was regimented and the routine inflexible, for others it was less
regimented. Giffard Aubin (1943–1951) told the Inquiry:
“I did chores on the ground work…. the period leading up to 1947 was not too bad.
Although the boys were given a lot of chores to do, such as washing up, polishing the
floors and potato peeling, we also used to have outings and sandcastle competitions.
During the war we used to be allowed to watch silent movies and a former resident from
345
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the Home also used to come and entertain us with his piano accordion. After the war we
also used to have visits around the town.”351
101. Malcolm Carver remembers:
“About 7 o'clock I think, something like that. Go off and wash, we did not shave in them
days of course. Get dressed, make your bed, then troop down -- we used to fight to try to
get down first because the first one down carried the porridge bowl in, so at the end of the
dishing out he got to scrape it out. That's the best part of porridge, isn’t it, that that's
caught round the edge? Then we hung around and waited for -- no, we walked to school.
We had to walk up to St Martin's School from Faldouet, we had a coach back at
lunchtime, take us back for lunch, then a coach back ……People did not really need to
misbehave, we were pretty much let loose on our own during the days like.”352
102. For WN 254 (1950s) “The children used to do odd jobs around the home, such as polish
the floors, clean the rooms and make our beds. I remember these as regular chores, like
all”353
103. Other witness accounts in evidence before the Inquiry included the following:
“We worked daily at the home, scrubbing floors, polishing floors in long rows of boys,
using bumpers to highly polish the floors. Working off dining tables, cleaning windows,
washing walls, sweeping up outside, mowing the grass, ploughing and planting the fields.
We had six boys at a time to pull the plough. We had three fields of potatoes at the home
and grew an amount of our own vegetables and kept chickens and pigs. We were got up at
6 am and when we were younger went to bed at 6 pm and when we were older we went to
bed at 7 pm. We were made to line up for everything and had to be inspected for clean
hands, knees and our shoes had to be clean.”354
“There was a routine for everything at the home. There was therefore no excuse for the
children not to be where they should be. We all had to get up at precisely 7 am. We then
had to make our own bed with the corners all tucked in properly like the sail of a ship.
351
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The House Master would go around to check that the beds had been made properly. I
remember that whatever we did while we were at the home, we always had to queue up in
single file. I think we were made to do this because we were easy to count. Occasionally,
someone would run away. They counted us to check we were all there. Each boy was
given an identity number. Most of the time, we were known by our numbers, rather than
our names.”355
104. WN 156 (1947–1954) described the regime as “very harsh”:
"The regime at the Boys' Home was very harsh and there was much hierarchy. What I
mean by this is that boys would be employed by the masters to control the other boys.
Those boys who were permitted, were allowed to exercise the inflicting of corporal
punishment by means of a cane, coat hanger, or occasionally the 'leather' or slipper.
Generally speaking though the 'leather' was reserved for the masters. Corporal
punishment, and physical abuse, was deployed in order to maintain discipline…. Given
that there was only one bathroom we were only allowed one bath a week. In-between
times we would have to strip-wash. Hygiene was extremely important in the home, and we
were taught to wash, and clean our teeth, looking straight ahead. We were not to look
sideways or down at our bodies. If we dropped a towel then this was considered to be
'dirty', and we would be punished for that, and this was generally by means of the
application of the 'leather'.”356
105. WN 156 describes having to make his own bed every morning which would be
inspected and then down for breakfast, eaten in silence, “we would have to clear away,
there was a rota for washing up and so on”.
106. WN 258 (1942–1953) described working ‘daily at the home, scrubbing floors…cleaning
windows, washing walls…ploughing and planting the fields…We were up at 6 am and
when we were younger went to bed at 6 pm …we were made to line up for everything and
had to be inspected for clean hands, knees and shoes had to be clean.”357
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107. WN 261 (1947–1957) related how it was his job “to feed the pigs, every January two
piglets would arrive, one for our home and one for the girl’s home”.358
108. WN 262 (1955–1959) told the police that “I had some damn good times at the Home
too, going canoeing and then going on the summer camps, they were wonderful times.
Christmas was alright too, we’d have parties and play games, and I also think that
presents were given”.359
109. WN 263 (1952–1961) remembered that: “When I was not at school I lived at the boys’
home. I lived at the home at the weekends as well and would quite often have to do
chores.”360
110. WN (1957–) remembered how regimented the Home was:
“There used to be a system of bells at the home, it was bells for everything. Hand bells for
meals and even a big bell in a tower at the front of the building that they would ring as
you were coming home from school. I can remember having to sprint home at times
because the bell was ringing and knowing I would get hit if I was even seconds late for
roll call. The bells governed the daily routine, from getting up in the morning to going to
bed at night. At weekends we would be given chores to do such as sweeping or peeling
potatoes. There was never any time put aside for us to play or just be children. Everyone
was treated the same, the only thing different was bedtime in that as you got older you
were aloud to stay up later. The junior boys could be sent to bed as early as half six to
seven o'clock.”361
111. Barry Ford (1957–1960) provided a vivid account of the life in the Home:
“Q. Are you able to help the Inquiry about -- can you remember what the rules were,
what sort of rules you had to abide by and how you found out about them?
How -- well, we were basically told the rules when we first went in by one of the -- when
you were introduced to your house parents who told us what you are allowed to do, what
358
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you are not allowed to do. You had certain rulings that as you were put into different -split up into groups you had certain rulings about going to -- what time to go to bed and
what time you were getting up and you must -- certain rules that you must all come into
the hall -- the yard to assemble and be spoken to by the -- sometimes the
Superintendent.’362
“Well, if we had free time we had -- we were split up into certain groups for cleaning, like
cleaning the --cleaning your dormitories. Basically it means putting the -- hoovering
around and polishing the -- in those days we used to polish the floors with big sticks and
big heavy weights on them and covers on, we used to go up and down the floors just to
clean up the place like that. Other different things in our spare time, we had certain
people who had -- a couple of them had their own pets and were allowed to have pets and
they were rabbits, pigeons, (inaudible) tails and different things like that.”
“Yes, well, week days we had a couple of -- usually what would happen, three or four
people, if we had meals, like the evening meal, did a meal but then we would all have -- a
few of us were put into groups from junior, senior and intermediate and we had to set up
the tables ready for breakfast, putting the knives and forks out and different pieces, and
then a couple of them would work in the scullery and do the washing, wash up things.”
“You had your own -- the seniors had their sitting room where they could go and relax
and the intermediates had their group, different places, and then the juniors were mostly - were kept downstairs in there hall, but at the same time usually, as we finished things,
we all used to go into the communal areas, some as -- juniors, sorry, some went back into
the room to watch the news, either the local or the main news. But then sometimes
depending on which House Master was on, or if sometimes when the House Master had
the day off, the Superintendent used to come and take -- look after you boys at that time
and sometimes if we had the girls with us he would ask us questions on the news. Then
afterwards you were allowed to -- once that had finished you sometimes had games of
crab football in the hall, at the back of the place, and they all played that game and then
others read and some of them drew, till just before supper time, then you would go and
362
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have your chocolate and your toast or whatever there was going. We all went upstairs
afterwards.”
“No, you were supervised by -- you had to go to bed, have a wash, well, go upstairs.
Some boys had -- some nights you had bath nights and some nights you had shower night,
but you all had to wash up in your pyjama trousers, put them on, go and wash your face
and clean up before you went to bed and then you were checked by the master, whoever
was -- it might be two of them, it might be just one of them, then afterwards you would go
to your bed afterwards.”363
(ii) Leisure time
112. Barry Ford (1957–1960) remembered that some boys would be allowed pets at the
Home and went on to say:
“in the summer we would go swimming or to the beach. There was always something to
do…we had a film every Saturday…once we had lunch on a Saturday...we would all go
down to the big hall where some of us were given pocket money. Then we would split up
into groups and walked down to the tuck shop down at Spring Villa”.364
113. Malcolm Carver (1944; 1946–1951) remembered:
“We had a big playing field on the east side and there was a hedge at the bottom. We had
a swing there and a seesaw. The west side was -- there was a big Dutch barn and rubbish
in there, wood and so on, so you'd play around with that. Shed of chickens and -- yes, it
was all right. We played boys' games, we made bows and arrows and stuck spuds on the
end of a stick and slung it at one another, you know. You could throw a potato a good
way on the end of a bamboo. Make kites. (after the war) we had a snooker room built and
somebody donated a full-sized snooker table; … boys had a box to keep things in.”365
(iii) Visiting the Home
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114. Visits by parents to the JHFB were prescribed under legislation. 366 For boys it was the
first Sunday of each month. Giffard Aubin (1943–1951) remembers his parents coming
once a month. The strictures on visiting were not repeated when the Public Instruction’s
Act 1953, rescinding the 1946 Act, was enacted.
(iv) Leaving the Jersey Home for Boys
115. When WN 259 (1945–1954) turned 15 he worked as a House Boy in the Home before
leaving at 15½ to start work as a miner.367 WN 258 (1942–1953) remembered that “from
the time that boys had finished school and were preparing to go off and find work outside
they worked in the home or sometimes they were sent out to help local farmers. These
boys were called “House Boys’’.368 When WN 258 left the JHFB he was 16½: he joined
the Merchant Navy.369 WN 260 (1946–1949) remembered that when he reached 15 he
was summonsed to the Superintendent’s office and told that he was free to go.370
The staff/documentary perspective
116. Generally, aside from the accounts of those placed there as children, there is little
evidence available to the Inquiry on the management and organisation of the JHFB in this
period. There are incomplete Public Instruction Committee Minutes running from 1947 to
1958 and anecdotal evidence obtained in police interviews with WN 494 in 2008. WN
494 was a member of staff at JHFB between 1954 and 1956 and then again between 1959
and 1961, during the era of the amalgamation of the Jersey Home for Girls with the
JHFB, and the change in name to HDLG in 1960.
117. Some, albeit limited, insight can be gleaned from legislation and various Acts passed
over the period and from contemporaneous correspondence and notes underlying the
legislation provided in Richard Whitehead’s evidence to the Inquiry. The Inquiry has had
to draw on anecdotal evidence from witnesses in the Home during this era on various
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issues – to which, at the time, as boys, the witnesses may not have paid any attention, or
if they did, then from the perspective of a child.
(i) Legislative power and reasons for admission
118. Admission to the Jersey Home for Boys (“JHFB”) was in part formalised in legislation
and in part governed by parish convention. As at 1945, legislation governing placement
was set out in the 1935 Law.371 The 1935 Law determined how children came to be
placed at JHFB: either through order of the Royal Court by way of criminal sanction or
because a boy was deemed no longer under control or had been orphaned. The care of a
child placed in JHFB was assumed by the Public Instruction Committee (the
“Committee”). From 1955 the Public Instruction Committee was renamed the Education
Committee.
119. Steps governing admission were further refined in the 1946 Public Committee Act.372
As with the 1935 Law, the Constables of each Parish would apply to place a boy in the
Home. As records in evidence before the Inquiry show, the cost of maintaining a boy in
the Home would be borne by the Parishes, as well as by the “Island” and the Prison
Board.
120. The 1946 Law allowed the Committee to determine whether or not to refuse admission
and could have a child removed as well as prescribing the span of time during which
children could be placed in the JHFB (among other States’ owned homes). The Law also
prescribed visiting times. Under the 1947 Law,373 the Committee had parental rights over
those children placed in JHFB under a Royal Court order.
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121. The 1953 Public Instruction Committee Act replaced the 1946 Act: the Committee no
longer prescribed visits to only once a month.
122. Unsurprisingly, the Inquiry heard evidence from a limited number of witnesses from
this period – some of which was by way of oral evidence, some of which was read into
the record. In a few cases there was supporting documentation with entries made at the
time formally recording the reason for being taken into the care of the Committee or
placed in JHFB. The pre-printed admission forms included a space against ‘Basis for
Admission’. Giffard Aubin’s form374 (1943–1951) included the following details to be
registered: ‘date of admission’, ‘to whom chargeable,’ ‘when and where born’, ‘parents’,
‘their occupation’, ‘brothers’, ‘sisters’, ‘boy’s previous history’, ‘[educational] standard
on admission’, ‘height and weight’, ‘date of leaving’, ‘conduct in school’, ‘[educational]
standard on leaving’, ‘signature on leaving’, ‘trade learnt’, ‘subsequent history’, ‘how
employed’, ‘doing well or otherwise’.
122.1 Reasons for admission given included: Gifford Aubin (1943–1951) – ‘parents unfit
to look after’;375 in Malcolm Carver’s case (1944; 1946–1951) he thought he was
admitted the first time in 1944 because his mother was about to have another child
– the second time in 1946 he was taken to the JHFB directly from a Parish Hall
Enquiry.376 Barry Ford (1957–1960) too was taken to the JHFB directly from a
Parish Hall Enquiry. WN 156 (1947–1954) was placed as an orphan; so too was
WN 227377 (1939–1942). WN 133 (1951) was recorded as being placed because
his father had died and his mother was unwell – he was consequently ‘a young
person in need of care and protection’. WN 190378 (1947–1954) was said to have
been abandoned by his mother, while WN 254 (in 1950s between ages of 6 and 11)
was placed at JHFB because his mother was unable to look after him. WN 258
(1942–1953) was placed following his parents’ marriage break-up, as was WN
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259379 (1945). WN 261 (1947–1957) was said to have been abandoned by his
parents. WN 262 (1955) was placed at JHFB aged 11 for truanting; WN 266
(1957) was deemed ‘out of control’ and placed under order of the Royal Court;
WN 260 (1946–1949) was sent to JHFB by the Royal Court for stealing. For
others, the route to JHFB started at an earlier age as infants placed in Westaway
Creche, from where, at the age of 6, children would be transferred on to JHFB:380
so for WN 263 (1952) placed in Westaway as an infant by his mother and for WN
186 whose case history records note ‘no contact with parents since 1952’ when he
is placed at Westaway ‘at the expense of St Saviours’ parish, and admitted to
JHFB in 1955 – ‘parental attitude to child: never comes to see him’.381 WN 265
was first placed at Sacre Coeur (1952) and then at JHFB (1957), the grounds being
that he was illegitimate and his mother had mental health issues. Giffard Aubin
remembered the mix of boys when he was there:
“So it was mixed with ones that committed offences, some that had no parents, some
whose parents did not want to know them and others who were put there because their
parents could not look after them’382
122.2 There are fewer first-hand accounts of how boys were taken to JHFB. Giffard
Aubin remembers being taken by car driven by the Police accompanied by ‘a
lady’. Malcolm Carver remembers that the first time in 1944:
“a lady from Education come, sat me in the back of the car. She was driving, just her and
me, and took me to the front door of the Home and put me in. I expect she must have given
paperwork to the people who were running the place and I was allocated a number and a
bed and that was it.”383
122.3 The second time he was placed at the JHFB, Malcom Carver was taken straight
from a Parish Hall Enquiry. WN 259 remembers, aged 6, simply walking from the
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Jersey Home for Girls in Grouville and arriving at the JHFB384 with other boys
sent from the Girls’ home.
122.4 WN 262 (1955–1959) remembered when, aged 11, “There was a knock at the door
… it was a uniform copper … he took me to the police station and told me to wait
there, then he got his van and he took me up to the JHFB”. 385 WN 266 (1957)
could not remember how he got to the Home; all that he could remember was that
he was given a number and home clothing with the number stitched in and shoes to
wear.386
(ii) Staffing levels and Superintendents
123. The positions and titles ‘Superintendent’, and ‘Matron’ were well established by 1945
as the senior management within a children’s home.387 According to WN 494 in the mid1950s the title of “Housefather”388 appears to have been interchangeable with ‘House
Master’ which may or may not have been a reflection of what was expected of the role,
while the designation ‘Housemother’ was established usage in the Home. ‘Housefather’
is used in the Committee Minutes in 1954. Barry Ford (1957–1960) refers to
‘Housefather’. Entries in the punishment books refer to ‘House Master’. The titles and
designation may be seen as a reflection of approaches adopted during this period. They
may also be a further reflection of the fact that the Jersey Home for Boys was seen both
as a direct alternative to an approved school which in England was staffed by
Headmasters389 as well as a home for children who were orphaned or whose parents were
unable to look after them, but who were not in the JHFB as consequence of an order from
the Royal Court.
124. WN 972 was superintendent during the Occupation and up to 1947.
125. In 1947 WN 972 was replaced by WN 547, whose wife was appointed Matron. Giffard
Aubin told the Inquiry that more staff were appointed at this date; all seemed to have
384WS000036/2

para.6
WS000053/2
386 WS000056/3
387 See for instance EE000096/25-26, Curtis Report (1946), Public Assistance Children’s Homes, para.171– para.177
388 The phrase is used in Committee minutes
389 See EE000096/48, Curtis Report (1946)
385

136

136

Forces’ background. He remembers WN 547 as having been a captain in the Army, as did
WN 258. Malcolm Carver (1946–1951) remembers that three members of staff appointed
in 1947 were “ex-service”.390
126. In 1952 WN 547 was replaced by WN 558 who in turn was replaced by George Maggs
in 1955. There are conflicting views about WN 558 (whose wife was appointed as
Matron). In WN 259’s statement to the police he remembers WN 558 “tried to change
things at the home by getting us vests, underpants and slippers. He arranged to get us
pocket money”. WN 258 remembers WN 558 as a “nice man”. In contrast WN 494, a
member of staff at the Home in the 1950s, remembers him being very severe: WN 558
was asked to leave by the Public Instruction Committee in 1954 (see below).
127. George Maggs, prior to being appointed Superintendent, had been the Youth Organiser
at the Jersey Youth Movement. He remained Superintendent until 1961.
128. Entries in the Public Instruction Committee Minutes for 1952 suggest that the
Committee’s expectation was that the roles of Superintendent and Matron were ordinarily
to be taken up by a married couple.
(iii) Experience/training of staff
129. There is next to no evidence available to the Inquiry on the experience and training of
staff recruited to the Home, or of training made available to staff while employed at the
Home. In interview, WN 494 set out his background and how he came to work at the
JHFB. He had completed National Service and then worked in two remand homes for
boys between the ages of 8 and 16 as a supervisor and instructor. He had replied to an
advertisement in a newspaper for the position of Housefather at the JHFB and was
accepted without interview or the need to travel to Jersey. He had no care qualifications.
On arrival at the Home in 1954 he received no instruction or training, “in those days you
were expected to know pretty well what you had to do, to do your job”.391 It was a
mixture of “experience and common sense”. In 1956 WN 494 left the Home at his own
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instigation to take up a Home Office training course in child care.392 He then returned in
1959 to work at the Home, leaving in 1961 to take up residential child care work in the
UK.
130. Staff at the JHFB were provided with accommodation in the Home as well as a separate
staff room. Boys were not allowed in either.393
(iv) Staff/boys ratio
131. The Committee minutes provide an insight into the numbers of residents – as with all
the Homes, figures only given during the 1940s:
131.1 1946 – 67
131.2 1947 – 82
131.3 1948 – 84
131.4 1949 – 91, reducing to 80 by the end of the year.
132. Giffard Aubin remembered there being only 3 members of staff when he was placed in
the Home in 1943 – a nurse, a matron and a superintendent and that this remained the
case until 1947. Apart from the 3 adults, boys were looked after by senior boys.394 From
records in evidence before the Inquiry numbers in the home ranged from 82 in 1947, to
84 in 1948 and 80 in 1950. By the time that WN 494 was appointed in 1954 he estimated
that there were about 50 boys.395 In his account to the police WN 258 (1942–1953)
estimated that there were 150 boys in the home during the War and that by the time he
left in 1953 that had fallen to 47. WN 260 (1946–1949) estimated that there were
between 110 and 120 boys when he started at JHFB.396 WN 263 (1952–1961) estimated
that there were “6–10 members of staff that would take care of us”.397
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133. WN 494 provided an account of staffing in 1954. By then boys had been divided into
three groups – Seniors aged 13–15, juniors aged 9–12 and small boys, aged 6–8. The
small boys group was in turn divided into two smaller groups. Below the Superintendent
there was a Housefather398 in charge of the Seniors and a Housefather in charge of the
Juniors, neither of whom had any assistants. Two Housemothers were employed to look
after the small boys. Each group had a relief member staff to cover, in the absence of
whom, the Superintendent would stand in. There were also a cook and kitchen assistant,
two cleaners and two sewing ladies.
134. The job of Housefather was full-time when on duty:
“Hours of duty about 24 hours really and we had one and a half days off a week…it was
really a 24/7 job overseen by the Superintendent… it was a hard job.”399
135. WN 494 thought the relationship between the staff and the boys was “very good”
[WD006717].
Reception of boys to Home
136. In interview, WN 494 provided an account of how the Home was managed. When boys
arrived at the Home for the first time:
“we did not, we did not know much really about their um, background, you know, they're
just in and we looked after them… I think you know, mainly they were probably poor
home conditions… even when a boy came in we would not know too much about him, but
he just joined and he was another one of, of our group…no handover…. they're all
treated the same and we tried to make them happy and take them out and take part in all
sorts of activities”.400
Routine and regime
137. In line with the accounts of those who were placed there as children, WN 494 describes
his first impressions of JHFB when he arrived in 1954 as:
Referred to as ‘House master’ by WN 494 in interview.
WD006717, pages 30–35
400 WD006951/5
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“very regimented …the Superintendent was quite strict I should say...he’d override the
House staff, you’d be in the dining room, [boys] were not allowed to talk in the dining
room, you’d have to make sure that they did not talk you’d send them out to the
Superintendent’s office and he’d give them the strap”.
138. In extracts from his account of his time working at the home privately published in the
late 1980s WN 494 set out over several pages the weekday and weekend timetable in the
JHFB. The daily routine was prescribed for in detail for both staff and boys.
Schools and the Home
139. Accounts available to the Inquiry dating from the end of the War portray boys from
JHFB going to St. Martin’s Parish School. WN 261 (1947–1957) went to Hautlieu
Grammar School. Boys give accounts of walking the 2 miles to St Martins in the morning
and being picked up by coach in the afternoon.401
Rules and discipline
140. In 1951 the UK introduced secondary legislation governing the administration of
children’s homes402 which was accompanied by a Memorandum by the Home Office on
the Conduct of Children’s Homes.403 Regulation 11 of the Administration of Children’s
Homes Regulations provided for prescriptive rules on punishment. No equivalent
legislation existed in Jersey. An entry in the Public Instruction Committee’s minutes in
1948 records, “The Committee decided at the first possible opportunity to revise the Rules
for the Home for Girls and the Home for Boys”. Fourteen years on it appears that the
Homes were still running to Rules drafted in 1924: in Children’s Sub-Committee Minutes
dated 25 October 1962 there is reference to the Jersey Home for Boys Rules, 1924.404 The
entry suggests that the Rules provided for corporal punishment. No copy has been
disclosed to the Inquiry. WN 494 makes no reference to printed rules.
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141. In his statement to the Police, WN 156 (1947–1954) described how corporal punishment
was exercised:
“The ‘leather’ was a leather belt which was carried purposefully for the infliction of
punishment. This was generally applied across bare flesh and if you were wearing
trousers, you were made to drop these, and it would be applied to your bare backside. In
the early days we did not wear underwear. The leather, sometimes known as the strap,
was the means by which the masters (the staff) exercised discipline in public. They made
it quite clear that they would not tolerate any form of disobedience. The cane and stick
would also be used as punishment, and to maintain as the staff saw it discipline ...”.405
142. As previously referred to, WN 156 also remembered that older boys were given the task
of disciplining younger boys.
143. WN 258 (1942–1953) gave this account of the discipline:
“Recalling my time at the home I would say that it was harsh but discipline was necessary
with so many boys there. I would say that the rules were kept and if you breached them
punishment was either by way of the strap or cane and it was instant. Other punishment
was to have your pocket money taken off you…and your sweet ration”.
Meals, he remembered, were held in complete silence.
144. WN 263 (1953) found the discipline to be “very strict”.406
145. WN 261 remembers boys being punished for wetting the bed (aside from being strapped
or caned) they would be made to stay in the belfry.
146. WN 266 (1957–) remembered that Mr Maggs “would record the punishments in the
punishment book that he kept on his desk”.407 The Inquiry received in evidence extracts
from the punishment books.408
147. In 1949, there is a record of the Rewards as well as the punishments handed out.
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148. In 1950, there is infrequent use of corporal punishment that is recorded.
149. In 1953:
149.1 18 January records – 19 boys – mass 'run away' – no pocket money or sweets for a
month all privileges stopped for 3 months;
149.2 19 January records – 2 boys – 3 and 6 strokes with the strap respectively – for
giving their food helping to boys who had run away;
149.3 1st February: 4 boys – 3 strokes with the strap – pulling down another boy's
trousers and playing with his privates in dark room;
149.4 3rd Feb: 2 boys – 3 strokes strap – constant disregard of wet bed rules;
149.4 15 February 1 boy: 3 strokes strap: bullying a small boy;
149.5 8 March: 1 boy – 3 strokes strap and sent to bed for 1 day – deliberately
disobeying an order not to wear plimsolls;
149.6 19 March: 1 boy – 3 strokes strap – bullying small boys;
149.7 27 October: 1 boy – 6 strokes strap – for continued insolence – this includes a
note:
“boy refused to accept this award and the matter has been reported to the committee.
Pending further action, I have altered the award to loss of pocket money sweets until
some decision reached”
150. In 1955:
150.1 1 boy: 2 strokes on seat: repeated bullying of smaller boys
150.2 1 boy: 2 strokes on hand: out of bounds in potato field
150.3 1 boy: 6 strokes: PUBLIC PUNISHMENT after repeated warnings interfering with
the person of [boy x] on night of 31 July
151. In 1956:
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151.1 boys: 6 strokes: PUBLIC PUNISHMENT; for being found in compromising
circumstances in a cubicle in the lavatory
151.2 boys: 6 strokes: mutual interference with the persons of each other after lights out
152. In 1957:
152.1 1 boy: 4 strokes – interfering with boy aged 6 and encouraging him to do likewise
153. There are also frequent references to boys being caned for misbehaving, persistent
talking in dining room or being late for lunch.
154. There is no evidence before the Inquiry as to whether the Committee inspected the
punishment books on a regular basis. It may be assumed that the keeping of a punishment
book was so that a record was available if asked for.
Allegations of abuse
Table of 1a evidence
155. For convenience, we set out below in tabular format the witness evidence considered by
the Inquiry regarding the Jersey Home for Boys, giving the name or witness number of
the relevant witness and the day of the Inquiry hearings on which their evidence was
provided:

Day(s)

Witness name

8

Gifford Aubin

9

Malcolm Carver

11

Winifred Lockhart

16

Reading in:
WN 156

143

143

WN 259
WN 258
WN 190
WN 260
WN 261
17

Reading in:
WN 262
WN 263
WN 265
WN 266
WN 186
WN 57
WN 128
WN 133

22

Malcolm Doublard

38

WN 62

62

Reading in:
WN 254

139

Reading in:
WN 149
WN 222

Overview of alleged abuse in the JHFB
144

144

156. As will be seen from the summary below, abuse is alleged to have taken place in the
JHFB in various different forms throughout the period of its operation that the Inquiry is
required to consider (from 1945 to closure). Perhaps most notable is an alleged culture of
bullying by older boys of the younger and weaker boys. At least in the early part of the
period under review, this may have stemmed in part from the fact that there was only a
handful of staff running a home for a large number of boys. Whether by design or default,
a self-selecting group of the more dominant boys appear to have maintained a form of
order through bullying and inflicting punishments. In some instances, this appears to have
been condoned and indeed encouraged by staff; more frequently, though, the impression
is one of the dominant boys bullying others at will, beyond the gaze of the staff.
157. Another prevailing theme is the administration of caning : the Panel may wish to
consider whether the punishment said to be administered was consistent with the rules
governing corporal punishment then in place. Other physical punishments are also
described, including hitting, striking with keys and a billiard cue, and a belt with a metal
buckle.
158. Accounts are also given of alleged emotional abuse, with the deprivation of presents,
treats and special privileges, such as trips away. Particular punishments applied to bed
wetting, and these are alleged to have had a ritualistic element.
159. There are various accounts of alleged sexual abuse in the period in question, notably
concerning alleged abuse by a member of staff in a room adjacent to the boys’ dormitory.
Hearsay allegations are also made about Senator Krichefski.
160. More details of the evidence of alleged abuse are set out below.
Bullying by other residents
161. According to a former resident, Giffard Aubin, the Jersey Home for Boys (“JHFB”) was
run by only three staff members during the Second World War – a member of, a matron
and a Superintendent – and there were about 150 boys in residence.409 Mr Aubin, a
resident between 1943 and 1951, said that it was impossible for so few staff to look after
409
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so many boys and keep order, so they depended on the senior boys to look after the junior
boys. He explained that this caused difficulties, because many of the older boys had been
put in the Home because they were young offenders or bullies. He described being
bullied by the older boys, who fashioned a DC generator so that they could administer
electric shocks by wetting the legs of the younger boys and running the generator. 410 He
also complained of having darts thrown at him by older boys, as well as being hit with an
armoury stick. In one incident, Mr Aubin says he suffered a serious injury to his wrist
when one of the older boys forced his hand through a window. He was not taken to
hospital and his arm was simply wrapped by the home nurse.411 He recounts that another
boy suffered serious injury when the other boys set alight his sheets.412
162. WN 258 was also resident in this early period, arriving at the home in 1942 and not
leaving until 1953. He confirmed that most punishments were handed out by three senior
boys, whose favourite punishment was to punch the other boys around the ears, 413 an
account also confirmed by WN 260, whose arm was allegedly broken in one incident and
who was allegedly stabbed in another.414
163. More staff were taken on after the War, according to Mr Aubin, but this did not lead to
improvements in the bullying meted out on the younger boys; in fact, he says it got
worse.415
164. Mr Carver returned to the Home in 1946 (as a result of a prank which went wrong) and
tells of a strict regime in the home, which, by that time, was under a new Superintendent
and had more staff.416 At this time there was a cook, and the boys were no longer required
to help in the kitchens.417 By this time, there was an influx of boys after the War.418 He
also confirmed a culture of bullying by older boys, although in oral evidence stated that it
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was no more than would be prevalent in a modern school today. 419 WN 156, who was a
resident from 1947, stated in his Redress Scheme statement that the boys would be
employed by the masters to control the other boys, and were permitted to inflict corporal
punishment by means of a cane, coat hanger, or occasionally the “leather” or slipper.
Consistent with staff accounts, he says that the “leather” (a belt) was usually reserved for
the masters and was administered to the bare flesh, in public view.420 WN 156 described
significant injuries, with welt marks on the skin.421 He maintains that corporal
punishment and physical abuse were deployed in order to maintain discipline.422
165. Other witnesses describe the boys being encouraged to inflict punishment on their
fellow residents. WN 263 describes an incident where two boys were caught together in
the toilets and were taken outside and stripped naked. He alleges that the other boys were
told to form a circle around the boys and beat them with a bamboo cane. All of this was
done under the eyes of some of the staff members, according to WN 263.423
166. Barrie Ford, who was in the home from 1958 to 1964, describes a rather different
picture. He told the Panel that occasionally they got a “thumping” from older boys, but
said the staff would give the boys a severe warning for this if they were caught. 424 This
may reflect a change in approach after the home became HDLG, but this is a matter for
the Panel to determine. More generally, Mr Ford described a more benign environment
than that described by others. He states that the staff could be strict at times, but were
fair; the children knew what the rules were and what would happen if they were broken.
On occasion this would involve caning but this happened to him only once. 425 A report
from an Educational Psychologist in 1963 confirmed that Mr Ford had excellent relations
with the staff at the home as a child.426
Physical and emotional punishments administered by staff members
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167. Malcolm Carver was first sent to the JHFB in 1944 as a result of playing truant from
school and says that he was reasonably happy there at that time.427 He says that, at that
time, WN 972 would hand out physical punishment in the form of a beating with the strap
across a naked backside. He confirmed that this did not happen often, but would be
carried out at teatime in front of all of the other boys. 428 He also described the work the
boys had to do as a punishment, with peeling potatoes being a particularly onerous
task.429
168. After the War, a new member of staff was taken on : Mr Aubin described emotional
bullying by her, being deprived of treats and Christmas presents, and being forced to
sleep in the junior boys’ room throughout his time there, which meant going to bed at 6
pm.430 Mr Aubin believed his bullying by the staff member was made worse by the fact
that he spent time with the Salvation Army and went to Sunday School. He stated that his
life was “made hell” from the time he started Sunday School.431
169. Mr Aubin described physical punishments being routine. He says he was caned
frequently and described the boys being “caned for everything”, an account also given by
WN 266, who was resident from 1957.432 He recalls that the children would be hit around
the head if they had a spot on their shoe at the church parade. He described a ritualistic
element to some punishments, with all of the boys being called to watch two boys have
their mouths scrubbed with carbolic soap as a punishment for swearing.433 Similar
incidents are described by WN 259434 and WN 258.435 WN 156 described one particular
member of staff striking boys on the head with a bunch of keys, which would
occasionally draw blood,436 and WN 133 (resident in the same period) alleges that he was
the victim of such an incident437. He also described the boys being punished at mealtimes
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for any misdemeanour, by being knocked off their chair and being “laid into” with the
leather or a stick.438 WN 258 indicates that all meals were held in silence.439
170. WN 258 confirms that school classes were held in the home during the War, 440 and
describes one teacher hitting the children with a billiard cue.441 WN 262 describes being
punched in the face by a member of staff when he called him a “poofter”.442
171. WN 259, who was resident between 1945 and 1954, describes a severe caning from one
of the teachers in the home for blowing into his ink well. He alleged in his SOJP
statement that the teacher lost his temper and hit him up to 18 times, breaking the cane in
the process. When the cane broke, he struck the child with a ruler around the head and
then continued to beat him with his hand.443 However, WN 259 went on to say the
following: “I would say that discipline at the Jersey Home for Boys was necessary to
keep order with so many boys in the home. It was normal treatment for us and we got
used to it.”444 His brother, WN 258, (resident from 1942 to 1953) commented that the
home was quite harsh but the boys just accepted it and got on with life.445
172. Winifred Lockhart was the first girl to be admitted to the JHFB, apparently on the
grounds that she was out of control and could not be managed at the Girls’ Home. 446 She
corroborates the accounts of corporal punishment, but confirms that she was never caned.
However, she states that she was generally treated in the same way as the boys and was
hit and smacked447 by two senior staff members.448 She says she was hit across the
face.449
173. In his police statement of April 2008, WN 190 describes a new Superintendent taking
over at the home in around 1950 and indicates that things changed dramatically for the
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boys in his care. The timing suggests that this was either WN 547 or WN 588 (the latter
perhaps being more likely given the description that follows). He states that one of the
staff members would take great pleasure in inflicting violence on the boys and would use
his large leather belt, often striking the boys on the bare skin with the metal buckle of the
belt. The same account is given by WN 261.450 WN 190 alleged that the wounds were so
severe that people would comment on them at the beach in summer. 451 During this
period, it is alleged that caning was frequent, but they never had a set number of lashes,
with a staff member beating the boys until he had had enough.452
174. WN 266, who was resident from 1957, gives an interesting account of being caned. He
describes being caned and alleges that, while he was often caned six times or more, it
would always be written in the punishment book that only two or three strokes had been
administered. He alleges that he was caned all over the hands and legs, and would end up
black and blue.453 WN 266 was a serial absconder and would be beaten for running away.
On one occasion he ran home but was picked up by two police officers. He says that he
was covered in bruises, which his mother saw, and goes on to say: “My Mum went mad
and began shouting at them and begging them not to take me back but they just shrugged
and took me back anyway.”454
175. The same staff member is alleged to have verbally abused the boys, telling WN 190 that
he was worthless and would never amount to anything.455
176. Other alleged punishments included being deprived of pocket money, not being allowed
to go away on trips and holidays456 and being locked in the belfry for a day at a time with
no more than bread and water.457
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177. WN 149 is one of the few witnesses to complain of being referred to by number, rather
than by name. In his Redress Scheme application, WN 149 described this as mental
abuse, with “a fear of survival every day. Also of beatings every other day”.458

Bed wetting
178. Bed wetting attracted both emotional and physical punishment, according to the Phase
1a witnesses from this Home. WN 156 described the bed wetters being known as
“tunnyfishers”. He indicated that an evening round was carried out at 10.30 pm, when the
“tunnyfishers” were roused and checked to see if they had wet the bed. If they had, they
were given the strap there and then. If they wet the bed again overnight, they would be
made to parade with their wet sheet tied over their head, with a knot tied under the chin,
and then would be made to wash the sheets in cold water in the yard.459 WN 258 suffered
this punishment on two occasions, but alleges that he was also lashed by the older boys
with stinging nettles for wetting the bed.460 Other witnesses describe the same
punishment of being made to walk up and down in front of the other boys with wet sheets
on their head.461
179. Barrie Ford, who was in the home from 1958 to 1964, recalls that the boys were made to
sleep in their wet sheets if they wet the bed two nights in a row.462
Alleged sexual abuse
180. Although Giffard Aubin heard rumours of sexual abuse by one staff member, he was
neither physically nor sexually abused by any staff member. 463 Several other witnesses
also confirm that they were not sexually abused.464
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181. In his SOJP statement of 2008, WN 260 (resident from 1946 to 1949) alleges that a
male staff member, WN 568, would take boys into his room at night. He alleges that one
boy told him that he had been sexually abused by this staff member.
182. WN 263 was resident at the home from 1952 and states that he slept in a large
dormitory, with 20 to 30 other children. He states that they were supervised by a male
staff member (unnamed), who had a room adjacent to the dormitory. WN 263 alleges
that, one evening, he was ill and was taken by the staff member to his room, where the
staff member fondled his genitals and took off his own underwear. This incident lasted
about 10 minutes and does not appear to have been repeated. He saw other boys being
taken to the staff member’s room and alleges that the staff member would watch the boys
bathing.465
183. WN 126 complains of sexual abuse at the hands of WN 494,466 who had a room
adjacent to the junior dormitory. WN 126 alleges that WN 494 would lead him out of the
dormitory to his room, where he would make him masturbate him to the point of
ejaculation. He says this went on for about 4–6 weeks.467 WN 126 also says he
complained to Mr Mallinson of sexual abuse by WN 494, and states that Mr Mallinson
hit him and told him to stop telling lies. He states that, whether or not this was reported,
the abuse by WN 494 stopped shortly thereafter.468
184. In his Redress Scheme application, WN 57, who was resident in the late 1940s and early
1950s, complained of having to perform fellatio on older males. He states that this
happened on a regular basis and took place at the grounds of the home. He says that other
boys had to do the same. He says: “I did it because I was told and got on with it. You had
to do as you were told at HDLG”.469 He also complained of being groped under the
bedclothes on a regular basis by an unknown visitor.
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185. WN 186’s residence at the home, from 1955 to 1965, spanned the operation of the home
as the JHFB and as HDLG. From the age of 10 to about 13, WN 186 states that he was
the subject of repeated sexual assaults by a Master, who he believes to have been Mr
Mallinson, occurring about twice a week. In his SOJP statement taken in 2008, he states
that one of the prefects would get him out of bed at night and take him to the Master’s
room, which was on the floor above. He says that the Master would be naked and would
undress WN186 and force him to masturbate him to climax. There was never any oral sex
or penetration. The child would then be sent back to his dormitory, but would sometimes
be kept by the Master in his bed until the early hours. WN 186 told the Police in 2008
that the Master told him that if we were to disclose the abuse to anyone else, he would be
punished. In evidence characteristic of those who suffered alleged sexual abuse, WN 186
said this:
“I did not realize the sexual abuse I was suffering was not normal. I assumed that it
happened to all of us and it was never spoken about. I have never confided in anyone
about what happened to me.”
186. Winifred Lockhart, who was resident in the Boys’ Home from the autumn of 1948, told
the Inquiry that she slept in a separate bedroom opposite the dormitory (housing 13- to
14-year-old boys) and the bedroom of a staff member. She alleges that she would be
woken at night to the sound of boys screaming “Leave me alone, I do not want to go”
and that she could also hear the voice of a staff member, saying things like “You were all
right last night, why not tonight?’”470 She says that she talked to a particular boy who
was singled out for this treatment, but he told her not to say anything.471
187. WN 260 also alleges that a frequent visitor to the school was Senator Krichefski. He
says that the Senator was very friendly with the staff member WN 568 and they would go
into the staff member’s room with boys.472 He identifies a photograph in his statement in
which he appears with the Senator. WN 262 states that the children at the home wore a
uniform including khaki shorts and states that Senator Krichefksi supplied the shorts to
470
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the home and would visit frequently to supply them.473 He heard rumours that Senator
Krichefski had raped boys in the home but gives no first-hand account. In other hearsay
evidence, WN 262 alleges that Constables went to the home and had “a high all time with
the boys”.474
188. WN 259 (resident between 1945 and 1954) names a worker at the home who was asked
to leave after only 6 weeks as it was alleged that he had touched up a few boys on the
genitals and buttocks.475 WN 259 also describes a separate incident where he and a friend
went out picking flowers and his friend was taken off into the woods by a former
resident, who forced the child to masturbate him. He says that the boys told the
Superintendent and the former resident was charged. WN 259 and his friend appeared in
front of the Judge and the witness believed that the ex-resident was either “charged”
(presumably “convicted”) or given psychiatric treatment.476
Reporting of abuse by residents
188.1 We repeat in this section the allegations of abuse that were followed by alleged
disclosures or complaints.
189. Giffard Aubin described a catalogue of abuse by older boys in the Home over the period
of his residence (1943–1951). In his witness statement he said that the home was a very
closed environment and the boys knew that if they spoke out, they would be punished.
Visitors were only allowed once a month and the older boys and staff closely supervised the
visits. Trips outside the home were also closely supervised and the boys were route marched
around.477
190. On the one occasion Mr Aubin did speak out to another boy, he says he was then taken,
along with other boys, for assessment for mental illness at the General Hospital. The
doctor there declined to admit Mr Aubin to St Saviour’s and an argument ensued between
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him and the Matron. He says that other boys that were taken with him did not return to
the home after a second assessment.478
191. As described above, WN 259 (resident in the JHFB from 1945 to 1954) describes an
incident where he and a friend went out picking flowers and his friend was taken off into
the woods by a former resident, who forced the child to masturbate him. The boys told
the Superintendent and the former resident was charged. WN 259 and his friend appeared
in front of the Judge and the witness believed that the ex-resident was either “charged”
(presumably “convicted”) or given psychiatric treatment.479
192. WN 190 absconded from the home in 1952 with seven other boys and they were picked
up by the police at St Brelade’s Bay. He states that they were taken to police headquarters
in St Helier, where they told officers about the abuse they had suffered at the home. He
says that they had the scars to prove the physical abuse, and they showed their wounds.
However, he alleges that the boys were simply taken back to the home and were
beaten.480 The same witness states that he also reported an incident of sexual assault, in
which a former resident, who was staying over at the home overnight, got into his bed
and touched his penis and buttocks. WN 190 states that he told the Superintendent but
nothing happened.481
193. WN 266 was resident in the JHFB in late 1950s. He was a serial absconder and would
be beaten for running away. On one occasion he ran home but was picked up by two
police officers. He says that he was covered in bruises, which his mother saw, and goes
on to say:
“My Mum went mad and began shouting at them and begging them not to take me back
but they just shrugged and took me back anyway.”482
194. WN 133, who was resident at the home from 1950 to 1955, states that he and 3 others
went to the Constable’s house to complain of an attack by one of the staff members. He
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says that they showed his injuries to the Constable’s wife, but no further action was
taken.483
195. WN 186’s residence at the home, from 1955 to 1965, spanned the operation of the home
as the JHFB and as HDLG. From the age of 10 to about 13, WN 186 states that he was
the subject of repeated sexual assaults by a Master at the home, occurring about twice a
week, as described above. WN 186 told the Police in 2008 that the Master told him that if
he were to disclose the abuse to anyone else, he would be punished. We repeat below
WN 186’s view which as we have suggested is characteristic of those who alleged they
suffered sexual abuse namely:
“I did not realise the sexual abuse I was suffering was not normal. I assumed that it
happened to all of us and it was never spoken about. I have never confided in anyone
about what happened to me.”
196. Winifred Lockhart, who was resident in the Boys’ Home from the autumn of 1948, told
the Inquiry that she slept in a separate bedroom opposite the dormitory (housing 13- to
14-year-olds) and the bedroom of a staff member. As mentioned above, she alleges that
she would be woken at night to the sound of boys screaming “Leave me alone, I do not
want to go” and that she could also hear the voice of a staff member, saying things like
“You were all right last night, why not tonight?”484 She says that she talked to a particular
boy who was singled out for this treatment, but he told her not to say anything. 485 He told
her it was it was not worth telling anything and, to her knowledge, he did not.486 She
states that she told a senior member of staff about these events but was told that no-one
would believe her and that if she did not shut up, she would be sent to a place where noone would find her.487 Ms Lockhart states that she was eventually admitted to St
Saviour’s following these disclosures.488
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197. Fear of further punishment appears to have been a potent disincentive to report abuse.
WN 149, a resident of the JHFB, wrote in his Redress Scheme Application under section
5 (“Complaints of Abuse”): “You did not do this [i.e. complain of abuse]. You were
young and did not know what to do and you feared more beatings.”489

Staff awareness of abuse/response to allegations
198. Entries in the punishment books available to the Inquiry over this period suggest that
those running the Home were alive to the risk and fact of both boy-on-boy sexual activity
between boys of the same age and of older boys assaulting younger boys. There are no
references in the Committee minutes to reports of abuse between boys at the home
(recorded in the punishment books) or of staff alleged to have abused boys in the Home.
Nor is any reference made to bullying (recorded in the punishment books). WN 494 (see
below) gives an account of staff complaining about excessive use of the strap by a senior
member of staff and of action then taken by the Committee, who invited him to resign.
This may indicate a close working relationship existing between the Committee and staff
at the Home at the time, the staff feeling confident in being able to make a complaint. The
complaints were acted on by the Committee and the member of staff who resigned in
protest at the conduct of the senior member of staff was invited by the Committee to
withdraw his resignation and resume his post.
199. The entries in the punishment books recording boy-on-boy abuse record in some
instances that the caning or strapping that followed was carried out in public (“public
punishment” is written in capitals – see above).
200. The entries also suggest that there was an awareness of bullying, with action being taken
to discipline those caught.
201. During Operation Rectangle, an allegation of sexual abuse over a period of a month to 6
weeks was made against WN 494 by WN 126 in respect of the late 1950s. There were
noted to be some difficulties with dates as the incidents were said to have taken place in
489
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1957, when WN 494 was not employed. When the allegations were put to WN 494 in
interview,490 he denied them.
Jersey Home for Girls (“JHFG”)
Type and nature of the Home
202. JHFG was set up as the Jersey Female Orphans Home in 1862 in the Parish of
Grouville.491 It appears from the documentation available to the Inquiry that the two
names were used synonymously as both were used in official documentation.
203. From 1933, the JHFG gained “semi-official status” in that the Royal Court was
empowered to send children there as an alternative to being sent to an Approved School
in the UK.492 As a private institution when the 1935 Loi was passed, the Home was not
bound to receive a girl sent by the Royal Court. Until 1939, the institution was run by the
“Trustees of the Jersey Female Orphans’ Home”,493 at which point the property was
ceded to the States of Jersey in order to “ensure that young girls will in the future receive
the same high degree of comfort and advantage as is now, and has been for many years,
received by the boys at the Jersey Home for Boys”.494
204. Although clearly the JHFG was intended for girls, evidence seen by the Inquiry suggests
that some males were also placed there in the early 1940s.495
205. The Public Instruction Committee Act 1946496 (see Legislation Chapter 3, para.3.1) set
out that girls between the ages of 6 and 12 could be admitted to the JHFG “and will
normally remain there until they attain the age of 17”.
206. As of May 1958 there were “rather fewer than 20” residents at the JHFG and, as with
the JHFB, it was noted that most children were admitted at the direct request of the
Constable rather than being committed by the Royal Court.497
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207. As noted above, the JHFG closed in August 1959 when it was amalgamated with the
JHFB and subsequently became known as HDLG. The Jersey Female Orphans’ Home
Law 1961 authorised the transfer of remaining trust funds to the States, reflecting the
States’ policy of placing boys and girls who could not be boarded out in HDLG.498
Management, organisation and culture
208. The Inquiry received little evidence over this period on the Jersey Home for Girls,
explained perhaps by the period covered being between 58 and 71 years ago. Three
women gave oral evidence to the Inquiry and statements and documentation from a
further seven witnesses were read into the record. Extracts from the Public
Instruction/Education Committee minutes were disclosed to the Inquiry (see above). As
with the JHFB, the JHFG was a regular agenda item of the Committee.
209. The Committee minutes provide some evidence as to the number of residents at the
Home in the 1940s, as follows:
209.1 1946 – 59 girls and 3 boys
209.2 1947 – 54 girls
209.3 1948 – 61 girls
Placement
210. Although the statutory basis for placement derived from the same legislative source as
for the JHFB, there were differences in the range of age for admission – for girls between
6 and 12 (boys could be placed up the age of 15) – and the age at until which girls would
have to stay – 17 (for boys, 15).
211. As with the JHFB the JHFG had a pro-forma history sheet recording details of girls
placed in the Home as well as a formal application form.499
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The experience of those who were placed there
212. Violet Renouf (1942–1951) appeared before the Inquiry.500 She was placed from the age
of 6 in the JHFG after her father had abandoned her mother, leaving nine children. She
could only remember being driven in a car to the Home but little else of how she came to
be there. She remembers there being six or seven dormitories and that she was placed in
one for 6-year-olds. There were few staff when she started (“three or four and there were
a hundred girls”), and that there were “about a hundred girls” when she first started at
the Home. She described a very strict regime. Girls were required to do chores, – “we all
did jobs somewhere … swept stairs and polish dining rooms … we all had to do a bit”.
Discipline was maintained with corporal punishment and the use of an isolation room for
what were more serious incidents. She remembers life in the JHFG as being “hard; very
hard”. She was not visited by family while there.
213. Winifred Lockhart501 (1949–1950 then boarded out before returning 1953–1959) was
first placed in the Westaway crèche before being transferred to the JHFG; her mother
died shortly after she was born; she never knew her father. In 1958 she was moved to the
JHFB.502 She remembers towards the end of her time at the Home being visited by
Patricia Thornton and being spoken to directly by her.
214. WN 129 (1949 to Westaway; 1953 to JHFG; 1959 to HDLG) was “committed by Court
as being in need of care and protection”.
215. WN 267 (1940s) was placed in the Westaway Creche following her parents’ divorce.
She remembered being taken in a black car. At the age of 4 or 5, she went to the JHFG
were she stayed until she was 12. She remembers there being a policy of corporal
punishment given by ‘the staff’ and that the home was very strict. Visits by relatives were
irregular.
216. WN 202 (1951–) was placed in the JHFG following her parents’ separation, having been
“committed by Royal Court as being in need of care and protection”. She remembers the
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Home being “fairly strict” but her memories were “pleasant...we were well fed and
clothed”.503
Culture: the residents’ perspective
217. In her oral and written evidence, Violet Renouf described the culture of the JHFG from
the time of her admission in 1942 at the age of 6. She was sent there during the War and
said that the home was full at that time, with about 100 girls.503a She says that the girls
had to queue for everything, for example to hand in washing or to hand in before each
meal the berets they wore.503b The girls were not allowed to associate with boys, although
they used to anyway.503c When the staff discovered this, the girls were subjected to a
physical examination by a male doctor.503d
218. As with the Boys’ Home, some girls at the JHFG appear to have been subject to
assessment by the Medical Health Officer (“MHO”), with the result that some were sent
to the psychiatric hospital at St Saviour’s, while others were “sent to a home for naughty
girls”.503e The girls who were sent to a remand home in the UK were described by the
staff as “the wicked ones”.503f Violet Renouf described being set an IQ test by the MHO
(Medical Health Officer), which appears to have been given to establish whether her
intellect was sufficiently impaired for her to be sent to St Saviour’s.503g In fact, she had a
high IQ and was helped to find work with children.503h
219. The same witness describes passing her 11 plus exam but not being allowed to go to
intermediate school because the girls were not allowed to go into town.503i This applied to
all of the girls who passed the 11 plus, according to one witness,503j although WN 268
could recall one girl who went to St Helier’s Girls’ School.504 WN 268 said the staff at
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Grouville School would not let the girls from the Home socialise with the other schoolgirls out of school, and they were bullied at school.505
220. The punishments administered to the children are described in the section on alleged
abuse in the JHFG. However, one notable feature of the JHFG was an isolation room,
where girls were sent to be punished. This was said to be a bare room with a mattress on
the floor, with one small window and an air vent in one of the walls. The girls are said to
have been locked in this room.505a
221. Violet Renouf also describes being separated from her brothers at the age of 6, when she
was sent to the Girls’ Home. She hardly ever saw her brothers and heard no word of
them.505b
222. As far as religious instruction was concerned, this was given in the Home and all of the
girls attended Grouville Church, which was Church of England, irrespective of their
religion. The girls from the Home sang in the church choir.505c
223. The girls helped with chores around the Home, including tasks in the kitchen, as well as
housework, although there were no animals kept at the Home nor was there any outside
work.505d WN 129, who was resident from 1954 to 1960, said that from the age of 7 years
the girls would be required to carry out chores on a Saturday morning in the form of
cleaning and scrubbing the floors,505e an account repeated by other witnesses.506
224. The girls were bathed once a week, with three or four girls bathing together.506a They
were all dressed in the same clothing, so were easily recognisable as girls from the
Home.507 They were allowed to watch television on a Saturday evening, as well as
reading books, doing jigsaw puzzles and skipping in the yard.508
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225. Several witnesses describe that there were hardly any visitors to the home, so there was
no real opportunity to speak up about their treatment there.508a This is confirmed by WN
267.508b
226. Violet Renouf described being sent off to service in a large home on the Island when she
left the JHFG, but this was without any consultation with her.508c

Allegations of abuse
Table of 1a evidence
227. For convenience, we set out below in tabular format the witness evidence considered by
the Inquiry regarding the Jersey Home for Girls (“JHFG”), giving the name or witness
number of the relevant witness and the day of the Inquiry hearings on which their
evidence was provided:
Day(s)

Witness(es)

8

Violet Renouf

11

Winifred Lockhart

18

Reading in:
WN 129
WN 208
WN 202
WN 267 – see also Day 139

508a

WS000002/6
WS000078/6
508c Day 8/188/8
508b

163

163

19

Jean Neil

139

Reading in:
WN 268
WN 482

Overview of alleged abuse in the JHFG
228. There are a variety of accounts of physical chastisement by staff members from the nine
witnesses who have provided evidence about their time at the JHFG. Beatings are said by
some witnesses to have been commonplace, with the use of a stick, a cane, a slipper and a
plimsoll.
229. Several witnesses describe being locked in one of two isolation rooms. The witnesses
describe a range of other punishments, including being re-served food from previous
meals and being made to stand in the corridor for long periods. Particular punishments
were said to have been administered for bed wetting.
230. A notable feature of the evidence is the repeated allegations about sexual abuse – with
separate accounts given of abuse at night facilitated by a female staff member, and
inappropriate touching by the MOH, Dr Darling.
231. One witness describes the girls being identified by numbers, while another explains that
punishments were also handed out by the older girls.
Physical and emotional punishments administered by staff members
232. Violet Renouf was admitted to the JHFG in 1942 at around the age of 6. She describes a
number of punishments for fairly minor misdemeanours, including punishments for not
learning passages from the bible, not handing in items for washing or losing items of
clothing.509 She recounts being made to eat bread and water instead of Christmas lunch,
in punishment for losing a penny that she was supposed to put in the church collection.
509
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Physical punishments included being thrashed with a stick in front of the other children
(for losing a beret) and having the contents of a hot frying pan poured over her. 510 She
describes a staff member always carrying a stick, and this being used routinely as a form
of punishment.511
233. A notable feature of the JHFG was the presence of an isolation room, according to
several witnesses. This was used to punish girls for more serious incidents and consisted
of a bare room, with a mattress, a very small window and an air vent in one of the
walls.512 It was unheated, and used all year round.513 There was no toilet and the child
would have to wait to be collected and taken to the toilet.514 Violet Renouf recounts being
locked in the isolation room when she was accused, wrongly, of knocking over a pile of
ironing. She describes becoming hysterical in the room. WN 267, who was resident
during the Occupation, also told the Police in 2008 that she had been incarcerated in a
room with only bread and water for 3 days. She describes the room as being on the
second floor near the kitchen end of the building, and says that it had mottled windows.
She was stripped of her normal clothes and given a white smock to wear.515 She describes
being put in the “punishment room” for a longer period on a second occasion, but this
time it had a proper bed.516 A punishment room was identified on a plan produced by
Jean Neil in her oral evidence,517 and was also described by WN 268.518
234. Violet Renouf describes a longer period of incarceration in a different room, which was
at the top of the building and secured with two padlocks. She says that this was bigger
than the isolation room. At the age of 15, she was sent back to the JHFG for allegedly
stealing a ration book (which she denied), and says she was locked in this room for 21
days.519 She was brought food but had to go out to the toilet.
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235. WN 267 describes corporal punishment. She says that the girls were given the cane but,
for a period, the less severe punishment of being struck with a slipper was employed.
However, the staff went back to using the cane. She describes the girls having to line up
in turn for punishment.520 She says the punishments were almost daily. In a separate
incident, WN 267 says she was beaten black and blue with a plimsoll by a staff member,
when she was 7 or 8, apparently in punishment for taking a bath alone rather than during
the weekly bathing sessions.521 WN 268 also describes beatings with a slipper and a
plimsoll.522
236. Winifred Lockhart was resident at the JHFG from November 1949. She describes a staff
member, WN 517, as being horrible to the girls, setting a dog on them, pulling them by
the hair, hitting them and throwing them across at the room, often for no reason or at the
slightest provocation.523 Ms Lockhart alleges that other staff members were present, but
did nothing to intervene, saying that their hands were tied.524 She told the Panel that this
treatment improved once she had disclosed it to Patricia Thornton (on her appointment in
1959) during a visit to the Home.525 By contrast, WN 268 (resident from about 1947 to
1953) stated in her Inquiry statement that she could not ever recall WN 517 punishing the
girls, this being reserved to other members of staff.526
237. WN 202 told the Police that her time in the Home, from 1951, was pleasant and
enjoyable. She says the girls were well fed and clothed. She goes on to say: “Other than
to say that the home was fairly strict, I cannot remember being disciplined.”527 However,
in her Redress Scheme Application, the same witness complained of being hit with a
slipper, being locked in a windowless room and having to do chores from the age of 7.528
238. WN 129, who was resident from 1954 to 1960, complained of having soap forced into
her mouth and being deprived of sleep for long periods by being made to stand in the
520
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corridor at night,529 a punishment also complained of by WN 268.530 In her Redress
Scheme Application, this witness said that when her despair was at its lowest, she would
run away, only to be beaten with a slipper on her return.531
239. Jean Neil explained a rather different system for the administration of physical
punishments. She said that the Home had a points system for misbehaviour, then every
Saturday evening there would be beatings for the girls with the most points. She told the
Panel that the girls were stripped of their clothes and had to stand in line, then they were
bent over a chair and beaten with a cane on the bottom. She alleged that all the other girls
were made to watch.532 She said that the beatings lasted from age 6 to 12 or 13, at which
point girls would fight back.
240. Other alleged punishments included being sent to bed without dinner, and being reserved uneaten food at the next meal.533
Bed wetting
241. Violet Renouf was only 6 when she was admitted to the JHFG : she describes how she
slept in a dormitory that was situated up two flights of stairs and down a corridor from the
toilets. She found it frightening to go that far in the night and had difficulties making it
that far in any event, so inevitably wet the bed. She describes being made to parade in the
dining room as a punishment for wetting the bed. Nettles were put in her bed, but she was
unsure whether this was done by the staff or the other girls. The issue was only resolved
when another resident would fetch her out of bed in the night and take her to the toilet.534
242. WN 129 complained of having her face rubbed in her sheets when she wet them,535
while WN 248 says she was threatened with a beating with a child’s spade if she wet the
bed again.536
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243. WN 267 (resident during the Occupation) says she also was punished for bed wetting
and describes in detail being thrashed with stinging nettles by a staff member for doing
so, with other staff members holding her down. She was about 5 or 6 at the time. She says
that, in the end, the older girls would sneak into her dormitory and put her on a potty at
night, so that she would not wet the bed.537
244. Jean Neil, resident from 1941 to 1951,538 told the Panel that if she wet the bed, she
would be taken down into the cellar, her clothes removed and she would be beaten with
fresh stinging nettles. She also describes that the sheets would be rubbed all over her face,
and she would be paraded around naked and would have to go to school without washing.
She alleges that, the following night, she would be placed in bed naked with the stinging
nettles.539
Identification by number
245. Jean Neil (1940s–1950s) told the Panel that the girls were known by a number, rather
than being called by their names. She was number 7. She describes queuing up in
numerical order, for example to hand in items of washing.540
Alleged sexual abuse
246. Violet Renouf describes that the girls were not allowed to associate with boys, although
they used to anyway.541 When the staff discovered this, the girls were subjected to a
physical examination by a male doctor.542 She confirmed that this was the MOH, who
was employed full time at the Home. Jean Neil provided a similar account, complaining
that the girls’ genitals were bathed in disinfectant if there was any suspicion of sexual
contact with boys.543 Winifred Lockhart, who was resident from late 1949 and again from
1953, describes a medical appointment with Dr Darling,544 the MOH, in which she
alleges that he touched her all over, “including in my private parts. He said that he had to
537
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check all over and then he said ‘Oh you’re getting to be a big girl.’”545 She says she
complained to WN 517, but to no avail. Other girls, over the age of 12, complained of Dr
Darling touching them in the same way.546 Dr Darling is confirmed elsewhere as being
the Medical Officer of Health.547
247. WN 208 was resident in the JHFG from about 1946 or 1947. She provides a very
detailed account of sexual abuse, which was alleged to have taken place at night. She
describes being taken by a female staff member from the dormitory on about six separate
occasions and being led up some stairs to some big wooden doors, which led to an office
of a man she knew only by a nickname. She goes on to provide a detailed account of the
furniture and layout of the room, then describes a series of sexual assaults, and finally
being raped. She says she was forced to masturbate the man and perform oral sex on him
and says he also indecently assaulted her. She told the Police in 2008 that she was raped
four times in total. She says that the man would cuddle her after each assault. She states
that it was not someone she ever saw during the day, but she provides a clear and detailed
account of his appearance and states that he had a local accent. The staff member would
take her back to bed on each occasion. She says that the staff member also provided her
with a pad after she had been raped.548 By the time of her Redress Scheme Application in
August 2012, WN 208 had Alzheimer’s and could not remember details of the abuse, but
she could remember that her alleged abuser was a man and that the abuse took place in an
office.549
248. Jean Neil, who was resident for 10 years from 1941, describes a similar series of events,
albeit with material differences.550 She recounts being taken out of bed at night a female
staff member and being administered an injection in the bottom, which would make her
feel dazed and unable to fight back. She did recall, however, being raped after being
injected, and states that there were a number of staff in the room. She says that a friend of
the staff member, WN 535, would be present, as well as female members of staff who she
545
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described as lesbians, who would also grope her. She alleges that her assailant was often
at the Home as he would come to visit a staff member. Jean Neil described this happening
to her about once every 2 months between the ages of 9 and 11 or 12. She says that the
female staff member threatened her and told her not to tell anyone. Ms Neil did not
mention the alleged rape in her police statement, saying that she was too embarrassed to
admit it at the time.551
249. Jean Neil also described that a PE teacher would come on a Saturday, and the girls
would be just in their pants while exercising. She alleges that the PE teacher would make
advances and touch their breasts and genitals.552

Punishment by other girls
250. WN 268, resident for about 5 years from 1947, is the only former resident to complain
of punishments administered by older girls. She explained that the older girls would make
sure the younger girls would do as they were told. If they did not, she says that the older
girls would give them a good hiding or would lock them in a room on their own.553
Reporting of abuse by residents
251. Violet Renouf described that there were hardly any visitors to the home, so there was no
real opportunity to speak up about her treatment there.554 She told the Panel that there
was nobody to speak to or complain to, whether the Constable of the Parish or at the
church she attended.555 In adulthood (it would appear), Ms Renouf spoke out to three
different doctors of her experiences in childhood and says she was told each time: “it is in
the past”.556
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252. In her oral and written evidence, Winifred Lockhart describes a number of attempts to
disclose alleged abuse. She told the Panel of staff members being present when WN 517
hit the girls and pulled their hair. She said they did nothing to intervene and, when
challenged, said “Our hands are tied”.557 She did, at least, feel that she could discuss WN
517’s alleged behaviour with these two staff members.558 She disclosed the alleged sexual
abuse by the home doctor, Dr Darling, to her teacher at school. This came out one
morning at school when she was upset and the PE teacher took her out of class. Ms
Lockhart told the Inquiry that she was helped a lot by the fact that the PE teacher said she
believed her, but as far as she was aware, nothing was done after this disclosure. There
was no follow-up from the school or social services.559
253. Winifred Lockhart describes the treatment at the JHFG improving on the appointment of
Patricia Thornton in July 1959. In her oral evidence, Ms Lockhart describes Ms Thornton
visiting the Home. She says that a group of the girls were instructed by WN 517 not to
speak when Ms Thornton visited, but Ms Thornton asked them questions and they
eventually told her they had been forbidden from speaking. She describes Ms Thornton as
being approachable and she told her of their treatment at the hands of WN 517, including
the hitting and the hair pulling. This all took place within the earshot of WN 517, and Ms
Lockhart describes that WN 517 was very careful after that, although the violent
incidents did not stop completely. She felt believed by Ms Thornton. It was only after
these disclosures that the children learned that Ms Thornton had come to take over child
welfare on the Island.560 On a subsequent occasion, both Ms Thornton and a Centenier
were called in when Ms Lockhart pushed a staff member’s face into a bowl of porridge,
in retaliation for something carried out against another girl. She told the Centenier of the
girls’ treatment at the Home, but alleges that he did not respond, and appears to have
deferred to Ms Thornton.561 Ms Lockhart was eventually transferred to the JHFB, as the
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first girl ever admitted there, due to her “being generally out of control”.562 Ms Lockhart
told the Panel that she remained in contact with Ms Thornton and told her about her
experiences there, and Ms Thornton said that she had heard similar stories from two
boys.563
254. WN 208 was resident in the JHFG from about 1946 or 1947. She provides a very
detailed account of sexual abuse, as described above. In her Redress Scheme Application
in August 2012, WN 208 stated that her perpetrator told her not to tell anyone about what
had gone on.564 In her police statement of 2008, WN 208 also said that a member of staff
told her not to tell anyone what was happening, and she says that none of the other girls
ever spoke about her alleged assailant.565

Westaway Creche
Type and nature of the Home/Organisation/Management/Culture/Governance
255. The Westaway Creche was established in 1934 in the Parish of St Helier as a result of a
bequest for “a crèche and day nursery for babies so that widows could go out to work”
and from 1941 onwards, routinely housed orphans and abandoned babies before they
were placed with a foster family or moved to the JHFB or JHFG. 566 The Creche appears
to have operated as a private organisation until 1940, when it became the responsibility of
the Department of Education.567 In August 1947, it was agreed by the Public Instruction
Committee that control would be transferred to the Public Health Committee, however by
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December 1947 it has been agreed that the Public Instruction Committee would be the
sole authority responsible for the care of deprived children.568
256. The Public Instruction Committee Act 1946569 (see Legislation Chapter 3, para.3.1) set
out that children under 6 were to be admitted to the Creche.
257. In May 1946, it was noted that the Creche was overcrowded, with 48 children, and was
understaffed. In January 1948, an inspection by members of the Public Instruction
Committee noted that there were 46 children there and, 4 months, later, the Committee
described the Creche as “full to capacity” and therefore rejected several applications for
admission.570 Three months later, the Committee noted that eleven children from the
crèche had left the Island under a South African adoption scheme, which presumably
alleviated the pressures on capacity.
258. In May 1958 there were about 20 such children at Westaway571 and it was noted that
this left the building “half empty”.572 An increase in numbers in August 1958 was
explained to the Committee as being due to the number of illegitimate babies being
placed there from the maternity home and again it was stated that no more children could
be accepted for the time being.573 The number of residents had gone down to 13 children
at the beginning of 1960 and 11 by the end of the year.574 During that year there appear to
have been 40 admissions to the Creche and 42 children discharged. The vast majority of
admissions were short-stay cases, due to the illness of the mother.575 In August 1950, a
Senator on the Public Instruction Committee inspected the premises at the crèche and
reported that they were “totally unsatisfactory”.576
259. The Creche appears to have been staffed by Nursery Nurses and in November 1955, it
was noted that allegations had been made by two nurses at the creche who had resigned
due to the treatment of the children and the working conditions of the staff. The
568
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committee investigated and concluded that there was no definite evidence of cruelty to
the children, but two boys had been punished in isolation for 3 or 4 days and nights, and
it was noted that this was not a proper punishment for small children. In the case of one
of the boys, it was agreed that he should be referred to the child guidance clinic. There
was also an allegation that the night nurses were unable to rest at all during the night.577
259a. The Matron was sent on a refresher course for Nursery Matrons in April 1961.578
Committee notes from April 1963 suggest difficulties with obtaining staff for the Creche
and recommend that qualified nursery nurses be treated as if they were Civil Servants for
superannuation purposes.579 It would appear that the Matron reported to the Children’s
Sub-Committee on a monthly basis.580 In 1956, Audrey Mills worked at the Creche for 2
years as a 17-year-old, without any formal qualifications.581
259b. A large number of witnesses to the Inquiry were accommodated at Westaway
Creche,582 however due to their young age, there has been little substantive evidence from
former residents about their time there. The evidence received by the Inquiry includes:
259b.1 Winifred Lockhart’s recollection that she was very happy at the crèche and felt
well looked after there.583
259b.2 One witness’ memory of a balcony on the babies’ floor where they used to place
the babies out in their prams for fresh air.584 This witness would have been at the
Creche in the 1950s.
259b.3 Jean Neil’s recollection of the routine at the Creche in the 1930s, the number of
children (350) and being “generally well looked after there”.
259b.4 WN 268’s memory of visits from her mother and receiving sweets at the end of
the week.585
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259c. Although the States of Jersey approved the closure of Westaway Creche in 1959 as it
was due to be amalgamated with the JHFB and JHFG as part of the new HDLG, it
remained open until February 1966, when the terms of the original trust were amended
(see Chapter 3). At this point, staff and babies from the crèche moved to the ‘Westaway
Wing’ at HDLG and the crèche became a day nursery for some time. 586 One of the
perceived advantages of the amalgamation was that members of large families could all
be placed in the same Children’s Home.587 A report in October 1964 on the need for a
nursery at HDLG had noted that the mixing of children was not harmful and was
sometimes positively beneficial to more disturbed children.588
Governance of homes: 1945–1959
The Public Instruction/Education Committee589 – general issues
259d. The legislation in force over this period vested authority in the Committee for not only
determining who should be placed in the Home (aside from those sent to the Home by
order of the Royal Court) but also the power to refuse to accept a child, as well the power
to remove a child.590 Only the Committee had the right to approve or refuse admission.
259e. Committee membership appears to have been made up of Deputies, clergy, Constables
and Jurats, but the Director of Education would also often attend and the Superintendent
and/or Matron from the relevant Institutions did so from time to time as well. Matters
would be raised in letters or reports sent to the Committee by those running the Homes,
or by their attendance at the meetings. The Committee appears to have met regularly and
at least once a month. There also appear to have been sub-Committees for the JHFB,
JHFG and Westaway Creche, although it is unclear when these were set up, how often
they met, or when they were disbanded.
259f. Entries in the minutes of the Public Instruction/Education Committee suggest that there
was close scrutiny of the running of the Home in this period as well as involvement in
585
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matters of detail both as to staffing issues (including employment of staff) and the
welfare of children in the Home (and in Westaway and Jersey Home for Girls).
259g. None of the witnesses in this period – staff and boys alike – have any memory of the
JHFB being visited by professional care workers, with the exception of Barry Ford whose
time at the JFHB coincided with the appointment in 1959 of Patricia Thornton, the first
Children’s Officer in the Island.591 WN 227 said in his statement read out to the Inquiry
that when he was at the Home “there was not even a children’s office”,592 although this
may be less surprising given the era in which he was at the Home.
259h. Barry Ford remembered that CCOs, “would come to the Home to see me every few
months to check how I was doing”.593 The Public Instruction/Education Committee
minutes available to the Inquiry up to 1959 contain no reference to designated visitors to
the Home aside from members of the Committee themselves. Under the 1940 Loi sur la
Protection de L’Enfance, provision was made for there to be inspection of prospective
foster mothers and their homes; there was no equivalent legislation in relation to
inspection or visits to the children’s homes.
259i. In relation to general issues about the Committees and the Homes during this period,
the Inquiry admitted extracts from the minutes into the record594 – covering general issues
about the Homes, as well as more specific issues about the JHFB and JHFG. Issues
relating to Westaway Creche have already been referred to above.
259j. Extracts relating to general issues are as follows:
259j.1 In June 1946 – a decision was taken to ask the constables to apply to the education
office for all admissions to the homes
259j.2 In 1948 – noted that “The Committee decided at the first possible opportunity to
revise the Rules for the Home for Girls and the Home for Boys”.
591

Following the recommendation of the Curtis Committee in 1946, the Children Act 1948, section 41 created a duty on all
local authorities to appoint a children’s officer as well as to “secure the provision of adequate staff for assisting the
children’s officer in the exercise of his functions”. The Curtis Report envisage that the new post of Children’s
Officer would in turn allocate ‘subordinates’ to discharge the parental functions of local authorities – see
EE000096, Curtis report pg.73 and LG000065, Children Act.
592 WS000520/18
593 WS000032/5
594 Day 144

176

176

259j.3 In May 1949 – the Committee expressed anxiety about “great increase in juvenile
delinquency” – it recommended the setting up of a Juvenile Court.
259j.4 Generally, there is a quarterly record of contributions made by parishes, the Island
and the prison board to maintenance of boys/girls placed in JHFB and JHFG.
259j.5 In October 1951 – the Committee decide to implement a system of after care for
orphans who were boarded out after taking up employment and stated that the
relevant Superintendent or Matron of the Home after they had left should submit a
report to the PIC once a quarter.
259j.6 In February 1954, there is reference to a Children’s Advisory Committee dealing
with all matters connected with children boarding out – particularly where children
were summarily removed from foster homes and placed in a Home without any
regard to the psychological impact – it was noted that this Committee were trying
to ameliorate any issues. PIC decided against giving formal recognition to the
Child Advisory Committee. The Children’s Advisory Committee consisted of:
259j.6.1

The Director of Education

259j.6.2

The medical officer of health

259j.6.3

The health visitor

259j.6.4

The secretary of the Poor Law Commission

259j.6.5

One of the members of the Public Instruction Committee – a Deputy of the

States.
259j.7 In March 1956 – Concern noted that, in many cases, boys and girls living at the
Homes appeared to be unaware of the existence of their relatives – the Committee
instructed the Director of Education to arrange for more complete records of each
child to be kept.
259j.8 In 1957 – noted that they were having difficulty in getting parishes to follow
proper procedure for admitting children to the institutions.
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259k. At various points throughout the minutes, the Committee considers children at one of
the Homes under a court order and notes that if they are to leave to enter employment, the
Attorney General’s approval will be needed. In such cases, the Committee often express a
view on the suitability of the job, whether the child’s home conditions were suitable for
return and whether it was in the child’s interest to remain at the institution.
259l. There is also reference at various points to residents at the Home subsequently being
employed there, for example in 1949, seven boys who had left school were employed in
the mornings at the JHFB.
259m. Furthermore, the Committee itself decided on specific provisions for letting children
return home at Christmas and that individual members of the Committees would be
responsible for inspecting the Homes on a fairly regular basis, including assessing
whether children were suitable for boarding out.
259n. The first reference to the Children’s Officer in the minutes appears in 1959, with
Patricia Thornton reporting regularly to the Committee.
259o. On the evidence available to the Inquiry, the Committee met at least once a month, but
sometimes more regularly if specific issues arose – for example with the complaints by
staff members at Westaway Creche.
JHFB – specific issues
259p. In January 1946, the Public Instruction Committee inspected the JHFB – it found that
they needed a change of staff with youth on its side and that living conditions were below
standards, with dormitories too large and surroundings drab and featureless. They noted
that this was “having an undoubtedly depressing effect on the adolescent mind” and
recommended major refurbishment.
259q. In 1946, the Committee interviewed the prospective new Superintendent and Matron.
259r. In 1949, perhaps unsurprisingly given that the total number of residents had reached
91, the Medical Officer of Health noted the overcrowded conditions at the Jersey Home
for Boys and therefore asked the States of Jersey for money to defray the cost of boarding
out some children.
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259s. In 1950, it was noted that a record number of staff were employed: Superintendent,
Matron, assistant matron, two Housemasters, sewing matron, cook, children’s nurse.
259t. In 1952, it was noted when the Matron resigned that it was in the interests of residents
that the Superintendent and Matron should be a married couple, therefore they dispensed
with the Superintendent as well.
259u. In 1954, it was reported that the Superintendent had wanted a difficult child removed
and sent to Junior Approved School – the Committee expressed the opinion that it should
be possible for child to receive necessary control and discipline at the Home.
259v. In December 1954, it was noted:
“Assistant Housefather at JHFB had tendered his resignation and at the same time had
made certain complaints about the administration of the Home. After prolonged and
careful consideration of all the facts, the Committee decided that there had been
irregularities and errors of judgment on the part of [a senior member of staff] and having
interviewed him, decided to accept his resignation.”
259v.1 The senior member of staff did resign. The Assistant Housefather subsequently
withdrew his resignation.
259v.2 This event was also referred to by WN 494 in his interview with the police, and
he recalled about WN 558:
“ … he was pretty strict ... he’d override the House staff, you’d be in the dining room,
they were not allowed to talk in the Dining Room, you’d have to make sure they did not
talk, if they did talk you’d send them out to [a senior member of staff]…and he’d give
them a strap … that was one of the main things … we did not like the strapping all the
time and this sort of thing so we talked in the staff … and we had a committee meeting
with the States Children’s Committee and he was interviewed […]and he had to give his
notice in”595
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259v.3 WN 494 was asked whether he would have come back to the JHFB had the senior
member of staff stayed – he replied, “No”.
259w. Following this, in January 1955 Mr Maggs was appointed to replace WN 558. Mr
Maggs’ previous post had been as a Youth Organiser at the Jersey Youth Movement.
259x. In 1959, the Committee approved the Superintendent and Deputy’s attendance at a 3week refresher course arranged by Home Office.
JHFG – specific issues
259y. In November 1946, a report on the Home by the Secretary to the Committee recorded
that the Matron appeared unable to carry out her duties in a satisfactory manner. One
week later, a further meeting noted that the standard of discipline had deteriorated at the
Home and the Committee recommended that the permanent staff of the Home should be
completely replaced as soon as possible.
259z. In January 1947, the Committee was asked that the Public Assistance social worker
visit a girl from the Home who had now moved; the Panel may note the reference to the
“Public Assistance social worker”.
259aa. In May 1947; it was noted that the Committee had authorised the Superintendent and
Matron not to readmit a specific child “for the protection of the other children”.
259ab. In April 1948, the Committee noted that there was not sufficient staff to run the home
and agreed to engage additional staff and provide accommodation
259ac. In 1948, the minutes record the Matron carrying out instructions of the Committee in
refusing to allow a mother to see her children.
259ad. In June 1949, the Committee decided to inform the Matron of JHFG that she was the
only member of the Home staff who was permitted to award punishment whether
corporal or otherwise.
260. In September 1950, a decision was taken not to employ a man as handy man (with
accommodation for family) as his family had a 17-year-old son – “it would be unwise”.
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261. In 1951, a decision was made not to get potato-peeling machine as the Committee felt
“potatoes should be peeled by hand as it was valuable training for the girls”.
262. In July 1952, it was noted that a child in the JHFG had been involved in an accident. A
direction was given to inform the Superintendent at JHFB and the Matron of Westaway
that accidents to children in their care should be reported immediately not only to the
Committee but also to the police.
263. In August 1955, it was noted that girls at JHFG were finding it difficult to settle down
upon being placed out in employment; the Committee approved a suggestion that they be
allowed to live in the Home for a year after taking up employment.
264. The same month, the Committee also approved a suggestion that the Matron at the
JHFG be permitted to attend a refresher course in England to assist her in dealing with
the older girls of the Home
265. There are also various examples of girls at JHFG being transferred to Elizabeth House
due to their behavioural problems.
Summary: States’ run institutions from 1945 to 1959
266. The Inquiry is required to consider whether “organisation (including recruitment and
supervision of staff) management, governance and culture of children’s homes…were
adequate”.
267. The Panel needs to determine first the standard against which it should judge adequacy
in this period, being cautious not to judge with the benefit of hindsight or by applying
modern standards. Assistance in assessing the standard can in part be found in the
Bullock/Parker Report to the Inquiry on the legislative context and in the legislation in
force in Jersey (reflecting societal change). In the UK, the standard was set by 1951
Home Office Memorandum on the Conduct of Children’s Homes which, although
primarily directed at the provision of the new concept of a Family Group Home, stated in
its introduction that “most of what is said is applicable to all children’s homes and
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recommendations relating specifically to large homes are contained in Appendix 1”.596
Appendix 1 is reproduced in part below:
“The size of some homes and the nature of their premises and organisation are such as to
make them in greater or lesser degree institutional in character and thus particularly
unsuitable for young children. It is of the first importance that all possible steps should be
taken to lessen the disadvantages of the large home…”
Issues for the Panel
268. JHFB and JHFG: Do the Committee entries reflect adequate scrutiny of the Home by
the Committee, the extent of the Committee’s authority in overseeing the running of the
Home and the values sought to be promoted in the Home by the Committee? Does the
Committee appear to have taken their statutory parental responsibilities seriously when
considering the welfare of children in the home and contact with their parents?
269. Did the Homes reflect the standards applicable in Jersey at the time? Given that both
Homes were in part direct island alternatives to sending children to approved schools on
the mainland, should the management and operation of the Homes be set against the
Approved Rules 1949 then applicable in the UK?597 Given that the Homes also received
children who were not sent by Royal Court Order, how if at all should this have been
reflected in the management and operation of the Homes?
270. Was the regime adequate given the numbers resident in the Homes?
271. Was the approach to discipline adequate by the standards of the time?
272. Was concern for bullying and boy-on-boy abuse (in case of JHFB) adequately
addressed?
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Sacre Coeur
Type and nature of the Home/Organisation/Management/Culture/Governance
273. As set out by Tony Le Sueur, the Sacre Coeur Orphanage was established in 1901 in the
Parish of St Helier, to be used as a convent for French Catholic Nuns and an orphanage
for Catholic children. By 1904, it was understood that there were 78 primary age children
and 13 babies living on site together with nine Catholic Sisters.598 As noted by Mr Le
Sueur, and by former residents and staff members in evidence to the Inquiry, the
institution ran alongside a textile/knitwear factory known as “Summerland”, in which
children worked.
274. As of May 1958, it was noted by the Director of Education that there were 66 children at
Sacre Coeur, “which is not subject to public supervision or inspection”.599
275. In August 1964, the Children’s Officer had been invited to visit Sacre Coeur and
reported to the Children’s Sub-Committee that the children there were “generally well
cared for, although there were various questions of emotional deprivation that she would
like to see rectified”.600
276. Despite this concern, the States of Jersey appear to have had no responsibility for Sacre
Coeur until the passing of the Children (Jersey) Law 1969, at which point the Education
Committee became responsible for inspecting and registering it as a “voluntary home”
(see Legislation Chapter 3, para 4.2.7.11).
277. It was noted that this caused the Children’s Officer, Patricia Thornton, some worry and
that she was “concerned about the standards of child care offered in this establishment
and is particularly keen that, as part of our overall inspection, the Home Office should be
introduced to the convent”.601 In September 1971, the Children’s Officer still had
“concern about the standards of child care in this establishment” and the Children’s
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Sub-Committee deferred re-registration until a report had been received following a visit
by members.602
278. The circumstances of the children resident at Sacre Coeur at this point appears to have
been that only a very small number (two) children in care were resident. 603 It would
appear that where children were in care but placed at voluntary establishments such as
Sacre Coeur, the Education Committee would pay a boarding out allowance to the
institution.604 It may be assumed by the Inquiry that other residents there were all placed
privately.
279. It appears from documentation available to the Inquiry that Sacre Coeur also operated a
nursery as well as an orphanage/a children’s home – in May 1970, the nursery was
registered under Article 68 of the Children (Jersey) Law 1969.605
280. An affidavit was provided to the Inquiry by WN 804, a former staff member at Sacre
Coeur who had direct responsibility for boys aged 5 to 11.606 She says that their mission
was to provide children with the life skills that would adequately prepare them for
adulthood and that staff were all dedicated to fulfilling their responsibilities.
281. Although Tony Le Sueur gave evidence suggesting that Sacre Coeur closed its
residential provision in the mid to late 1960s,607 the above evidence about registration and
the evidence of WN 327608 and WN 807609 suggest that full-time care ceased around
1972.
Culture: the residents’ perspective
282. WN 19 was resident at Sacre Coeur for short periods in 1958 and 1959. She provides a
representative description of life at Sacre Coeur, as follows:
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“Our daily routine at the home was church, breakfast, school; and then working. The
children would all be put to work; whether that be in the laundry room, on
sewing/knitting duty or out in the grounds. When we were not at school, the children
spent their time working. I believe that if the home could have got away with it they would
not have even sent us to school.
The children at Sacre Coeur never played; in fact there was only one swing in the
courtyard for all the children to play with. Although the children never played, children
will be children, and so at the home the children would often fly down the huge banisters
for fun. If caught we would be put in our room and locked there.610
“We were allowed to watch television, but if we were to make a noise while watching we
would be put to be early with the bed sheet pulled up over our heads and tucked in at the
end of the bed so that we could not move all night.
All the children would eat their meals at a huge dining table. We would have to be very
quiet at dinner times; it was very strict. If we put our elbows up on the table they would be
cracked with a wooden spoon by one of the nuns in order to teach us a lesson.”611
283. Very similar accounts are provided by other witnesses, such as WN 240.612 She
describes the Home being run by the nuns, but with the menial work being carried out by
the children and the menagères – the latter being former residents of the orphanage. WN
240 explains in her Inquiry statement that about 12 girls would do the laundry in the
washhouse on a Monday, using very outdated machinery (even for the time), and then the
girls would do the ironing on a Thursday. About 8 or 10 girls would iron, picking up hot
irons from a large stove. She says that, after school, the children would clean and sweep,
do the dishes and mend their clothes. On a Saturday, they would pull back the beds and
sweep behind them. The children would give the orphanage a big spring clean during the
summer holidays.613
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284. WN 19 told the Panel that she was used to working as a child, and said that there was no
time to play when she was at home with her (large) family. She said: “You did not play.
You looked after the children, you washed, learned to cook and do housework. So there
was not really that much playing involved, but again that’s the way it was in them
days.”614 In a similar vein, WN 19 contextualised the physical punishments the children
received, saying that corporal punishment was commonplace at home and at school. She
commented: “It was very strict…life was strict in them days. We are not saying it was
any different to what it was like at home or at school or anything, it was capital
punishments (sic) all the way through our lives. You went to school, you did something
wrong, you got the cane. You know, that’s the way it was.”615
285. More generally, WN 19 confirmed that there was a knitting factory in the grounds of the
orphanage and that the older girls would work in the factory, with the younger girls
working in classrooms in the Home sewing on labels to the knitwear.616 The work, at
least for her, was unpaid.617 As a 9 or 10-year-old, WN 240 worked in the factory on a
Saturday, when it was closed, clearing the fluff from under the machines. She said that
the work of sewing on labels happened in the holidays.618
286. Girls were required to help with the younger children from the age of 9 or 10, 619 with
each older girl being allocated two or three younger children.
287. Although there is conflicting evidence on this point, the weight of the evidence suggests
that the working language of the orphanage was French, with the children being required
to learn and speak in French, at least when communicating with the nuns.620 One
consequence of this was that whilst children could make themselves understood on a
basic level, such as requesting to go to the toilet, they were not able to have deeper
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conversations with the nuns and could not express their feelings.621 It is not clear how the
children’s emotional needs might have been met in those circumstances.
288. WN 19 described a culture of silence at the home, with the children not being able to
speak in the dormitory, in the dining room or while working. 622 According to WN 240,
this enforced silence meant that the children did not really get to know each other,
because the only people they could speak to were the nuns and the children they had to
look after. She told the Panel that, among the children: “I do not think we ever had any
communication.”623 WN 150 was so unhappy and lonely that she would pour her heart
out to a statue in the grounds of the orphanage, as she had no-one to talk to.624
289. Pat Lucas, who was not a resident but lived in a house in the grounds, describes the
orphanage being self-sufficient in food, with the boys helping to grow food.625 However,
WN 240 described the children eating bread for all meals, apart from lunch, when there
was soup or mashed potatoes.626 Michael Renouf told the Inquiry that the nuns would eat
the fresh food from the garden, while the children “ate crap, on cheap plates made from
tin”.627
290. Some conditions were described as basic. WN 240 described there being no toilet roll,
with the children using credit and debit slips from the factory office or otherwise
newspaper.628 She also described the children going begging for food and a particular
occasion when they went to Woolworths to beg for crockery, as they had very little at the
orphanage.629
291. WN 19 also confirmed that boys and girls were segregated at the orphanage and that the
girls slept in one very large dormitory, with the babies sleeping separately.630
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292. WN 19 told the Panel that she was admitted alongside her brothers, who she did not see
for the duration of her stay because girls and boys were separated. She said that they did
not discuss their experiences when they returned home: “It really was not talked about. It
was something that happened and you just got on with your life.” There were no family
visits, and WN 19 and her siblings were simply collected by her parents at the end of
their stay.
293. WN 19 indicates that Children’s Services were never really involved with her family,
despite her father being an alcoholic and beating the children. She says that a lot of
families did what her family did, namely putting their children in homes for short periods
of time.631 This may suggest that informal placement of children in voluntary homes was
accepted culturally, at least in certain sectors of Jersey society, in the late 1950s.
Allegations of abuse
Table of 1a evidence
294. For convenience, we set out below in tabular format the witness evidence considered by
the Inquiry regarding Sacre Coeur, giving the name or witness number of the relevant
witness and the day of the Inquiry hearings on which their evidence was provided:
Day(s)

Witness(es)

12

WN 19

16

Reading in:
WN 156

23

Pat Lucas
Reading in:
WN 324
WN 152

631

WS000008/5

188

188

24

Reading in:
WN 150
WN 178
WN 220

39

WN 240

59

Reading in
WN 150
WN 348

61

Michael Renouf

65

Reading in:
WN 118
WN 237
WN 314
WN 315
WN 255
WN 327

139

Reading in:
WN 814
WN 337
WN 175
WN 894

Overview of alleged abuse at Sacre Coeur
295. There is a mixed picture of life at Sacre Coeur from the witness evidence received. The
majority of the witnesses describe a harsh and strict regime, with frequent physical
punishments for breaking rules. Witnesses describe beatings, being hit with spoons in the
dining room, being locked in a cupboard and humiliated for bed wetting.
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296. This Home is notable, however, for a number of witnesses who say that they had a
happy and fulfilling childhood there, and who state that the regime, while strict, was not
abusive.
297. The allegations of sexual abuse are limited, and relate to the nuns, a male member of
staff, a visitor and Jimmy Savile.
298. The totality of the evidence suggests that the children contributed fully to the running of
the Home and were required to work in the Home and grounds, and also in the knitting
factory on the site. Some witnesses regarded this abusive; others said it was simply part
of the fabric of life in an orphanage that had very little money.
Alleged physical and emotional abuse
299. WN 156 described his stay in the Sacre Coeur with four of his siblings just after the
Second World War, having been orphaned. He described the nuns as cruel, lifting the
children off the ground by the hair. He recalls being grabbed by the face and scratched, a
punishment described by at least one other witness.632 He also described a punishment of
being locked in a cellar-like room, and being given only bread and water for the day if he
was caught whispering or talking in the dining room. There was also an element of
mental abuse according to WN 156, in that the nuns would scare the children with “fire
and brimstone” stories, and he would have nightmares about the Devil.633 He says that the
nuns taunted him about being sent to the Boys’ Home before he went, saying that he
would be punished there by being plunged into iced water and, having come up gasping
for breath, would be plunged back down again. WN 156 said that he was terrified about
going to the Boys’ Home as a result.
300. WN 19 was resident at Sacre Coeur for a period of several weeks on two occasions in
1958 and 1959. She describes a strict regime, with the children being smacked with a
wooden spoon for speaking during meals,634 a punishment also described in the boys’
section by Michael Renouf.635 It is alleged that the nuns would walk around the dining
632
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room, ready to hit a child who put their elbow on the table. 636 This account is
corroborated by WN 178, who was resident between 1955 and 1961.637 WN 178
describes further punishments following on from being hit with the spoon, with the other
children hitting the offending child once the nun had left the room. She says the
schoolmaster would also be informed, and he would administer “six of the best”.638
301. WN 814 described being pulled by the ears by the nuns, and whacked around the back
of the head and on the legs, with whatever they had to hand.639
302. Michael Renouf, resident from 1953 to 1966, also describes punishment for speaking in
English instead of French.640 More generally, he said that he would be beaten regularly
from about the age of 8.
303. WN 19 says that the children were allowed to watch television on a Saturday night but,
if they spoke, were sent to bed and had the sheet pulled over their head and tucked in at
the bottom, so they could not move all night.641 She says that they were punished in the
same way for speaking in the dormitory, which was forbidden.642 This appears to have
been a general punishment, and is described by other witnesses, including WN 240,643,644
Other punishments alleged by WN 19 were being locked in the toilet area and in a
cupboard under the stairs,645 the latter also being mentioned by WN 178646 and WN
240.647 Michael Renouf, who suffered from migraines, says he was called “sick in the
head” by the nuns and was made to sit in a quiet room for hours at a time.648 A number of
witnesses describe the nuns dragging the children around the premises.649
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304. The strictness of the regime is alluded to by many witnesses.650,651 In a rare entry
concerning the orphanage in a Children’s Services file from 1961, it was noted that the
child did not wish to return to the orphanage even for a single night.652 WN 220 described
his stay at Sacre Coeur as the most frightening time of his life, despite being the subject
of alleged repeated sexual abuse at HDLG later in his childhood.653
305. There is conflicting evidence about girls working in the knitting factory on the site at
Sacre Coeur. It is alleged by some witnesses that girls were required to work for the
knitting factory without pay. WN 19 confirmed that the older girls would work in the
factory, with the younger girls working in classrooms in the Home making labels for the
knitwear.654 The work, at least for her, was unpaid.655 WN 894 said that the children
would be punished if they did not manage to sew on their quota of labels to garments.
She said this work took place in the evenings after school. 656 As a 9- or 10-year-old, WN
240 worked in the factory on a Saturday, when it was closed, clearing the fluff from
under the machines. She said that the work on sewing labels happened in the holidays. 657
Other witnesses, such as WN 315, who resident from 1946 to 1959, denies that the
children worked in the factory.658 It is possible that the arrangements for children
working in the factory varied over the period under review.
306. More generally, several witnesses describe an arduous regime of work at the orphanage
for the children. WN 178, resident between about 1955 and 1961, tells of the children
being required to look after the orphanage babies first thing in the morning, then being
put to work in the fields or in cleaning the Home on their return from school. The witness
states that the children were punished even for looking up when they should have been
scrubbing the floor.659 WN 178 also alleges that the children were required to take carts
of flowers and plants out on a Saturday to sell them. The witness states that if the child
650
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returned with unsold stock, he or she would be punished with a beating or being locked
under the stairs, or both.660 WN 240 also describes the boys standing in rags for hours at
the market every Saturday, trying to sell vegetables. 661 Michael Renouf described
working in the fields, and being made to pull a makeshift plough, made with nails, which
he said would virtually break his back.662
307. WN 324 went into Sacre Coeur in 1958 at the age of 2 and describes the nuns being
cruel, and hitting him with a wooden ruler on a daily basis. He describes an incident
when he was punished by being made to sit on a chair balanced on two legs in the corner
of the room. The chair toppled over and he fell, cracking his head open and bleeding.663
308. Other random acts of alleged punishment included a child being forcibly held down to
have her hair cut, when she was afraid of the hairdresser,664 and a girl being put in a room
with a dead nun overnight as a punishment (which WN 19 conceded was hearsay, but
occurred during her short period of residence665 and about which WN 240 also gave
evidence666).
309. The nuns are said to have threatened the children with being sent to HDLG, telling them
that it was a home for naughty children and that they would be punished there. For WN
240, at least, this gave her the sense that she would be better off remaining at Sacre
Coeur.667
310. Otherwise, WN 240 said that she did not remember any physical or sexual abuse.668 She
did describe significant alleged emotional abuse as described above. She was also
forbidden to see her father for a month as a punishment and says he was also turned away
on Christmas Day, because it was not a Sunday and therefore not a visiting day. 669
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311. WN 152 claims to have suffered emotional abuse because he was not a Catholic. He
wrote as follows: “They ran that place along Rouge Bouillon as though it were an
inquisitorial penal colony devoted to cleansing the souls of would-be young heretics. To
be a Protestant there was to be a heretic; and how we young Protestants suffered...”670
312. WN 237, who was resident in the orphanage from 1939 to 1951, provides a positive
description of the nuns and says that he has no complaints about his time there. 671 Despite
this, he describes a nun who would smack and push the boys across the room, he talks of
children having their bottoms’ smacked for wetting the bed and describes children being
locked in the shoe room or the changing room for a couple of hours for misbehaving.672
He states that he was not aware of any abuse taking place at Sacre Coeur.673
313. WN 315 provides a positive account of life at Sacre Coeur, where she was resident from
1946 to 1959.674 She says that no one was ever smacked and says children were sent to
the dormitory as punishment.675 A similar account is provided by WN 327, who would
stay at Sacre Coeur for short periods during the week between 1964 and 1972, instead of
being looked after by a nanny.676
314. Pat Lucas gave a different perspective on life at Sacre Coeur from many other
witnesses. She lived with her mother in the grounds of the Home in the 1950s, her
(single) mother having struggled to find accommodation elsewhere.677 Her statement
paints a positive picture of life at the orphanage, which she visited regularly. She denies
that the children were hit with spoons, or locked in a cupboard.678 As for the Summerland
factory, she denies that any girls worked in the factory (working instead from inside the
Home) and maintains that the work was voluntary and “rather fun”,679 although she did
not work there herself.680 She denies that the nuns were cruel, and states that the
670
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allegations made against them by others who were resident in the orphanage are
untrue.681 A similar account was provided by WN 314, whose family was involved in
running the orphanage, and who was an occasional visitor.682
315. WN 337 was resident from 1954 to 1966, and also refutes many of the allegations,
saying that the punishment was simply firm, but reasonable.683 He denies any abusive
treatment and states that the only physical punishment he can recall was being smacked
on the face by the sister for misbehaving.684 This witness was sufficiently close to the
sisters to visit them in retirement in France.685
Bed wetting
316. WN 152, who was in Sacre Coeur for around 2 years from 1960, describes the regime at
Sacre Coeur as being “obsessed” with urinary incontinence of the children. He describes
another child wetting himself and being used as a “human mop” to clear up the urine
from the floor.686 A similar incident is described by WN 150 as occurring in the girls’
section of the orphanage, when she witnessed an elderly nun using an infant as a “human
mop” after she had wet herself.687
317. WN 150 was in the orphanage from about 1958 to 1961 and describes having a bedwetting problem. In her Redress Scheme Application, she says that on several occasions
the nuns would dunk her head forcefully in a barrel of water outside to punish her for
this.688 Her brother, WN 348, describes defecating himself while at the Home, and the
nuns wiping his face in the faeces.689 WN 894 alleges that she was punished for
defecating in the commode at night, contrary to the rule that children were only allowed
to urinate in the dormitory commode.690
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318. WN 240, who was resident for 7 years from around 1956, alleges ritual punishment for
bed wetting. In her oral evidence, she described children who wet the bed being put on a
chair with their pants on their head. She says that the other children would then be told to
form a circle around the child and the nuns would lead a rhyme in French, ridiculing the
child for having wet the bed. WN 240 said she saw this done on half a dozen
occasions.691 WN 255 also says she was punished for wetting the bed.692
319. WN 315 denies that the girls were disciplined for bed wetting during her residence
between 1946 and 1959.693
Alleged sexual abuse
320. WN 19 told the Inquiry that the girls were not allowed to wash their genitals during the
weekly bath. She says that they were required to wear black pants and the nuns would
wash that part of their bodies. The rationale for this was that it was not appropriate for
girls to touch that part of their anatomy.694 WN 19 regarded this as abusive.695 WN 240
described the same phenomenon, but said that the wearing of pants in the bath was to stop
the girls from looking at their own bodies.696
321. WN 19 also complained that a male member of staff was overly friendly and would
touch the children,697 but only on their arms and head. She told the Panel that this was
odd because nobody touched children in those days (the 1950s).698
322. WN 814, resident in the boys’ section between 1949 and 1956, alleges repeated sexual
assaults by a male member of staff. He states that the staff member would get him to play
with his penis, which he did not realise was wrong at the time.699
323. WN 894 said that she was abused on a visit by Jimmy Savile when she was 8 or 9 years
old. She says that she was selected to present Mr Savile with a present when he visited
691
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the orphanage, and was left alone in a room with him for approximately 20 minutes. She
says as follows: “He showed me his penis and took my underwear off touched me below
[sic].” She says that the Jersey Evening Post were present during his visit and took
photographs. An article from the JEP dated 1969 is appended to her evidence,700
confirming a visit at that time and the presentation of a present to him. WN 894 goes on
to say that she reported the incident to one of the nuns and it is alleged that she had her
mouth washed out with soap and was told never to speak to anyone about it.701
324. WN 894 also alleges that she was abused by the brother of one of the nuns, when the
sister’s family came to stay at the orphanage. She says she reported this to the Mother
Superior but was punished by being locked in the dormitory. She also says that she told
the priest in confession, and on the following day was called in to speak to the Mother
Superior and had her mouth washed out with soap.702

Reporting of abuse by residents
325. As before, we repeat the allegations of abuse that are said to have resulted in
disclosures, for convenience. WN 156 described his stay in the Sacre Coeur with four of
his siblings just after the Second World War, having been orphaned. He described the
nuns as cruel, lifting the children off the ground by the hair. He recalls being grabbed by
the face and scratched. He also described a punishment of being locked in a cellar-like
room, and being given only bread and water for the day if he was caught whispering or
talking in the dining room. In his Redress Scheme Application, WN 156 states that his
older siblings and an aunt complained to the States’ authorities about the poor treatment
of the five children by the nuns and they were moved out of the orphanage, to the Boys
and Girls’ Homes respectively. He says that the nuns taunted him about being sent to the
Boys’ Home before he went, saying that he would be punished there by being plunged
into iced water and, having come up gasping for breath, would be plunged back down
again. WN 156 said that he was terrified about going to the Boys’ Home as a result.
700
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326. This appears to be a rare example of children being removed from a home following
complaints about maltreatment of children by staff.
327. WN 19, who was resident for a period of weeks in both 1958 and 1959, told the Panel
that she was admitted alongside her brothers, who she did not see for the duration of her
stay because girls and boys were separated. Perhaps giving an insight into the different
values and expectations of the time about discussing and disclosing alleged abuse, she
said that they did not discuss their experiences when they returned home: “It really was
not talked about. It was something that happened and you just got on with your life.”703
Nor did she tell her parents of her experiences: “In those days children were to be seen
and not heard and therefore we did not speak to our parents in that way. There was noone to talk to in those days. Firstly, they would not believe you, and secondly they would
probably give you a beating for making things up.”704
328. WN 19 indicates that Children’s Services were never really involved with her family,
despite her father being an alcoholic and beating the children. She says that a lot of
families did what her family did, namely putting their children in homes for short periods
of time.705
329. The evidence of WN 894 gives an insight into the alleged response of the nuns to
allegations of abuse. WN 894 said that she was abused on a visit by Jimmy Savile when
she was 8 or 9 years old. She says that she was selected to present Mr Savile with a
present when he visited the orphanage, and was left alone in a room with him for
approximately 20 minutes. As refered to above, she says that, “He showed me his penis
and took my underwear off touched me below” [sic]. WN 894 goes on to say that she
reported the incident to one of the nuns and it is alleged that she had her mouth washed
out with soap and was told never to speak to anyone about it.706
330. WN 894 also alleges that she was abused by the brother of one of the nuns, when the
sister’s family came to stay at the orphanage. She says she reported this to the Mother
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Superior but was punished by being locked in the dormitory. She also says that she told
the priest in confession, and on the following day was called in to speak to the Mother
Superior and had her mouth washed out with soap.707
Response to allegations of abuse
331. In response to allegations of abuse about Sacre Coeur, one of the Sisters, WN 804, who
worked at the orphanage for 40 years from 1956, says [WD005591]:
331.1 No child was every submitted to “cruel physical and psychological punishment”;
331.2 there was no corporal punishment and no use of implements to hit children;
331.3 children were never publicly humiliated for bedwetting;
331.4 children were never locked in cupboards or the hen house as punishment, nor in a
room with a dead Sister;
331.5 no child was ever treated harshly for not being a Catholic;
331.6 no child was ever force-fed;
331.7 children wore clean clothes and were not dressed in rags;
331.8 children helped out with chores in a way that was appropriate to their age – they
did not do what could be considered ‘child labour’;
331.9 the staff cared deeply for the children in their care and did not view them all as
liars.
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Haut De La Garenne (“HDLG”): introduction
332. The evidence of alleged abuse at HDLG is so voluminous that it is necessary in this
summary to divide the evidence into two time periods (from 1959 to 1969 and from 1970
to closure in 1986).
333. Within each of these periods, the evidence is dealt with in chronological order, insofar
as this is possible.
334. A number of witnesses were resident in HDLG in both of the periods. Where that is the
case, their evidence is generally discussed in the period from 1959 to 1969.
335. Operation Rectangle, which began in September 2007, focused principally on alleged
child abuse at HDLG, but also considered alleged abuse at Blanche Pierre Family Group
Home, Les Chenes Residential School, La Preference Children’s Home and other Family
Group Homes. It started as an enquiry into historical child sexual abuse and its term of
reference was to investigate serious indictable offences.708
336. In the document entitled “Operation Rectangle: Analytical Summary of Historical Child
Abuse” dated 15 July 2009.709 Intelligence Analyst Peter Wall noted the following:
336.1 250 allegations were made by former residents of HDLG, with the alleged
incidents taking place at the Home or associated locations used by its staff and
children;710
336.2 of those, 120 (48 per cent) of the allegations involved an element of indecency;711
336.3 across Operation Rectangle, the vast majority of the allegations (82 per cent)
related to the period from 1960 to 1980, with the peak (25 per cent) in the period
from 1966 to 1970.712 The alleged offending dropped sharply from 1980;713
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336.4 the bulk of the serious sexual allegations related to the period between 1970 and
1985;714
336.5 allegations went back to 1947 (when, in fact, HDLG was operating as the Jersey
Home for Boys). Allegations were made against 106 individuals, including 17 who
were not identified and 13 who were other children;715
336.6 the alleged offences making up the HDLG allegations were as follows:
336.6.1

assault – 130 allegations;

336.6.2

indecent assault – 89 allegations;

336.6.3

anal rape – 20 allegations;

336.6.4

vaginal rape – 6 allegations;

336.6.5

attempted indecent assault – 3 allegations;

336.6.6

other assault/indecent assault – 1 allegation;

336.6.7

other indecent assault/sexual intercourse – 1 allegation.716

336.7 At that time of Mr Wall’s analysis, the five employees who had the most
allegations against them were:
336.7.1

Colin Tilbrook, Superintendent (23 allegations);

336.7.2

Gordon Wateridge, Housefather (22 allegations);

336.7.3

Morag Kidd, Housemother (12 allegations);

336.7.4

Male from the UK (10 allegations);

336.7.5

Ray Williams, Housefather (8+ allegations).717

337. Three suspects had occupied the post of Superintendent at the Home: Colin Tilbrook,
WN 532 and Jim Thomson. Taking into account the allegations made against Mario
714
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Lundy, the Home was allegedly run and managed by individuals accused of abuse for
over 20 years of its 27-year period of operation.
338. Other individuals accused of abuse occupied senior management positions within the
Home. WN 491, for example, was the subject of 7 allegations in Operation Rectangle.
Additional allegations were made against WN 491 in evidence before the Inquiry (see
below). By the time the SOJP had completed their enquiries into WN 491, a total of 15
suspects had made many allegations of abuse against this former employee. 718 Colin
Tilbrook and WN 491 overlapped for 9 years in their senior roles in the Home from 1962
to 1971. During this period, Ray Williams was a Housefather (1966 to 1970), as was
Thomas Hamon (April to September 1966), subsequently convicted of sexual assaults on
children. WN 515, against whom allegations of physical, sexual and emotional abuse are
made, was at the Home between 1967 and 1973. Gordon Wateridge, who took up a post
in 1970 and who was later convicted in respect of sexual and physical assaults against
children at the Home, was employed under Colin Tilbrook.
339. A comparison of the staffing arrangements and the allegations of abuse may be thought
worthwhile. The Minutes of the Education Committee and the Children’s Sub-Committee
show which members of staff were employed at HDLG from 1960. The evidence
suggests that, during Colin Tilbrook’s tenure, there is no period when the Superintendent,
or another senior staff member or one or more of the Houseparents is not alleged to have
committed physical, sexual or emotional abuse – apart from a period in 1965.
340. A notable feature of the evidence is the absence of allegations about WN 715, who ran
the Home from 1972 to 1974.
341. Under WN 532’s tenure as Superintendent (between 1974 and 1976), Richard Owen
was employed at the Home as a Housefather (January 1975 to August 1976). Mr Owen
was accused by children at the home of physical and sexual abuse. Mr Owen had already
been convicted of sexual offences in December 1966 in the UK (for unlawful sexual
intercourse with a girl under 16 years) and was given a year probation order, yet was able
to secure employment with children in Jersey. He was later to be convicted of abuse of
718
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children in his care after he left HDLG, being sentenced to 4 years’ imprisonment in 1998
in the UK for one count of buggery, and three counts of indecent assault against young
girls from 1976 to 1979.
342. The period from 1970 to 1984 saw the physical and emotional abuse inflicted by Morag
Jordan (nee Kidd), who was convicted of multiple counts of assault in November 2010.
She was joined on the staff in 1978 by Tony Jordan, who would later become her
husband. He was convicted in the same trial of several counts of assault. Evidence
relating to the Jordans is a dominant feature during this period in HDLG’s history, with
many witnesses attesting to the couple’s cruelty and mistreatment of children.
343. Before her marriage to Tony Jordan, Morag Kidd appears to have provided a means of
access to children at the Home to Anthony Watton, through a possible romantic
relationship. He visited the Home and participated in activities with the children,
including going on camping trips. He was later to be charged with sexual assault on
several boys from the Home between 1971 to 1972 (and also 1983), but committed
suicide before his trial.
344. Jim Thomson was Superintendent between January 1977 and September 1983, and is
accused of physical and sexual abuse. His Deputy until July 1979 was William Gilbert,
who is alleged to have raped a girl repeatedly at the Home. The Jordans remained
employed throughout Mr Thomson’s stewardship of HDLG, leaving in December 1984.
A number of other staff and visitors are accused of abuse during Mr Thomson’s period as
Superintendent. The Panel will no doubt wish to consider his oversight and supervision of
staff members when he was in charge of the Home.
355. The 1970s and 1980s also saw a significant number of allegations of sexual abuse said
to have been committed by older children at the Home against younger boys and against
girls. Among these are several allegations of rape. Witnesses speak of a generally
sexualised atmosphere in the Home at this time, with recurrent consensual and nonconsensual sexual activity among the children.
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356. Mr Wall’s report also provides statistics on the number of children in care between 1959
and 1984,719 covering all but two of the years of the Home’s operation. At the time the
Home opened in its new guise as HDLG, in 1959, there were about 150 children in care
on the Island. This had risen to 400 by 1965. The levels remained fairly static at around
400 for a decade. By 1975, there were approximately 550 children in care in Jersey. This
reduced to around 375 children in care between 1980 and 1984. HDLG served as one of a
number of limited placement options available to the Education Committee once a child
had been taken into care.
357. A summary of the numbers of children in the Home between 1961 and 1969 is to be
found at WD001178. This shows that the numbers of children at the Home fluctuated,
both by month and by year, with some years showing a notable increase in the number of
children resident during the summer months, and a drop-off in the winter months. There
were 43 children in the Home in December 1960, rising to 55 in 1961. In 1962, residents
numbered between 42 and 60, and stayed level at about 60 in 1963 and 1964. There was a
small drop-off in 1965, with monthly numbers of around 48, but there was a rise in 1966
when the Home took over the role of providing crèche facilities previously carried out by
the Westaway Creche. The number of children in the Home peaked in August 1966,
when there were 72 children in residence. Thereafter, the numbers fluctuated ranging
generally between the low forties up to the low fifties.
358. The reasons for admission to the Home in the period 1959 to 1984 were analysed by Mr
Wall and summarised in a chart in his report, as noted above.720 He noted the tendency
for children to be admitted for very short periods, often for emergency respite. The vast
majority of the evidence before the Inquiry is from those who were resident for much
longer periods. Allegations of abuse is provided predominantly by this cohort of
residents.
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HDLG: 1959–1969
Type and nature of the Home
359. As noted above, HDLG was formed as an amalgamation of the JHFB and the JHFG
(and subsequently the Westaway Creche).721 It was located in the former premises of the
JHFB, in the Parish of Gorey. By September 1959, all of the girls from JHFG had been
transferred to HDLG.
360. The Home had three different names in the period between September 1959 and March
1960,722 however by an executive Act called the “Haut de la Garenne Act 1960”, the
States of Jersey adopted a decision of the Education Committee to change the name of the
institution to “Haut de la Garenne”.723
361. When HDLG was first proposed in the Director of Education’s memorandum in May
1958, it was noted that it would need to serve five separate purposes and that there was
nothing impracticable about it doing so provided that it was adequately and suitably
staffed:724
361.1 Function 1 – a long-stay home for those who are not suitable for boarding out or
“cottage homes”;725
361.2 Function 2 – a short-stay home for children – e.g. those whose mothers enter
hospital for a few weeks;
361.3 Function 3 – to accommodate very young children who cannot be boarded out and
who are too young for cottage homes (i.e. replacement of Westaway Crèche);
361.4 Function 4 – a remand home for those remanded by the courts (it was noted that
“for this function a small separate building would probably be necessary”);
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361.5 Function 5 – a reception centre to which all children would go in the first instance.
362. HDLG did not fully undertake the third function until the young children from
Westaway Creche were moved in February 1966.726 Printed letterheads on letters from
the Home to the court from April 1964727 and February 1968728 show that the Home was
viewed as providing all-encompassing residential child care, “HDLG Combined
Reception Centre, Remand Home and Children’s Home”.
363. The Children’s Officer’s 1966 Annual Report noted that: “the work which is being done
at HDLG is analogous to that undertaken at Special Reception Centres in England”.729
In evidence, Professor Bullock suggested that a children’s home also operating as a
reception centre was typical of what may have been happening in England at the same
time.730
364. In the 1968 Annual Report, the Children’s Officer made the following comment,
suggesting that HDLG was no longer intended to provide long-term care. She noted:
“One of the main functions of HDLG is to serve as a centre for assessment: and then for
some children it is a short or medium stay home where they can receive the help given by
skilled and understanding staff. For children needing long term care, and above all for
large families, our four Family Group Homes provide a vital and continuous service.”731
365. A table was compiled by the Inquiry732 for the relevant period, setting out:
365.1 the number of residents at HDLG each month, broken down by gender;
365.2 the number of admissions and discharges each month;
365.3 the reasons for admissions;
365.4 the number of admissions “by Constable’s Request”;
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365.5 the recorded admissions by age for 1962–1964.
366. These statistics go further than those given in the report prepared by Peter Wall (see
above). They show the number of children at HDLG ranging from 41 to 72 and the
primary reasons being for being in care and placed at the Home: “Mother’s illness”;
“Social inadequacy of parents/behaviour problems” and “Remand/condition of
probation”. The capacity envisaged for the Home by the Children’s Sub-Committee in
1962 was between 60 and 66,733 and the only month in which this was exceeded was
August 1966. By 1970, it was noted that the Home could accommodate: “up to about 60
children of all ages until they leave school”.734
Organisation, management and culture
The legislative and regulatory context
367. During this period, admissions to HDLG were governed by:
367.1 the 1935 Loi Appliquant à cette Ile certaines des dispositions de L’Acte de
Parlement intitulé “Children and Young Persons Act, 1933”;
367.2 the 1947 Loi modifiant la loi (1935) appliquant a cetter Ile certaines des
dispositions de l’acte de parlement inititule “Children and Young Persons Act
1933” (the Public Instruction Committee being given paternal rights over children
placed in institutions);
367.3 the Public Instruction Committee Act 1955 (confirming among other powers, the
right of the Committee to refuse to receive a child into care and the right to require
the Constable to take over the care of a child whose conduct was considered
“prejudicial to the other children in the Home”).
Other legislation regulated the levels of financial maintenance to be provided to children
in the Home.735
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368. Where, rarely in this period, a statutory basis was documented for taking a child into the
care of the Education Committee, Article 7 (approved school alternative) or Article 8 (in
need of care and control) of the 1935 Loi would be recorded as having been relied on.736
369. In the UK, the Children and Young Persons Act 1963 required local authorities to
provide guidance and assistance promoting the welfare of children ‘by diminishing the
need to receive children into or keep then in care’.737 The Approved School Rules 1933 as
amended by the Approved School Rules 1949738 remained in force throughout this period,
only to be replaced by the Approved School Rules 1970739 which reflected the abolition of
approved schools in the UK and the introduction of community homes with education.
The Administration of Children’s Homes Regulations 1951 also remained in force in the
UK throughout this period, governing local authority homes as well as voluntary homes.
370. Two Home Office reports came out during this period concerning the management of
approved of schools. The first – “Disturbances at the Carlton Approved School: Report
of Inquiry by Victor Durand QC 1960”740 – followed disruption over several days by a
large group of boys (out of 96 who were resident in the school at the time). In evidence,
33 boys made allegations of ill-treatment by staff. Among other recommendations the
report concluded that the use of force by the headmaster as a means of control was to stop
and that irregular punishments should be prohibited. It was suggested that a culture where
boys should be able to see managers and the headmaster of a school personally should be
encouraged. One recommendation was that “general consideration should be given to the
desirability of having one or two secure rooms in schools training boys of senior age for
the separation (for quite short periods) of boys who suddenly become very difficult and
intractable for what appears to be only a transient phase of conduct”.741
371. The second – “Administration of Punishment at Court Lees Approved School: Report of
Inquiry by Edward Gibbens QC” – 742 came out in 1967. The Report looked at specific
736
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complaints of excessive corporal punishment: its findings were confined only to whether
or not the complaints were made out. Among other findings it concluded that on occasion
the headmaster had “caned boys with excessive severity”. The report followed an
anonymous letter sent to the Daily Mail by a member of staff complaining about the use
of corporal punishment. The school was subsequently closed down. In a memo to a
member of staff at HDLG in the wake of the report warning the staff member about
striking a child, Colin Tilbrook refers in passing to the closure of Court Lees (see below).
372. In their report to the Inquiry743 Professors Bullock and Parker noted that, as at 1960:
“…the proportion of [child care] staff who were qualified remained relatively low (in
1960 28% of CCOs were trained) and was lower still for residential staff as at first their
training was usually the responsibility of the local authority”.744
373. Their report noted over this period that:
“The history of the approved schools provides a good example of a sea change in the
influences on policy and practice. There was a concern about rising costs and a generally
anti-institutional ethos across the developed world and for the first time the adverse
effects of institutionalisation (institutional neurosis) were being charted. This had been
suspected by the Curtis Committee who noted that many of the children in the places they
visited were ‘touch hungry’ and ‘desperate for attention.”745

Reception to HDLG – process of admission
374. Each admission into the care of the Committee was recorded on a form which had to
be signed by the relevant Constable “concerned” who was responsible for the financial
maintenance of the child while in care and during their time in the Home. Unsigned forms
would be returned for the Constable’s signature.746 An entry in the Children’s Sub-
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Committee minutes in August 1966 suggests that the recording of admissions was strictly
adhered to:
“The sub-committee considered the question of admission forms for children committed
to HDLG and was informed that the present rule was that no child should be admitted
without a form, which was an admission of financial responsibility, signed by the
constable concerned. Difficulties occurred in that frequently children were required to be
admitted on Saturday afternoons and Sundays…[pending advice from the Law Officers]
the Superintendent was authorised to continue to accept a child on authorisation signed
by a police constable for a period not exceeding 48 hours.”747
374.1 WD000919 is an example of the Children’s Officer writing to the Constable of St
Helier to initiate care proceedings, in this case in relation to four siblings, and to
bring the case before the Royal Court.
374.2 WN 515 remembers that children would be brought to the Home by social workers
and that their admission would be recorded in an admission book.748
374.3 WN 514 remembers that generally there were “good records” kept on the
children.749 Aside from the pro-forma education committee application for
admission records, HDLG produced its own single-sided admission pro-forma
record750 and discharge record, completed and stored in the child’s file.
374.4 WN 866 [senior staff member: 1968–1974] remembers that within 24 hours of
children arriving they had to be seen by the GP; WN 866 would be present and a
health form would be completed:751
“the child’s clothes would be washed, ironed, labelled and put in their own individual
pigeon hole; the child would be taken to their appropriate age group and would be settled
in by the house parents.”752
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374.5 One account in 1960 records a CCO collecting a child from his home, taking him
to the Town Hall “for the necessary medical examination before his admittance to
‘HDLG’. After a long delay at the Town Hall, we eventually arrived at ‘HDLG’ at
noon.”753
Numbers in residence, age range and boy/girl ratio
375. Annual figures of residency were also recorded in the Children’s Officer Annual
reports. The figures are set out in WD001178, as noted above. The numbers of boys over
this period significantly outweighed the number of girls.
376. Limited statistics are available relating to admissions by age so that it is difficult to
extrapolate any pattern:
Table 2: HDLG – Recorded Admissions by age – 1960–1969

1960
1–2

Statistics

years

unavailable

2–6

1961

1962

1963

1964

1965

1966

0

0

0

Statistics unavailable

2

1

1

55

49

44

3

8

8

60

58

53

1967

1968

1969

years
6–15
years
15 +
years
Total

By the end of this period and into the start of the new decade, numbers appear to have
increased to an extent that staff were writing to senior management setting out their
concerns. In August 1970 Ray Williams wrote to a senior member of staff, WN 491,
saying that “with 14 boys and 7 girls in the Seniors we feel we have reached saturation
point, and all we can do is to ‘contain’ them and not give them the help we want to
753
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give”.754 Staff/child ratios were to become a more pressing issue in the following decade,
as noted in Colin Tilbrook’s letter from April 1971 about lack of staff and too many
children, “Overcrowding forces regimentation, blunts the sensibilities and restricts
individual freedom”.755
Length of stay
377. The 1966 Children Officer’s report reported that “About half the children coming into
HDLG need long term care; half can be returned to their own families in a comparatively
short time”.756
378. The 1967 report of the Children’s Officer noted that:
“...the fact that altogether there were 208 movements of children in and out of Haut de Ia
Garenne highlights the fact that it performs the function of a Reception Centre dealing
with a very large number of children and a very wide variety of problems”.757
379. Over a decade later in the Lambert and Wilkinson Report, it was noted that some
children spent a good part of their childhood in the Home.758
Recreation and facilities
380. Descriptions of holidays feature regularly in the Annual Reports. In 1959 children went
camping by the River Wye, youth hostelling in Wales, camping in Jersey and to Oldham,
Lancashire. In 1960, 15 children did an exchange with 15 children from Shenley and
from the Fields Cottage Homes in Birmingham. 11 children were taken for a fortnight to
England, staying on a farm and then youth-hostelling. Others went camping in Jersey. In
1962 children went to Spain and to Wales. In 1963 children camped in Guernsey, others
were taken to London and to Brittany. The 1964 Report refers to children at the Home
belonging to ‘many and varied Youth Organisations in the Island’.759 In 1965 children
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were taken to Ireland and to Sark. In 1967 an adventure playground was built by staff. In
1968 a swimming pool and paddling pool was completed at the Home.
380.1 Margaret Davies [1961–1973] remembers Christmas at the Home as being a
“really exciting event. We always made sure that the children had pillowcases full
of gifts to wake up to on Christmas morning”.760
380.2 WN 615 [1966–1970] remembers that as part of the daily routine in the Home
“every evening from 6 o’clock we all had to be in the junior’s playroom to watch
the news. After that then they could play pool or table tennis. They also played
their music, drew or played snooker. In the summer they would go to the beach
and have good evenings. If the children wanted to go out then they had to ask Mr
Tilbrook”.761 WN 615 would take some of the girls up to her flat in HDLG to listen
to music and have coffee, “they used to come up in groups”.762
380.3 Watching the 6 o’clock news was as WN 202 remembers it, “one of Mr Tilbrook’s
rules”.763
380.4 Children were allowed pets. Children played outside in the grounds. They had their
own gardens. A film would be screened weekly.
Visitors to the Home and home visits
381. Visitors came to the Home to take out children. This appears to have followed the
Education Committee’s acceptance of a recommendation by Colin Tilbrook in 1961 that
children at the Home should have more outside contact, that visiting day should be
abolished and that visitors should be encouraged to visit regularly and more frequently.
382. The date of each visit, the name(s) of the child(ren) and the names of the visitors were
recorded,764 although the entries appeared sometimes simply to record where the child
had gone. Based on an analysis conducted by the Police of the records in relation to the
case of WN 264, most of the visits occurred on Saturdays. Contact would not be limited
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to one child: WN 264 had contact with 11 children over a 3½-year period.765 Some of the
entries related to longer periods.
382.1 In his evidence to the Inquiry, WN 264 described the basis on which he came to be
a volunteer visitor to HDLG in the early 1960s. His is the primary account of a
visitor available to the Inquiry for this period. There is nothing to suggest that it is
other than representative of how visitors to the Home were managed.
382.2 WN 264 thought he had met Colin Tilbrook in a hotel bar; they struck up what he
described as “an acquaintance”. He and his wife were invited to dinner at HDLG
by Mr Tilbrook. Although vague as to when he first started taking children out, it
was, he told the Inquiry, “a nice thing to do”. He remembers that he had come
forward to volunteer. He could not remember whether any checks on him were
carried out, although he had told the police when interviewed in April 2004 that
there was no vetting procedure.
382.3 He described an informal process when coming to take children out: he would
arrive at the front door of the Home and walk into the main hallway. He thought
staff would have known in advance that he was coming. He was not required to
sign a register, nor, as he remembered, were the children who came out with him.
He would take groups of children to the beach or to the cinema. He did not have a
say as to which children would come with him. He remembered children being
picked out by the Superintendent, Mr Tilbrook. He would tell a member of staff
when he had brought the children back in the evening. He thought there was a rule
that you could not take a child on their own. He described the system generally as
being “relaxed as can be”. The afternoons out were funded by WN 264.
382.4 In her statement to the Inquiry, Margaret Davies remembers that people would
visit HDLG to take children out. She says that most of the people who came knew
the children and that “many were the parents of school friends”. There were no
formal checks in place “but we got to know the people who took the children out by
chatting to them when they arrived or left so we were comfortable to allow them to
765
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go. Children would not go out with strangers”.766 Ms Davies was keen to
encourage fostering and saw the visits as a means of furthering fostering
opportunities for children in the Home.767
382.5 WN 8 remembers that people came and took children out on day trips; she thought
that they were the children’s relatives.768 One file note in 1967 records a couple
asking to take out WN 346 “for an hour” – the couple’s connection with WN
346’s family is noted. The member of staff records: “I said OK”.769
382.6 This apparent informality may have been in line with the approach taken at the
time. The lack of any evolved or even rudimentary child protection procedures
may simply be no more than a reflection of standards at the time. The era pre-dates
by more than two decades “Children in the Public Care”770 (1991), or the Warner
Report, “Choosing with Care: Report of the Committee of Inquiry into the
selection, development and management of staff in children’s homes”771 (1992)
and the Utting Report, “People Like Us”772 (1997), all of which were published in
the wake of reports of child abuse in children’s homes and the Children Act 1989
coming into force in the UK. All made recommendations on vetting procedures.
382.7 In 1962 the Children’s Officer Patricia Thornton in recorded a meeting with an
individual at Jersey Airport who knew one of two brothers at the Home as the boy
“used to spend nearly all his free time after school at the Airport”. She noted that
the adult, “seems a very nice young man … [he] said he would very much like to
take an interest in both boys and he thought his family would too”. The vetting
appears to have consisted of Ms Thornton visiting the volunteer’s mother at the
family home, the mother telling her that “she would be very pleased for [her son]
to have the boys out and she will invite them back to the farm. I arranged that she
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should contact Mr Tilbrook...I do feel that this would be a good contact for [the
boys]”.773
383. The informal approach described by witnesses appears to be at odds with the more
formalised approach advocated in an undated document “Memo: all house-parents”. In
the memo the Superintendent, Colin Tilbrook covered various topics, including visitors.
He sets out the procedure to be followed in what could be read as categorical terms:
“Children are not to be allowed out of these premises unless my agreement has FIRST
been obtained. Our legal responsibilities for these children are very clearly defined and a
considerable amount of ‘vetting’ is normally undertaken before any child is allowed to
visit relatives, friends or acquaintances, even for short periods. This applies to the girls’
boy-friends as well. Children allowed out on their own are listed in the green folder and
will be amended from time to time. No other child should leave the premises unless
accompanied by a member of staff (full time employed staff only). Similarly no member of
staff should visit a child’s home without consulting me first. This applies to all children
under statutory or voluntary supervision whether they reside here or not. I MUST be
advised before house-parents and others make arrangements for group activities outside
these premises so that at any time the group or the staff with them can be contacted
without delay should the need arise.”774
383.1 There is no evidence before the Inquiry of what the “considerable amount of
vetting” consisted of. In one case in 1968, Colin Tilbrook meets with a couple
befriending WN 174: Mr Tilbrook notes that the man is “very aggressive” and
records an episode where he beat his own child leaving marks on the legs and
buttocks, remarking, “when he does [beat]he intends it to hurt very much”. Mr
Tilbrook discusses with the man alternatives to using corporal punishment which
he notes the man was going to consider. The couple were encouraged to take out
WN 174.775 The couple had previously approached Colin Tilbrook to befriend a
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child. In his memo to the Children’s Officer in January 1968 he records their
approach to him adding:
“They give as referees Ms Leffler, Principal, Moorestown Preparatory.Dr Curran,
Groversnor Villa, (Family Doctor). Could these references please be checked and the
[couple’s] house visited. I have in mind [WN 174] who does not seem to have anyone
outside to take an interest in him.”776
383.2 The record kept of visitors would also record visits to the child’s home777 – the
Home retained the final say as to whether the child did go home reflecting on
occasion concerns about issues at the home (as opposed to preventing home visits
by way of punishment – see below).778
384. The Children’s Office would have a say as to whether or not children would be allowed
home – limiting parental visits to the Home to protect the children.779
Staff: recruitment and experience
385. In 1959, WN 494 [Housefather] returned to work at HDLG having completed the Home
Office Residential Child Care Course, taking up an appointment of Assistant Housefather
(having previously been a House Master when he started in 1954).
386. When Mr Tilbrook and Margaret Davies were recruited as Superintendent and Matron
in 1961 they had come from working at the Church of England Children’s Society
Reception Centre. They had also worked in a boys’ home in Scarborough and at
Barnardo’s Cottage Homes. In the same year a member of staff was appointed as an
Assistant Housefather having undergone the Home Office Residential Child Care
Course.780 Recruitment was often from the UK, as noted below.
386.1 Margaret Davies [1961–1973] obtained the Home Office certificate in child care,
as had her husband. In her statement to the Inquiry she comments that they were at
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that time described as “residential social workers”.781 She told the SOJP in 2008
that she and her husband were “the first qualified social workers to become heads
of the Home”.782
386.2 A document disclosed in evidence to the Inquiry783 headed “HDLG: Residential
Staff 1961–1967” set out “names”, “previous residential experience with deprived
children” and “reason for leaving”. Around 40 names (including couples) are
listed, against 28 of whom is written “None” under the heading “previous
experience”. Of the remaining 15, three are recorded as having done the Home
Office Course in Child Care, two were recorded as holding an NNEB (Nursery
Nursing Examination Board) certificate, two were recorded as having worked in a
family group home, one in a crèche, two had worked for different English County
Councils, another had worked in a Remand Home and another in an approved
school. No information (‘N/A’) was known about three members of staff. The
table also provides reasons for staff leaving HDLG over the period. Some returned
to the UK; other reasons recorded: “not suitable” (x2), “dismissed”, “impulsive
return to the UK”, “Appeared before Royal Court”, “work did not appeal”,
“failed probationary period”, “asked to resign”, “did not like [accommodation]”.
Over a 6-year period, 43 staff left HDLG (including retirement).
386.3 Asked to comment on the list Margaret Davies found it “surprising”. She thought
that she had dismissed a member of staff for smacking a child. She did not
remember there being a high turnover of staff.784
386.4 In a 1961 report to the Children’s Sub-Committee, Colin Tilbrook noted that aside
from himself, the Matron and one Housemother, “no other member of staff has
been specially trained for residential care work”.785 However, he added, “training
only serves to make a good residential CCO that much better. A strong sense of
vocation, maturity, patience and intelligence are all some of the essential
781
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qualifications, providing a trained and skilled member of staff is always
immediately available”.786
386.5 The employment and training background of some of the staff at HDLG in this
period is available from records, as noted below.
386.6 WN 8 [Assistant house parent] was aged 18 when she started work at HDLG: she
was never interviewed. Her mother had approached Colin Tilbrook. WN 8 was
employed as an Assistant Housemother.
386.7 WN 866 [senior staff member] was a trained nurse when she was taken on at
HDLG.
386.8 WN 515 [Housefather 1967–1974] had worked in industry, volunteered in youth
clubs and helped with outdoor pursuits. He had no formal child care qualifications.
386.9 WN 514 [Housemother 1967–1974] had been a clerk and had no professional child
care qualifications. She remembers being interviewed by “Patsy Thornton” and
Colin Tilbrook.787
386.10 Audrey Mills [house-parent; laundry assistant] was interviewed in 1967 for a post
at HDLG by Patricia Thornton, Charles Smith (then Deputy Children’s Officer)
and Colin Tilbrook. She was 28. She had no formal qualifications – “no-one at that
time really did. I do not even think the housemasters were trained”.788 She had
worked in the Westaway Creche for 2 years then privately as a nanny. She
remembers there being no formal vetting process when she applied.
386.11 WN 615 [Houseparent: 1966–1970] remembers that she was interviewed for the
post of Housemother by Mr and Ms Tilbrook and “the head of the Children’s
Office”. She had had no previous child care experience, was first appointed to look
after the juniors – “7 to 10 years of age” – and within a short time to look after the
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seniors – “11 to 14”.789 She and one of the Housefathers were given a flat in the
Home.
386.12 In her statement to the Police in 2008 Margaret Davies remembers staff in the
Home being “fantastic...we managed to employ a good group of people who fitted
into the family environment in the home…there must have been 20 members of
staff in the Home at any one time”.790
386.13 By contrast, in her statement to the Inquiry she remembers that:
“Unfortunately, the house-parents tended to drift into the job, usually without training or
formal qualifications. As for the other staff, a number of local people worked at the home
in the holidays to get experience but in many cases we found they were not suitable”.791
386.14 Elsewhere in her statement she comments:
“It is fair to say that few members of staff were trained and the roles they performed
could be difficult because the children had issues and could be challenging. For the most
part, house-parents were nice people who sometimes had difficult jobs so I can see that
they were sometimes out of their comfort zone. In some cases they may have come to the
job with their own personal problems feeling that somehow working with children would
help them – with the result that they were not really motivated by a concern for welfare of
the children.”792
386.15 Ms Davies makes no reference to whether or not permanent or casual staff were
vetted (the issue may not have been raised in interview).
386.16 Another member of staff [1963–1965] started work at HDLG having previously
worked in an English County Council’s “children’s village”. She remembers that there
was a “ridiculous” turnover of staff.793 She was, she says, surprised that this was not
questioned by the States.
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386.17 WN 930 [1965–1966] remembers there being a regular turnover of staff. Most, she
says, “could not cope with the oppressive environment in the home”.794
386.18 WN 87 [appointed in 1965] was taken on as a junior Houseparent aged 18 straight
from a school in Jersey.
386.19 WN 602 [unqualified nursery staff 1965–1966] was taken on aged 15 or 16 to
work in the crèche. She remembers what she describes as a “change in the law”
which required qualified nursery staff – “we were not allowed to train and some
qualified staff were brought in from Scotland”.795 There is an entry in the
Children’s Sub-Committee minutes for June 1967 which recorded that WN 602,
along with WN 202 had applied to Education Committee for grants towards the
cost of the Home Office Residential Child Care training. The Sub-Committee were
prepared to guarantee their employment when they had completed training.796
386.20 WN 202 [appointed in 1966] worked first as a member of the domestic staff at
HDLG before being taken on to work with the Juniors following an interview with
Colin Tilbrook.
386.21 A May 1969 advert [WD009352] for a Residential CCO at HDLG noted that
formal qualifications in child care and wide experience of the age group “3–7”
were required with knowledge of baby care and experience of NNEB “a distinct
advantage”.
Staff: staff/children ratios
387. As at 1960 there was a Superintendent and Matron and a Deputy Superintendent, but
only one Housefather. The Housefather was assisted by three assistant house parents.
Two further house parents were recruited during the course of that year. At the time there
were approximately 50 children in residence.797
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388. Appended to the Children’s Sub-Committee minutes for January 1962798 was a “Plan
for HDLG accommodating all age groups of children need care”. Children were to be
divided into seniors (Group 1) intermediates (Group 2) and juniors (Group 3). It was
anticipated then that younger children (six years) would be placed at the Home; this
group was sub-divided by age: Group 4 aged three to six years and Group 5 aged zero to
three. The anticipated places in each of Groups 1, 2 and 3 was twelve, with additional
places for remand. Anticipated staffing ratios was set out:
“Groups, 1, 2 and 3 in charge of a married couple, with the Deputy Superintendent and
Senior Housemother acting as reliefs. In the absence of the Superintendent and Matron
the Deputy Superintendent and Senior Housemother are responsible for all children over
six and the administration of all food and clothing, etc. Group 4, Housemother in charge
with three Assistant Housemothers (this should cover all contingencies, days off, leave,
etc). Group 5, One State Registered Nurse and four nursery nurses (the S.R.N. would
have overall responsibility to the Superintendent for all children under six and all the sick
children in the Children's Home from any age group. In the absence of the Superintendent
and Matron oho would be responsible for the domestic organisation in the Children's
Home and daily staff). The complement of Nursery Nurses allows for one person to be on
night duty keeping an eye on the whole Children's Home, it also allows for time off and
leave.799
389. In 1969, Colin Tilbrook, in a letter to a UK college sending students to HDLG writes:
“We have a large staff of 36 (for 60 children) many of whom hold professional
qualifications…”.800
390. In the same year (1969), a major reorganisation of HDLG was proposed by Patricia
Thornton based on a report prepared by Colin Tilbrook. The proposed re-organisation
would increase the number of secondary school age-children and reduce the number of
pre-school age children.801 This foreshadowed a fundamental change in the operation,
management and culture of HDLG which was to be played out in the following decade.
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The main recommendation put forward by Colin Tilbrook was that there should be a regrouping of the children:
“(a) 15 children or mixed sexes of pre-school age
(b) 14 children of mixed sexes of primary school age in the ratio of 5 girls to 9 boys
(c) 28 children of mixed sexes of secondary school age in the ratio of 10 girls to 18 boys.
Six of these children (2 girls and 4 boys) might be on remand and be over school age”
391. The change in composition of the children in the Home required a change in staffing
allocation and ratios. These changes were introduced in the following year (1970), as
noted in the section below.
392. When Audrey Mills [assistant house-parent; laundry duties 1967–1972] started working,
she was placed with a group of boys aged 7–11; she had previously worked with much
younger children.
393. Margaret Davies [Matron 1961–1973] describes the distribution of staff allocated to the
three groups: “The house-parents were married couples and generally the man dealt with
the boys and the women dealt with the girls, although that was not always the case.”802
She described to the SOJP in 2008 that the intention when they took over the Home was
to “try and keep children’s families together so siblings were kept in the same group
allowing them to mix and eat together. The large dormitories were broken up into smaller
sub-rooms to give the home a nicer less sterile feel”.803 The groupings followed a
recommendation by Colin Tilbrook and accepted by the Children Sub-committee in 1961.
394. WN 866 [senior staff member] says that the idea of placing children into family groups
had been hers: she raised it at a staff meeting and it was “voted in”.804 She says that when
she first arrived children were separated into age groups.
395. WN 8 says that when she was there in the Sixties “there were about 40 boys and half a
dozen girls” as residents.805
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396. The staff/children ratio appears to have put pressure on certainly one member of staff. In
November 1968 Colin Tilbrook wrote to Patricia Thornton regarding Ray Williams, a
Housefather of the senior group. WN 615 had been to see him to say that Mr Williams
was very near to “breaking point”. Mr Tilbrook concludes, “This serves to underline my
constant criticism about the number of children in each group, and I would urge you to
keep this matter constantly under very active review and not allow the numbers in each
group to exceed the totals I have advised”.806
397. In 1970, Ray Williams, in a memo already cited above, wrote to a senior member of
staff, WN 491, stating that the numbers in the Senior group – 14 boys and seven girls –
had reached “saturation point and all we can do is to contain them”.807
Staff: general duties
398. When providing a reference for Ray Williams in 1970, Colin Tilbrook set out Mr
Williams and WN 615’s daily duties at the home:
“[they] have cared for a group of adolescent children of the secondary modern age
group. They have always worked a 42-hour week [and] have had two consecutive days off
each week as well as six weeks’ annual leave and have not been involved with domestic
work as adequate help of this nature has always been available [by] the employment of
full time non-residential cooks, seamstresses, laundresses and cleaning staff. Their duties
have been arranged so that after calling their group of children at 7.15 a.m having
breakfast with them and seeing them off to school at about 8.15 a.m they are then off duty
until the children return home from school at about 4.30 p.m when they remain with them
until bedtime at 9.30 pm. At weekends the children are called at 8.30 a.m but it is
normally possible for the staff to have a morning, afternoon or evening session off during
this time. Occasionally [they] may be involved in escorting children to clinics etc during
the day.”808
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399. In his 1961 annual report Colin Tilbrook estimated that each member of staff working a
5½-day week “works an actual minimum total of 82 hours with full responsibility at night
for a further 70 hours”.809 It is not clear how these figures were arrived at.
400. For Audrey Mills [1967–1972], the approach to her duties at the Home involved looking
after the children “seeing they that they were clean, well fed and well looked after” rather
than providing emotional support. It was, she commented, “a different era”.810 Ms Mills
was re-allocated to the laundry room after concerns were raised by the Education
Committee that as an unmarried mother she should not be working with children.811
400.1 According to Ms Mills, one member of staff – the night nurse – was on duty
through the night. The night nurse would patrol the dormitories on an hourly basis.
Children were monitored via a system of speakers in each dormitory and a receiver
in a side room where the night nurse sat.
400.2 Margaret Davies told the SOJP that the night staff were both male and female,
“however we never employed a non-married male to work in the home.”812 Further
on in her statement to the Inquiry she remembered there being two night nurses –
one would do five nights a week and the other, two nights. Ms Davies also
remembers the use of an incident book to record events in the Home.813
400.3 WN 8 told the SOJP that the daily routine for her was to get the children up and off
to school and then make the beds. She remembers that a lot of children wet the bed
so that she would spend time doing the laundry after the children had left for
school.814
400.4 WN 867 [relief staff member], who looked after the seniors and intermediate
children, would know a week in advance what her shift would be as it would be
posted “on the notice board”. She would cover staff holidays and absences. All
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staff would sign on and off duty and write a short report for those taking over the
duty.815
400.5 WN 512 was employed as a night nurse from the mid-1960s to the 1980s. Her shift
was from 10.30 pm until 07:30 am and she would iron laundry and periodically do
the rounds checking on the children. There was no intercom system when she
started, but once it was installed she could hear what was going on in each
“bedroom area”. She would also check on children in the detention rooms.816 She
remembers that when she first started she was told that:
“I did not have to check the senior girl's rooms because they were alarmed and if any one
went in or out of the senior girl's rooms then the alarm bell would go off. The controls to
the alarms in these rooms were in Mr Tilbrook's flat. At some stage after I went there and
on one occasion. He told me that he was turning the alarm bell off and asked me to check
it and when I did, the alarm went off and all the staff came running out of their flats. I do
not know whether Mr Tilbrook was testing me to make sure I was doing my job. After that
occasion the alarm was always switched off.”817
400.6 Another witness818 worked in the nursery and would sometimes work nights with
the older children.
400.7 WN 615 described her duties in a statement to the police:
“There was a daily routine for the home which was that the girls had to be up by 07.00 to
07.30 and I had to make sure that they were washed, teeth cleaned, dressed [properly]
and that the beds were made before we had breakfast. They had to go to breakfast and we
would sit with them, always at the same table, to make sure that they ate their food
properly and had sufficient food. After that they would wash up and then back upstairs to
get the school gear and from there we to had to make sure that they met by the front door
ready to do out. I would bring the girls down and wait. [The Housefather] would do the
same job with the boys and bring then down to the door and wait. Mr Tilbrook would
815
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always be there and he would check them and if he was satisfied then the group would
then be allowed to go on their way. The juniors were taken to school by bus but the
seniors had to make their own way to school...When the children used to go to school in
the morning they always used to kiss Mr Tilbrook goodbye…After the children went to
school it was my job to go the girls’ dorms and make that they were tidy and the sinks
were not dirty and all the taps were off. We would bring down any clothes for the laundry.
In the laundry room we would collect any clean clothes and take it up to the girls’
dorms...After we had done these jobs the rest of the day was ours until the children came
home from school and we would wait and greet them. We would then stay up with them
all evening doing whatever they wanted and then come down for tea and the washing up
and then after that they did what they wanted to do until it was time to put them to bed.
”819
400.8 WN 514 [Housemother 1967–1974] remembers a similar routine to that above but
adds that when getting the children up she would read “the written reports”. Meals
would be on tables of eight children per table; the Houseparents would sit with
their own group;820 there was, she says, little interaction with the other groups,
although she may be referring to changes in organisation that occurred in the early
part of the next decade.
Staff: duties of the Superintendent and Matron
401. An establishment plan dated October 1962 described the Superintendent and Matron as
having “overall responsibility” for the running of the Home and the training and
supervision of the staff. They were expected to stand in for house-parents.821
401.1 Margaret Davies describes one of her roles as Matron was to supervise staff, as
well as interview and recruit staff. She says that her recruitment role was “eroded
by Children’s Services who cut me out of the recruitment process”.822 She also
supervised the cleaning and cooking, oversaw the laundry and the day-to-day
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activities of the children. She describes the Superintendent’s role as “liaising with
the courts and the schools in relation to the upbringing of the children and to take
the lead with the administrative aspect of running the home”.
401.2 The duties of the Superintendent are discussed further below.
Staff: training while at HDLG
402. In 1960, George Maggs (the Superintendent at the time) and another member of staff,
WN 784, attended a refresher course in residential care run by the Home Office. The
1962 Annual Children Officer’s report noted that 3 members of staff had attended the
Home Office Refresher Courses for residential child care in England.823 The 1966 annual
report recorded the help given to staff and children by “the medical officer of Health, the
Deputy Medical Officer of Health and the Consultant Psychiatrist at the Child Guidance
Clinic. The residential staff much appreciate the regular discussions they have with the
Senior Registrar of the Psychiatric Unit”.824
402.1 Audrey Mills [1967–1972] could not remember there being any training during her
time at HDLG, nor any guidance from senior staff on her duties, nor the provision
of any manuals. She was able to compare this with the training that she received
when she went to work as a Housemother in Tower Hamlets in London in 1972 “I
remember receiving training on social care, psychology, childcare …”.825
402.2 The 1965 Home Office Inspection refers to the Committee’s policy of “seconding
freely to training courses” staff at HDLG.826
402.3 In April 1969, WN 202, an Assistant Housemother at HDLG, had applied to be
Housemother in charge of the junior group. She had been at HDLG for at least 2
years. Colin Tilbrook told the Children’s Sub-Committee that because WN 202
was not a trained nurse with NNEB qualifications he could not recommend her
because of her “lack of training” and “general unsuitability”. This suggests that
funding for the Home Office course for which she had applied for a grant from the
823
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Education Committee in 1967 had not materialised (see above). There is no detail
as to what was WN 202’s “general unsuitability”.
402.4 In November 1969 the Children’s Sub-Committee recommended that “residential
staff should be granted leave of absence with full salary for the purpose of
attending short or long courses whether of initial or supplementary training and
that each application should be considered on its merits, depending on the length
of time the applicant had been in service and the numbers going forward each
year”. This was prompted by two members of staff, including WN 202, applying
for leave of absence on full pay to attend child care courses. It is not clear from the
minutes whether WN 202 was in fact given leave of absence;827 her subsequent
application form dated 1973 suggests that she was not.828
402.5 WN 515 [1966–1974] told the police that he remembered there being in-house
training while he was at HDLG which included “an induction course with
somebody from the mainland”.829
402.6 WN 514 says that she was trained on the job by Colin Tilbrook. She says that there
were monthly training meetings with the Superintendent as well as trainers from
the UK for report writing, child care, rules of the Home and dealing with temper
tantrums.830
Staff: routine at the Home
403. On taking charge at HDLG, the Tilbrooks changed the layout of the home and “ensured
that the dining room was altered so that staff could sit and eat with the children”.831 The
system of using ‘house boys’ that had existed in the Jersey Home for Boys was abolished
in 1961.
403.1 WN 615 remembers that:
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“The rules and regulations were that the children had to ask us to go to the toilet but we
did not agree with this and the reason that they had to ask was because they did not want
the boys and girls going to the toilet together even though the toilets were in fact
separate. There were no visits from parents or relatives without permission. They were
not allowed to run around the corridors and we had to know where they were at all
time.”832
403.2 WN 202 [1966–1971] remembers that “all the kids would wash before going to
bed and a couple of nights during the week would be bath and shower nights. I do
not recall male members of staff being in the female shower rooms nor do I
remember females going into the males. The shower and bathrooms had no locks
on the doors”.833 WN 515 says that he would supervise the boys having baths
“standing in the doorway”. WN 514 would do the same with the girls.834
403.3 WN 513 [Assistant Housemother 1966–1968] that the older girls’ dormitory had
“an alarm on the door to prevent the girls sneaking out in the night and going into
the boy’s room”.835
404. WN 515 [1967–1974] remembers there being an A4 size daily log-book “to record any
issues with the kids”.836
405. A file appears to have been opened on each child in the Home. Internal memos between
staff in the Home would be marked with the name of the child and then “file”,
presumably under the name.837 There is no evidence to show if members of staff would
have access to the files and if so which members of staff were allowed access nor is it
known where the files were kept although the presumption is that they were in the
Superintendent’s office. A new system of filing was introduced in April 1970, changing
from individual to family files.838
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406. As at 1969, there was a system in place for reporting and recording accidents and for
notifying the Children’s Office.839
Staff: contact with Children’s Services
407. The 1965 Children Officer’s Annual Report records that:
“The residential staff and the field Child Care staff have met regularly to confer on the
best plan for each child. We so much value, at these Conferences, the help of the Head
Teachers, the Youth Employment Officer and the staff of the Child Guidance Clinic”.840
407.1 There are numerous examples in this period of case conferences and observation
conferences taking place at HDLG, attended by Children’s Services (including the
Children’s Officer) and staff from the Home (including the Superintendent and
Matron).841 In the conferences both the children’s CCOs and the Superintendent
would give their reports on the child.842 Decisions taken at case conferences on the
future of children, including the length of stay at the Home (e.g. “should remain
for an indefinite period”), appear to have been taken collaboratively.843
407.2 There are other examples of the Superintendent in close and constant contact with
Children’s Office, the Superintendent being copied in to the CCO’s records as well
as to correspondence between the Children’s Officer and third parties relating to
the welfare and plans for individual children in the Home.844 There appears to have
been liaison between the delegated CCO and the Superintendent on a regular
basis.845 The Superintendent appears to have been consulted by the Children’s
Office in planning decisions relating to a child’s future,846 as well as being asked
to sort out purely administrative arrangements for different children.847
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407.3 Social work records suggest that there was a constant flow of sometimes typed,
sometimes hand-written memos from Colin Tilbrook to the ‘Children’s Office’.
This may simply have been no more than a reflection of the formal relationship
between on the one hand the Children’s Office into whose care children had been
delegated by the Education Committee and on the other, the Home to whom the
day-to-day care of the children had been entrusted. Events affecting children’s
welfare were not only raised in the monthly Children sub-committee meetings but
were also relayed by the Superintendent to the Children’s Office in what has been
described above as a constant flow of information. There are memos from the
Superintendent recording children running away,848 a memo recording that
Children’s Office had been informed that a boy’s buttocks had been “badly bruised
from caning at school”.849
407.4 Records also suggest that there was a practical as well as a formal working
relationship between the Children’s Officer and the Superintendent850 and a
constant sharing of information relating to the children placed in the home,851 as
well as seeking out the Superintendent’s views on individual children. 852 On
occasion that relationship appears to have broken down. A letter in 1965 from
Colin Tilbrook to Patricia Thornton talks of a “misunderstanding” between the
CCOs and HDLG relating to a Parish Hall Enquiry. The letter also suggests what
the Children’s Office expected of Colin Tilbrook:
” I must confess that I was a little saddened with the last paragraph of your letter. I
cannot remember a time when you have not been informed if a child from here needs to
attend a centenier’s inquiry. If in future you wish me to notify you of these circumstances
when the children are at home it will of course mean that I will have to visit them rather
frequently and I cannot always promise that I will have enough time. I will however do
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what I can to help but I cannot give any guarantee unless I can have considerable help
here to give me sufficient opportunity to get round to all the homes.”853
407.5 There is a frankness in the exchange suggesting that Colin Tilbrook was clear in
his mind as to the respective roles and responsibilities of those running the Home
on the one hand and the Children’s Office on the other.
407.6 The Superintendent would notify the Children’s Office when staff at the home
were leaving.854
407.7 Audrey Mills [1967–1972] remembers Charles Smith from the Children’s Office
would “occasionally visit”.855
407.8 Margaret Davies remembers Children’s Office staff visiting the Home:
“Children’s Office staff intermingled with the children and would often come and see me,
because I planned the menus, to see what the menu was going to be like for the next few
weeks so that they could arrange to come and see the children on a day when we had
their favourite meal. The Children’s Officers [possibly referring to Children’s Officers,
possibly to CCOs] would visit the children every couple of weeks and enjoyed spending
time at the home with the children.”856
407.9 Ms Davies would be copied directly by CCOs into their running entries on
children placed at the Home.857
407.10 Ms Davies describes a deteriorating relationship with Patricia Thornton (as
above), noting that Ms Thornton would interview house-parents without her
involvement whereas she had previously done so. She suggests that visits from
CCOs dropped off as Patricia Thornton became more involved – the Inquiry does
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not have sufficient evidence of visits prior to Ms Thornton’s involvement to
analyse whether such an assessment was correct.858
407.11 WN 8 [1962–1964] says that she was encouraged to attend case conferences by
Patricia Thornton, “so I knew quite a lot about the resident children”.859
407.12 One member of staff remembers that case conferences were “particularly
uncomfortable” and that little understanding was shown towards parents.860
407.13 Social services records confirm that members of staff from the Home did attend
case conferences.861 It is not clear what information the Superintendent was given
about children in the Home: there is documentation recording him asking for a
case history on a particular child and for “a case conference date”.862
407.14 The Superintendent participated in case conferences,863 as did the Matron. As
previously mentioned, participation and mutual exchange of information and
shared decision making appears to have taken place, although the extent of real
involvement may have been confined to more senior staff.864
Staff: student placements and volunteers
408. In 1961 the Children’s Sub-Committee agreed that students from Bingley Training
College Yorkshire be allowed to work during the summer holidays at HDLG. 865 The
1966 Annual report refers to ‘one or two sixth formers at HDLG’ during school
holidays.866 In 1967 Whitelands College in London arranged for the placement of two of
its students: the short letter to Mr Tilbrook provides a brief outline of the two students.867
In 1967, the Children’s Sub-Committee appears to have tightened the procedures as to
who could do placements, the ‘scheme’ being limited to “bona fide students from
Teachers’ Training colleges, students attending the Home Office Child Care Training
858
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Courses” and sociology undergraduates.868 In the same year Mr Tilbrook was welcoming
volunteers to work at HDLG.869 There is no record available what training or vetting was
in place when organising student placements.
409. In late 1969 the Children’s Sub-Committee agreed that students from Colleges of
Education should be permitted to undertake a period of practical training and experience
during their vacation in 1970: local students should receive free board and lodging.870
Discipline: generally
410. Margaret Davies told the SOJP that she and her husband “established a homely
atmosphere in the home which meant that children did not need to be disciplined in such
a word [sic] as acceptable behaviour was part of the norm”. Children who came to the
home:
“were made to feel part of the family and they would learn good behaviour through being
incorporated into the home and made to feel part of something. There were no set rules in
the home and children were just brought up subject to the ordinary morals of society such
as not to swear or bully others”.871
410.1 In an undated extract from a “Memo to house-parents” generated in this period,
when setting out the procedure to be followed on pocket money and a system of
fines, Colin Tilbrook comments:
“Generally I would like to see little use made of this form of training [fines]. The criteria
to be adopted in dealing with matters of discipline should be ‘what would any reasonable
parent do in the circumstances?’. Above all it is ultimately the quality of the relationship
between a member of staff and each individual child which will determine how a child
behaves in the general sense. A child who feels he is liked whatever the provocation will
usually be all right.”872
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410.2 The passage may reflect more broadly Colin Tilbrook’s approach to and his
understanding of his role as a manager of a large children’s home in this era (see
also section below – Management organisation culture: the role of the
Superintendent: Colin Tilbrook).
410.3 WN 615 [1966–1970] remembers that it was only Colin Tilbrook who gave the
punishments, “I would not question things because he handled it”.873
410.4 WN 515 [Housefather 1967–1974] remembers that staff were told by Colin
Tilbrook not to send children to bed as a punishment and not to withhold food.
Colin Tilbrook he told the police ran a tight ship, “over-punishment of the kids was
not allowed”. He remembers that “boundaries were clearly defined”.874
410.5 WN 514 [Housemother 1967–1974] says that children would be sent to Colin
Tilbrook who would then speak to them harshly – there was never any caning.875
Discipline: corporal punishment
411. Previously referred to above, an entry in the Children Sub-Committee Minutes for
October 1962 records Patricia Thornton raising “the question of Corporal Punishment,
and suggested that Rule 8 of the Jersey Home for Boys Rules should be amended to read
as suggested in the attached Suggested Rule with regard to Corporal Punishment. (see
Appendix D)”.876 Although a copy of the Rules has not been provided in evidence,
Appendix D was put in evidence before the Inquiry:877
“No corporal punishment shall be administered to any child by any person except the
Superintendent, or in his illness or absence from the Island, by his duly authorised Deputy
with prior reference to the Matron, or in her absence out of the Island or through illness,
the Children's Officer. In the case of a girl, caning shall not be used. If corporal
punishment is used it must be administered by the Matron, or in her illness or absence
from the Island, by the Senior Housemother with prior reference to the Superintendent, or
873
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in his absence out of the Island or through illness, the Children's Officer. The only type of
corporal punishment to be administered to a boy shall be the caning of the posterior with
an approved type of cane, over the boy's ordinary clothing, to the extent of six strokes or
less. Blows, cuffs, boxing the ear, striking on any part of the head, shakings or other
irregular means of corporal punishment are absolutely prohibited. No caning shall be
administered in the presence of another child. No corporal punishment shall be
administered without the sanction of the Medical Officer for the home, to any child known
to have any physical or mental disability.”878
411.1 The rule appears to be an amalgamation of regulation 7 of the Administration of
Children’s Homes Regulations 1951, and the Approved School Rules 1933. There
is no minimum age stipulated.
411.2 Margaret Davies [Matron: 1961 -1973] remembers going to ‘the Committee’ when
she and her husband first started at HDLG taking with them the cane and
punishment book and telling the Committee “we would not be using them and
handed them over”. Despite the “Appendix D” memo, Ms Davies states that she
not aware of Colin Tilbrook ever caning children at the home.879
411.3 Set against her recollection are memos from Colin Tilbrook recording the number
of strokes he had given children on specific days as well as entries in the
punishment books up 1967. Extracts from the punishment books show that the
frequency of caning was reduced and the number of strokes fewer than those
administered by Mr Tilbrook’s predecessors.880
411.4 Entries include, “17.1.63 – 1 stroke – persistent misbehaviour when out with
Housemother; 29.04.63 – 1 stroke – obscene language; 20.06.63 – 2 strokes –
kicking a junior girl; 20.10.63 – 1 stroke – for setting off fireworks in dorm;
27.11.66 – 1 stroke – for persistent bullying; 16.03.67 – 2 strokes – holding and
hitting a boy.”
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411.5 In a 1961 report to the Committee, Mr Tilbrook noted that “discipline is being
well-maintained. Corporal punishment was administered on only 17 occasions
during 1961”.881
411.6 Audrey Mills comments that “in terms of general discipline, it was different
period. At that time, if you needed to stop a child doing something quickly, you
could tap or slap them on the hand”.882 She told the Inquiry that she would not
have known at the time what was, and what was not, acceptable.
411.7 WN 202 [Assistant Housemother from 1966] recalls slapping a child on the back
of the legs and being spoken to by the Matron, Margaret Davies and told not to do
it again.883 One note to the children’s office records Mr Tilbrook catching 2 boys
at night on a “stealing spree”. He “smacked their bottoms and sent them back to
bed”.884
411.8 In a memo dated 1979, Jim Thomson (then Superintendent at HDLG), when
setting out the scope of discipline to be used in HDLG, commented that he did not
want to follow what “Mr Tilbrook did with under 11 year olds … which is to have
a complete ban on corporal punishment with that age group”.885
411.9 Audrey Mills could not remember this prohibition on corporal punishment and
added:
“…if a child was beyond the control of the staff that were looking after them you would
tolerate such behaviour. If it got to a point where you knew you could not control them
you would say "Well, you go and see Mr Tilbrook” and he would deal with the issue, or
whatever was happening”.886
411.10 Audrey Mills recounted one episode which may reflect on the environment in the
Home at the time that she worked there: a boy coming to hide in the laundry room,
“He was hiding from the housemaster who come in and asked me whether I had
881
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seen [the boy]; I nodded to let him know. The housemaster knew [the boy] was
hiding in the room, but he also knew I would keep an eye on him and give him time
to calm down.”887
411.11 WN 515 [Housefather 1967–1974] told the police that no child was caned while
he was there.888
411.12 Another member of staff [1967–1969] remembered that staff were not allowed to
smack the children; only the Superintendent in charge could do this, the under 7s
got the slipper and the older children got the cane.889
411.13 In a revealing memo to the Children’s Office in 1968, Colin Tilbrook records his
meeting with a couple who were befriending WN 174, after the latter’s removal
from foster care. Colin Tilbrook describes the man who while “very pleasant [and]
intelligent is also basically very aggressive”. Colin Tilbrook notes that he “took
the opportunity to discuss with them the whole field of corporal punishment. We
examined attitudes and reasons and they were open to the suggestion regarding
other methods of punishment”. The man having described how he had caned his
own child leaving “very bad marks on the boy’s legs and buttocks” Colin Tilbrook
“explained my own professional beliefs and have given him a few ideas which I
have no doubt he will mull over”. Those beliefs are not set out in the note.890
411.14 One memo in 1967 records Colin Tilbrook’s concern that WN 515 admitted that
he had smacked children on summer camp:
“I told [WN 515] that he must be very careful about this and drew his attention to the
recent case of the Approved School being closed.”891
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Discipline: use of detention rooms
412. In a paper headed “Discussion points when considering further capital plan at HDLG”
prepared by Colin Tilbrook for a Children’s Sub-Committee meeting in October 1961,
reference is made to having detention rooms built:
“We feel it would be a great help to have two detention rooms away from the general life
of the Children’s Home. This would be used only, we hope, on very rare occasions, but
would be useful for the very disturbed older boy or girl on remand particularly. This is
bearing in mind that we must cater for young people up the age of 16.”892
413. In 1962, the plan to have two detention rooms built was revived. However, the uses to
which the rooms would be put had changed. It was proposed that that the two detention
rooms would have: “detachable bars, the rooms could sometimes be used for adolescents
staying at the children's home or for a youngster who needed privacy away from the main
group”.893
414. Margaret Davies remembers the rooms as being pastel-shaded “with a fixed bed and a
bell to call the nurse. Placing a child into these rooms was heavily regulated and we had
to ensure that we checked the children in the detention rooms regularly. I am not aware
of these rooms being used often and the maximum time a child would remain in the room
was 48 hours”.894
415. A 1965 Home Office Inspection report noted that the two detentions rooms that were to
be set up in HDLG “have been designed and will be furnished so as to safeguard the
physical and mental well-being of any young people who may have to be placed in
them”.895
416. Detention rooms were operational at HDLG by 1965. In April 1965, three boys were
placed “initially for three weeks in punitive detention”.896 A single undated page set out

892

WD001206
WD001174/4
894 WD006689/23
895 WD006689/13
896 WD000867
893

240

240

rules governing the use of the detention rooms.897 It seems likely that the drafting of the
rules below followed a request by the Children’s Sub-Committee in August 1966 for
rules to be drawn up “for the use of the detention rooms”898 and that these should be
drafted by the Children’s Officer and Superintendent “in consultation with the Medical
Officer of Health”:
“Only the Superintendent and Matron, or in their absence out of the Island the Deputy
Superintendent, in consultation with the Children's Officer, may place any child in these
rooms.899
No child will be permitted to be kept locked in the rooms for a longer continuous period
of more than 96 hours (i,e after Court recess on Friday until Monday morning) unless
sent here on a Court Order to be so detained because of unruly behaviour or on remand
pending transfer to another training establishment and all such children so detained must
be seen by the Medical Officer of Health, after 48 hours and subsequently at the Medical
Officer of Health’s discretion.
All children admitted after 11 pm. at night will be placed in these rooms but the door will
be left unlocked unless police advice is to the contrary.
The Superintendent or in his absence the Deputy Superintendent, must be informed in
writing by the night staff as soon as possible if any child has been so detained overnight.
All children detained will be visited by the Superintendent and Matron or the Deputy
Superintendent and Assistant Matron at least once during the morning and once during
the afternoon and at bedtime and at all when needed by the child.
No other member of staff is allowed to contact these children except with the consent of
the Superintendent or in his absence out of the Island the Deputy Superintendent.
Anything which a child could use to inflict harm on himself or others must not be allowed
in the rooms and all children must be searched before being placed in the rooms at once.
897
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When the bell is rung the Superintendent must be informed at once.
At all times a child must be visited by two members of staff and no exceptions will be
made to this rule under any circumstances.
Whilst a child is detained that child becomes the responsibility of the Superintendent and
Matron or in their absence the Deputy Superintendent and Assistant Matron who will see
that the children have all proper facilities for washing and recreation.”
417. The rules permitted a child being locked in detention for a continuous period of up to 4
days. On one reading this could be understood to mean that children could be kept in
detention for longer than 4 days provided that they were not locked in continuously.
Periods of detention that are recorded suggest that this is how the rules were applied in
practice.
418. It is unclear whether these rules were distributed to staff at the Home or where the rules
were displayed (if they in fact were).
419. A record of when the detention room had been used would be forwarded to the
Children’s Office: in WN 123’s case she was placed overnight by a senior member of
staff, WN 491, who sent a note to the Children’s Office. 900 Conversely the
Superintendent would keep a note marked ‘for file’ of children in custody to be placed in
the detention room.901 The Children’s Office in turn would sanction the use of the
detention rooms. In one case where WN 195 and another boy had been suspended from
school, Charles Smith writes to Colin Tilbrook, “It is realised that this may present
difficulty on close supervision and I would agree that when it is not possible for a male
member of staff to supervise, both these boys may be detained in the detention rooms”.902
In the case of these boys, Colin Tilbrook’s use of the rooms was both based on control
and on punishment.903
420. Margaret Davies [1961–1973] remembers that visits to children in detention “definitely
happened” and she added that “in fact we visited more frequently” than the rules
900
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required.904 “There were little spy holes at the front of the doors and we would often go
and make sure a child was OK as we passed”.905
421. In February 1968 the Children’s Sub-Committee asked the Superintendent to prepare a
report on the use made of the detention rooms, “since their installation”.906 A report was
compiled: of the children’s names listed, an asterisk against a name indicated that the
child had been in the detention room “all the time”. The list does not identify those
children sent to HDLG under order of the Royal Court on remand. The periods spent in
detention range from one night, to a day, to just under 3 months (1967: 29 March to 7
July), up to 5 months (1966: 1 July to 16 December). The majority of entries are for
between a few days and 2–3 weeks. A note at the bottom of the list identified those
children who had spent “brief periods in the rooms when beyond control during staff
shortages”. The report was received by the Children’s Sub-Committee in April 1968.907
The Minutes record, “It was noted that whilst it was possible to accommodate children of
school age on remand there were difficulties in providing facilities for older boys and
girls who were in employment”. Without knowing from the list those who were on
remand, it is difficult to assess the significance of the longer periods of detention.
422. A manuscript record of detention room use was maintained for 1968 and 1969.908 Of the
45 entries over a 2-month period, 21 are for 4 nights or fewer; one entry records 95 nights
(“sleeping only”), another 70 nights, another 31 nights (“door unlocked”). From the
inception of the use of detention rooms, their use would often be minuted at the monthly
meetings of the Children’s Sub-Committee.909
423. Audrey Mills [1967–1972] recalls that the detention rooms:
“were largely used when a child either lost their temper in which case they were used to
protect either themselves or others, or when children were returned by the police, often to
sober up…Each detention room had a window that looked outside. Some would wave out
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at you. The children would be locked in. There was no point otherwise. If the rooms were
not locked the children would be able to simply leave and, if in a temper, finish what they
had started. …The housemaster or whoever was on duty would arrange for a child to be
placed in the detention rooms. I do not recall anyone needing Mr Tilbrook’s specific
approval to place a child in the detention rooms”.910
She remembers the length of time a child would spend in detention as being overnight or
during a day, but not longer.
424. WN 8 remembers a boy being put into isolation to calm him down following “a really
bad temper tantrum”.
425. WN 515 told the police that he only remembered the detention rooms being used for
“older kids” on remand and that residents were never put in the rooms.911
426. There is a note of WN 347 being put in detention overnight for running away.912 Later
WN 347 is again placed in detention “for his own safety and well-being” – the child-care
officer records that he “agrees with this decision”.913 In WN 124’s case he is placed in
detention on one occasion apparently pre-emptively to stop him running away.914
427. WN 615 [1966–1970] says that she was not aware that there were detention rooms up
and until it was used for one boy who had “a really bad temper…he was just like a little
animal”:
“All I remember is that I was asked to go down with Mr Tilbrook and WN 574 and I just
know that we had to put [the boy] in the cell. When I saw him being put in he was kicking
and shouting and I have never seen him that bad. That is the only time that I knew of that
room being used or a child being placed in the detention room.”915

910

WS000585/4
WD006925
912 WD001935
913 WD001928
914 WD00835
915 WD001881/8
911

244

244

Discipline: bed wetting
428. Although not ordinarily an issue for discipline, accounts given by resident witnesses
suggest that bed wetting was punished. Margaret Davies [1961–1971] states that she
introduced a policy where children were not humiliated for wetting the bed, “I was keen
to make sure that we told the children not to worry and we always changed the sheets for
them before they returned from school”.916 This compares with the approach set out in
WN 494’s account: “any boy who wet his bed had to stand outside the office before or
after breakfast and was strapped by the Superintendent”.917
429. Records would be made of bed wetting:918 it is not clear whether this was to gauge the
measure of a child’s distress at given times and the effectiveness of steps being taken to
reduce enuresis.919
Discipline: home visits
430. Children had weekend visits home cancelled as a punishment, although parents would
still be able to visit their children at the Home. 920 In some cases holidays were cancelled.
In one of the examples home leave was cancelled in for “being involved in rather a lot of
stealing”.921
431. Margaret Davies cannot remember this happening: “We would not have tied home leave
to behaviour”.922 This appears to contradict other evidence, such as this extract from a
letter to a father from the Superintendent cancelling home leave:
“With your co-operation therefore I should like to stop [WN 162] going to you this weekend for I know that this always has a salutary effect on him for he so much enjoys being
with you.”923
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432. The decision to stop home leave, or to lift the ban, appears to have been taken in
consultation on occasion with parents.924
Discipline: pocket money/other
433. WN 512 says children would have their pocket money withheld. WN 615 remembers
that “if children were naughty then they were made to clean the rubbish up from the
grounds and make sure it was all picked up and if they did not do it, then they had to do it
all again. They also had their pocket money docked”.925
434. WN 514 remembers a lesser punishment would be stopping children from seeing the
weekly film show.926
435. As referred to above, the Superintendent appears to have discouraged the docking of
pocket money as a method of punishment.
436. In one case, Colin Tilbrook confiscates a bus pass from one child for misbehaving on a
bus.927 In another case Mr Tilbrook bans two boys who had run away from school from
being allowed outside for bonfire night.928
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The role and approach of the Superintendent: Colin Tilbrook
437. Margaret Davies [1961–1973] said that the couple’s intention was to try to give the
children “a more normal family environment to grow up in as opposed to a cold
orphanage”,929 this last phrase perhaps a reflection of what they both thought of the
Home when they first took up their appointments as Matron and Superintendent. She
describes Mr Tilbrook as taking his work “very seriously”. He was, she remembers, “very
professional in his work with the administrative side of things. Colin would draw up
rotas, prepare files etc and he was terrified of putting a foot wrong hence his high level of
professionalism”.930
438. She recalls that Colin Tilbrook could be “difficult” with staff. One member of staff
recruited as Housemother [1963–1965] remembers the difficulty Mr Tilbrook had in
keeping staff;931 she says that the turnover of staff at the Home was “ridiculous”
suggesting that it was high. It is not clear whether she relates this to Colin Tilbrook’s
management.
439. At the end of his first year at the Home (1961), Colin Tilbrook presented a report 932 for
the Children’s Section of the Education Committee. The report may be seen as providing
an insight into his approach to the management and operation of the Home, as well as
reflecting his views on child care gained from his previous experience.
440. He sets out his view of residential child care in the previous 10 years and his plans for
HDLG. He discussed the Family Group Home initiative in the UK and the prevailing
view that large institutions were “appalling places in which to bring up children”.
Staffing of Family Group Homes was becoming increasingly difficult. He quoted from a
“Home Office report” that staff in Family Group Home were “lonely”. He referred to the
Ingleby Report (on Children and Young Persons) and repeated his aims for HDLG:
“1. To create at HDLG an atmosphere which will encourage the children to develop all
aspects of their varying personalities (i.e spiritual, emotional intellectual and physical).
929
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2.To provide a reasonable standard of living such as is to be found in any middle class
home to enable the children to have full opportunity for enjoying as is their undisputed
right, a happy relaxed and disciplined environment”
441. In reviewing his first year he commented that “All children are now mixing quite freely
and naturally and have good contact with each other and the adults and I am satisfied
that each child is enjoying a great deal of sympathetic understanding.” Under a heading
“emotional outlets” he wrote that “close and frequent contact is now being kept between
children and their various relatives and now that the groups are not too big and are in
charge of married couples [sic] every child is receiving some mothering”. HDLG was no
longer to be viewed as an ordinary Home for deprived children but as a very highly
specialist place calling for a great deal of skill and expertise on the part of its staff.
442. The report refers to the great majority of the children in the Home as having been
“psychologically damaged in some way or another”. He referred to the 8th report of the
Children’s Department of the Home Office published in 1961 which underlined the need
to establish a “personal but objective relationship with each child, to develop a flexible
programme of individual treatment and to give guidance toward the solution of
individual problems”. The report closed with Mr Tilbrook adopting an extract from the
Home Office review for 1961:
“What matters is that by one means or another the child coming into care should receive
by kindly understanding people in a home like atmosphere…fully equipped with a
thorough understanding of his personality and needs.”933
443. In the same year, Mr Tilbrook made a raft of recommendations to the Children’s SubCommittee as to what changes should be implement at the newly formed HDLG. The
recommended changes, from diet, leisure, clothing, hygiene through to groupings,
“interpersonal relationships” and “emotional outlets” may be taken to reflect the
Superintendent’s approach and aspirations for HDLG, as well as an apparent
understanding and anticipation of the children’s needs and staffing challenges in the
Home:
933
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“The junior boys have a housemaster who is very keen to do his best for them but is overconcerned with problems of discipline, tends to be somewhat aggressive in attitude but is
able to give individual help to certain of his boys. The boys in this group do not, however,
have very much contact with lady members of staff and generally lack 'mothering'. The
junior girls do not appear to have anybody, male or female, who take a real and personal
interest in them and are passed from one member of staff to another as convenient. One
Housemother puts them to bed and sees to their clothes but apart from that, is not able to
give them many other satisfactions or a feeling of 'belonging'. Because of this, they tend
to lack stability and security and are inclined to be anxious and irritable.”934
444. Under the heading “Emotional Outlets” Colin Tilbrook reflected:
“such outlets are available but generally rather restricted. These satisfactions are always
difficult in ‘institutional’ life, although a friendly permissive atmosphere is normally very
helpful. Some of the children keep pets. Few of the children are ‘mothered’ and too much
emphasis is directed to group control and care and too little attention paid to the needs of
the individual children. Contact with relatives, foster relatives and friends is largely
restricted to once a month, although one or two children do go out more frequently. Only
the smaller ones have any comfort at bed time. Recommendations and suggestions: (8a)
As the staff learn to relate more easily and freely with individual children, many of the
limitations will disappear”.935
445. The reports and recommendations made at the start of his tenure as Superintendent may
suggest that Colin Tilbrook approached the prospect of running a children’s home with
particular professional enthusiasm: he may have seen this as his opportunity to instil his
own ideas on modern residential child care. The allusions to recently published reports
and to current thinking might suggest that he was determined to establish his own
template. The Panel may wish to consider whether Colin Tilbrook’s approach to the
management of the Home in this period and into the early 1970s was marked by the force
of his (and Margaret Davies’) views and personalities reaching into all aspects of the
running and culture of the Home. Colin Tilbrook rarely refers to the physical scale of the
934
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Home, although there are early references as in these reports to “institutionalisation”. The
tone of his reports and the changes introduced throughout this period may suggest that he
understood that HDLG was the established children’s home in the Island: unlike his
successors, notably Jim Thomson, there are no reflections by Colin Tilbrook that the
Inquiry has found that call into question the raison d’etre of HDLG. Rather, Colin
Tilbrook appears to see how he can make the Home work, notwithstanding its scale.
446. In a memo to staff 8 years later, in what might otherwise have been a routine instruction
on supervision, timings and groups at bath time, Colin Tilbrook takes the opportunity to
set out his views on the importance of bath time for the emotional welfare of the children
and the approach to be taken by staff:
It is essential that a member of staff is present in the bathroom at all times and that a
relaxed but controllable atmosphere is maintained. When staff are with 6, 7, 8 & 9 year
olds please remember we tend to expect more from them than perhaps they would
normally be able or indeed be expected to give if they were in their own homes. They need
a great deal of ‘loving’ still and bath-times are often a good opportunity to create an
atmosphere of affection, regard and kindness. All the time they are in big groups at
school and here – and it ca not be much fun for them.”936
447. Colin Tilbrook appears also to have been protective of his staff in so much as he
considered their welfare as necessary to the well-being of the children they looked after.
In January 1969 he writes to the Children’s Officer in advance of an Education
Committee meeting to complain about the strains on staffing at HDLG and to make plain
his evident frustration with decisions being taken by the Education Committee:
“I feel I would be seriously failing in my duty to the staff and children here if I did not
formally write to you and warn you that everybody here is undergoing considerable strain
because of the excessive number of children we are caring for. The strain is noticeable in
all departments (including the laundry and sewing rooms) but is particularly worrying in
the senior and intermediate groups each of which is four over maximum numbers. The
junior group is also over-numbered and the Creche is stretched to the limit now that we
936
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have small babies again and the staffing has been reduced...by one. In this latter respect I
must make the strongest possible protest and would, with respect, remind you that I was
not at any time consulted about this reduction in staff, but was present by a fait accompli
but did as a matter of co-operation and to preserve good relationships with the
Department agree to give it a trial. I would now confirm that it is necessary indeed
essential, to bring the staffing up to the strength agreed by Committee and I would hope
that the Committee would not reverse its decision of 3 / 4 years ago.”937
448. A manuscript note on the typed memo in Colin Tilbrook’s handwriting records that his
letter “had been read out to the Committee”. Even if the letter is viewed as over-stated to
achieve an end, the Panel may consider whether it suggests that Colin Tilbrook was a
strident champion of what he wanted for the Home.
449. In the same year (1969) Colin Tilbrook produced, “A plan for the reorganisation of
groups at HDLG” (see above). The detail of the plan may provide insight into the extent
of Colin Tilbrook’s grasp of the organisational structure of the Home and how his view of
the structure was informed by his outlook of the provision of care within the Home. It
may also reflect his conviction that what he considered had been achieved in the previous
nine years was down to his management and organisational skill and his understanding of
what he considered worked best for children in residential care:
“It is not an easy matter to contemplate disrupting an existing organisation which had
worked so well for almost ten years and to re-question well established practices,
routines, habits and ideas which have worked and served their varying purposes so well
over a decade”
450. In questioning the need for change. Mr Tilbrook considered the benefits children would
gain emotionally:
“Re-organisation on the scale requested is not merely a matter of accommodating a different
group of children. It poses complex problems of staff deployment, relationships and
accommodation and requires shrewd assessment of what effect the introduction of
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another group of difficult teenagers would have on the Establishment as a whole and how
best these adolescent children can be helped. It was necessary to question whether the
present arrangement of groupings of mixed sexes under the care of a married couple was
still as relevant now as it was ten years ago and whether this method of caring for the
children was the most constructive way of helping the children and the most efficient way
to deploy the staff. I came to the conclusion that the children would gain more security
from having a married couple to look after them largely on the grounds that these people
are more likely to have common grounds from which to work, could give support to each
other and provide the children with an example, often not seen in their own home
backgrounds, how the average married couple could live and work together and how they
succeeded and to what extent in solving the many problems that confronted them.”
451. He anticipated that the changes in profile of admissions (more adolescents) would
require “a wide, experienced and informed knowledge of all the new problems which will
inevitably be posed by the older children”.
452. His report then set out in detail the new staffing rotas and the different accommodation
needs – “In the interests of good child care and to minimise the friction between staff and
children it is essential to separate these children into three groups”. He advocated the
continued employment of married couples – “I have repeatedly expressed that the
continued employment of married couples to care for small groups of older children
appears to be in their best interests”.938
453. Elsewhere and seemingly throughout his time as Superintendent, Colin Tilbrook is seen
to be forceful in his convictions and views. In 1966 he sought to appoint a single
unmarried parent to the post of Housemother. The potential appointment was
controversial – although recommended by the Children’s Sub-Committee it was turned
down by the Education Committee who then issued a statement explaining their position.
The statement included a reference to the Superintendent having gone ahead and offered
the post notwithstanding that the Education Committee had had yet to make a decision.939
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454. In another instance, in a letter to the Solicitor General seeking to justify his stance
defending a boy at HDLG against whom an approved school order had been made, Colin
Tilbrook criticises the lack of support from the Education Committee for “such little
loyalty” towards him (although supported by Patricia Thornton).940
455. As noted above, as part of his role in the running of the Home Colin Tilbrook would
attend case and observation and assessment conferences on individual children in the
Home that would take place at HDLG. He would provide the Superintendent’s report, a
sample of which the Inquiry received in evidence. The reports might be regarded as
detailed and informative941 and include references to the emotions and feelings of the
child under review, to their need for affection, to emotional deprivation, rejection and
vulnerability. He promoted the value in siblings maintaining contact wherever possible:
writing to a CCO in 1962, “I am sure that, with your sympathetic understanding of
children you will agree that we ought to do all in our power to keep these children in
contact with each other so that in later should they need it, they will have each other for
support. It is so easy for children to grow away from each other”.942
456. The Panel may find that the reports reflect on the one hand an understanding and
empathy on the part of Colin Tilbrook of individual children placed in the Home and on
the other hand, a sense of wanting to assert control and authority over any given issue
concerning a child. The Inquiry may consider that at times Colin Tilbrook treads into
areas ostensibly outside his expertise although he assumes an understanding of each child
based on his experience of looking after children in care. Parallels could be drawn
between Colin Tilbrook’s reports in this period with a report by an Educational
Psychologist, A.A.Gough prepared in the same period.943 By contrast there is evidence of
a failure to communicate at a level understood by the child: a report from a headmaster
given at a case conference in 1968 complains of how a child had been promised that Mr
Tilbrook would explain to him why he had been brought at short notice from his school
to HDLG and not back to his foster parents, “this was never done in a manner that the
940
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boy understood”.944 This contrasts however with frequent references in memos written by
Colin Tilbrook of his conversations with children in the Home (see below).
457. In a letter dated 1968 from the headmaster of St Martin’s School (the primary school
attended by children from the home), he sets out his concerns to Colin Tilbrook about one
child, referring in passing to “what I know from experience to be the loving care at
HDLG”.945 This appears to provide support for what Mr and Ms Tilbrook (as they then
were) had set out to achieve in the reports prepared for the Children’s Sub-Committee in
early part of their tenure.
458. Letters record his maintaining close contact with schools attended by children at the
home, attending meetings on their behalf and notifying Headmasters of issues relating to
children from the Home.946
459. There are numerous examples of Colin Tilbrook speaking directly with children and
getting their views on a particular issue of noting their concerns, 947 or recording
conversations between himself and individual children explaining their behaviour. He
would write to children who had left the home: the tone of the letters appears affectionate
and genuine.948
460. Other records show him defending and supporting children at the Home. When replying
to a letter of complaint about WN 123 from the Headmistress of St Helier’s Girls’ School
he asked the school to bear with WN 123:
“From time to time we are bound to have difficulties with the occasional girl and I hope
that between us we will always be able to help the girls to a better understanding. In [WN
123’s] case we of course very much in loco parentis for she has nobody else to whom she
can turn and she does therefore need more than the ordinary degree of parental care
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from us and with her as with any other child we will continue to take the same interest in
her as any normal parent would be expected to do.”949
461. In a letter to Patricia Thornton he expresses his frustration that the CCOs, “complain
that much of their time is taken up with unmarried mothers – surely these children
[referring to children with difficult parents who do not want to see them] are more
important?”.950
462. On another occasion Colin Tilbrook personally intervenes when he learns that WN 123
is being given gifts by a bus driver; he goes himself to the bus station and, along with the
manager of the bus station, confronts the driver: “He was warned by me and the traffic
manager”.951
463. Other notes appear to demonstrate a reflective approach to a child’s behaviour, this in
1964:
“I discovered yesterday that whilst he was at home, WN 126 stole some money from his
parents. I saw the boy late last night and he told me that he climbed on a wardrobe to get
a chess set and discovered £1 hidden under it…I propose taking WN 126 to his parents to
return the money and the amount he has spent will be recovered from his pocket money.
Why is he stealing from his parents? Is there something seriously wrong in the family
relationships in spite of the superficially warm family atmosphere.”952
464. As part of his role, Colin Tilbrook would also prepare reports for Royal Court hearings
on behalf of children at HDLG,953 giving his view as to what would be best for the child.
In one case – in his role as Superintendent of “an assessment centre” (one facet of the
Home) – Mr Tilbrook recommends sending a boy to an approved school.954 Another
report prepared by Mr Tilbrook in relation to WN 195 recommending an approved school
is endorsed by Patricia Thornton when forwarding it on to the Attorney General.955
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465. As Superintendent, he would receive psychiatric reports on children in the Home. 956 He
would write reports on children placed at the Home to the Constable.957
466. He would also speak to parents, sometimes bluntly958 but seemingly always in the
child’s or children’s interests.
467. WN 866 [senior staff member] considered Colin Tilbrook and Margaret Davies to be
extremely dedicated and professionals.959
468. In an unsolicited newspaper interview in 2008 WN 491 maintained that HDLG ‘went
wrong’ after Colin Tilbrook left. WN 515 [Housefather 1967–1974] told the police that
after Colin Tilbrook left “staff morale collapsed”.960
469. WN 930 [1965–1966] thought that there was a lack of emotional support although “most
of the staff were kind to the children”.961
Inspections – Home Office Inspection 1965962
470. Home Office Inspector A.J.N Southwell spent “almost two days” at HDLG in 1964. The
Inspector found the regime to be “enlightened” commenting that it was “forward looking
in that it aims consciously and consistently at rehabilitation. It seeks to restore the fabric
of each child’s individual and social life, not merely to inculcate unreasoning
obedience”. The Committee were praised for seeking to attract and retain “staff of good
calibre by the provision of excellent accommodation and its policy of seconding freely to
training courses”. The reference to staff of “good calibre” may be thought to be a
carefully chosen phrase in the light of 0 above – there is no reference to trained or
qualified staff.
471. The Inspector recommended that the Superintendent should have clerical help in the day
to day running of the Home “including the typing of case conferences”, suggesting that
this would give him “even more time to the guidance and support of staff”.
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472. The report recognised the physical institutional drawbacks with HDLG which it was felt
were overcome by “imaginative” and less “authoritarian” direction.
Governance
The Children’s Officer
473. Throughout this period Patricia Thornton was Children’s Officer. The role was
modelled on Children’s Officers in the UK, which in turn was a position created under
the Children Act 1948. Records and reports throughout this period portray, many of
which have been referred to in this section, suggest that as Children’s Officer she was
committed and dedicated.
474. She appears to have had a close professional working relationship with Colin Tilbrook
with whom there appears to have been clear and regular contact. She appears also to have
been directly involved with the children at HDLG and their families.
475. Patricia Thornton was appointed as Jersey’s first Children’s Officer in around
1958/1959. In the UK this had been a statutory role created under the Children Act 1948.
During her time in post, she appeared to maintain close oversight of HDLG, which
featured prominently in each of her ‘Annual Reports’ from 1959-1968.963 She was also
invited to meetings of the Children’s Sub-Committee and was involved, with Colin
Tilbrook, in plans to reorganise HDLG “in the interests of good child care and to
minimise the friction between staff and children”.964
The Children’s Sub-Committee
476. The Children’s Sub-Committee appears to have been set up in 1960 in tandem with the
appointment of Patricia Thornton as the first Children’s Officer. An agenda for January
1960 reflects the scope of its remit.965 This was to broaden as the Children’s Services
field work developed with the recruitment of CCOs. The sub-committee would meet
regularly presided over by members of the Education Committee and attended by the

References contained in section on ‘Oversight and Operation of Children’s Services documents’
WD005367
965 WD001170
963
964

257

257

Children’s Officer and the Superintendent and Matron of HDLG. Meetings took place at
HDLG.
477. The Superintendent of HDLG would provide a report at each meeting covering topics
such as numbers in the Home, admissions and discharges in the previous month, activities
and staff issues. Under ‘Admissions’ brief details would be given of children placed at
the Home and under ‘Discharges’, the same would be recorded in relation to children
leaving the Home. Staff issues included non-care staff as well as non-residential staff.
478. It would report back to the Education Committee with recommendations. The Education
Committee made final decisions on appointments and recruitment within the homes, as
well as discharge of children and financial support.966
479. Sample minutes have been selected through the decade.967 The Superintendent’s report
would be read into the minutes, detailing brief notes on children admitted and discharged
from the Home in the previous month.
The Education Committee
480. The Education Committee had overall oversight of the Home, delegating to its
Children’s Sub-Committee responsibility for overseeing the day-to-day running of States’
run children’s homes. From witness evidence to the Inquiry (see below), it appears that
the Children’s Sub-Committee could only make recommendations and were not able to
take decisions.
481. Although only one example, its views on governance of the Home in this period may be
reflected in the Committee’s decision in November 1966 not to confirm the
recommendation of the Children’s Sub-Committee to appoint an unmarried mother to the
post of Housemother at the Home. That decision had attracted adverse criticism in the
Jersey Evening Post. The then-President of the Education Committee issued a
statement968 explaining the Committee’s rationale, which in turn reflected its approach
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and understanding of the Home. The members’ first responsibility was to “the children in
their care”:
“the post of Housemother or Housefather calls for the highest vocational standards and
example. The ideal at HDLG is to provide the closest equivalent conditions to those of
parents and children in normal homes. The work of the Houseparents calls for the highest
possible standards and people who undertake this work should, as far as possible, be
themselves devoid of personal stress, strains and tensions in order to do justice to this
demanding work amongst emotionally disturbed children….”
Culture: the residents’ perspective
482. The following evidence from former residents of HDLG covers the entire period of its
existence: from 1960 to 1986. Due to many of the recollections of witnesses being
understandably imprecise as to the exact period to which their views about the culture of
the Home relate, the evidence is presented as a whole at this stage.
Daily routine
483. WN 340 was admitted to the Home in 1959 and gives an insight into life at the Home in
the early years of its operation. She explains that the routine was for the children to get up
at 7 am and shower, with breakfast being taken at 7.40 am. If a child was late for
breakfast he or she would have to see the Matron and would forego breakfast. The
children would then go to school and, on their return, would do chores or watch
television. She says that sometimes the children were locked in the lounge to watch
television for up to half an hour. They would have to watch the news in the evening and
were punished with shoe-cleaning duty if they did not pay attention.969 This account is
corroborated by WN 485.970
484. WN 233 confirms that, on a Saturday, the children would have cleaning duties, being
required to clean the courtyard and hallways.971
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485. WN 158, who was resident from 1954 to 1960, describes the dormitory routine as being
“Army style”, with morning inspections. He says each child had to make his or her own
bed and all the sheets and blankets had to be folded perfectly. He describes them being
pulled off, or the bed up-turned, if the bed was not made to the requisite standard.972
486. WN 484, resident during Mr Tilbrook’s tenure, describes the children having their
clothes taken away on admission and being made to wear clothes from the Home’s
wardrobe. She says this was an example of the regimented lifestyle that the Home
promoted. She says that she saw the home as a punishment for the children sent there and
could not see how the children were “cared for” in HDLG.973
Treatment of children
487. As to the general atmosphere in the Home and the treatment of children:
487.1 WN 99, who was resident from 1969, states that the children were like “feral cats”
and were not raised by the staff, but were raised and cared for by the older
children. He says the staff never showed any affection and it was always “kids
versus staff”.974
487.2 WN 217, resident between 1977 and 1980, spoke of the lack of humanity or
kindness among the staff. She said this: “There was no caring or love or anything.
It really was evil.”975 She also describes the stigma of being a child from the
Home, saying: “It was the place where all the abandoned children were put. It was
the kind of place that everyone was dumped.”976 These sentiments reflect the
evidence given by many other former residents. She also said that the staff would
just sit in their office smoking all day.977 Similar evidence is given by WN 382,
who was resident from 1976 to 1983. In his Inquiry statement, he states that the
Houseparents’ only job was to look after the children, but they could not even
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manage that, and spent their “days sitting upstairs overlooking the pool, doing
their knitting or whatever”.978 He describes the staff as extremely lazy.
488. WN 167 was in the Home from the late 1970s and states that the interaction between
staff and children was simply the staff telling the children what to do. She recounts an
experience of a female member of staff sitting on her bed and having a normal
conversation with her, which she said stood out because it was “fantastically unusual”.979
She goes on to describe the constant belittling of the children by staff, saying that “it was
a daily drip feed of being told that you were useless”. She says the staff fostered a culture
of everyone against each other, and of divide and rule, and this made her feel insecure.980
489. A number of witnesses spoke of the different treatment of those children who were
resident for short periods and those who were resident at the Home for much of their
childhood. The fact of short-term placements for many of the children meant that it was
more difficult for some of the children to form long-term friendships, according to WN
378, the son of a member of staff in the 1970s.981 WN 343 stated that the children who
were there long-term had a significantly more difficult time than those who were there for
shorter periods. She said that a lot of the children who were there permanently were very
unhappy and she cites WN 120 as a particular example.982
490. In the same vein, several witnesses attested to the fact that children of certain families
were bullied, as well as those who were more forthright. WN 184 says in his police
statement: “All the kids were different. You had the ones who would say yes sir, no sir,
and they never got thumped. Then there was my type, along with [two other families] who
received most of the bullying. If we did not do what we were told we were punished, with
certain people being treated differently.”983
491. A key theme among the Phase 1a evidence was the problem of the mixture of children at
the Home, with children with significant behavioural problems and difficult domestic
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circumstances mixing with those staying for short periods due to a mother’s illness or
other domestic crisis. A significant aspect of this appears to have been a perception in
Jersey as a whole that all of the children in the Home were “bad” or “naughty” for one
reason or another, even if their behaviour was not grounds for admission, such that any
child from the Home was tarnished with a bad reputation. The issue of the public
perception of the Home resonates throughout the period under review. Many children
from other Homes spoke of being threatened with being sent to HDLG. WN 201, who
was at La Preference in the 1970s said this: “I also understood that wicked children went
there [HDLG] and I was not that bad so I never went.”984 An interesting insight into how
some parents of children taken into HDLG viewed the Home is contained in a letter
written by the mother of WN 3 in February 1977.985 She was said to be alcoholic and
unable to care for her children. It echoes a number of widespread themes in the evidence
and so is set out in full from the transcript of Day 59:
“Dear Mr Smith,
“I am once again writing to you to complain about the situation you have put my
[children] in. I have been up to Haut de la Garenne nearly every day since they have been
there; and I will agree that the place is comfortable and that the meals are adequate, but I
am disgusted to find that my...innocent children are put with juvenile delinquents. They
have been there six days and there have already been many many serious incidents
involving some of the children in the group.
I cannot see what you hope to gain by putting my children into an environment like that. I
am very sorry for the other children, but I do not think it is fair to put…well behaved
children with others that have done wrong. If any of my children do anything I shall hold
you personally responsible.
I know I did wrong in the past, but I think I have paid my debt to society. I had a twomonth prison sentence. I have been separated from my children for six months. I do not
know what more you want from me. I could take anything as punishment for myself, but
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when I see you putting…innocent children through hell I'm afraid it makes my blood boil,
and I'm afraid I cannot take any more. I want you to tell me how much longer you intend
to keep my children from me.
Whatever you want anyway, I am going to make sure that my children are put into a safer
environment, as I cannot rest with worrying about them. There must be a law to stop
people like you doing the wrong thing and I'm sure if you do not, I will see that justice is
done. I hope to hear from you at your earliest convenience.”
492. WN 382 described this mixing of children who were admitted as a result of neglect with
young offenders as a form of abuse in itself. He says that he went into the Home as
innocent young boy, but came out very “streetwise”, knowing how to break into cars and
steal.986
493. Other evidence suggests that the children from HDLG were marginalised from wider
society. WN 148, for example, describes that she was not allowed to attend her usual
church while at HDLG, and members of her extended family and friends were not
allowed to contact her while she was there because they were not immediate family. She
also discusses a culture of bullying by older children in the Home in the 1970s.987
494. Tina McGuire described the Home under Mr Thomson's leadership. She said that the
children were apprehensive when he was around because they knew that, if they saw him,
it was because something was wrong or he was going to deliver a punishment. She
described him as keeping everything behind closed doors, “like a dictator”.988
495. Several witnesses spoke of potential foster parents being allowed to visit the Home and
“choose” a foster child or children from the children resident in the Home. The
impression was that the children would be lined up, and the foster parents would be able
to select the child based on appearances. WN 158 recounts that he was never chosen. He
says he talked to Mr Tilbrook about this, who replied that he might “be lucky next
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time”.989 According to the evidence of WN 281 on Day 137, such a process appears to
have also been followed for the Houseparents of at least one Family Group Homes.
496. There appears to have been a culture of allowing non-familial visitors members to the
Home and also of visits by the children to non-family members, as discussed elsewhere.
(i) Staff attitudes to sex
497. WN 341 describes a sexualised atmosphere in the Home in the 1960s, with the boys and
the staff alleged to have sexually assaulted the girls on a regular basis. He says: “We used
to touch the girls as well, as we came to think of it as being normal, even at that age. We
learned this behaviour from the staff and did not realise it was wrong.” 990 WN 358
indicates that, in this period, she was made to masturbate a male resident on a regular
basis when they met in the building.991
498. WN 172 describes the same phenomenon. He alleges that he was raped repeatedly by
Senator Krichefski and another man in the early 1960s and, that when the abuse stopped,
he threw himself into numerous sexual relationships with girls, “to prove to myself that I
was a man”. He claims that Mr Tilbrook knew about at least one of these relationships
(where a girl would climb through his window using a ladder) and caned him for it.992
499. The Panel will recall that a number of allegations of sexual abuse are made against the
staff in this period, including against the then Superintendent, Mr Tilbrook.
500. Witnesses resident in the 1970s also describes a similarly sexualised environment. It is
alleged that Mr Wateridge, who was convicted of sexual abuse of girls at the home,
encouraged boys at HLDG to sexually assault the girls. WN 397 alleges that she was
sexually assaulted by Mr Wateridge and goes on to describe him pinning her on the
snooker table and inviting the boys present to grope her breasts, which they did. She says:
“This type of conduct was usual. There was no-one to tell.”993

989

WS000193/9
WS000242/4
991 WS000206
992 WD000756/35
993 WS000251
990

264

264

501. WN 146, who was resident at the Home in the mid-1970s, tells of a highly sexual
atmosphere in the senior boys’ dormitory and more generally among the boys. He states
that the boys would bathe together and would masturbate openly in front of each other.
He says that the staff were not aware of this.994
502. WN 391 also talks of boys and girls engaging in sexual activity, often by the steamroller
in the grounds of the Home (where children would also smoke) and also in one of the
bathrooms.995
503. Other evidence suggests that there was a degree of tolerance of sexual activity on the
part of minors at HDLG under the leadership of Jim Thomson, even when that activity
was non-consensual. In the case of WN 120, he recognised the potential for sexual
exploitation by others, although does not appear to have taken any particular action to
prevent this happening. In a memo dated 27 April 1977 he wrote: “…Although I have
described [120] as sexually amoral, it is true to say that she is not a ‘femme fatale’. She
does not really seek to use sex to further her own ends, but rather she has been used or
abused by others.”996 In other records, the Superintendent noted that WN 120 was willing
to have sex for the price of a cigarette (presumably with boys at the Home) but appears to
have taken no steps to tackle this. Children’s Services also knew of two incidents in
which WN 120 was said to have been forced into sexual activity, one with a resident from
the Home997 and another with an older man,998 but the incidents were not followed up
with the police, save that in respect of the latter proceedings were contemplated against
WN 136 (another girl from the Home) for being drunk and disorderly. No action appears
to have been taken against the male resident of the Home in respect of the first incident.
There is no evidence that WN 120 was offered support or counselling as a result of these
incidents.
504. WN 167 alleges that Mr Thomson told her that she was going to be put on the
contraceptive pill at the age of 15. She says she remonstrated with him, saying that she
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was a virgin. He is alleged to have said that he did not want anyone getting pregnant on
his watch and “that they were all at it”.999
505. There is evidence that girls were subject to an intimate physical examination at the
hands of a doctor if it was suspected that they might have been sexually active. 1000 This
was even the case in 1980, according to the evidence of WN 392, who said that Richard
Davenport was present when she was examined intimately by a doctor. 1001 His memo of
April 1980 recorded that the examination had been done after WN 392 had stayed out all
night on several occasions.1002
(ii) “Problem areas”
506. A number of witnesses allege that they were given prescription drugs during their stay at
HDLG, often prescribed by the psychiatrist. WN 120 is one example. She recounts that
she was prescribed Serenace (an anti-psychotic medication) by Dr Fogarty1003 for much
of her stay at HDLG, and that it made her drowsy and lacking in concentration.1004
507. A particular feature of the evidence regarding HDLG – notably in the 1970s – was a
problem with children absconding from the Home. By March 1977 this was said to have
become an “absconding epidemic”, with very many children absconding. Jim Thomson
thought this was caused by the presence of three “difficult” girls in the Home at that time,
according to a memo he wrote on 1 March 1977.1005 The punishment for absconding was
isolation in the detention rooms or corporal punishment. From an analysis of the Phase 1a
evidence, there appears to have been little curiosity as to why so many children
absconded and why they did so with such frequency – the vast majority of the former
residents simply saying that they were punished for running away, but not asked why
they had done so. The Inquiry has heard a wealth of evidence about such children being
picked up by the police – either the Honorary Police or the SOJP – and returned to the
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Home, with little or no attention being paid to why the children were absconding,
according to the former residents.
508. Many former residents spoke of incarceration in the detention rooms as the most
damaging aspect of their time at the Home.1006 WN 217 was an example of such a child.
On one occasion, she refused to return to the Home, having been caught drunk, because
the punishment was being placed in detention for 24 hours and the loss of privileges for a
month and, in the end, the police had to attend to return the girl to the Home.1007 Of
interest in the memo recording this incident (in April 1979) was a comment about a
member of the public, who had remonstrated with the staff about the use of the detention
cells for punishment of WN 217. Mr Thomson recorded this: “Ms X proved to be a
completely naïve, if sincere, amateur do-gooder. She expressed horror that a girl could
be placed in “a cell” when what she needed was “help”. I politely advised her not to get
involved and reminded her that I had 50/60 other children in my care”.1008 This perhaps
provides an insight both as to the practical value placed on the use of the detention cells
by Mr Thomson but also a possible clash between the values adopted at the Home and
those in wider Jersey society.
509. Some former residents speak of the high turnover of temporary staff. WN 167, resident
from the mid-1970s, gives an account in her statement of abuse by various long-term staff
members, including the Jordans. She explains that the temporary staff never stayed long
and it was as if they had been told to keep their distance from the children. She also goes
on to say that, if the temporary staff worked out or saw what the Jordans were like, they
would invariably leave.1009 She says the high turnover of staff was destabilising.

(iii) Visitors to the Home
510. A notable feature of life at HDLG was the apparent frequency with which visitors
unrelated to the children attended the Home. The Inquiry has heard evidence about a
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number of different visitors, including prospective foster parents, paying visits to children
at the Home. However, in addition to this, a number of men are said (and documented) to
have visited – either the Home in general or to see individual children. The extent to
which such visitors were vetted is not clear, but the balance of the evidence suggests a
trusting approach to such visitors, many of whom were left on their own with a child or
children. WN 578 was a young, single, man who expressed an interest in one of the
children at the home, who used to visit him at his place of work. After a brief interview
with Patricia Thornton and a visit by her to the man’s mother, WN 578 was allowed to
forge contact with the two boys.1010 In the case of WN 125, he visited several different
families on weekends and on at least three occasions references were requested and visits
carried out to assess the families taking him out.1011 This important issue is discussed in
more detail elsewhere.
511. The case of WN 264 is perhaps the prime example (see text above and below). He states
that he first came to the Home after meeting a man in a bar who suggested it to him. As is
set out in more detail on the section on alleged abuse, WN 264 took a number of boys out
of the Home on visits in the mid-1960s, which led to allegations of sexual abuse against
him.
512. Another example is WN 973, who visited WN 121 in the autumn of 1972. 1012 The
evidence in relation to his access to the Home and the allegations made against him in
relation to the abduction and alleged sexual assault of WN 121 are contained below.
513. This issue of visitors to the Home is dealt with in more detail in the section on the
organisation, culture and management of the home.
(iv) Miscellaneous
514. A number of the residents describe the staff having “wild parties”, including WN 24.
She states that the parties were clearly audible to the children in the dormitories.1013
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Allegations of abuse
Table of 1a evidence
515. We set out below a table of the Phase 1a evidence received by the Inquiry in relation to
alleged abuse at HDLG:
Day(s)

Witness(es)

9

Michael Laing

17

Reading in:
WN 265
WN 266
WN 186
WN 128

18

Reading in:
WN 129
WN 208
WN 202

23

Reading in:
WN 324
WN 152

24

Reading in:
WN 178
WN 220

269

269

31

Reading in:
WN 195

32

Reading in:
WN 126
WN 338
WN 184
WN 340

34

Reading in:
WN 124
WN 342
WN 233
WN 91
WN 341 – see also Day 139/4/18
WN 120 – also 1970s

35

Reading in:
WN 120 cont – also 1970s
WN 174
WN 14 also 1970s
WN 171– also 1970s

36

WN 244
Reading in:
WN 355
WN 349
270

270

WN 350– also 1970s
WN 351
WN 352 – also 1970s
WN 353
37

Reading in:
WN 485
WN 484
WN 486
WN 356
WN 358
WN 135
WN 158
WN 359
WN 398
WN 172
WN 121

38

Reading in:
WN 396 – also 1970s
WN 399
WN 180 – also 1970s
WN 151 – also 1970s
WN 397 – also 1970s
WN 211 – also 1970s

271

271

WN 136 – also 1970s
39

Reading in:
WN 344 – also 1970s
WN 345 – also 1970s
WN 346
WN 347
WN 209
WN 123

59

Reading in:
WN 348 – also 1970s
WN 592
WN 187 – also 1970s
WN 188

62

Reading in:
WN 254

65

WN 493
WN 434

139

Reading in:
WN 421
WN 452
WN 341
WN 268
WN 604
272
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Mr George Mallinson – Deputy Superintendent from opening to April 19631014
516. Allegations of abuse are made against Mr Mallinson by two witnesses, WN 126 and
WN 172. They both centre on alleged sexual abuse, as does the allegation arising from
Mr Mallinson’s employment at the JHFB.
517. WN 172 was admitted to HDLG in around 1962 and was there for about a year,
returning again for a few weeks at the age of 14. In his Redress Scheme Application, WN
172 alleged that he would be removed from his bed by Mr Mallinson and taken to a room
where he was sexually abused and raped by Senator Krichefski and another man known
only as “the posh bastard”, who he describes as softly spoken. 1015 WN 172 provides
significant detail to his account, recounting that Mr Mallinson would walk him along the
corridor and knock on a door, telling the man inside: “I’ve a boy for you, sir.” He says
that Mr Mallinson always called him “Sir”. He then describes being masturbated by the
Senator, who said to him: “Be a good boy and do as you are told otherwise you will
never go home.” WN 172 then describes being anally raped by Senator Krichefski and
gives an account of the aftermath of the rape, when he says he was sent back to bed with
Mr Mallinson, with blood and faeces on his pyjamas.1016
518. WN 172 also describes Mr Mallinson knocking a boy down the stairs after the boy had
gone looking for cake.1017
519. WN 126’s complaint was of being hit by Mr Mallinson when he disclosed alleged
sexual abuse by another staff member, WN 594.1018,1019
520. These allegations are in addition to the sexual abuse alleged to have occurred at the
JHFB, where Mr Mallinson worked previously, details of which are set out above.
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Colin Tilbrook – Superintendent, February 1961 to March 19731020
521. Colin Tilbrook was the Superintendent at HDLG for 12 years and is the subject of
numerous allegations of both physical and sexual abuse. At least 17 former residents
make allegations against the Superintendent. Several witnesses attest to Mr Tilbrook’s
dominance and his clear sense of being in charge of the home.1021
(i) Alleged physical abuse
521.1 Inappropriate administration of corporal punishment:
521.1.1 WN 184 alleges that Mr Tilbrook would start off caning him on the back of the
legs, hitting him violently. He says he would cower down and try to protect
himself, thereby ending up on the floor, and Mr Tilbrook would continue to cane
him on the back and arms.1022 In a subsequent police statement, he indicated that
another staff member would always be present when Mr Tilbrook caned him.1023
521.1.2 Two witnesses describe Mr Tilbrook administering corporal punishment in a
manner that might be suggestive of him deriving sexual pleasure from the
process. WN 172 asserts that Mr Tilbrook caned him in a prohibited manner, in
that he forced him to shower and wear wet shorts before being given the
punishment.1024 This was in punishment for the witness having sex with girls. In
the case of WN 162, he alleges that he used to cry with pain when he was caned
by Mr Tilbrook, and then Mr Tilbrook would hug him and say that he had to do
this to bad boys, and would fondle his genitals (through his clothing) as he did
so. He states that this would happen every time he got caned.1025
(ii) Other alleged physical abuse
521.2 A variety of physical abuse is alleged by the former residents of HDLG:
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521.2.1 WN 91 alleges that Mr Tilbrook and WN 491 beat him up together in Mr
Tilbrook’s office,1026 while WN 485 describes a beating so hard that Mr
Tilbrook had to go to hospital for treatment to his arm/hand.1027 He describes
this beating taking place in front of the other children.
521.2.2 WN 341 describes Mr Tilbrook throwing a girl down a flight of stairs.1028 Other
girls allege being hit by Mr Tilbrook, including WN 484, who says she was hit
across the head by him. She says he called this “tanning the living daylights out
of you”, and was something he did to several of the children. She says that, on
one occasion, he hit her so hard that her head bounced off the wall.1029
(iii) Alleged sexual abuse
521.3 There is a catalogue of alleged sexual abuse by Mr Tilbrook, including several
rapes of girls and one boy:
521.3.1 WN 356 alleges that Mr Tilbrook behaved inappropriately with the girls,
making suggestive comments and rubbing up against them. She says that he
would say things to the girls like “you look good” or “you’d be good” but, if
challenged, would always laugh it off and say he was joking. 1030 A similar
account is given by WN 358, who alleges that Mr Tilbrook would frisk the
girls.1031 WN 135 describes the same method of abuse.1032 WN 356 describes an
occasion when she was using the payphone at the Home and Mr Tilbrook came
in, and touched her breast and genitals. She also alleges that he came in while
she was taking a shower, and his attitude was that he was in charge and could do
what he wanted.1033
521.3.2 WN 169 alleges that she was raped by Mr Tilbrook when she was about 13 or
14. She describes being Mr Tilbrook’s pet and states that he allowed her access
1026
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to a quiet room below his flat, so she could get on with her homework. She says
that he used to come in and check she was alone, then would touch her inner
thigh. On the night of the alleged rape, however, she states that the incident took
place in a bedroom. She says that she shared the room with two other girls, who
were away that weekend. Earlier in the evening, she had been to the medical
room to get a tampon and had a seen a male figure staring at her. She alleges she
was raped that night. She states that she found her used tampon thrown into a
corner of the room the next morning.1034 Later in her police interview, she was
asked how many times she was raped in the homework room. The police report
records: “… she held up seven fingers, unable to speak. She later went on to say
that the first time was the worst as that was when she lost her virginity”. 1035 The
police commented that WN 169 was a compelling witness.1036
521.3.3 WN 171 alleges that he was raped on two occasions by Mr Tilbrook in the
toilets at HDLG. He says he was aged 5 and 6 at the time. The same witness
alleges rapes by four other men during his time in the care of the States.1037
521.3.4 WN 162 describes Mr Tilbrook putting him in the detention rooms and then
coming into the room, sitting on the bed and fondling his genitals.1038 He says
this happened three times between the ages of 8 and 10.
521.3.5 WN 220 describes sexual assaults on boys at the home, including on himself.
He states that Mr Williams would supervise the showers and would line the boys
up and lift up their penises with the cane that he always carried. Boys would be
singled out to stay behind and fondle Mr Williams and be fondled by him.1039
He alleges that he told Mr Tilbrook about this after he was sexually assaulted the
second time, and Mr Tilbrook caned him and placed him in one of the detention
cells for a long period. He then claims to have been sexually abused by Mr
Tilbrook when in the cells, having been caught by Mr Tilbrook in a state of
1034
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arousal after Mr Tilbrook had provided him with a pornographic magazine. This
abuse is said to have gone on for a period of weeks, then stopped abruptly.
521.3.6 WN 485 describes going on a camping trip at the age of 14, which included Mr
Tilbrook and WN 487, who did not work at the Home. WN 485 alleges that he
was given wine to drink and then was subject to sexual abuse by the pair,
involving masturbation, oral sex and penetrative sex. He also describes underage
sexual activity with a different (female) staff member after he had left the
home.1040 WN 485 also describes finding a hole in the ceiling between the
intermediate girls’ bathroom and the attic of Mr Tilbrook’s flat, which appeared
to have been made on purpose.1041
521.3.7 WN 484, a female, also describes being encouraged by Mr Tilbrook to fondle
WN 487’s naked breasts, which she refused to do. She says that Mr Tilbrook
would make sexual comments to her and hinted that he was into wife-swapping
parties.1042
521.3.8 WN 486 (not a resident at the Home, but known to Mr Tilbrook) also describes
sexual abuse at the hands of Mr Tilbrook, which she says started when she was 8
or 9. She says that the abuse started by way of touching, but soon escalated to
digital penetration and vaginal sex, with anal sex taking place during her
periods.1043 There is no suggestion that any of the abuse was connected to
HDLG, but is included for present purposes because of the identity of the
alleged perpetrator. WN 485 says WN 486 told him that Mr Tilbrook had abused
her from the age of 6, although he never witnessed the alleged abuse.1044
521.3.9 George Hamon recalls that Mr Tilbrook would carry a pillow under his arm at
night. He states that Mr Tilbrook would sometimes fall asleep and would use the
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pillow to rest his head. He denies that Mr Tilbrook would use the pillow to put
over the heads of children as he went round the dormitory at night.1045
521.3.10 As above, two witnesses allege a sexualised element to the administration of
corporal punishment.
(iv) Alleged emotional abuse
521.4 Various witnesses describe Mr Tilbrook being abusive on an emotional level:
521.4.1 WN 124 states that it was always Mr Tilbrook who carried out the “mental
punishments” and describes being made to sit at the dining room table for three
days in punishment for not eating his pudding.1046 Several other witnesses
describe Mr Tilbrook exacting this form of punishment, for example WN
172.1047
521.4.2 WN 124 also alleges that he was punished for fighting with WN 493 by being
sent to the detention rooms by Mr Tilbrook and having to remain there for three
weeks.1048 He says that both boys were detained for that period and that, shortly
afterwards, WN 493 committed suicide. WN 124 was aged 11 at the time.
521.4.3 WN 342 describes being made to stand outside Mr Tilbrook’s flat all night as a
punishment,1049 while WN 356 recounts him forcing the children to strip their
beds and stand for hours at a time with their hands on the heads, being caned if
they put their hands down.1050
521.4.4 WN 188 was admitted to the Home at the age of 5 when his father died, and
was split up from several of his siblings. He says that he found this very difficult
and was crying all the time. He went to see Mr Tilbrook and alleges that he told
him to “shut up or you’ll be sorted out”.1051
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WN 491 – employed from 1962 to 19711052
522. WD001252 is the Allegations Matrix produced by the SOJP in respect of WN 491 and
sets out over 15 pages the allegations made against him to the police by former residents
at the Home. For convenience, the evidence set out below is largely drawn from the
Allegations Matrix.
(i) Alleged physical abuse
522.1 Many witnesses allege that WN 491 was physically abusive, with WN 339
speaking generally to his allegedly violent character.1053
522.2 Allegations of punching and kicking are made by WN 184, who also says that WN
491 liked to frog-march him round, holding his arms behind his back.1054
522.3 WN 126 complains of being slapped around the head by WN 491, 1055 as does WN
124.1056 In addition, WN 124 complains of WN 491 giving him “backhanders”,1057
which we understand to mean strikes with the back of the hand. There was at least
one independent witness to the alleged assaults, with the witness confirming that
WN 491 would hit boys across the head or upper body with the back of his
hand.1058 According to WN 124, this took place in the laundry room, where WN
491 liked to administer punishments, as it was out of sight.1059
522.4 WN 124 alleges that WN 491 beat him with 6 lashes of the buckle end of a belt
when he was lying on his bed, naked from the waist down.1060 WN 91 also
complains of being strapped with a belt.1061
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522.5 WN 491 is accused of throwing objects at WN 126, including snooker balls,
ashtrays, books and slippers. These are alleged to have hit his body, causing
injury.1062
522.6 Other complaints include stamping on a child’s hands when he was cleaning out a
drain (WN 341),1063 being hit by WN 491 with a slipper (WN 157),1064 and locking
a child in a washroom for a week.1065
(ii) Alleged punishment with wet towels
522.7 A number of witnesses complain about being hit about the body by WN 491with a
wet towel when they were in the showers or the dormitory, sometimes with a knot
tied in the towel to cause more pain: WN 184,1066 WN 126,1067 WN 342,1068 WN
371.1069 As noted below, the similarities between these accounts caused the LOD
to initially consider that the evidential test was passed in respect of these
allegations
(iii) Alleged verbal abuse and other cruelty
522.8 One particular form of alleged cruelty was tipping the children out of bed in the
night and ordering them remake the bed. Many witnesses complain of this. WN
340 complains of being awoken in this way repeatedly, by Mr Tilbrook, WN 491
and WN 225. She alleges that, if the children were not tipped out of bed, the above
staff members would shout at the children and make them re-make the bed. She
says that sometimes this went on for hours and happened as often as three times
per week during her junior and intermediate years.1070 WN 2331071 and WN 1241072
make the same allegations. As boys, these two witnesses would have been sleeping
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in a different dormitory from WN 340. WN 342 describes this punishment being
carried out by both WN 491 and Ray Williams.1073
522.9 WN 491 is accused of verbally abusing some children, including WN 126, who
complains of being called a “French bastard”.1074
522.10 WN 358 describes WN 491 and Ray Williams forcing her to eat her meal,
threatening that she would not be able to see her mother if she did not eat her
food.1075
(iv) Allegations with a potentially sexual component
522.11 A few allegations fall into this category. WN 340 complained of being lined up for
physical inspections by WN 225. She says that sometimes the girls would be naked
for these inspections; on other occasions they would be dressed in a vest and
knickers. She alleges that, if the girls were any trouble, WN 491 would attend.1076
WN 339 complains of him brushing his face between her bare legs when she was
about 4.1077
522.12 WN 233 complains of WN 491 watching him have a shower.1078 This was alleged
to have happened when WN 233 wet the bed and WN 491 ordered him to have a
cold shower. WN 157 also complains of WN 349 being victimised by WN 491
when he wet the bed, being made to strip and stand naked for 15 minutes,1079
although this was not corroborated by the alleged victim.1080
522.13 WN 91 alleges sexual assaults by WN 491, complaining of sexual abuse in the
form of kissing, masturbation and putting his finger in WN 91’s anus, after
washing him in a cold bath in the cellars at the Home.1081 WN 91 alleges that he
would be locked in the cellar over the entire weekend by WN 491. This witness
1073

WS000145/4
WD001252/2
1075 WS000206/2
1076 WD001252/7
1077 WS000142/7: note that this incident did not take place at HDLG.
1078 WD001252/9
1079 WD001252/11
1080 WD001252/14
1081 WS000126/3
1074

281

281

alleges that WN 491 “interfered” with other boys as well. It would appear from the
Allegations Matrix that WN 91 had previously disclosed that it was Mr Tilbrook,
rather than WN 491, who had sexually assaulted him in this way.1082
522.14 WN 147 also alleges sexual assaults by WN 491. In his statement there is initially
some confusion as to whether he is referring to Mr Tilbrook, but he then states that
he is sure it was WN 491.1083 He describes being invited to WN 491’s flat to watch
football between the ages of 9 and 12. He says that on the first occasion nothing
happened, but on subsequent occasions WN 491 touched his genitals and gave him
oral sex, as well as masturbating himself and ejaculating on WN 147’s chest and
bottom. WN 147’s description of the flat as a bedsit type room, suitable for a
single person, is not consistent with our understanding of WN 491’s domestic
arrangements at HDLG, given that he was living with others.
522.15 According to WN 348, WN 491 “demanded respect and if he got it he was OK”.
522.16 The Panel is also referred to section 5 of the report of Nicholas Griffin QC in
respect of WN 491, at WD008989.
Ray Williams – Housefather from February 1966 to October 19701084
523. Allegations of abuse are made against Mr Williams, ranging from physical and
emotional abuse to sexual assaults.
(i) Alleged physical abuse
523.1 Mr Williams is alleged to have had a bad temper and been aggressive, using
bullying tactics to instil discipline.1085 It is alleged that he would throw objects at
people, such as cups and ashtrays, according to WN 184,1086 WN 1621087 and WN

1082

WD001252/13
WS000217
1084 WD001166 and WD001213
1085 WN 384: WS000154 and WS000155
1086 WS000135/4
1087 WS000272/9
1083

282

282

169.1088 It is alleged that he would also flick the boys with a wet towel in the
showers: WN 3471089 and WN 348.1090
523.2 Other alleged physical punishment was in the form of shoulder barging, knocking
children against the wall, pinning them up against the wall,1091 sending them flying
and punching them as he walked by.1092 WN 342 says he did this to everybody.1093
The alleged abuse of WN 342 is corroborated by another resident at WD000928.
523.3 Mr Williams is also alleged by WN 342 to have encouraged the boys to fight,
clearing the dining room to enable them to fight and telling them to “get on with
it”.1094,1095
523.4 Mr Williams is alleged to have carried out the punishment of tipping children out
of bed at night, along with WN 491.1096 This is corroborated by WN 348,1097 WN
1621098 and WN 399.1099
523.5 One isolated incident alleged by WN 162 was that Mr Williams dunked him
repeatedly in the swimming pool, almost drowning the boy and requiring Mr
Williams to resuscitate him. It is alleged that Mr Williams did this with a friend,
and that they laughed and joked about it.1100
(ii) Alleged sexual abuse
523.6 Mr Williams is also accused of sexual abuse by girls who were resident in the
Home.
523.7 WN 135 alleges abuse by Mr Wateridge, and separately by Mr Williams. She
states that Mr Williams was an opportunist, cornering her or following her to the
1088
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toilets. She says that he would fondle her naked breasts, digitally penetrate her and
make her touch his penis. She says that the abuse went on for a 15-month period
and he would tell her not to tell anyone about it.1101 In a case conference on this
child, Mr Williams wrote: “[She] is a dark, attractive looking girl, gives the
impression of being ungainly on her feet. Not very bright or intelligent and very
slow to learn.[…] She is somewhat apprehensive of adults but if friendliness is
shown she reciprocates and shows no hesitation afterwards in showing her
affection.”1102 In another memo, this time to Mr Tilbrook, he described the girl’s
dress sense and said she looked pretty, following a complaint by her grandparents
that she was dressed immodestly.1103 The alleged abuse on WN 135 by Mr
Wateridge is corroborated by WN 157, who witnessed it at the time.1104 In a case
discussion on 26 February 1970, Mr Tilbrook described her as “very brazen or a
very naïve child” and discouraged contact with the grandparents who had been
concerned about her rather adult dress.1105 WN 135 was noted by the CCO to like
HDLG.1106
523.8 WN 209 describes sexual abuse similar in nature to that alleged by WN 135 from
the time of her admission in 1965. She explains that Mr Williams was her
Houseparent when she was in HDLG between the ages of 13 and 16, and that he
would take the opportunity to grope her breasts and vagina and make her touch his
penis. She explains that this would happen every week, any time he could get her
alone. She describes Mr Williams finding a number of ruses to get her on her own
– making an excuse for her to stay behind at the youth club, cornering her on
camping trips, picking her up from visits to relatives and by going a different way
from the others on walks. She describes him as being clever, by not penetrating her
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and by not leaving any marks.1107 Again, Mr Williams commented on her
attractive and pleasant appearance in a memo in June 1967.1108
523.9 WN 123 was resident at HDLG between the ages of 6 and 14 and alleges that Mr
Williams groped her and then kissed her. She alleges that they had sex repeatedly
when she was about 12 or 13, although could not be specific about the number of
times, saying that she distinctly remembers having sex with him in three different
locations – in his flat, at Fort Regent and at St Aubin’s Fort.1109 She also alleges
that he groped her when travelling in the van.
523.10 WN 346 describes an opportunistic sexual assault by Mr Williams when she went
inside to the dormitory, with his permission, to change into a T-shirt on a hot day.
She alleges that he followed her into the dormitory, grabbed her and pulled her on
to the bed, then penetrated her digitally. She says he stopped after about 5 minutes
and left the room.1110
523.11 WN 220 describes sexual assaults on boys at the home, including on himself. He
states that Mr Williams would supervise the showers and would line the boys up
and lift up their penises with the cane that he always carried. Boys would be
singled out to stay behind and fondle Mr Williams and be fondled by him.1111
(iii) Alleged emotional abuse
523.12 WN 162 describes being taken out by his grandfather each weekend but, in
September 1968, his father attended the Home and told him that his grandfather
had died. WN 162, who was 11 at the time, says that “this was the end” for him.
He describes walking back along the corridor and Mr Williams saying to him
“There goes your weekends.” WN 162 says he tried to commit suicide 2 days
later.1112 WN 162 describes other incidents of alleged mental cruelty, including
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being forced to walk home by Mr Williams, who drove the bus to and from
school.1113
523.13 The same witness also describes Mr Williams’ departure from the Home. He
recounts that Mr Williams spoke to each of the boys in turn before he left,
denigrating each of them. According to WN 162, he told him he would go to
prison and would never have any friends, that his parents were no good for putting
him in the Home and that he was a snitch. WN 162 says that he has carried these
comments with him throughout his life.1114
Thomas Hamon – visitor and employed from April to September 19661115
524. Thomas Hamon was employed in the Home in 1966, having previously volunteered at
the home. He appears to have been married to a female staff member there.1116 Mr
Hamon is alleged by a number of witnesses to have sexually abused boys at the home.
524.1 For example, WN 124 recounts sexual abuse at the hands of Mr Hamon in an
SOJP statement dated 9 November 2005.1117 He confirms that he was in the Home
in the early 1960s and claims to have been abused when he was in the junior
section. On the first occasion, he alleges that Mr Hamon masturbated him while he
was asleep. He alleges that this progressed on to oral sex (mutual) and mutual
masturbation, with the alleged abuse taking place in the dormitory and the
grounds. He alleges that Mr Hamon would rub up and down on him as he lay in
bed. He alleges that there was a female member of staff who was complicit in the
abuse. He states that she would call him into her room (which was adjacent to the
dormitory) when only partially dressed and then Mr Hamon would appear and
masturbate him. He says that the alleged abuse culminated in an attempt to
sodomise the boy but he cried out in pain and Mr Hamon stopped. The alleged
abuse ceased at that stage. WN 124 states that the female member of staff was
cruel to him after the sexual contact stopped. The notes of a case conference of 18
1113
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May 1966 regarding WN 124 confirm that Mr Hamon was employed at the home
at this time.1118
524.2 WN 195 describes Mr Hamon calling him inside when all of the other children
were playing outside and making him lie on his bed, then rubbing himself up and
down on WN 195 until he ejaculated.1119
524.3 Other witnesses, such as WN 187, claim to have been abused when Hamon
worked in the St John’s Ambulance, with Hamon using his knowledge of the fact
that WN 187 was vulnerable and in a residential children’s home to target him.
524.4 On 27 October 2005, Mr Hamon was charged by the St Helier Centenier, Mr
Scaife, with 13 offences of historic indecent assault relating to his time at HDLG
and in the St John’s Ambulance. WN 124 came forward following the report of the
case in the JEP.1120 On 8 December 2005, Mr Hamon pleaded guilty to 12 of the
13 charges, one of which related to WN 195 at HDLG,1121 two relating to WN
187,1122 and the balance relating to children not at HDLG, but who Mr Hamon
accessed through his work with the St John’s Ambulance service.1123
524.5 Mr Hamon died in hospital whilst in prison awaiting sentence.1124
Peter Brooks – Assistant Housefather from December 1960 to January 1961
525. Peter Brooks joined the staff at HDLG in December 1960 as an Assistant
Housefather. He was then 36. He was dismissed just over a month later, in January
1961.
525.1 Mr Brooks occupied the room next to the boys’ dormitory and had taken a 13year-old boy from the dormitory to his bed and fondled his penis on seven or
eight occasions.1125 He was convicted in February 1961 of two counts of
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indecent assault on the boy. Mr Brooks was bound over for 3 years and had to
leave Jersey. He was also required to undergo a course of medical treatment.1126
The account of the abuse is set out in a newspaper cutting reporting Brooks’
court appearance. The boy had disclosed the assault to the Deputy
Superintendent.1127
Miscellaneous allegations
(i) Allegations of physical and emotional abuse
526. The evidence before the Inquiry includes a number of miscellaneous allegations of
abuse, relating either to un-named staff members or to identified staff members
against whom very few allegations of abuse are made (such that they do not have
their own section). We set out a selection of representative examples below.
527. There are a significant number of allegations of abuse that relate to un-named staff
members. These range from being locked in a bathroom for extended periods, to
being made to stand up in front of everyone in the dining room for not eating
dinner.1128 A regular refrain in the witness statements is evidence of children being
re-served food they had not eaten on previous days 1129 and being forced to eat food
they did not like.1130 Bed wetting was regarded particularly harshly, according to
WN 158, and he describes the humiliation of having the bed stripped and having to
have a bath when he wet himself.1131 WN 24 describes staff looking over the toilet
doors when the children were using the toilet. She describes two male staff
members doing this to her, and telling her to open her legs as she did so. She says
she developed an incontinence problem as a result of this, because she was so
scared of going to the toilet.1132
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528. Other punishments included being made to stand in the corridor for hours (e.g. WN
24 and WN 127) and being made to stand facing the wall for talking. 1133 Regular
and indiscriminate beatings are also described.1134
529. WN 162 makes a series of allegations of emotional abuse in respect of WN 514: he
alleges that she would wake him repeatedly in the night; that on one occasion she
ridiculed him by making him bathe naked in front of the girls on a camping trip,
when he was 9; that she would torment him by making him wear shorts instead of
long trousers; and that she would make him wash the casserole dishes every night
and clean all of the shoes.1135
530. WN 340 alleges that

stitched a head injury she had sustained using a needle

and thread, getting another staff member to restrain the child as she did so. The
witness states that this should have been done in hospital.1136
(ii) Allegations of sexual abuse
531. WN 356 alleges that the fire escape to the girls’ dormitory was always kept open,
despite the protestations of the girls to Mr Tilbrook. She goes on to describe in
some detail an alleged incident in which 3 men, in their 30s and scruffy looking
with Jersey accents, came into the dormitory one night and raped a girl in turn,
egging each other on. She says that they returned on 4 or 5 further occasions and
raped several girls, including WN 129 and WN 202. She says that the girls were
terrified and would not go to the toilet by themselves in this period. WN 356 says
that she had seen the men hanging round the back of the Home and she thought
they knew Mr Tilbrook.
532. Two former male residents allege separate incidents of sexual abuse by an unknown
man when they were in the sick bay. In the case of WN 359, the man is said to
have masturbated the boy and them forced him to perform oral sex when he was in
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the sick bay on 15 and 16 October 19691137 (confirmed by the SOJP).1138 The same
thing happened the following night, according to the witness. This resident had run
away from a location off-island and was a very temporary visitor, staying only two
nights, suggesting an opportunistic attack.1139 In the case of WN 158, he was
admitted to the sick bay for a few days at the age of 7, in around 1965, and alleges
that a man came into the sick bay and forced him to masturbate another boy there,
threatening that he would kill them if they did not do as he asked.1140 There is no
description of the man in either case and it is not clear whether these assaults are
linked, although WN 358 also alleges that he was groped by WN 606 as he drove
him back to the airport after his short stay, with WN 606 asking him whether he
had enjoyed his time in Jersey.1141 He alleges that WN 606 travelled back with him
on the plane and threatened him not to return to Jersey.
Alleged abuse perpetrated by other adults, including visitors
(i) Senator Krichefski
533. Two former residents allege that they were sexually abused by Senator Krichefski
when he visited the home. As is discussed above in relation to the JHFB, it would
appear that the Senator visited the site at Gorey both when it accommodated only
boys at the Boys’ Home and also after it had become HDLG.
534. WN 172 was admitted to HDLG in around 1962 and was there for about a year,
returning again for a few weeks at the age of 14. In his Redress Scheme
Application, WN 172 alleged that he would be removed from his bed by Mr
Mallinson and taken to a room where he was sexually abused and raped by Senator
Krichefski and another man known only as “the posh bastard”, who he describes as
softly spoken.1142 WN 172 provides significant detail to his account, recounting
that Mr Mallinson would walk him along the corridor and knock on a door, telling
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the man inside: “I’ve a boy for you, sir.” He says that Mr Mallinson always called
him “Sir”. He then describes being masturbated by the Senator, who said to him:
“Be a good boy and do as you are told otherwise you will never go home.” WN
172 then describes being anally raped by Senator Krichefski and gives an account
of the aftermath of the rape, when he was sent back to bed with Mr Mallinson,
with blood and faeces on his pyjamas.1143 He says this happened five or six times
over the course of 6 months, and recounts that he was raped not only by the
Senator but also by another, unknown, man who he called the Posh Bastard. He
explains that he recognised Senator Krichefski from his Gentleman’s Outfitters in
French Lane in St Helier, where he had gone with his mother to buy socks.1144 WN
172 states that, on other occasions, another boy would be present – WN 603 – and
they would be forced to masturbate each other and have sex with each other. He
says that when he tried to talk to WN 603 about this, he told him to forget it had
ever happened.1145 WN 603 took his own life in 1981.1146
535. WN 121 also complains of sexual abuse at the hands of Wilfred Krichefski. In his
Redress Scheme Application, he describes a man named “Wilf” or “Wilfred” who was fat
and wore a suit.1147 He says he cried for 4 days when he subsequently saw Senator
Krichefski’s face in the paper. He also describes a “posh, well-spoken, man who wore a
suit”.1148 He says that these two men abused him in the cellar1149 at the Home, along with
other children. He states that he was made to bathe in freezing cold water and then would
be touched and would have to touch the men. He goes on to allege that he was raped
anally. It is perhaps worthy of note that this witness also claims that he was abducted
from the dormitory by a man, and was taken to the man’s home where he was sexually
1143
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had not been proceeded with principally because of the physical dimensions of the cellars and the obese size of the
alleged perpetrator.
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assaulted and raped. This man was WN 973, who was convicted in relation to abducting
WN 121 from HDLG, but not of sexual offences against him.1150
(ii) WN 264
536. WN 264 is accused of sexual abuse by a small number of former residents at the Home,
with the abuse alleged to have taken place while WN 264, a visitor to the Home in the
mid-1960s, took children out from the Home, usually on a Saturday. A summary of some
of the evidence relating to WN 264 is contained in the Advice on Charge produced by the
LOD on 26 July 2010.1151
537. Records from the Home1152 show that WN 264 became a regular visitor to HDLG
between 26 October 1963 and 18 February 1967, with the majority of the contact with
children taking place from June 1964 to July 1965. WN 264 took a child or children out
with him for afternoons or days out, often to the beach or the cinema. While contact was
usually with several children, WN 264 is recorded to have gone out alone with the
following former residents:
537.1 WN 195 – whose allegations were considered by the SOJP and in respect of whom
a prosecution was brought for blackmail against WN 264 in 2003;1153
537.2 WN 265 – contact with WN 264 on three occasions in May and July 1964, in two
of which he was alone with WN 264;
537.3 WN 284 – day visits with WN 264 on 28 occasions between June 1964 and July
1965, alone with WN 264 on 18 of these; weekend visits on four occasions with
another resident and on holiday alone with WN 264 in the summer of 1965;
537.4 WN 338 – 19 day visits with WN 264, in which he was alone with WN 264 on
three occasions; four weekend visits with WN 264 with one other resident;

WD000678/15 – a largely illegible indictment; conviction confirmed at Day 37/118/9
WD005875
1152 Analysed by the SOJP at WD001184 – from which all subsequent information is gleaned
1153 WD005875
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537.5 WN 123 – the only female to go on trips/visits with WN 264, recorded to have
gone out with him on four occasions between June 1964 and February 1966, alone
on three of those occasions;
537.6 WN 186 – went out with WN 264 on three occasions, alone on one of them.
537.7 WN 195 gave a detailed statement to the police in 2003 alleging sexual abuse by
WN 2641154 on trips out from the home. The fact of WN 264’s visits to WN 195
are a matter of record, having been documented in WN 195’s Children’s Services
file.1155 He describes WN 264 coming to the home at 2 pm each Saturday, being
smartly turned out and driving a nice car. He goes on to describe being taken out
by WN 264, with nothing untoward happening on the first two occasions, with
WN 264 being polite and charming. On the third occasion, WN 195 describes
being taken to a lane adjacent to a hotel, and WN 264 forcing him to masturbate
and then fellate him. WN 195 recounts that WN 264 then reverted to his
“charming self”. It is alleged that they stopped at the toilets at Gorey Harbour so
that WN 195 could clean himself, and then went back to the Home. WN 195
describes that this was repeated the following week, and went on for months, every
weekend. He goes on to allege that WN 264 would take him to his home after
about 3 or 4 months, and he describes meeting his wife. WN 195 states that he
would hide away when WN 264 came on a Saturday, and the staff would go mad
trying to track him down. He also describes WN 264 taking him to the pictures and
making him masturbate him. WN 195 also describes in graphic detail an alleged
rape, taking place on a boat in Gorey Harbour, and alleges that they had nonconsensual sex several times after that, on the boat and at a hotel. 1156 WN 195
states that the abuse stopped when he was about 10.
537.8 The Panel will also recall that Thomas Hamon pleaded guilty in respect of
allegations of sexual abuse against him by WN 195.
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537.9 WN 265, in a statement taken in 2008, states that WN 264 used to take him for
drives around the Island and would put his hand on his knee, but did not do
anything else that was abusive.1157
537.10 WN 284, who was subsequently boarded out with WN 264 and his wife, was
noted by the police not to have made any complaint about WN 264.1158
537.11 WN 338 also describes being taken for drives by WN 264 and says that “he was
very coaxing with us. This behaviour embarrassed me and I kept my distance with
him be it in public or in private.” He goes on to say that other children alleged that
he had touched their thighs. He recounts one situation where WN 264 tried to get
him to sit on his knee as he drove him back to the Home, but he refused.1159 He
also describes being taken to a hotel by WN 264, along with WN 284.
537.12 WN 123 does not mention WN 264 in her statement of 20 February 2008,
although the statement appears incomplete.1160
537.13 WN 186, who complained of sexual abuse by Mr Mallinson in his Redress
Scheme Application, makes no allegations of abuse against WN 264.1161 He refers
to the trips out with WN 264 in his police statement, but does not allege that
anything untoward happened.
537.14 WN 126 states that he occasionally went out with WN 264 with other children,
and nothing untoward happened, but that one day WN 264 picked him up in his car
at a bus stop and groped WN 126’s testicles through his clothing on the way back
to the Home. WN 126 says that he hit WN 264 and got out of the car.1162
(iii) Henry Fleming
538. Henry Fleming was the caretaker at a house near HDLG and pleaded guilty in October
1975 to indecently assaulting a number of residents from the home, as well as procuring
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or attempting to procure acts of gross indecency with, and exposing his person to, those
same children.1163
539. The evidence relating to Mr Fleming’s offending is contained at WD001165.
540. In summary, the contemporaneous evidence demonstrates that, from around 1972,
children from HDLG often visited Mr Fleming at his home, where they were furnished
with cigarettes and alcohol. The visits appear to have been encouraged by Mr Fleming1164
and were not organised by staff at the Home. The evidence from the former residents
reveals a pattern of debauched sexual behaviour from Mr Fleming during those visits,
where he stripped and masturbated in front of the children, and indecently assaulted them.
A particularly serious incident was the alleged penetration of WN 344 with a screwdriver
in his anus.1165
541. Of note is the fact that the children returned again and again to Mr Fleming’s home.
Their statements do not reveal why, but it seems that they were provided with money,
cigarettes and alcohol on each occasion,1166 and for one of the children at least this
appears to have been a motivating factor.1167
542. Staff at the Home were aware of the visits by July 1975, and the Centeniers and
Constable from St Martin became involved. A contemporaneous record shows that Mr
Fleming admitted in July 1975 that the visits had been going on for 3 years by that time,
although it is not clear how long staff at the Home had been aware of them.1168
543. WN 344 was said to have been the first visitor, and the other children involved included
WN 136, WN 345, WN 195, WN 147 and WN 378.
544. In an unrelated statement, WN 99, resident from 1970, stated that the children would do
whatever they wanted at weekends until they were called for meals or chores, and were
left to their own devices.1169 He expresses surprise at the fact that the children were
1163
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allowed to wander off-site at weekends without supervision.1170 Such evidence, if
accepted, might explain how children were able to be present at Mr Fleming’s premises
without being supervised.
Evidence refuting abuse
545. By definition, the vast majority of the Phase 1a evidence before the Inquiry discloses
alleged abuse of one form or another: SOJP statements were taken as part of the
investigation of potential crimes, so tend to disclose abuse, while the Redress Scheme
documentation sets out the allegations forming the basis of applications for compensation
arising out of alleged abuse. The Panel may wish to consider the proportion of former
residents that have given statements and make allegations of abuse alongside the number
of former residents who have not made any statements in respect of their time at the
Home. Additionally, among the evidence received are some statements asserting a
positive experience at HDLG, and refuting the allegations of abuse made by many other
witnesses. We give some examples below.
545.1 Michael Laing (resident for periods from 1962 to 1967) told the Panel that his
experiences at the Home were far better than in foster care and he wishes that he
had been able to stay there for the duration of his time in care. His only issue was
the mix of population at the Home, with “young delinquents” being sent to the
home, as well as the more general population of children.1171
545.2 Others, such as WN 266, describe some happy times at the Home and good
relations with many of the staff.1172
545.3 WN 265 states that he was not harmed and has no knowledge of other children
being harmed.1173
545.4 WN 355, resident between 1962 and 1965, states that he would get a clip round the
ear, but no more than that.1174 By contrast a memo records that this child had been
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caned at school until the skin on buttocks was broken and bleeding.1175 More
generally, he states that he was not abused and was not aware of anyone else being
abused, whether physically, sexually or mentally.1176
545.5 WN 350 states that he had a good time at the Home, was well looked after and has
no complaints about any members of staff or residents.1177 WN 351, resident from
1963 to 1965, states that he thought the Home was extremely well run and to his
knowledge, there was neither physical nor sexual abuse.1178
545.6 WN 352 was placed in the Home and then went on to work there. She said the staff
were brilliant and she particularly liked Mr Tilbrook, explaining that if she was
upset or had a problem, he would sort it out for her. She also described Morag
Jordan as “nice” and, while noting that Mr Wateridge would put his hands around
the girls and flirt, did not think that his behaviour was particularly bad or
outrageous.1179 The only form of discipline of which she was aware was stopping
pocket money.1180
545.7 WN 353 said she never knew of any abuse at the home, but felt it was a cold and
heartless place for a child to grow up.1181
545.8 Others, such as George Hamon, describe happy times on holidays and trips out.1182
He describes the Home as being strict but states that he was never caned or hit, and
was not aware of this happening to anyone else.1183 He describes many of the
allegations of abuse at HDLG as “rubbish”.1184
545.9 WN 421, resident for about 9 months in the 1960s, describes the staff as extremely
friendly and very nice, and says he had no problems with any of the staff. He
describes Mr Tilbrook as avuncular and says that “you could talk to him about
1175

WD001509
WS000159/3
1177 WS000245/4
1178 WD001496
1179 WD001129/3
1180 WD001129/3
1181 WS000157
1182 WS000243/8
1183 WS0000243/9
1184 WS000243/17
1176

297

297

anything”.1185 More generally, he says that the children were encouraged to do
activities and the staff genuinely took care of the children. 1186 He says the staff
treated the children like friends and “I felt it was more like a family than a care
home”.1187
Reporting of abuse by residents
Alleged disclosures to staff about abuse
546. WN 124, who was resident at the home in the early 1960s, provides an insight into the
alleged regime of abuse at the Home and why not more of it was reported. He states that:
“Apart from hearsay, I did not witness any of the other boys being assaulted. I do not
think anyone really saw anyone getting assaulted and this was so that there were no
witnesses. So that when you go to school and tell your teacher, it’s your word against the
establishment, so what chance have you got?”1188 This witness alleges that he told
various people of the alleged abuse, including his Maths teacher and the police, after the
suicide of WN 493 when WN 124 was about 11. This followed both boys being
incarcerated in the cells at the home for fighting. He says that he thought his concerns
were not taken seriously at the time.1189
547. WN 324 describes a girl at the home (WN 123) disclosing to him and some other senior
boys that she had been groped by Ray Williams. He says that they told WN 491 about
this and he told them not to be so stupid and that WN 123 had made it up. He went on to
say that Mr Williams might lose his job and, if he heard anything more about it, they
would be up for the high jump.1190 A strikingly similar account appears in Mr Williams’
personnel file.
548. WN 347, who alleges physical abuse by Mr Williams after his admission to HDLG in
May 1969, absconded on one occasion from school (on 13 May 1969), telling the school
secretary that this was because Mr Williams was picking on him. The boy ended up at a
1185
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relative’s house. This was communicated to Mr Tilbrook. The response to this complaint
was to send Mr Williams out to fetch the boy.1191
549. WN 356 alleges that, one night, WN 129 (aged 15 or 16) came into the room screaming,
saying that there was a man in her room, which was adjacent to the girls’ dormitory. WN
356 says that she went straight to WN 491’s room to tell him, but he told her to go away
and stop talking rubbish. She says she got the same reaction from Mr Tilbrook the
following morning.1192
550. WN 158 alleges that he was sexually assaulted at night on a regular basis until the age
of 8. He says that he complained to the Superintendent, Mr Tilbrook, along with three
other boys, but his response was that they were all “imagining things”.1193 He says he
repeated this disclosure to Mr Tilbrook having absconded from the Home on one
occasion, but was told that he was being silly. He says he was admonished and told not to
run away again.1194
551. In his Redress Scheme Application, WN 121 claims to have been repeatedly physically
and sexually abused by Gordon Wateridge, being forced to perform oral sex on him and
to engage in anal sex. He says that he told Mr Tilbrook of this abuse and goes on to say:
“He did not believe me and said that I should not be making things up, and that they were
very serious allegations. He said to me that I was a fantasist and a child criminal and if I
told anyone else they would not believe me. I took a beating and never tried to make a
complaint again after that.”1195 The same witness says he was abducted from the
dormitory and raped by WN 973, who was convicted in relation to the abduction (but not
the alleged rape) in January 1973.1196 WN 121 describes being locked in the detention
rooms for 2 weeks (either after the incident or the trial – the statement is unclear) so that
he could not tell the other children.1197
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552. WN 67’s complains of being hit by Mr Mallinson when he disclosed alleged sexual
abuse by another staff member.1198
553. WN 220 describes sexual assaults on boys at the home, including on himself. He states
that Mr Williams would supervise the showers and would line the boys up and lift up
their penises with the cane that he always carried. He says that boys would be singled out
to stay behind and fondle Mr Williams and be fondled by him.1199 He alleges that he told
Mr Tilbrook about this after he was sexually assaulted the second time, and Mr Tilbrook
caned him and placed him in one of the detention cells for a long period. He then claims
to have been sexually abused by Mr Tilbrook when in the cells, having been caught by
Mr Tilbrook in a state of arousal after Mr Tilbrook had provided him with a pornographic
magazine. This abuse is said to have gone on for a period of weeks, then stopped
abruptly. He also alleges that Mr Tilbrook questioned him for hours about what he had
told the Police when he absconded on one occasion.1200
554. WN 162 describes the Superintendent, Mr Tilbrook, putting him in the detention rooms
and then coming into the room, sitting on the bed and fondling his genitals. 1201 He says
this happened three times between the ages of 8 and 10. His evidence highlights the issue
of the children perceiving that they had no-one to whom they could disclose alleged
abuse when the alleged abuser was the most senior staff member. He says: “Who could I
tell? He was in charge of the home.” His CCO at this time was Jim Thomson. The
witness goes on to say: “The only person who could help me was Mr Thomson and he did
not care.”1202
Alleged disclosures to the Police (Honorary and SOJP)
555. WN 184 says he was a frequent absconder and indicates that he would tell the police
that he did not want to return to HDLG. However, he says that when he did return to the
Home either Mr Tilbrook or WN 491 would tell the police that he would be dealt with by
getting washed and fed, but the reality was very different – he would be caned and then
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put in the detention room.1203 There is no suggestion that the police questioned why the
boy did not want to return to the Home.
556. WN 184 also stated that it was made clear to him that, if he complained, he would
receive further punishment including being put in the detention room. He remarked to the
police in interview that those who hit him never left any marks or bruises that could be
questioned. He says the Home was ruled with fear.1204
557. WN 124 says in his police statement that he told the police about his treatment at the
hands of WN 491.1205
Alleged disclosures to Children’s Services
558. WN 356 describes herself as someone who would stand up for herself and had a
reputation as such.1206 As noted above, she alleges that Mr Tilbrook behaved
inappropriately with the girls, making suggestive comments and rubbing up against them.
She says that he would say things to the girls like “You look good” or “You’d be good”
but, if challenged, would always laugh it off and say he was joking. 1207 She describes an
occasion when she was using the payphone at the Home and Mr Tilbrook came in, and
touched her breast and genitals. She also alleges that he came in while she was taking a
shower, and his attitude was that he was in charge and could do what he wanted. 1208 In
relation to the reporting of alleged abuse, she says as follows: “I learnt not to complain at
an early age, simply because it just did no good, you were told to ‘just go away’ and ‘do
not talk rubbish’, however, this attitude was not just limited to the staff at the home.” 1209
She goes on to describe having the occasional opportunity to speak to Patricia Thornton,
when she attended the Home for meetings. She says that she told Ms Thornton about the
payphone incident, and she asked if there were any witnesses. She says she thinks that
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other girls also disclosed things that had happened to them, but nothing seemed to happen
about it.1210
559. As above, WN 356 gave evidence of an alleged incident in which three men, in their 30s
and scruffy looking, with Jersey accents, came into the dormitory one night and raped a
girl in turn, egging each other on. She says that they returned on four or five further
occasions and raped several girls, including WN 129 and WN 202. She says that the girls
were terrified and would not go to the toilet by themselves in this period. WN 356 says
that she had seen the men hanging round the Home and thought they knew Mr Tilbrook.
She goes on to say that the girls did not trust the staff so approached Ms Thornton
directly and told her what had happened. She says that she does not know what happened
as a result of that disclosure and whether anything was done. 1211 The Inquiry has not
obtained any documentation surrounding contemporaneous reports of these allegations.
Alleged disclosures to medical practitioners
560. A number of witnesses claim to have disclosed abuse to medical practitioners,
particularly Dr Fogarty, Consultant Psychiatrist.
561. WN 172 is a witness who alleges being raped repeatedly by Senator Krichefski in the
early 1960s. He claims that, at the age of 18, he was seen at the Home by Dr Fogarty, to
whom he disclosed the alleged sexual abuse. He says that Dr Fogarty was the first person
he had ever told but, after a couple of minutes, Dr Fogarty told him not to say any more
and went off to get another doctor, Dr Evans. The doctors sectioned him and he was sent
to St Saviours (the psychiatric hospital). He says that he was then seen by Dr Wishart,
who he alleges told him he had been admitted because all of his fantasies about Senator
Krichefski. WN 172 says that Dr Wishart told him: “As long as you keep saying this you
will never get well and the best thing you could do is to forget all about it.” WN 172 says
that he thought the doctors did not believe him, but came to think that it was a cover
up.1212
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562. WN 452’s medical records demonstrate that she told her doctor that bruises on her body
were caused by her father, but she alleges that nothing was done about this disclosure.1213
Response to allegations of abuse/reporting of abuse/action taken
General evidence of care staff re allegations of abuse
563. Audrey Mills says that she “never saw anybody hit or abuse a child during my time at
HDLG” nor did she ever see or hear of anyone being “abused or thumped in the detention
rooms”.1214 She recognises that there was the opportunity at night for “things to happen”
but said that she never heard of or saw any specific incidents. She says that during her 5
years working at the Home, “no alarm bells were rung for me”.
564. Margaret Davies told the SOJP that throughout her time at the Home she was never
aware of any physical or sexual abuse. She recognises that children would have been on
their own with staff and that it was “feasible” that children were abused by staff. It is not
clear whether Ms Davies’ recognition that children could be alone with staff is one she
would have been aware of at the time. By the standards applicable at the time this may
reasonably have not been considered an issue that staff should be alone with children.
That this was the approach may be reflected by the fact that visitors were allowed to take
children out (see above). She was never approached by children or staff about abuse.
There is no reference to whether or not children would have been able to disclose to staff
and how such disclosure would have been dealt with had it been made.
565. WN 8 (1962–1964) remembers that children were “roughly handled” and describes
seeing a child tied to a table.1215 She said that boys did disclose to her that a male member
of staff was doing things to them, “I did not realise what they meant at the time”.1216
566. Another member of staff (1963–1965) was taken on as residential Housemother, having
completed teacher training in the UK. She worked with the 11- to 14-year-olds. She told
the police that all her memories of HDLG were positive.1217
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567. WN 512 says that she did not come across staff in the dormitories during her night shift.
She says that no-one reported to her any incidents of sexual or physical abuse; she feels
that children did have opportunities to talk to her and to tell her if there was anything
wrong. She remembers that she “reported abuse if it was happening” but gave no specific
incidents. There were no members of staff or children that she was concerned about in
relation to sexual abuse – “I would have mentioned it if I had”. She says she would have
gone to Colin Tilbrook and taken it further if nothing then occurred.1218
568. An individual employed in the nursery and at nights in the 1960s said that she had not
been aware of any form of abuse taking place when she worked at HDLG nor was she
aware of any rumours. Had she been she would have reported these to the police.1219
569. WN 615 (member of staff from 1966 to 1970) says that she enjoyed “every minute of my
time at HDLG with the senior children [although] I did not like lots of things that I was
supposed to do and I did not do, like you’ve got to punish them or they cannot have this
or they cannot have that”.1220
570. WN 615 remembers one member of staff about whom she was concerned in that he
“seemed to be searching children regularly but not finding anything”, the implication
being that he was touching children. She and Ray Williams reported their concerns to
Colin Tilbrook after which she remembers that “at some stage” the staff member left
HDLG.1221
571. WN 602 [junior member of staff: 1965/1966] gives an account of being assaulted by
Ray Williams who kissed her. She says that he and WN 491 then took her to see Colin
Tilbrook who she thinks asked her if she was a virgin and promiscuity between older and
younger staff. She remembers being told off for slapping a boy across the face, “I got into
big trouble for that. There were certain rules to be observed”. The Inquiry has not seen
any records in relation to this incident, a position which may be contrasted with the fact
that contemporaneous records do exist for what might be considered similar incidents
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involving WN 503 and WN 570. She says that although HDLG was very strict she does
not remember seeing any violence, or having boys complain to her about being hit or
being shown injuries by boys.1222
572. A student placement in the summer of 1966 who worked with Colin Tilbrook and
, looking after 3- to 7-year-olds, remembered her time there as “very happy” and that
she did not witness any abuse.1223
573. WN 513 [Assistant Housemother] was not aware of any unhappiness in the time that she
worked in the home.1224
574. One member of staff employed in the nursery [1967–1971] had no knowledge of any
abuse while she worked at HDLG; nothing happened that raised her any concerns;
although Colin Tilbrook was quite strict the home was a “happy place”.1225 Another
member of staff [1967–1969] told the police that she never witnessed any inappropriate
smacking, or any physical or sexual abuse.1226
575. WN 867 [relief staff] had no knowledge of any sexual or physical abuse.1227
Peter Brooks
576. The case of Peter Brooks is one of a very small group of cases in which there was
disclosure to staff by a child and action taken. It provides an insight into how abuse by
staff was dealt with at the time (early 1960s), as well as by the police.
576.1 Mr Brooks joined the staff at HDLG in December 1960 as an Assistant
Housefather. He was then 36. He was dismissed just over a month later, in January
1961.
576.2 He was convicted in February 1961 of two counts of indecent assault on a boy at
HDLG. He was bound over for 3 years and had to leave Jersey. He was also
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required to undergo a course of medical treatment.1228 The account of the abuse is
set out in a newspaper cutting reporting Brooks’ court appearance. The abuse
consisted of Brooks going to the boy’s bed at night and touching the boy under his
night-clothes; he had also assaulted the boy in Brooks’ bed. The boy had disclosed
the assault to the Deputy Superintendent.1229
576.3 Mr Brooks had been recruited from the UK. He had had one year’s experience at a
school for “maladjusted children” and 2 years at a school for children “with speech
defects”. He had been employed in these schools with no relevant experience.1230
The four references obtained were all positive, save for a qualified view of his
ability as a teacher.1231
576.4 He was delegated to work with the senior group, however, Children’s SubCommittee minutes from December 1960 [WD006522] noted the view of the
Superintendent that he was not effective with the senior boys’ group and his
position was to be advertised.
576.5 In fact, the Children’s Sub-Committee convened a “special meeting” at 6.30 pm on
18 January 1961, the day after disclosure had been made. The meeting was
attended by three co-opted members from the Executive Committee, by Patricia
Thornton and by the Deputy Superintendent. The minutes are set out in full below:
“Ms Thornton reported to the sub-committee that the evening previously Mr Mallinson
had asked her to go to HDLG in order to tell her that a 14-year-old boy had run away
earlier in the evening. He had been found by Ms Mallinson and [another member of
staff]. He was very upset and stated he was going to see Ms Thornton to tell her of certain
indecent behaviour of Mr Brooks. Ms Mallinson managed to take him back to HDLG. He
had then described in detail to Mr and Ms Mallinson the things which had occurred.
The sub-committee then talked to Mr Mallinson and after discussion, decided that they
must have a statement from the boy himself. The boy came in and, without any prompting
1228

WD006667
WD001186
1230 WD006669
1231 WD006668
1229

306

306

told the Committee very much the same story he had told Mr Mallinson. After the boy had
left the room and the sub-committee had had a further discussion, Deputy Ms Green rang
the President of the Education Committee and Senator John Le Marquand joined the
meeting. It was then decided to interview Mr Brooks, the Assistant Housefather.
Mr Brooks looked extremely distressed. When asked if he knew the reason for the
interview he stated yes, he had hit the boy in question. When pressed further, however, he
admitted to having had the boy in his room and he later admitted that the boy had been in
his bed. His statement coincided in many ways with the statement made by the boy. When
Mr Brooks left the room the President rang Brigadier Macpherson who joined the
meeting, and also Dr Wishart for his advice.
After lengthy discussion the Committee decided that it was their duty to inform the
Attorney General. The President then rang the Attorney General and, a short while later,
Centenier de la Mare came to HDLG. After speaking to the Committee he went into
another room and interviewed Mr Brooks who admitted the affair. The Centenier then
took Mr Brooks into custody.”1232
576.6 An Executive Committee minute dated February 1961 recorded:
“The Committee was informed that Mr P.L Brookes who had been appointed Assistant
Housefather at HDLG Children’s Home as from 1st December, 1960, had admitted
allegations made against him by one of the boys at the Home and that the matter had
been referred to the Attorney General.”1233
576.7 The minutes contain no further reference to the incident. It is not known whether a
report on the matter was sought from Patricia Thornton the Children’s Officer or
from the then Acting Superintendent, Mr Mallinson. There is no record available
to the Inquiry of whether steps were taken to review procedures in the Home.
576.8 In a newspaper report of the case there is reference to Children’s Officer, Patricia
Thornton having made “routine checks and had found nothing against him”. The

1232
1233

See Appendix 5
WD001167/3

307

307

same report noted that Patricia Thornton had been told directly by the Deputy
Superintendent about the “boy’s complaints”.1234
576.9 An issue the Inquiry is specifically required to address is what provision was made
in homes to facilitate the reporting of abuse to staff. The available evidence from
this incident is that the 14-year-old boy felt able to disclose the abuse, that his
account was taken seriously and that the member of staff will have been
approached by senior management to respond to the allegations. It can also be
inferred that the incident was reported within a short time to the police and to the
Education Committee. There is reference to arrangements for the boy to see a
psychiatrist, although given the context in which this is set out in the psychiatrist’s
letter to the Attorney General, the concern may have been directed towards fears
that the boy was homosexual.1235 Other than that there is no record of what followup there was with the boy as to whether he was punished or supported. The
approaches taken need to be set in context: what was known about the effects of
sexual assaults on children, what would have been ‘the routine checks’ made by
Patricia Thornton, whether given the era treating the incident as self-contained was
in line with common practice.
576.10 The Inquiry will have to consider whether the systems in place for enabling
disclosures and the responses to the disclosure were adequate by reference to the
standards then applicable (1960/1961).
Ray Williams
577. Ray Williams joined the staff at HDLG as a Housefather for the intermediate group in
1966. When joining HDLG neither Mr Williams nor WN 615 had had any previous
professional experience or training: Ray Williams had been a swimming pool attendant
and WN 615 had also carried out an unrelated role in the past.
577.1 He left in 1970 and returned to the UK, applying for posts in residential child care,
one of which was senior Houseparent in a children’s home in Essex. Colin
1234
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Tilbrook was asked by the Children’s Officer to provide his opinion of Ray
Williams’ “suitability for this type of work”. Mr Tilbrook replied in August 1970
letter, writing that Mr Williams needed “support guidance encouragement and
supervision”. He had ‘considerable difficulty sometimes with more disturbed
youngster. Mr Williams admits to being a rather belligerent man as well as quick
tempered.” He noted that Mr Williams had at times “considerable difficulty in
[his] relationship with other members of staff” and that he found work “something
of a strain at times”. The reference concluded that “they are not the easiest…to
manage and need very tactful handling…Neither of them manages subordinate
staff very easily and both have difficulty in accepting normal professional
disciplines and are inclined to be very “prickly and huffy’”. Mr Tilbrook noted that
they were “rather temperamental” but had a “deep concern for children in
difficulty”.1236 Mr Williams had been in charge of adolescents at HDLG for 4 years
by this stage.
577.2 In her statement to the Inquiry Margaret Davies says she liked working with Mr
Williams.1237 She was not aware at the time that Ray Williams acted
inappropriately towards children. When shown Colin Tilbrook’s reference she
stated did not remember the criticisms being an issue at the time.1238
577.3 In 1967 WN 346 a girl resident in the Home complained about Ray Williams
watching her while she dressed. She wrote a seven-page account in a note book
detailing what Ray Williams had done, her concerns and the action that she and
friends decided to take. The tone of the memo suggests genuine distress felt by
WN 346.1239 The complaint was further set out in a typed memo to Colin Tilbrook
from WN 491. The memo (1 May 1967) faithfully relays WN 346’s complaint,
describing it as a “rumour”, names other residents supporting the complaint and
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concludes “So far I have stopped them from going out this weekend for spreading
malicious gossip”.1240
577.4 On 30 May 1967, Colin Tilbrook writes a memo to the Children’s Officer marked
‘Confidential’, in which he records that he has had:
“…a long frank talk with Mr Williams…I discussed the recent allegations made against
him as well as the problems he has had in making satisfactory relationships with certain
members of staff. Mr Williams has accepted my advice that he should spend more time in
his flat and should have less contact with the junior staff in the staff dining room. I also
told him that he should so arrange things that there is no opportunity for any criticism
from anybody with inside or outside to complain. He well understood the nature of our
conversation and has learned from me in no uncertain manner that if there are frequent
complaints in the future we should have to consider his position very carefully. I will keep
a very close watch.”1241
577.5 The timing of the Tilbrook memo and the reference to “recent allegations” might
suggest that the Superintendent was addressing the disclosure by WN 346, among
other issues and that “the recent allegations” were already known to the Children’s
Officer. The response of Colin Tilbrook as set out in the memo – speaking to Ray
Williams in terms, notifying the Children’s Officer, letting Ray Williams know
that he (Colin Tilbrook) would be keeping “a very close watch” – may or may not
have been adequate in the context of what was known and, more broadly, in the
context of the times.
577.6 Relations between Ray Williams and other members of residential staff appear to
have been so poor that WN 491 in November 1968 wrote a confidential memo
setting out an account of mounting friction between Mr Williams and WN 515,
another member of staff. WN 491 “warned” Ray Williams about “his future
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conduct”.1242 Aside from the view taken that Ray Williams was at fault, the memo
also reflects that in the absence of Colin Tilbrook, WN 491 could discipline staff.
577.7 A memo in January 1969 recorded by Colin Tilbrook notes:
“Mr Williams – 14.1.1969 very truculent ill-tempered and rude to me in office
complaining that I had been criticizing the care that he and [WN 615] take of their group
(three children in morning were sent by me to [WN 615] because they did not have all
their school outfits) 14.1.1969 Had scene with [staff?] & was in near uncontrollable rage.
15.1.1969 Had argument with [WN 187] & had [187] round neck in strangling
action”.1243
577.8 WN 615 remembers that Ray Williams used to “muck about with the girls the
same as he mucked about with the boys. You know on the fields outside, sitting
room, fighting and wrestling and the same as I did with them”.1244 She had no
knowledge of Ray Williams being physically violent to children and never
witnessed any sexual abuse by him.1245
577.9 Colin Tilbrook dismissed a complaint of bullying by Ray Williams made by WN
126, who claimed Mr Williams was picking on his brother WN 195 and had
pushed him into the pool.1246
577.10 WN 672 [1969–1973] remembers Ray Williams used to try it on with her and it
made her feel uncomfortable.1247
578. There are records of Ray Williams’ contribution to case conferences at the Home. 1248 He
writes a detailed report on WN 174, concluding that the boy “needs more help than [the
Housemother] and I can give him as Houseparents”.1249 There is another example at
WD001778.
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579. The Panel may wish to consider whether Mr Williams’ background might suggest that
he was not equipped to provide emotional support to children in his care.
Thomas Hamon
580. Thomas Hamon joined the staff as a relief house-parent in 1966 with no previous
experience,1250 resigning the same year to return to his work at St John Ambulance. The
fact of his resignation was relayed as matter of course to the Children’s office by Mr
Tilbrook.
580.1 Having left, he wrote to Mr Tilbrook volunteering to help in the evenings:
"I feel I must write to you to ask if I can come up and see the boys, and in fact help as
before. I like those kids more than one would think, I promised them I would come up and
see them, if you would allow it! I do hope you will, after all we are still friends. I left your
employment not because I did not like the kids or because I could not get on with you. I
can be of help in the evenings, so please let me come up. I also have to ask about my
wages for the three weeks I was there. I have not heard from you concerning this
matter.”1251
580.2 Colin Tilbrook’s reply1252 puts Mr Hamon off:
“A little later on, when all our new staff have quite settled it will be nice for you to call
but at the moment I do feel you should wait. New members of staff will find it a
little difficult during their first few months and the children will have their
loyalties divided if ex-members of staff come up during this settling period.”
580.3 A letter from Colin Tilbrook in 1971 to Thomas Hamon, hoping that the boys at
HDLG would continue to enjoy Thomas Hamon’s “friendship”, suggests that
Colin Tilbrook had no misgivings relating to Thomas Hamon’s behaviour with
boys at the Home.1253
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580.4 Margaret Davies remembers feeling “uncomfortable” about Thomas Hamon but
that she did not raise any concerns with Mr Tilbrook because of their relationship
problems and because “my concern was based around a general feeling of
suspicion towards Mr Hamon rather than anything specific”.1254 She says that noone brought concerns to her attention. There is no reference to any system in place
at the time between staff and management that concerns held by staff about
colleagues were to be raised with management. It is not known whether had such a
system been in place it would have been recognised as common practice within
children’s homes at the relevant time.
581. WN 930 remembers that Hamon was asked to leave but does not say why.1255
582. In December 2005 Thomas Hamon pleaded guilty to 12 counts of indecent assault of
boys relating to two separate periods, the first between 1964 and 1969 and the second
between 1980 and 1989 [WD000735]. At least two of these children were former
residents at HDLG and at least one of the offences occurred at HDLG. As previously
referred to, Mr Hamon died in custody while awaiting sentence.
WN 264
583. As set out above, WN 264 gave evidence to the Inquiry about visiting the Home in the
1960s to take children out for the afternoon. An analysis carried out by the SOJP during
Operation Rectangle confirmed he fact that WN 264 would visit the Home regularly. The
records, summarised at WD000859, show that or the majority of visits he would take
more than one child out at a time although there were entries showing that he took
children out on their own.
584. In 2003, serious allegations of sexual abuse were made by WN 195 against WN 264, in
relation to a period during the 1960s when he had visited the Home. When interviewed
by the SOJP in 2003, he gave the following evidence in relation to the allegations:
584.1 On no occasion was he alone with a child;
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584.2 He never took a child out on a boat;
584.3 He denied any untoward behaviour towards WN 195 or any other child, stating
that the allegations were outrageous.
585. As part of the SOJP investigation, a note pad was found with website addresses relating
to child pornography, as were torn magazine pages depicting young boys wearing fashion
clothing. He stated that he noted down the website addresses because his computer was
crashing and received them via junk mail and had the magazine pictures because they
were “handsome young boys”. He also admitted having produced six or seven hard
copies of pictures of naked boys (aged between 12 and 17).1256
586. Although the matter was reconsidered during the course of Operation Rectangle, WN
264 was not re-interviewed.
587. In evidence to the Inquiry,1257 he maintained that the allegations against him were
“monstrous” and emphatically denied them. He also denied allegations that were put to
him in relation to two other former residents at HDLG, who alleged that he attempted to
indecently assault them in his car.
Colin Tilbrook
588. As far as we are aware, no allegations were made against Colin Tilbrook while he was
still alive and therefore there is no response from him, nor any record of investigations
carried out into allegations made against him. In her statement to the Inquiry Margaret
Davies, his former wife, states that she saw nothing which “suggested Colin might have
been abusing children”.1258
589. WN 8 remembers Colin Tilbrook “shouting a lot” and that he would have parties at
night in his flat.
590. In a letter written to the SOJP in late 2007, another member of staff [1963–1965]
remembers Colin Tilbrook as a dictator and a bully. She remembers him being angry
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when she and other staff joined a union. She never saw Mr Tilbrook harm anyone but
suggests that he behaved inappropriately with female staff at the home, including her. She
remembers being wary of Colin Tilbrook’s behaviour towards her.1259
591. WN 930 [1965–1966] remembers Colin Tilbrook appearing in the communal bathroom
when girls were having baths. He would say that he was saying goodnight. She thought
this inappropriate.
592. WN 87 [1966–] says that he went to the police having been told that Colin Tilbrook had
made a 14-year-old girl resident pregnant. He was told that the police would look into it.
He does not say what the outcome of his complaint was.1260
593. WN 615 [1966–1970] remembers Mr Tilbrook refusing to kiss a girl goodbye (see
above) after she had kissed other members of staff, complaining to the girl that she was
not to kiss him after she had kissed others. WN 615 adds “Apart from this incident I
cannot think of anything else that gave me concerns about Mr Tilbrook”.1261
594. WN 602 [junior member of staff: 1965/6] remembers that Colin Tilbrook “ruled by
fear...he would go for a few days without even talking to you...I never saw Tilbrook or
WN 491 interact with children”.1262
595. WN 202 [Assistant Housemother] told the police that she remembers Colin Tilbrook
“having four or five affairs” when she worked at the Home.1263
596. WN 515 [Housefather: 1967–1974] remembers that Colin Tilbrook was “rigid” but that
the children came first; he was not the easiest person to deal with, ran a tight ship and had
his finger on the pulse at all times. He put the children first and staff second – his
expectations were high. WN 515 thought Colin TiIbrook “a great bloke who got
results”.1264
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WN 491
597. WN 491 joined the staff as a Housefather in 1962; by 1963 he was in a more senior
position.
598. During Operation Rectangle, WN 491 was the subject of allegations of abuse from 15
complainants, all but one of whom alleged physical violence. When interviewed by the
SOJP, he denied all of the allegations made against him.1265 In relation to one of the
several allegations of ‘towel flicking’, he responded by saying “It’s against my nature.
The kids did it to each other” and in relation to an allegation that he would throw
ashtrays, books and slippers at kids, he said “not that I recall. It’s not the sort of thing we
did”. He emphatically denied that he would hit any child with a belt.
599. Other witnesses gave the following evidence about WN 491:
599.1 WN 491’s daughter gave a statement to the SOJP stating that WN 491 had never
liked the children at HDLG, that he had a short temper and he had hit her as a
child.
599.2 WN 8 [1962–] remembers that WN 491 made out that he was one of the lads and
got on with everybody.1266
599.3 WN 930 [1965–1966] saw WN 491 “at least 2 or 3 times” hitting boys across the
head or upper body with the back of his hand. He would use the detention room for
boys to calm down.1267
599.4 WN 514 describes him as an “autocratic disciplinarian and the kids respected him
for it”.1268
599.5 WN 867 [relief staff 1969–1971] told the police that she “flirted regularly” with
WN 491 then in his late 30s. She was 19. Colin Tilbrook was aware of this and
threatened to dismiss WN 867.1269
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599.6 Additionally, it was the view of Stephen Baker when considering the potential
prosecution of WN 491 that there were a “good number of former residents of the
home who speak very well” of WN 491, including phrases such as “wonderful”,
“kind” and “firm but fair”.1270
Senator Wilfred Krichefski
600. As noted above, allegations have been made about abuse committed by Senator Wilfred
Krichefski. Although there is no evidence directly from Senator Krichefski as he was
deceased by the time allegations were made, the following background evidence has been
obtained about him:
600.1 He was on the appointment Panel for Superintendent and Matron at the JHFB in
1946.1271
600.2 He was a visitor to JHFB in 1947 to interview boys leaving school.1272
600.3 He was a guest speaker at Brig-y-Don in November 1973.1273
600.4 Research was carried out by the SOJP into him in July 2008.1274
600.5 Information was received from a former SOJP officer, Barrie Stead, who initially
appeared to make allegations about investigating Senator Krichefski in the 1960s
and being told to stop,1275 but later denied making these allegations.1276
600.6 Evidence was received by the SOJP of a blackmail demand, making allegations
against Senator Krichefski and others.1277
Jeff Le Marquand
601. In July 1966, a child was admitted to HDLG when facing charges of “being destitute”.
While there, he made allegations of sodomy against Jeff Le Marquand and another and it
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was noted that the police were investigating.1278 From the evidence of WN 491, it would
appear that he reported Mr Le Marquand to the police after the allegations were made. 1279
A subsequent memo a few days later notes that the allegations were sufficiently
supported by evidence that he would be charged.1280 However, “in view of the fact that
[the child] appeared to be a willing partner and as we cannot rule out the possibility that
he may have a VD infection, he will be on his own but will be exercised”.1281
602. A letter from Colin Tilbrook to Patricia Thornton one week later1282 noted that the child
complainant was still locked up at HDLG despite having no authority to do so, as the
child had not been charged. He states: “My own feelings are that this boy was a very
willing accomplice in the ‘sodomy’ charge and may be a very bad influence on other
children and should therefore be kept separated from them”. Although no further
contemporaneous documents exist, a 2008 SOJP report notes that his accomplice was
convicted and sentenced to 18 months’ imprisonment.1283
603. Further documents from 1971 show that Le Marquand was attempting to gain access to
HDLG, having recently been released from prison but was not allowed into the
building.1284
604. Further documents suggest that there was other intelligence provided to the SOJP about
Mr Le Marquand’s reputation as a paedophile and possible involvement in a paedophile
ring.1285
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HDLG: 1970–1986
Type and nature of the Home
605. A Home Office Review carried out by Cuffe and Heady in 19701286 provides an insight
into the type and nature of HDLG at the beginning of the decade. It notes:
605.1 boys and girls were cared for in groups within the larger one;
605.2 the older children had their own sitting-room;
605.3 a nursery wing had been built, however it was designed for 10 small babies and
there were 24 children in residence under school age at that time;
605.4 it was undesirable for HDLG to accommodate a group of difficult adolescents.
606. As noted elsewhere, the Inquiry undertook a statistical analysis of children in care at
HDLG from 1970 to 1979.1287 This includes:
606.1 the number of residents at HDLG each month, broken down by gender;1288
606.2 the number of admissions and discharges each month, broken down by statutory
basis for admission.
607. Notable themes that can be taken from the statistics are:
607.1 The wide range of children who were admitted to the Home – including those who
had been abandoned, those for whom a place of safety was needed, those beyond
the control of their parents and those on remand.
607.2 By far the most frequent basis for admission to HDLG was under Article 82, under
which the Education Committee had a duty to provide care for a child who had
been orphaned/abandoned or whose parents were unable to provide proper
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accommodation, maintenance and upbringing, where it was necessary to do so in
the interests of the welfare of the child.1289
607.3 The number of children admitted on remand varied widely by year – ranging from
18 in 1970 and 17 in 1973 to 0 in 1975 and 1977.
607.4 The total number of children resident at the Home was generally between 48 and
58.
608. As noted above, HDLG was originally devised as a multi-purpose Home and it
continued to accept children on remand until early 1979, 1290 when Les Chenes opened.
From this point, the remand facilities were used as “single separation rooms”, primarily
for “more difficult older girls”.1291 HDLG was discontinued as a designated remand
centre in 1980, with the Education Committee noting that: “HDLG was so designated as
a remand centre on a temporary basis only and has never had satisfactory facilities”.1292
608.1

In 1980, Jim Thomson identified what he saw by then as the Home’s function:

“In general, I see HDLG 's function as providing facilities for short-stay, intermediate
and long-stay care for children from 0/16yrs. Anyone 17yrs. or over should not normally
be accommodated here except in the most exceptional circumstances.”1293
609. An inspection carried out in 1981 by David Lambert and Elizabeth Wilkinson on behalf
the UK’s Department of Health and Social Security provides invaluable evidence on the
role of HDLG and how it was organised. Although examined in more detail below, for
present purposes it is noted that the authors considered that HDLG had two primary
functions, which could “easily be in conflict” and was “highly unsatisfactory”:
609.1 As the major and most accessible residential resource – it provided a ready facility
for a great deal of emergency and short-term care; and

1289

LG000032/48
WD002622/14
1291 As per Lambert and Wilkinson Report 1981 – WD007382/56
1292 Day 42/5/22
1293 WD002606
1290

320

320

609.2 As a long-stay children’s home for a substantial group of young people who have
spent many years at HDLG.1294
610. Other points identified in the inspection that are relevant to the ‘type and nature’ of
HDLG are:1295
610.1 there were a great number of short-stay children, some of whom were admitted for
reasons that would not have led to a residential placement on the mainland;
610.2 a short-term reception unit had been set up in September 1980, but changed to a
three-unit system in order to rationalise resources;
610.3 HDLG was able to accommodate larger families, which was “obviously a bonus in
any service”;
610.4 many families of children would come in and out of care on a “fairly regular, if
short-term, basis”;
610.5 the location of the Home, in an open rural setting some 5 miles away from St
Helier, reduced the opportunities for employment and recreation for older children;
610.6 despite significant attempts to adapt the building, it still had the feeling of an
institution and “in professional terms the building is not suitable for any of the
tasks in which it is currently engaged”.
611. Following the Lambert and Wilkinson Report, a working party recommended that
HDLG should have a phased closure. In February 1983, the remaining children at the
Home were reorganised into two groups, Dunluce and Aviemore. In 1984, the children
and staff in Aviemore moved to La Preference, which had recently been purchased by the
States of Jersey. In December 1986, the remaining children and staff moved to the newly
established Heathfield.1296
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Organisation, management and culture
The legislative and regulatory context
612. The Children (Jersey) Law 1969 replaced the 1935 Loi, providing a new statutory basis
for taking children into care. Tables prepared for the Inquiry based on information set out
in committee minutes show the numbers resident in HDLG by gender, the gender ratio,
and admissions and discharges by resident numbers over the same period (where figures
are available).1297
613. There were now six statutory bases on which children could be taken into care:
613.1 Under Article 26, a child under the age of 17 in custody could be remanded to
HDLG. As such, was designated a remand entre in the Island for a child under the
age of 17.
613.2 Under Article 28, the Court could send a child to an approved school or place him
in the care of a “fit person” (Article 31 designated the Education Committee as a
“fit person”) where the child needed care, protection or control. In practice this
amounted to a court order requiring the child whose behaviour was considered to
be “out of control” to be taken into care. The Article enabled a Centenier to hold a
child in custody at HDLG pending the issue of a warrant.
613.3 By far the most frequent provision used was Article 82. Under Article 82, the
Education Committee could receive a child into care whose parents were unable to
look after him and where it was in the interests of the welfare of the child to do so.
Parents could at any time apply to take over the care of the child provided the
Committee considered it ‘consistent with the welfare of the child’. Article 83 gave
the Committee the option to take on parental rights in the circumstances set out
under the Law and provided the Committee had obtained a court order. W7 told
the Inquiry that Article 82 also covered voluntary admissions into care.1298
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Reception to HDLG and nature of children at the Home
614. As in the previous decade children would have a medical on admission. They would
also have a medical on discharge.
615. Marion Robson remembers that when a child first arrived at the Home, staff into whose
group the child was allocated would be given “just some brief background…nothing too
detailed” by the person in charge of the group. Staff would have been told about any
difficulties at the child’s home and about siblings. She could not remember children
being handed over by Children’s Services but feels sure that this would have been done in
“the office”. She remembers siblings being kept together.1299
616. Marilyn Carre, who worked as a CCO in the 1970s and 1980s, said that the decision by
Children’s Services to place a child at HDLG was based on “where there was space and
it was not always necessarily what we would have considered the best place for the
child”.1300
617. WN 668 [1974–1976] remembers that all children came to the Home via the Children’s
Office:
“Each child had an allocated CCO based in the Children’s Office at Highlands who
liaised with HDLG, parents, schools and where applicable the Police. When we first
arrived at Haut de la Garenne every few of the children had been sent as result of Police
involvement, at that time a very small number were excluded from school. However, the
majority of the children were under achievers with short attention span and very
institutionalized. With a few exceptions the children had little or no affection for other
family members, children would refer to each other by their full name, ie John Smith
rather than "my brother". Without exception all of these children had suffered emotional
deprivation and had no experience of normal family life. Many were streetwise at an
early age, being devious and proficient liars.”1301
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618. She says that within a few months of her starting to work at the Home, more children
were referred by the police and court. This she says “changed the whole ambience of the
Home and had a very adverse effect on the resident children. Some of the long term
resident children became caught up in this behaviour...despite the best efforts of
staff…care staff who had been employed to look after disadvantaged children from
broken or dysfunctional homes found this change particularly difficult. Young women
who were trained to nursery nurse level were on the receiving end of more and more foul
and abusive language from teenage boys and girls.”1302
619. Ernest Mallett [1970–1974; 1981] worked both at HDLG and at La Preference. He was
able to provide a contrast between the two groups of children – those he had looked after
in 1981 at HDLG and those he went on to look after at La Preference:
“I sometimes felt [the children at HDLG] were more disturbed or more abused than the
ones that I met when I went to the vegetarian home. They were more -- I mean they might
have had the same things happen to them, but they were more sort of calm and -- where
the ones from HDLG were like quite -- I do not know. They would sort of – they had been
through whatever at home, you know, they had not had an easy time and I think that came
out in their behaviour and that as well. They were usually the ones there were problems
at school with as well.”1303
620. This may reflect the change of intake in the late 1970s and into the 1980s. In Mr
Mallett’s view, HDLG was “an institution where [children] were all just flung in”.1304
621. WN 102 [1978–1982] first worked in an administrative role at the Home. One of her
roles was to book new children in:
“They would arrive with an adult; generally, a CCO or a member of the family depending
on the individual circumstances. I would input all their details into the admission
paperwork and arrange for medical examinations to be carried out. Dr Bill
Taylor…would conduct medicals on all the new children either on the day of admittance
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or a few days after arrival. The medicals usually took place in my office and if I was not
present then another member of staff would be. The medical examinations would include
checks for any marks, allergies or temperature and the Doctor would listen to the child's
breathing to make a note of any findings. The child's height and weight would be
recorded at the same time and each child had a medical record on file. I would also be
responsible for arranging the medicals on children being discharged from the home.
There used to be a large ring bound book which contained all the names of past and
present children at the home; it was very useful as it contained their personal details and
dates of admission/discharge…Each new child was placed in one of the four groups
(Aviemore, Baintree, Claymore or Dunluce) but there did not seem to be a system in place
for allocation except with the very young children; they were sent to Aviemore.”1305
622. She remembers that when Jim Thomson was superintendent he took a photograph of
every child who was admitted.
623. WN 661 [1976–1984] remembers children being bathed and clothed on admission.1306
624. WN 7 remembers that it was the Superintendent who would allocate which group a
child would go into on arrival in the home. A member of staff would go the
Superintendent’s office to be introduced to the child and to be told by the CCO why the
child had come into care, “we would then go back and tell the other members of staff”.1307
625. In September 1977 Jim Thomson provided a categorisation of the different types of
children at the home in a memo sent to Charles Smith.1308 The two main categories were:
“1. Children who either have problems or who are problem children, and
2. Children who are no particular problem themselves but whose parents pose special
problems”
626. Appended to the memo were the names of those children at the Home assessed by Mr
Thomson to fall into one of four categories:
1305
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“List A – children with problems who also have problem parents.
List B – children with problems
List C – children with problem parents
List D – children not in the three previous categories”
627. When invited to comment on this memo, WN 570 did not think that HDLG was suited
to the needs of children whose parents were incapable for whatever reason of looking
after them and had consequently been taken into care but she added, “there was nothing
else at the time”.1309
628. WN 7 agreed with Jim Thomson’s categorisation and said that whatever the category a
child fell into, the very fact of being placed in HDLG would have been difficult for a
child.1310
Numbers in residence, age range, boy/girl ratio, organisation of groups
629. Marion Robson told the Inquiry that the Home had “so many different ages and types of
children from different backgrounds, difficult children, sometimes...delinquent, others
who were not, so there were conflicting demands all the time”.1311
630. WN 570 says that by the time she left in 1983 there were only two groups of mixed
ages1312 and she did not remember teenage girls being a “major problem” at the Home.1313
631. One section of Jim Thomson’s paper on HDLG: “A report for the Eighties” 1314 was
quoted by Lambert and Wilkinson in their report when reaching their conclusion that
“HDLG remains unsuitable for the range of tasks it undertakes and is inappropriate as a
resource available to a present day Children’s Department … it fails to meet fully the
needs of many children particularly those with special social and emotional needs”. He
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had categorised those children for whom the home was unsuccessful and those for whom
it worked.
632. Those for whom the Home did not work included:
“1. Children with no family ties or any description, particularly if they are in their own
without brothers or sisters.
2. Children in long-term care with erratic and/or unsatisfactory family ties, with no clear
avenue towards rehabilitation with their family.
3. Seriously disturbed children who need much greater individual attention from more
skilled staff.
4. Delinquent and/or disruptive children who require a more custodial and supervised
environment such is now provided at Les Chenes.”
633. Those for whom the Home did work were categorised as follows:
“1. Cases where there are strong family links and a clear avenue to a return to the family
2. Where a young person usually a teenaged has broken away from home of his own
accord often because of a poor step-mother or step-father relationship
3. Where the stress of the home situation is so severe that the child is happier in
residential care.”

HDLG as a remand centre
634. In 1970, figures were compiled (as part of the Children’s Officer’s annual report) setting
out the number of children on remand or pending a royal court appearance. The table set
out those for whom the detention room had been used, and the number of days of use. In
one case a boy was held in a detention room for 115 days, another 34 days, another 23
and another 22 days.1315
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635. In the same year, the Children’s Sub-Committee were concerned that in certain cases
detention of children pending appearance at court could amount unlawful detention.1316
636. There had also been concerned expressed by the Home Office inspectors in 1970 at the
attitude of staff to the use of the rooms, although what the attitude had been is not given
in the minute.1317
637. An extract from the minutes of the Education Committee in 1972 records Colin
Tilbrook’s concern at the influence that those being held on remand in the detention
rooms at HDLG charged with drug offences was having on children in the Home, “there
was a limit to the time a child could be held in a detention room and it was not possible
to segregate them from others”.1318
638. The Education Committee reviewed the existing law:
The Committee notwithstanding that under the provisions in Article 15 of the Children
(Jersey) Law 1969, that no court should impose imprisonment on a child decided that, in
the interests of the other children in the Home, the worst offenders should be admitted to
the women's section of the Prison. The Committee was of the opinion that the Children's
Officer should always be present at a Court hearing and that the place of committal
should be discussed with him. The Children's Officer was instructed to discuss this
suggestion with the Court. The Committee noted that no provision had been made for
girls on remand in the juvenile wing of the new prison and, as this provision was
considered necessary, it suggested that the matter should be discussed with the Prison
Board.1319
639. Although, by 1978, Les Chenes had opened and was being used as the main remand
centre, the use of HDLG as a remand centre was controversial during the course of the
decade. In 1973 concern was noted for the morale of staff and children that HDLG should
take children committed on remand by the court to the home. News reports at the time in

1316

WD002050
WD002592
1318 WD002631
1319 WD006208
1317

328

328

the JEP recorded the court orders naming HDLG as the remand location – this quickly
became common knowledge in the home.
640. In 1974, the Jersey Schoolmasters’ Association wrote to the Education Committee
expressing concern at the number of juvenile offenders placed at HDLG and at what the
Association described as “the possible risk to the other children in the home”.1320
641. During his tenure, WN 532 grew increasingly concerned about the use of the detention
rooms. In September that year the Education Committee had instructed WN 532 to
“please ensure that anyone detained in them should have their meals in one of the dining
rooms”.1321
642. In the same month (September 1975) WN 532 wrote a long memo to Mr Smith, the
Children’s Officer on the use of the detention rooms, discussed below. 1322 There is no
response available from Mr Smith.
643. Perhaps in response to that memo, 2 months later the Education Committee authorised
£3,000 expenditure to extend secure accommodation at HDLG for a maximum of 5
children given that “it would be at least 2 years before the residential school [Les
Chenes] would be available”.1323 It does not appear that the extension was carried out.
644. In March 1980, the Education Committee discontinued HDLG’s designation as a
remand centre given that Les Chenes was by then fully operational. 1324 In May that year
the Education Committee wrote to Mr Thomson, who had complained about his loss of
additional income with the removal of the designation:
“You will be aware that HDLG was so designated [as a remand centre] on a temporary
basis only and has never had satisfactory facilities ... ”1325
645. Morag Jordan told the Inquiry that when children came on remand staff would be told
the reasons and the length of stay as they would be brought by the police.1326
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Recreation and facilities
646. The outdoor pool was “very popular” but aside from that Marion Robson remembers
there being no organised outdoor activities; children would make their own
entertainment. Within the groups, there would be board games and “things like that”.
Children would not have permission to leave the grounds of the Home. Most children
would go home at the weekends; those who stayed would be taken to the beach.1327
647. Ernest Mallett remembers that “they made Christmas really good for them”.1328
648. A Housemother [1970–1974] remembers that there was very little supervision at the
Home during the weekends “I had a feeling that no-one knew what was going on”.1329
649. WN 552 [early 1970s–1979] remembers that resources were not “great”. At Christmas,
“we used to get whatever we could for presents”.1330
650. There are frequent references to summer camps in the notes. Swaps with children’s
homes in London were also organised.1331
Volunteers and student placements
651. Ernest Mallett was a volunteer between 1970 and 1974. He had friends who worked
there. He would go up to the Home to meet them and became involved in helping out.
There was no interview and no vetting process. It was, he told the Inquiry, based on who
he knew and that they knew him “Jersey is quite small so you really know everybody
there”. There was no signing in book. He would organise outdoor activities and sports
and sometimes read to children in the sitting room.1332
652. Under their tenure, WN 532 and WN 587 [1974–1976] set up a scheme “with the Jersey
police which involved two young police cadets coming to work in the home for about a
week at a time alongside the staff.” They could not remember how many came in all,
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“maybe about ten”. Their rationale was that they wanted “the children to get to know the
Police as more than just authority figures and the Police to see the children in a better
light”.1333
653. WN 532 and WN 587 also took in trainees from the NNEB course to do work
placements.1334
654. WN 668 [1974–1976] remembers police cadets who would come on placements, saying
that “most did not like being at HDLG”. She gives an account of a trainee catholic priest
who came to volunteer; she felt uneasy around him: he indecently assaulted her, “I did
not tell anyone because I felt it was a stupid thing that had happened”. She does not say
whether it concerned her that he was working with children.1335 Further evidence about
this individual is noted below.
655. Another member of staff [1974–1976] remembers volunteers who would visit the
Home, “a few would come up to socialise with a few of the girls and join in with whatever
the children were doing at the time, some were working on the Island and just pop
up”.1336 He was only 20 at the time he started at HDLG. The same worker remembers
being concerned about a priest who volunteered to take children camping: “he turned up
without appointment or identification…I was immediately concerned that the children
were too young and he was unknown”. He went to a senior member of staff and “we
stopped this”. He thinks the matter was reported to the police. Apparently the priest had
left the Island.1337
656. Tony Jordan first worked at HDLG as a volunteer before being taken on. He would play
snooker with the children and take them swimming. When he took them swimming this
would be logged in the day book.1338
657. WN 7 volunteered in the summer of 1975 to work at HDLG. He was not supervised but
he remembers that staff were always around. As a volunteer he came and went as he
1333
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pleased, making himself known to a member of staff when he arrived. There was no
register that he had to sign. There would have been times when he would have been alone
with children. He would be there to help with meals and bedtime.1339
658. A qualified teacher remembers volunteering at HDLG between 1974 and 1976. He
found it a good experience. He was working at the time in a school where children he
says were caned on a regular basis. He says as a volunteer he was not aware of any
caning at HDLG or of anything that made him think it was not a “caring environment”.
He remembers working in the ‘C’ group – “children who had police involvement”. He
found WN 532 and WN 587 “very caring”. Had he had any concerns he would have gone
to them.1340
659. There appears to have been a formal arrangement between Children’s Services and
Southampton University regarding student placements at the Home.1341
660. There was also a system of checking and follow-up in place by 1978 in relation to local
student volunteers.1342
661. During 1974 and what may seem to be a perennial problem with shortage of staff, WN
532 wrote to Charles Smith saying that: “The students are the help we need throughout
the holiday period and really just as necessary”.1343
Staff: recruitment and experience
662. The Inquiry is specifically tasked with considering the recruitment of staff and a
considerable amount of evidence needs to be considered when looking at the process,
quality and breadth of recruitment. WN 287 [1973–1974] was a qualified residential CCO
when she started work at HDLG in 1973, aged 21. She had undergone training at
different placements. She obtained the Home Office letter of recognition which included
a course in child psychology. She was interviewed for a post at HDLG by Charles Smith,
by a member of the Education Committee and by Jim Thomson, who was a Senior Child
1339
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Care Officer (“SCCO”). It was quite “normal” in that era not to have been interviewed by
someone from the Home.1344 She provided referees which were taken up. By the date she
joined, the groups had been allotted names: she worked in the Claymore group. She left
after only 3 months because she found the Home “just too big”.1345 She got to know some
of the staff: some were qualified nursery nurses, others unqualified.
663. Marion Robson [1973–1974; 1978–1982] was initially recruited as a relief residential
care worker. She was Jim Thomson’s daughter. She had no qualifications. In the
intervening period she worked for 10 months in a children’s home in Southsea.1346 She
remembers that not having qualifications was “not unusual at the time”.1347
664. Wendy Castledine [1974–1978; 1980–1984/5] was a part-time night nurse. She had no
previous experience as a night nurse but had worked in child residential care in the
UK.1348
665. Marilyn Carre was a CCO who supplemented her income by doing occasional shift
work at HDLG. She worked there in the early 1980s. She did around 12 or more relief
shifts a year at homes including HDLG over a period of 2 or 3 years.1349
666. Ernest Mallett who had been a volunteer returned to work at HDLG in December 1981.
By this time, he had acquired training in the UK and residential care work experience. 1350
667. William Gilbert [1976–1979] held a certificate in the residential care of children and
young people and had been in charge of a unit of 13 “disturbed adolescent boys” within a
remand home.1351
668. WN 570 [1971–1974; 1977–1983] was interviewed, she thinks, by four people
including Colin Tilbrook and Patricia Thornton. She held an NNEB qualification
although she told the Inquiry that none of that equipped her for HDLG. 1352 She left the
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Home in 1974 and was asked to return in 1977 by Jim Thomson, by which time she was a
residential CCO. On taking up the post in 1971 she was given accommodation at the
Home.1353
669. A Housemother [1970–1974] had previously worked in children’s homes in Belfast
looking after babies. She was interviewed by members of the Committee and the
Tilbrooks.1354
670. WN 671 [1972–1973] was interviewed by Charles Smith. He says that he worked with
groups A, B and C.1355
671. One member of staff [1972–1973] remembers being interviewed in a pub “by a man and
a woman”.1356
672. Morag Jordan [1970–1984] had qualified as a nursery nurse and had previously worked
with young children. She was interviewed by Colin Tilbrook and another. When she
started she found that she was placed to work with children of all ages.1357
673. WN 520 [early 1970s] was recruited as a Housefather, having previously been working
in a completely different industry. Discussing the staff at the Home, he recalled that it
was a “good social crowd”.1358
674. Gordon Wateridge was a joiner and carpenter and had been in the Army. He was
interviewed by Patricia Thornton, Charles Smith and Colin Tilbrook.1359
675. One member of staff [1970–1974] carried out part of her practical training for the
NNEB qualification at HDLG, at the end of which she was given a full-time job by WN
532 and 587 working in the nursery and as a carer working in what she calls “the family
unit”.1360
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676. WN 872 [1975–1980] had provided “day fostering” for about 5 years when she was
taken on to work in Dunluce, which she described as containing “all the ‘delinquents sent
to the home from the courts”. She was non-residential.
677. WN 873 [1976–1978] started work at HDLG only because that was the only way in
which she and her fiancé, who was already working in the Home, could get
accommodation.
678. WN 704 [1977–] took up a full-time job at HDLG having qualified as a residential care
worker.1361 She joined with WN 640, who had no qualifications but had helped in running
a Family Group Home in the UK.1362 He was taken on part time as a Houseparent, but
also to do manual jobs at the Home.
679. WN 831 [1977–1978] had certificates in Home Management, family care and parent
craft. She had worked in a Home in England and then for a local authority as a social
work assistant before being offered a job at HDLG following an interview with three
people. She was in her twenties. She was given a room in the Home and allocated
Dunluce to work in. She was not kept on after a probationary 6 months. In his reference
following her departure, Jim Thomson said that she was unpopular with staff and children
and described her as lacking “the qualities of tact and compassion”.1363 She went on to be
a qualified social worker who at the time of her statement to the police in 2008
investigated complaints and serious incidents involving public sector institutions.
680. WN 668 and WN 714 [1974–1976] applied for senior roles at the Home through an
advert in New Society. They were interviewed together by Charles Smith, a member of
the Education Committee, John Rodhouse (the Director of Education) and Jim Thomson.
WN 668 was a qualified nurse and had worked in children’s home in the UK for children
with behavioural difficulties.1364 WN 714 was also a registered nurse and had worked
alongside WN 668 in a children’s home in the UK. By coincidence he had attended a
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course in general child care given by WN 587, who was later to be Matron at HDLG. WN
668 and WN 714 left in part because they felt pushed out by other staff.1365
681. WN 636 [1974–1976] had previously worked in nursing and joined the staff at HDLG
as a Housemother in 1974. She and WN 694 (a qualified social worker) were put in
charge of ‘D’ group. She was then in her early 20s. WN 694 remembers having a two-day
interview for the role of CCO in 1972. When he applied for the role of Housefather in
1974 he was interviewed by Charles Smith and he thinks two members of the Education
Committee.1366 When WN 694 left in 1976 he went back to work as a CCO with
Children’s Services.
682. One member of staff had a NNEB qualification when she started work at the Home,
aged 19 in 1973. She left in 1975. She was allocated the Aviemore group and was not
given any guidelines on disciplining children.1367
683. WN 689 [1977 and 1979] was recruited to work in the Dunluce group. He had previous
residential child care experience.1368
684. WN 552 worked as a volunteer, then qualified as a nursery nurse. She went back to the
Home in the early 1970s until 1979 and then returned in 1981 until 1982.1369
685. In 1996, WN 532 gave a statement to the UK police, relating to Richard Owen. At one
point he described how Owen came to work at HDLG:
“Around 1974 my then head of department, Charles Smith asked to see me in the office.
He spoke to me regarding the possibility of employing someone on his recommendation.
He told me this man’s name was Richard Owen he had been an officer in the army but
was now employed as a chef in Jersey. I was told he was well recommended and was very
multi-talented. As a result, I interviewed Richard Owen. If I remember the job was
practically his before the interview as he had some strings pulled for him. He was taken
on as was [WN 871]…They were in charge of young children in a family group. In those
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days I am sure that no references were asked for and no checks were made on their
previous character”1370
686. Elsewhere, WN 532 says that Richard Owen and WN 871 “were effectively imposed
upon us, though we had no objection as we had every confidence in Mr Smith’s
judgment”.1371
687. WN 871 had no qualifications when she was recruited alongside Richard Owen; nor
from her account of Owen’s background, did he.1372
688. Tony Jordan was encouraged to apply to work at HDLG by Morag Jordan who told him
that the home was looking for more staff. He had no qualifications in child care and no
experience. He remembers being interviewed by Jim Thomson and a member of the
Education Committee.
689. One member of care staff recruited in 1975 or 1976 was about 25 when she started,
having had no previous experience of child care. She worked with two different age
groups and was at the Home for about 10 months. She remembers some of the children
“not looking good in the mornings; quite a few looked miserable”.1373
690. WN 532 describes taking on additional staff when he and WN 587 took over the
running of HDLG in March 1974.1374
691. When

applied for a senior role at HDLG in 1979, it is recorded that the

Children’s Officer asked the SOJP to carry out a check at the Criminal Records
Office.1375
692. WN 661 [1976–1984] was taken on in 1976 aged 18 having completed her NNEB. It
was her first employment with children.
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693. WN 159 [1977–1979; 1980] had no previous experience or qualifications when she was
taken on in 1977 to work as a Child Care Assistant in Baintree. She remembers the
children in her group as being “smashing”.1376

Domestic/Non-Care staff
694. Most domestic staff appear to have started work without filling an application form1377.
WN 584 got a job at the Home in 1973 through an interview with the head of catering at
Highlands College. He makes no mention of where he was vetted.1378
695. One member of staff was encouraged by Mario Lundy to work at HDLG for a few
months in 1985. He had no previous child care experience, but was taken on because of
his sporting background to engage the children in sports activities. He found that the
Home “had a happy lovely feeling to it and it was a big family group”.1379
696. WN 102 [1978–1984] was originally taken on in an administrative role.1380 When she
applied for a role in children’s services in 1984 she described her time at HDLG, saying
that, although she was for eight years employed in theory part-time, “…I worked full
times as most of the extra hours I worked were within the home doing everything from
taking charge on occasions to looking after the children, night nurse and even the
laundry.”1381 In a memo dated 1980, Jim Thomson saw WN 102 as being especially
valuable because of her ability to communicate with teenagers.1382
697. Early in Jim Thomson’s tenure as Superintendent (around 1977), he identified two of
the reasons why staff turnover was high:1383
“…younger staff with NNEB training are no longer working with the age range for which
they were trained. The child population is now predominantly teenage or late primary
1376
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school. Staff necessarily have to work several evenings until 10 pm or later and they have
to cope with the problems of teenage children, never mind problem teenagers.”
698. He proposed recruiting older staff:
“We therefore need to recruit older staff and more mature staff who understand that they
will continually be required to work unsocial hours.”1384
699. He also identified resentment by staff that they could not qualify for residency in the
Island and was concerned that residential care staff were being discriminated against (see
Chapter 2 on housing issues).
700. By December 1977, there were only 16 permanent child care staff at the home, as
opposed to the 20 considered necessary. In the same month, Mr Thomson circulated an
internal memo comparing the number of absconding episodes from the home between
1975 and 1977. In 1975, in the final year of WN 532’s tenure, there had been
‘approximately’ 115 individual episodes – or one every 3 days in the year. In 1976 the
number had dropped to 46. In 1977 it was 55, of which 29 were girls and 26 boys; since
June of that year 14 out of the 16 incidents of absconding involved girls.1385
701. Problems recruiting staff were also constant theme throughout 1978. It was raised by Mr
Thomson with the Children’s Sub-Committee at a meeting in April 1978 in which he told
them that he was having difficulties recruiting suitable staff because those with children
had problems ensuring suitable arrangements for their own children. The committee
allowed one existing member of staff, WN 656, to have her child with her during working
hours but said that this would have to be reviewed on a case by case basis by the
committee.1386
Staff: induction, training and exchange of information
702. The evidence on the existence, the extent and the timing of information sharing and
training is varied during this period – the Panel may wish to consider whether this is due
to training only being made available to certain people or whether it was only instigated
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by certain Superintendents. The Panel may also wish to bear in mind the amount of
training that residential CCOs would have received in the UK at the time and take into
account the evidence about the specific difficulties faced in Jersey, from funding to pure
geography. At that start of this period, Colin Tilbrook sends a memo to all staff in
October 1971 alerting them to proposed in-service training in general child care matters
during 1972, in association with North-West London polytechnic, “the arrangements are
almost finalised and it is hoped that study courses will start fairly early in the New
Year”.1387 There is no other evidence before the Inquiry on whether training did in fact
take place as envisaged.
703. WN 287, [1973–1974] although at HDLG for only a short time, received no training
when she started, saying “I do not remember seeing any policies or procedures”. She
remembers Charles Smith coming to the Home to meet all the staff to discuss the changes
that WN 870 wanted to introduce.1388 It may be considered notable that neither the
Superintendent nor WN 870 were able to promote the changes and that the authority of
the Children’s Office was felt to be necessary.
704. Marion Robson [1973–1974] received no induction when she started “What you did at
that time was follow the lead of the person in charge of the group, see what they did,
assist them, do as they advised you to do, if children needed washing or something
needed doing you would just do it and basically learn as you go”.1389 She never received
guidance on working with adolescents.1390 Fay Buesnel says that new staff would be
given a verbal run-through but nothing in writing.1391
705. Marion Robson remembers staff were required to attend meetings:
“there were staff meetings talking about the children, different plans, what was going on
and there was a general hall meeting when everybody got together, but there would be
individual ones between the groups as well”.1392
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706. Gordon Wateridge remembers there being monthly staff meetings: “the meetings were
an opportunity for senior members of the home to share their plans for the home with
other members of staff”.1393 He says that he had been promised the opportunity to
complete the Home Office course but that this never materialised.
707. In a paper dated February 1976 on staffing at HDLG,1394 the then Superintendent WN
532 reported that:
“In order that staff are able to gain the necessary confidence we have established a
system of guidance and support where we give time to discussions of problems staff have
with children in general or particular incidents. We devote half an hour to three quarters
of an hour each morning over coffee in order to have these seminar type meetings. Staff
both on or off duty are welcome and we have the toddlers with us for this time. It has been
a most rewarding experience and we feel the children have benefitted. The degree of
importance staff place on these occasions is the number of times they will join us even
though they may off duty.”
708. One member of staff [1978–1983] who was taken on to work in Aviemore remembers
that in her time at the Home there were meetings with senior members of staff every
week and also weekly house meetings.1395
709. By contrast, WN 552 [early 1970s–1979] says that there was never any time for team
meetings.1396 Tony Jordan said that he never received any support or training,1397
710. WN 7 remembered that there were no daily meetings but that there was a monthly staff
meeting, in which they would discuss holidays with the children, discipline, running the
van, “things like that”. Sharing of information about children was based on informal
communication.1398 In answers to questions from the Panel WN 7 referred also to team
meetings which were more about administration. Staff would be briefed by the
Superintendent or CCOs about the reasons behind a child’s placement. He recalled that
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there was no formal induction, he had no formal training and there was no formal
supervision.1399
711. Marion Robson remembers one training event in the time she was at the Home in the
late 1970s/early 1980s “when David Pithers came from the National Children’s
Home....it went on a week or two”. The course consisted of “child psychology, the growth
of the ego, development from toddler into teenage years, what happens to children whose
background has been fractured by poor family experiences”.1400 Fay Buesnel also
remembered this taking place, as well as Pat Curtis coming1401 but that there was not a lot
of training as “there was no finances”.1402
712. WN 102 [1978–1982] thinks it was Jim Thomson’s successor, WN 751, who brought in
David Pithers and started a training programme.1403
713. In the 6 months that Ernest Mallett worked at the Home in 1981 he received no training
and thought that no-one was interested in the experience that he had gained working in
children’s homes in England.1404
714. WN 570 [1971–1974; 1977–1983] could not remember any training being given in the
12 years she worked at the Home.1405 She told the Inquiry that she and her colleagues
were not trained properly nor were they ever given supervision. WN 522 [early 1970s–
1979] recalled that she had no training on how to handle older children.1406
715. WN 715 [Superintendent 1973–1974] was critical of the absence of training:
“I considered myself to be well trained, having completed a Home Office Course in
childcare and followed this up with an advanced post graduate course…I do not feel that
the training and staff were up to these standards. The nursery nurses I would say were
trained and there was just enough of them to cope. I have stated earlier that I thought the
Home was about thirty years behind its time. I stand by this. I say this because even
1399
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accepting that HDLG was grossly understaffed, what staff there was did not appear to be
fully trained in childcare. I believe the first training course held at HDLG was one
arranged by Mr Smith whilst we were out there. The understaffing was a big problem. I
actually do not believe they realised they were behind the times. This was a problem that
stemmed from above, at committee level. Where I say they were insular, I mean they
would employ local people as opposed to someone better qualified from outside. People
only came from outside if they could not get suitably experienced or trained local staff in
theory. In practice more locals were employed. In England we would go on conferences
and courses, out in Jersey this did not occur. Out in Jersey they were not up to date with
the current facilities.”1407
716. Staff were given no guidance about helping children with their education and there was
no area set aside for homework in the Home.1408
717. When giving a statement to the Police in 1996 about Richard Owen, WN 532 referred to
his receiving, “in-service training in many aspects of child care”.1409
718. WN 661 [1976–1984] cannot remember receiving any formal training or written
guidelines on punishment. She did remember that training began to be introduced to staff
while she was there when NCH provided training packages. Like WN 552, she
remembers David Pithers giving the training.1410
719. In the absence of formal training, WN 570 said that she would follow the lead of more
experienced staff. When she started, she was placed in Group A (subsequently Aviemore)
and just copied whatever the staff were on duty were doing.1411 She stayed in Aviemore
throughout her time. She remembers attending staff meetings once a month or once a
fortnight; on occasion, a psychologist, Mr Hollywood would take part. She could not
remember what would be discussed but staff from all the groups would attend.1412 Once
the separate houses had been introduced by WN 532 – Dunluce, Aviemore, Baintree and
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Claymore – the only opportunity staff had to mix was in the communal areas of the staff
flats.
720. WN 102 [1978–1982] says that she never had any formal training “so used my skills as
a mother when I worked at HDLG. I remember being called to the Home on about three
occasions when children were misbehaving and they seemed to calm down when I arrived
to speak to them. My philosophy was to treat the children as I would my own”.1413
721. WN 704 [1977–1982] remembers that she was the only one with formal qualifications
and had no formal training in the 4 years that she was there.1414
722. In the statement that they prepared for the police in 2008, WN 532 and WN 587
[Superintendent and Matron from 1974 to 1976] recollected:
“We....set up a training system to bring the staff more in line with English standards and
had people from linked areas of work to talk to the staff and answer questions about their
work with children. For instance the psychologist gave a talk and the chief probation
officer and also the children’s officer himself.”1415
723. There is record of in-house training arranged in July 1979 shows that Eirlys Williams, a
senior lecturer in social work, was booked to speak to staff at the Home on “Residential
Care: some perspectives on working with adolescent girls”.1416 Two years on, in 1981,
Charles Smith writes to Jim Thomson inviting him to nominate staff for a five day
residential course in Southampton on ‘Caring for Adolescents’: “the course is designed
for those whose primary responsibility is the direct care of adolescents in residential
settings and attempts to help staff explore and develop some of the skills necessary to the
youngsters when leaving care”. The names of two members of staff at the Home are
written in manuscript on the memo alongside the words ‘not interested’.1417
724. Comments made by the Working Party following the Lambert and Wilkinson Report in
1981 provide a useful snapshot of the training position across the board at that time:
1413
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“It was noted that staff at HDLG are keen to participate in any form of training
programme that might be established. It was felt that particular attention should in fact
be paid to providing ongoing in service training for all our residential staff, particularly
those expected to deal with difficult or disturbed children and adolescents. It was noted
that the majority of our residential staff have received no formal training in residential
social work with the older child yet were expected to cope with a wide range of difficult
and disturbed children in the older age ·group.”1418
725. When Mario Lundy was sent to work at HDLG in 1985 he found that the staff there
were “untrained and unqualified”.1419
726. However, there is some contemporaneous evidence on training having already been
provided by the National Children’s Home (and particularly David Pithers) by the time
that Mr Lundy arrived:
726.1 July 1984 – NCH course on ‘Children with Problems’ to be attended by “19
residential care staff representing all three children’s homes and one of the Family
Group Homes and 10 officers of the children’s section”. Noted that this was to be
the first of “12 training modules to be provided by the National Children’s Home
for local care staff over the next two years”.1420
726.2 Nov 1984 – noted that NCH training course progressing very successfully, with
participants from all children’s homes. Noted that all staff who had attended to
date had been “very enthusiastic about the content and method of training”.1421
726.3 June 1985 – week-long course on “play for children”.1422
726.4 Up to 1985/86 – module courses led by Pithers on subjects such as loss and
separation, play, violence and aggression.1423
726.5 1986 – in-service training programme for residential care staff.1424
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726.6 1987 – day workshop focusing on the problems of disclosure and a wide range of
issues surrounding child sexual abuse. Attended by child care staff, teachers,
health visitors, probation officers and the police.1425
Staff: relationships with children and culture/atmosphere
727. Marion Robson [1973–1974] remembers there being two members of staff on duty for
each shift looking after 15 children.1426 She cannot remember ever sitting down to discuss
the emotional needs of a child, but says that bedtime was a good opportunity for one-toone contact with children “I always loved to read to the children and they always very
much enjoyed it”.1427 She says that had a child come to her with a complaint, “I would
certainly have tried to do something about it”.1428
728. WN 287 [1973–1974], although only there for 3 months, found that because there were
so many children in the Home, “you just could not build a relationship with them. They
were all over – or they seemed to be at the time...running from group to group...you just
could not keep it together”.1429 Making relationships with children in a Home “amounts
to a lot”. She worked for a short time with teenage girls in the Home, saying “you do
whatever you need to do to care for the children”. WN 552 [early 70s–1979] felt that
“sometimes we were a bit stretched … so you know individual attention you were trying
to give … a bit impossible really”.1430
729. When Wendy Castledine [1974–1978 and 1980–1985] started in 1974, “there were 6065 children...divided into four groups, Aviemore, Baintree, Claymore and Dunluce”.1431
She remembers children telling her how happy they were at the Home.
730. WN 570’s [1971–1974; 1977–1983] first impressions when she started work in 1971
was that the Home “felt very happy. It felt just like a normal house…with a lot of children
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… it seemed a happy place”.1432 She was asked to comment on a job description drafted
in 1972, setting out the role of the residential CCO in charge of a group. She thought it
was unrealistic given the size of the Home to have expected staff to look after the
emotional needs of children in their care:
“There was only ever two staff on with 15 children, so now looking back obviously there
was too many children and not enough staff...the staffing never changed...there was never
the opportunity to have as much time as these children should have had with adults…we
did the best we could at the time...there were too many children with too many problems...
actually being taken into care would have given them anxieties and problems.”1433
731. WN 570 remembers a system of children being specifically allocated to certain
members of staff, “you had a relationship with those children. It was practical things, for
example birthday presents Christmas presents, school parents’ evenings if their parents
were not going”. The member of staff and child would remain allocated throughout the
child’s time at the Home. One child was with WN 570 for 10 years. WN 570 added that
she thought this “awful…their whole childhood was gone”.1434 Children did form
relationships with staff, “and then they [staff] left and it was upsetting”.1435 WN 552
[early 1970s–1979] recalled that “we were not told a lot of the background at the
time”.1436 Another member of staff [1978–1983] who worked at Aviemore throughout
also remembers this system of specific allocation.1437
732. When WN 7 spoke about this in evidence he referred to all the groups having a system
where “you specialled a child…you had three or four children who you were special to
which would mean that you would buy their clothes for them, make sure you attended
their school reviews and pay particular attention to them if you could”.1438 His memory
of his time at the Home was that staff were always kind to children but that there was at
the same time constant pressure on staff. He considered that the mixed intake of children
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was “a problem for everyone” and that there was no adequate provision for the more
difficult teenage child.1439
733. WN 671 [1972–1973] remembers that it was a relaxed and happy environment, “the
staff were young, the kids content and visitors were welcomed”.1440
734. Another member of staff [1970–1974] who worked with children up to 11 remembers
that the children were treated in a caring manner, “we cared for them and we were like
supplemental parents, looked after them the best we could”.1441
735. WN 871 [1974–1976] describes HDLG as a “happy place”.1442
736. The positive accounts are at odds with the impression gained by WN 870 [Matron
1973–1974], who had spent 12 years working in children’s homes in the UK:
“I would describe [the children’s] treatment as harsh. They were not cared for. They
were minded rather than cared for. The children were a nuisance to the staff, especially
the nursery group. There was no loving atmosphere at all. But this [was not helped] by
the fact that it was very understaffed. This made all aspects of running the home
difficult.”1443
737. WN 870 subsequently explained what she had meant by “harsh”, saying that – “[the
children] were controlled by staff in a negative manner. There was a total lack of
personal relationship between the staff and children”.1444
738. She gave the example of the younger children at the home who had to be dressed for
bed very early – “this was usually so that the nursery nurses could get off early and go
out…the children would then have to occupy themselves with minimum supervision until
they went to bed…the staff showed no genuine care for the children…it was just a
job”.1445
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739. For WN 870, when she started one of the main areas that needed changing “was the
staff need to start treating the children as individuals. The children did everything
together and there was a shortage of staff”.1446 She added a comment which the Panel
may want to consider carefully in its analysis of the organisation, management and
culture of the Home:
“I have never witnessed a children’s home run quite like HDLG where children were not
their priority.”1447
740. WN 584 [1974–1980] remembers the care staff “were always shouting and bawling at
the kids” but that when he first started it was a “happy place”. By the time he left in 1980,
staff morale was at its lowest, “everybody was getting bitchy”.1448 WN 159 [1978–1979;
1980] says that looking back now, the Home was very institutionalised.1449
741.WN 714 [1974–1976] remembers that it was not the norm to allow children into the staff
flats,1450 however WN 532 allowed boys who had been excluded from school into his flat
where he had a TV and videos. In his evidence WN 532 explained that he did this with
boys in detention with whom the rest of their group could not get on. It was also a way of
providing supervision.
742. WN 694 [1974–1976] says he was always aware of not getting too close to the older
girls.1451
743. Marion Robson remembers that many of the older teenage girls self-harmed but that not
a lot was done:
“Nowadays people would understand that there were underlying problems and
psychological problems to do with self-esteem...but in those days there did not seem to be
much recognition of the fact...there was not such awareness of such issues”.1452
She has no memory of discussing reasons behind children absconding:1453
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744. WN 587 [Matron 1974–1976] spent “quite a lot of time” during her working day “with
individual children talking through their problems trying to understand their needs and
providing support for them”.1454
745. WN 831 [1977–1978] recalls that the senior staff when she was there – Jim Thomson,
Fay Buesnel and WN 781 – “did not seem to want to interact with the children. That to
me was odd”. The person in charge of Dunluce “had no regard for children
whatsoever…she definitely did not want to be around children”.1455
746. Another member of staff who worked in Aviemore from 1978 to 1983 remembers that
there were a lot of nursery nurses and that the children were “very well looked after”.
Everything she saw she says suggested that the Home was a happy place to be, “there
was a warmth to the place you felt it when you were there”.1456
747. WN 7 never had concerns about the ratio of staff to children, although he did think that
they would have needed more staff to give each child the necessary attention.1457 WN 7
did think that some children at HDLG did manage to form a bond with members of staff
but that in most cases it would have been difficult to do so.1458 As a residential care
worker the focus was on the day-to-day care of the child; he was not involved in the
planning for the child.1459
748. Gordon Wateridge remembers that the residential staff never received any information
about the children in their care from psychologists or psychiatrists to help them better
understand the children’s problems and issues.1460
749. Morag Jordan said that she would have found the job easier had there been more staff.
On occasion she found herself alone with a large amount of children and it was for this
reason they had to have a routine. She viewed John Pilling’s assessment (as noted below)
as accurate but said that it was necessary to have routine to maintain control. A child’s
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background was not explained to staff when they came to the Home. It was rare for the
CCO to share information and she did not have access to the children’s files.1461
750. WN 722 was a night nurse for two years in the 1980s. She worked at the Home one
night a week, “If a child was to cry or anything like that they would get a cuddle and get
them back to sleep”. For her doing the rounds at night was like “checking her own
children”.1462
751. WN 532 appears to have spent considerable time reforming the staff structure at HDLG.
Early on in April 1974, he complained to the Children’s Officer about staff shortages,
about the need to have relief staff available so as to avoid what he described as the
“mental stress” of permanent staff. Two months later, in June 1974, he writes to Charles
Smith:
“I am most concerned that today I have been met by staff at the end of their tether. We
are all working under stress and some groups in particular. The thing we really need is
extra staff in a group where there is any pressure. Four staff are very necessary to be on
duty each week with each group just to cover the rota…For instance ‘C’ Group with
current movement of children have 9 under 6 and only 2 staff on duty at the best of
times”.1463
Morag Jordan disagreed with this analysis and did not think that she was ever at the end
of her tether, stating that the job was: “as stressful as you made it”.1464
Staff: general duties
752. Wendy Castledine [1974–1978; 1980–1985] worked as a night nurse one or two nights a
week. She would be on her own and responsible for all the children. She would tour all
the sleeping areas hourly, “and settle any children who woke up and had wet the bed or
were otherwise distressed”.1465 She would also check the detention rooms hourly. She
relied on the intercom system which she said was sensitive enough to pick up children
1461
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getting out of bed. She remembers having to contact the Superintendent when parents in a
drunken state would knock on the door. She would record everything that happened in an
incident book.1466 She felt there should have been more staff but that she would be told by
the Matron what she had to do and “you did it”.1467
753. WN 552 [early 1970s–1979] described her responsibilities as being:
“as you would do in your family. Get them up, breakfast, the ones that went to school,
went to school. At that time they did not have lunch at school, so you had to pick them up
fi-om school, bring them back, give them their lunch, take them back to school. They
usually went to St Martin's or Grouville School so we had many buses that we used to do
that with, and then obviously after school, homework, watch a bit of TV, you know outside
we had a swimming pool, weekends they used to go on outings”.1468
754. In his paper on staffing in February 1976, WN 532 set out in detail the duties of a
member of staff on duty in a group:
“Staff need to cope with their nursery children plus school children from 7–9 am over
lunch time and from 4 until 10.30 pm. There may well be children home sick or who fall
ill at school needing collection and care. Staff need to assist children to wake, dress, wash
and during meal times then take turns in escorting to various schools. Return then to sort
linen for their children, to take turns in visits to school for their own particular children,
help with mending, escort their children to clinics or discuss with the CCO progress of
their charges. They will need to attend their own group discussions (taking turns to give
up their free time for same). Again they are eager to attend seminar/coffee breaks in
order to glean knowledge and to express frustrations etc., when they may have nursery
children to interest at the same time. Turns must be taken in collecting children from
school, supervising meals and returning children to school (one driver, one escort). They
will need to take a turn in collecting petrol for the van, the only time we can do being 2.15
pm. It can be that a member of staff, after the school run, will need to go to town and wait
in the queue on the Weighbridge to fill up, then to return just in time to commence the
1466
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escort from school. Staff need to be prepared all day and evening to assist in admitting
children when there is a vacancy in their group. …
The return from school varies and covers a long period between 3.30 pm. to 5 pm. and so
once more adds pressure on staff within the group. They then help the children to clear,
assist in washing up and re-laying the tables. In between various bedtimes and bathtimes
they need to help with general activities for the children in the house (various staff offer a
session to the other groups where they try to stimulate a new hobby or interest) i.e. one
gives First Aid, another netball another football, races and gymnastics, swimming,
sewing, discussion groups, carpentry, chess, drama - to name a few.
Senior staff try to offer a Youth Club atmosphere in the activity room with snooker, darts
and bar football etc. All of this type of activity will be open to the house thus relieving
pressures and widening the children's horizons.
Staff may need to escort children to various outside clubs, i.e. Cubs, Scouts, Brownies
Guides, Ambulance Brigade, Boys' Brigade, Discos etc.
We also encourage our children to bring their friends home and need to offer a homely
atmosphere where a child can relax with a game, books or just to chat.”1469

Staff: recollection/knowledge of policies and procedures
755. In the 10 years that Fay Buesnel worked at HDLG, eventually being appointed matron,
“there was not a written code of conduct”.1470 The Panel may consider that given her
seniority and the existence of the detailed rules created in 1975 [WD005420], this may be
indicative of the extent to which the rules were dispersed among staff at the Home.
756. WN 552 [early 1970s–1979] did not think there were any policies in place for staff
reporting concerns but said that had she been concerned, “I would have gone to senior
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management”.1471 WN 873 [1976–1978] was given no written policies or guides and said
that she just learnt from more experienced staff what to do.1472
757. If you had concerns about a child, remembers WN 570, “you would just get on with it”
rather than discuss with colleagues.1473
758. WN 570 told the Inquiry that she could not remember there being any written staff
policies or guidance that she was provided with in the time that she worked at the
Home.1474 This accords with another member of staff [1970–1974]: there was only the
hand-over book – “it was very simplistic”.1475 She was not given any codes of practice or
written rules.
759. Tony Jordan was never told about the ethos of the Home; all the rules he found out by
being told rather than anything he was given on paper.1476 Morag Jordan [WS000621/9]
was not aware of the existence of the 1975 rulebook, but said that it accorded with her
understanding of what was and was not acceptable. She said that the only real guidance
she was given was to treat the children as she would her own and to learn from others
who had worked there.
Staff: record keeping
760. As Marion Robson remembers a file was opened on each child resident at the home and
these would be kept in a cabinet in the Superintendent’s office: she was not sure whether
this was one supplied by Children’s Services or initiated by the Home. She thinks she
looked at a child’s file “once or twice” but that junior staff were not encouraged to do
so.1477 Another member of staff [1978–1983] remembers that there was a file on the
children but that the Children’s office had a larger file. She remembers reading files but
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not the background of the children, “I just got the impression that we did not have the full
history of the child available to us in the home.”1478
761. A memo dated April 1970 to all senior staff from Colin Tilbrook suggests that staff at
level did have access to the children’s files:
“I propose to try out a new system of filing for an experimental period. This entails the
incorporation of all children of one family into one file. In this file there will be a section
relating to matters affecting the family as a whole, and one section for matters relating to
each individual child. Matters concerning the whole family will therefore need to have
only one copy made, as will matters concerning one child. However, where matters relate
to some of the children of the family only, copies will need to be made for each child
affected.”1479
762. As in the previous decade, there was a hand-over book for the day and night staff.1480
763. WN 532 and WN 587, in their prepared statement to the police in 2008 [WD006213],
referred to their setting up a system of medical records and ensured that they were
maintained.
764. WN 661 [1976–1984] cannot remember there being any accident procedure in place but
does remember a log book being used.1481
765. An absconding record book was kept separately. Headed “Children who truant”, the
entries run from April 1974 to December 1981:they record the name, date and time of the
truanting/absconding, where the child has truanted/absconded (mostly either school or
HDLG) from, the date and time of return and how/where they were found.1482 The same
names appear regularly. The table below records the number of incidents of
truanting/absconding for each year:
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Period

Number

1974: April to December

53

1975: Jan to December

132

1976: Jan to December

39

1977: Jan to December

57

1978: Jan to December

35

1979: Jan to December

32

1980: Jan to December

13

1981: Jan to December

5

766. The Panel will note that these submissions only include a sample of the substantial
amount of records generated in this period in relation to children at the home, some of
which were social service day records which may not have been copied for the files kept
at the Home.
Staff: routine at the Home
767. Marion Robson [1973–1974] remembers that the four units in the Home had “very much
the same routines…There was an adherence to routine, meal times, children had clubs,
no difference really [between the groups]...there were slight variations because of slight
differences in staff temperament”. She described the routines at the Home as “very rigid”
but says that this was necessary given its size “Without proper routines it would be
impossible to look after 60 children...Although the routines seemed old fashioned to me I
understood why they were needed and could see that they helped the children to settle
into the home and maintained a sense of order”.1483 She told Professor Cameron in oral
evidence that she thought that “the routines and the systems were probably there to make
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the staff feel a bit more secure in the day-to-day job with handling so many children and
of such diverse ages and backgrounds and types”.1484
768. It was the same for WN 287 [1973–1974] – there was “a routine at HDLG” but she did
not find the routine regimented. She found the children “all appeared happy”.1485
769. WN 570 [1971–1974; 1977–1983] remembers that the four units were self-contained
and came together for meals.1486 This was how WN 552 [early 1970s–1979] remembered
it when she first started, “first of all they were called A, B, C, and D and then somebody
thought that was a bit impersonal so everybody was asked to come up with some
names…there were a lot of Scottish people there”.1487 The groups were named under WN
532 in late 1975. The names were: Aviemore, Dunluce, Claymore and Baintree.
770. During WN 532’s time, this changed so that the groups lived separately, each taking
meals within their own group. WN 570 told the Inquiry that the day to day running was to
keep things going as smoothly as possible, hoping that this would make for a happy
environment.1488
771. When Marion Robson first started in 1973, meals were taken in one large room, “it was
not an ideal situation”.1489 She says that children did not have any privacy in the
Home.1490
772. At the time that WN 668 [1974–1976] and WN 714 [1974–1976] joined, the Home was
still divided into four lettered groups: A, B, C and D. The A group was for infants and
very young children; B was for primary school age, C was intermediates and D for senior
children.1491 Children, she remembers, would not do cleaning chores but there would be a
dishes rota.1492
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773. Fay Buesnel remembered the work being very structured and very hard: “you were
working with 15 children and with just two of you on duty and many times were over 60
in numbers”.1493 She explained the staff grading system to the police, accepting that there
would be often four grade ones (junior grade) covering the Home, supported by the
superintendent.1494 She remembers that in the early 80s “there was a recognition that
there was a need of respite, more of a sort of family awareness, that some families may
be needed more support”. Aviemore she says was already by then being used as “a sort of
high turnover, shorter stay so those children were separate from the longer stay”.1495
774. One member of staff remembered the routine as “the shift rota that I worked was
varied, it would be 7 am to 4 pm or could be split shifts, 7 am – 12noon and then 4 pm to
10 pm or 1 pm to 10 pm. Once the children of school age had left for school there were
less staff needed during the day so it could be that you would work a split shift, and once
the children had returned from school there would be more staff.”1496 This is how WN
661 [1976–1984] remembered her working day.1497
775. For WN 552 [early 1970s–1979] it was a 12-hour shift:
“I used to leave, it takes about 25 minutes at 7 o'clock in the morning. I used to leave the
house at 6.30 am from St Ouen's...obviously if you are on a 12 shift, you used to leave
earlier because you could be behind a tractor or something along the top road. We used
to go into the.... To look at the book, the night book the Night Nurse had written about to
make sure that anything medical or whatever that happened to our children from our
group in the night. I think we used to sign in and then we used to go up to our groups and
get the children up, breakfasted. They used to have a wash, they did not have showers
every day. They'd get a wash, have breakfast, school uniforms, whatever, or if it was a
weekend they stayed in bed a little bit longer. They went and got up straight away.”1498
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776. Ernest Mallet was able to contrast the Home between when he was there as a volunteer
in the early 1970s with when he returned for a 6-month period in 1981:
“I think when I used to go there before, everybody was all involved with one another and
that, whereas it was like bitty, because there was the different groups and one group was
closing and it did not seem altogether, you know, it did not seem to be running together
really.”1499
777. A qualified teacher was recruited to work at the Home by John Rodhouse, the Director
of Education who interviewed her. She worked at the Home for about 18 months between
1975 and 1976. She was responsible for teaching those at the Home who had been
excluded from school. She had very little to do with the rest of the staff. The classroom
size ranged from 5 to 9 pupils.1500
778. WN 668 [1974–1976] remembers that if girls were excluded from school and had to
stay at HDLG all day then there was a retired teacher who was a nun who would come in
each day from the Education Authority to be with them.1501
779. The vast majority of children in HDLG appear to have been educated outside of the
Home, in States of Jersey primary and secondary schools. Some appear to have been
taken by minibus and those who were old enough took public buses. However, two
categories of children were taught at HDLG for short periods of time: (a) those who had
just arrived at the Home, could not go to their old school and had not been transferred to a
new school; and (b) those who had been excluded from school.
780. WN 177 was admitted to HDLG for about 2 weeks and was schooled there as he
attended a school far away and was too young to get the bus. This would have been in
approximately 1977.
781. WN 252 says that when admitted in 1977, she was initially home schooled at HDLG but
subsequently went to schools including St Martin’s, Grouville and Le Rocquier.
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782. WN 120 – described as “arguably the most disturbed adolescent girl at present in the
care of the Jersey Education Committee” – noted in 1977 that she was excluded from
normal schooling and therefore “attends morning school on the premises at HDLG”.
783. WN 147 recalls being expelled from St Helier Boys’ School aged 13 or 14
(approximately 1975/76) and then being taught at HDLG by a teacher coming in. He says
that there were a few children there and says “it was just basically people who got
expelled from other schools, you know”.
784. WN 668, a member of staff at HDLG in the mid-1970s, recalls that: “if girls were
excluded from school and had to stay at HDLG all day then there was a retired teacher
who was a Nun who would come in each day from the Education Authority to be with
them”.
785. WN 872 [1975–1980] worked in Dunluce – she did not live at the Home. Her shift
pattern was 0700–1200hrs, 1400–1600hrs, 1400–2200 hrs “or a combination of these”.
She remembers that the children would require supervising when they showered,
including the older ones. At times she had to supervise the boys due to staff shortages
“but tended to wait round the corner so as not to embarrass them”.1502
786. WN 532 and WN 587 [Superintendent and Matron 1974–1976] provided an account of
their day once the children had gone to school:
“We would then do the normal day to day chores around the house, we also had an office
with a live out secretary where we would deal with administration and that would
continue until the children returned home from school which would usually be about 3 to
3.30. The children came back, they went into their own groups and we would visit the
various groups. The children would play outside. There was an excellent swimming pool
on site in addition to that they would play cricket, football and the usual children's
activities. It was treated as one big happy family. [x] used to play with the children every
night. Tea would be between 5 and 6 pm prepared by the chef and they would have that in
their group rooms. The children were left to mix with each other and to their own devices
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until they went back to their own group rooms at about 8 or 9 o'clock, they would watch
TV, have a bit of late supper then go to bed. We changed the old dining room into a
games room in fact, where all the children could play together. We bought a snooker
table for this room from a big garden fete we held, and were also given a full scale train
set”.1503
787. WN 532 remembers that staff, including Morag Kidd (at the time) and others, “found it
difficult to change to our ways of thinking about how the home should be run”.1504
Staff: contact with Children’s Services
788. Marion Robson remembers CCOs being at the Home visiting children. She would only
see them “now and again...they often would speak to the senior staff... one or two would
take the children out”. Generally “there was always a sort of separation between the
fieldworkers and ourselves as residential care workers...I do not think they talked to me
at all about particular children”.1505 In her statement she recalls:
“…there was no real interaction between Children's Services and HDLG. I got the
impression that Children's Services would visit occasionally but I have no recollection of
regular meetings taking place to discuss the welfare of the children placed there. I think
the temptation at the time was to think of children at HDLG as being 'sorted' and to that
extent it could be described as a ‘dumping ground’”.1506
789. She found that there was no “open system between the fieldworkers and the residential
workers, no overt communication”.1507
790. WN 831 [1977–1978], who had been involved in social work the UK, cannot remember
children at HDLG having contact with their social worker, although she thinks that by the
standards of the times this was not surprising.1508
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791. WN 7 [1975; from 1979] remembers the relationship between residential staff and
CCOs as being cordial; at the time children were not often involved in their own reviews.
CCOs would come into the unit and speak to the child and to him if it was one of his
allocated ‘specialled’ children. He had never attended a meeting where a child had made
a complaint to their CCO.1509
792. Gordon Wateridge [1970–1974] remembers there being very little contact with the
Children’s Office. He met with Charles Smith on occasion whom he found “very
indecisive”. He has no memory of attending any case conferences.1510
793. Morag Jordan found the lack of communication between the staff and CCOs “a
disgrace”.1511
794. In contrast, WN 570 would speak regularly with the children’s allocated CCOs. The
frequency of visits to the child depended on the particular CCO: there was no consistency
of approach. She remembers that the CCOs would listen to what the residential staff had
to say, but the views of the residential staff on the child’s emotional well-being were not
sought. She was not aware that children had care plans.1512
795. Jim Thomson was frustrated that the areas of responsibility between children’s services
and HDLG appeared unclear.
796. In a memo to Charles Smith in January 1977 within a short time of taking over as
superintendent (and having himself been a CCO) he points out: “I am in favour of child
care staff having close contact at group level provided there is prior clearance and
subsequent feedback.”
797. Two years on, in a terse memo dated July 1979, Jim Thomson writes to Charles Smith:
“I am setting out the situation as I see it, both from my present stand-point and from
nearly eleven years in the child care area.
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1.

As a direct appointment of the Education Committee, I am ultimately responsible

to them for the administration control and day to day running of HDLG. In practice I am
normally answerable to yourself or your designated deputy with the right of appeal to the
Director of Education in any serious matter of difference of dispute. The same situation
applies to all staff at HDLG, but accepting the first point of referral should normally be
myself
2.

Child care matters are dealt with in liaison with Child Care Staff, and the SCCO

responsible who are civil servants. In practice, all questions of admissions, discharges,
transfers, foster or adoption placements, Court reports etc are dealt with under the
guidance and control of the S.C.C.O with such exchange of view as may be relevant, little
real difficulty ever arises in these areas.
3.

All matters of internal staffing, organisation, placement of children, discipline etc

are my responsibility subject to overall guidelines of common sense and good childcare…
4.

Part-time employment and casual employment should be in my area of discretion.

Full-time employment is a joint-matter for myself and child care staff.”1513
798. This apparent blurring of roles was picked up a year later, in the Lambert and Wilkinson
Report [WD007382/56]:
“The Children’s officer acts as the external manager to HDLG, but it is not clear how he
exercises this managerial responsibility except in administrative terms and at times of
major crisis. Certainly there are no regular meetings between the Home’s management
team and the children’s officer, and many of the decisions taken by the Children’s SubCommittee would be taken at officer level within any other social work department…as a
major establishment the committee should consider the general policy for HDLG, but
should leave most management matters to be dealt with by the Children’s Officer”. [Day
42/78]
799. When Mario Lundy was seconded for 3 months from Les Chenes in 1985 to ‘troubleshoot’ the last remaining group at HDLG he told he Inquiry that he had “regular contact
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with the Children’s Officer. Terry Strettle was effectively my supervisor so I would speak
to him frequently, he would come and visit. On at least one occasion the Director of
Education came up and spent the evening with the young people”.
800. Mr Lundy remembers discussing with Terry Strettle the circumstances of the children
left at the Home.1514
801. He also recalls that social workers “visited their children quite frequently” while he was
there in the mid-1980s.1515
Staff: accommodation and off-duty
802. One member of staff [1972–1973] remembers that the staff regularly had parties and
that the home was a good place to work from a social point of view.1516
803. Fay Buesnel remembers that the staff “all socialised together...we all went drinking
together. They were my friends”.1517
804. Gordon Wateridge said that there was limited time off, “we had to work seven days a
week, every week, without a break. This concern was raised during our staff meetings but
nothing was ever done about it”.1518
805. WN 668 [1974–1976] recalls that staff were allowed to have parties: “this was also their
home … so as not to disturb children they would be moved to other bedrooms for that
night only”.1519
806. WN 7 remembers that for one Christmas staff party children were moved into different
dormitories to separate them from the noise. Staff parties would be held in staff
accommodation and he said that girlfriends, boyfriends and “other people we knew”
would be invited.1520
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807. WN 636 [1974–1976] remembers that “people who went to the parties would be found
wandering about the home or sitting on the stairs unsupervised and this would be both
males and females”.1521
808. WN 587 remembers that Morag Kidd would organise parties, “I thought they were too
rowdy for a children’s home. These parties had been part of the HDLG routine way
before we took over running of it and it would have been difficult for us to put a complete
stop to them so they did continue”. She remembers that Jim Thomson was a regular
attender, and that a priest would come, saying that: “he would like to dance with the
children”.1522
809. WN 7 described some staff accommodation as a “seven-bedroom staff flat so that every
member of staff had their own bedroom, communal kitchen, communal lounge, communal
bathroom”. There was a strict rule that children never came through into the staff flat.1523
810. One care worker [1974–1976] had happy memories of his time working in Jersey and at
HDLG: “the social life was great and there was always a lot going on”.1524
811. In April 1973, Jim Thomson then acting superintendent of the Home wrote to Charles
Smith about events at a staff party organised by an NNEB staff member celebrating her
21st birthday:
“She had asked for and been given permission to have a party in the staff sitting room
(Mr Tilbrook used to allow such parties under controlled circumstances). The party itself
was very quiet indeed rather dull! Unfortunately, [another member of staff] invited [a
married man]...[his wife] heard about the party and came up with the express intention of
causing a scene. This she did to such effect that I called the police to remove her… I have
since issued instructions that there will be no staff parties on these premises until further
notice…I have asked [the other member of staff] to find other employment.”1525
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812. This is to be contrasted with events 4 years on, by which time Jim Thomson was the
full-time Superintendent of the Home. In November 1977, the JEP reported comments by
an Assistant Magistrate that referred to staff parties at HDLG. This followed a car
accident after a staff party. The Director of Education asked Charles Smith to provide a
report and explanation. Charles Smith replied giving the background, including the fact
that Jim Thomson was away at the time but that “he would have given permission for the
party to be held”. With no sense of irony the Children’s Officer continues that had Mr
Thomson not been on leave, he would have “ensured that he was present at the party as
has been his custom on previous occasions when parties have been held”. Jim Thomson
had not reported the accident to Charles Smith. Charles Smith imposed a temporary ban
on parties, recommending that:
“1. Parties should be allowed with permission of the Superintendent but should end no
later than 2 am. (Note should be taken that some staff are on duty until 10 or 10.30 pm
and parties tend therefore to start late).
2. At all parties a senior member of staff should be present throughout the evening.
3. Parties should only be held in the room at present used for conference and interviews
(first room on left on entering building) which is away from all children's rooms.
4. Married couples occupying self-contained accommodation should not be subjected to
(1) (2) and (3) when entertaining friends in their own accommodation.
5. All casual visitors to HDLG should be away from the premises by 1 a.m”.1526
813. In a memo in reply in 1977, Jim Thomson defended his staff:
“Staff here will accept that because HDLG is a Children’s Home, of necessity certain
constraints are inevitable in the area of social life, but these constraints must be sensibly
balanced against the fact that for many this is effectively their home in Jersey and they
are fully grown adult men and women…I would ask for a sense of proportion to be kept
by all concerned. There have been only five parties on HDLG premises this year (two of
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them in my flat). The other 360 nights are normally as sedate and decorous as a vicarage
tea-party!!”1527
Visitors to the Home and home visits
814. WN 570 could not remember there being any vetting procedures; it was “quite easy” to
walk in and out of the Home: there were no locked doors.1528
815. Weekend home leave would start on Fridays. Some children would be taken by staff to
their homes others would be collected. They would come back on Sundays.
816. One member of staff [1970–1974] remembers that all visits had to be agreed.1529
817.WN 7 remembers that no-one manned the front door so people could come in without
anyone knowing but that once in the communal area they would have been challenged –
it was, he says, a very close community, “we all knew each other”.1530 The evidence
contained elsewhere on WN 973’s visits to (and eventual abduction of) WN 121 provides
further evidence on this issue.
818. A memo in 1972 suggests that vetting of those having children to stay over was seen as
a relative option. Jim Thomson, then Acting Children’s Officer, writes to Colin Tilbrook:
“I am in complete agreement that the parents of any of the children’s school friends
should not normally be subjected to any prior investigation. I consider however that
where a child intends to spend a night away from HDLG more detailed information about
the family is required. Will you please ensure that in future the CCO concerned is advised
when a boy or girl is to spend a night with anyone other than his/her own immediate
family and recommend whether or not you consider any further investigation is
necessary. We can then decide what if any action needs to be taken.”1531
819. This response appears to have been generated following Colin Tilbrook’s memo at
WD004362 in which, following an investigation of indecent assault by the father of a
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school boy friend on a boy at the home (Terrence Jarrett), Mr Tilbrook was against the
vetting of parents of friends who wanted to have children to stay.
820. Morag Jordan remembers children who would tell her that they did not want to go
home.1532
Discipline: general
821. When she started there in 1970, one Housemother remembered the home being a
disciplined environment as opposed to a loving one; she received no structured policy on
discipline; there was no recording of disciplining by then. She found the use of discipline
in the home on the whole “acceptable”.1533
822. WN 552 [early 1970s–1979] cannot remember recording any punishments. She never
saw a child being restrained.1534
823. WN 668 [1974–1976] recalls punishments being ad hoc and said that there were no
written rules on what punishments would be. As above, the Inquiry is aware that rules on
punishments were in existence as at 1975, but this may suggest that staff were not aware
of them. WN 668 says that there were informal punishments such as children being
banned from sweet shops if they had shoplifted.1535
824. WN 7 remembers that he followed the guidance of others when disciplining children.
He would give children a tap on the back of the legs – there was no formal guidance. He
felt that all staff were aware of the boundaries of acceptable punishment.1536
825. Colin Tilbrook maintained his position that children were not to be hit. In a memo
addressed to “all staff” in February 1971, he made plain his views:
“May I firmly remind all members of staff that no child, whatever the provocation, is
allowed to be hit slapped pulled or pushed around under any circumstances or called
names or be sworn at. No child is to be removed from a bedroom or 'recreation room and
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be forced to stand alone in draughty corridors or similar places. If for any reason a child
needs to be removed from the group a member of staff must be with the child at all times
and the child should be adequately clothed and comfortable. If a child is not responding
to normal discipline a senior member of staff must be informed.”
He concluded in unequivocal terms:
“I cannot support any member of staff who disregards this general ruling”.1537
826. There is no evidence available to the Inquiry as to how such memos where addressed to
all staff would be distributed nor where was situated a staff notice board (if there was
one).
827. WN 532 and WN 587 [Superintendent and Matron 1974–1976] maintained that
“throughout our career staff in our employ have always been instructed never to smack,
hit or in any way physically discipline a child”.1538 WN 587 remembers that if “there was
a need to reprimand any child he or she would be removed from the situation which
would often be the end of the matter. The preferred punishment was the removal of
privileges such as pocket money or hobbies.” She could not remember corporal
punishment being used when she was there.1539
828. In April 1977, Jim Thomson sent a memo to Charles Smith suggesting that stronger
sanctions might be needed for girls. He suggested caning on the hands and detention
coupled with restricted diet: “gruel cabbage soup bread and dripping!!”1540 The memo is
dated 1 April 1977. At this distance in time the Inquiry has no way of knowing whether
the memo (or any part of it) was meant to be taken seriously or a private joke between
Thomson and Smith. That was his daughter Marion Robson’s view; he was, she says,
“very humourous, very funny, very amusing and very witty”.1541
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829. In October 1979, Jim Thomson produced an “outline of our disciplinary code” which he
sent to Charles Smith, the Children’s Officer.1542 Corporal punishment (although not for
girls) and detention were the most serious options. Other sanctions were to be used
“depending on the nature of the offence and the age of the offender”. He took the
opportunity to set out his general approach:
“As superintendent, I have always taken a pragmatic line on the question of punishing
children between the ages of 5 and 11 years by smacking on the bottom or the hand.
Previous superintendents, notably Mr Tilbrook, completely banned staff from smacking
children of this age group with the result that children would mock staff in this respect.
The guidelines are what a good and sensible parent might do in similar circumstances.
Smacking on the face and head is expressly forbidden.” [underlining in text]
830. It is not apparent from the records why a disciplinary code was being promoted at this
particular time. The reference to “an outline of our disciplinary code” suggests that there
was a code in existence. Staff accounts suggest that none were aware of such a code at
the time.
831. When asked whether it was right or wrong that children were punished at the time for
absconding Marion Robson said that it was something that “just happened at the time”.
She describes how she maintained discipline: “I was always working with somebody so
we worked as a pair. You know I used to use humour and try to relate to them, get on
their better side if you like rather than being too harsh...boys can be reasoned with quite
well”.1543
832. One member of staff [1972–1973] remembers violent children being restrained by
staff.1544
833. WN 7 was not aware of these written guidelines but knew what was prohibited.
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834. Gordon Wateridge would usually speak to children if they misbehaved or if need be
send for a senior member of staff, “I never had to restrain any child …neither did I use
any physical form of punishment”.1545
835. Morgan Jordan remembers that children would be praised when they did well. Praise
was more important than punishment.1546
Discipline: corporal punishment
836. WN 715 [Superintendent 1973–1974] told the police that he was “well known for being
against corporal punishment and have always tried to earn the respect of children in my
care”.1547
837. Marion Robson remembers that staff were allowed to smack the younger children on the
bottom or on the hand. This accords with another member of staff [1970–1974].1548
838. Marion Robson thinks she would have been aware of Jim Thomson’s 1979
guideline.1549 She did not think that in the times she worked there that there was a
“culture of robust physical punishment”.1550
839. Fay Buesnel remembers that any use of the cane was recorded in a typed memo to
Children’s Services; each child’s social worker would be copied in. Jim Thomson would
call the child’s social worker beforehand1551 and the child’s parents would also be
notified.1552
840. As noted above, in the same April 1977 memo in which Jim Thomson advocated
(jokingly or otherwise) “Detention coupled with a restricted diet…”, the corporal
punishment rules introducing caning on the hand for girls.1553
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841. WD002782 is an example of a formal memo recording the caning of a child at the
Home; the memo is dated 1978 and is addressed to the SCCO and copied to WN 99’s
CCO. Mr Gilbert as Deputy Superintendent had given three strokes to WN 99 for
swearing at and hitting a member of staff [WN 570] and then barricading himself in his
bedroom. A part-time member of staff [1976–1979] says that contrary to this memo, Mr
Gilbert had refused to cane children as he was against corporal punishment.1554
842. WD002745 is another example – in this instance Jim Thomson is notifying the
children’s officer and the two relevant CCOs in relation to a boy and girl who had gone
off on their bikes and not come back until the day after. The girl, writes Jim Thomson,
was dealt with “in an exemplary fashion – 48 hours in detention, plus two weeks’ loss of
privileges, plus her cycled impounded for a month.” The boy was caned three strokes, had
his bike impounded for a month and lost privileges for a week.1555
843. Gordon Wateridge [1970–1974] says that during his time at HDLG, the cane was not
used.
844. WN 7 could only recall one instance of caning in the 6 years overall that he worked at
HDLG.1556

Discipline: use of detention rooms
845. WN 715 and WN 870 [Superintendent and Matron 1973–1974] were against the use of
the detention rooms and wanted the system changed:
“For example there were two rooms that were used as detention cells if a child
absconded. The Constable would complain to the children’s committee who would in turn
complain to the children’s officer when that child was found. We would be instructed,
ordered really by the children's officer to lock them. This would mean putting them in one
of the rooms and locking them in it. We did not keep children in there very long because
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we disagreed with the practice. I cannot really remember what those rooms were like or
what was in them because we used them so little”.1557
846. This account is at odds with that for the previous decade suggesting as it does that the
impetus for their use was external pressure from the Constable and the Education
Committee and that the Superintendent and Matron had little or no discretion.
847. In 1974, Jim Thomson, as SCCO, writes to WN 532, “authorising” him to place a boy in
detention “for as long as is permitted by Home Office regulations”. The boy had shown
himself to be “completely untrustworthy and unworthy of any kindness and compassion
you have shown [him]”.1558 It is unclear exactly what those Home Office regulations were
at the time and whether perhaps he is referring to the Community Home Regulations
1972, as set out below.
848. WN 668 [1974–1976] remembers the two ‘secure rooms’…“were at the front of the
house...”:
“The bed was a built in concrete bed with a mattress. The room was carpeted nd had
central heating. There was a bell inside to ring if the child wanted to go to the toilet and if
they rang the bell then staff would let them out to go. They did not have their clothes
taken off them and they would have books, comics etc to look at. It must be remembered
that some of the children in there were difficult to handle and would have violent
tantrums, and if there was a staff shortage then children would be put in the secure room.
Very few children would be in the room all day and all night and when they were in there
they would be supervised.”1559
In her time, “girls were not usually put in the secure rooms”.
849. The rationales for the punitive use of the detention rooms changed from the previous
decade. Under Jim Thomson’s tenure the length of time in which girls were placed in the
rooms was extended to meet the behaviour of particular “type of girl”. He writes to
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Charles Smith in February 1978 when notifying him that he is punishing WN 120 and
another girl:
“For a long time I have been convinced that the maximum 48-hour stretch at one time in
detention was inadequate for this type of girl. They do it ‘standing on their heads’. I
therefore propose that WN 120 (and X when she returns) shall spend at least seven days
in detention, with proper regard for regular exercise and fresh air. The regulations
provide for up to fourteen days’ detention in special circumstances…As for WN 120 we
have suffered her moods, her disruptive and deviant behaviour for well over a year. We
have shown great patience. She is a prime mover in all female absconding and since the
middle of 1977 there have been fifteen incidents of female absconding as against only
three male incidents. The time has come to teach her a lesson...”1560.
850. It is not entirely clear what regulations Jim Thomson is referring to, since there were
none in force in Jersey regulating the use of secure accommodation. The reference to 14
days suggests that he may have been applying regulation 11 of the Community Homes
Regulations 1972.1561 The Regulations required the person in charge of the Home to
apply to the “local authority” for permission to extend.
851. In passing, the Inquiry may want to take account of the language used by Jim Thomson
in the memo describing WN 120 as above and another girl as – “abysmally lazy, sexually
aberrant towards younger boys”.
852. Marion Robson remembers the detention rooms being used routinely for children who
absconded. She remembers that meals would be served on plastic plates so that children
would not harm themselves. She had no authority to place a child in detention. She says
that the rooms were not “used lightly”.1562 She thought they were only to be used for 24
hours but not “days on end”.1563
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853. WN 570 remembers that children would only ever be in detention for one or two nights;
she never had concerns about its use.1564
854. WN 661 [1976–1984] remembers the rooms being used to be one girl resident in when
she was drunk.1565 A part-time member of staff [1976–1979] also remembers the rooms
being used for children who ran away and those who were drunk, including girls.1566
855. Another member of staff [1978–1983] remembers the rooms being used for aggressive
children who would be taken there to calm down – “they would be physically carried or
escorted down”. She remembered children being put there in their night clothes so that
they would not run away.1567 WN 102 says that they were put in their night clothes “so as
not to harm themselves with clothing that might be used to cause injury”.1568
856. One member of staff [1974–1976] remembers WN 28 “behaving very badly and needed
to be reprimanded by being placed in a room alone at the front of the building, again I
am not proud but the only way to get to the room was to drag him along the corridor.
After being in the locker room WN 28 was seen waving from the window to the other
children so the whole idea of the reprimand was fruitless”.1569
857. WN 7 [1975; 1979–] remembered one incident in which he had to help carry a boy by
his arms and legs to the detention rooms. The boy had been “acting out”.1570 WN 7 also
recalled that every superintendent he worked under or with was reluctant to use the
detention rooms.1571
858. Gordon Wateridge [1970–1974] says that the detention rooms were used for two reasons
– first when a child arrived who was known to be a “trouble maker” they would be placed
in the detention room for a couple of days until they assessed by a child psychologist or
psychiatrist. The other reason was if a child was “kicking off”.1572
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859. Fay Buesnel [1974–1984] remembers there being a bell in each of the two detention
rooms which could be rung to alert the staff member that the child wished to use the
toilet. The toilet and shower were outside of the detention rooms. When someone was to
be put into a cell there would have to be two people (staff) or a police officer present. The
child would be searched then they would shower and put on their pyjamas and a dressing
gown in the detention room. She said that a child would be kept in for a maximum of 24
hours, although the Panel will note the contemporaneous documentary evidence
suggesting otherwise. She went on to say that the children were fed either by the
Superintendent, Deputy Superintendent or the Matron who were also the ones who had
keys to the detention rooms. There were no toilet facilities in the detention rooms. A
record was kept in a book to show who was kept in the detention rooms.1573
860. WN 102 [1978–1982], who worked in an administrative role at the Home, remembers
that each use of the rooms generated a memo that would be put into the child’s file kept
at the Home.1574
861. There is one example of the Chef being used to supervise three boys on remand being
held in detention during which one cuts a name on his arm.1575
862. Another example in 1975 of the use of the detention room when a boy threatened to
hang himself from the bars of the window having managed to get nylon rope in – WN
532 noting that “this boy is so emotionally disturbed that he is in desperate need of
psychiatric supervision”.1576
863. A memo from WN 532 to Charles Smith in 1975 records WN 532 having “repeatedly
repaired the spy holes in the detention doors during my stay at HDLG ”.1577
864. In a memo dated April 1978 to Mr Gilbert, Deputy Superintendent, Mr Smith set out
strict procedures to be taken on the detention of two girls who had absconded from
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HDLG – the memo is revealing for what it tells about the lines of demarcation and
authority.1578
865. The memo ends on a harsh note: there is no further documentation available to the
Inquiry to explain what the Children’s Officer meant by the “casual manner in which
staff would appear to accept the responsibilities placed on the department when we have
children on remand and would want you to ensure that they are aware of this”. It may be
that staff found the segregation of children held on remand at the home incompatible with
the rest of the home. The memo appears to reflect what might be described as a cultural
difficulty for HDLG – a children’s home expected to cater as a remand centre.
866. In fact, it appears that WN 532 and WN 587 [Superintendent and Matron 1974–1976]
were not comfortable with the existence let alone use of detention rooms:
“We were under direct orders from Charles Smith that if a runaway child was returned in
the middle of the night they were to be placed in a detention room overnight only. We
were not very comfortable with this and had never seen detention rooms in the other
homes in which we worked, but we understand his reasoning, namely that the child
needed to be locked in to ensure that they did not run away again…...The police were
quite dictatorial, did not like dealing with runaway children and we think Mr Smith was
driven to the conclusion that it would be better if they were kept secure until we could
properly counsel them the following day. These children were never kept in a detention
room longer than the remained of the night that they were returned…A runaway child
who was returned during the daytime did not go into detention, but just returned to their
group.”1579
867. The detention rooms may not have been used as a matter of course for absconders,
although it is not clear whether they were used in addition to separate punishment being
given, as in the case of three girls brought back at 1 am, “I intend to punish them by
increasing their charge for board this week in order to hit their pockets”.1580
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868. Mr Thomson was aware of the limits on the use of the detention room – in August 1978,
when addressing the issue of over-16s at the Home, he told Anton Skinner, then the
SCCO:
“This age group continue to pose us rather special problems. Most of them have already
failed in the community, sometimes several times. Drink is a problem with most of
them…We can offer shelter board and lodging friendship if they are prepared to conform
to our general routine which with some modifications for this age range is primarily
designed for school age and younger children. Our only sanctions with them are loss of
privileges and in the last resort detention. The last named sanction is not available if they
are working.1581
869. In December 1978, Mr Thomson introduced mandatory 24-hour detention for school
age children involved in any offence involving drink – he described under-age drinking
as one of the home’s “principal problems”.1582
870. In June 1980, Mr Thomson compiled draft rules for the use of secure rooms: a memo
simply records the provision of a copy – the rules are detailed and exhaustive. The draft
concludes: “In general the use of secure accommodation is to be seen as not so much
punitive but as an opportunity to isolate, settle and re-build bridges with a possibly
hostile and unhappy young person. Its use should be brief and sparing.”1583 The draft
was sent to Charles Smith in May 1980 – asking him: “Do you think that they should be
endorsed at Committee level or not?”1584
871. Confusingly, separate rules seem also to have been prepared – “1980 use of detention or
secure revised guidelines to staff”. The need for the rules followed the de-designation of
HDLG as a remand centre. Unlike the longer draft rules, those for the staff include the
following:
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“Detention rooms will henceforth be used almost exclusively to enforce INTERNAL
discipline.”1585
872. The use of the detention rooms was deprecated by some in Children’s Services. In July
1980, Dorothy Woods (Inglis) wrote a strongly worded memo to Anton Skinner (then a
SCCO) in which she noted that she had returned WN 223 to HDLG after absconding and
that “her reception at HDLG totally lacked sensitivity” – Mr Purvis fumbled for a key in
order to lock her up and “Not surprisingly, [WN 223] reacted to this situation, she walked
to the Detention Room stating come on just lock me up”. Ms Inglis then called to see WN
223 that afternoon – she was still in detention and WN 102 was out on the school run
with the key. Ms Inglis was informed by one of the care staff that she would be in
detention for 48 hours and questioned what would happen if the building were on fire.
Having outlined the situation, Ms Inglis invoked her experience of several years as a
professional child care worker, questioning “the use of the detention room at HDLG,
particularly in the cold routine fashion it is used”. She then refers to WN 223, one of the
children for whom she is the CCO, who “had been locked up overnight in a police cell,
on her return to HDLG she was calm and co-operative yet she was locked. Even more
surprising 28 hours later she was still locked up”.1586 There is no response available to
the Inquiry, although this matter was dealt with by Ms Inglis in evidence on Day 97. She
noted that in children’s homes in the UK, children were locked in secure rooms but only
for the most serious offences. She said that when children absconded, she would try to
find out why.
873. Two years on, the detention rooms were being used to punish WN 22 for smoking. She
was placed there by Mr Purvis, the Deputy Superintendent.1587
874. A 1980 CCO’s diary records her being notified by a member of the Home’s staff that
“normal procedure for girls not working and refusing to work within the Home was a
short period in detention”.1588
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875. An example of the notification process following the use of the detention room shows
the Deputy Superintendent (Mr Gilbert), writing to Anton Skinner (SCCO) and David
Castledine (CCO) to tell them about WN 223 spending four nights in the detention room
in May 1979.1589
Discipline: bed wetting
876. WN 570 told the Inquiry that children in her group were never punished for bed wetting;
she remembers that “quite a lot of children” were enuretic.1590 Another member of staff
cannot remember ever telling off children for wetting the bed “unfortunately this went
with their history so it was just dealt with”.1591 It may be noted that Morag Jordan was
convicted of one count of rubbing a girl’s face in urine-soaked sheets after the girl had
wet the bed.1592
Discipline: not eating
877. Marion Robson did not remember children being punished for not eating their food,1593
nor could another member of staff [1973–1974].1594 Fay Buesnel [1974–1984] stated that
meals would never be saved to be re-served to a child the next day.1595
878. WN 871 [1974–1976] remembers that children were made to eat meals they had
previously left, as well as being sent to bed for the entire day or being made to stand in a
corner.1596
879. One member of staff [1976–1978] remembers that children would be made to sit at the
table until they finished their food “sometimes for hours”.1597
880. As noted below, more than one of the counts of assault for which Tony Jordan was
convicted was due to a child not eating their food, including striking a boy across the face
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with his hand, knocking him off his chair and to the floor, leaving a blood blister under
his eye, because the boy refused to eat his lunch.1598
Discipline: home visits
881. As in the previous decade, weekend visits were cancelled as punishments as well as
going out at weekends.1599
Discipline: pocket money/other
882. In Jim Thomson’s 1979 disciplinary code, he gave examples of sanctions available to
staff, “withdrawal of privileges, extra chores, small fines from pocket money, confinement
to the grounds or the group”.1600 There are examples throughout the record of these
sanctions being implemented.1601
883. For WN 570, discipline took the form of going to bed early, not being allowed out to
play out after tea or doing extra chores. It was “extremely” rare to discipline a child by
gating them at the weekends.1602
884. Fay Buesnel [1974–1984] would make children stand in the corner for 10 minutes– this
she said was used by all members of staff, but not as a day-time sanction. When she first
started, male staff would make children run round the field for 5 minutes.1603
885. WN 694 remembers WN 587 punishing some of the older girls for things like answering
back by making them scrub the courtyard in the centre of the building using scrubbing
brushes. Less severe punishment was to scrub the ground floor corridor using
toothbrushes. It did not happen weekly, he adds.1604
886. WN 661 [1976–1984] remembers there being a “naughty chair” for younger children at
the Home.1605
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887. For WN 7, the most common forms of punishment were grounding and fining.1606
888. In interview with the SOJP, Gordon Wateridge remembered being told off by Colin
Tilbrook for the way he had spoken to children who had misbehaved.1607
889. An undated daily record entry records supper being withheld three nights running for
two boys.1608
890. By the time that Mario Lundy went to the Home in 1985, “ground[ing] was about it” as
a sanction. He did not think corporal punishment was available and he had no access to
the detention rooms.1609
The role and approach of the Superintendent
Colin Tilbrook
891. Colin Tilbrook was forced to resign in 1973, after Margaret Davies had resigned earlier
in the year. The Education Committee sought his resignation. Although the reason why
he was asked to resign is not set out in the minutes, it may be that his position was no
longer considered tenable given that the roles of superintendent and matron were seen as
best filled by a married couple. The Tilbrooks were living apart by this date.
892. Although the role and approach of Colin Tilbrook is dealt with more fully in the section
on HDLG from 1959-1969, some further evidence is provided on his approach in the first
few years of the 1970s. In late 1971, Mr Tilbrook had proposed a new management
structure as well as setting out written job descriptions of roles within the home
“suggested establishment plan HDLG from January 1972 – suggested duties of staff with
effect from 1st January 1972”.1610 The proposed structure appears to adopt the
recommendations of the 1970 Home Office inspectors’ report (see below), with an
adolescent group, and three junior groups A, B and C. Maximum and minimum numbers
for each group are set out, as are the hours of duty. The proposed staffing appears at odds
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with the accounts of staffing ratios (see above). The groupings were to remain as set out,
although by February 1976 the groups had been named.1611
893. The suggested duties of staff set out for the first time what was expected of the
Superintendent, Matron, Assistant Matron, “middle management: senior house parents”
and “residential CCOs in charge of groups”. The Superintendent was not delegated to
appoint or recruit residential child care staff. Education Committee minutes record the
Committee’s sanctioning of residential care staff recruitment and appointment (this of
course made sense financially as the Education Committee was the employer of the care
staff). By the late 1970s, letters and memos available to the Inquiry suggest that this
process had become laxer.
894. One of the senior Houseparent duties was to “support and relieve residential CCOs in
charge of adolescent children”. The male senior Houseparent was expected to double as a
handy-man in the Home. Subsequent Superintendents were to request having a separately
employed handyman so as to relieve the pressure on staff.
895. The duties of the “residential CCOs in charge of groups” are set out:
“Through the appropriate senior staff to ensure that the children in their charge are
adequately supported and cared for in a flexible but ordered manner, having full regard
for their individual emotional, physical, intellectual and spiritual needs. To create
opportunities for the constructional use of the children' s leisure hours. To liaise with
their teachers, Youth Leaders, friends, families, (and employers if doing part-time
Saturday work). To ensure the children are suitably dressed in clothes of their own choice
and that the style of dress and appearance reflects the child' s own personality and
wishes. To direct and support their assistant staff in such a manner that the Group lives
and thrives in a relaxed, purposeful and happy manner. To bring to the attention of the
Superintendent and to keep him informed of all matters affecting the staff and children
both as individuals and as members of the Group. To ensure that all fittings and
furnishings and equipment are adequately maintained and in good repair and that all
their rooms are kept clean and tidy having regard to the activity being under taken.”
1611
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896. Colin Tilbrook was dissatisfied by the pressures on his staff as the number of children
placed at the Home increased. In April 1971, he writes to Patricia Thornton in what may
be regarded as characteristically frank tones about overcrowding, observing:
“Overcrowding forces regimentation, blunts the sensibilities and restricts individual
freedom. It also causes tensions and intolerance between children and between staff and
staff and children and leads to irritation and eventually to a situation where both staff
and children find themselves opting out. Often children abscond or withdraw, play up at
school, become more attention seeking, or in the case of the younger ones, become
morose and unhappy. Staff seek opportunities to work elsewhere”
He concluded in unambiguous terms:
“I hope all these points will be very much borne in mind although I can promise that I
will not forget. You have made it quite clear to the Committee that the staffing
establishment will not be increased – why then should the number of children be allowed
to rise.”1612
897. Accounts of Colin Tilbrook’s approach to the management and ethos of the Home
between 1961 and 1969 (as above) may lead the Panel to conclude that he was concerned
about the welfare and emotional needs of children at the Home and demonstrated an
understanding of those needs. One memo in this period, dated October 1971, addressed to
all staff, directs staff to take children to town to choose their own clothes: “It is essential
that they should exercise this right quite freely…no clothes must be bought for a child in
that child’s absence”.1613
898. In this new decade there are further examples of how he viewed and exercised his role:
898.1 getting a place in a school for a girl who had been admitted to the Home after
difficulties in foster care;1614
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898.2 writing to the Magistrate asking him to allow the Home to deal with a boy rather
than the court given his difficult home circumstances, saying: “the boy needs a
protective environment”;1615
898.3 writing to the Children’s Officer disagreeing that a child should go home for the
holidays, saying that she remained very vulnerable and she needed “certain
restrictions”. He also expressed that she was unsuitable for Nursery Nursing;
saying that she never showed the slightest interest in any small child at HDLG and
he suspected this career was being sought as “an extension of HDLG”;1616
898.4 prohibiting visits to a girl resident at the home;1617
898.5 visiting a boy in hospital, following complaints about his behaviour from nursing
staff. Noted that the Home could not accept any medical responsibility for him, but
that the Committee did have legal responsibility for the child as he was in their
care;1618
898.6 writing to Charles Smith, thanking him for asking for his professional advice and
protesting about not being included in any discussion about a boy since his
admission to the Home, saying: “neither have I received any reports about any
case work which may have been done in the [family] home”;1619
898.7 discussing with a CCO and Patricia Thornton about whether a group of siblings
were “institutionalised” at the home;1620
898.8 writing to Children’s Office about a female resident and hygiene issues that she
could not talk to her parents about;1621
898.9 writing to Children’s Services, counselling against children being allowed home
given that one of his relatives that would be there: “was involved on an assault on
one of the small girls from [HDLG]”;1622
1615

WD001658
WD001571, WD001563
1617 WD001677
1618 WD002237
1619 WD002234
1620 WD002768 and WD002764
1621 WD003668
1616

385

385

898.10 writing to the Children’s Office in 1973 regarding an adult wanting to befriend
child at the Home, noting that she was able to supply references which would be
important in case the relationship “develops into something more permanent”.1623
899. WN 570 [1971–1974; 1977–1983] recalled that Colin Tilbrook had an open door policy;
staff could go to him with any concerns and “he was very approachable, very friendly”.
She had previously worked in a children’s home in the UK and thought that under Mr
Tilbrook the Home “was very well run at that time…I just thought it was a really nice
place…he was very keen that we took [the children] out into the community”. She noticed
that Mr and Ms Tilbrook (as Margaret Davies was known then) did not work well
together. She felt that children were fond of him:
“…when he came into the group they would be pleased to see him, he used to sit some
evenings -- he did not come in every evening but some evenings he came in and sat and
watched television and they would be sitting beside him, on his knee, climbing over him.
You know, he was just -- I felt he was just like a father figure”.1624
900. Gordon Wateridge considered Colin Tilbrook to have been a good Superintendent who
ran the Home well, adding that: “As far as Mr Tilbrook was concerned the children could
do no wrong. The door to his office was always open and the children were always
welcome.”1625
901. Morag Jordan [1970–1984] remembers that Colin Tilbrook did not interact with
children and was mostly in the office.1626
902. Colin Tilbrook left HDLG in 1973, after 12 years as Superintendent. A Home Office
note in May 1972 records Charles Smith’s view that Mr Tilbrook’s “continuing guerrilla
activity” was contributing to a widening rift between field and residential staff, although
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there is no detail available as to why this rift had come about, how it was being played
out and what consequences it had if any for the Home.1627
WN 715 and WN 870
903. Mr Tilbrook was replaced in 1973 by WN 715 and WN 870.1628 Both had worked for 12
years with Children’s Homes, first as Houseparents then as Superintendent and Matron of
a children’s home in the UK. They looked after up to 36 children with nine child care
staff. While working in these Homes, they obtained the senior certificate in the residential
care of children and young people, qualifying in 1971. WN 715 did a year’s postgraduate study in child care. From 1971 to 1973, they worked for an English county
council setting up an assessment centre. WN 870 also lectured on child care at a college.
They were interviewed by Charles Smith:
“My first impression of HDLG was that it was about thirty years behind its time. The
home was grossly understaffed, there were no activities for the children and all children
from babies to eighteen year olds would eat together in large dining rooms. There were
two lock up detention rooms that were Dickensian normal children's homes would not
have lock up units and this home certainly did not have the staff to manage lock up units.”
904. According to WN 715, HDLG was “a badly run children’s home”. WN 715 remembers
telling Charles Smith about his first impressions, “he basically asked for my help. He
agreed that change was needed”. WN 715 and WN 870 took up the appointments of
Superintendent and Matron, “on the understanding that within three months I would
submit a report detailing what changes [were] required”. WN 870 says that they never
met the individuals they were taking over from, “We gathered it was someone who had
been there a long time. We got the impression that Charles Smith wanted change.”
905. WN 715 submitted a report to Charles Smith recommending education on the premises,
children put with family groups and more and better trained staff “who were like-minded
to change the ethos of the place”:1629
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“Mr Smith agreed with my recommendations but asked me to wait for a month. After a
month the only concession to change was to give us the extra member of staff. This was
clearly not enough and as such my wife and I gave our notice to leave. It was midSeptember of 1973 when we gave our notice in and we left in February of 1974.”1630
906. He says that “I attempted to introduce change. I divided eating times into smaller
groups. I instigated activities such as table tennis and model railways and
aeroplanes…The home was very insular and the staff were against my wife and I as we
wanted change”. WN 870 remembered that they were not supported from above, “we
were not prepared to be responsible for children in these circumstances”. When they
resigned “the director of education and the chairman of the children’s committee” tried
to persuade them to stay, “we would not, we could not progress in those
circumstances”.1631
907. A meeting of the Children’s Sub-Committee in November 1973, held at HDLG, was
convened “to establish the reasons why WN 715 and WN 870 had felt no alternative but
to tender their resignations”.1632 Aside from working very long hours and not receiving
support, the staff did not work as a team. Gordon Wateridge and another were noted as
being “principally responsible for the tensions” in the Home. WN 870 was noted to
comment “that she had not expected the number of short stay children to be as high as it
was and she considered that these children upset the long stay children who because they
were disturbed desperately needed stability, added to this the difficulty of coping with
children on remand without adequate and trained staff was intolerable”.
908. The minutes refer to WN 715’s report, “on what he considered was necessary at
HDLG”:
“Both [WN 715 and WN 870] agreed that although there was much they would like to
change at the Home they realised that to implement their ideas would take some time.
Their recommendations to ease the present position, in order of priority, are detailed
below–
1630

WD006780; WD006782
WD006782
1632 WD005780
1631

388

388

(i)The conversion of the staff room to an office so that the present office could be used
solely as a general office and this to be manned by a full-time clerical assistant. At
present Child Care staff were doing the clerical work in a haphazard fashion which was
time consuming and inaccurate. It was also proving expensive as this staff was paid as
residential CCOs and should therefore be caring for the children.
(ii) the children to be divided into family groups. The kitchen to be altered to enable each
group to be self-contained, i.e. have a small cooker and washing up area so that it was
possible for the house-parents to prepare light meals. The main catering would continue
to be centralised.
(iii) the appointment of a Deputy Superintendent and of a Handyman/Driver.
Ultimately [WN 870] considered it would be necessary for the welfare of the children for
children on remand and short stay children to be accommodated in a separate unit away
from the main Home.”
909. WN 715 states that he and his wife had not expected the lack of support from “above”.
Predicting views also held 30 years later, WN 715 commented: “...the finance of
childcare in Jersey was not high on the list of priorities”.1633
910. WN 870 reflected subsequently on the difficulties she and WN 715 had faced:
“…it was also obvious that Jersey did not like outsiders especially those attempting to
introduce change…the other staff felt threatened by the fact that WN 715 and myself were
well qualified making if difficult to gain their confidence…if a few trained staff with a
professional attitude had been employed that HDLG would have changed for the
better”.1634
911. WN 287 [1973–1974] remembers WN 870, saying that: “she was very professional and
wanted changes from the set-up of how it was…we did chat about segregating the older
ones”. She felt that WN 870 ran the Home.1635
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912. WN 570 remembers that WN 715 changed the shift patterns, which made him unpopular
with staff.1636
913. An undated and unattributed paper entitled ‘Report on proposals for reorganisation at
HDLG with my reasons for requesting changes’ appears to have been written by WN 715
on the basis of the timing of its content and in the light of other evidence available to the
Inquiry recording the timing of changes to the Home. Only the first two pages of the
report have been located. The writer opens by referring to a Home Office report entitled:
‘Care and treatment in a planned environment’. The writer identifies three areas in which
the basic needs of the children needed to be met. “First is the need to provide the
facilities for the child to be treated as an individual – and to have some privacy…it
requires a staffing ratio which it possible to provide some contact on a one-to-one basis
so that his needs as an individual can be seen and some help offered”. The second was to
address the scale of HDLG – “I feel it must be utterly confusing for a young child to have
to find his way about over a vast area and among noisy and bigger children…it is
necessary to make each group as self-contained as possible…in order to provide
homeliness and warmth the children need to have their meals within their groups…the
communal eating area at HDLG is something about which I am very unhappy”. Staff find
meal times “extremely difficult”. Meals are just “an ordeal to be lived through”. The third
need was the provision of “as wide a range of leisure time activities as possible”. To
achieve these aims the writer sets out how the existing four groups of children were to be
reorganised.1637
914. The proposals appear to be similar to those for which WN 715 and WN 870 sought,
unsuccessfully, to gain support. They appear to have taken up by WN 532 and WN 587
when they took on their roles at HDLG, although it is not clear what, if anything, changed
in the interim.
915. In October 1973, WN 715 takes the opportunity to complain about staffing at the home
in a report prepared for court on a 13-year-old boy placed at HDLG while his parents’
divorce was being settled. With the placing of two other boys, their behaviour
1636
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deteriorated and WN 715 stated: “This behaviour has serious damaged the behaviour
pattern of the more disturbed long stay children’. WN 715 had had to use the detention
rooms and commented:
“A true assessment of this boy cannot be made in the present circumstances at HDLG due
to the completely inadequate staffing with the senior children resulting in these children
having to be treated as one large group….and as a result cannot be seen as
individual”.1638
916. The report provoked angry responses from Jim Thomson and the Education Department,
both of whom saw the fault lying squarely with WN 715 rather than with staff
shortages.1639
WN 532 and WN 587
(i) Background and experience
917. In March 1974, WN 532 and WN 587 were appointed from outside the Island.
Previously they had run three children’s homes in England between 1951 and 1971. WN
587 had latterly provided social work training as a part-time lecturer in residential
care.1640
918. In their first home in England, they had looked after 16 boys aged 5–16:
“We were given a cane to use, as was the custom in those days both in children's homes
and many schools. We called the boys together and [WN 532] broke the cane over his
knee, telling the boys that there would be no caning whilst we were there. This home was
run by [an English] County Council, we had no formal qualifications at that time in
relation to childcare”.
919. WN 587 went on to obtain a CQSW qualification as well as a training board
qualification in residential care work allowing her to provide in-house training to staff. In
a statement provided by WN 532 and WN 587 to the Police, they described the last Home
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they ran prior to HDLG as having a visiting psychiatrist and psychologist with whom
they would meet regularly and who would see children at the Home.1641
920. The Inquiry has copies of their January 1974 applications for the posts at HDLG,
together with references. In one reference WN 587 is described as being very good with
adolescent girls. There was concern that the couple came across as arrogant in their
management of staff. The writer as not sure how long they would remain in any new
post.1642
921. WN 532 and WN 587’s first impressions of HDLG was that it was run “very much on
the basis almost of a workhouse environment and run with a degree of military precision
which seemed to exclude the appropriate element of best care and best practice for the
children. We did not approve of what we saw and we said that we were not prepared to
work at HDLG.” In a statement to the police, WN 587 said that they were “appalled” by
what they found in the home. She says that they were given full funding for all of the
projects they had set out to undertake.1643 One practical step they took was to lower the
high windows so that children could then look out of them. They changed the communal
dining room into a games’ room; they removed a gate in the courtyard replacing it with
an archway.1644
922. As with their immediate predecessors (about whom, it appears from their statement,
they were not made aware), WN 532 and WN 587 told “the States of Jersey” that they
had significant concerns. They were asked what it would take to for them to stay and
manage the Home:
“We stipulated that we needed a number of things to be done. We were concerned that the
children were not dealt with as individuals, but were dealt with in large groups eating at
long tables and were seen to be throwing food. We wanted to bring about a much more
family atmosphere. We were concerned that the large dormitories looked very
institutional and we wanted to break these down into smaller units with effectively

1641

WD006213
WD006548
1643 WD006801
1644 WD006801
1642

392

392

‘parental’ figures looking after children in units a bit like the system that had been
established in Europe and copied by us in England. We had seen this system operate
when we did an exchange visit with the social services in Holland organised by UNESCO
many years earlier and we very much favoured the idea of a couple being responsible for
up to 15 children. So effectively the children would feel that they had permanent carers
and one point of contact rather than just feeling as if they were in an institutionalised and
regulated boarding school. We could divide the children by age and sex so it was age and
sex appropriate. We could keep brothers and sisters together and make sure that in age
terms we did not have groups of say 6 children who were five and 8 children who were
fifteen or sixteen but we could operate it on a family age appropriate situation. The idea
was also to enable some of the children to develop some responsibilities for care of the
younger children we were concerned that when we first observed HDLG some of the
children were becoming institutionalised. There seemed little interaction between the
children and the staff and we wanted to improve staffing levels.”1645
923. WN 532 and WN 587 say that unlike WN 715 and WN 870 (but perhaps because of
them), they did receive funding and: “the implementation of these changes continued
throughout our time” at HDLG. Their statement goes on to describe the additional staff
that they recruited from 1974 and how the groups were re-organised, “Our philosophy
was that the staff treated [the children] as their own children...”.1646
924. In a later statement, WN 532 remembers that they turned down the post on “three
occasions…The staff would not properly control the children. The regimes and the
placement of children was how it would have been in the UK about 20-25 years
previous”.1647 They in fact took up their roles at HDLG in March 1974.1648
925. In a reference written in 1981 for WN 587, she was described as having been
“responsible for the supervision of domestic staff … [amounting] to about 20. Due to her
background which had been firmly based in child care, she relieved her husband of the
day to day supervision and development programme for the residential child care
1645
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staff”.1649 Another reference in the same year described her as being “the stronger
personality” of the two and she was said to have taken a “leading part in discussions and
case conferences on the wellbeing of the children…[she] sought permission to initiate
training schemes for the relatively experienced but unqualified staff working as
residential CCOs”.1650 WN 587 is said to have set up a training scheme as well as
lectured on residential care to the staff.
926. WN 532 and WN 587 were at HDLG for only 2 years; they tendered their resignations
in September 1976. Correspondence suggests that the couple felt undervalued by the
Education Committee and there are frank exchanges about the pay grade they should be
on. In a memo expressing frustration with their request to be re-graded, a civil servant
noted [WD006545] that their:
“…responsibilities were likely to decrease with the removal of remand and convicted
adolescents to the residential school”
927. When the Education Committee met in September 1976, following the resignations of
WN 532 and WN 587, it was noted in the minutes that they had gone to better paid jobs
in the UK. Explaining their departure subsequently, references provided for WN 587
gave differing versions:
“Both [WN 532] & [WN 587] found it difficult to settle in Jersey for as in any other small
community they found themselves isolated in their particular professionalism and very
much missed the support of colleagues working in a similar position.”1651
Another, in 1981, stated:
“I believe they found it difficult to meet the demands made by the children in all-purpose
home which at that time included a small detention centre for delinquents, children who
were committed to care by the Courts and children with no other home, who for one
reason or another could not be fostered.”1652

1649

WD006546
Day 42/35
1651 Day 42/60
1652 Day 42/60
1650

394

394

928. We have yet to come across in the documentation any specific suggestion that WN 532
and WN 587 could not cope with the challenges posed by an all-purpose home - the
writer may simply be reflecting an accepted view that had come to be held about HDLG.
929. When giving a statement to the police in 2009, WN 587 viewed her time at HDLG as
“an example of the best work we have ever done in our time in childcare. We tried hard
to change an old fashioned system in order to give those children a good and independent
start in life”.1653
930. WN 570 [1971–1974; 1977–1983] remembers that WN 532 and WN 587 wanted to
change the image of the Home to show that children were there through no fault of their
own:
“They were more a couple working together…quite often they would come into the
group…they were very hands on, they would come in and help…both of them were very
good…they were very approachable to the children and the children would go and speak
to them”1654
931. In their approach to children she thought they were similar to Colin Tilbrook. They were
good with staff “very approachable…they appreciated what we were doing”.1655 She
recalled in her statement that under WN 532’s tenure “this was the only attempt in all my
time at the home when there was direction given from a Superintendent to improve image
and to be more ambitious in our aims”.1656
932. Another member of staff described them as very nice and very caring, “they were a
mature couple”.1657 Fay Buesnel [1974–1984] could not remember WN 532 ever caning
anybody.
933. WN 636 [1974–1976] felt that WN 532 and WN 587 were unsuited to the job. She
found WN 587 was “so hard” on the children and gives an example of WN 587 getting a
child to clean the floor tiles with a toothbrush. She says that the couple “never interacted
1653
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with anyone”.1658 She said that she and WN 694 left in 1976 because she was frightened
to say or do anything – “[WN 532 and WN 587] would never be happy with what you had
done”.1659
934. WN 694 [1974–1976] remembers that WN 587 was very much the powerful one in the
relationship – “I did not have much to do with [them] as they really did not have much to
do with the day-to-day running of Dunluce group where I worked”.1660
(ii) Approach to and relationship with children
935. WN 668 [1974–1976] remembers them being very kind to the children but at a distance;
WN 587 was “very influenced by the theoretical output by the Tavistock Clinic Theory
for Disturbed Children. The Tavistock Clinic was a training organisation for child care
workers”.1661
936. WN 871 described WN 532 and WN 587 as “brilliant role models”. She remembers
WN 532 as being especially good with those children in constant trouble “[WN 532]
would talk to them while walking around the grounds and used to sometimes allow them
to visit their flat to watch television. Whenever this happened [WN 587] would always be
present”.1662
937. WN 532 and WN 587 recalled that they had a doctor to come and see the children
regularly (the implication being that this had not been in place previously). They set up a
referral system to the psychologist “who would sometimes see the children at his
office…or he would come to the home to see them”.1663
938. One example of their approach is found in a memo in 1975 from WN 532 to Charles
Smith: it relates to a boy held in detention who needed constant supervision:
“Prior to the weekend in question I have had this boy under close supervision, fetching
him out of the detention and then keeping him with either my wife or me when on duty.
1658
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The boy has eaten in my flat and sat in the evenings watching TV. He has had a period of
being within a group prior to getting into trouble with damaging cars and property. We
found however that the boy just cannot cope with [his] peer group and needs more
personal attention.”1664
(iii) Staffing issues: training and guidance
939. As noted above, in June 1974, WN 532 wrote to Charles Smith asking for more staff
and expressing concern that staff were “at the end of their tether”.1665
940. In September 1974, WN 532 was personally asked by the Director of Education to
provide an explanation of why eight boys were able to abscond on one night. Repeated
concerns were conveyed by WN 532 that HDLG was under-staffed and that this was the
cause.1666
941. WN 532 also raised the issue of having secure accommodation at HDLG (as opposed to
detention rooms) for children on remand who did not go to school.
942. In July 1975, WN 532 provided each group at the home with the Home Office guidance
on the Conduct of Children’s Homes – this had had to be requested from Children’s
Services.
943. A document dated July 1975, referred to above, sets what appears to be a
comprehensive set of guidelines for staff working at the Home. Prescriptive guidance is
given on all aspects of life at the home including punishment, tidiness, visitors, children’s
washing, pocket money, dining room routine, new admissions and children’s leisure
activities. In some instances, the detail is what may today be characterised as micromanagement.1667 As already noted, it is not known whether the guidelines were ever
distributed to staff and if so to whom. Many witnesses, including Fay Buesnel, say that
they never received any written policies or guidance when they worked in the Home. 1668
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From the date on the document, it is assumed that it was compiled by WN 532 and WN
587 (although the text is written in places in the first person).
944. The 14-page guidance is prefaced by two pages setting out the daily routine for “‘A’
Group” and a “Normal daily routine for ‘D’ group”. It is not clear whether this was to
accompany the guidance or is entirely separate from it. In any event, the routine set out
mirrors accounts of those working at HDLG.
944.1 Although reference is made to groups (see, for instance, paragraph 30), there is no
reference to any names or letters. The text suggests that, as at July 1975, meals
were still being taken communally rather than in the separate smaller groups.
944.2 The guidance includes from the Children’s Officer underlining that “The
Superintendent is responsible for the Staff, the children and all the activities at
HDLG” and goes on to set out rules with regard to corporal punishment. The rules
appear to reflect those put forward by Patricia Thornton some time before (see
section on HDLG 1959–1969 above).
944.3 Staff are required to tell the Superintendent when parents relatives or friends of
children call for the first time, “so that he can if necessary interview them”.
944.4 The guidance stated that no invitations were to be accepted on behalf of children
without first consulting the Superintendent, “No child should be allowed out with
anybody or any organisation …unless the Superintendent has first been consulted
and his agreement obtained”. Addresses of children were never to be given “under
any circumstances”.
944.5 Record keeping is also addressed:
“As we are now trying to keep very comprehensive records of all matters affecting
children in care, it would be appreciated if members of staff jot down on a piece of paper
and hand it into the office any last minute alterations in weekend visits or visitors if these
alterations appear to differ from the weekend list. Anything important which the children
say about their weekends which needs investigation or help should be similarly reported.
Anything to do with the children is important and will be dealt with.”
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944.6 One paragraph dealt with the level of supervision – staff were encouraged
“unobtrusively” to “wander amongst the children during the day”.
944.7 The guidance also deals with punishments (at paragraph 12 on page 10 of the
document):
“No child is allowed to be slapped or pulled about by any member of staff and no child
should be sent to bed for a punishment or deprived of any part of its meal. The only
exception to this rule is in the case of the very little children who may occasionally
warrant a slap on his leg or hand, or merit an early night if he or she is fractious and
tired. Discipline is generally to be maintained by members of staff establishing that sort
of relationship with individual children which encourages their respect and affection.
Praise is far more important than punishment.”
944.8 Senior children were to be allowed to go into town provided that arrangements had
been discussed with the Superintendent (Paragraph 14). Paragraph 16 was devoted
entirely to the organisation of each child’s birthday – there is no reference to the
role of the member of care staff to whom particular children would be allocated
within each group (see above).
944.9 Children were to have a “minimum of at least two baths or showers a week”.
944.10 Under “new admissions”, at paragraph 20, the instruction deals entirely with bed
wetting:
“All children must be given a rubber sheet when they are first admitted and the reason for
this tactfully explained. Adolescents should be told that often when they are upset at their
age when coming to HDLG for the first time it sometimes happens that they might wet the
bed through no fault of theirs and that they and all children who do have an accident can
take a member of staff on one side and explain what has happened. No children should be
punished for bed- wetting but every encouragement given to cease.”
944.11 Further on, the guidance stipulates that children who wet their beds “should never
be punished or reprimanded”.
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944.12 Staff were encouraged to stay with younger children who could not get to sleep
“until they are quiet or relaxed”.
944.13 Children were expected to do chores at the weekend primarily because “the daily
staff only work part time on Saturday and not at all on Sundays”.
944.14 Only the Superintendent could fine a child or stop a weekend:
“Houseparents and [Assistant] Houseparents who feel there is a valid reason for fining a
child should consult with the Superintendent first but should not threaten a child with a
fine in case subsequent discussion suggests another method of dealing with the matter. In
all cases a note should be obtained from me authorising the fine.”
944.15 The guide devotes two-thirds of a page to dining room routine, including that: “If
at the end of a meal a child has not finished because of finickiness the table should
be cleared completely without comment”.
944.16 Vetting was referred to:
“Children are not to be allowed out of these premises unless by agreement has FIRST
been obtained. Our legal responsibilities for these children are very clearly defined and a
considerable amount of 'vetting' is normally undertaken before any child is allowed to
visit relatives, friends or acquaintances, even for short periods. This applies to the girls'
boy friends as well. Children allowed out on their own are listed in the green folder and
will be amended from time to time. No other child should leave the premises unless
accompanied by a member of staff (full-time employed staff only or by agreement.)
945. WN 532’s approach may be reflected not only in the text generally but in specific
passages such as: “Our job continues to be one of training and not just punishment for
misbehaviour. Both boys and girls need this kind of constant encouragement”.
946. The rules on the use of the detention room followed almost identically those prescribed
under Colin Tilbrook, including a statement that “anything which a child could use to
inflict harm on himself or others must not be allowed in the rooms and all children must
be searched”. There is no reference to children having to change into their night clothes.
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947. In the time that WN 7 was at HDLG, not all the rules set out in this guide were applied
although he thinks the rules on the use of the detention rooms were.1669
948. Another example of WN 532’s approach and the culture he and WN 587 may have
sought to promote in the Home is found in a memo to Charles Smith in September 1975,
“Re: Boys or Girls needing close supervision” in which WN 532 seeks Charles Smith’s
approval to set up a new group so as to avoid using the detention rooms. 1670 He writes of
his being “increasingly distressed” about the children who come into care with a history
of problem behaviour. He recognised that the behaviour of this group necessitated firm
control “until they can cope in a more natural environment”. Control at HDLG meant the
use of the detention rooms, “the most undesirable part of such procedure is that placing a
child in such close confinement often results in the deterioration of relationships with
adults and particularly those in authority”. He was critical of the layout of the rooms. It
was he wrote “extremely difficult to give time” to those in detention:
“I feel therefore the necessity to sit and rethink our current situation. If we do eventually
gain a special unit it will be a long time coming...Are we to continue locking up individual
boys for the lengthy periods between offence investigations, charges, Juvenile Court, and
much later Royal Court …
There are many alternatives. Convert several rooms to extra detentions, request use of
block at Prison etc. Each of these seems to perpetuate our problem of denying a boy any
chance to develop a "trusting" relationship with adults. Admittedly the prison would give
exercise and accommodation + a school/recreation/ dining room, but the setting is all
wrong for an already disturbed child to enter into.”
He asks:
“As an alternative again, could we reconsider the staffing of HDLG. Would it be possible
to set up a new group? ...Could we then employ larger numbers to cope with one group of
these disturbed children? Perhaps the closer contact and more individual approach
would be the necessary breakthrough we need.”
1669
1670

Day 65/123
WD002603

401

401

No response to this memo is available to the Inquiry.
(iv) Staffing issues: quality and numbers
949. In February 1976, WN 532 proposed an overhaul of staffing at HDLG. 1671 In essence,
he felt that the home needed more staff. The paper refers to the four groups by name –
Aviemore, Baintree, Claymore and Dunluce. The Panel may wish to note the breadth and
intensity of senior residential staff duties and consider whether WN 532 was keen to
impress on the need for senior trained staff to be employed at the Home.
950. While the Panel will want to take account of all the content, we highlight the following:
“Prior to our appointment they were divided in a pattern giving one group of younger
children mainly babies or toddlers. Two other groups had junior children and only one
held children 11+, namely seniors. Thus a family may well have been divided by reason
of age. Up to 1970 the population was 70% infants and could be divided in the above
manner easier. Mr Tilbrook gave the three groups catering for the young children a rota
which allowed for two staff to be on duty at any one time but they finished duty at 8 pm
This left the senior group sadly short of staff with a married couple in charge and another
couple to relieve, supported by the Superintendent. (I feel that the delinquent element
amongst teenagers could well be the result of this type of supervision). Senior staff were
also able to take advantage of a fifth member who acted as an Assistant Matron and able
to give support to either the seniors or the group staff.
On arrival at the Home we felt that the senior group was then beyond control being 20+
whilst other groups were lower in numbers and yet we agree these other groups were able
to run smoothly, having a more generous staffing ratio.”
951. The paper described the formation of four groups of children:
“Aviemore have 14 children – 1 baby, three months old, a young boy of 5, going to
morning special school. He needs collecting, giving lunch with others arriving from St.
Martin's and then preparing to join these returning to St. Martin's for afternoon.
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Baintree have 16 children – 1 baby, seven weeks old, 2 pre-school children at home all
day plus others at school.
Claymore have 12 children – 1 baby, ten months, 2 pre-school plus others at school.
Dunluce have 15 children – 2 pre-school plus 2 children excluded from normal day
school and who need careful supervision plus 11 at school all day.
952. The paper suggests that there was some, possibly informal, training, albeit the staff
recruited had had limited experience:
“The delinquent and emotionally disturbed children have caused concern during ·the past
twelve months and we had an influx of new staff with limited experience. It has caused
vast areas of extra pressure to senior staff who have tried to cope with these children and
yet train new staff, many of whom have no idea of the fundamentals of good child care,
into this demanding type of work.”
953. In making the case for additional staff, WN 532 drew the paper to a close with an
anecdote:
“We consider there is a need for three staff to cover the period between 4–10 pm and on a
‘lucky’ day we can give this provision. Even so a child's individual needs may not be
covered in a particular incident, i.e. I saw a child on a staff's lap trying to listen to a
story, I returned an hour later and they were still trying! I was told there had been no
many interruptions they had been unable to get this simple task over. It was necessary to
help with supervision whilst the child's story was read.
If each group had five members of staff, they would be able to arrange holiday cover and
hopefully have improved staffing during school holidays.”1672
954. The available records show that, throughout the 1970s, the number of female residential
staff was consistently higher than male staff.
954.1WN 532 maintained the pressure on the Children’s Officer, proposing in the same
month that Dunluce be made a group for ‘maladjusted children’ with a maximum
1672
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of 10 children, saying “We would have to give a lot of thought and planning to the
care of this group...could we get advice and help from the psychiatric clinic” [Day
42/59].
955. In June 1976, WN 532 was credited by the Head of Education with having established
“a more stable staff and environment at HDLG”. As at June 1976 there were 20 staff
looking after up to 60 children. By December 1976, staff re-organisation promoted by
WN 532 had led to the reduction in duty from 44 to 40 hours a week, and to the
allocation of 5 residential care staff to each of the four groups.1673
(v) Ethos
956. A document that may provide insight into WN 532’s ethos is a paper prepared for
Charles Smith in October 1976 – “you ask for reasons why HDLG has advantages over a
small family home”. He summarised the advantages of a larger home as “as economic use
of labour and movement of children without breaking emotional distress. Plus the fact
that senior staff should be able to guide staff into becoming more aware of a child’s
needs and be in a position to make the necessary provisions…a large home with small
groups should show a vast improvement in daily behaviour problems”. He recognised the
disadvantage of a broad range of behaviours in a larger home “In a larger home one is
constantly under pressure to have disturbed children inserted into a settled group. The
effects can be devastating as children hear forceful bad language, meeting with bullying
or are forced into sexual realisation before they are mentally able to accept [the same]”.
He concludes, “with well trained staff who are dedicated to their fostered family the small
unit should be [the] perfect answer to children needing care”.1674 The reference to the
‘small unit’ is to the newly established self-contained ‘family’ units with HDLG.
957. WN 532 and WN 587 say that at the end of their time at HDLG they were invited to
provide a written report on the future of HDLG:
Our recollection is that at that time we were strongly recommending that the home which
had about 60 odd children in it should be broken down into small homes in different
1673
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residential sites around the Island. We proposed that the large home should be effectively
abolished and we were a bit like turkeys voting for Christmas. Our vision was to change
the whole character of HDLG and the way that Jersey dealt with children in care. As a
result of our report it became apparent to us that our future in childcare in Jersey was
going to come to an end because the States of Jersey had decided to accept our report.1675
958. In 2009, WN 532 stated to the police: “We recommended to the State of Jersey that the
home HDLG be closed down and made into smaller units”. He remembered that the
States responded by saying that as he and WN 587 would then only be in charge of a
smaller group type home, “we would be on half our wages”. This coupled with the
housing qualifications on the Island meant that they could not afford to stay.1676
959. It is not clear whether the report referred to is one available to the Inquiry. Nor is it
certain whether this account of their leaving HDLG is an accurate one. Other records
provide a different insight into why WN 532 and WN 587 left when they did.
960.A letter from JH Cabot (subsequently Assistant Director of Education) to Charles Smith
in June 1976 addressing WN 532’s request for improved salary grading refers to WN 532
being “required” to produce re-organisation proposals for HDLG, “I would not dispute
for one moment that he and his wife have in any way to carry out that task failed [but]
neither must they expect to have a regarding simply because they have”. The writer adds:
“In the immediate future, as we both know, [WN 532’s] task may become an easier one
with the removal of the convicted and remand children to Dulce Domum, and equally and
to his own credit the establishment of more stable staff and environment at HDLG.”1677
961. The reference to “Dulce Domum” is thought be to the new residential school then being
established, which was to become Les Chenes.1678
962. In the same year as the resignation of WN 532 and WN 587, the Education Committee
noted the apparent lack of discipline and supervision at HDLG at the weekends. The
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Director of Education was asked to speak to the Children’s Officer to discuss
improvements.1679
963. WN 532 was also having to address the levels of sexual relationships between children
in the Home, as discussed further below.1680
964. Other records of note in respect of WN 532 and WN 587 show:
964.1 referrals for psychiatric intervention.1681
964.2 use of detention for a child “who desperately needs more individual care and a
controlled environment”.1682
964.3 special assistance provided for a child.1683
964.4 how a complaint by the mother of a child in the Home was dealt with.1684

Jim Thomson
(i) Background and experience
965. Jim Thomson was appointed Superintendent at HDLG in 1976. His wife had died the
year before. Until Mr Thomson’s appointment, the Education Committee’s policy had
been to appoint a married couple to run the Home, the male taking on the role of
Superintendent and the female taking on the role of Matron. Both Superintendent and
Matron shared duties in the management of the Home.
966. The Education Committee were concerned that Mr Thomson was a widower. The
Children’s Officer, Charles Smith, persuaded the Education Committee that there were
advantages to having “separate individuals in the posts of superintendent, Deputy and
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Matron”.1685 As a consequence of Mr Thomson’s appointment the post of Deputy Matron
was discontinued and a residential CCO appointed instead.
967. Born in 1929, Jim Thomson started as a welfare officer in 1955 in Scotland. He had
gone on to be a CCO and was promoted to assistant children’s officer in 1960. He held
that post for 6 years before coming to Jersey in 1966 where he was a CCO then SCCO
from 1971.1686 On completion of his probationary period in 1966, Patricia Thornton
(Children’s Officer at the time) described him as “a very satisfactory CCO”. She wrote a
resume of his career up to late 1971 in an application for a senior social worker course.
She noted that he was “lacking in basic training” but that he wanted to have “a
professional training”.1687 Due to a staffing predicament, he appears to have never gone
on the course.1688
968. From the available records, it appears that he attended no further training. He was
appointed Superintendent at HDLG in September 1976, with a start date in December
1976.1689 He was then aged 48 and had previously acted as the interim head following the
departure of Mr Tilbrook, and then after WN 532 and WN 587 had left. He lived in a 5
roomed flat on the premises. He was superintendent at HDLG for 7 years – in September
1983 he retired from the role to return to being an SCCO, replacing Brenda Chappell who
had gone on long term sick leave.1690 He retired in 1989, and died in the same year.
(ii) Views of others about Jim Thomson
969. The extracts below include the responses of witnesses to allegations of abuse made
against Mr Thomson, largely because they focus on assessments of his character and their
impressions of him, rather than any first-hand evidence as to specific allegations:
969.1 Jim Thomson’s daughter, Marion Robson, thinks he was appointed Superintendent
because he was considered “a safe pair of hands”.1691 She did not think that he was
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a “punitive man”.1692 She questioned the credibility of those making allegations
against her father and said that she does not believe them. She described him as
meticulous and said that he would have done things by the book.1693
969.2 Wendy Castledine found him “a very caring man”.1694
969.3 Fay Buesnel remembers him being “the softest man” who “absolutely hated”
having to cane children.1695
969.4 Ernest Mallett [1981] recalls Jim Thomson as “a nice guy, quite strict and clearly
traumatised by the death of his wife…he was a good bloke. He was probably one
of the best they had at the office when he used to work at the office. Really
good”.1696
969.5 WN 704 [1977–] remembers Jim Thomson as a heavy drinker who encouraged a
culture of drinking at the Home, “there was a big drinking culture at HDLG.
Members of staff used to drink till the early hours of the morning then come on
duty that morning with children”. There was one occasion when “Jim Thomson
came home very drunk...Jim could not get in and was shouting. As I opened the
door he it violently open and it hit me on the head cutting my head badly”.1697 She
recalls that alcohol “played a huge part in the life of HDLG, most of the staff
drank…when Jim Thomson welcomed [WN 640] and I when we first arrived he
offered us a whisky or a beer”.1698
969.6 WN 831 [1977–] remembers Jim Thomson “spending most of his time in his flat
drunk”.1699
969.7 WN 7 remembered that Jim Thomson drank heavily but that this did not affect his
attitude towards the children or his work as it was when he was off duty. WN 7
never had doubts about his sobriety when he was working nor about his ability to
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run the Home.1700 When invited to comment on the allegations made against Jim
Thomson, WN 7 recalled him as a kind man who would not have harmed any of
the children.1701
969.8 WN 570 found Jim Thomson “robust” and “loud”; “he did not bring in anything
new or get rid of anything…the day-to-day running just stayed the same”. She
thought he was better with teenagers than the younger children, “He was very
approachable…very friendly, very nice chap.”
969.9 WN 715 [Superintendent 1973–1974] thought Jim Thomson “an inexperienced
and untrained social worker” when it came to child care issues: “He was a
blustery man who came across as inexperienced in his dealing with children. He
would shout at the children and did not appear to think before shouting.”1702
Although it should be noted that this view concerns Mr Thomson’s abilities as a
field social worker as opposed to his role as Superintendent, it may be thought
pertinent that Mr Thomson had in fact been in interim charge of HDLG
immediately preceding WN 715’s arrival.
969.10 WN 570 [1977–1983] never had cause for concern relating to Jim Thomson.1703
969.11 Tony Jordan did not see Mr Thomson come on duty drunk but he was not very
close to him.1704
(iii) Dealing with boy-on-boy abuse
970. In 1978, Jim Thomson had to address and manage the behaviour of Michael Aubin, who
had been in HDLG since the 1960s. Now in his mid-teens he had started indecently
assaulting younger boys in the Home. In July 1978, by which time six younger boys had
alleged they had been assaulted, Jim Thomson wrote to Charles Smith, formally
requesting that Michael Aubin be removed from the Home “to protect our younger boys”:
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“I feel that this matter MAY have to be brought to the attention of the Children’s SubCommittee…the situation is intolerable and the Department is laying itself open to very
serious criticism if something is not done”.1705
971. For more on this matter, please see below in the section on allegations of abuse made
against former residents.
(iv) Challenging behaviour of teenage girls
972. This was a recurring issue for Jim Thomson, as it had previously been for WN 532.
973. In 1979, a memo was sent by Mr Thomson to the SCCO Anton Skinner relating to four
girls at the Home – their respective CCOs are copied in. He sets out his understanding of
each girl’s motivation for absconding, noting that he had consulted other staff. He
concludes:
“In the case of all four a lenient policy was followed after their last adventures on the
premise that being too strict was not working. The new approach worked well but briefly
and may have been regarded by them as a ‘loss of nerve’ on the part of senior staff.
Henceforth we revert to the guidance of the Consultant Psychiatrist to the Home Office,
Dr Berry who specialises in dealing with difficult adolescent girls:
1. Be strong 2. Show them you care 3. Do not give in to them 4. Remain their friend”.1706
974. WN 7 accepted that there were concerns about promiscuity at the Home but did not
accept that at the time he was there it was anarchic or out of control.1707
(v) Approach to the running of the Home
975. Within a short space of time in his new role, in January 1977, Mr Thomson identified to
the Children’s Officer those whom he described as the natural and most experienced of
leaders in each group with whom CCOs should make contact; all are female, one of
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whom is Morag Kidd.1708 He notes: “Child care staff should rely principally on them for
information in the group setting.”1709
975.1

In May 1978, Jim Thomson wrote a memo1710 to Charles Smith entitled: “The

over-15s – ‘LOG JAM’”, in which he complains that the Home has thirteen children over
15; eight of whom “have either been in trouble with the law…have serious behaviour
problems, or have been here before and had to return.” He comments that, “Their
presence in such large numbers distorts our main role of a children’s home and puts
extra strain on our disciplinary and evening framework”. He invites the Children’s Office
to a joint meeting to “embark on some positive ‘child-care action’ to break the log-jam”.
Nowhere in the documents seen by the Inquiry does Jim Thomson identify what he
considered to be the main purpose of HDLG.
976. As noted above, in January 1980, Jim Thomson sent a report to John Rodhouse, the
Director of Education, “HDLG: A report for the Eighties”.1711 In the introduction Jim
Thomson wrote “this is a personal report based on eleven years’ experience as CCO and
SCCO in Jersey and on three years’ experience as Superintendent of HDLG. However, I
know that many of my views are shared by both Field and Residential Care Staff….”.
977. The report should be read in full to provide an understanding of Mr Thomson’s
approach to running the Home. Three pages into the report, he writes:
“I think I can fairly claim that in the past three years at HDLG, it has not been my policy
to disguise any of our difficulties or to claim that we were doing well when we were not”
978. In concluding the report, he put forward several recommendations, declaring that
“HDLG will remain Jersey’s major residential child care establishment for the
foreseeable future”. He considered that:
“Teenage girls are likely to remain the cause of most of our problems. These problems
are not readily solvable by legal action and/or placement. In many areas of the United
Kingdom, staff working with teenage problem girls are paid on Grade 6, so acute are the
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difficulties. At HDLG, a growing number of staff are acquiring the experience, maturity
and steadfastness in dealing with them. What is needed from Committee members and
others in authority is a recognition of the difficulties involved, support and coolness is the
face of adversity. Children in long-term care who have no parental contact, or poor and
erratic parental contact, should be moved on to either Family Group Homes or Foster
Parents, if at all possible.
979. The paper prompted a meeting between John Rodhouse, the Director of Education,
Charles Smith and Jim Thomson. Jim Thomson was asked to explain why he had taken
on the role of superintendent – he said that he wanted to maintain continuity and to
strengthen the relationship between field work and residential staff. The notes record him
as identifying the two main problems as teenage girls and difficult parents:
“He believed that HDLG can never create the close bonding that might be available
elsewhere as most children are just passing through and as a result make no firm
relationships.1712
980. The meeting appears to have ended on a curt note, which may in turn reflect Jim
Thomson’s approach to managing the Home:
“During discussion Mr Thomson complained of lack of support from senior officers citing
the recent happenings with [WN 136] and [WN 139]. The Director of Education advised
him that in no way could he expect support when gross errors of judgment were made. It
was suggested to Mr Thomson that in order that he was aware of group organisation he
should consider taking meals within the group on a regular basis.”1713
981. In his evidence to the Inquiry, John Rodhouse described the relationship between
Charles Smith and Jim Thomson:
“It was a working relationship. There were times when they disagreed. Remember that
Thomson had been SCCO under Charles Smith and going into HDLG he took on a
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different role with a certain measure of independence and I think they both had to adjust
to that, sometimes successfully, sometimes not.”1714

Keith Purvis
982. In 1983, only two groups remained at HDLG: Dunluce, run by Keith Purvis, and
Aviemore, run by Fay Buesnel (Campbell). Evidence about Ms Buesnel’s role and
attitudes are contained below, as there is nothing that particularly suggests any change
when she took on this role. Keith Purvis had come from being in residential child care
since 1967 and as Superintendent of a home for 18 children in the north of England.1715
One reference provided for his application as Deputy Superintendent at HDLG described
him as having a “deep appreciation of the problems when looking after difficult
children”.1716
983. By 1983, management at the home seemed to be under strain. An unattributable memo
dated 23 March 1983 refers to a 4-week experimental period in which staff had sought to
work within the “new type of children’s units”. A group of staff had confronted Keith
Purvis about his lack of leadership.1717 At a meeting with Charles Smith later in 1983. Mr
Purvis was advised that “the sub-committee was still not satisfied that he could carry out
the duties and responsibilities of being responsible for a small children’s home”.1718
984. In September 1984, by which time Terry Strettle was Children’s Officer, Keith Purvis
was forced to resign.1719 He was replaced by Mario Lundy.
Mario Lundy
985. In late 1984, Mario Lundy, then Deputy Principal at Les Chenes, was seconded to
HDLG by Terry Strettle (the Children’s Officer at the time), to oversee the last remaining
group of children at the Home before the final closure of the Home. In fact, he stayed at
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the home for 3 months until February 1985. There were 16 children left in the Home. As
he described it in evidence, the remaining group at Dunluce “was extremely unstable,
there was some particularly difficult young people there at the time, that the leadership
was inept and that the staff were …I think it was totally female…were struggling to deal
with the behaviour of a few youngsters…the older children were definitely running the
show”.1720
986. Mr Lundy also gave the following evidence to the Inquiry about his approach at
HDLG:1721
986.1 He identified that the children needed to be engaged more in the community and
more quality time with staff.
986.2 He recalls that the staff were demoralised.
986.3 HDLG was an old fashioned building on its last legs and it would not have been
easy to take pride in. Children would come into the home when they wanted, left
bedrooms in a mess and he wanted to instil the same standards that would be
expected by a parent of their own children.
986.4 Looking at a school in that kind of condition now he would feel that the problem
was with its leadership. He felt there was no leadership at HDLG.
986.5 During his secondment he had regular contact with Terry Strettle who was his
supervisor. They spoke frequently and Mr Strettle visited.
986.6 The only real sanction used at HDLG was grounding. They had no access to secure
cells and corporal punishment was not used at that time
986.7 He describes the behaviour of some of the children at HDLG as “off the wall”.
986.8 He introduced a token system at HDLG, which was a mechanism for calculating
pocket money. It was not as effective (aside from one or two who bought into it)
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and it was undermined by one of the members of staff. There was no link with
home leave.
986.9 He was seen as a “military man” as he was introducing structure, rules and
regulations. He states it felt like children had self-admitted to HDLG as they were
not prepared to abide by rules at their own home.
986.10 He thought there was an opportunity for relationships at home to be worked on
and that he took some of the young people home to talk through issues with their
parents. He had a perception that some parents thought it was more convenient for
their children to be placed in HDLG and felt that numbers could be reduced, about
which he had discussions with Terry Strettle, leading to some children departing
while he was there.
986.11 Training would have been beneficial to anyone at that time but there was no
culture of training and development
986.12 There were no formal processes for children raising concerns so it would have
relied on them going to a member of staff that they trusted
986.13 He thought that having structures in place could encourage a child to raise
concerns “in confidence with some security that they’re actually going to be
listened to and it’s going to be acted upon… if you do not have the formal
procedures in place…then it’s probably going to be less likely that they do so”
986.14 He agreed that the culture of the institution is central to whether children would
come forward. He believes you can create a culture where people feel free to
express concerns – he thinks this was the case at Les Chenes but did not have
enough time to consider these issues at HDLG.
986.15 No staff raised any issues about children, though he had concerns about bullying
among some of the senior boys.
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986.16 WN 102 remembers taking over from Mario Lundy in Aviemore, by which date her
administrative role at the Home was no longer needed as children were being transferred
elsewhere and there were no new admissions.1722
WN 751
987. WN 751 took up his role as Officer in Charge of a greatly depleted HDLG in September
1985 where he remained until December 1986.1723 There were eight children left in the
Home – all boys. He wrote a summary report in March 1986,1724 commenting that “the
building in my opinion does not lend itself to good child care”. He said that his brief had
been to set up “a unit with therapeutic methods”. He appears to have introduced staff
supervision, noting that “every member of staff receives one-hour supervision once every
two weeks”. Sleeping-in care staff were put in place for the first time in order to deal with
what he saw as the “inconsistency in the standard of night staff”. As noted above, he also
appears to have been responsible for the implementation of training, mostly provided by
the National Children’s Home and David Pithers.
988. WN 751 also recorded that he was appalled “to see so many members of staff with so
many skills to be afraid to use these skills, in case they are reprimanded, this I believe is
a throwback to earlier days of HDLG …There are two members of staff that since they
have been given their freedom to develop have achieved remarkable results in
professional standards.”
989. Some of the passages in his report may represent social work residential care thinking at
the time as well as giving an insight into his approach; for example:
“Perhaps at this point I should point out that I believe still in Tender Loving Care and in
both groups it is the foundation of all our work. Work which depends on relationships and
not purely on discipline”.

1722

WD006810
Day 42/90
1724 WD002615
1723

416

416

990. The importance attached to the need to build relationships was not new; it had been a
consistent theme in reports and memos of other superintendents over the previous 25
years.
Inspections of the Home
Home Office Inspection 1971
991. In April and May 1970, two Home Office Inspectors, Ms Cuffe and Ms Heady, carried
out a review of the work of the Jersey Children’s Department. At the time of production
of the report, Patricia Thornton was still the Children’s Officer. She was to resign in 1971
shortly after the report came out. She took up a post in Portsmouth.
992. During their stay, the Inspectors made an inspection of HDLG. The Home had
previously been inspected at the end of 1964. Colin Tilbrook had been then and was still
Superintendent. At the date of the inspection HDLG could accommodate up to 60
children up to school leaving age. A nursery extension had been built.
993. The report is dated 1970.1725 In relation to HDLG, it recommends:
“"(ii) change in the age grouping within HDLG and reorganisation of staff duties. (iii)
restriction of the numbers at HDLG to 60."(iv) if demonstrated as necessary, creation of a
separate small establishment for difficult older boys near maximum employment
opportunities. Consideration of the particular needs of difficult older girls.”
994. These recommendations were based on the inspectors’ findings:
“Since the Committee decided to concentrate the major part of the residential provision
for both boys and girls at HDLG, and since the appointment of Mr Tilbrook as
Superintendent...a great deal has been done to modernise methods of care in this large
establishment. The highly institutional building has been transformed in many ways. Boys
and girls are cared for in groups within the larger one; the older children have their own
sitting room; labour saving devices were being installed and the nursery wing built. The
Committee has also agreed to a generous staffing ratio so that staff hours of work are
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reasonable and certainly compare favourably with the standards so far generally
achieved on the mainland. We consider that the total number of children cared for on this
site should not now be expanded beyond 60. However great the efforts made to combat
institutionalisation, a growth in numbers beyond this point inevitably multiplies the
complexities of staff duty rosters and thus fragments the care given to each child. Since
HDLG must be 'home' for many children in longer term care, its size should be limited. At
the time of our visit 24 of the 57 children in residence were under school age. The nursery
wing, having been designed for ten small babies, was not satisfactory for this larger
group of children.”
995. After considering how the pre-school age nursery was run, the inspectors were
concerned at the numbers. They were critical of the location of the home for difficult
adolescents. At para.26 they envisaged specialist provision for boys:
"At present, however, there is no clear evidence of young people needing residential care
in a separate unit. If at a later date this need becomes apparent, the Committee should
consider establishing a hostel-cum-home in St Helier for a maximum of 12 boys. Staffing
ratios at such an establishment would need to be generous."
996. They considered the challenges faced by what they described as ‘difficult girls’,
recommending a “specialist establishment for girls”.
997. The inspectors viewed the detention rooms that had been recently added. They
concluded:
“Under the Children (Jersey) Law 1969 the Committee has a duty to provide remand
accommodation. It has not so far proved possible to produce the statistics on which the
possible future size required for this provision can be based. We understand that the
prison has been used for holding unruly young people and this may have to continue for
those needing physical restraint. The two detention rooms provided in the new wing of
HDLG will continue to be used for the short-term holding of young people. We consider
that special care is needed when these rooms are in use for the purpose of restraining a
young person. Although constructed in such a way that physical hazards have been
reduced to a minimum, the rooms are situated away from the main centres of activity. It is
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therefore of paramount importance that when anyone is locked into the room, one
member of staff should be personally responsible for their supervision. This has
particular relevance during the dark hours when senior staff are sleeping far from the
detention rooms and one member of staff on night duty has responsibility for the entire
very large building. Our visits and discussions at HDLG left us with the overriding
impression that this major element of child care provision has been allowed to develop
much too independently. It was constantly described to us (both by the Superintendent
and the Children’s Officer) in terms which somehow gave it a life and identity...apart
from the functioning of the Children's Department as a whole.”
998. The inspectors were particularly concerned that there should be improved staff training
in all areas. On 3 September 1970, the Education Committee met with the HO inspectors.
999. One of the Inspectors revisited the Home in 1972, specifically reviewing the provision
for young children: ‘Since the review carried out in 1970, the groups at Haut de La G
have been formed as follows: 3 groups of children from 11 or 12, 1 group of older
children…This has worked well…staff morale appeared to be high.’1726
Keith Barette Report 1975
1000. Keith Barette gave evidence to the Inquiry about his role as a member of the
Children’s Sub-Committee in the 1970s.1727
1001. As a member of the Children’s Sub-Committee, Mr Barette had been appointed to
liaise with HDLG. He reported back to the Education Committee, who minuted his
views:
“(a) First of all size. Mr Barette considered that HDLG was much too large and that
many children must feel overwhelmed by the size of the institution. He was concerned
about the child who entered HDLG because of a family breakdown and then came into
contact with children with bad behaviour problems and the effect this contact would have
on him;
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(b) Turnover of staff. Mr Barette considered that it was most important that stable
relationships should be formed between the children and staff and that it was unfortunate
that children who had come into the home following their rejection by their parents,
should again appear to be rejected by staff who left HDLG in search of other work;
(c) Those children who behaved badly tended to receive more attention and it therefore
followed that the better behaved children received a smaller proportion of the attention
given. It was therefore necessary for a child which craved or required attention to behave
badly in order to receive attention.
Mr Barette believed that the overriding factor was the size of the unit which should
perhaps be divided into a number of water-tight compartments in order that each unit
could be more easily handled. Mr Barette requested that a small Sub-Committee be set up
in order to study the problems at HDLG and to make recommendations for the future.1728
1002. In evidence to the Inquiry, Keith Barette remembered from his visit to HDLG:
“I got the impression that it was thought by the staff absolutely essential to keep
everything running smoothly and that the children did not kind of get the upper hand in
disciplinary matters and that everything worked fairly efficiently. But perhaps it was not
enough emphasis on caring for the children themselves. It was a big problem. How do
you control 70 children unless discipline is seen as set out and observed?”1729
1003. He said that during his visits, concerns about sexual abuse would not have arisen.
1004. When asked whether she agreed with Mr Barette’s assessment, WN 570 agreed that, to
get attention, children did behave badly.1730
The Pilling Report 1980
1005. John Pilling, from Kent County Council, visited HDLG in May 1980. His report was
widely referred to in the course of the Inquiry. His concluded view was that routine at the
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Home was essential to maintaining control, but that this had become paramount, at the
expense of meeting the needs of the resident children:
“My observations of the way children, on arrival home from school, were programmed to
change their clothes in a non-personal kind of way, coupled with the expectations placed
upon children at meal times, would lead me to believe that the smooth running of the
institution has become the Primary Focus within ‘HDLG ‘, The repression of spontaneity
that so often characterises child care establishments was in evidence. On the one hand, it
is almost possible to believe that the days and the weeks could go on without the presence
of staff, so well are the routines (now rituals) programmed...As well as the fear that such
loss of control has within itself, there is the added fear, by staff, that they would have to
account to senior officers and Committee members for allowing such events to take place.
The outcome of all this is, in my opinion, an establishment that is pre-occupied with
maintaining its equilibrium and forgetting to look in detail about meeting the needs of
disadvantaged children – the raison d'etre for the establishment's existence in the first
place.”1731
1006. Mr Pilling also bemoaned the fact that the Home appeared no longer to have an idea of
its function.
1007. Marion Robson agreed that Mr Pilling was “probably right” in his assessment that the
regime at the Home had become paramount but she felt that for children without
boundaries or a sense of security, this would have given them “a sense of order and a
sense of security”.1732
1008. WN 7, when asked to comment on John Pilling’s assessment, agreed with it in the
main. The Home was run on routines as it was the least awkward way for staff to
maintain order.1733
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Lambert and Wilkinson Report 19811734
1009. In 1981, the UK’s Department of Health and Social Security carried out an inspection
of the children’s services. The inspectors, David Lambert and Elizabeth Wilkinson, were
asked specifically by the Education Committee to examine the role of HDLG, described
as the main residential child care establishment, and to comment on the way in which it
was organised.
1010. At page 49, the Report starts with a brief history of the Home – noting that the
premises were upgraded in 1973 and “a more overt policy of family grouping was
introduced…the all-age groups have been more successful, living in 4 relatively
autonomous house units”.
1011. The Report notes that by 1980, with falling numbers, one of the units had been closed.
At paragraph 24.2, the dilemma presented by the Home is identified:
“In general terms the Home seems to have two primary functions. Firstly, as the major
and most accessible residential resource on the Island it provides a ready facility for a
great deal of emergency and short-term care. Secondly, it is currently acting as a longstay children's home for a substantial group of young people who have spent many years
at HDLG. It is not difficult to see that these two tasks could easily be in conflict and it is
our view that this is the current situation and thus highly unsatisfactory.”1735
1012. The authors had gone on to look at the numbers of children going through the home in
the previous 2 years. At page 50, they provide a percentage breakdown of the length of
stay at the home – 65 per cent of children had left within a 2-week period. Although
worded ambiguously (reference to time in care), the figures have been interpreted to
represent the length of time at HDLG:
“The figures show that over half the children have been resident between 1 to 5 years,
with nearly a fifth of the children experiencing long-term care up to 11 or 12 years. Again
one should stress that it is the comparative size of these groups which is the cause for
concern.”
1734
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1013. The Report criticises the use of the Home for short-term placement; which is dealt with
in the section on why children were taken into and maintained in care.
1014. The Report saw the placing of groups of siblings together as a virtue of the Home:
“One of the important features to note at HDLG is its capacity to accommodate larger
families, and this is certainly one of the most noticeable things about the stream of short
stay admissions. More importantly quite large families (up to seven children) can be
accommodated and this is obviously a bonus in any service. One of the other patterns that
emerges from the analysis is that many families of children come in and out of care on a
fairly regular, if short-term basis. Their developing familiarity with the setting at HDLG
could be counted a bonus, especially as attempts are always made to group the family
together. On the other hand, the location of the home and its size, must be a continuing
cause for concern especially where very small children are involved.”
1015. Other concerns raised included:
“The communal places and particularly the playing fields immediately surrounding the
home remain rather barren and lacking in stimulation…The building has the feeling of an
institution...it is not suitable for many of the tasks in which it is currently engaged
[paragraph 24.11]
…the living groups still tend to be rather too large for the staff to work creatively there is
too much reliance on routine and a rather more structured lifestyle than is necessary
[paragraph 24.17] …
The long stay children had less than a fair deal. They appear as a group who have
emotional needs that are not being fully met…Our view is that this situation must deepen
the frustration of the child whose emotional needs seem never to be adequately met. Many
of the long stay children at HDLG exhibit disturbed behaviour as they pass through
adolescence; and this could put them at risk when they leave to live in the community.
[paragraph 24.19]
We were particularly concerned about the pre-school children…there is a pressing need
to see that their physical social and emotional needs are being met [paragraph 24.21]”
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1016. The Report considered discipline. There is reference to the use of ‘separation rooms”:
“On the whole the common behaviour problems are those of disobedience, non-cooperation and temper tantrums. These and other minor matters of indiscipline are dealt
with by care staff at the group level. They tend to use a traditional tariff of sanctions
which includes early bed times, fines, extra duties and in serious circumstances the loss of
a day or whole weekend leave at home. If the latter is agreed then the CCO is informed
and involved in the decision. The Superintendent is also allowed to use corporal
punishment on boys between the ages of 10 and 15 years. He uses this sanction sparingly.
The other means of control at the disposal of the Superintendent is the use of the two
single separation rooms.
These were originally intended as the children's remand facility on the Island, but
currently they are used for more difficult older girls. The Superintendent has drawn up
clear guidelines for the staff on the use of the rooms and generally it would be expected
that this would be minimal and infrequent. The rooms are reasonably safe, but not built to
current DHSS specification of secure accommodation”
1017. The Report states that “staffing at HDLG has always been a problem and there is a
fairly continual turnover at the lower grades.” There was an urgent need for a
programme of staff development and training. The location of the home, 5 miles out of St
Helier, was considered no longer feasible for children in their early teens as it was
considered isolated.1736
1018. The authors made a raft of recommendations,1737 the most important of which was that
HDLG should “be replaced by more suitable alternative forms of provision”. Following
the report, a working party was set up to review and implement the recommendations.
The working party included John Rodhouse (Director of Education), Charles Smith
(Children’s Officer) and Anton Skinner (SCCO). At one meeting it was noted that the
Education Committee had insisted that all admissions to residential care should be to
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HDLG “unless exceptional circumstances prevailed”.1738 In fact the doors of HDLG
closed as a residential children’s home in 1986, at which point there were eight
adolescent children in residence.
It will be for the Inquiry to consider whether the recommendations set out here could and
should have been addressed earlier: why, the Panel may want to ask, had the Education
Committee waited another 10 years before carrying out a review of the residential
provision?
Governance
The Children’s Officer
1019. Patricia Thornton resigned as Children’s Officer in 1971 to take up a post in
Portsmouth. Her post was not filled for another 18 months, during which time her deputy,
Charles Smith, was acting Children’s Officer.
1020. In their joint statement provided to the police WN 532 and WN 587 described the
Children’s Officer as their “direct line manager”.1739
1021. It was the Children’s Officer, rather than the Superintendent, who took formal
disciplinary action against staff at HDLG. He did so on behalf of the employer, the
Education Committee.1740
The Education Committee and the Director of Education
1022. The Director of Education was the senior civil servant answerable to the Education
Committee.
1023. John Rodhouse was appointed as Director of Education in 1973. As noted above, there
is a record of his meeting with Jim Thomson to discuss the latter’s “HDLG: A report for
the Eighties”. There is also a letter from Mr Rodhouse asking Mr Thomson to come and
see him to discuss why the latter remained off duty following a series of fire raising
incidents at the Home which had been brought to his attention by Charles Smith. The
1738
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tone of the letter suggests that Jim Thomson was being asked to provide an
explanation.1741 The Panel may wish to consider whether at this stage the Superintendent
was being managed by the Director of Education as opposed to the Children’s Officer.
1024. In 1983, staff from HDLG wrote to the Education Committee expressing what they
concern about proposals for a new home to replace HDLG at St Luke’s Vicarage and
noting that they felt it ironic that children would be placed there through “no fault of their
own” while delinquent children would be placed at the “ideally located” Les Chenes.
The Committee noted the comments but did not accept the staff’s views.1742
1025. In his evidence to the Inquiry, John Rodhouse said that he was “from the very
beginning aware that HDLG was a problem”. He remembered walking round the Home
and said “It was in physical terms quite well provided…I would not have wanted a child
of mine to have to go there. There was not a lot of warmth.” When asked how he had
picked up on this Mr Rodhouse replied,
“The way the staff talked to and about the children. And also -- I think I have made the
point somewhere that my wife had children from HDLG in her classes at Mont-a-l'Abbe
School and she learned a great deal about life in HDLG from them. All right, they were
children with learning difficulties, but they were quite able to talk to her about how they
lived and to some extent that view is conditioned by those conversations and what she told
me…there was not the sort of warmth that I would have liked there to have been in their
relationship with the children. [The staff] did not talk about the children in the way that I
would talk about my children.”1743
1026. Although the qualifications of staff were “not great”, he said: “I do not recall meeting
anybody from or at HDLG who I felt should not be working with children”. He had
remembered that he had been asked by Charles Smith to try to persuade WN 715 and WN
870 to stay (in 1974), but without success. As at this point, he recalled that both he and
Charles Smith thought that HDLG should be closed down. He told the Inquiry why this
would not have happened then:
1741
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“Well, I think we have to go back to the system in order to deal with that. In order to
close HDLG the Education Committee would need to have the support -- it could only be
closed on a proposition presented by the Education Committee to the States, that's the
first point. Now, in order to get that proposition to the States and approved by the States
that proposition would have to be discussed with, in considerable detail, the Finance and
Economics Committee, the Establishment Committee and if it meant bringing -- if it meant
occupying other properties in the Island, the Housing Committee. As I said, those
committees all acted independently of one another so that what Charles Smith and I were
asking the President to do was to start on a very uphill task. And we're talking about
shutting down something which was part of Jersey's history. It was a major -- it was a
major undertaking when it did happen and it was a very very great undertaking to
consider back in 1975”.1744
He felt that the needs of the children could have been met in different ways.
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Gordon Wateridge – Housefather from 1970 to 1973
(i) Alleged physical abuse
1027. It is alleged that Mr Wateridge was the “number one bully” and would regularly punch
WN 184 in the arms as a way of exerting his authority. 1745 He is alleged by the same
witness to have thrown snooker balls at a child.1746
1028. WN 211 says that Mr Wateridge would clip her round the ear, face or head and would
sometimes smack her quite hard around the face. She says there was not a day when he
did not clip someone in this way.1747 A similar account is given by WN 188, who also
alleges that Mr Wateridge would tip him out of bed in the mornings by tipping up the
whole bed if he did not get up immediately on demand.1748 WN 74 also complained of the
punishment of being tipped out of bed by Mr Wateridge.1749
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1029. WN 74 explained to the Panel that he knew of Mr Wateridge before he moved up to
the seniors, because he could hear him shouting at children around the Home.1750 He
explained that Mr Wateridge was a very large man who used his physical size.1751 He
described Mr Wateridge punching children in the stomach, taking care that he never did
any visible damage to their faces, and confirmed that he was the victim of such abuse.1752
More generally, WN 74 stated that Mr Wateridge would line the children up in the
morning and decide who he was going to victimise that day. Having picked a child, he
would unleash a tirade of verbal abuse, interspersed with punches or slaps.1753 WN 74
alleges that the Housefather was particularly horrible to a boy who was physically
disabled and would take great delight in kicking his legs from under him.1754 The same
witness told the Panel of an occasion when Mr Wateridge refused to let him leave the
detention cell to go to the toilet, so he had to go in the cell.1755
1030. WN 170 confirmed that Mr Wateridge would hit children in front of staff, and hit him
on one occasion in front of a male staff member, WN 515.1756
(ii) Sexual abuse
1031. Gordon Wateridge was committed for trial in relation to 20 counts of indecent assault
against girls at HDLG and 1 count of assault against a boy in August 2009. The facts of
the case are most conveniently set out in the case report, to which the Panel is
referred.1757 In summary, the counts related to incidents taking place at HDLG during the
course of his employment as a Housefather. The offending took the form of groping the
girls, often in the vicinity of the snooker table at the Home. The allegations including
touching the girls’ breasts and genitalia, giving them love bites, encouraging boys to
touch the breasts of a girl while he restrained her, and pressing a girl against a wall and
kissing her. The charges involved WN 180 (counts 1 and 2), WN 169 (counts 3–6
inclusive), WN 157 (count 7), WN 151 (counts 8–15 inclusive), WN 397 (counts 16 to
1750
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19), and one further victim on counts 20 and 21. Mr Wateridge was convicted on counts 1
to 7 and 20 and 21, and was sentenced to 2 years’ imprisonment.
1032. Similar complaints are made by other girls at the Home: WN 396, WN 211,1758 as well
as WN 169.1759 As well as alleged indecent assaults in the games room, WN 211
describes Mr Wateridge walking into the girls’ dormitory on a regular basis in the
mornings, and staring at the girls if they were naked. She says that no other staff member
did this. She also describes him pulling open the shower curtain as she took a shower,
saying that this happened practically every time he was on duty. She goes on to say that if
Mr Wateridge was on duty, he would make the girls shower when he was on shift during
the evening, even if they had had one that morning. She says that he only did this with the
girls.1760 WN 169 alleges that Mr Wateridge took the opportunity to carry out these
assaults when his wife was putting his own children to bed. She states that Mr Wateridge
would line the girls up in the snooker room before they went down to supper and would
pick on a girl to assault, with the assaults happening on the snooker table. She says the
boys thought it was a great laugh, but she felt totally degraded.1761
1033. More generally, several male witnesses describe Mr Wateridge as being flirtatious with
girls at the Home, with WN 184 asserting that he was always standing in the corridor next
to their showers. He also alleges that Mr Wateridge was always “sniffing around them” in
the snooker room, and would sit with his arms around them, but not actually touching
their breasts.1762 In the same police statement, he also alleges that Mr Wateridge would
touch the girls on the thigh, and would make them feel uncomfortable generally. WN 184
also claims to have witnessed an incident in which Mr Wateridge was lying on top of a
girl on the snooker room table.1763
1034. It is alleged that Mr Wateridge also encouraged boys at the home to sexually assault
the girls. WN 397 alleges that she was sexually assaulted by Mr Wateridge and goes on to
describe him pinning her on the snooker table and inviting the boys present to grope her
1758
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breasts, which they did. She says: “This type of conduct was usual. There was no-one to
tell.”1764
1035. The allegations of sexual abuse are not restricted to the girls at the Home, although
those were the only ones considered by the Law Officer’s Department to pass the
evidential test. WN 162, a male former resident, alleges that Mr Wateridge would rub up
against him from behind, and he could feel his erect penis rubbing against his bottom. He
says that this would happen in the bathroom and the dormitory and Mr Wateridge would
make it appear like fun.1765 WN 162 also describes Mr Wateridge singing lewd songs on
a camping trip, with the lyrics “Sing, sing or show us your ring”. WN 162 says that he
did not want to sing and did not want to show his backside, so was punished by having to
dig holes for the latrines. WN 162 confirms that Mr Wateridge would fool around with
the girls, bumping up against them and touching their breasts.1766
1036. Another boy, WN 399, also alleges sexual abuse at the hands of Mr Wateridge when
he was 8 or 9. He says that Mr Wateridge took him to the laundry room and made him
strip, then touched him all over, including his genitals. The witness describes screaming
out for help as Mr Wateridge took off his trousers, but no-one came.1767 He alleges that
the same thing happened to other boys at the home.1768
1037. WN 634 knew Mr Wateridge after he had left HDLG and had returned to carpentry
work. He explains in his SOJP statement of 5 March 2008 that Mr Wateridge was an
inveterate womaniser and also showed a sexual interest in girls. He describes Mr
Wateridge boasting about how he would roll around the floor at HDLG with a largebreasted girl, and also about how he liked to hit children.1769
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WN 570 – Residential CCO from 1971 to 1983
1038. WN 570 is accused of physical abuse by WN 98, in an incident taking place in May
1975. This is recorded in a memo to Mr Smith of 18 May 1975. 1770 The memo records
that WN 98 had sustained bruising when WN 570 grabbed her by the arm after she had
“absconded” (albeit to Bible class). This had been picked up by a family member when
WN 98 absconded later the same week. The memo records as follows: “In her relief at
seeing the child WN 570 gripped her very firmly by the upper arm and shook her twice
this is now the bruising occurred. […] WN 570 was very upset and distressed when she
realised that she had hurt WN 98 and said that she did not think she had used undue
force. However, WN 98 is a very thin little girl and does tend to bruise easily.” The
memo states that WN 98 had been questioned about the incident and had agreed that WN
570 had merely held her very firmly.
1039. WN 98’s account of the incident is that she went to an after-school club and asked
Morag Jordan to tell her group (Aviemore) that she would be late back. She says that she
was sent to her room by WN 570 when she got back and then she followed her, shouting
and screaming at her because they did not know where she had been. She describes WN
570 shaking her by taking hold of her with both hands on her upper arms. She says she
was petrified by the incident. She goes on to describe running away to see her mother a
couple of days later, and her mother seeing the bruising and calling the Home about it.
The Panel will note that WN 98’s account is not reflected in the contemporaneous memo.
1040. WN 155 describes WN 570 as follows: “she was just somebody you were scared of,
you did not dare do anything wrong, because she would shout at you.” She goes on to
describe an incident in which four or five children, including her, were made to stand in a
line and have their hands smacked because they had done something wrong.1771
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1041. WN 139 says that she bumped into WN 570 in around 2006 and WN 570 apologised to
her, saying that she did not realise how she had treated the children at HDLG until she
had had her own children.1772
WN 520 – visitor and then Residential CCO in early 1970s
1042. WN 24 describes staff looking over the toilet doors when the children were using the
toilet. She describes two male staff members doing this to her, and telling her to open her
legs as she did so, including WN 520. She says she developed an incontinence problem as
a result of this, because she was so scared of going to the toilet. 1773 WN 50 also describes
a male staff member watching girls go to the toilet, telling them to open their legs as they
did so. She says that they did not know at the time that this was not normal. The Panel is
invited to note that this allegation may well not refer to WN 520, because she mentions
him in a previous paragraph, but states explicitly that she cannot remember the name of
the person who watched the children go to the toilet in this way.1774
1043. According to one female former resident, WN 520 is also alleged to have sexually
assaulted a girl at the Home repeatedly, by coming in to the dormitory at night and
penetrating her digitally.1775 This was said to have been witnessed by WN 397.1776
1044. In her SOJP interview in November 2007, one female former resident recounts that
WN 520 would wake her up in the morning and put his hands between her legs and put
his fingers inside her.
1045. WN 50 repeats the allegation that WN 520 abused a girl at the Home as set out in the
paragraph above.1777 In an investigation in 2003 involving Children’s Services and the
police, there was further evidence in respect of these allegations, in that WN 24 raised
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concerns about the same girl as above, who was said to be very “messed up” as a result of
being raped by WN 520 at HDLG.1778
1046. Further details of the girl’s disclosure of this alleged abuse is dealt with in the section
on the reporting of abuse.
Morag and Tony Jordan
1047. Morag and Tony Jordan were the most prolific physical abusers at HDLG in terms of
the sheer number of allegations made against them. The Inquiry has considered the
evidence of 18 former residents,1779 all of who complain of abuse at the hands of one or
both of the Jordans, and has also considered the legal advice given by Stephen Baker,
Crown Advocate, in respect of the allegations made by12 further residents.1780
1048. Morag Jordan (née Kidd) was employed at the Home from October 1970 to December
1984.1781 Tony Jordan arrived at HDLG in 1978 and left with Morag in 1984.1782 The
couple were married in 1980.1783 The evidence against Morag Jordan spans her period of
employment at the Home and is not limited to the period when she was married to Tony
Jordan.
1049. The Jordans were investigated as part of Operation Rectangle and were convicted at an
Assize trial on 26 November 2010 on numerous counts of assault.1784 The sentencing
report provides a convenient summary of the abuse committed by the couple. 1785 The
charges against the Jordans represented a fraction of the allegations made against them by
residents of the Home. A more representative sample of the allegations is contained in an
appendix to the Advice on Charge produced by Stephen Baker, Crown Advocate, on 3
September 2009.1786 This contains an analysis of 59 separate allegations, mostly against
Morag Jordan but also against Tony Jordan. The Panel is also referred to the transcript for
1778
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Day 43 of the hearings, when the evidence of nine witnesses alleging abuse against the
Jordans was considered.1787 Taken together, these summaries provide an insight into the
nature, range and frequency of the proved and alleged abuse.
(i) Morag Jordan
1050. Morag Jordan was convicted on eight counts, against three girls and one boy, as
follows:
1050.1 Count 2: pushing WN 185’s face into urine between August 1981 and December
1982;
1050.2 Count 16: throwing a wooden shoe striking WN 36 on the head between October
1978 and October 1982;
1050.3 Count 20: hitting WN 192 on the head between 1970 and 1982;
1050.4 Count 21: hitting WN 185 on the head between August 1981 and December 1982;
1050.5 Count 22: hitting WN 185 on the head on a second occasion between August 1981
and December 1982;
1050.6 Count 23: hitting WN 10 in the face between February 1981 and November 1982;
1050.7 Count 24: hitting WN 10 in the face on a second occasion between February 1981
and November 1982;
1050.8 Count 27: punching WN 192 in the back with a clenched fist between November
1970 and April 1982.
1051. Morag Jordan was acquitted of the remaining 28 counts against her. Those counts
included a range of alleged assaults, as follows:
1051.1 pushing the faces of WN 192 and a boy between the ages of 1 and 2 into urine;
1051.2 forcing liquid detergent, soap and food into the mouth of WN 192;
1051.3 forcing soap into the mouth of WN 36;
1787
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1051.4 forcing food into the mouth of WN 185;
1051.5 kicking WN 176 in the groin;
1051.6 dragging WN 591 by the hair;
1051.7 pulling WN 185 about by her ears;
1051.8 hitting WN 191 on the lower back with a wooden clog;
1051.9 hitting WN 197 on the head with a metal ladle;
1051.10 hitting 589 on the head;
1051.1 1 hitting WN 192 on the bare backside and legs;
1051.1 2 another count of hitting WN 192 in the back with a clenched fist;
1051.1 3 hitting WN 252 on the inner thigh;
1051.1 4 striking WN 197 on the hand and on the back of his leg with a wooden spoon;
1051.1 5 striking WN 192 on the legs with a wooden spoon;
1051.1 6 hitting WN 589 on the legs.
1052. A hallmark of the complainant evidence is that, in addition to the description of
isolated incidents of alleged abuse by Morag Jordan, witnesses paint a picture of routine
bullying and violence. The allegations include children being hit, slapped, pulled by the
hair and ears, struck with implements such as spoons and shoes, and their faces rubbed in
urine-soaked sheets.1788 WN 10, for example, was noted to have alleged that she was hit
by Morag Jordan in the face “too many times to mention”,1789 while WN 185 talked of the
children often being slapped around the head or pulled by the ears.1790
1053. A frequent theme is wanton cruelty in the conduct of Morag Jordan. Several witnesses
describe her use of implements to inflict more serious punishments, including scrubbing a
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child’s head with a wire brush until it bled,1791 brushing a child’s teeth until her mouth
was bruised,1792 hitting children with shoes,1793 as well as metal spoons and wooden
ladles.1794 In sentencing the pair, the Commissioner said this: “This was not, in our
judgment, heavy-handed discipline, this went further than that, it was cruelty and totally
unnecessary violence.”1795
1054. Morag Jordan was sentenced to 9 months’ imprisonment.
(ii) Tony Jordan
1055. Tony Jordan was convicted on eight counts of assault, as follows:
1055.1 Count 36: assaulting WN 36 by hitting him on the head with a shoe;
1055.2 Count 39: assaulting WN 36 by hitting him in the face;
1055.3 Count 40: assaulting WN 591 by hitting him in the face;
1055.4 Count 41: assaulting on another occasion WN 591 by hitting him in the face;
1055.5 Count 44: assaulting WN 36 by hitting him on the elbow with a metal spoon;
1055.6 Count 45: assaulting WN 36 on another occasion by hitting him on the elbow with
a metal spoon;
1055.7 Count 46: assaulting WN 591 by striking him on the elbow with a knife;
1055.8 Count 47: assaulting WN 591 on another occasion by striking him on the elbow
with a knife.
1056. He was acquitted of four alleged offences, namely squeezing WN 591 about the face
on two occasions and punching WN 591 in the stomach on two occasions. The jury was
not unanimous in relation to these counts.1796
1057. Other allegations against Mr Jordan included:1797
1791
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1057.1 pinning WN 99 down, stripping him and washing his genitals;
1057.2 punching a child in the chest on three or four occasions for smoking;
1057.3 hitting a child on the back of the hand with a spoon;
1057.4 trying to drown WN 125 in the swimming pool, and pulling his trunks off in the
process;
1057.5 pushing WN 125’s arm up his back;
1057.6 sitting on WN 125 and cracking his ribs;
1057.7 rubbing WN 125’s face in urine when he wet the bed;
1057.8 force-feeding WN 383 liver and onions until he almost choked;
1057.9 hitting WN 167 on the back of the head when he passed her in the corridor.
1058. Mr Jordan was sentenced to 9 months’ imprisonment. In sentencing, the Commissioner
described Mr Jordan as a bully.
WN 530
1059. A number of allegations of a sexual nature were made against WN 530, a female, who
worked at HDLG for just under 15 years.
1060. These allegations included:
1060.1 an allegation by a female resident, WN 137, that WN 530 had touched her breasts
and penetrated her vagina with her fingers;
1060.2 allegation by a male resident, WN 125, that WN 530 had squeezed his genitals
and demanded sex from him; and
1060.3 an allegation by a male resident, WN 28, that she had raped him.1798
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WN 531
1061. A number of allegations of a sexual nature were made against WN 531, who worked at
HDLG in the early 1980s. These allegations included:
1061.1 an allegation of sexual abuse of a girl, WN 137;
1061.2 an allegation that he and two residents at the Home, WN 171 and WN 147, had
raped WN 28;
1061.3 an allegation by WN 99 that he and another member of staff, WN 657, had
stripped this boy and put him in the shower;
1061.4 an allegation that he had solicited a female resident.1799
Jim Thomson – Superintendent from October 1976 to September 1983
1062. The allegations of abuse levelled at Jim Thomson are fairly limited in number,
particularly in view of the fact that he was in charge of the Home for nearly 6 years.
However, there are serious allegations of sexual assaults, taking place in his flat, on girls
who he invited to perform housework for him.
1063. More generally, there were a significant number of Phase 1a witnesses who spoke of
Mr Thomson’s alleged dependence on alcohol. WN 391, for example, described Mr
Thomson as a “really good guy” but said that he was “always pissed”.1800
(i) Alleged physical abuse
1064. WN 124, a female, alleges to have been caned by Mr Thomson for stealing food.1801
The Panel may wish to consider whether this amounted to corporal punishment rather
than physical abuse.
1065. WN 594 alleges that Mr Thomson was a bully, who would drag him into the detention
room, putting one hand around his throat and the other around his testicles.1802
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1066. WN 296 describes being caned so hard by Mr Thomson that he developed welts on his
backside.1803
(ii) Alleged sexual abuse
1067. Two female former residents allege sexual abuse by Mr Thomson. They describe being
asked to come to Mr Thomson’s flat to do housework as a pretext for him sexually
abusing them. In an unsigned statement to the SOJP, WN 24 says that Mr Thomson
would approach her during the day and ask her to wash his dishes, for which he would
pay her £1. She says that on the second of these occasions he groped her breasts and on
the third, was sitting on the sofa with his trousers around his knees.1804 WN 24 was
resident at the Home between 1966 and 1982.1805
1068. Tina McGuire also described being asked to clean Mr Thomson's flat, and being
sexually abused by him there. She states that Mr Thomson initially asked staff on duty if
someone wanted to come and clean his flat, for which they would be paid, and she
volunteered. She told the Panel that, on the first occasion, Mr Thomson groped her
breasts by coming up behind her as she was at the sink. She alleges that the abuse
escalated and they had non-consensual sex on a number of occasions over a period of a
few months. She described Mr Thomson as forceful, rather than violent. Ms McGuire did
not tell her CCO, Pauline Vautier, about this because “I did not even trust her to have a
normal every day conversation, so I'm not going to confide in her with something
personal like that, definitely not”.1806 Ms McGuire was resident at HDLG from August
1980.
1069. WN 311 is another witness who says that she cleaned Mr Thomson’s flat, although she
does not allege any abuse by him.1807
1070. WN 200 describes that Mr Thomson was nice to her. She says he would invite girls to
his flat, where he had a toy cupboard. She says that Mr Thomson would always give them
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sweets, which was something special in those days. She remembers hearing rumours
about Mr Thomson and being told not to go to his room.1808 She goes on to say: “I can
remember sitting on his knee, maybe I was too young for him but to me he was like a big
cuddly bear and I would always run up to him.”1809
WN 515 – Housefather [1967 to 1974]1810
(i) Alleged physical abuse
1071. A number of witnesses allege that WN 515 was physically abusive. WN 162 explains
that when he arrived, WN 515 was pleasant for a couple of weeks, “then the games
began”. He states that WN 515 became very heavy handed, and would beat the boys. He
says that the slaps turned to punches in the arm and dead legs. He indicates sometimes the
dead legs would make him drop to the ground and then WN 515 would pick him up by
the hair or the ears. He also alleges that WN 515 would swing him along the floor. WN
612 says that WN 515 would just lose his temper and grab the boy nearest to him. He also
alleges that WN 515 would twist up a wet towel and whip the boys at shower time.1811
1072. WN 397 describes WN 515 burning her hand with a hot teaspoon for not sweeping the
floor to his satisfaction, all the while smiling at her.1812
(ii) Alleged sexual abuse
1073. WN 515 is alleged to have been complicit in the sexual assault of boys by another,
unnamed, male. WN 158 describes being taken to the bathroom by WN 515 and the other
man, at the age of about 6 (in around 1964), with eight to ten other boys. He says that
they were made to stand naked with their legs slightly apart. If they did not stand as the
men required, they were hit with a stick. WN 158 then describes being made to bend
over, and he says that the unknown man fondled his genitals and inserted a finger into his
anus. He says that WN 515 was present throughout. WN 158 says this incident was
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repeated when he was about 7, but states that nothing was inserted into his anus on this
second occasion.1813
1074. The same witness alleges that a man of WN 515’s build would climb in bed with him
at night and fondle his genitals. The witness would also feel pain in his anus. This is said
to have happened once a week until WN 158 was 8. He is careful to highlight that he is
not sure that it was WN 515; simply that it was someone of his stature.1814 In his
Children’s Services records (at the age of 11), it was noted that this boy was sleepy
during the day and often became distraught at bedtime.1815
(iii) Alleged emotional abuse
1075. WN 158, who was resident from 1954 to 1960, describes the dormitory routine as
being “Army style,” with morning inspections. He says each child had to make his or her
own bed and all the sheets and blankets had to be folded perfectly. He describes WN 515
pulling them off, or upturning the bed, if it was not made to the requisite standard.1816
1076. WN 50 also describes WN 515 and WN 514 making the children strip off their clothes
if they wet the bed, leaving them to stand naked in front of the other children. She alleges
that they would make the child re-make their own bed in the dark, with new bedding.1817
WN 503 – [1969 to 1971 and 1973 to 1978]
1077. Although this member of staff was employed in two separate periods, the allegations of
abuse are all dealt with in this section for convenience.
1078. WN 24 describes WN 503 making her eat soap.1818 She also describes alleged abuse
against others, including WN 99, who she says was thrown in a toilet pit by the staff on a
camping trip, and she recounts that WN 503 was present.1819 This is corroborated by WN

1813

WS000193
WS000193/6
1815 WD001551/69
1816 WS000193/4
1817 WS000343/7
1818 WS000216
1819 WS000216/4
1814

444

444

991820 (who alleges that it was WN 503 who threw him in) and WN 127. 1821 She also
describes another girl being hit so hard by WN 503 that she lost the hearing in one ear.1822
1079. Other allegations include WN 503 forcing the children to run around the field at night
for several, while in their pyjamas1823 and taking pleasure in upsetting the children.1824
1080. By contrast, WN 350 described WN 503 treating him very well. He told the police:
“She was like a mother to me.”1825
Richard Owen – Housefather from January 1975 to August 1976
(i) Alleged physical abuse
1081. WN 99 alleges repeated and violent beatings at the hands of Mr Owen, with Mr Owen
hitting him on the back, legs and torso with a slipper. He says this happened to him every
time he was on duty.1826
(ii) Alleged sexual abuse
1082. WN 120 describes being touched inappropriately by Richard Owen, and alleges that he
assaulted other girls.1827
1083. Mr Owen has relevant convictions in the UK, one of which was before he was
employed at HDLG:1828
1083.1 on 21 December 1966, for unlawful sexual intercourse with a girl under 16 years,
for which he was given a 2-year probation order;
1083.2 in 1998, he was convicted of one count of buggery, and three counts of indecent
assault against young girls in his care during 1979 and was sentenced to 4 years’
imprisonment at Stafford Crown Court.1829
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WN 7
1084. WN 7 undertook a placement at HDLG in 1975, as part of his training. The placement
was initially for a week period, but was extended for a further 10 weeks as they were
short-staffed at the Home.1830 He was 17 years old at the time. At the end of his
placement, WN 7 continued to attend the Home to visit.1831 He explained to the Panel that
he would come and go as he pleased,1832 usually attending in the afternoons and
evenings.1833 He usually attended at least twice a week.1834
1085. WN 7 says in his statement that became a residential CCO at HDLG on 1 December
1979 and worked in Baintree,1835 although the contemporaneous documentation suggests
that he actually took up in his post on 1 July 1980.1836 He remained in post until August
1981.1837
1086. A number of witnesses allege abuse by WN 7:
1086.1 WN 206 gives a detailed account of an incident alleged to have occurred in 1976
in his police statement of 8 May 2008.1838 Having provided an accurate description
of WN 7’s employment status at the home, WN 206 goes on to describe an alleged
incident when he was 12, and was larking around in the corridor with another boy
in an area that was out of bounds due to building work. He alleges that WN 7 sent
the other boy away and then pushed WN 206 to the floor, holding his head to the
floor. He then recounts an alleged conversation in which WN 7 asked WN 206 and
asked him if he wanted to reach his next birthday. WN 206 then describes in detail
WN 7 groping him, putting his hands down his trousers and fondling his penis,
then inserting his finger inside the boy. He says that he can still remember WN 7’s
smell – a mixture of a particular brand of aftershave and sweat. WN 206 said the

1829

WD003020
WS000544/2 and Day 65/37
1831 Day 65/47
1832 Day 65/48
1833 WS000544/2
1834 Day 65/450
1835 WS000544/3
1836 WD005273: this does not appear to have been resolved in WN 7’s oral evidence (Day 65/57)
1837 WD005278
1838 WS000409/3
1830

446

446

whole incident probably only lasted a minute or so, then he ran off down the
corridor and never told anyone about it.1839 The only other allegation of abuse
made by WN 206 related to punishment for bed wetting.
1086.2 WN 391 was admitted to HDLG for a month in 1974, then again from January
1975 to August 1977. He spent a further 2 years there, between 1982 and 1985.1840
WN 391 alleges that WN 7 assaulted him when he was between 6 and 8 years old,
when he was in the common room. He states that he was playing with an Action
Man and a Barbie doll, pressing them together, when all of a sudden he was
assaulted by WN 7. He describes WN 7 slapping him across the side of his head,
picking him up and throwing him into his bedroom. He says that there were other
staff present, but he does not recall who they were.1841
1086.3 WN 385 was resident in HDLG from 1975 to 1977,1842 but describes physical
abuse by WN 7 at his own home after he had left HDLG, when WN 7 was called
to his home by his mother. In his police statement, WN 385 describes his mother
giving WN 7 permission to beat him, when he was accused of having stolen her
medication.1843 He says he was aged 8 to 10 at the time. He describes WN 7
hanging him upside down, holding him up with one hand then using the other hand
to hit him five or six times across his back, body and bottom. He thinks the
incident took place in the kitchen, because he remembers looking at the yellow and
blue floor tiles as he was hanging upside down. More generally, he alleges that
during WN 7’s visits, he would ask the boy’s mother whether she wanted him to
discipline the child. He says he was hit a couple of times, but remembers the
incident described above most vividly.1844 WN 688 gave a statement to the police
indicating that, when he knew WN 385 at the St Mark’s Centre in 1989, WN 385
complained that WN 7 used to batter him.1845 Meanwhile, WN 385’s mother
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denied any beatings of her son by WN 7.1846 As an aside, WN 688 also stated that
a different witness, WN 617, had disclosed that WN 7 had beaten him while he
was at La Preference. This allegation is dealt with in the section on La Preference.
1086.4 In her SOJP statement, WN 200 indicates that, during WN 7’s placement at the
Home, he would spend a lot of time teaching the girls gymnastics. She describes
him showing her how to perform various gymnastic acts, including putting her
ankles behind her head. She says that she did not see anything wrong with it at the
time but “now I suppose it was his way of getting his hands on my body”.1847 WN
200 goes on to describe her persistent absconding from the Home. She describes
an incident when WN 7 was on duty when she was returned by the police having
run away, and she alleges that WN told her off and them pushed her up against the
wall, with his whole body weight resting against her. She describes him having an
erection and telling her that if she was good, he would not put her in the detention
cell. She says that she pushed him away and ended up spending the night in the
cell.1848 WN 200 says that, after this incident, WN 7 began to pick on her and
would stop her in the corridor and ask her what she was up to. She describes him
having a hold over her. She says that, over the course of the next year, he would
come up to her and rub his body against hers. She estimates that that he did this on
about 12 occasions, and that she was aged 13 to 14 at the time. She explains that
WN 7 would make comments to her like “I am watching you” as he did this, but at
other times made it appear as if he were joking. She also describes him tapping on
her door and saying things like “You’ll keep” and “Will you be here later?”, which
she found intimidating. She says that she is in no doubt that his behaviour was
sexually motivated and that his “mind games” were to keep her on her toes.1849
WN 200 goes on to describe WN 7 making her rub against him by refusing to
move out of the way when she was leaving the detention cells. Finally, she says
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that WN 7 was close to another girl, WN 24, and also describes an occasion when
WN 213 allegedly said to her about WN 7: “Did he ever get you?”1850
1086.5 WN 48 gave graphic evidence about alleged abuse by WN 7 on Day 50 of the
hearings. However, the contemporaneous evidence from WN 48’s Children’s
Services file suggests that WN 48 and WN 73 did not overlap at the home, with
WN 48 having returned to his own home before WN 7 started at HDLG in
1975.1851 The case history records his admission to HDLG as being between 18
February 1973 and 5 September 1974.1852 WN 48 alleges that he first met WN 7 on
his admission to HDLG, but WN 7 would only have been 14 at this time.1853 WN
48 recalls being at HDLG until he went to Basil Lodge at the age of 18.1854 In any
event, WN 48 describes being raped repeatedly by WN 7 and another male in the
detention cells at the Home, with the abuse starting a few weeks after he arrived at
the Home.1855,1856. He goes on to say that the abuse continued throughout his time
at the Home, and that other boys were also taken to the detention rooms at night to
be raped. He also alleges that WN 7 would take a group of boys to a war bunker
and rape them there, sometimes with another man. WN 48 described abuse
happening in the cellars at HDLG, and described a concrete bath in the cellar.1857
He also described WN 7 inflicting cigarette burns on him, alleging that he had
some 300 to 400 burn marks.1858 Independent medical evidence confirmed
markings consistent with burns, bites or acne, but was inconclusive as to their
cause.1859
1086.6 WN 167 also complained about a member of staff, using only his first name,
which is shared with WN 7. She states that he worked in Baintree. She describes
this individual as an “absolute bully” who had a short fuse and would shout a lot.
1850
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She says that he was strong and would pick up boys and take them to the detention
room. The boys would return subdued and tearful.1860 It is not clear whether this
refers to WN 7, although we are not aware of any other staff member working in
Baintree sharing WN 7’s first name.
1087. Other evidence about WN 7 is more favourable. WN 383, the brother of WN 385 and
WN 391, describes that WN 7 used to take him out for fish and chips, and these were
some of his happiest memories of being at HDLG in the mid-1970s.
William Alan Gilbert – Deputy Superintendent from December 1976 to July 1979
1088. WN 120 describes being raped by Mr Gilbert. She says she was 13 or 14 at the time
and was taken into a classroom by him (although in a police interview she gave her age as
111861). According to the witness, he said to her “You’re going to enjoy this”, put his hand
over her mouth and raped her. He told her not to tell anyone. In her police interview, WN
120 told officers that he had raped her on about three or four other occasions, and this
caused her to run away from the Home repeatedly.1862 She also describes a further
incident in which it is alleged that Mr Gilbert kicked her in the genitals, causing her
immense pain.1863
1089. WN 120’s case history would suggest that she transferred to a school in the UK in
September 19761864 (before Mr Gilbert took up his position at the Home) but other
evidence confirms that WN 120 was re-admitted to HDLG on 28 January 1977, following
the breakdown of her placement at La Preference.1865

Mario Lundy
1090. Allegations of physical abuse are made by a number of former residents against Mario
Lundy in relation to the period when he ran HDLG. The most convenient summary of
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these allegations is contained in Mr Lundy’s Allegation Matrix.1866 The allegations are as
follows:
1090.1 Anonymous: alleges that Mr Lundy was physically abusive towards him and
others by picking them up by the ears and punching them in the stomach;
1090.2 WN 30: alleges that Mr Lundy was the “worst offender”, picking him up by his
ears;
1090.3 WN 383: alleges that Mr Lundy grabbed a girl by the throat and pushed her
backwards against a wall. WN 383 states that Mr Lundy then punched her in the
face;
1090.4 WN 63: the aunt of WN 216 alleges that WN 216 told her that Mr Lundy would
punch him around the body where the bruises would not show;
1090.5 WN 36: alleges that Mr Lundy would be aggressive, poke him in the chest and
goad him by saying “Go on then, hit me”;
1090.6 WN 391: alleges that WN 36 and WN 591 were assaulted by Lundy, when he
picked them up by the clothing around their necks, slammed them into a wardrobe
and then threw them on to the bed;
1090.7 WN 391: alleges that Mr Lundy would bully him by standing face to face with
him and poking him in the chest with his finger;
1090.8 WN 591: alleges that Mr Lundy hit him across the face with the back of his hand
and he hit a wall, and also that Mr Lundy dragged him out of bed, knelt on his
chest and slammed him about, and then put him “on punishment” for the next 3
months.1867
Non-staff members
(i) Anthony (“Tony”) Watton
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1091. The facts relating to Anthony Watton’s alleged offending in relation to residents at
HDLG and the Jersey Canoe Club are set out in the report of Nicholas Griffin QC. 1868
The summary below deals only with the alleged abuse committed against residents at
HDLG.
1092. It would appear that Anthony Watton’s contact with the Home came through his
association with Morag Kidd, as she then was, as well as a link with some of the
residents. Several former residents speak of her and Mr Watton being in some form of
romantic relationship,1869 despite Mr Watton’s apparent sexual preference for males. WN
187’s belief was that Mr Watton formed a relationship with Ms Kidd, said to have been
scarred from polio, in order to gain access to children at the Home.1870 WN 187 states that
Ms Kidd and Mr Watton were never tactile or affectionate in any way. He says that he
believes Ms Kidd knew what Mr Watton was up to but turned a blind eye to his sexual
activities with the boys.1871
1093. Several witnesses speak of Mr Watton’s attendance at the Home, ostensibly to visit Ms
Kidd, but also participating in activities with the children and going on camping trips.
WN 187 describes Mr Watton turning up on camping trips with his banjo and singing
songs round the campfire. He describes a song in which the participants were invited to
“show their ring”, which WN 187 was terrified of doing, having been abused the
previous year by Terence Jarrett.1872
1094. In a statement taken in 2000, WN 187, a former resident of HDLG, states that he
started to visit Mr Watton at about the age of 14. At that time, Mr Watton lived near FB
Fields, where games lessons would take place.1873 He states that he would be given a
drink by Mr Watton, then would start feeling odd, and the next thing he knew he would
wake up in bed with Mr Watton several hours later, with a sore penis. 1874 He believes that
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this happened over a dozen times. He says Mr Watton always used to take advantage of
him when he (WN 187) was feeling low.
1095. Charges were also laid in respect of WN 950, who was not connected with HDLG. He
also complained of being given drinks by Mr Watton and being sexually abused by him
on two or three occasions at Mr Watton’s home.1875
1096. On 20 September 2001, Mr Watton was charged with indecent assault against WN
187, aged 14, between 1971 and 1972 and indecent assault of WN 950, aged 13, in
1983.1876 He was also charged with making indecent photographs between 1999 and
2001.
1097. Mr Watton committed suicide on 20 November 2001 while awaiting trial.1877
1098. During Operation Rectangle, officers elicited further evidence about Mr Watton’s
alleged offending as follows:
1098.1 From WN 188, who alleged abuse both at HDLG and on camping trips, with
allegations that Mr Watton would masturbate him.1878
1098.2 From WN 169, a girl, who states that Mr Watton performed oral sex on her. In her
police interview, she stated this happened more than once, with Watton inviting
her to pretend that they were both dogs, before licking between her legs. She was 5
at the time.1879
1098.3 From WN 74, who alleged abuse by Mr Watton at his framing shop, in the form
of kissing, fondling his penis through his trousers and mutual masturbation.1880
1098.4 Third-party allegations, as follows:
1098.4.1

an allegation by WN 345 that WN 955 was abused by Watton;1881
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1098.4.2

an allegation by WN 192 that WN 191 had been taken out of the tent and

sexually assaulted during a camping trip.1882
(ii) Terrence Jarrett
1099. Terrence Jarrett was convicted in the Magistrates’ Court on 22 June 1972 of sexual
offences against two male residents at HDLG, WN 187 and WN 184. WN 187 was also
the victim of offences by Thomas Hamon and Anthony Watton, discussed above.1883 The
conviction in relation to WN 187 was for eight counts of indecent assault, committed in
the 1960s and 1970s. Mr Jarrett was also convicted of one count of indecent assault and
one count of common assault against WN 184. Both boys would visit Mr Jarrett’s home,
albeit separately, through an association with a relative of Mr Jarrett’s. The abuse did not
take place at HDLG.
1100. In his Redress Scheme Application, WN 184 mentions that, in conversation, he and
WN 187 learned that they were being abused by the same man. He says that they went to
see a staff member, WN 515, who in turn went to the police. This resulted in the
prosecution of Jarrett, who was noted during Operation Rectangle to have 19 convictions
for sexual offences in the UK and Jersey between 1953 and 1999.1884

(iii) WN 33
1101. This case concerns sexual abuse by a man towards his adoptive daughter, WN 182.
While she was a resident at HDLG from 1979, the abuse is said to have taken place at the
family home during weekend visits. WN 182 describes abuse by her adoptive father
between the ages of 8 and 14 (1975 to 1982). It took the form of inappropriate sexualised
contact, according to WN 182, with stroking and touching of her vagina, digital
penetration and then, finally, rape.1885 She says that the inappropriate contact with WN 33
took place most nights, apart from a period when she and her mother lived at Elizabeth
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House.1886 She describes returning back to WN 33’s home for overnight visits, but she
says that, by this time her mother had left, and she felt abandoned at HDLG. 1887 She
stopped the overnight stays after the alleged rape.1888
1102. The Panel is also referred to the evidence of WN 167, who alleges that she was
sexually abused by WN 33 when in his car.1889
1103. The Panel is referred to the section on the reporting of abuse for fuller details of this
case.
(iv) Jimmy Savile
1104. There is widespread contemporaneous press coverage of Jimmy Savile’s visits to
Jersey, to officiate in the Battle of the Flowers or to attend charitable events,1890 and some
16 or so witnesses speak of his visits to HDLG.1891 These are also mentioned in various
JEP articles.
1105. Allegations of abuse are made by two witnesses, who allege inappropriate sexual
contact with Savile during his visits to HDLG:
1105.1 WN 125 first attempted to raise concerns about Savile’s treatment of him during
an interview with the police in August 2008. However, the interviewing officer did
not pursue that line of questioning and moved him on to other topics.1892 In a
subsequent interview in April 2009, WN 125 states that Savile came to Jersey in
1976 to do the Liberation Walk and, on his return to HDLG, touched WN 125
inappropriately. He says that the children were going to have a photograph taken
with Savile and, before that took place, Savile put his hand down the boy’s shorts
and put his finger up the boy’s anus, for a period of 5 or 6 seconds.1893 WN 125’s
allegations were made before the bulk of the allegations against Savile were in the
public domain, although the Sun newspaper had linked Savile with HDLG in a
1886
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newspaper article in March 2008. Savile initially denied any links to the Home and
threatened to sue the paper.1894 When considering potential charges against the
Jordans, the LOD placed doubt over WN 125’s credibility because he was the only
person to have raised concerns about Savile.
1105.2 WN 28, who made many allegations of abuse against a number of individuals
(including a number of celebrities),

1895

made allegations against Savile after his

alleged offending was in the public domain (Operation Yewtree having been
launched on 19 October 2012). He alleges that Savile sexually abused him
between eight and twelve times in his camper van, which he says was parked in the
grounds of HDLG. WN 28 provided no detail as to how it was that he came to be
alone with Savile.
Alleged abuse perpetrated by other residents at the Home
(i) Allegations against other residents or former residents
(a) Michael Aubin
1106. The main alleged perpetrator of sexual abuse in this period was Michael Aubin, who
himself was the victim of alleged abuse by a number of different men.1896
1107. The abuse by Michael Aubin is said to have been committed at the Home against other
residents in two periods: between 1965 and 1969 and between 1973 and 1978. In a memo
dated 10 July 1978, Mr Thomson wrote to Charles Smith for a third time, requesting that
Michael Aubin be moved on from the Home as a result of homosexual approaches to
younger boys. He stated that six boys had reported sexual interference by Michael
Aubin.1897
1108. Michael Aubin was prosecuted in 2008, with the charges including procuring two acts
of gross indecency with WN 177, committing sodomy with WN 177, indecently
assaulting Luis de Abreu, and two counts of sucking the penis of WN 36 (then aged
1894
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8).1898 He pleaded guilty to the acts of gross indecency with WN 177 and the counts re:
Luis de Abreu. He was sentenced to 2 years’ imprisonment.
1109. Others alleging sexual abuse by Michael Aubin include: WN 99 (sexual assault of a
male, confirmed by contemporaneous documentation),1899,1900 WN 13, WN 343, WN 28
(sexual assault, confirmed by contemporaneous documentation),1901 WN 197, WN 189,
WN 218, and WN 206.
(b) Others
1110. General evidence as to sexual promiscuity at HDLG in the 1970s is discussed in the
section on culture in the homes.
1111. WN 122 describes WN 171 attempting to sodomise him in the dormitory when he was
about 13 years old. He states that he was not fully penetrated and the incident did not last
long. He challenged WN 171 about it the next day, and says that WN 171 taunted him,
saying he had no proof.1902
1112. WN 120 and WN 136 were noted in Children’s Services records to have been sexually
assaulted while resident at HDLG, by a male who visited them at Home and at HDLG in
January 1976.1903
1113. Allegations are also made against WN 195, the victim of repeated alleged abuse by
others at his time in the Home. He was resident for a short period in 1964, then again
from late 1966 to early 1969, and again from 1971.1904 He was the subject of an
allegation of rape by a girl from the Home, which is said to have taken place off the
premises.1905 This allegation only came to light during Operation Rectangle and was not
pursued at the request of the alleged victim.1906
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1114. WN 217 also alleged that she was raped by a male resident shortly before she left the
Home, when they both returned to the Home late one night on the bus. She says she must
have got permission to stay out until midnight, because it was the first time she had ever
taken the late bus home. In her police interview, she describes the circumstances of the
rape and indicates that she did not dare disclose the incident because she feared it might
interfere with her planned departure from the Home.1907 This dates the incident to 1980,
as the witness left the Home in the autumn of that year.1908
1115. There are many hearsay allegations regarding sexual abuse of children in the home by
other residents. For example, WN 382, resident from 1976 to 1983, alleges that two
residents told him that they had been sexually abused by WN 43. He says the allegations
were so serious that he told a member of staff, against their wishes, and that this resulted
in WN 43 being segregated from the rest of the children at night.1909
1116. WN 148 describes a culture of bullying by older children at the Home in the 1970s.
She says that the older children would hang her over the banister and threaten to drop her
if she did not steal cigarettes or biscuits for them.1910 She thought that the staff would
have known about this.1911
(ii) Miscellaneous allegations
1117. A large number of miscellaneous allegations are made by former residents of the
Home. These include single allegations against an identified abuser and allegations
against unidentified individuals. These allegations include the following:
(a) Allegations of sexual abuse
1117.1 An allegation of repeated sexual abuse of a boy by a female member of staff, WN
562, taking place during Mr Tilbrook’s period as Superintendent. The allegation
was of WN 562 opportunistically forcing WN 138 to masturbate her and to be
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fondled. This was said to have happened in various locations and, on occasion, to
have included another, blonde, woman.1912
1117.2 WN 395 is the mother of a former resident of the home, and told police in 2008
that her daughter had disclosed sexual abuse to her while resident in the Home in
1973. It is alleged that her daughter, who was aged 16, complained that a male
member of staff was abusing her at night, coming over to her bed and fondling her
breasts and vagina under the bed clothes.1913
1117.3 WN 143 was resident in the Home in the late 1970s and alleges that she was
sexually abused by a male staff member, WN 689, who came into the dormitory
very early in the morning and touched her breasts through her nightdress.1914
1117.4 WN 119 alleges that a female staff member took her off to the girls’ showers to
“examine her”, telling her to remove her clothing so she could check her for
bruises. She says the pretext was that her parents had beaten her but, as she had left
home 18 months before, this did not make any sense. She alleges that the staff
member put her face very close to her genitals.1915
1117.5 WN 311, who was resident from July 1979 to February 1980 and January to June
1981, alleges that she was forced to masturbate and perform oral sex on a male
resident, WN 504, while on a camping trip. She says that another resident, WN 43,
was also there with a girl and they were doing the same thing. She says she would
have been beaten up if she did not do it. In rather ambiguous evidence, WN 311
describes Phil Le Bail being there, but it is not clear whether she is referring to him
being present during the sexual abuse or during the camping holiday. Having
described the incident of alleged sexual abuse, she says: “I think Phil Le Bail may
have been there as I recall him playing the guitar. I cannot remember if I was
there for 3 days or a week.”1916 However, the same witness makes a clear
allegation against Phil Le Bail, in relation to her time at Les Chenes, when she
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says that she and a friend went to visit him at his flat opposite Les Chenes, and he
lunged at her, taking hold of her shoulders and trying to kiss her.1917
1117.5a In addition to allegations made against staff members, WN 147 alleges that he
was abused by those outside of the Home; contemporaneous documents state that
individuals were prosecuted as a result. Memos and reports at the time detail how
the issues presented by WN 147 were addressed by the Home, Children’s Services
and the Education Committee.1918
(b) Allegations of physical abuse
1117.6 WN 146 alleges that a female member of staff, WN 552, stamped on his hand
when he was smoking and broke his finger. He says that he was taken to the
hospital for treatment.1919 The allegation of assault is supported by WN 374, who
said that he thought the staff member did not mean to hurt the boy and that it was a
joke that went wrong.1920
1117.7 In the mid-1980s, just before the move of the children in Dunluce to Heathfield, it
is said that one member of staff took great pleasure in hitting the boys on the
bottom with his slipper.1921
(c) Other allegations
1117.8 WN 142 makes an atypical allegation. He was resident over the winter of 1981,
when was 12. He says that a handicapped boy of 3 or 4 was placed into the bed
next door to him and it was his responsibility to look after the boy at night.1922
1117.9 WN 251 alleges that she was locked in a room for hours as a punishment. This
was a room with a couple of single beds in it, rather than a detention cell. She tells
of crying and banging on the door but no one coming to let her out. She says that
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no one would let her out, so she eventually wet herself, but was also punished for
this and had to clear up the mess herself.1923
1117.10 Many witnesses complain of being locked in the detention cells. One example is
WN 311, who was resident in the late 1970s and early 1980s. She describes that
she would run away from the Home and the standard punishment was being locked
in the cells for 24 to 72 hours. She says that she was stripped of all of her clothing
by the staff and placed in the cell.1924 In the case of WN 392, who was resident in
the home for a period of a few months in 1980, she alleges that she never had a
proper bedroom and spent every night in the cell.1925 WN 187 makes the same
allegation in relation to his admission in 1972.1926 There is considerable evidence
elsewhere about the placement of children at HDLG in the detention cells and it
will be for the Panel to consider whether or not such allegations might amount to
abuse.
Evidence refuting abuse or positive evidence about the Home
1118. There is a range of evidence from witnesses either giving a positive account of life at
HDLG or otherwise refuting that they suffered abuse there. We set out below a selection
of representative examples:
1118.1 WN 122 describes that he was in and out of the Home during his childhood, to
provide respite for his parents. He says that HDLG was the best home he could
have hoped for and the children were generally well looked after, with their clothes
washed and ironed. He says that he never had any problem with any of the staff
and thought that the punishments were reasonable.1927 Nonetheless, the witness
goes on to describe having to stand facing the wall for several hours if he failed to
answer questions correctly about the contents of the news. He also describes being
sodomised by WN 171, as described above.
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1118.2 WN 249 was at HLDG for a year before moving on to Clos des Sables when she
was about 5, and says that she did not witness any abuse while she was at HDLG.
However, she did say that food would be re-served to a child the following day if
s/he did not eat it the first time round, and that the children were not allowed to
play until they had watched and recited something from the news.1928
Both of the above examples might serve as a reminder of how the word “abuse”
might be interpreted subjectively by former residents.
1118.3 WN 378, the son of a member of staff in the 1970s, also says he did not see any
abuse there, despite mixing with the children from the Home.1929
1118.4 WN 380, resident from 1977 to 1981, also states that he did not witness abuse. He
mentions being caned, which he accepted as a reasonable punishment, and states
that other punishments included being sent to bed early or being kept in after
teatime for fighting or smoking.1930 He described Mr Thomson as an extremely
nice man, who was friendly and fatherly to him.
1118.5 WN 387 was resident at the Home for short periods in 1977, 1978 and 1979 and
indicates that he suffered no abuse and did not witness abuse.1931
1118.6 WN 599, resident for 2 years from 1978, is another witness who states that he had
a good time at HDLG on the whole and was only punished when he deserved it.
He also describes Morag Jordan as “pretty hard on the kids”, but says that Michael
Aubin was a normal kid.1932
1118.7 WN 374 also denies any seeing any physical or sexual assaults. He describes an
incident he witnessed in which WN 146’s hand was seriously injured by a staff
member as a joke that went wrong.1933
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1119. The Panel is reminded that, by definition, the vast majority of the evidence about the
Home obtained by the SOJP, the Historic Abuse Redress Scheme and the Inquiry is likely
to be negative about the Home. It does not necessarily follow that the relatively small
selection of positive evidence about the Home means that all or even the majority of the
children were unhappy or poorly treated there.
Reporting of abuse by residents
Alleged disclosures to staff about abuse
1120. WN 324 went to HDLG in 1969 and describes telling WN 491 (in Mr Tilbrook’s
absence) of being beaten up in the showers by a member of staff. He alleges that WN 491
said that he did not believe him, and told him to wait outside the office. WN 324 says that
he waited for over 4 hours, until 1.30 a.m., before giving up. He goes on to say: “From
that experience I decided not to bother reporting anything else.”1934
1121. WN 74 was resident at HDLG in March 1971 and then again between April 1971 and
October 1976.1935 He explained to the Panel his experiences of disclosing abuse to the
Superintendent, Mr Tilbrook. He says he complained about 3 times. In one instance, he
asked Mr Tilbrook to involve the police having been hit by Mr Wateridge. He said that
the staff always turned any complaint round, saying: “It was your fault, you caused it, you
did this”, and he felt that he never had a fair hearing from the Superintendent. He says
that Mr Wateridge was there at the time and he went on to explain: “whatever he said
would be believed and whatever I said would not”.1936 The police were not called. WN 74
said he felt that there was no point making any further complaints, as nothing ever
happened and no one took any notice.1937 More generally, he said that the children gave
up making complaints because there was no point.1938 He confirmed that he was “pretty
sure” that Mr Wateridge was violent in front of other staff members, although could not
remember whether he was violent in front of the Superintendent.1939 WN 170 confirmed
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that Mr Wateridge would hit children in front of staff, and hit him on one occasion in
front of a male staff member, WN 515.1940
1122. WN 395 is the mother of a former resident of the home, and told police in 2008 that
her daughter had disclosed sexual abuse to her while resident in the Home in 1973. WN
395 describes complaining to the then Superintendent (who is not named but would have
been Mr Tilbrook at that time) and she claims that he told her that her daughter must have
been lying and that nobody at the home was capable of such things.1941
1123. WN 125 alleges that he told Mr Thomson that a female member of staff, WN 277, had
tried to entice him and another boy to have sex with her. However, this only resulted in
her “being spoken to”.1942
1124. In her SOJP interview in November 2007, one female former resident recounts that a
male staff member, WN 520, would wake her up in the morning and put his hands
between her legs and put his fingers inside her. She said it went on for a while and
believes it started before she was 9, when her periods started. She goes on to say: “I was
very young when I was doing this to me and he would say to me that it was our secret and
it was all right. Due to my age I thought it was all right, so I did not really say anything
to anyone for [a] quite a few years.”1943 The former resident explains that she used to go
home to visit her mother at weekends and stay overnight. She says that she used to insist
on wearing her pants in bed at night, which her mother discouraged, and she would put
her pants back on. She says that she thinks this is when the abuse came out. She goes on
to describe her mother going up to HDLG to see Mr Thomson. Her accounts merits
reciting in full:
“Mum told me that she went up to Haut de la Garenne to speak to Mr Thompson, who
was head of the home and they came to an agreement. She was not supposed to get the
Police involved or they would cut her visits down to see us.
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After my mum went to see Mr Thompson I was bullied by [WN 520 and his wife] for two
weeks, just verbal abuse all of the time. After it all came out they called me a liar
although I cannot actually remember what they said to me.”1944
1125. If accurate, the above account would tend to suggest that Mr Thomson: (a) was told of
sexual abuse being committed by one of his staff members on a pre-pubescent girl; (b)
discouraged her mother from telling the police by threatening a reduction of home visits
for the child; (c) discussed the allegations with WN 520; (d) allowed WN 520 to continue
working at the Home for a period after the disclosure and (e) permitted a situation in
which WN 520 was allowed to bully his alleged victim after the disclosure. As noted
below, WN 520’s account of this allegation being made against him refers to WN 715
running HDLG at the time, rather than Mr Thomson.
1126. WN 50 also alleges that WN 520 abused the same girl. She says in her Inquiry
statement that the girl’s mother complained to Mr Thomson about this, but he dismissed
her complaint, saying that she was an alcoholic and if she raised another complaint then
she would not see her children again. She recalls that WN 520 was sent to a children’s
home in England after this.1945
1127. As noted above, Tina McGuire made allegations of sexual abuse against Mr Thomson.
Ms McGuire did not tell her CCO, Pauline Vautier, about this because “I did not even
trust her to have a normal every day conversation, so I'm not going to confide in her with
something personal like that, definitely not”.1946
1128. WN 167, resident from the mid-1970s, states that she confided in a relatively new
member of staff (female) about the abuse carried out by Tony and Morag Jordan but the
staff member told her not to be silly and dismissed her complaint.1947
1129. By contrast, WN 382, resident from 1976 to 1983, alleges that two residents told him
that they had been sexually abused by WN 43. He says the allegations were so serious
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that he told a member of staff, against their wishes, and that this resulted in WN 43 being
segregated from the rest of the children at night. 1948
1130. WN 187 states that he told his brother that he was being abused by Terrence Jarrett,
and his brother told the staff member WN 515. It would seem that WN 515 reported this
to the police. The prosecution of Jarrett followed.1949 The Panel may wish to consider as a
whole, the case of WN 187, who was in care for a total of just under five years between
March 1979 and January 1974. A note from Colin Tilbrook in May 1970 [WD004345]
noted “How sad it is that [WN 187] was unable to go to anybody to confide in them – one
feels a sense of failure for he is so well liked by us all here”. During his time at HDLG,
WN 187 was the victim of sexual abuse by at least three different individuals (Thomas
Hamon, Terrence Jarrett and Tony Watton), only one of which was reported
contemporaneously. He said that the reason he did not disclose the other offences was
that he felt that he could not talk to anyone and could not go through what he had gone
through with the conviction of Mr Jarrett. He also said that before leaving HDLG, he had
expressed a wish to join a certain profession, but Mr Tilbrook had said that he would tell
them about his past with Mr Jarrett.
Alleged disclosures about the Jordans
1130.1 In this section, we set out the evidence of those who say that they complained about
Tony and/or Morag Jordan. Many witnesses spoke of disclosing abuse by the Jordans.
What follows is a representative example of that evidence.
1130.2 WN 167, resident from the mid-1970’s, states that she confided in a relatively new
member of staff (female) about the abuse carried out by Tony and Morag Jordan but the
staff member told her not to be silly and dismissed her complaint [WS000641/11].
1130.3 WN 591 says that attempts by him to disclose abuse at the hands of the Jordans and
others to the Matron were met with comments such as “Do not be so stupid”. He said no
one would listen [Day 43/32]. The Jordans were both charged with offences against WN
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591 and Mr Jordan was found guilty on two counts of hitting WN 591 in the face and two
counts of striking him with a knife [Day 43/34].
1130.4 WN 191 alleges that she told Mr Thomson about a specific incident in 1979 when
Morag Jordan allegedly hit her on the back with a wooden clog, causing her significant
bruising. She said in her police statement that Mr Thomson could not do anything about it
[WS000305/2]. The witness referred to the fact that both Morag Jordan and Mr Thomson
were Scottish, then said this: Obviously those two were very close and did not want
anything getting out about abuse.” She said that Morag Jordan went with her when she
went to complain to Mr Thomson [WS000305/2].
1130.5 WN 192 also confirms that Mr Thomson would not believe the children when they
told him how they were treated, and says that he would not talk to them [WS000326/3].
She said that Mr Thomson was always drunk and “you could never get a sensible word
out of him.” [WS000326/6]. It is unclear whether WN 192 is specifically referring to the
alleged abuse committed by the Jordans, but she also explains telling Richard Davenport
about abuse at the home, and goes on to say: “He would tell us if we were good and
proper kids we would go to a proper home, where someone would love us. Threatening
just to be a good or else.” [WS000326/4]. Unusually, there is a contemporaneous entry
from Morag Jordan confirming that she had given WN 192 “a light smack” on 8 June
1979, when she was said to have misbehaved [WD002580]. This incident was followed
up by the CCO, who appears to have spoken to WN 192 on her own [WD002546].
1130.6 Tina McGuire, who told the Panel that she was picked on by Morag Jordan from the
time she arrived at the home, describes being inhibited about sharing her concerns with
Pauline Vautier, her CCO, because she spent long periods of time with Morag Jordan and
Jim Thomson and then would come and speak to Ms McGuire and tell them the things
that the staff had said about her. She says she did not trust the CCO, and thought that
whatever she said would get back to the staff [Day 47/34]. She says that a female staff
member, WN 14, would try to protect her, but she says that none of the staff would listen
to her when she raised concerns because she was very junior [WS000374/10]. She says
that she, if she had disclosed abuse to WN14, Jim Thomson would have found a way of
getting rid of her from the staff [Day 47/50]. In relation to official pre-planned
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inspections, Ms McGuire said this: “We were not even said hello to, we were not
acknowledged. If it was in the group, they would walk in, they would speak to staff
members, see things were neat and pretty and they would leave.” [Day 47/51]
1130.7 A significant number of alleged assaults committed by the Jordans are said to have
been witnessed by other staff members. The preponderance of the evidence is to the
effect that the staff did not intervene, but there are some examples of the staff taking
action. We provide some examples below of evidence about staff responses to the
Jordans’ alleged abuse and more generally about them allegedly witnessing the said
alleged abuse:
1130.7.1 WN 28 told the Panel in oral evidence that Morag Jordan hit him on a regular basis
and went on to say: “she had no problem doing that in front of other members of staff, or
privately, or if staff were not about”. [Day 43/41]. He described the abuse as “rampant
and so common” [Day 43/42]. The same witness goes on to describe a staff member
protecting him, because she knew that Morag Jordan had it in for him and his family. He
told the Panel that the staff member would shadow Ms Jordan on purpose to make sure
she was not left alone with WN 28 and his siblings [Day 43/45]. He said that he
desperately wanted to confide in that staff member but was scared that if he did, she
might get into trouble, and he might as well [Day 43/58]. He said that there was “not a
chance” of him taking up the alleged abuse with the Superintendent or Deputy
Superintendent, “through fear”. He went on to make this telling remark: “I would not be
taking it up with any of the Deputy or Superintendents at material times during 13 years
because both of them were abusing me in those periods, [….] they would not have been
interested because they were abusing me themselves.” [Day 43/46]. Also of note is WN
28’s evidence on his attempt to disclose the Jordans’ (and others’) alleged abuse to a
child psychologist. He said this: “after several weekly sessions, […], I got to a point
where I thought I could trust him so I started to tell him about the abuse and then he
threatened me that if I ever spoke of that again, that I would be kicked out of the home
and put in Cherry Lodge, which was an annex for children at St Saviour’s Mental
Hospital.” [Day 43/58]. He says he felt silenced by the Child Psychologist [Day 43/60].
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1130.7.2 WN 591 states that he was physically abused by Tony Jordan in a number of ways.
A staff member, WN 661, gave a statement confirming that she saw Mr Jordan hitting
WN 591 at the dinner table with the back of a spoon. She says that, after the children left
the table, she spoke to Tony Jordan and told him that she never wanted to see him do that
to a child again. She says she could not remember whether she reported it to the
Superintendent, but she never saw Mr Jordan hit a child again while she was there. She
dated this incident to around 1984, which was the year the Jordans left the home [Day
43/31 and WD002306].
1130.7.3 WN 74 told the Panel that the alleged physical abuse by Morag Kidd (as she then
was) would take place in front of staff members, who did nothing about it and did not
seem bothered by it. He said: “It was the norm.” [Day 44/21].
1130.7.4 WN 176 described Morag Jordan being violent in front of the other staff but says
that the staff never said or did anything [Day 51/20 and Day 51/68]. He describes the
abuse happening at the breakfast table [Day 51/20]. He said as follows about his
inhibition about disclosing the abuse: “…the Morag Jordan situation, I would have gone
to a member of staff if I would have known something would be done about it, but
because we knew nothing would be done about it you are not going to put yourself at risk
in that situation for no reason whatsoever.” [Day 51/47].
1130.7.5 WN 383 describes a degree of complicity between the Jordans and other members
of staff. He states that the staff knew about the Jordans’ abuse of the children and would
make jokes about it. He says that they would say: “You would not get away with that if
Tony and Morag were on duty” [WS000400/4]. More generally, WN 67 said that verbal
abuse of the children – shouting in particular – took place in front of other staff members
[Day 50/88].
1130.8 Some allegations against the Jordans are corroborated by contemporaneous medical
records. For example, WN 125’s arm injury, which he alleges was caused by Tony
Jordan, was documented in his medical records. Mr Jordan [WD002171] and another
staff member, WN 102, provided reports, with Mr Jordan suggesting the injury was
caused as a result of WN 125 becoming abusive and requiring restraint. Oddly, it may be
thought, WN 102’s evidence is that, when he came across WN 125, he was lying alone on
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the floor, injured, and there was no mention of Mr Jordan [WD002172], which might be
thought to undermine Mr Jordan’s account. The case of WN 384 is another example –
this is discussed below.
1130.9 Of interest is WN 36’s evidence in relation to the Jordans and the decision to
prosecute them. He says this in his statement: “I was amazed that the Jordans were put
on trial. I remember thinking ‘on what grounds?’ as I never considered them the main
perpetrators of the abuse that took place in the home. What they did was no worse than
what other staff members did. However, I am outraged that the same process was not
carried out in relation to Mario Lundy. I believe that the only reason no action was taken
was because Mario had become the Director of Children’s Services…” [WS000479].
Alleged disclosures to the Police (Honorary and SOJP)
1131. WN 48 alleges that he complained of abuse at the hands of WN 7 to the police in 1980,
but says that it was never followed up. He says he complained to two officers – Tony
Freeman and Geoff Diamond – and they wrote down his complaints and came back to
him, saying something like “we’ve spoken to him and it never happened”.1950 During
Operation Rectangle, WN 48 made attempts to get hold of the statement that he allegedly
made in 1980, but was told that there was no record of it.1951
1132. Although not directly on point, WN 382 complains of his experience of reporting
abuse during Operation Rectangle. He states as follows: “The police were only interested
in the big sensational storylines. It is what they are trained for. They did not appreciate
the subtleties of abuse allegations. You could talk to some of them and explain what it
was like until you were blue in the face and they would not get it.” 1952 Other witnesses
gave a more positive account of disclosing abuse to officers during Operation Rectangle.
1133. The case of WN 33 concerns sexual abuse by a man towards his adoptive daughter,
WN 182, at the family home while she was in care at HDLG, as set out above.
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1134. In 1978, when WN 182 was 11, her CCO noted her to be “worldly wise in sex matters”
and thought that she was sexually promiscuous.1953 In January 1982 her CCO noted that
successful visits home alternated with difficult ones and that WN 182 was very depressed
after the last visit.1954
1135. WN 182 goes on to describe that a little while after the rape, she had consensual sex
with a boy on the ramparts of Fort Regent, and this came to the attention of the staff at
HDLG, because it was reported to them by a boy who liked WN 182 and was jealous. 1955
She was taken to the police station and examined by a police doctor, who concluded that
this was not the first time she had had sex. She says that the female member of staff from
HDLG who accompanied her challenged her choice of clothing, inferring that she had
dressed provocatively (albeit that this was immaterial, as the encounter was consensual).
WN 182 goes on to say as follows:
“It took a long time and a lot of thought before I told the police officers that I had been
abused by my adopted father. The officers told me that they did not believe me, the
accused me of making the whole story up in order to cover up my promiscuity.”1956
1136. The contemporaneous witness statement, taken on 29 April 1982, recounts a series of
alleged rapes in considerable detail, and the Panel is referred to the full text.1957
1137. However, WN 182 withdrew the allegations against her adoptive father, and we
understand that no further action was taken at the time. She states that she withdrew her
allegations because the police officers were not supporting her at all, and she was tired, so
in the end said she had lied.1958
1138. No charge was brought against the boy with whom WN 182 had had sex with at Fort
Regent, with the police report noting that both he and the staff at HDLG thought that WN
182 was highly promiscuous and had virtually forced herself on the boy.1959
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1139. More generally, several witnesses said they complained of their treatment at HDLG to
the police, having absconded, but that their complaints were not heeded nor acted upon.
Alleged disclosures to Children’s Services
1140. In his Inquiry witness statement, WN 99 (resident at the Home from 1970) states that
he only ever saw his CCO, Richard Davenport, when he had run away from the Home
back to his mother. He says that Mr Davenport would take him straight back to HDLG,
where he would be placed in detention. WN 99 says that Mr Davenport would never visit
him and could not recall ever having a one to one conversation with him. He says that Mr
Davenport would not listen to anything he said, including complaints he made. 1960 He
refers to a memo from Mr Davenport to Mr Thomson about alleged victimisation of WN
99, and states that he believes Mr Davenport dismissed these concerns rather than taking
them seriously.1961
1141. In her police interview, WN 217 discusses the disclosure of physical abuse by an
unnamed female staff member to Charles Smith. This was in the period from 1977 to
1980, when WN 217 was resident in the Home. She states that Mr Smith must have got in
contact with staff at the Home because, when she returned, the female staff member in
question went mad, screaming and shouting at her “never to do that again” (i.e. disclose
abuse). She says that she was locked in the detention cells for 3 days for having made that
disclosure to Charles Smith.1962
1142. WN 385 was resident in HDLG from 1975 to 1977,1963 but describes physical abuse by
WN 7 at his own home after he had left HDLG, when WN 7 was called to his home by
his mother. WN 688 (an employee of Children’s Services) gave a statement to the police
indicating that, when he knew WN 385 at the St Mark’s Centre in 1989, WN 385
complained that WN 7 used to batter him.1964 WN 688 states that he asked WN 385 if he
wanted to take the matter further, and he said no. He goes on to say as follows: “At that
time there was no complaints procedure and my experience of reporting matters and
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nothing being done about them I had nothing further I could do for [WN 385] as he did
not want to complain.”1965 This may be considered to be an example of the lack of a
complaints’ procedure acting as an impediment to the reporting if alleged abuse.
1143. WN 688 also states that WN 617 made similar remarks about WN 7 when he attended
the St Mark’s Centre in 1990, telling WN 688 that he used to be hit by WN 7. WN 688
says that he asked WN 617 if wanted to report the matter and he said: “what is the point”.
It would appear that no further action was taken.1966 He describes having a further
conversation with WN 617 when they bumped into each other in the street in around
2006, and WN 688 says he told WN 617 to write to Marnie Baudains about being hit by
WN 7. He says that WN 617 did this, but later told him that he had not been believed and
nothing was done about it.1967 In fact, WN 688 appears to have reported this matter to
Marnie Baudains in 20031968 and an internal investigation was carried out1969 and WN 7
was interviewed.1970 In his police statement in 1008, WN 688 goes on to indicate that he
spoke to WN 617 in about May 2008, who told him that he had reported the assault to the
police and had been taken seriously this time. In his 2008 statement, WN 688 said: “Until
about five years ago, there was not a complaints procedure, before that it was a cloudy
picture as to what and how complaints were recorded and investigated there was no set
guidelines and who to report to and who investigated the matters. I have reported things
in the past and was told that unless I had evidence of proof to substantiate what I was
saying, then there was nothing that could be investigated.”1971
Alleged disclosures to medical practitioners
1144. WN 384 describes being shaken violently by Morag Jordan on his first night in the
Home (in 1977) and eventually being taken to hospital several days later. This is
confirmed by the witness’ medical records (not seen by the Inquiry), which show that he
was treated by Dr Hugh. The doctor had noted in the medical records that the child may
1965

WD003532
WD0003532/2
1967 WD003532/3
1968 WD003850
1969 WD003848
1970 WD003849
1971 WD003532
1966

473

473

have been “clipped” by his mother on his neck, and he sent him for an X-ray. In his
statement to the police during Operation Rectangle,1972 Dr Hugh said that he could
remember whether it was WN 384 who told him that he had been injured by his family,
or whether it was a member of staff. WN 384 was only in the Home for 2 weeks, and then
was discharged to the care of his parents.1973

Response to allegations of abuse/reporting of abuse/action taken
1145. Set out below are the responses of members of staff at HDLG to the allegations of
abuse made against them or against other members of staff, including any reaction of
management if applicable. Also included are individuals who were not members of staff,
but who had access to the children at the Home through some connection, as well as
former residents convicted or accused of abuse against fellow residents.
1146. As with the other sections of this document, it is noted that a number of individuals
who worked at or were connected to HDLG only became the subject of formal
allegations of abuse after they were deceased. As a result, most of these individuals do
not have any relevant evidence to provide in response to allegations of abuse made
against them, although some are listed below where others have commented on them.
Evidence of care staff re general allegations of abuse
1147. This section includes the responses of members of staff at HDLG about allegations of
abuse in general terms, as well as some evidence about the way in which they could have
reported such allegations. It will be noted that many say that they never witnessed nor
heard of any abuse.
1148. As a volunteer for 4 years, Ernest Mallett [1970–1974] told the Inquiry that the Home
seemed “quite a happy place...there did not seem to be any major things going on or
anything”.1974
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1149. Marion Robson was not aware while she was at HDLG of any complaints of
children being caned excessively. There was no procedure in place to make staff feel
confident about expressing disapproval. Had she wanted to raise concerns she says she
would have done so with the senior member of the group if there had been something
“very extreme” she would have reported it to a senior member of staff.1975 Although there
had never been a situation in which she had needed to raise concerns with her father, she
did not think that there was a culture of transparency at the Home. She would not herself
have come forward for fear of not being believed, “there just was not the culture of
addressing those issues like that at the time…there did not seem policies of procedures in
place to support anyone who wanted to complain”.1976 She added that if a child had made
a complaint to her she would have believed them and would have tried to do something
about it.1977 The Panel may wish to consider whether the situation described by Ms
Robson would this have been any different to other children’s homes in the UK at that
date.
1150. In the short time that she was there, WN 287 was not aware of any abuse happening
and said that it was “an OK place to work”.1978 She recalled that when she trained in the
UK in child residential care and started work at HDLG, concern about “sex abuse was
simply ‘not on the radar’”.1979 In her statement she comments that had she seen anything
that made her feel uncomfortable “I would have reported immediately to the head of the
Home, WN 870”:
“I learnt during my training in England that it was an important part of my duty of care
to report any behaviour that caused me concern. That said, there was no established
procedure to follow if we did have any concerns, and I did not receive any training in
what to do if I did see any inappropriate behaviour. However, it was a matter of using
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common sense; you simply would not allow a child to be abused…. we would not have
tolerated any physical or emotional abuse of children at HDLG.”1980
1151. Wendy Castledine [1974–1978; 1980–1985] told the police that she “never witnessed
any cruelty or inappropriate behaviour towards any children in our care. I was never
aware of any child being subjected to physical or sexual abuse…None of the children
ever made any allegations of any sort to me”.1981
1152. A member of staff [1970–1974] was a CCO who worked in Aviemore. She never
witnessed any ill treatment of children and said that the children were well cared for.1982
1153. WN 668 [1974–1976], a senior staff member, had a pregnancy testing kit. Girls would
come and see her if they were worried they were pregnant, “at no time did any child ever
speak to me about vaginal or rectal bleeding following any sexual assault. Had any
blood-stained linen or clothing been found I am sure the [laundress] would have brought
it to the attention of senior staff”. She never witnessed any physical assault on any
child.1983
1154. WN 715 [Superintendent 1973–1974] did not witness “any physical or sexual abuse or
was not informed of any”.1984 Similarly, WN 870 [1973–1974] never saw or was never
aware of any sexual abuse. She was not aware of any cellar and said that none were in use
when she was there.1985
1155. A member of staff who worked in the Home for 6 months in 1970 never saw any
physical abuse take place and no caning.1986 Nor did WN 671 [1973–1973],1987 or a
member of staff there between 1970 and 1974.1988 The latter was never approached by a
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child with disclosures of sexual abuse. Another member of staff [1972–1973] told the
police the same.1989
1156. A part-time member of staff [1976–1979] did not witness any sexual or physical abuse
of children while she was there. No child complained to her. She was she says aware of
bullying.
1157. WN 661 [1976–1984] worked throughout her time in Claymore. She says that she
cannot remember any of the staff in her group physically abusing any of the children and
no children complained to her about ill treatment. She says that she found it difficult to
comment on other groups because she did not see them during the day.1990
1158. Fay Buesnel remembers that she spoke to Jim Thomson about the Jordans and others:
“Occasionally I would speak to him about people I felt that were a bit harsh and perhaps
if one person you know just...maybe hit somebody with a spoon at the table or something
and you felt that that was unnecessary, you would speak to them at the time and say 'Do
not do that again or I will report you’ … I did not put it on paper. You would go...it was
very much...I would say to him you know I'm a bit concerned about such and such and he
would say well you know why have you spoken to the person and I'd say yes and how I
dealt with it. And you know Jim was lovely but Jim was very...[he] hated confrontation of
any kind...”1991
1159. She told the police that “no child ever told me anything that I did not deal with”.1992
1160. WN 520 [early 1970s] told the police that the Home was a happy place. The ‘short
descriptive notes’ of his interview with the SOJP record him saying “I did not know of
any hitting…nothing was going on as far as I am aware”.1993
1161. One non-care member of staff [1981–] says that she never saw any form of abuse when
she worked at the Home. She remembers what she described as a clique of people who
worked in the Home as being “predominantly drinkers”.1994
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1162. When presented with a memo from 1975 that he wrote, WN 714 said that he could not
remember the memo, nor any child or member of staff involved or suspected of being
involved in “homosexual activity”.1995 He also said that the memo, despite being signed
by him, would have been typed by somebody else.
1163. WN 871 [1974–1976] “never saw anything untoward or ever felt ‘bad vibes’ about the
Home”.1996
1164. WN 831 [1977–1978] does not recall seeing any instances of abuse: she adds that she
was an outspoken member of staff, “This did not cause me to be ostracised, but staff
knew that I would not tolerate any wrong doing or injustice if I witnessed it.”1997
1165. WN 102 [1978–1982] says she never used physical force on children and never saw
any other member of staff assault them. She recalled that “restraint techniques were
sometimes used if a child was uncontrollable”; this would involve holding on to the
child’s arms or legs to stop them flailing about and injuring themselves and others.1998
1166. WN 689 [1977–1979] and another colleague [1977–1979] employed as care staff
considered the Home well run.1999
1167. WN 722 [1982–1984] says she cannot recall seeing anything inappropriate and that she
never saw any child being verbally abused or restrained.2000
1168. In her 5 years working in the Home, a care worker in Aviemore never saw any children
being assaulted nor was she approached by any child complaining of assault. Teenagers,
she remembers, “were restrained by placing arms around them”. She remembers WN 7
speaking to her because he was upset and angry about how a child was being treated in
the Home.2001 In her statement, given in April 2008, she also said that “sometime
recently” she had spoken to a former resident at the Home who had told her about assault
and sexual assaults taking place there. She told her manager at Children’s Services. She
1994
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was also informed by the former resident that Mr Tilbrook had told her mother that if she
did not make a complaint, she would be able to see her children more. 2002 Further, she
recalled a child coming back to the Home with bruising on her bottom and legs following
an incident on holiday when she had smacked her; but she did not think she had caused
the bruises.
1169. WN 532 and WN 587 say that in their time as Superintendent and Matron they were
not aware “or even slightly suspicious” of any child being harmed or ill-treated or abused
“in any way”. They add: “we have never had any suspicion that a child in our care was
hit by a member of staff”.2003
1170. They also gave an account of rooms underneath the building:
“When we arrived at HDLG we had been made aware that there were some rooms
underneath the building but that these had been blocked over and new flooring had been
put over them before we even arrived. We had been told that this area was the old
workshops from years previously where the children had been trained to do leatherwork,
shoemaking and animal husbandry. There was also said to be an old "bathhouse" where
the children bathed after their work in a communal bath. There was not any access at all
to any underground area when we were there. The only little room was a sort of coal
scullery type of building and we believe from pictures on the television that it is through
that building that the police have gained access to the cellar area. Throughout the time
we were at HDLG we did not at any stage enter the rooms that are now being talked
about as there was no access.”2004
1171. When Mario Lundy was at HDLG in 1985 there was no formal process in place to
enable the children there to raise any concerns, “so it would have been probably children
going to a member of staff that they trusted”.2005 In the short time that he was the Home
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staff did not raise concerns with him about abuse of children, “I had absolutely no
evidence to indicate that anything might have been happening”.2006
1172. A memo from WN 532 to Charles Smith in January 1975 refers to members of staff
inspecting “the hole under the house” looking for two boys.2007
1173. WN 7 says that he did not see any cruelty nor did he witness any sexual abuse although
accepts that there could have been. He never had children disclose to him physical or
sexual abuse. He does remember being present at meal times, bed times or when children
were washing when children were hit by staff.

2008

He never saw a member of staff lose

their temper with a child. Had he done so he would have reported it to a senior member of
staff. In his view staff were sufficiently monitored and senior staff would walk round
around the building. He did not see children placed in their underwear in the detention
rooms.2009
1173a. Children complained to WN 704 of having been made to take cold showers for
wetting the bed. Although WN 704 was not happy with this practice she did not report it
“because I thought that Jim Thomson would just say that this way the units were run and
it nothing to do with me. We did not use this practice of cold showers on Claymore”.2010
Individuals accused or convicted of abuse
(i) Morag Jordan (Kidd)2011
1174. In 2010, Morag Jordan was convicted of 8 out of 35 counts of assault against children
at HDLG and sentenced to 9 months’ imprisonment:2012
1174.1 five counts related to regular striking of three young girls about the head or face
with her hand;
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1174.2 one count related to rubbing a girl’s face in urine soaked sheets after she had wet
the bed, aged 14 or 15;
1174.3 one count related to punching a girl, aged 11, in the back with her fist;
1174.4 one count related to the assault of a young boy (aged between 9 and 12) who was
not in her group, by taking off her wooden shoe and throwing it at his head.
1175. The court viewed her as “cold, uncaring and spiteful” and the summary of the
sentencing judgment in her case noted that:
“During the course of her duties to care for these vulnerable children, Mrs Jordan
routinely picked on and bullied the three girls. She was a cold woman who resorted to her
hands frequently and unnecessarily. There were strong suggestions from the evidence at
trial that she particularly picked on one of the girls who spent the majority of her
childhood at Haut de ta Garenne under the care of Mrs Jordan.”
1176. In evidence to the Inquiry, Ms Jordan said the following:
1176.1 She did not remember there being a rule prohibiting children under 11 being hit.
She would tap on the fingers and on the back of the legs.2013
1176.2 When she struck a child it would be in front of other members of staff. All staff
would have raised their voices with the children.2014
1176.3 If they had rules they would have had some structure for what they could and
could not do.
1176.4 She denied the allegations put to her. She did not understand why it was that staff
had made allegations and not reported her at the time.2015
1177. Marion Robson found Morag Jordan to be “extremely brusque...she was always ready
to be critical and shout and put [children] down”; she felt that what Ms Jordan was doing
at the time was “wrong”. She thinks that Ms Jordan was tolerated at the time because
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“reporting procedures were much more vague...there was less guardianship over that
sort of thing...it was a different climate really”. She said that she never witnessed Morag
Jordan mistreating a child, although she saw her smack children’s hands with a serving
spoon.2016
1178. Ernest Mallet [1981] describes Morag and Tony Jordan as “cruel, nasty bastards”;
he never saw them abuse children “but the way they spoke to and treated the children was
inappropriate”.2017 He recalled one episode when he witnessed the couple being
aggressive to a child; he intervened and he was thanked by Jim Thomson. The Panel may
wish to consider whether this suggests that Mr Thomson was aware of the approach taken
by the Jordans but was powerless to do anything about them. Does this episode reflect
generally on his approach to management of staff at the Home?
1179. WN 570 did see Morag Jordan interact with children; she never had any concerns
about her and never saw her react in anger with children.2018
1180. WN 584 remembers Morag Jordan as being very “mouthy” with the children but he did
not see her hit children.2019
1181. WN 636 [1974–1976] remembers that Morag Kidd “could not walk past the kids
without hitting them…she was always shouting at them…and slapping them on the head
for no reason”. 2020
1182. Marilyn Carre remembers being told by Morag Jordan to pin a child down on the
ground and saw her throwing children against walls “regularly” although she qualified
this description in oral evidence; saying that Morag would hold children against the
wall.2021 The Panel may wish to consider Ms Carre’s witness statement2022 alongside her
oral evidence before deciding what conclusions if any can be drawn from her evidence.
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1183. A Housemother [1970–1974] remembers seeing Morag Kidd slam a sliding van door
onto a 10-year-old boy’s hand, saying as she did so “That’ll teach you”. She told the
police that she did not report this to anyone because Morag Kidd was her senior.2023
1184. WN 159 [1977–1979; 1980] worked in Baintree alongside Morag Kidd. She
remembers that Morag shouted at children regularly in front of the groups, that she would
speak close to their faces and poke them in the chest. She thinks she may have
commented on this to other staff but adds she never stopped to watch her behaviour – “I
had nothing to compare her with…I just thought she could have dealt with it
differently”.2024
1185. WN 562 says that she confronted Morag Jordan about her giving a black eye to a child
and went to see Mr Tilbrook.2025 A contemporaneous record shows her complaining to
Colin Tilbrook about the disciplining of WN 38, but notes that “staff here will continue to
discipline him as normal”.2026 She also said that a male member of staff touched her up in
a car, but when she reported it the man turned on her and she was told off by Colin
Tilbrook.2027
1186. WN 532 [1974–1976] remembers that Morag “knew the routine...she seemed to be a
good member of staff and would organise staff parties and take the kids out quite a
lot”.2028
1188. For WN 7, Morag Jordan was a role model: he never saw her hit a child.2029
1189. WN 704 [1977–] found Morag to be very strict, “It was what was called the Baintree
culture, she was short with [children]…if they were not in the right place at the right time
or not quick enough back to Baintree...[it] was a separate group from the rest of the
[Home].” Morag Jordan, she remembers, expected all leaders and staff to deal with the
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children in the same way: in Baintree, if one or two children misbehaved, all of the
children would be punished.2030
1190. Another member of staff [late 1970s to early 1980s] who worked in Dunluce did not
like the Jordans’ manner with children, although she never witnessed them mistreat
children.2031
(ii) Tony Jordan
1191. At the same time as his wife, in 2010, Tony Jordan was convicted of eight counts of
assault against children in his care and sentenced to 6 months’ imprisonment.2032 These
included:
1191.1 A series of assaults against two young boys, by striking them on the elbow with a
knife or metal spoon while they were at the dinner table.
1191.2 Striking a boy over the head with his shoe due to be dissatisfied with how he had
failed to clean his shoes, and striking the same boy across the face with his hand,
knocking him onto the floor, after the boy had refused to eat his lunch.
1191.3 Regularly hitting a boy across the face for a variety of reasons, including leaving
the table without asking, not finishing food or being cheeky.
1192. The court described him as a “bully” and found that there was a pattern of him and Ms
Jordan committing “repeated acts of casual violence against these children”.
1193. In his evidence to the Inquiry, Tony Jordan said the following:
1193.1 He would always have disciplined a child in the presence of other staff. Jim
Thomson, he is sure, would have been aware of his approach to discipline. He
could not remember having disciplined a child in anger nor having seen others do
so.2033
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1193.2 He had seen other members of staff flick spoons at children’s elbows. His actions
were the same as other staff he worked with in Claymore.2034
1193.3 He had never punched a child in the solar plexus.
1193.4 He never put WN 22 in the detention cells.
1194. Marion Robson remembers Tony Jordan being “burly and brusque and seemed
to...aggravate situations rather than calm them down”. Both he and Morag Jordan in her
view stood out from the rest of the staff. They were “instantly punitive”.2035
1195. She remembers seeing Tony Jordan holding a boy up against the wall by the neck: “I
said something to him or tutted or expressed some disapproval and that was about it”.
She did not speak to him afterwards. Ms Robson felt unable to intervene at the time. She
did not think it was her place to tell her father. In answer to a question from the Panel, ,
she said that she hoped that her father would have known about the Jordans.2036
1196. WN 661 remembers one time when Tony Jordan hit a child on the back of the hand
with a spoon. She says that she spoke to him afterwards telling him that she never wanted
to see him do that to a child again. She adds “I cannot remember if I reported the matter
to the Superintendent but I never saw Tony hit a child again whilst I was there”. She
thinks this happened towards 1984. She never saw bruises on children except on one
child when she was bathing him on admission to the Home. She remembers reporting
that.2037
1197. WN 570 saw Tony Jordan in the presence of children, but never had any concerns
about his approach.2038
1198. WN 704 [1977–] found Tony Jordan mean to children; she remembers having to
challenge him on a number of occasions and provides one particular example. She
remembers Tony Jordan picking up WN 125 from the floor by the scruff of the neck and
letting him go so that he fell to the floor. She confronted him and “Tony
2034

Day 94/31
Day 76/103
2036 Day 76/113
2037 WD006777
2038 Day 110/27
2035

485

485

shrugged…saying something like he should be playing with children his own age”. She
told WN 706, another member of staff, the next day. She also told Fay Buesnel. She
believes that Mr Jordan got moved from Claymore to Baintree as a result of this.2039
1199. WN 704 also complained to Jim Thomson about Tony Jordan coming to work smelling
of alcohol, who told her that it was not her job to tell him.2040
(iii) WN 514 and WN 515
1200. WN 514 and WN 515 were both interviewed by the SOJP during Operation Rectangle,
in response to the allegations of abuse made against them. During their first interviews in
December 2008,2041 they were asked general questions without the specific allegations
being put to them; they stated that they never physically punished a child and had never
caned a child, nor even heard of a child being disciplined by means of corporal
punishment.
1201. During a second interview in January 2009, 2042 both WN 515 and WN 514 denied all
of the allegations of abuse that were put to them. In respect of an allegation that WN 514
had shaken a girl and knocked a jug of boiling water on to another child, she recalled the
incident having happened but did not recall if she was present or if she was informed by
another member of staff that it had happened. It is noted that contemporaneous records
did not indicate any involvement from WN 514.
1202. In the SOJP report on the allegations,2043 the interviewing officers considered that it
was “quite clear” that they were lying during their interviews. It was felt that they had
spoken and come up with the same stories. DC McGranahan noted that: “They would
have police believe that in an eight-year period at HDLG during some of which time they
had been [in a senior role] of the home that nothing untoward had gone on. There were
no instances of children being given a clip round the ear for being naughty, no child ever
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being put in detention whatsoever unless on the say so of a court and no child ever being
deprived of food or given the cane”.
(iv) Richard Owen
1203. In 1998, Richard Owen was convicted on a count of buggery and four counts of sexual
assaults on young girls at the residential school he had worked in after HDLG, which was
run by staff members previously employed at HDLG. He had been charged with four
counts of rape, buggery and four counts of indecent assault.2044 As noted above, he also
had a conviction for indecent assault before joining HDLG.
1204. Fay Buesnel told the police that there were rumours at the time that Richard Owen had
had a relationship with a girl at the home.2045
1205. WN 636 [1974–1976] remembers seeing Richard Owen in town with his arm round
WN 183. She does not say whether she reported this.2046
1206. WN 694 remembers Richard Owen “was very touchy feely. I often felt that he got too
close to the girls at times. From what I remember Dick could get physically too close to
all the girls including WN 183”.
1207. WN 532, in a statement to the police in 1996, remembered that there was only one
matter of concern relating to young female residents visiting Richard Owen’s flat to
babysit. WN 532 mentioned this to WN 587; they took it no further because they decided
that, as Richard Owen was married, “no harm was being done”.2047 He remembered that
WN 183 would baby sit for the couple.
1208. WN 587 also gave a statement to the police in 1996. She says that Richard Owen
would “easily” have had access to WN 183’s room as it was only about “100 feet along
from the corridor where” Richard Owen’s own quarters were.2048
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1209. WN 705 got to know WN 183 while they were both at the Home. WN 705 remembers
that WN 183 never disclosed at the time that Richard Owen had sexually abused her.
Subsequently, WN 705 came into contact WN 183 after they had both left HDLG and
was told by her that she had had a sexual relationship with Richard Owen, but she did not
want anyone else to know. Although WN 705 could not remember having any evidence
of any offence having been committed (WN 183 was not under age at the time of the
disclosure), she says that she was “deeply concerned about the possible implications of
when the relationship was started or fostered, either way it would have been
inappropriate child care”.2049
1210. WN 183 gave evidence at Owen’s trial, setting out an account of how he had assaulted
her while she was at HDLG, but declined to make any complaint to the SOJP at that
time.2050
(v) WN 530 and 531
1211. Both witnesses denied all of the allegations of sexual abuse that were put to them.2051
(vi) Senior member of staff
1212. A former senior member of staff at HDLG was interviewed by the SOJP in response to
allegations of physical and sexual assault made against him.
1213. When interviewed by the police in 2009, he said that he was appalled at the allegation
that he had buggered WN 171.
1214. He remembered WN 171 as being “very very disruptive” and that he had to discipline
him for stealing money from a member of staff. He made him pay back the money from
his weekly pocket money allowance.
1215. Allegations of physical assault were also made against him, to which the former senior
member of staff added that he had never physically assaulted a child in his care.
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1216. He asserted that he had been against the use of corporal punishment from the outset of
his time in childcare.
(vii) WN 570
1217. WN 570 was the subject of several complaints during Operation Rectangle,
predominantly of minor common assault but also one allegation of indecent assault and a
complaint of cruelty.
1218. One allegation is in relation to an allegation by WN 98 that was reported
contemporaneously. After seeing bruising on her arms, WN 98’s mother phoned HDLG
and the CCO, Mr Davenport. She said that she was told that WN 570 had been given a
good telling off and a warning.2052
1219. As above, a memo written by WN 532 to Charles Smith in May 1975 records an
account of WN 98 having bruising on her upper left arm, caused by WN 570.2053
1220. WN 570 says2054 that she remembers being reprimanded by Charles Smith and told not
to “repeat such action…there was no written reprimand and that was the end of the
matter, except that I recall a memo being sent around the groups shortly after the
incident to remind staff not to restrain children.” She says that she caused a single bruise,
a thumbprint, on the child’s upper arm and did not shake the child. She denies having
used excessive force in the restraint. Looking back, she says she should have handled the
situation differently: there was no training and she had acted on the spur of the
moment.2055 The Panel may note that this is one of the few instances of contemporaneous
reporting of allegations at HDLG.
1221. WN 570 is alleged to have been one of several members of staff who assaulted WN 99
when camping. There are contrasting accounts between what WN 99 remembers and
what is recorded contemporaneously in a report prepared by WN 532 for the Children’s
Officer in September. The memo relates to WN 99’s family and his apparently
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deteriorating behaviour, rather than any concerns as to how he was handled by staff.2056
She is also alleged to have beaten WN 99 in a detention cell. She denied all of these
allegations.
1222. WN 570 denied allegations that she had made WN 6 stand outside her bedroom all
night as a punishment, saying that she was not in her group and did not have anything to
do with her.
1223. She denies any allegation of indecency made by WN 139 in relation to a tampon and
also other allegations, including hitting WN 50 with a hairbrush.
1224. WN 636 [1974–1976] remembers WN 570 as being firm but fair and respected: “she
had a good relationship with the children”.2057
1225. WN 694 [1974–1976] remembers WN 570 being good at her job and very
professional.
1226. A member of staff [1973–1975] thought that WN 570 was like a mother figure who
dealt with children in a firm but fair manner.2058
(viii) WN 503
1227. During Operation Rectangle, WN 503 was the subject of allegations from eight former
residents at HDLG in relation to physical assault and/or cruelty. She denied the
allegations made against her.
1228. One allegation relates to WN 503 having struck WN 127 in the face, possibly with a
hairbrush. A near contemporaneous memo from Mr Thomson to Mr Smith in October
1977 speaks of an incident having taken place around 3 months previously and WN 503
having reported it to him at the time. He says “[WN 127] either struck or attempted to
strike [WN 503] who reacted automatically in self-defence” and goes on to note the
allegation from WN 127’s mother that she had suffered hearing damage as a result.2059
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1229. When WN 503 was interviewed by the SOJP in January 2009, 2060 she spontaneously
recalled that she had slapped WN 127 across the face following verbal abuse and said that
she had been slapped back in return. She recalled that WN 127’s mother had complained,
she had apologised and the matter had been treated as over. A further interview in
February 20092061 led to WN 53 stating that the incident was a blur, but on this occasion
stated that WN 127 had hit her so she hit her back. This account differs to the one
provided the previous month as to who struck the first blow.
(ix) Fay Buesnel (Campbell)
1230. During Operation Rectangle, six complainants made allegations against Ms Buensel,
two of whom did not pursue them. She gave the following evidence in response:2062
1230.1 Smacking was acceptable by the standards of the day and she saw other staff do it
if a child was misbehaving and it was absolutely necessary, but denies having done
it herself.
1230.2 Caning was done exclusively by the Superintendent and was recorded, with the
CCO notified in advance. She was never present when the cane was administered
and never sent a child to be caned.
1230.3 Children had to be restrained if they were violent towards other or running amok;
she had to be involved sometimes but was small and skinny and sometimes got
hurt.
1230.4 She did not have to hit children because she had a presence which stopped them
misbehaving when she was on duty.
1230.5 Detention could only be authorised by the Superintendent and was for a maximum
of 24 hours.

2060

WD008754
WD008756
2062 WD006915, WD006915, WD006787, WD006916 - WD006922
2061

491

491

1230.6 Children could be asked to stand in the corridor for 10 minutes to calm down, if
disruptive, but she had no part in this and would only have dealt with those who
were in her group.
1230.7 She denied the allegations made against her.
1231. Other former members of staff gave the following views on Ms Buesnel:
1231.1 Ernest Mallet described her as a “brilliant, caring person”.
1231.2 WN 636 remembers her resenting change.2063
1231.3 WN 694 describes her as a “kind of Cruella De Ville”.2064
1231.4 One carer [1979/80] who worked at the Home for 6 months remembers her as “a
very harsh unapproachable woman”; however, she never saw her do anything
untoward against the children.2065
1231.5 WN 7 thought that Ms Buesnel had good fundamental knowledge of child
care.2066
(x) WN 7
1232. The allegations of abuse made against WN 7 are set out in detail above and are also
considered in Nicholas Griffin QC’s Report. In evidence to the Inquiry, WN 7 denied the
allegations of abuse made against him. He believed that the “vast majority” were made
for compensation. He felt it was important for the Inquiry to be aware of the backgrounds
of some of those making allegations against him. 2067
1233. WN 7 felt in relation to other allegations that the police should not have investigated
because they “knew him well and knew what we did”.
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1234. One part-time member of staff [1976–1979] remembers WN 7 being “young and lively
and very popular with the kids”. 2068
1235. WN 102 found WN 7 to be firm but fair, saying that he would take a child to one side
if they did anything wrong. She never saw him hit anyone and thought he was kind and
caring.2069
(xi) WN 552
1236. As above, WN 552 was accused of a single instance of physical assault. When asked
about whether she had injured WN 146 so that he needed hospitilisation, she had no
recollection of anything concerning WN 146. There is a memo from WN 532 to Charles
Smith dated September 1974 recording an injury to WN 146’s finger and his going for a
check-up.2070
1237. WN 552 remembers accidentally closing a door of a mini-van on the hand of a boy –
she could not remember if he went to hospital. She thinks she would have reported it at
the time.2071
1238. WN 636 remembers WN 552 and WN 146 playing with a rugby ball: WN 146 bent his
finger back, he went to hospital and the finger was splinted.2072
1239. WN 694 remembers WN 522 being very domineering with the children.2073
(xii) Gordon Wateridge
1240. Gordon Wateridge [1970–1974] was a Housefather at HDLG in charge of what was
then the Senior Group. He had no formal qualifications, having previously been a
carpenter and in the Army. He features in a memo relating to WN 715 and WN 870 (see
above) as having created tension within the staff in the home. In the letter of reference
this was described as his not sharing the same outlook.
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1241. In 2009 Gordon Wateridge was convicted of one count of assault against a boy and 8
out of 20 counts of indecent assault of three girls in their early to mid-teens. He was
sentenced to 2½ years’ imprisonment.2074
1242. In his statement to the Inquiry, he refused to deal with most of the allegations of abuse
made against him and despite his convictions, stated that “All the allegations are rubbish
and complete nonsense”.2075 He said that some of the children who alleged that they were
abused by him at HDLG were not even there and explained that he was never alone with
the children. In relation to allegations from three individuals that may not have been put
to Mr Wateridge before, he denied them all. When asked what he had meant in his
interview with the SOJP when he said that he had been spoken to by Mr Tilbrook for
having “tore a strip off one of the kids” leading to a child complaining; he said that he
had meant that he would tell children off if they were misbehaving.
1243. WN 703 remembers walking into an argument between Mr Wateridge and another
member of staff who was pinned against a wall. There is no note as to whether WN 703
reported this incident.2076
1244. There is evidence to suggest that Mr Wateridge was dismissed by Colin Tilbrook in the
early 1970s after he had assaulted another member of staff,2077 however he denies this
and says that he left because he was fed up with HDLG, was frustrated that he had not
had the opportunity to complete the Home Office training course and had told Charles
Smith “to stuff his job”.2078
1245. The Education Committee minutes for November 1973 were notified of an allegation
that Gordon Wateridge had assaulted a boy at HDLG – “in the event of the allegation
being proved, Mr Wateridge should be dismissed forthwith”. The Children’s Officer was
instructed to investigate. There is nothing further relating to this within Gordon
Wateridge’s personnel file.2079
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1246. Mr Wateridge says that the allegation was never raised with him at the time and was
not the reason for him leaving.2080 He says “I am aware that many records that were kept
by the Education Committee and the Children’s Office were inaccurate” and is clear in
his mind that he left in March 1973 after working a one-month notice period.
(xiii) WN 562
1247. WN 562 was the subject of allegations of indecent and physical assault during her time
at HDLG, as set out above. When interviewed by the SOJP in January 2009 2081 she gave
a no-comment interview in relation to the allegations.
1248. WN 602 said in her witness statement2082 that WN 562 had boasted to her of having
sex with older male residents of HDLG, but she was not sure that she believed these tales.
(xiv) WN 520
1249. As above, WN 520 was the subject of allegations of indecent assault. He gives an
account of how an allegation of indecent touching was made against him and how it was
dealt with:
“While I was there when WN 715 was running it with him and his wife…. There was one,
just before Christmas, we was having a staff Christmas meal and that was down in Gorey
village. I had some wine spilled on me so I had to go back to the Home …
… as I walked into the door WN 715 said, 'Oh, can I have a word?' so I goes into the
office and he said, ' We've had an allegation against you' Oh what's that then and it was
[a girl at the Home] … had said that I had tucked her into bed, blankets whatever, and
touched her. He said ‘What have you got to say about that?’ Did not do it, rubbish.
But it turned out, they had an enquiry and the chap that run the enquiry was a person
called Mr Smith who was I believe the Children’s Officer on the Island, at Highlands
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College you know he was quite high up. And it turned out that it was a total
fabrication.”2083
1250. He remembered that he was instructed by WN 715 not to speak to other members of
staff nor to WN 139. He was not suspended.2084 The enquiry took about 4 or 5 weeks –
none of the rest of the staff knew. He said that he was exonerated. 2085 A male member of
staff, added WN 520, would not go into a girl’s room: no male member of staff would
ever put the children to bed nor take a female resident to the toilet.2086 He told the police
that he left the Home voluntarily to train.
1251. WN 715 cannot remember this happening, adding “I have never referred an allegation
of this type to Charles Smith or the committee. Any serious matter like this would have
been referred upwards by me, I would not have dealt with any allegation of this sort”. 2087
The Inquiry does not have any contemporaneous records of the allegation being made nor
of any investigation being carried out.
(xv) WN 636
1252. WN 636 was interviewed by the SOJP in response to an allegation that she had had a
sexual relationship with a male resident at the Home, WN 377. In her statement,2088 she
said that she had “definitely not” had sexual relations with WN 377 or other boys at the
Home.
(xvi) WN 640
1253. WN 640 was interviewed in respect of an allegation made by WN 189 that the SOJP
thought might refer to him. In interview, he denied the allegation made by WN 189 and
said that the description given by WN 189 of his assailant was not him.2089 He also denied
the allegation made by WN 24 that he looked into her toilet cubicle.
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(xvii) Marion Robson
1254. In 1984, Marion Robson was disciplined for slapping a child in the face, “to allow him
to calm down”. She set out the circumstances in a memo to Terry Strettle the Children’s
Officer. The issue was dealt with by way of an oral warning given by Terry Strettle
recorded in a letter which concluded, “I hope your future work will show that it was an
isolated act resulting from a particularly stressful situation and a lapse of control.2090
1255. In evidence to the Inquiry, she denied all allegations of physical abuse, and added 2091
that she never restrained a chid nor witnessed one being pinned to the floor.
(xviii) Mario Lundy
1256. For the majority of the evidence on Mario Lundy’s response to the allegations of abuse
made against him, please see the section on Les Chenes/Greenfields below.
1257. In relation to the allegations of abuse made against him with regard to his time at
HDLG, he said:2092
1257.1 He never picked up a resident by the ears nor punched them in the stomach.
1257.2 In response to WN 383’s allegations that he saw Mr Lundy grab a girl by the
throat, push her backwards against a wall and punch her in the face; Mr Lundy said
that this never happened and denied it absolutely.
1257.3 He never poked children in the chest, saying “go on, hit me”. He said: “if a young
person was coming at me I would have stood my ground and been quite assertive”.
1257.4 He did not throw WN 36 and WN 591 against a wardrobe before throwing them
on to their beds. He did not recognise that scenario at all.
1257.5 In relation to WN 391, he told the Inquiry: “at some stage if I was dealing with a
bully or someone who had been aggressive or abusive to a member of staff or

2090

WD005774
Day 76 and WS000583
2092 Day 75WS000587
2091

497

497

another young person I would give them a good ticking off and I may well have
been wagging my finger when I was doing it”.
1257.6 He did not recognise at all the account of his lashing out and hitting WN 591.
Non-staff members accused and/or convicted of abuse
(i) Anthony (“Tony”) Watton
1258. Tony Watton did not work at HDLG, however he did have access to children there
(and apparently was involved in taking holiday camps) by virtue of a relationship with
Morag Kidd (as she then was) and a link with some of the residents. He also ran the
Jersey Canoe Club, although following allegations of abuse in 1979, was asked to resign
from this position.
1259. Unrelated to HDLG, he was convicted, in 1987, of indecent assault, and in another
police investigation in 1996 he admitted being a paedophile.
1260. In 2001 Tony Watton was charged with indecently assaulting two boys during the
1970s and 1980s, including one at HDLG. He committed suicide while on bail in
November in 2001.2093
1261. Other staff members who were asked about him said the following:
1261.1 WN 570 knew Tony Watton and would see him when he came to visit children at
the Home. She had no concerns about him.2094
1261.2 Fay Buesnel remembered Tony Watton spending a lot of time at the weekends at
HDLG.2095
1261.3 Morag Jordan recalled that Mr Watton used to volunteer in the evenings and used
to take some of the children canoeing. She says that there was nothing about his
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behaviour that caused her concern at the time, but looking back “perhaps
something was not quite right”.2096
(ii) Henry Fleming
1262. As noted above, In the mid-1970s, concerns were raised about an individual called
Henry Fleming, a man who lived near HDLG and was interacting with residents.
1263. In July 1975 Jim Thomson, then SCCO, in a memo to WN 532 recorded a visit he had
made to Henry Fleming with Richard Davenport, another CCO. The memo opens, “The
purpose of the visit was to meet personally this man who has been involved over many
months in dealing with our children from HDLG; quite a few of whom have been making
a habit of visiting him and reputedly receiving cigarettes and drink”. Fleming admitted
that he had given cigarettes to children names in the memo. There is reference to a bunker
which had been decorated and furnished by Fleming, “It may well be that his motives are
entirely innocent but homosexual practices cannot be discounted...”. Jim Thomson
concludes:
“I intend pursuing further inquiries about this man…It would also be advisable to place
this property out of bounds to our children”.
1264. On 5 August 1975, WN 532 wrote a memo to Charles Smith, noting that he had
reported Mr Fleming to the Constable, saying “We have repeatedly tried to discourage
children but this man’s temptations have been too strong”.2097 A memo from 2 days later
noted that “It now seems that some of our children are very seriously involved with this
man. I wondered if any further involvement with CCOs is necessary in case parents
become aware and question happenings”.2098
1265. In a statement dated 2 August 1975, Mr Fleming freely admitted the offending to the
police, citing a number of occasions when he engaged in sexual activity with children
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from the Home.2099 In a subsequent statement, he also indicated that the children visiting
his home would engage in sexual activity with each other, despite being under age.2100
1266. In the statements he gave to the police he described how he had indecently assaulted
children over a period of two or three years. In return he would give them cigarettes and
alcohol. One assault resulted in WN 344 having to be medically examined.
1268. An SOJP report from September 19752101 concisely summarises the charges and
investigation. In October 1975, he was sentenced to 2 years’ imprisonment for acts of
indecent assault, acts of gross indecency, exposure and attempts to procedure the
commission of an act of gross indecency.2102
1269. There are few documents available to the Inquiry to show what, if anything, was done
within HDLG or by Children’s Services following the conviction of Mr Fleming. There is
no record of whether the children involved had demonstrated any distress. The statements
given by the children to the police record that each was witnessed (i.e. accompanied at
the time of giving the statement) by a member of staff from HDLG, including WN 532
and WN 587.
1270. WN 694 remembers children going to Fleming’s house, saying: “We never let any of
the kids from our unit go”.2103
(iii) Terrence Jarrett
1271. In May 1972, Colin Tilbrook wrote to the Children’s Office, setting out the steps he
had taken following disclosure by two boys at the Home that they had been indecently
assaulted by a Mr Jarrett. One boy had stayed overnight at the Jarrett’s house. It was then
that Mr Jarrett had indecently assaulted him. Colin Tilbrook talked to the boys “in depth
and satisfied myself that there was a prima facie case for further investigation”. This
suggests that he believed the boys’ accounts. With Charles Smith’s approval Colin
Tilbrook met with a police officer at Charles Smith’s office, “Det Con Watkins assured
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us that he could investigate the matter with the utmost tact and that he would telephone
Mr Jarrett and have a talk with him at Police HQ. In the event Det Con Watkins decided
that as Mr Jarrett had a previous conviction (when he was aged 14) he would take
statements from the boys. He later charged Mr Jarrett who was arrested and brought
before the Police court magistrate … ”.2104
1272. Someone closely connected to Mr Jarrett had previously worked at HDLG, leading
Colin Tilbrook to conclude:
“…any investigation into [the family’s] background was never at any time indicated. I
would not like to see that this isolated incident serious although it may be should make it
necessary for the parents of any of the children’s school friends to be subjected to any
kind of prior investigation”.2105
1273. There is no record of whether the boys’ welfare was followed up following this
episode. The Panel may wish to consider whether, by the standards and knowledge of the
day, follow-up would have been routine and/or thought necessary.
1274. Colin Tilbrook complained to Charles Smith about the JEP naming the children in their
report of the case “in direct contravention of the Children (Jersey) [1969] Law Article
44”. He asked the new Children’s Officer to deal with the paper “more firmly”.2106
(iv) WN 973
1275. As set out above, in November 1972, allegations were made by WN 121 that he had
been abducted from HDLG by an individual called WN 973. He said that WN 973 took
him to his flat and sexually assaulted him, although he did not remember a lot because he
was drowsy. He notes that he was found by the police and WN 973 was convicted, but he
(WN 121) was taken to HDLG and put in the detention room for 2 weeks so that he could
not tell the other children.2107 As recalled by WN 121, the matter was reported to the
SOJP and staff members at the Home were interviewed; they provide an insight into the
attitude towards visitors to HDLG at the time.
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1276. Margaret Davies (Tilbrook) gave a statement2108 in which she said that because of WN
121’s circumstances she liked to be well informed regarding any visitors and therefore
she accosted WN 973 when she saw them together on an earlier occasion. She was
initially concerned that he had entered the premises without authority but then learnt that
he had asked for WN 121 at the door. She told WN 973 that should he wish to see WN
121 again, he should make a proper appointment. He did so and saw WN 121 10 days
later, during which time a staff member was present while they were together.
1277. Gordon Wateridge gave a statement2109 in which he said that upon initially seeing WN
121 and WN 973 together, he was under the impression that he had arranged an
appointment to visit through the Superintendent’s office, but later learned that this was
not the case. The next time he visited he had made an appointment and Mr Wateridge was
there the whole time. He asked Mr Wateridge whether WN 121 would be able to work at
his shop again, but he explained that this was not possible in the circumstances.
1278. WN 664 provided a statement2110 in which she said that she was on night duty during
the night when WN 121 had been taken and called the police. She describes having done
a security check between 1.15 am and 1.30 am in which she checked the boys’ dormitory
and later being told by WN 162 that WN 121 had been taken and he had been given
money.
1279. The actual nature of the offence itself is set out in a memo from the Superintendent
(Mr Tilbrook) to Charles Smith.2111
1280. WN 973 was initially charged with breaking and entering, inducing a child to escape
from a detention home and indecent assault and, but the first and third charges were
withdrawn and he was imprisoned for a month after being convicted on the second
charge.2112
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Allegations against religious figure(s)
1281. One staff member at HDLG between 1974 and 1976 commented that a religious figure
wanted to take the children camping after having turned up without appointment or
introduction. They stopped this, told the police and he believes that the religious figure
left the Island.2113
1282. Two other staff members, WN 714 and WN 668, also gave evidence about a religious
figure coming to HDLG around 1975/1976 as a volunteer.2114 WN 714 says that he did
not know where he came from or who appointed him and that after he had left, his wife,
WN 668, told him that he had grabbed her and tried to put his hand down her skirt. WN
668 said that she was always suspicious of this mean and felt uneasy around him – saying
that he would make inappropriate comments to her and one day grabbed her breasts and
tried to put his hand down the front of her skirt. She did not tell anyone and did not see
him again after that incident.
1283. Another staff member gave evidence about the religious figure and was under the
impression that he was on some sort of placement. He says: “My impression of him was
that he was a very dangerous person. He made the hairs on the back of my neck stand
up”.2115
Residents accused and/or convicted of abuse
(i) Michael Aubin
1284. Michael Aubin was charged in 2008 with offences of sodomy, gross indecency and
indecent assault on three boys. They offences took place in 1978, when Michael Aubin
was resident at the Home.2116
1285. An example of how this was contemporaneously reported can be found in a memo
from August 19772117 which noted that “Michael has again made homosexual advances
to a younger boy at HDLG”. It was noted that he would be removed from the group
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dormitory and would sleep in detention, although it had not been decided whether he
would be locked in. Furthermore, Mr Thomson notes that “the most worrying thing is
that he is prepared to make advances to younger boys”.
1286. There are various other examples, between 1976 and 1978, of HDLG staff identifying
offences being committed by Michael Aubin and how they and Children’s Services
responded.2118 The Panel may wish to consider whether these responses were adequate by
the standards of the time.
(ii) Others
1287. In addition to Michael Aubin, there is other evidence in relation to residents of HDLG
who were accused of abuse against fellow residents, either contemporaneously or
subsequently.
1287.1 WN 43 – Memos from 1980 refers to WN 43 making sexual approaches to
younger children.2119 Jim Thomson is recorded as noting that WN 43 would
continue to sleep in the detention room and that night supervision would be
reviewed, but because WN 43 had been at the Home for so long, he knew the
system backwards.
1287.2 WN 504 – An SOJP report from 2010 records WN 504 admitting his “conquests”
with younger girls at the home, including stripping a girl on a camping trip so that
they could look at her naked and going to the girls’ rooms to touch their private
parts. He said that the girls were willing participants and these were acts of sexual
experimentation.2120
1287.3 WN 74 – During Operation Rectangle, WN 28 made allegations that WN 74 and
others (aged 17 or 18) would force younger children to perform oral sex on them
and touch their genitals. It was noted that there was no contemporaneous support
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for these allegations and that there were a number of inconsistencies in the
accounts of abuse provided by WN 28.2121
Heathfield
Type and nature of the Home
1288. In December 1986, Heathfield opened as a new development to provide residential
care for the final children left in the Dunluce group of HDLG. It was noted that the Home
was “especially for children with behavioural problems which may have resulted from an
experience of chaotic family life or similar very disturbing experiences”. Its aims
included “a high quality of care with a therapeutic element” and to help the children
“modify their behaviour so that life may become less painful for themselves and
others”.2122 Although not explicit policy, it may be considered that Heathfield was to be
useful for children who were regarded as more “difficult” but were not involved in the
criminal justice system (at which point they would go to Les Chenes), whereas La
Preference would be used for children that might have been regarded as easier to deal
with.
1289. As mentioned by Ms Jerram in her Opening on Heathfield,2123 there were “a number of
significant changes to the organisation and function of Heathfield, as part of a broader
restricting of children’s services generally”. This included the creation of an Adolescent
Community Services Team (“AST”), designed to prevent admission into residential care
wherever possible by supporting children and families in the community. The team was
also to be involved in most receptions into care and planning of care for adolescents, as
well as in developing services for homeless youngsters. 2124 Adolescents were defined as
those aged over 13 and the intention was to “develop a multidisciplinary service” to meet
the needs of them and their families.2125
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1290. It is unclear whether the whole of Heathfield was used for the AST and if so, for how
long this remained the case. In November 1989 it was noted that there were eight
adolescents in residential care at the Home,2126 while in an undated ‘Home Statement’2127
under Part II Children’s Home Regulations 1991 it was noted that Heathfield could
accommodate up to eight children in residential care with “a further two rooms designed
to help children work towards independent living” but also stated that “Staff at
Heathfield have developed particular expertise in work with older children, consequently
most resident children are aged 9 years or over”.2128 Assuming that the capacity for
resident children remained at eight, this would suggest that in 1989, all residents were
“adolescents” (over 13) whereas a few years later, despite still focusing on “older
children”, this had shifted slightly to include some residents who were under 13.
1291. The same report notes that Heathfield has a “dual residential and preventive function”
and that elements of its residential care package could include:
1291.1 respite – very short but frequent breaks;
1291.2 short-term care – up to 3-month period for assessment of child’s situation or to
enable work with their family. If up to 6 months, would lead to long-term care.
1291.3 long-term care – children in care for 6 months or more who for whatever reason
are unable to live at home or with relatives; which can eventually lead to semiindependent living.
1292. A summary of the work done with regard to residential care at Heathfield from
September 19942129 shows similar functions being undertaken but also includes ‘after
care’ for those who have been in long-term or short-term care. This document also
includes a list of the preventive work done at Heathfield, such as activity groups and
holiday schemes.
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1293. In addition to residential care, Heathfield operated a ‘shared care’ facility, with nine
young people involved in November 19892130 and six places available by the time of a
subsequent report a few years later.2131 This involved children arriving at Heathfield from
school and staying until around 8.30 pm, integrating fully with those living at the Home.
The primary aims of this provision were:
“Firstly to provide a safe and supportive environment in which young people can explore
various interests and activities which hopefully will encourage them to examine and
extend their leisure time pursuits.
Secondly to provide an emotional and developmental support for the young person and
their parents through group experience and individual counselling.”
1294. The same document also notes that Heathfield was developing “play and family
therapy” where considered to be in the interests of the child.2132
1295. As noted elsewhere, Dr Bull’s Report in 2002 was critical of both Heathfield and La
Preference in respect of the adequacy of staffing levels and the Home being overoccupied.
1296. In Andrew Williamson’s 2008 report on Heathfield, he found it to be “running well
and in a calm professional manner”.2133 However, in the ‘Williamson Report:
Implementation Plan’ dated January 20092134 and as noted above, it was recommended
that, due to it being underused, the Home should be closed and its residents relocated to a
smaller, six-bed unit. The remaining residents at Heathfield moved to Brig-y-Don in June
2011 and the Home closed in August.2135
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Organisation/Management
Recruitment
1297. The former head of the Dunluce Group at HDLG, WN 751, oversaw the transfer of the
children from Dunluce to Heathfield and remained until the summer of 1987, when Geoff
Spencer took over as Principal Officer.2136 He said that he eventually left Jersey because
he raised concerns that children were suffering incest and he wanted funding to bring
psychologists to the Island to address these issues. Funding was refused and he felt that it
would be morally wrong for him to stay.2137
1298. WN 752 came to Heathfield when it opened in 1986, having previously worked at
HDLG for 13 years. She worked at Heathfield for 16 years, until her retirement in
2002.2138
1299. Another member of staff worked at Heathfield as a residential CCO from its opening
until 1989. He confirmed that he witnessed no abuse and stated that in his opinion, care
standards in Jersey were “excellent”.2139
1300. Geoff Spencer became Principal Officer of Heathfield in 1987,2140 having been
interviewed by Anton Skinner and Terry Strettle. He recalled that the interview process
was not particularly rigorous, but he was asked a number of questions about his
experience and how this would fit with the role at Heathfield. 2141 He had previously
worked in the UK at a Community Education Home and set up a resource centre for the
benefit of young people leaving Kingswood School, after having obtained his certificate
for social work.2142 He notes that he was not happy with the was a condition of the job
that he lived in accommodation annexed to the Home as he thought it was important to
create space between family and working life, but he nonetheless accepted the role. 2143
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When he joined Heathfield, he had receiving some counselling training as part of the two
social work courses that he had done.2144
1301. Mr Spencer recalls that the staff came from a mixture of backgrounds, with some
having spent a considerable amount of time at HDLG. Mr Spencer stated that: “Usually I
would take on someone from the UK who had some sort of relevant experience or
someone from Jersey who was out of work and basically had the right caring attitude”.
He said that in Jersey, staff would not be expected to have qualifications whereas
everyone he encountered in the UK had a basic child care qualification. He also recalled a
general attitude of choosing staff from Jersey as opposed to those from the mainland,
partly driven by uncertainty as to how long non-Jersey staff would stay2145 and also due
to the fact that child care staff from outside Jersey would not be provided with
accommodation by the States, unlike teachers.2146 There were also volunteer workers at
the Home, for whom there was no vetting system in place.2147 Mr Spencer recalled that
staff were often recruited by word of mouth and he was not aware of roles being
advertised.2148
1302. Sean McCloskey began working at Heathfield in 1987 as a volunteer after an informal
discussion at the Home. He had no previous qualifications, training or experience in
residential children’s care, but thinks he was shadowed on his first few shifts at the
Home. He subsequently applied for the post of Residential CCO in 1989 through the
Children’s Office and was given the role after an interview with Geoff Spencer and WN
669 – again he thinks that there were no qualifications required and no background,
police or other checks were carried out.2149
1303. An Act of the Education Committee from March 19882150 appears to suggest that
police checks as well as references were a part of the application process. The document
shows that an applicant had been offered a role at Heathfield subject to the receipt of
2144
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satisfactory references. However, a police check had shown a conviction 7 years
previously, for domestic assault. The offer of a position was withdrawn, despite an appeal
and a politician pointing out the applicant’s involvement with youth work and good
standing in the community. It is noted “…it was not appropriate in this instance that he
should be looking after vulnerable children in a residential home, as this would put the
reputation of the Children’s Service at risk…it had not been felt that it would be fair to
the other staff at the Home if a criminal record could be ignored, especially when there
was violence in that record. It might be possible to find a position within the Education
Service, but it would not be one caring for disturbed youngsters”.
1304. Phil Dennett moved to Jersey in 1989 and after having enquired about a role in
Children’s Services, was asked by Mr Spencer if he wanted to work in the Senior
Residential Team at Heathfield. He had qualified as a social worker in the UK, obtained a
master’s degree in Management and Leadership in Health and Social Care and worked in
a residential children’s home and as a social worker for a number of years. Although he
felt that he could have applied for a more senior position given his experience, he was
keen to secure employment.2151 Mr Dennett described staff turnover at Heathfield as low
and said that they built up an experienced base of staff which made the Home work well
during this period.2152
1305. Job descriptions for a residential social worker2153 and a preventative worker2154 give
an insight as to what those different roles were intended to include.
1306. Susan Doyle started working at Heathfield in February 1991 having previously worked
at Blanche Pierre for 2 years. She described it as a “wonderful place to work” and said
that she received supervision and training while she was there.2155
1307. Tony Le Sueur began working as a Senior Residential CCO at Heathfield in 1991,
having spent over a decade as a youth worker. He recalled having a brief interview, but
thinks that Geoff Spencer made enquiries about his suitability through colleagues in the
2151
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Education Department. Mr Le Sueur notes that the only available qualification in
residential work at that time was from the UK Home Office and it could not be obtained
from Jersey. It was uncommon for people with Youth Work qualifications to work in
residential care but he was attracted by shift work.2156
1308. Kevin Parr-Burman began working at Heathfield as Centre Manager in April 2004,
having spent 18 years working in a secure unit and 2 years managing a children’s home
in the UK. Mr Parr-Burman was noted in 2008 to be “very experienced in working with
young people who present with challenging behaviour and has been trained in Child
Protection issues and is skilled in crisis intervention…an approved method of defusing a
potentially violent situation by initially using effective communication skills to avoid
physical intervention”.2157 Following an allegation of assault against a resident, Mr ParrBurman was moved to La Preference.
1309. Sean McCloskey returned to work at Heathfield for a year in 2008, having worked for
the SOJP. He recalled that the manager at the time was a man named Kevin, likely to be
Kevin Parr-Burman.2158 By this time, contrary to his earlier stint at the Home, he recalls
there being a lot of policies and he went through them with his manager.2159
Training
1310. Mr Spencer recalled that during his time in charge of Heathfield, most of the staff had
no formal training at all and there was a concern about staff skill levels. He explains that
the context of this was that there were no suitable NVQ courses available, no training of
temporary staff and high staff turnover, however he did arrange for staff to do some
training in the UK and for Barbara [Kahan] to come to the Home to do some training.2160
He tried to deal with shortcomings in skill levels by giving supervision sessions and also
carrying out his own informal inspections in which he would examine how the daily
routines were maintained and look through key worker notes.2161 According to Mr
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Spencer, apart from the training he instigated there was no other access to training from
Children’s Services,2162 although it should be noted that it was an express requirement of
his role to provide training input to residential child care staff.2163
1311. Sean McCloskey recalled that there was very little training for residential CCOs,
although he did receive some training from Pat Curtis, who came over from the UK,
completed an Open University course of his own accord and also received some training
provided by Dorothy Inglis. This training is recorded contemporaneously,2164 and
although Mr McCloskey felt that it was valuable, it was also limited and did not touch
upon the signs or efforts of sexual or physical abuse. He does not recall ever having seen
the “home statement” produced for Heathfield and says that there was little policy or
guidance available when he began.2165
1312. According to Tony Le Sueur, training was difficult to organise for residential carers as
trainers were flown in from the UK, usually for a week. If they wanted to attend training
they would do so during the day, then go straight onto a shift. These sessions were
therefore difficult to fit in. He recalled that department savings were and still are often
made by cutting training budgets and therefore funding was extremely limited and
difficult to access. He notes that following the implementation of the Williamson Report
in 2009, each member of staff was allocated a fixed amount of money for the purposes of
training, however Mr Le Sueur expresses that he would still be surprised if “anything like
the allocated amount of funding agreed was actually spent on training in the subsequent
years” as opposed to being siphoned off for more pressing needs. He does recall some
training from Ray Wyre and Pat Curtis, but had no restraint training at all and would
simply act in the way in which a parent would.2166
1313. Mr Le Sueur did not recall receiving any training on de-escalation techniques, which
he said left staff vulnerable. Despite this, he never witnessed staff doing anything
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questionable.2167 If residential staff could not cope, they may have to call the police to
intervene and assist staff. He describes that there would be an implication that the
residential staff had failed in their duties in the first place by having to call the police,
whereas he thought that, “frustratingly”, the police were always ready and willing to
investigate residential staff where children alleged physical abuse following any
necessary restraint, making it difficult for the residential staff to know what was expected
of them.2168
1314. In November 2000, an incident occurred at Heathfield in which a resident seriously
physically assaulted a member of staff.2169 It was noted by Sarah Brace, Team Manager,
that “this incident raises issues about the use of appropriate and effective restraint, in
order to protect children and staff. There is a programme underway with a view to train
all residential staff in preventing conflict, and the safe use of restraint where necessary.”
The staff member who was the subject of the assault raised concerns about the quality of
staffing at the Home, in particular the frequent use of casual staff. Concern was expressed
by Ms Brace about some staff practices which “appeared to create an atmosphere of
them and us between the staff and children”. It was subsequently noted by Marnie
Baudains in 2002, when the matter was still ongoing, that the staff member in question
had been on an intensive Therapeutic Crisis Intervention (“TCI”) training course some 2
months earlier.
Organisation/Structure
1315. During Mr Spencer’s time, another member of staff was responsible for the day-to-day
running of Heathfield while Mr Spencer was developing the AST and providing
individual supervision sessions for staff.2170 Care staff would work shifts and were
required to do sleep-ins on a rota basis, although Mr Spencer would always be on hand in
case any problems arose – this happened around once a month.2171 There would be
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weekly staff meetings during which general care issues would be discussed, as well as
particular issues regarding certain individuals.2172
1316. Although he joined as the Principal Officer of Heathfield, Mr Spencer’s role later
changed to being an SCCO whereby he supervised staff at Heathfield while running the
AST.2173 Mr Spencer himself was supervised by Anton Skinner and he recalled regular
supervision sessions and a positive working relationship.2174 He thought that this
amounted more to supervision of what Mr Spencer had taken on, rather than any active
development, which he considered was part of a general approach of Children’s Services
to be reactive rather than proactive.2175 These supervision sessions would also include
discussion of difficulties with individual children, the general atmosphere at the Home
and any complaints or allegations made by residents.2176
1317. In the policy document setting out the proposed team structure within the AST at
Heathfield, it was suggested that there be an SCCO (Mr Spencer), two CCOs and eight
residential CCOs. Heathfield would be used both as a residential resource and as a base
for therapies and interviews.2177 Residential CCOs at Heathfield were slightly different
from “Houseparents” at other homes in that they did not live on site but would “sleep in”
on rotas.
1318. Mr McCloskey recalled that during his time at the Home, there would be a maximum
of 12 adolescents staying at Heathfield and on a typical day there would be four or five
members of staff on duty. The structure he recalls is that there was a Head, a Deputy, two
or three “Grade 3 staff” and then residential CCOs who were “Grade 2 staff”. They also
had dedicated weekend staff, a cleaner and a number of cooks.2178 He thought that the
staff to children ratio was good and allowed them to give children one-to-one time if
needed.2179 Tony Le Sueur recalled that there would be two staff and one manager on
shift during the day, while the late shift would be covered by three staff, plus the group
2172
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staff and the manager. At the weekends there would always be two staff on duty, which
tended to be consistent pairings. He also remembered there being two domestic staff, who
he often found became the “trusted listening ear for any troubled youngster”.2180
1319. According to Mr McCloskey, Heathfield kept a daily log for the whole Home and a
residential CCO would be responsible for adding a few lines every morning and
afternoon about how each resident was doing. There was also a separate diary kept for
appointments, and each resident’s paper file which would be in the office.2181
1320. Mr Spencer also recalls developing the ‘key worker’ system not long after he arrived at
Heathfield, in which staff were assigned a particular child for which they were to provide
one-to-one support and be their liaison point. This system appears to have predated the
similar system introduced by Margaret Holley at Brig-y-Don in the 1990s. The key
workers did not have formal training (other than in-house sessions) and although he
believed that there was some overlap with the CCO, overall the roles were
complimentary and the key worker could be more focused on the child’s welfare whereas
the CCO would deal with the family.2182 Sean McCloskey noted that key workers would
have some involvement with the child’s family by picking them up and taking them home
on visits as well as discussing minor issues with the parents over the phone, however
major matters would be referred to the CCOs.2183 He recalled that a key worker would be
allocated at most three children at any one time.2184 Mr Spencer considered the key
worker system to be central to Heathfield insofar as it allowed staff to develop trusting
relationships with residents and identify their aspirations and whether any therapeutic
intervention was needed.2185 Phil Dennett noted that they key worker sessions were a
therapeutic tool in themselves and that although they were not designed specifically to
identify abuse, he hoped that the relationships developed would have allowed concerns to
be raised.2186
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1321. Mr Spencer recalls having converted a garage at Heathfield for the purpose of setting
up a counselling space for one-to-one sessions. He was only involved in one case there
and this was the only time the space was used as key workers tended to carry out their
one-to-one sessions in the Home.2187 Mr McCloskey commented that he did not feel
qualified to do play therapy and thought it might be opening a can of worms. 2188 A
document was prepared by Mr Spencer in May 1988 setting out an “Introduction to play
as a therapeutic method with children”.2189
1322. Mr Dennett recalls that shortly after his arrival at Heathfield, he was asked to lead the
project to incorporate community-based work to prevent admission to care. He noted that
there were a lot of resources made available and said that “Ministers were keen to throw
money at community services”. It took time for staff to adjust to preventative work and
there were teething problems and minor tensions among staff, some of whom did not like
it. Generally, he felt that people were receptive and on the whole the initiative was a
positive experience.2190 Mr Dennett noted that the introduction of community-based work
meant that Heathfield was split into two distinct components – the residential component
run by WN 669 and the preventative and community based component run by him. He
recalled that at the point of his departure from Heathfield in 1998, the preventative work
had developed into a huge operation, catering for around 60 to 70 young people and was
not run by qualified social workers.2191 Mr Dennett considered that the programme was
successful based on feedback from young people and their families, although admitted
that there was no qualitative assessment. He noted that it was easier to target the right
people in Jersey due to its size.2192 Tony Le Sueur described the preventative groups as
collecting young people from school who were at risk of reception into care and then
either bringing them to Heathfield for a period or taking them out on activities. An
extension of this was the development of respite and shared-care arrangements which
allowed some young people to have occasional or regular overnight stays at Heathfield.
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These were successful in preventing full time reception into care but Mr Le Sueur
comments that they were sometimes unfair to those in full time residence due to
disruption. This was one of the reasons he decided to leave Heathfield after 4 years.2193
He felt that it was wrong for it to be connected to a children’s home that that preventative
care could have been run out of a youth centre.2194
1323. Following the departure of Mr Spencer in 1991, the Home was run jointly by Phil
Dennett and another member of staff. Mr Dennett said that there was a tight knit team and
that this period was the most professionally rewarding of his career. His and the other
member of staff’s roles blended over time to the point that there was no division between
residential and community services.2195 Staff were provided with supervision in
individual sessions and weekly meetings – he felt that the structure in place played a part
in the low turnover of staff and maintaining professional development.2196
1324. Mr Dennett recalled that because of the allegations made by WN 216, they made
changes at the Home and discussed the importance of ensuring that concerns were raised
promptly.2197
1325. A memo from November 1993 shows that at that point, Heathfield had three shift
leaders, five residential CCOs, two CCOs undertaking preventative/group work, two
sessional workers and four residential night staff.2198
1326. Mr Dennett left his role at Heathfield around 1998 when he took on Bob Woods’ role
of ‘Resource Manager for Residential Services’. When reflecting on his time at
Heathfield, he described it as a success due to the quality of the staff group, stating that
he believes they had a fantastic team providing exceptional care and guidance.2199
1327. During Kevin Parr-Burman’s time as Centre Manager of Heathfield, Mr Dennett
noted2200 that the role involved full responsibility for the day-to-day running of the home,
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the policies and procedures and working with young people (although that was not the
main part of his job). He was responsible for writing and developing the policies and
procedures, as well as ensuring that they were fully followed by staff. In terms of
restraint, he noted that they followed the TCI procedure, based on early intervention and
trying to manage difficult behaviour by challenging them, with physical force only used
as a last resort if the young person is a danger to themselves. When interviewed by the
SOJP in 2008, he could only recall two occasions on which he had to physically intervene
during his four years at Heathfield. He also said that as part of his role as Manager, it was
part of his remit to be aware of the needs of each individual child.2201
1328. In 2005, a capability meeting was held between Joe Kennedy and Kevin Parr-Burman
about his management of Heathfield,2202 with the following being noted:
“Heathfield is at present drawing attention to itself from within social services, other
agencies; such as education and the police but also from the wider community as a
whole.”
1328.1 There were a “litany of concerns” that had been a constant theme and which made
Joe Kennedy worried about the culture at the Home.
1328.2 It was noted that extra staffing and support had been provided from staff at
Greenfields and new procedures and systems had been introduced. The feedback
from Greenfields’ staff had been that they were the only ones doing the
challenging and implementing routines at Heathfield during this time.
1328.3 Mr Parr-Burman acknowledged at this point that “Heathfield is failing”, that it
had been struggling for a long time and that he had struggled to manage it.
1328.4 Several specific problems were raised about Mr Parr Buman’s management –
including a lack of attendance in the unit, staff feeling unable to contact him out of
hours, the staff being divided, a need to have a visible staff presence and a feeling
that Mr Parr-Burman was minimising the problems at Heathfield. Issues were
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raised about communication, including a failure to inform Mr Kennedy that TCI
forms had not been completed after a restraint.
1328.5 In response to the question about what was wrong with Heathfield, Mr ParrBurman responded by saying “inconsistency of staff, young people not engaging,
systems do not cope with behaviour, the routines are wrong”.
1328.6 It was asserted that it was essential to the culture of the home that there was
control as well as care – the symptoms of this included absconding, school conduct
and behaviour management in the home.
1329. When these issues were put to Phil Dennett in evidence, he stated:2203
1329.1 It was felt that Mr Parr-Burman needed extra support and this meeting was to set
out concerns and set targets.
1329.2 One of the problems was that this was still a 12-bedded children’s home, which
was behind the system in the UK.
1329.3 He felt that Joe Kennedy did not use the best choice of words about the need for
“control”, but that it was important that young people knew the appropriate
boundaries.
1330. In response to the concerns raised, Mr Parr-Burman appears to have produced a
“behaviour management plan”2204 to “take closer control of the use of free time and for
there to be clear consequences for young people who fail to keep to the rules of the unit”.
It is noted that absconding would lead to a loss of free time, as will non-attendance at
school, but that the loss of family contact time would not be used as a sanction.
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Residents
(i) Admissions
1331. Mr McCloskey gave the following evidence about admission to Heathfield, although
he noted that he was not involved in each part of the process:2205
1331.1 Referrals would generally be made by social workers, usually related to family
breakdown.
1331.2 Residential care was seen as the last resort and therefore attempts would be made
to place the child with extended family or others first.
1331.3 Residents would be assigned a key worker upon admission – they would be
responsible for preparing monthly reports that would go into the resident’s file.
1331.4 Paper files on residents would be kept in the office and would include information
about things such as the child’s CCO, doctor and school.
1331.5 An initial assessment meeting2206 would generally take place within 48 hours of
admission following review of the child’s file and discussions with the relevant
CCO. These could often be difficult to arrange due to having to chase up the CCO.
1331.6 A lot of effort was put into receiving new admissions, due to an understanding of
the traumatic nature of being placed into care.
1332. Tony Le Sueur recalled that most of the children at Heathfield were of secondary
school-age and that difficulties could be caused when younger children would be
admitted, as they sucked up resources, meaning that key workers had less time with other
vulnerable children. He described the inability of residential units to say no to
inappropriate placements as an unfortunate aspect of operating on a small island.2207
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(ii) Nature of residents
1333. According to Geoff Spencer, during the first few years at Heathfield there was a
mixture of residents, with some having come from HDLG and some referred by CCOs.
Although he had contact with the children’s individual CCO, he would not have sight of
their files, nor have any detailed background reports.2208 This is something which he said,
in hindsight, he would have demanded in order for staff to know where to best place their
efforts.2209 Where a child was being referred by a CCO, they would clear with Anton
Skinner that a place was required and then an admission interview would take place with
Mr Spencer, the child and the CCO. Mr Spencer did not have any discretion to refuse to
accept a child into Heathfield, although he hoped that if he felt a child was not going to fit
in, he could have made it known and been listened to.2210
1334. Mr Spencer recalled finding the children’s behaviour at Heathfield to be quite
rebellious due to having been institutionalised at HDLG, including a hierarchical system
among the children in care with some of the more “powerful” children being able to
influence others. He thought that those due to the size of the Island and tried to diffuse it
by offering a more individual approach for the residents, including through the key
worker system.2211 He also noted the lack of therapeutic or counselling support available
for residents compared with his experience in the UK and that although he raised the
issue with Anton Skinner, he recognised that there were budgetary difficulties and
thought that the most important starting point was the recruitment of fully qualified
staff.2212
1335. Mr Spencer recalled there being no formal disciplinary policy nor any guidance for
staff on safeguarding issues. Behavioural problems with a child would be discussed with
them, corporal punishment was not accepted and any safeguarding issues would be
passed on to Marnie Baudains via Mr Spencer.2213 The Panel may recall that the first
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Child Protection Guidelines in Jersey were adopted in 1991, around the time when Mr
Spencer departed.
1336. Mr Spencer recalled that the daily routine at the Home was quite relaxed, with the
residents allowed to walk into town as long as they told a member of staff where they
were going and when they were back. The draft rules that would be customised for
residents were drafted by Mr Spencer.2214
1337. On average, he thought that children would stay at Heathfield for around 3 years.2215
When children were leaving the Home, a decision would be taken on a case-by-case basis
between CCOs and staff as to the best course for that child, with children (and their
parents if appropriate) invited to a case conference2216. Although a Children’s Officer’s
report from 1988 suggests a difficulty in moving older children on from Heathfield due to
a lack of suitable environments for them to be placed in (described as “bed blocking”2217),
Mr Spencer did not recall this as a particular problem2218 although there was pressure on
spaces.2219
1338. As noted by Mr Spencer, he was also responsible for the establishment of a hostel that
aimed to alleviate the previously identified difficulties in transferring disruptive teenagers
out of Heathfield.2220 Although not given that title at this stage, it appears to have become
known as St Mark’s Hostel (see below).
1339. Despite the work that was being done with the AST and preventative work, Mr
Spencer did not feel that there was any commitment from Children’s Services in relation
to getting children out of care.2221 Overall, he felt that the system was not fit for purpose
by today’s standards.2222
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1340. After Mr Spencer had left, Mr McCloskey thought that there was more support for
children leaving care. A semi-independent living area was offered to residents in which
they could live under reduced supervision and he and another member of staff ran a
scheme teaching life skills to residents.2223
1341. In 2009, an email chain shows that when a query was raised about whether a resident
could stay overnight with her friend, the Team Manager of the Child Care Team stated
that it was a matter for the Heathfield staff to determine and there was no need for formal
police checks in the absence of suspicions or concerns. It was stated that: “What it needs
is for you to do what any parent would do before agreeing or not”, also taking into
account the age of the young person.2224
Culture
1342. Mr McCloskey described there being a positive lifestyle at Heathfield for the residents,
who got on with each other and would be helped rather than punished by staff. This good
relationship between staff and residents during his time at the Home (up to 1999) meant
that there was no need for corporal punishment. Restraint would be used only if necessary
and the staff did not have TCI training at that time2225 – he did recall one occasion on
which he had to restrain a resident by holding on to him after he had been head-butted.2226
1343. By the time of the ‘Home Statement’ mentioned above, 2227 it would appear that there
was some formal oversight of Heathfield within Children’s Services, provided by an
SCCO – Bob Woods – who Mr Dennett described as a good and supportive manager.2228
This statement also set out some of the Home’s policies, which appear to have been
formalised following the departure of Mr Spencer. These note the following:
1343.1 corporal punishment, locking children in rooms and refusing phone calls or visits
to the Home were not permitted as means of punishment;
1341.2 with regard to restraint:
2223
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“the use of physical force will not be condoned except for exceptional circumstances
where reasonable restraint or holding is necessary to prevent a child from injuring
himself/herself or others in which case the minimum necessary strength must be applied
and released immediately after the danger has passed. Such action must be separately
recorded and reported to the Children’s Officer”.2229
1344. An example of the standards at the time can be seen from a decision by Phil Dennett to
dismiss a member of staff in October 1993 in part because of her “overly aggressive
attitude with some of the children which has shown itself in being overly confrontational
and using inappropriate language” and having made “major errors of judgment which
have created unnecessary situations with children”.2230
1345. Tony Le Sueur’s overall view of Heathfield was that it was well run and achieved a lot
for the young people there. Its good reputation meant that CCOs would use it as the
“placement of choice” for troubled or challenging young people who needed residential
care.2231
1346. Although staff responses to specific allegations of abuse at Heathfield are dealt with
below, the following evidence should also be taken into account:
1346.1 One member of staff, who was at Heathfield from 1987 to 2003, stated that he had
never witnessed or been told by any person of abuse at Heathfield.2232
1346.2 Another member of staff, who was at Heathfield from 1987 to 2000, also said that
she never saw any form of abuse.2233
1346.3 A member of staff who was at Heathfield for 12–18 months around the time of
1991 said that he did not recall any form of abuse taking place.2234
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Governance
1347. Mr Spencer confirmed that there were no formal unannounced inspections of
Heathfield during his time there (as noted in 2002 by Kathie Bull2235), which he
contrasted with his experience in the UK.2236 Mr McCloskey, who was at Heathfield until
1999, gave similar evidence and thought that they only saw social workers
sporadically.2237 In evidence to the Inquiry, Mr McCloskey noted that they kept logs of
when CCOs visited and would have a chat with the CCO before they saw the child, as
well as sending monthly reports to them.2238
Culture: the residents’ perspective
1348. WN 80, who was transferred to Heathfield following the closure of HDLG, provides a
negative account of life at Heathfield. He describes the environment as being too “close”
when compared with HDLG and complained that they could not get away from the
behaviour of other children.2239
1349. WN 616 also provides a negative account of staff at the home, stating that he “got no
support from the people who were caring for [him]”.2240
1350. By contrast, William Dubois recalls life at Heathfield in a more positive light:2241
“Heathfield was very different to the other homes I had been in; it was a functioning
children’s home. Punishments were only given out when they were justified and you
would normally be punished by being confined to your room, rather than any kind of
violent punishment that I was used to from the other homes.”
1351. In his evidence to the Inquiry, Mr Dubois stated that Heathfield “felt more like a home
as opposed to a kids’ home”2242 and that his behaviour improved and he ran away less
frequently while he was resident there.2243
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1352. WN 23 was admitted to Heathfield from Clos de Sables in 1989, following the arrest of
Les Hughes, and stayed at the home from Easter to Christmas that year. She told the
Inquiry that Heathfield was a “very different environment”2244 from what she had
experienced at Clos de Sables and that they were allocated key workers who “made the
effort”.2245 She recalled that staff at Heathfield would try to encourage them to engage in
activities rather than going out and drinking with their friends, but that this was not
particularly successful.2246 She also describes some of the difficulties she faced during her
admission to Heathfield and her anxiety when male staff were working at the home and
where there was no way of locking the bedroom door.2247
1353. Darren Picot, who was a resident at Heathfield in 1991, described the majority of staff
in positive terms, stating that he had the “utmost respect for the staff at Heathfield…and
on the whole the staff looked after me”.2248
Allegations of abuse
1354. A relatively small number of allegations of abuse are made by residents of Heathfield,
when compared with other homes. The allegations are of a predominantly sexual nature
and the majority of these relate to the period between 1987 and 1991, with a number of
additional allegations of sexual and physical abuse being made by those resident at the
home during the 2000s. There are a number of positive accounts of Heathfield.
Table of 1a evidence
1355. For convenience, we set out below in tabular format the witness evidence considered
by the Inquiry regarding Heathfield, giving the name or witness number of the relevant
witness and the day of the Inquiry hearings on which their evidence was provided:
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Day(s)

Witness(es)

20

WN 23

25

Darren Picot

55

Reading in:
WN 616
WN 36

60

Reading in:
WN 216
WN 80
WN 633

61

Reading in:
WN 752

62

William Dubois

65

Reading in:
WN 698

97

WN xx re WN 820
WN xx re WN 819
WN 823 re Kevin Parr-Burman

Allegations of sexual abuse by staff
1366. Two witnesses make allegations of sexual abuse against WN 637, who was employed
at Heathfield during 1987. WN 637 was previously employed at HDLG and moved to
Heathfield following its closure.
1366.1 WN 36 was born in 1969 and was transferred to Heathfield following the closure
of HDLG. He remained there until he was moved into foster care later that year.
527
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WN 36 alleges that he was sexually abused by WN 637, who had been his key
worker at HDLG and Heathfield. The alleged abuse occurred in October 1987,
shortly after WN 36 had moved into foster care and several months after WN 637
had resigned from his position at Heathfield. WN 36 states that, after he left
Heathfield, WN 637 continued to visit him “on the sly” and on one occasion took
him out on a pub-crawl. WN 36 states that “we ended up getting very drunk and he
took advantage of me. [WN 637] took me back to his house and I remember I woke
up in his bed to find him carrying out a sexual act on me. When this happened a
second time I got up and made my excuses as if I was going to the toilet, but I left
and ran straight home”.2249
1366.1.1 After he left WN 36 reported the incident to the States of Jersey Police. WN
637 was interviewed and admitted that sexual contact had taken place2250 but
stated that WN 36 had been a willing partner.2251 The matter was not pursued
further by the police on the basis that WN 36 had not made a formal
complaint.2252
1366.2 William Dubois was also transferred to Heathfield following the closure of
HDLG in 1987, and makes similar allegations of sexual abuse by WN 637. He
states that after he left Heathfield, WN 637 kept in touch and met him for a drink
on one occasion.2253 Mr Dubois describes being offered alcohol and sleeping pills
before being invited back to WN 637’s home where he touched his penis on the
outside of his trousers.2254 Mr Dubois told the Inquiry that he punched WN 637 in
the face and broke his nose when he did this.2255 Mr Dubois also recalls that these
allegations were reported to police but all the charges were dropped.2256
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1367. Two residents make allegations of sexual abuse against WN 335, who worked at
Heathfield for several years from 1987. A number of others allege that they witnessed or
were aware of this alleged abuse taking place.
1367.1 WN 216 was born in 1969 and was resident at Heathfield from 1986 until 1989.
After he was discharged from care he continued to have a connection with the
Home.2257 In a detailed statement given to the police in 1991 he alleges that WN
335, his key worker at Heathfield, sexually abused him over the course of a
number of years, both while he was a resident of the home and also after he had
left the care of the States of Jersey. This alleged abuse is summarised as follows:
1367.1.1 WN 216 describes how WN 335 came to be his key worker and recalls a
particular discussion with that he had WN 335 about some of his problems, and
how he felt at that time that “he could be trusted”.2258
1367.1.2 WN 216 describes WN 335 coming into his bedroom later that night, taking
off his clothes and getting into his bed. He states that WN 335 then started
touching his penis and touching and kissing him. He alleges that WN 335 then
took off his boxer shorts and lay on top of him, rubbing his penis against him.
He goes on to describe WN 335 forcing WN 216 to engage in oral and anal sex
with him. WN 216 states that this was the only occasion on which WN 335 was
the active partner in penetrative anal sex, but states that he was forced to
penetrate WN 335 anally on subsequent occasions, as set out below.2259
1367.1.3 After the first incident it is alleged that WN 335 would regularly come to WN
216’s bedroom at night and make him engage in oral and anal sex.2260 These
instances of alleged abuse would also take place elsewhere in the Home.2261 WN
216 also recalls that WN 335 would also sexually abuse him outside the home,
during driving lessons and at the tower at Archirondel.2262 The alleged sexual
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abuse continued after WN 216 left Heathfield and was living independently in a
flat.2263
1367.1.4 WN 216 also gives an account of being sexually abused one night while
present at the Home, but no longer a resident. He states that WN 335 came into
the lounge and made him perform and receive oral sex.2264
1367.1.5 The final instance of sexual abuse is said to have taken place at WN 216’s flat
in March 1991,2265 shortly before this abuse came to the attention of the police.
1367.1.6 WN 216 states that the acts had “never taken place out of [his] own free will”
and that he only allowed these acts to take place because he felt that WN 335
was in a position to “supply the security that [he] needed”. WN 216 added that
he only disclosed this abuse to a member of staff because of his concerns that
another resident was at risk of being sexually abused by WN 335.2266
1367.2 WN 80, who moved to Heathfield following the closure of HDLG, gave a
statement to police in 2008 in which he states that he witnessed WN 335 lying
naked on top of WN 216 who was wearing only a T-shirt, and that WN 335 was
“moving his body up and down on top of WN 216”.2267 WN 80 states that this
incident took place in one of the bedrooms.2268 A number of other residents also
make reference to rumours of a relationship between WN 335 and WN 216 but do
not claim to have witnessed any alleged abuse directly.2269 WN 335 was
investigated by the police in 1991 and denied the allegations made by WN 216.2270
1368. Darren Picot alleges that WN 335 also attempted to sexually abuse him while he was
resident at Heathfield.2271 He states that on a few occasions WN 335 would take him into
an office and lock the door, where he would touch him inappropriately, putting his arm
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on his shoulder and sliding his hands down his arms.2272 Mr Picot explains that on these
occasions he would “kick off” and “start shouting in the hope someone would hear” and
that, as a result, WN 335 would open the door and he could make his escape. Mr Picot
also states that WN 335 would ask him to babysit his child but when he went there, WN
335’s wife and child were not present. He states that when WN 335 became “touchy
feely” he would tell him to “get the fuck off [him]” and leave.2273
1369. A number of allegations of sexual abuse are also made against other members of staff
at Heathfield:
1369.1 WN 633 was temporarily placed at Heathfield in around 1981 to 1984, when he
was between the ages of 11 and 14 years old. He alleges that one night a male
member of staff came into his room and masturbated him with his hands. He states
that he did not know who the member of staff was as “he was in silhouette” and
further states that some years later another resident, WN 748, told him that the
same thing had happened to him.2274
1369.2 WN 698 recalls that she was admitted to Heathfield in around 1998, when she
was 10 or 11 years old. In a statement given to police in 2008 she alleges that she
was abused by a member of staff at Heathfield. She states that the member of staff
used to bring her cigarettes and alcohol and would take photographs of her in her
bedroom. This progressed to the member of staff taking photographs of WN 698
without clothes on and of her masturbating. After several weeks he progressed to
touching her and after a period of around 3 months she states that the member of
staff wanted to have sex with her. WN 698 states that she responded by saying no
“but in the end I did not resist I just gave up and let it happen”.2275 WN 698
describes being raped twice by this member of staff, with both instances taking
place in her bedroom at Heathfield.2276
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1369.3 In 2006, it was alleged that WN 820, a member of staff at Heathfield, sexually
abused a 15-year-old female resident.2277 The complainant alleged that she had
been in her bedroom playing computer games when WN 820 entered and engaged
her in a conversation about “who she was going out with and what they have done
together”. He then asked the female resident to come towards him and asked her
to perform oral sex on him, and when she refused he threatened to sanction her. It
is alleged that WN 820 then undid his trousers and she performed oral sex on
him.2278 This incident was reported to the police who investigated the matter in
August 2006. WN 820 was interviewed, providing a “no comment” response to the
allegations.2279
1369.4 Although it is an incident that is referred to in more detail elsewhere in this
review, the Panel will note that in 2006 a residential care worker at Heathfield,
WN 753, resigned from his post when it was alleged that he had engaged in sexual
relations with a former resident, WN 752, who was 17 years old and pregnant at
the time. WN 753 had been WN 752’s key worker when she was a child in care at
Heathfield. WN 753 admitted to having a sexual relationship with WN 752 and
confirmed that it was possible that the child was his.2280 The Panel will also note
that, when WN 752 was contacted as part of police investigations in 2008, she said
that “there had been rumours about her and WN 753 but these were untrue. She
added that during her time at Heathfield (’99 to ’05 approx) she had suffered no
abuse nor seen or heard any”.2281
Allegations of sexual abuse by other residents
1370. WN 698 states that she was sexually abused twice by older residents at Heathfield but
was “not prepared to disclose any details of the abuse by the older children”.2282
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Allegations of sexual abuse perpetrated by others, including visitors to the Home
1371. In 2004, Roger Hatte, then aged 61, pleaded guilty to one count of unlawful sexual
intercourse with WN 752.2283 At that time WN 752 was fourteen years old and a resident
at Heathfield. Although the conviction was in respect of one allegation only, 2284 WN 752
provided a witness statement to the police in 2004 setting out further instances of abuse
which are summarised as follows:
1371.1 WN 752 had known Roger Hatte from the age of 10 or 11.2285
1371.2 When she was 13 years old, he raped her in St Catherine’s Woods.2286
1371.3 On another occasion she was raped in Roger Hatte’s car in his garage at Le
Squez.2287
1371.4 She stated that Roger Hatte would phone her a lot, including calling her when she
was at Heathfield.2288
1371.5 On one occasion, she told him she did not want to see him any more and he cut
her on the face with a blade.2289
1371.6 The last occasion she saw him was at a beach, on 30 December 2003. She recalls
that he tried to kiss and touch her2290 and that she tried to get away but was unable
to.2291 WN 752 then describes how Roger Hatte pushed her shoulders to the ground
and took off her jacket and trousers2292 before raping her.2293
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1371.7 After this occurred, she says that she went to a telephone box and called
Heathfield to get someone to pick her up and that she subsequently told WN 753
what had happened.2294
1371.8 Roger Hatte was arrested the following day.2295
1371.9 A police report dated 6 February 2004 notes that there had been “previous reports
of an unhealthy association between WN 752 and the accused for a number of
years, but in the past there has been insufficient evidence to support investigations
and prosecutions”.2296
Allegations of physical abuse
1372. While the majority of allegations of abuse at Heathfield are of a sexual nature, a
number of allegations of physical abuse are made against members of staff at the home.
1373. WN 616 was transferred to Heathfield following the closure of HDLG. He recalls
witnessing a member of staff who had come from La Preference grabbing another
resident, WN 681, and dragging him upstairs by the hair, with his feet off the floor. 2297
He states that WN 681’s head was smashed against the bannister as he was dragged up
the stairs and the staff member was shouting “Do not fuck with me, you little prick”.2298
In his statement he later refers to this staff member as being WN 662.2299 A similar
account is given by William Dubois, who recalls that WN 662 came to work a shift at
Heathfield due to short staffing, and he witnessed him dragging WN 681 up the stairs by
his throat.2300
1374. WN 616 also alleges that he was physically abused by a teacher at school and reported
this to WN 335, who told him that he should leave it, because the teacher had a “top
notch lawyer” and he would not win.2301
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1375. In 2001, WN 698 made a complaint of physical assault by two members of staff at
Heathfield. The allegations arose from the attempted restraint of WN 698, and the
members of staff involved made counter allegations against WN 698. 2302 The incident
was investigated by Children’s Services at the time and it was noted by the manager
investigating the complaint that “early indications suggest injuries to WN 698 were
caused as a result of reasonable restraint”.2303
1376. WN 823, a child with learning difficulties, was admitted to Heathfield in 2008, aged 13
years old. In June 2008 Children’s Services received a disclosure by two members of
staff that the manager at Heathfield, Kevin Parr-Burman, had allegedly used excessive
force in taking hold of WN 823 to take him to school, and hurting his arm in the
process.2304 Kevin Parr-Burman was interviewed by police in connection with these
allegations.2305
1377. Although referred to in more detail elsewhere in this review, it is noted that Kevin
Parr-Burman was the subject of further investigation by police arising from his
employment at La Preference in 2010, when he restrained a child by pushing his arm up
against his back.2306
1378. Further, in 2013, Kevin Parr-Burman was suspended by the Health & Care Professions
Council following allegations that he restrained a 15-year-old boy with learning
difficulties at a home in Cambridgeshire, by taking hold of the child’s wrists and forcing
his arm up his back, causing minor injury.2307 It was determined that his fitness to practise
was impaired and he was suspended for a period of 12 months.2308
1379. In 2009, a male resident at Heathfield alleged that he was physically assaulted by a
member of staff, WN 819. He states that he was in the lounge at Heathfield when WN
819 walked over to him, grabbed him by the throat and pushed him into the lobby.2309
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The resident states that he grabbed WN 819’s shoulders and wrestled him against the wall
but WN 819 kicked the back of his calves and he fell to the ground.2310 The resident
states that this was witnessed by another member of staff, who shouted at WN 819 to
“get off him”.2311 A witness statement was provided by the member of staff who
witnessed the incident and this sets out a similar version of events.2312 This alleged
assault was investigated by police at the time but no charges were brought against WN
819.2313
Other allegations
1380. The Inquiry has also received evidence of a “serious allegation against staff” made by
a former female resident of Heathfield,2314 however no further details of the nature of this
allegation are known.
Reporting of abuse by residents
1381. WN 36 was born in 1969 and was transferred to Heathfield following the closure of
HDLG. He remained there until he was moved into foster care later that year. WN 36
alleges that, after he left Heathfield, he was sexually abused by WN 637, who had been
his key worker at HDLG and Heathfield. WN 36 reported the incident to the States of
Jersey Police at the time and WN 637 was interviewed and admitted that sexual contact
had taken place2315 but stated that WN 36 had been a willing partner.2316 The matter was
not pursued further by the police on the basis that WN 36 had not made a formal
complaint.2317 After reporting the incident to police WN 36 recalls that he had a long
meeting with his CCO, David Dallain, who “actively persuaded” him not to take the
matter any further.2318
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1382. WN 616 was transferred to Heathfield following the closure of HDLG in 1987. He
describes one incident when he disclosed to WN 335 that he had been assaulted by a
teacher at school and states that he was told to “leave it” and that there was nothing he
could do about it.2319
1383. WN 216 alleged that he was sexually abused by WN 335 over the course of a number
of years, both as a resident of Heathfield and after he left the home. In his statement given
to police in 1991 he states that WN 335 was aware that he was “vulnerable and insecure,
and he also knew that I would not be able to say anything to anyone”.2320 WN 216 went
on to say that he allowed these acts to take place because WN 335 was in a position to
supply the security that he needed and that, because of the good work WN 335 was doing
at Heathfield, a lot of people would have been hurt if he had come forward. WN 216
explains that his decision to disclose the abuse he had suffered was due to the fact that he
was concerned another resident at Heathfield was at risk of being sexually abused by WN
335, and he reported the matter to several members of staff at Heathfield, including WN
92, WN 937 and WN 655.2321
1384. Darren Picot alleges that WN 335 also attempted to sexually abuse him while he was
resident at Heathfield and that on a few occasions WN 335 would take him into his office
and lock the door, where he would touch him inappropriately, putting his arm on his
shoulder and sliding his hands down his arms.2322 He states that on one occasion he
almost reported this to a member of staff but he was “on edge and worried” and in the
end did not tell him.2323
1385. Mr Picot also states that he disclosed to Richard Davenport that WN 335 had sexually
abused WN 216.2324 This disclosure was recorded by Mr Davenport at the time.2325 In his
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evidence to the Inquiry Mr Picot stated that he denied to Mr Davenport that he had been
approached by WN 335 at the time because he did not want it hanging over his head.2326
1386. WN 80 also alleges that he reported WN 335’s alleged sexual abuse of WN 216 to a
member of staff. He states that he witnessed WN 335 lying naked on top of WN 216 in
one of the bedrooms at Heathfield and reported this to a member of staff, WN 790, who
told him that he “must not say things like that”.2327
1387. WN 752 was sexually abused by a 60-year-old named Roger Hatte, who was
subsequently convicted of one count of unlawful sexual intercourse, while she was
resident at Heathfield in 2003. She alleges that he had sexually abused her for over the
course of a number of years2328 and that, after the final instance of abuse on 30 December
2003, she made a disclosure to her key worker, WN 753.2329 It appears that the police had
been aware of other instances of alleged abuse by Roger Hatte and others.
1388. Earlier, during December 2003, it was alleged that Roger Hatte had cut her on the face
by a sharp object but no further action was taken. This was reported by WN 752 when
she telephoned staff from Heathfield to come and pick her up.2330
1389. The police report in relation to sexual abuse notes that there had been “previous
reports of an unhealthy association between WN 752 and the accused for a number of
years, but in the past there has been insufficient evidence to support investigations and
prosecutions”.2331
1390. In 2002, WN 752 reported an alleged rape to her CCO, David Castledine. This was
referred on to the police but no formal complaint was made and concerns were expressed
as to the authenticity of the account.2332
1391. WN 752 made a further disclosure of a sexual relationship she had with her former key
worker, WN 753, after she had left Heathfield. She disclosed this relationship to Grace
2326
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Little, a member of the Leaving Care Team, by telephone, and the matter was escalated,
leading to WN 753’s resignation after he admitted the relationship had taken place.2333
1392. In 2006, an allegation was made that a female resident was forced to perform oral sex
on WN 820, a member of staff at Heathfield. This disclosure was made initially to a
fellow resident, who told other children about the allegation as well as reporting it to a
member of staff. The complainant was then interviewed the following day by staff at the
home and her CCO, and confirmed that the allegation was true, following which it was
reported to the police.2334 The Panel may wish to note that the same CCO was, in 2011,
subject to investigation for failing to act appropriately when presented with a repeated
serious concern raised by a child in care. This was not upheld, but she was found to have
failed to escalate the information she had received and to have failed to respond to any
concerns – this was not pursued under the Disciplinary Policy and Procedure, but a
“development plan” was put in place to monitor professional standards.2335
Response to allegations of abuse/reporting of abuse/action taken
WN 637
1393. WN 637 was an employee at HDLG who transferred over to Heathfield in 1986. It was
alleged by WN 36 that he was indecently assaulted by WN 637 while still in care, having
left Heathfield a month earlier. This was disclosed and investigated by the police at
contemporaneously, in October 1987,2336 after 637 had vacated his post at Heathfield and
already gone on to work at a Children’s Home in the UK. WN 637 was interviewed by
police and admitted to the conduct alleged but stated that sexual contact had been
consensual. No charges were brought in relation to this conduct.
1394. In a memo produced in November 1987, after WN 687 had already left the
employment of the Department, Anton Skinner said as follows: “Please note for future
reference that [WN 637] should not in any circumstances be considered for a position in
employment or voluntary work with the Department that would involve contact with
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children. For further information, see Children’s Officer or a Deputy who should refer to
child in Care file”.2337 Anton Skinner gave evidence that he did not feel the memo was
too informal as WN 637 had not done anything that had been found to be criminal. He
said “I appreciated that this did not prevent him working with children elsewhere but I
could do nothing to prevent that”.2338 He said in evidence that he was unaware of any
UK-wide mechanism for informing other potential employers about the risks posed by
WN 637. He did not make any enquiries as to where WN 637 moved to and was unaware
that he had already been given a reference by Terry Strettle for a job at a children’s home
in the UK where he would be working with young girls who had been sexually
abused.2339 Subsequently, it would appear that WN 637 changed his name and obtained a
job in the health sector in Jersey.2340 In light of this, the Panel may wish to consider
whether the response to this incident from Children’s Services was sufficient.
WN 335
1395. In 1991, allegations were made by a former resident at Heathfield, WN 216, that he
had been sexually abused by WN 335 over a period of several years. In evidence to the
Inquiry, WN 335 responded to the allegations by saying the following:2341
1395.1 He considers that WN 216’s account of abuse is fabricated and denies the
allegations.
1395.2 He was the key worker for WN 216 and although he did not give him special
privileges, he did allow him to move to a room with a lock on the door, but this
was so that he could safeguard possessions given to him by his grandmother. He
also gave him driving lessons and helped WN 216 put shelves up in his new flat
after leaving Heathfield, but felt that this was part of the role of a key worker and
would have done it for other children as well.
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1395.3 He did give WN 216 lifts to his flat occasionally, which in hindsight he should not
have done, but spending time alone with him was part of the key worker system.
1395.4 He arranged for WN 216, after he had left, to have a role connected with
Heathfield because he said that he was keen to get into social work and he had
spoken to staff who agreed that it would be appropriate. In hindsight, he accepted
that it was not a good idea to let a former resident take on any such role and that it
was a misjudgment to let him be engaged with other vulnerable teenagers.
1395.5 He denies showering at WN 216’s flat, and drinking whisky with him at
Heathfield.
1395.6 He recalls that WN 216 had some psychological issues and thought that he had
made vague comments about being mistreated at HDLG, as opposed to having
reported sexual abuse. He did not pass these comments on as he felt that they were
a cry for attention and would only do so where there was clear evidence that the
young person was telling the truth, which he acknowledged involved making a
subjective judgment.2342 He did not recall any procedures, guidance or training in
place for dealing with disclosures of abuse at that time. On reflection, he
acknowledged that he perhaps should have referred WN 216’s disclosures to
Anton Skinner before deciding whether or not to act upon them.2343
1395.7 He thinks that WN 216 may have made the allegations for a number of reasons,
including being angry that WN 335 was unable to help him locate his sister, that
Darren Picot had moved to Les Chenes and that WN 216 had fallen out with
him.2344 He felt that WN 216 set things up to incriminate him, which were difficult
to disprove.
1396. Six members of staff at Heathfield were interviewed by the SOJP as part of the
investigation, as was WN 335’s wife, and they gave the following evidence:
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1396.1 One member of staff described how, during a conversation with WN 216, he
disclosed that he was having a sexual relationship with WN 335 and that this
eventually led to her and other members of staff telling Anton Skinner.2345
1396.2 Sean McCloskey said that he was told by WN 216 that he had been having a
sexual relationship for the past 4 years with WN 335 and had discussed this with
other staff members. He added that he had never known WN 335 to give WN 216
any lifts home, although the Panel will note that WN 335 admitted doing this.2346
1396.2.1 In his evidence to the Inquiry, Mr McCloskey added that following the
disclosure, he had told WN 216 that he would have to tell management and that
WN 216 was unhappy with him about this. He also recalled that he was told by
WN 669 that another resident had made accusations about WN 335 in the past,
which had been passed to a different member of staff, but he did not know what
those other allegations were.2347
1396.2.2 When shown the 1991 UK ‘Working Together’ document, which included
guidance on responding to disclosures, Mr McCloskey stated that no similar
procedure was in place at Heathfield at that time, nor by the time he left in
1999.2348 The Panel may wish to note that the Inquiry has subsequently obtained
Jersey Child Protection guidelines from 19912349 as well as a policy on
children’s rights and complaints from 1994.2350
1396.3 One member of staff thought that it was “interesting” that nothing had been
disclosed to him by WN 216, as he felt that he was one of the people who had
brought him up.2351
1396.4 WN 652 said that WN 216 never spoke to her or WN 669 about the allegations,
which she thought was because “he looks upon us like his mothers”.2352
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1396.5 One member of staff states that she had been involved in looking after WN 216’s
family and recalled that he had asked for his siblings to be taken into care, but she
and WN 335 had told him that there was insufficient evidence to do so. She
recalled that WN 216 was very unhappy about this.2353
1396.6 WN 790 stated that WN 216 had disclosed to her, in some detail, about the fact
that WN 335 had been having sex with him for 4 years, since he was a resident at
the Home. She also notes that WN 335 had disclosed to her previously that he had
been sexually abused by his mother a long time before.2354
1396.7 WN 335’s wife recalled that WN 216 had visited her home as had other boys
from Heathfield. She said that at no time had she ever wondered where WN 335
was, as he always told her where he was. She says: “With regard to the allegations
made by [WN 216], I am sure that nothing has happened between [WN 335 and
WN 216] other than a normal key worker relationship. [WN 335] has too much to
jeopardise to get involved in something like that”.2355
1397. Phil Dennett recalled that the allegations against WN 335 were brought to his attention
by a member of staff who visited him at home. He immediately contacted WN 669 and
they went to see WN 216. Once they were satisfied that WN 216 had made the
allegations as described, they passed the matter on to Children’s Services as soon as
possible. In his statement to the SOJP in 2008,2356 Mr Dennett noted that where a young
person made a disclosure of abuse his social work training taught him that it was not for
him to question whether it was true but to ensure it was passed on to the appropriate
person to be investigated properly. He considered that Anton Skinner dealt with the
matter swiftly, that WN 335 was suspended immediately and that the police were
informed and then investigated.2357

2352

WD004534
WD004535
2354 WD004537
2355 WD008936
2356 WD007345/113
2357 WS000628
2353

543

543

1398. Following WN 216’s allegations, WN 335 was suspended by Anton Skinner, who
referred the case to DS Adamson of the SOJP Child Protection Team. However, before
the police investigation began, Mr Skinner interviewed WN 216, WN 335 and two other
members of staff at Heathfield (Phil Dennett and WN 669). On 04.04.1991 he wrote a
ten-page letter containing his notes on the topic to DS Adamson, informing him of all he
knew about the case and setting out various of his own conclusions.2358 In evidence to the
Inquiry, Mr Skinner said the following:
1398.1 He saw the interviews with WN 335 and WN 216 as gathering the evidence of the
allegation, but not as investigating it.2359 Although he had asked WN 216 about the
detail of the allegations that he was making,2360 he did not see himself as carrying
out his own investigation, but instead as triggering an SOJP investigation.2361
When asked about why he felt it necessary to ask WN 216 certain questions that
the SOJP might have asked, Mr Skinner stated that it had developed into a
conversation and he was seeking to clarify and substantiate with WN 216 what
was a serious issue, which he did not feel affected police enquiries.2362
1398.2 He agreed that it was unusual that he allowed WN 335 to inform the staff at
Heathfield of his suspension himself.2363
1398.3 When referred to comments he had made such as: “I asked why once WN 216 was
free of Heathfield…he allows WN 335 to continue a relationship which he WN 216
maintains he did not like” and “This I find to be a very weak explanation and it
altogether does not fit unless [WN 216] enjoyed the relationship”, Mr Skinner said
that he did not in any way endanger the police enquiry and was trying to share his
impressions with DS Adamson.2364 He said that it was letting the police officer
know what he thought about the case but not an attempt to prejudice the case one
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way or other and that he had set out in the document that his notes were a
“layman’s observations” and “should not be…accorded any significant status”.2365
1398.4 He admitted that he was not trained in interviewing young people who had made
disclosures of abuse.2366
1398.5 He had not produced a similar document in the course of any other
investigation.2367
1398.6 He denied that his notes should be read as letting the investigating officer know
that WN 335 was probably to be believed as opposed to WN 216’s.2368
1398.7 He stated that generally when allegations are made by younger children, they tend
to be true. However, he suggested that when working with young adults, there are
cases where they feel they have been dealt a poor hand and some can make
allegations that are not true. He referred to these as a “tiny minority” of cases.2369
1398.8 He agreed with the suggestion that it is not the role of the social worker receiving
a disclosure to make a judgment about the veracity of the allegations and the
responsibility is to listen and provide the child with an explanation of what is
going to happen2370
1399. Mr Skinner said2371 that he understood the police case to have been inconclusive due to
a lack of corroborative evidence, but that he states that he had to conclude that WN 216
was telling the truth and this is why he decided that WN 335 had to be removed.
Furthermore:
1399.1 Mr Skinner told WN 335 that he would provide a general reference to work with
the elderly, but not to work with children;
1399.2 WN 335 was permitted to take early retirement, with an enhanced pension.
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1400. WN 335 said that he believes that Marnie Baudains conducted an investigation and
concluded that he was innocent of the allegations, although he was never officially told
this and was never approached, therefore he admits that he was conjecturing.2372
Although there is no evidence of an investigation conducted by Marnie Baudains, a letter
was written by Anton Skinner to the President of the Education Committee2373 following
the decision that there was insufficient evidence to support criminal proceedings. Mr
Skinner sets out what he describes as matters of “gross professional misconduct”,
namely:
1400.1 promoting WN 216’s involvement in in a role connected with the Home, allowing
him to engage with with other vulnerable teenagers and encouraging him to
believe he might develop a career in child care;
1400.2 allowing WN 216 to be present at the Home at night in a position of some
responsibility;
1400.3 placing himself in numerous vulnerable situations with WN 216 by giving him
lifts home and spending time in his flat alone with him.
1401. Mr Skinner then goes on to conclude that he considers WN 335 to be “an unacceptable
risk professionally in the area of direct work with, or responsibility for, children in the
care of the Education Committee”.2374 In Mr Skinner’s evidence to the Inquiry, he stated
that he told WN 335 that unless he resigned he would tell the Education Committee that
he no longer had confidence in him.2375
1402. Mr Skinner said that he did not feel there should be a disciplinary procedure as he
wanted WN 335 to resign and felt that WN 335 could not have arrived at any other
conclusion than having to resign or be sacked. He told the Inquiry that although there
were disciplinary procedures for children’s services personnel that he thought had been
agreed with the unions, they were not used often and were not particularly advanced at
that stage. He considered that he expedited matters with a more direct approach, but
2372
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admitted that a disciplinary procedure would have led to a determination made on the
facts which would have been available for future employers.2376
1403. In his statement, WN 335 noted that following his reinstatement he felt that he had to
acknowledge his error of judgment and that it would be best if he left the Island. He
recalls handing in notice to Anton Skinner and saying that he would work out his notice
(which he thinks he ended up doing for around 2 months2377), although he does also
remember a discussion with Mr Skinner about his lack of judgment.2378 He states that he
is clear that he handed in notice rather than retiring and left under the impression he
would be given a reference. He recalled having done this informally and did not think he
had put anything in writing, despite being shown a note suggesting that he had submitted
a written request for early retirement (including an enhanced pension entitlement).2379 He
also recalls a discussion about potential other roles, but was told that there were not any
available.2380 Despite the contemporaneous note, Mr Skinner stated in evidence that he
was very clear to WN 335 that he could not continue in employment with Children’s
Services.2381
1404. WN 335’s evidence was that no disciplinary action was taken against him.2382
Following his departure, he moved into social work in the UK with the elderly. 2383 He
provided Jersey’s Children’s Services as a referee when applying for this post but does
not know whether they were contacted2384 and felt that the allegations would not be
referred to in any reference as he was applying for an unrelated job. 2385 Mr Skinner
recalled that he agreed to give WN 335 a general reference (but not one to support him
working with children) and in fact did so, on the basis that “on the face of it [WN 335]
had been a good employee and had worked well”.
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1405. Mr Skinner said that this was a case which exemplified the frustration of investigating
cases with no corroborating evidence. Ultimately the decision was one made by the
Crown Officers and he believes these were made in good faith. 2386 In evidence, he spoke
of frustrations in child protection proceedings on the basis that they could only obtain
convictions where there is an admission (e.g. Les Hughes), there is forensic evidence or
there is an “overwhelming preponderance of testimony from a large number of
individuals”.2387 The Panel may wish to consider whether this was a lacuna in Jersey’s
ability to prosecute allegations in this context, or whether it represented a reasonable
safeguard against unsafe convictions.
1406. Allegations were also made subsequently by Darren Picot that WN 335 had attempted
to sexually assault him. In response to these allegations, WN 335 said:
1406.1 He never locked him in an office and tried to sexually assault him; although it is
possible that Mr Picot came into the office, the door was never locked.
1406.2 The reason that Darren Picot moved to Les Chenes was not because he was
unable to “get his hands on him”, but was because he was refusing to attend
school.2388
1407. Some staff members were also interviewed in 2008 and asked again about the
allegations involving WN 335 and WN 216:
1407.1 WN 652 said that WN 335 would leave every day at 4 pm and that she saw him
drinking whisky at Heathfield with WN 216. She also saw Darren Picot going to
an office and noted that he and WN 216 were the only residents that would go to
that office.2389 She also said that another member of staff at Heathfield in 1991 had
told her that she was on night duty at Heathfield when she saw WN 335 going into
the bedrooms of WN 216 and Darren Picot and that she thought there “may be
something funny going on” but had not seen anything.2390
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Staff member
1408. In 1999, information was received that a former member of staff at Heathfield was
being investigated by police in the UK in connection with numerous allegations of sexual
offences against children in the mid-1970s, while working at a children’s home there
before coming to Jersey. The SOJP launched an investigation to determine whether there
were any potential victims of abuse while he worked at Heathfield for a period of 15
months in the mid-1980s. Questionnaires were sent out to a number of former Heathfield
residents and staff at the home. It was said that no concerns had been raised about him
and no charges were contemplated. It was noted, however, that concerns were raised both
about WN 335 and WN 637, but no charges were brought. This individual was found not
guilty on all counts when tried in the UK.2391

WN 166 and another
1408.1 In 2001 WN 698 made a complaint of physical assault against two staff members at
Heathfield, WN 166 and another member of staff. The staff members in turn alleged
assault by WN 698. Both resident and staff had been injured during the course of what
was to have been a decision at senior management level that restraint of WN 166 had
been necessary to secure her safety as she was attempting to abscond. Children’s Services
held a strategy meeting attended by senior staff as well as the police. The minutes of the
meeting record the action taken, and the actions to follow. On the basis of early
indications, it was decided that the restraint used was reasonable: it was agreed that the
two members of staff should remain working at Heathfield, “Police to notify immediately
should further information suggest any use of unreasonable force” [WD006831]. A
subsequent children’s services memo recorded that WN 698 had been charged with
assault. In passing there is reference in the Note to WN 698 “...in November 2000 much
against the wishes of Children’s Services WN 698 was asked to leave Les Chenes due to
other children being remanded there” [WD006830].
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WN 820
1409. In August 2006, a 15-year-old female resident at Heathfield ran away from the Home
with her friend and told the friend that she was doing so because WN 820 had told her
that he would sanction her if she did not give him a blow job. The friend then reported
this to other children and a staff member. When a staff member met with the
complainant, she told him it was true. She subsequently told her CCO that she wanted to
talk to the police and told them that WN 820 had forced her to give him a blow job on
one occasion around a month previously and then a few days before, had asked her to put
a certain skirt on.2392 WN 820 had been working at the Home for the past 8 months,
having previously worked at Greenfields for 2 years.2393
1410. The way in which Children’s Services dealt with the complainant immediately
following the complaint is set out in the relevant ‘Client Diary Print’ for the time.2394
1411. WN 820 was made aware about the allegation by a fellow staff member and having
taken advice from his manager, Simon Bellwood, wrote a statement outlining his
actions.2395 A meeting was held at an early stage with WN 820 and it was explained to
him that he must not make contact with the complainant or any other young people
resident in any of the children’s homes until informed otherwise. 2396 A strategy meeting
was also held between the relevant CCO and Alison Fossey of the Family Protection
Team.2397
1412. WN 820 was arrested and interviewed by the police and although he gave some
general background about his role, in response to the allegations he gave a ‘no comment’
interview.2398 WN 820 was suspended from work 3 days later, on the basis that the
investigation was ongoing and looked as though it would go on for some considerable
time.2399
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1413. Following the police investigation, a decision was finally taken in December 2006
(although the initial advice was provided in August) that there was no realistic prospect
of conviction.2400
1414. In January 2007, a return to work meeting was held by Kevin Parr-Burman, Manager
of Heathfield.2401 During this meeting, WN 820 said that on the night about which the
allegations had been made, he had gone into the complainant’s bedroom and saw that she
was showing him her thong. He then closed the door and only went back in when she was
properly covered. He accepted that in the future he would always have someone with him
when checking on residents at night.2402 During a supervision session in November 2007
(his first since his return to work), by which time WN 820 had moved to Greenfields, he
made the following points:2403
1414.1 He was adamant that he was a victim of a false complaint and that the
complainant had divulged information to one of her friends that the allegation was
false.
1414.2 He felt let down by Heathfield and did not think he received any support from
Management, nor how isolated he would feel during the suspension process.
1414.3 He was concerned that the investigation into Greenfields would lead to publicity
about the allegations made against him.
1415. In October 2007, an anonymous letter was sent expressing concerns that WN 820 had
returned to work “with no questions asked”. A report from Marnie Baudains2404 made the
following findings and comments:
“It is understood that during the investigation the complainant refused to make a
statement either confirming or denying the allegation, although her confidante made a
statement saying that the complainant had confessed to her that she had made the story
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up. The police investigation concluded that there was no case to answer and [WN 820]
returned to his duties.”
1416. Ms Baudains concluded in her report that an appropriate procedure was followed and
the return of WN 820 to his duties appeared appropriate in light of the outcome of the
investigation.
1417. It may be noted that in fact the complainant did make a statement to the police
confirming the allegations2405 and that the Inquiry has not seen a statement from her
confidante saying that the complaint had been made up. When this point was put to
Marnie Baudains, she said that she was surprised and also that she thought that a
disciplinary investigation had taken place or that sanctions had been imposed.2406
1418. In his evidence to the Inquiry, Phil Dennett said that due consideration was given to the
return of WN 820 to work and that he was required to change his practice and was
supervised as he had accepted that he put himself in an inappropriate position with a
young person.2407 When asked about the decision not to instigate any disciplinary
investigation, Mr Dennett said that there would have been a discussion within the Senior
Management Team and with their colleagues within social services, possibly with the
Police and with their own HR department.2408 The Inquiry has not seen any record of any
such discussions and the Panel will have to consider whether the response to these
allegations was in accordance with the policies and procedures of the time.
Kevin Parr-Burman
1419. In June 2008, an allegation was made that the manager of Heathfield at the time, Kevin
Parr-Burman, had used excessive force in taking hold of a vulnerable resident, WN
823.2409 The allegation was reported by two members of staff who were on duty at the
time to their manager and then subsequently passed on to the SOJP’s Public Protection
Unit (“PPU”) to investigate.
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1420. The two members of staff set out the details of the allegations to the police:
1420.1 One member of staff said that he and Mr Parr-Burman had picked WN 823 up
from his chair into a standing position and marched him out into the hallway to get
him to go to school. He felt uncomfortable continuing to hold on to WN 823, who
was visibly distressed. WN 823 then ran up the stairs towards his bedroom, before
Mr Parr-Burman took hold of the back of his T-shirt and pulled him back down the
stairs. He then took hold of WN 823’s left arm, asking the member of staff to help,
which he did. After leading him to the main entrance, the member of staff let go as
he felt that Mr Parr-Burman was “becoming out of control”. Mr Parr-Burman then
placed both his arms around WN 823 in a bear hug, pushing him forwards out of
the building and subsequently pushing him into the side of the car and holding him
against it. According to the member of staff, Mr Parr-Burman was shouting at WN
823 and only let go after he had instructed Mr Parr-Burman to do so a couple of
times.2410
1420.2 Another member of staff saw Mr Parr-Burman take hold of WN 823 by the arm
and guide him out of the room, but did not witness any of the events outside. In her
statement dated 21 June 2008, she said that she thought that Mr Parr-Burman’s
actions were inappropriate and the force used was unnecessary.2411 However, in
the SOJP report summarising this member of staff’s evidence2412 and in the
advices on charge written by Robin Morris2413 and John Edmonds,2414 they quote
what appears to be a different statement, in which the member of staff apparently
says: “I also have to say that there was no excessive use of physical force but the
use of a physical approach was in these circumstances, in my opinion, probably
disproportionate to the circumstances”. The Inquiry does not have a copy of this
statement.
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1421. WN 823 and two other residents at the Home, as well as Mr Parr-Burman, were
interviewed by the SOJP in July 2008 – he gave the following evidence:2415
1421.1 It was agreed across the board that Heathfield was an inappropriate placement for
WN 823, but he accepted that they had to do their best for him.
1421.2 It was usual for him to pick WN 823 up by the arms and lift him up to his feet, but
he had never had to use force to do so on any other occasions.
1421.3 He could not disagree that it was inappropriate to take hold of the back of WN
823’s T-shirt and try to pull him down the stairs.
1421.4 He does not think that he “lost it” with WN 823, but acknowledged that he was
less patient than he would normally have been. He explained this on the basis that
they were running late, it was a couple of days before he was due to go on holiday
and there was a lot of pressure that day.
1421.5 He acknowledged “that in retrospect it was inappropriate” but did not accept it
as an assault, as it was not a deliberate act to injure a young person.
1421.6 He accepted that he acted unreasonably, but did not think that he had gone beyond
reasonable force.
1422. In September 2008, an email from Steve McVay put forward that view that Mr ParrBurman had acted inappropriately and regardless of the police outcome, should be dealt
with internally in some way.2416 A report from Joe Kennedy suggested moving Mr ParrBurman to a management role at La Preference (which was what eventually happened) or
a role at the White House. He noted that “there is a likelihood that the police will not
proceed which will instigate an internal inquiry”.2417
1423. A couple of days later, following a police investigation and consideration about
whether to prosecute by the LOD,2418 John Edmonds decided that “this is not a case
where there is a realistic prospect of conviction and the Children’s Service should be
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advised to deal with the conduct of Mr Parr-Burman through their own internal
disciplinary processes”,2419 following the view of the Attorney General that “criminal
proceedings are not at all appropriate” but that “Mr Parr-Burman reacted in a way in
which he should not have done” and this was a matter for internal disciplinary
procedures.2420 Mr Edmonds also noted that:
1423.1 Mr Parr-Burman had acted inappropriately and had not handled the situation well
– these were matters in respect of which the Children’s Service need to consider
giving formal advice and/or training.
1423.2 There may be aspects of the case which technically amount to an assault, in
particular the grabbing of the T-shirt.
1423.3 There was no evidence that WN 823 was either physically or emotionally
traumatised by the episode.
1424. A meeting was held shortly afterwards to assess risk in relation to the return to work of
Mr Parr-Burman.2421 There was a panel, consisting of Richard Jouault, Marnie Baudains
and Rose Naylor, with risk assessment information provided by Phil Dennett and Joe
Kennedy. The Panel made the following decision:
1424.1 The formal disciplinary procedure should not be implemented, as this was the first
instance of the employee failing to meet the expected standards of conduct or
performance, but did not constitute serious or gross misconduct.
1424.2 That Mr Parr-Burman should return to work at Heathfield, subject to receiving
proper supervision, monitoring and if appropriate, training, from Joe Kennedy.
There should also be a plan to manage the sensitivities and concerns which may
arise.
1425. In evidence to the Inquiry, Mr Dennett was presented with the relevant Civil Service
disciplinary policy2422 on gross misconduct, serious misconduct, assault and negligence.
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He gave his opinion that the matter probably should have gone down to a disciplinary
panel.2423 It is known that Mr Parr-Burman did in fact move across to the role of Manager
at La Preference and that in 2010, he confirmed that there had been no work-related
updating or training provided following his return to work. It will be for the Panel to
consider whether the response of the HSSD was in accordance with their policies and
procedures.
WN 819
1426. In May 2000, a resident at Heathfield alleged that he had been assaulted by WN 819.
An incident report written by WN 819 stated that the child had banged his head on the
door on purpose.2424 WN 819 was spoken to by the SOJP and admitted being involved in
altercations with the complainant and his brother and restraining them, but did not assault
them. A doctor had found evidence of restraint, but not assault. The police report
concluded that there was insufficient evidence to prosecute WN 819.2425
1427. An internal investigation found that other staff members heard the resident stating that
he was going to get WN 819 done. The CCO who investigated considered that WN 819
was being targeted and threatened and expressed concerns that further allegations would
be made, it was noted that WN 819 was one of the only staff members who would
confront the complainant and his brother.2426 Phil Dennett noted that he was concerned
about the appropriateness of the physical restraint techniques used, particularly the use of
a duvet. He said that this highlighted the need for effective care and control training,
which was to be provided in the summer, including to WN 819.2427
1428. In January 2009, an allegation was made by a different resident of Heathfield that WN
819 had assaulted him. During the SOJP investigation, they spoke to two staff witnesses,
who said as follows:
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1428.1 One of the members of staff, a casual care worker at Heathfield said that she saw
WN 819 manoeuvre the child by the neck. She said that had some training in the
restraint of children and felt that the way WN 819 was holding him was
inappropriate.2428 She also saw WN 819 take hold of the child again and sweep his
legs away in order to lay him on the floor, after which she told WN 819 to “let go”
a couple of times.
1428.2 A residential care worker told the police2429 that there were six residents and four
members of staff on duty on the day he was in the office when he heard the
incident beginning. He came out and saw the complainant unsuccessfully throwing
punches at WN 819 and shouting “You’re not allowed to do that you can’t do that
to me, you grabbed me by the throat and you nearly smashed my head into the
table”. He says that the complainant told him that WN 819 had him by the throat,
threw him on the floor and nearly smashed his head. He also heard the
complainant shout “She told you to stop and you would not stop”. The complainant
told him that he wanted to make a complaint. After the incident, he spoke to WN
819, who told him “I snapped but you need to understand he was winding them all
up. I asked [WN 819] to leave and he refused”. WN 819 later told him that he had
not been feeling well the whole shift and had previously told his manager, Kevin
Parr-Burman, that he had difficulty working with the complainant. He also
completed a critical incident report.2430
1429. WN 819 was also interviewed by the SOJP and gave the following evidence:2431
1429.1 He was an unqualified but experienced care worker who had training in the
restraint of children.
1429.2 He had previously reported his concerns that Heathfield was not an appropriate
placement for the complainant.
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1429.3 He had initially placed his hands on either side of the complainant’s shoulders,
but did put his hands up to protect himself and at this point his arm may have come
into contact with the complainant’s neck.
1429.4 It is noted that the complainant was examined by a doctor, who found that he had
injuries on his neck consistent with pressure from the fingertip, but which could
also be caused by other forms of point blunt trauma. She stated “However, this
area of neck is not a common area to be injured accidentally”.2432
1430. During the period in which the LOD decided whether to prosecute WN 819, it was
initially noted that the complainant’s social worker had expressed the opinion that it
would not be in his best interests for a prosecution to be undertaken and that an
investigation by social services was taking place with internal disciplinary proceedings to
follow.2433 The social worker subsequently confirmed that the complainant did want to go
to court and at no time had she ever stated that he could not give evidence. 2434 A decision
was eventually made in March 2010 that although the offence of common assault may be
made out, there should be no prosecution and any issues arising may be dealt with
through internal disciplinary channels.2435
1431. Following this decision, it was noted that Joe Kennedy had asked a member of staff to
complete an internal enquiry into the actions of WN 819.2436 An internal investigation
report was produced in April 2010 by the Acting Manager of Heathfield,2437 including
interviews with WN 819, the staff witnesses and the resident witnesses, but not the
complainant who failed to attend appointments for interview. The report’s conclusions
and recommendations were as follows:2438
1431.1 The situation could have been avoided if WN 819 had implemented TCI – WN
819 was not in control of the situation and this led to him restraining the
complainant in an untrained and unprofessional manner.
2432
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1431.2 The complainant’s behaviour was extremely challenging, which contributed to
WN 819 losing control.
1431.3 WN 819 had sent an email2439 in January 2009 to Kevin Parr-Burman, his
manager, expressing the difficulties caused by the complainant and saying
“something must be done or you will start losing staff”, to which he should have,
but did not, receive a response.
1431.4 WN 819 should have removed himself from the lounge in order to prevent the
incident from escalating.
1431.5 There was concern that WN 819 was unable to reflect on the incident in terms of
his actions being inappropriate.
1431.6 It was described as “essential” that WN 819 was given adequate support and
supervision in order to encourage and enable him to reflect upon his practice.
1431.7 WN 819 was to re-train on a TCI course and receive weekly supervision for 3
months
1431.8 The management team were to ensure that staff received de-briefs following
serious incidents.
1432. When the decision not to instigate disciplinary proceedings was put to Phil Dennett in
evidence, he said that it was a difficult area and he would not have been surprised if it had
gone either way.2440
La Preference – Private/Voluntary Home: 1951–1984
Type and nature of the Home
1433. In 1951, Flora and Sydney Walden accepted three children who had previously been in
residential care in Liverpool into a “vegetarian guest house” in Jersey, in the Parish of St
Martin.2441 In 1952, the UK Vegetarian Society established La Preference as a
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“Vegetarian Children’s Home”,2442 although for several years the residents were regarded
as being fostered by Mrs Walden.
1434. In 1954, Mrs Walden had a permit to look after 14 children. However, there appear to
have been 21 children in residence2443 and by 1957 there is a note from Dr Darling of the
Public Health Committee that he “would like to cut down on the number of children at La
Preference”.2444 A letter from the Children’s Officer, dated December 1959, notes that
she has “always found a very pleasant atmosphere” and that there were 12 children in
residence at that point.2445 The number of residents stayed fairly constant for the next
decade, although by 1975 there were 20 children resident.2446
1435. From 1970 onwards, with the passing of the Children (Jersey) Law 1969, La
Preference was regarded under the legislation as a “voluntary home” that had to be
registered with the Education Committee and could be subject to conditions and
inspections.2447 The Panel may wish to consider the fluidity with which La Preference
was regarded as a large foster home and a voluntary home. Given that, until 1970,2448
there was no legal responsibility on the part of the Education Committee for ‘voluntary
homes’ nor any regulations governing the boarding out of children in the care of the
Education Committee, it may be that there was no difference.
1436. In March 1984, the Management Committee of La Preference “concluded that they no
longer wished to operate La Preference as a Children's Home and the Director had
indicated that the Education Committee would be interested in purchasing the Home as a
going concern”.2449
1437. The decision to purchase the Home was confirmed in June 1984, with a note that there
would be 20 children, nine staff and two domestics.2450 The Home would continue to be
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called La Preference, but would not be run on vegetarian lines from that point
onwards.2451
1438. The Inquiry has only been able to obtain a small amount of contemporaneous
documentation in relation to the period within which La Preference was operated
privately. It is the Inquiry’s understanding that upon the Home being taken over by the
States of Jersey in 1984, records were returned to the Vegetarian Society’s Headquarters
in Liverpool. Documents were requested from the Vegetarian Society and were received
on 31 March 2015, however, the Inquiry has been unable to process these documents and
therefore we proceed without them having been reviewed.
Organisation/Management
Residents/Admissions
1439. Even before it was registered as a Voluntary Home, children resident at La Preference
still had appointed CCOs – for example in 1967, a Ms Preece was responsible for 12
children at La Preference.2452 It is the Inquiry’s understanding that the children resident at
La Preference before 1969 consisted of a mixture of children in the care of the Education
Committee/admitted by the Connetable and those who had been placed privately, and that
this continued following the introduction of the 1969 Law. According to Christine
Wilson, who joined the staff in 1968, the children at La Preference all came via
Children’s Services, although some were not formally “in care” and their parents would
pay for their care directly. 2453 Mrs Wilson thought that the children came from a range of
backgrounds, including those whose parents could not look after them, those who came
from abusive homes and those who simply had no family.2454
1440. If a child was being admitted to La Preference via Children’s Services, they would be
told on in advance and although Mrs Wilson’s views as to the suitability of the child
would not be sought, she was given the child’s background.2455
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1441. Mrs Wilson recalls when starting at the Home that the majority of the children were
aged 9, but that some were over 16 and were allowed to stay until they were ready to
leave, “just as they would in a normal family home”.2456
1442. Mrs Wilson recalls that upon her arrival, all of the children would go to the same
school which led to them being stigmatised. In order to try to prevent that, she tried to
keep them at their previous schools and would drop them off and pick them up in a
normal car rather than a minibus.2457 She specifically remembers an attitude from the
headmaster at St Helier Boy’s School that all children from ‘children’s homes’ were
badly behaved, which led to her regularly going to the school to ask for an explanation
about canings. She says:
“I was told, on one occasion, that whilst the child may not have done that specific thing,
they were being caned for all the things they had probably done, but which we did not
know about. That is just how it was during those times and probably reflected a lot of
people's views then on children in care.”2458
1443. According to Mrs Wilson, the ability of children to go home and visit family was not a
privilege to be earned and decisions were largely made by the CCOs rather than staff at
La Preference. She thought that around half of children would stay at their family home
for at least one night each weekend, but the level of contact that children had with their
families would vary drastically.2459 Mrs Wilson did not believe that the threshold for
entry into care was necessarily too high, saying that when she met the parents of some of
the children in her care, they were only managing because the child was away. 2460
1444. From the late 1970s onwards, Mrs Wilson recalled that La Preference began to receive
more children from HDLG, some of whom exhibited very serious behavioural difficulties
and had struggled to settle at other Homes. She states that “these children had a real
impact on the behaviour on the existing family of children at La Preference”. On
reflection, she thinks that she should have declined the admission of some of the children
2456
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and thinks that, ironically, they received more children because they established a good
reputation for their ability to cope with new admissions.2461 In evidence to the Inquiry,
Mrs Wilson gave an example of a child placed at the Home in the late 1970s who needed
more specialist help and on one occasion threatened to kill a policeman.2462
1445. Although still a voluntary home at that stage, the Home was inspected by Lambert and
Wilkinson in 1981,2463 at which point they noted that it had accommodation for 20
children aged from birth to 20 years old and that as of March 1981, there were 16
children in residence. Children were only admitted up to the age of 17 and were expected
to stay at La Preference for a considerable length of time. Christine Wilson recalled that
those children who were over 16 were not counted for the purposes of their capacity limit
and therefore they “often had more than 20 children staying at the home at any one
time”.2464 The Report noted that it was a condition of admission to the Home that the
children accepted a vegetarian diet.
1446. Following the Report’s recommendation as to the closure of HDLG and increased use
of La Preference, in September 1982 the Education Committee purchased a fixed number
of places at the Home (18 out of 20) for a fixed annual amount, as opposed to the
previous system of daily payments for each child in care. 2465 This was based on an
estimate by the Children’s Sub-Committee that:
“…approximately 1 per cent of the population up to age of 19 years would require to be
in care and that of that group 40 per cent would require residential care. Based on
current estimates of the local population it was therefore necessary to ensure that there
were 100 residential places available within the Island. Of this requirement 20 places
would be met by Les Chenes, 14 places by the Family Group Homes, and the SubCommittee would be meeting representatives of La Preference, Brig-Y-Don and the
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Jersey Association of Youth and Friendship Hostels to discuss how they could provide 18,
14 and 24 places respectively.2466
1447. A year later it was noted that these places had not been filled, with the Children’s SubCommittee suggesting that they could only do so if La Preference agreed to take any
child regardless of their problems. At that time, “La Preference reserved the right to
refuse entry to a child who might be considered to be particularly difficult and disruptive
to the home atmosphere”.2467 Despite the apparent existence of this ‘right’, Mrs Wilson
said that she never felt the need to do so.2468
1448. There was a debate about the Home’s ability to deal with children who were beyond
the control of their parents and it was noted that:
“HDLG was increasingly having to deal with children with behavioural problems, who
refused to obey and gave verbal abuse and far fewer of the type who used to be placed at
La Preference were coming into care for residential placement”.
1449. Although the Chair of the Vegetarian Society maintained that La Preference would not
become “a Home for difficult children”,2469 he agreed that:
“…La Preference Children’s Home would be willing to continue to take difficult children
to a limited degree, subject to reserving the right to remove children if they were
destroying the home environment”.2470
1450. It was also noted that, despite the age range identified in the Lambert and Wilkinson
Report, at this time the oldest resident was 22 years’ old and “no pressure was exerted to
make children leave when they reached a particular age”.2471
1451. A newspaper article from March 1984 reports that due to a fall in the number of
children needing long-term care, La Preference had become increasingly empty over the
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past year or two. At this time, it was noted that 13 children lived at the Home and eight
received day care there.2472

Staffing/Recruitment
1452. Ms Walden ran La Preference from its inception until 1971, when she retired. An
obituary written by Patricia Thornton in 1989 describes Ms Walden’s “wonderful flair
with children of all ages” and how she “really understood how children felt and
considered each one’s individual needs”. It was thought that Ms Walden has “pioneered
in Jersey the family group approach to child care” that she was a “pioneer in residential
child care”.2473
1453. One member of staff, who worked at La Preference from around 1956 to 1964 2474 said
that she “did not witness any abuse or cruelty” there and recalls that she would drive the
minibus with some of the less fortunate children to take them on trips and picnics.
1454. Christine Wilson began working at La Preference as a resident staff member in 1968,
along with her husband. She had no qualifications or experienced and got the job without
having formally applied or being interviewed due to knowing Ms Walden very well.2475
Mrs Wilson recalls that during this time, she did most of the day-to-day care of the
children.
1455. In 1971, the Home was taken over by Christine Wilson, who ran it until 1983 - aside
from a short period in 1975 when she was considering moving to New Zealand, but was
asked to return.2476 This role included liaising with the Vegetarian Society and with
Children’s Services. She had no real training or experience, however in the mid-1970s
Charles Smith started to invite her to attend training sessions put on by Children’s
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Services, including topics such as ‘child abuse in the family’, ‘problems in adolescence’
and ‘fostering a special child’.2477
1456. Mrs Wilson’s husband was not a formal member of staff but was expected to play the
role of Housefather at La Preference when he came home from work. He was employed
for a short period, but Mrs Wilson recalls that this did not work out.2478
1457. It would appear that there was a policy of generally recruiting “live in” staff who were
vegetarians, however this was changed in 1975.2479 According to Mrs Wilson, at all times
the other staff were not vegetarian.2480 In general, Mrs Wilson did not think there were
difficulties with recruitment – they would advertise locally and there was usually enough
interest. Although it was helpful if applicants had relevant background experience, there
were no minimum requirements and no qualifications necessary. Mrs Wilson would
interview applicants along with Maxwell Lee, while the Children’s Officer would only be
involved to run checks on names.2481
1458. In the Lambert and Wilkinson 1981 Inspection Report, it was noted that Christine
Wilson and her husband ran the Home with two full-time Housemothers, as well as
“three domestic ladies who help with the general chores and also act as Assistant
Housemothers”. They noted that when Mrs Wilson and her husband were there at the
weekend, they were placed under “considerable strain” – this was recognised by
Christine Wilson, who recalled that she did not really have any time off and that there
were no staff working on Sundays2482. Mrs Wilson thought that the staff ratio was
generally 1:4 or 1:62483 and Mr Mallett recalled there only ever being two members of
staff on duty at any one time, with Mrs Wilson effectively being on duty all of the time as
she lived at the Home.2484 He also recalled the older children helping out around La
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Preference, including an occasion where he left an older child in charge while he was
out.2485
1459. Around the same time, Mrs Wilson recalls that the Chairman of the Vegetarian
Society, Maxwell Lee, was concerned for her wellbeing because of the amount of work
that she was doing. They were able to recruit Ernest Mallett after her husband left, which
finally allowed her to have some time off.2486 She thought that he fitted in well to the
Home’s philosophy and also recalled that he had worked at HDLG beforehand so brought
with him a view that it was better to keep incident files and things like that.2487
1460. Mrs Wilson decided to leave La Preference in 1983, partly for personal reasons and
also partly due to there being more difficult children living at the Home than there had
once been.2488 Following a period of instability with three different people in charge
between July 1983 and March 1984, it was decided that the Vegetarian Society (later to
become the Vegetarian Charity) would no longer run La Preference (as above). From
mid-April 1984, when it has already been agreed that the Home would be bought by the
States of Jersey, two personnel from the Education Department were seconded to run La
Preference.
1461. On reflection, Mrs Wilson considered that perhaps staffing levels were too low at La
Preference, although she thought that this had to be balanced against her view that too
many staff can destroy a family atmosphere.2489
Discipline/restraint
1462. Mrs Wilson recalled that the approach to discipline was informal – children would be
sent to their room or given a smack on the bottom (for younger children). Smacking
would be over the clothing and older residents tended to be grounded as punishment. She
thought that discipline was generally meted out in a consistent way and recalls only two
incidents in the late 1970s in which WN 533 used a bamboo cane on the hands to try to

2485

WS000602/12
WS000626/14
2487 Day 96/42
2488 WS000626/18
2489 WS000626/19
2486

567

567

shock them into not misbehaving again.2490 Mrs Wilson describes these two occasions as
being exceptional and different to the minor everyday problems otherwise experienced.
She said that she would never advocate children being hit, but accepted that at that time it
was probably the accepted form of severe punishment.2491
1463. Christine Wilson said that during her time running La Preference, she “did not witness
any form of abuse” but that she could not speak for what she did not witness and
although she thinks it unlikely, she is not naïve enough to say that no abuse could
possibly have happened.2492 She also stated that no violent behaviour was ever reported to
her by the children at the Home.2493
1464. According to Mrs Wilson, there were no written policies or guidance on discipline (or
other matters) and matters would simply be discussed informally in the mornings.2494 She
says that if a member of staff over-reacted to something, she would sit down with them
and informally discuss it.2495
1465. Lambert and Wilkinson noted in 1981 that although some incidents of misbehaviour
were reported, the general impression was that children find the atmosphere a settling one
and receive a caring experience. Discipline at La Preference was described by one
member of staff as “firm”.2496
1466. In terms of restraint, Mrs Wilson thought that this almost never happened, partly
because the Home was staffed almost entirely by females and partly because “situations
where restraint may have been necessary just did not arise back then”. She does recall
one child who was an exception and whom she had to restrain to calm him down.2497
Culture
1467. During the time that Ms Walden was in charge of La Preference, the atmosphere was
described by Mrs Wilson as “a very loving environment” in which there was “very little
2490
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bad behaviour”.2498 She is described as being firm and ensuring that children were aware
of the boundaries, but she did not shout and was driven to make La Preference as homely
as possible.
1468. Mrs Wilson’s view on the philosophy at La Preference is that she wanted children to
view it as their home and therefore they were afforded a degree of trust and freedom. She
thought children were treated different than in Homes run by the States, in that there were
fewer rules and a more relaxed environment. Despite this, she recalls only one instance of
a child absconding during her time at La Preference.2499 Mr Mallet, who arrived in 1982,
also found there to be a “family atmosphere” and thought it ran in a more relaxed way
that worked well.2500
1469. On reflection, she thinks that children at the Home were more stable in the early years
when, under Patricia Thornton, the approach was to place children at La Preference for
medium to long-term care. However, this shifted to an approach of trying to ensure that
children were returned to their families as soon as possible, which Mrs Wilson said that
she could understand but thought was less successful in keeping children settled.2501
1470. In the Lambert and Wilkinson Report, they noted:2502
“The atmosphere at the home is certainly one of a large, but happy and sometimes
chaotic family”;
It was part of “the philosophy of the establishment that youngsters make this their home
and can feel that they have permanent roots here, and this is certainly practised at a very
fundamental level”.
1471. Mrs Wilson told the Inquiry that she believed that relationships with the children were
built on mutual trust, which helped engender confidence and self-esteem with many
children. She went on to say:
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“Personally, all that I ever aimed to be was a substitute mother, not a replacement
mother, but someone who could show children, who were unlikely to receive it from their
biological parents, love and affection. I was never accused of simply treating this like a
job and being paid to care for the children that I looked after. I genuinely loved the
children, sometimes to my own personal and my family's cost, but I believed in what I did
and I enjoyed it.”2503
Governance
1472. While La Preference was run as a Voluntary Home, it was ultimately overseen by the
Vegetarian Society in the UK. Mrs Wilson recalls representatives from the Charity
coming to visit the Home, particularly at Christmas. However, she thought that these
could not be classed as inspections as they were more interested in the Home’s finance
and administration than the children’s welfare, which she suspects they saw as being the
responsibility of Children’s Services.2504 She does recall this changing somewhat around
1970, when Maxwell Lee took over as Chairman of the Vegetarian Society as he would
visit the Home four times per year for one week at a time and take an interest in the
welfare of the children.2505 In April 2008, the SOJP spoke to an Ian Jeffries, who was a
Committee member of the Vegetarian Society and came over to La Preference on his own
on four or five occasions to see how the money was being spent, during which he would
spend time on a one-to-one basis with some of the children. He said that none of the
children ever told him about any abuse suffered, of any nature.2506
1473. Mrs Wilson would write general reports on the Home for the Vegetarian Society, but
these would not be on individual children.2507 She told the Inquiry that, in light of her
lack of previous experience in child care, her ability to assess how children were
progressing was largely instinctive, although it did become more analytical as time went
on and she did draw on some of the training she had received at an early stage.2508
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1474. Mrs Wilson noted that they kept some records about matters of importance to the child,
such as school reports and medical issues, but they were not official records and the
child’s file would be kept by Children’s Services.2509 Although there would be sharing of
information between the CCO and staff at the Home, this would not necessarily be
paperwork.2510 Mr Mallett recalled a logbook, in which he said they would write
everything and anything that happened and which would be used to prepare 6 monthly
reports on the children at the Home.2511 It is unclear whether this existed during Mrs
Wilson’s time in charge of La Preference.
1475. In March 1975, a member of the Children’s Sub-Committee raised concerns over the
care of children at La Preference. She was assured by the then Children’s Officer, Charles
Smith, that he was aware of the situation and that he had personally visited the Home at
weekends. He had identified the difficulty as being caused by inexperienced staff and
“the inability of the Governing Body of the home to recruit trained staff who were also
vegetarian”.2512 A month later, the sub-committee recorded that the problems had been
resolved as the Houseparents had resigned and Christine Wilson and her husband had
been reappointed on the understanding that “a minimum of 4 child care staff were
employed for the 20 children resident there”. La Preference also agreed to recruit staff
who need not necessarily be vegetarian.2513
1476. At the same time, it was recorded that Charles Smith had been invited to attend the
AGM of La Preference in London and had accepted the nomination to be Vice President
of the Home (showing a similar degree of Children’s Services involvement as with Brigy-Don). He had also agreed to help establish a local Committee to help administer the
Home.2514 By 1981, it was noted in the Lambert and Wilkinson Report that there was a
local executive committee.2515 Mrs Wilson thought that before this local Committee was
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set up, Children’s Services were not that concerned with La Preference, to the extent that
in hindsight, she was surprised that they had been placing children there.2516
1477. Mrs Wilson recalls that two or three CCOs would visit the Home every week, usually
without arranging it in advance. She specifically remembers David Castledine showing a
real interest in the children and although she thought that CCOs generally would speak to
the children one on one, the extent to which this happened varied. Mrs Wilson recalled
that this constituted the substance of Children’s Services’ oversight and thought that
although she had some contact with Mr Smith, there were no formal meetings with him
or members of the Education Committee.2517 Lambert and Wilkinson noted in 1981 that
there were said to be good links with the Children’s Section, however there was no
formal review system.

Culture: the residents’ perspective
1478. As set out above, La Preference was run first as a Voluntary Home and subsequently
by the States of Jersey.2518 The culture of the Home appears to have been different in
these two periods, with the prevailing atmosphere being governed by the Head of the
Home in each period.
1479. WN 212 went to La Preference in 1954 at the age of 3. In his oral testimony, he
described Ms Walden as kind and approachable2519and caring.2520 He says that she was a
“lovely woman” and was interested in the children.2521 However, he said that if the
children were upset, there was no-one they could go to and they would be sent to bed.2522
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He told the Panel that, in that era, “we were quite a happy band of children”.2523 He
describes that there was no corporal punishment whatsoever.2524
1480. WN 201 went to La Preference in 1971 and stayed until 1980, and describes the
running of the home as strict but fair. He said that La Preference was “generally fine” and
that he was better off there than with his mother.2525
1482. WN 617’s residency at La Preference straddled its running by the Vegetarian Society
and the States of Jersey. He states that the Home was a nice place when run by the
voluntary sector, but deteriorated once the States of Jersey took over.2526 Strict adherence
to a vegetarian diet appears to have been a central tenet of the Home’s ethos when run by
the Vegetarian Society, with WN 187 describing physical punishments on two occasions
– when he ate some sausages on a trip home and some bacon flavoured crisps.2527
1482.1 WN 214 (resident from 1977) describes a feeling of worthlessness at La Preference
due to the Houseparents picking favourites. She says: “looking back now it is not important
on what your surroundings look and feel like but the warmth comes from the people sharing
their love, being with the children. This never ever happened” [WD000670]. The same
witness also says that she recalls overhearing a conversation between Christine Wilson and
WN 533, who said that if it was not for 214 and her siblings, they could close the home and
spend Christmas with their own family. 214 says that they then told a white lie that they had
been invited to friends and this made the Houseparents very happy [WD000670].
Allegations of abuse
Table of 1a evidence
1483. The Inquiry considered the following evidence during Phase 1a about La Preference as
a Private/Voluntary Home:
Day(s)

Witness(es)
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Allegations made in the period from 1951 to 1984
1484. WN 212 makes allegations about Joan Paisnel, who was often present around the
Home, although she did not work there. He describes helping Ms Paisnel with building
works that she and her husband were carrying out at their property, Baut Le Vaut Lodge,
and he also spent time with her at the beach. WN 212 alleges that Ms Paisnel was
pleasant when away from La Preference, but her behaviour changed when she was at the
Home, and she would beat him with a cane or large stick, hitting him with venom. 2528 He
says that he would be beaten either on a pretext, for example when his bicycle wheels
were stolen, or for no reason at all. 2529 He describes the beatings happening in a loft room
at the Home, well away from Ms Walden and where no-one else could see. He believes
that Ms Paisnel got sexual gratification from the beatings,2530 and he told the Panel that
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they happened regularly.

2531

He said he did not tell Ms Walden or anyone else about the

beatings.
1485. WN 212 also describes various incidents with Mr Edward Paisnel, who became known
as the “Beast of Jersey”, and was married to Ms Paisnel. He describes that his room at La
Preference was in the roof space and he explains that, all around the edge, there were
cabinets but with a void behind them. He states that he was not a good sleeper and he
often used to wake in the night and was certain that he could see eyes staring out at him
from the void. He fears that they were the eyes of the man who was to become the Beast
of Jersey. He says he went down to Ms Paisnel, but she sent him back to bed.2532
1486. WN 212 describes another occasion when he slept at Baut Le Vaut Lodge and woke in
the night to find Mr Paisnel standing over him, staring at him.2533 WN 212 was
sufficiently concerned about the behaviour of the Paisnels that he declined their offer of
adoption or fostering.2534
1487. WN 634 was resident at the Home in the 1960s, spending a week or two at a time there
for his mother to have a break.2535 He describes Joan Paisnel as a person you would not
cross and someone who would hit the children “a fair bit”. He describes her hitting him
on one occasion when the children were jumping around in the back of the Home’s
Bedford van. He confirms that Edward Paisnel was at the Home quite a lot, which he said
was surprising and wrong.2536 He describes Mr Paisnel talking at night to the boys, and
questions why he was allowed access to the children.2537 Part of WN 634’s impression of
La Preference as being a place where children were open to abuse appears to have been
informed by his retrospective knowledge of the activities of Mr Paisnel.2538 He describes
a particular incident when he went to explore an old bus that was in the allotments near
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the home and was beaten up inside the bus. He says that he could not see the man’s face,
but knew it was Mr Paisnel.2539
1488. WN 187, resident for 9 months in 1967, complained of being slapped hard on the back
by Ms Walden when he was caught with a pack of bacon flavour crisps. He also speaks
of being slapped across the bare back, having eaten sausages on a trip home, and
incurring the wrath of Ms Walden, who ran the vegetarian home.2540
1489. As above, WN 205 made allegations against WN 755 and was admitted to La
Preference in 1965 and remained until 1972 when, at the age of 16, she transferred to the
Girls’ Hostel. She says that she was sexually abused at La Preference by WN 755, a male
who was related one of the staff members but who was a lot older than her. She states
that, between the ages of 12 and 14, he would touch her inappropriately in the genital
area while the children watched the television in the dark. She also complains of sexual
abuse by Edward Paisnel. She says he used to visit the home on a regular basis and would
get the children to sit on his knee, and would touch the girls in the genital area. 2541 WN
205 also complains of physical abuse. She says she was slapped around the face and left
in her room all day without food by a staff member and a care worker.2542
1490. WN 214 complains of being continually sexually assaulted by 3 boys at the home. She
also says that she would often awake on a Saturday night to find herself being sexually
assaulted by another male [WD000670]. WN 214 also complains of a sexual assault by
the father of a friend [WD000670].
1491. WN 201 went to La Preference in 1971 and stayed until 1980. He says that the home
was run very strictly, but “was not too bad”. He goes on to say, however, that he would
be smacked or caned for running away, would be hit with a belt occasionally. He says
that, when he was caned, this would give him bruising and bleeding on his legs. 2543 Other
punishments included losing his pocket money or being sent to his room without food. In
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his Redress Application, WN 201 also said that he would be hit with a belt, stick or
slipper on his bare bottom, causing him bruising and bleeding [WD003816/4].
1492. WN 206 complained of being ridiculed and punished for bed wetting, when he went to
La Preference in 1975 at the age of 11. He describes how he and other witness were
shoved into an attic room at the top of the building as a result of the bed wetting. WN 206
describes that he tried to run away from La Preference but never succeeded.2544
1493. Edward Walton was admitted to the Home over the summer of 1977 and complains of
being beaten by WN 533 as a punishment for smoking. He describes WN 533 slamming
his fist down on to his head and then, when he fell to the floor, WN 533 punching him.
He says that WN 533 punched and kicked him in the stomach. Mr Walton describes
being so scared that he soiled himself. He states that WN 533 ordered him to clean
himself up in the toilet and then locked him in his bedroom. In his Inquiry statement, Mr
Walton states that he thought WN 533 was seeking to put him in his place because he
thought he might be a trouble maker from his difficult background.2545 In his oral
evidence, Mr Walton explained that this was the only episode of abuse during his time in
care.2546
1494. WN 616’s records show that he spent time at La Preference in July 1978 and from June
1979.2547 In his police statement, he describes one occasion when he refused to eat his
food at a certain meal and WN 533 standing behind him and smacking him around the
head repeatedly with a metal ladle. He says he then ate the food, which made him vomit,
and he was forced to clean it up.2548 He also describes WN 533 getting him to stand
outside in the cold with his hands on his head as a punishment. He says that, more
generally, the staff would hit children or make them stand outside as a punishment.2549 He
did not report this to anyone.
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1495. WN 617 was admitted to La Preference in 1978 at around the age of 4 or 5. He
describes an incident when WN 7 came to visit the Home and WN 617 called him by a
particular nickname that the children used to call WN 7. He states that WN 7 came up to
him and hit him very hard with the flat of his hand on the side of his face, causing him to
fly across the room. He says he remembers being very upset but does not think he was
injured.2550 Further details of this incident are contained in the section on the reporting of
abuse.
1496. WN 633, resident from September 1983, makes various complaints of physical abuse
against WN 662, including: (a) pulling down the pants of a girl who had wet herself and
slapping her so hard that he knocked her into some chairs, (b) beating WN 747 in a room,
(c) kicking him and pushing WN 747’s face into a sandpit and (d) hitting him and his
brother with a tennis racket.2551

Reporting of abuse by residents
1497. As above, WN 205 made allegations of abuse against WN 755 and Edward Paisnel.
She says that she did not say anything because she did not feel she would be believed,
and also because all of her abusers were closely connected to each other.2552
1497a. WN 214 complains of being continually sexually assaulted by 3 boys at the home.
She also says that she would often awake on a Saturday night to find herself being
sexually assaulted by another male [WD000670]. She says that she disclosed this alleged
abuse to the school nurse, who telephoned the Home. She states that a staff member told
her she was a liar and would never fit in anywhere. She says that WN 533 verbally
abused her by telling her she was making up lies [WD000670].
1498. As described above WN 617 was admitted to La Preference in 1978 and describes an
incident when WN 7 came to visit the Home and WN 617 called him a nickname,
resulting in WN 7 hitting him very hard with the flat of his hand on the side of his face,
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causing him to fly across the room. This incident prompted WN 617 to write to Marnie
Baudains in 2003, when he stated that it took place in about 1982 or 1983, when he was 8
or 9 years old,2553 and this prompted an internal investigation, including a meeting with
WN 6172554 and an interview with WN 7.2555 As noted below, he had initially contacted
the SOJP’s FPT and was directed to Children’s Services.

Response to allegations of abuse/Reporting of abuse/Action taken
WN 729
1499. In response to the allegations made against her and other staff, WN 729 gave the
following evidence:2556
1499.1 Regarding Edward Walton’s allegation that a member of staff slammed their fist
onto a child’s head before going on to punch/kick them in the stomach, she never
witnessed anyone behave in this manner and said that it was implausible that they
would have done so as there would have been enough staff around to know about
it.
1499.2 She never saw a child being struck on the head with a ladle, recalling that children
were encouraged to eat their food but were not forced to do so.
1499.3 She never caned a child and children did not regularly abscond. She would smack
the bottoms of some of the younger children and this would not be recorded
anywhere, while the older children might be prevented from attending the youth
club for a period of time.
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1499.4 She did not think that any child was hit with a belt. Although she could not speak
for what may have happened behind closed doors, she believes that if there had
been bruising or bleeding then this would have been noticed by another member of
staff.
1499.5 She did not slap WN 45 on the face while she slept.
1499.6 Although there was a contemporaneous record of WN 729 being told by WN 45
that she was being abused by Roger Horobin and WN 729 immediately informing
Children’s Services about this,2557 she had no recollection of the incident. The
same record notes that Horobin was ultimately convicted and jailed for a year for
these and other offences against children in care. In response to the allegation by
WN 45 that she forced her to go out on trips with Horobin despite being told that
they were not related, WN 729 said that it would be the CCOs that were
responsible for deciding all the home visits for children at La Preference. WN 729
would be advised when a child came into La Preference as to who should see them
and who should not. She told the Inquiry that she always made the case that if a
child did not want to go home then they did not have to and certainly would not
force a child to go out with anybody if they did not want to.2558

WN 7
1500. In 2003, allegations were made by WN 617 that he had been assaulted by WN 7 at La
Preference in the early 1980s, when La Preference was run by Christine Wilson. An
internal investigation was carried out by the Service Manager of Adult Social Work, John
Cox, including interviews with WN 617 and members of staff. WN 617 had initially
called the Child Protection Unit at the police station, who had referred him on to Marnie
Baudains of Children’s Services.
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1501. A record of an interview conducted with Christine Wilson2559 notes that she had said:
1501.1 WN 7 did not work at La Preference while she was there. It is unlikely he would
have had reason to visit and very unlikely that if he did he would have been
unaccompanied.
1501.2 WN 617 was pleasant but occasionally exploded. She thinks that he would have
“screamed blue murder” if anything like his allegation had occurred.
1502. WN 7 was also interviewed about the allegations, a note of which records him
saying:2560
1502.1 He had no real recollection of WN 617, no recollection of the allegation and
thought it was the kind of thing he would not forget.
1502.2 He was not aware of the nickname that he had allegedly been called.
1502.3 At the time of the allegations, WN 7 would not normally visit children’s homes
and said that while he felt it was possible that he may have visited La Preference
on occasion, he certainly did not do so on a regular basis.
1503. Mr Cox sent a letter to WN 617 in June 2003, setting out the findings of his
investigation,2561 namely that:
1503.1 There was no “collaborative” [sic] evidence to support the complaint;
1503.2 The factual evidence confirmed that WN 7 never worked at La Preference and
was not involved in a residential care role at that time;
1503.3 The available evidence indicated that it was not likely that WN 7 would have
visited La Preference and if he had, it was unlikely he would have been
unaccompanied.
1504. During Operation Rectangle, WN 688, a member of staff at St Mark’s Adolescent
Centre, was also interviewed about this allegation and recalled that WN 617 had come to
2559
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him around 1990 and said that he used to be hit by WN 7. When asked if he wanted to
report it, WN 617 declined to do so, saying “What is the point?”. More recently, when
they had discussed it again, WN 688 suggested that WN 617 should write to Marnie
Baudains on the basis that “different staff had different ideas now and those things were
not tolerated now”.2562

Edward Paisnel
1505. In response to allegations about Edward Paisnel, the “Beast of Jersey”, Ernest Mallet
says that as far as he is aware, Paisnel never actually went inside La Preference and could
not have moved around the eaves of the house, although he did do the gardening. 2563 It is
known that Paisnel had family connections to La Preference and a no-comment interview
with Mr Paisnel from 1971 suggests that the police were of the view that he had met two
of his victims through La Preference.2564 However, the Inquiry received no substantive
evidence about this. This was over 10 years before Mr Mallett began working at La
Preference.

La Preference – States run
Type and nature of the Home
1506. Following the takeover of the Home by the States of Jersey, it was noted that there
would be 20 children, nine staff and two domestics at the Home. 2565 It would continue
with the name La Preference but, the minutes added, “the Home would not continue to be
run on vegetarian lines after June 1984”.2566
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1507. The Williamson Report: Implementation Plan, dated January 2009, noted that La
Preference provided residential care for a maximum of ten residents.2567 It also
recommended that:
1507.1 Up to three residents at La Preference be transferred to the White House;
1507.2 Any remaining young people at Brig-y-Don (under voluntary ownership) be
transferred to La Preference while Brig-y-Don was being refurbished, at which
point all remaining young people at La Preference would transfer to the new Brigy-Don and La Preference would be closed and sold;
1507.3 Young people from Heathfield be moved to a new six-bedded unit.
[see LOD file note WD007354/92]
1508. In fact, it was the remaining residents of Heathfield who eventually moved to the new
Brig-y-Don in June 2011, and a decision was made that the residents from La Preference
would move to a new unit called Field View, designed to assist with independent living.
1509. La Preference was closed in October 2012 and the remaining residents, many of whom
were over 16 and some well over 18, were transferred to Field View, which had been
renovated to provide bedsit accommodation to assist with independent living.2568 Some
members of staff were transferred to other Homes, which led to a letter of complaint
about the break in continuity of the key worker relationship from one such individual.2569
This was around 2 years later than the originally intended closure date of La
Preference.2570
Organisation/Management
Residents
1510. The number of residents ranged from nine in June 1985, to 14 in October 1988 and
December 2002, down to 12 in March 2004.
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1511. Mr Mallett recalls that when the Home transferred to States’ ownership, there was a
turnover of residents as they tried to re-house as many of the children as possible before
those from HDLG moved across.2571 The children that moved across “certainly had more
behavioural issues than the children we had previously looked after”, which Mr Mallet
believes grew worse as time went on.2572 Although he noted (as below) that there was an
increase in formality, he agreed that there was a greater need for stricter procedures to
accommodate these children.2573 He thought that the challenges also grew, in the absence
of training on restraint (not received until 2000) and training on dealing with children on
drugs. An example of the issues caused by this can be seen from a complaint in February
2004 about the behaviour of residents at La Preference, in which it was noted that “things
have deteriorated steadily with States ownership” and a list of individual complaints
were made.2574
1512. Children would be encouraged to return to see their families over the weekends,
although Mr Mallet recalls occasions on which he advocated for children to stay at the
Home as they were at risk from their families. He thought that Children’s Services would
invariably make the decision to send the child home, even in cases where they knew that
the child was at risk of harm.2575
1513. In the Annual Report of the Board of Visitors (“BoV”), dated October 2012, 2576 it was
noted:
1513.1 there was a close-knit group of between eight and nine young people aged
between 15 and 18;
1513.2 young people had complained that they were not being treated like adults, which
led to the introduction of an “Independent Living Programme” preparing them for
leaving the care system;
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1513.3 there were feelings of unfairness among residents about differing levels of
financial arrangements provided to different residents, which had been mostly
resolved but with some residual issues about medical bills;
1513.4 young people had explained that their improved behaviour and increased
wellbeing was due to consistent staffing and this had led to a planned movement of
one of the key workers being reversed – the BoV noted that this showed that the
young people were being listened to;
1513.5 there was anxiety about the planned move from La Preference to Field View, but
following successful attempts for the young people to be kept informed, they were
now “positively excited about the future”.
1513.6 in response to the anxiety about the move to Field View noted above, the Minister
for H&SS at the time of the closure, Deputy Ann Pryke recalled she visited the
young people along with the Assistant Minister in order to listen to their
concerns.2577

Staffing
1514. From the point at which the Home was run by the States, Fay Buesnel, the former
Matron of HDLG, was the Officer in Charge at La Preference, a role which she said in
interview that she carried out for the next 15 years.2578 A number of other staff moved
across from HDLG (e.g. WN 305, who was given points on the salary scale in
recognition of her qualification in “education with a Youth Service option”2579) and Mr
Mallett recalled that all existing staff who wanted to remain had to reapply for their
jobs.2580 According to Mr Mallett, staff recruitment would be discussed between Fay
Buesnel and himself and he believes that generally they got it right, with the exception of
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WN 718, who he thought was “awful to the children”.2581 They were not able to take on
staff without reference back to Children’s Services.2582
1515. WN 718 herself had complained in July 2000 about the way her application for a
promotion at La Preference had been handled, saying that she felt that she had been
unfairly treated and that “some of the more recent appointments at La Preference appear
to have been given to people with little or no experience in childcare” despite an increase
in emotional/behavioural problems from children.2583 A note from Marnie Baudains
records that “Unfortunately, [WN 718] has had some difficulty in responding to the
increased demands placed upon staff, and the greater emotional complexities and
behavioural difficulties that are presented by the resident children.”2584
1516. Mr Mallett also recalled that in this period, staff started working on a shift period with
mandatory handover periods between shifts, there were staff meetings every week and
‘key worker’ principles were implemented in a “more formal fashion”.2585 According to
Mr Mallett, if they had to restrain someone then it would be written in a log and if it were
something serious then the CCO would be informed. The technique he used prior to 2000
was to take a child gently down to the ground and hold them by the arms or legs, whereas
after receiving TCI training it was done properly and would hopefully involve two staff
members.2586
1517. WN 283 recalls moving to La Preference around 1989/1990 and says that there was a
stark contrast with how well it was run, compared with Clos de Sables. She recalls that
“all the members of staff had regular meetings, the staff were all involved in discussions
about the care of children, and there was an organised filing system”.2587
1518. After Fay Buesnel left the Home around 1999, the running of the home was taken on
by WN 687. He appears to have been the Officer in Charge until around 2002.
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1519. A ‘Home Statement’ was created for La Preference while WN 687 was in charge2588,
which noted:2589
1519.1 The Home provided care for 10 children and young people from the age of 12 to
18, although this could be increased to 12 children in emergencies.
1519.2 A list of objectives, including: “To identify each child’s physical, emotional and
social needs and to work with children to arrange appropriate care experiences or
programmes” and “to properly prepare young people for independent living”.
1519.3 The staff structure was that the Home was managed by WN 687 and his Deputy,
with a further six residential CCOS who had a variety of qualifications and most of
whom had extensive experience. They were supported by a cook, cleaning staff
and five night supervisors.
1519.4 The procedure for drawing up care plans, holding planning meetings and holding
internal case reviews.
1519.5 That the SOJP would be informed within 2 hours of a child’s expected time of
return to the Home if they went missing, or immediately if the child could be
considered vulnerable and at risk.
1519.6 That children who wished a complaint should in the first instance tell “the
member of staff they trust most”, WN 687 or their CCO, failing which they could
tell their teacher, parent or the Children’s Office.
1520. During this time, there was also a document entitled ‘Sanction Book Guidance’, which
set out:2590
1520.1 For positive behaviour, such as “helping without being asked” and “managing
anger”, some of the rewards such as “extra free time”, “a trip out” or “praise and
positive feedback from the staff team”.
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1520.2 For negative behaviour, such as “violence to any member of staff”, “absconding”
or “alcohol in unit & intoxicated”, some of the negative consequences such as
“mobile confiscated”, “grounded” and “home visits cancelled”. The Panel may
wish to consider whether the latter was appropriate for children who were in care
at La Preference, as judged against the standards of the time.
1520.3 A general note that “It is important for staff to be made aware that imposing a
negative sanction on the next shift coming on can affect the whole structure of the
shift for the young people who have been well behaved. Where possible do try and
deal with the act and the consequence as soon as possible”.
1521. WN 687 gave a statement to the SOJP in March 2009, in which he recalled that:2591
1521.1 when he started, there were 10 children and eight staff;
1521.2 the children were bored and with nothing to stimulate them, would frequently
abscond;
1521.3 he employed young and passionate staff and “the absconding was nipped in the
bud pretty quickly”.
1521.4 he was constantly badgering the States for more staff and for more therapeutic
input for the children, however he was not given what he had asked for and ended
up falling out with Phil Dennett and Danny Wherry over the money situation;
1521.5 by 2002/03, the number of children increased and at one point there were 18
children in the unit rather than the agreed number of 10;
1521.6 he considered that some of the children admitted should have been on remand and
there was no behavioural management over the children, leading to him and the
children getting fed up;
1521.7 as a result of his concern for the younger children, he set up an under-10s unit to
try to protect their needs;
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1521.8 in response to allegations that he had disposed of files when he went to Les
Chenes (as opposed to La Preference), WN 687 said that he had never disposed of
any official files or books and that “When a child is in care the only history of that
child is in there for them, so there is no way I would throw the files away”.2592
1522. During this period when the Home was run by WN 687, Mr Mallet recalls that if they
wanted to take children out, they had to undertake risk assessments, health and safety
assessments and take a medical pack with them, which in practice meant that the
frequency of such trips reduced significantly.2593 Mr Mallett describes WN 687 as having
an attitude problem and thinks that he did not listen to staff, as well as having brought in
a number of new rules that restricted the running of the Home. 2594 Examples of this are
that a ratio of one adult for two children was imposed when taking children out. The
Panel wish to consider whether the introduction of such rules into La Preference at this
time was a positive thing. On reflection, Mr Mallett thought that, although there had to be
a balance between protecting staff and allowing the children flexibility, there was a loss
of family atmosphere in general when the States took over the running of La Preference
and there was not the same sense that the staff truly cared about the children.2595 Mr
Mallett did accept that it probably was not realistic to expect that atmosphere to continue
given the challenges that Children’s Services were facing.2596
1523. Mr Mallett also recalled that WN 687 had an unusual approach to recruitment and that,
upon arrival at the Home, WN 687 threw out a number of log books, files and records,
only some of which Mr Mallett was able to recover.2597
1524. Mr Mallett left La Preference in 2002 in order to move to full-time teaching, although
he did carry on working at the Home for 9 months on a part-time basis.2598
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1525. WN 687 resigned as manager of La Preference in October 2003. It would appear that
by March 2007, the unit was being run by an individual who described himself as a
qualified social worker with specialist skills in human rights advocacy.2599
1526. In August 2009, Kevin Parr-Burman became manager at La Preference, following an
allegation of assault made in 2008 by a resident at Heathfield. He subsequently left and
moved to St Mark’s in August 2010 after a separate allegation of assault was made
against him, this time in relation to his time at La Preference. 2600 As part of the ensuing
disciplinary investigation, Mr Parr-Burman described his background and the
management and organisation at La Preference during the year he spent there:2601
1526.1 He had been working for the States of Jersey since 2004 and was a qualified
social worker who had worked in children’s services since 1978 and for in secure
units in the UK for 15 years.
1526.2 He had been trained in TCI (including a refresher course) and also in General
Service Training (“GST”). The latter would not be appropriate in a children’s
home and would only be used in a secure unit.
1526.3 He was supervised monthly by his line manager, Joe Kennedy.
1526.4 He normally worked from 9 am to 5 pm and his role was to manage the unit, the
budget and the staff, ensuring that care plans were up to date and that meetings
took place as planned.
1526.5 The number of residents varied and in the summer of 2010, they had around six or
seven residents. There would normally be two or three staff on duty during the day
and one sleeping and one waking member of staff at night.
1526.7 Daily Occupancy Lists should be completed each day by members of staff and
“running reports” should be completed as soon as possible.
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1526.8 When residents arrived at the Home, they would be given a young person’s
handbook2602 which included behavioural expectations and what happened when
misbehaviour occurred. This would be explained and discussed with the young
person.
1527. In an exit interview from April 2012, Mr Parr-Burman made the following points:2603
1527.1 staffing of residential units in Jersey was far below UK standards;
1527.2 training opportunities were very limited;
1527.3 despite criticism of the management of Children’s Services arising out of the
Historic Abuse Inquiry, the same people remained in place and thus nothing was
likely to change;
1527.4 he had not received good supervision in comparison with that received in the UK;
1527.5 children’s services, particularly residential services, were run on a “blame
culture” and staff were not supported by management. Any efforts to bring in
change were seen as interference and morale was very poor, with staff being
moved around regularly in disregard for their individual choice and the needs of
vulnerable young people;
1527.6 he had been subject to “malicious complaints” by residents, the management and
investigation of which had been very poor.
1528. When these points were put to Phil Dennett in evidence, he agreed with Mr ParrBurman about the insufficiency of staffing, but disagreed with the other points. 2604 The
Panel may wish to consider the validity of Mr Parr-Burnam’s comments in conjunction
with Mr Dennett’s response and in the context of the allegations of assault made against
Mr Parr-Burman in 2008 and 2010.
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Governance
1529. From 1984 to 2012, La Preference was governed as a state-run Children’s Home with
oversight being provided over the years by the Children’s Sub-Committee, the
Education/the H&SS Committee, the Minister for H&SS and the Children’s Executive.
1530. In Kathie Bull’s December 2002 Report, it was noted that La Preference (as with
Heathfield) was often over 40 per cent over-occupied and had an inadequate number of
staff.2605 Criticisms were made about the level of training and expertise of staff, the lack
of external monitoring and the weak care planning. Staff complained about the difficult
of separating younger children “whose behaviours might be affected or worsened by the
presence of older children”.2606 The report did praise the commitment of the staff and
their efforts to foster good relationships with the children.2607
1531. In response to the Bull Report, Mr Mallett gave the following evidence: 2608
1531.1 he found it strange that he was not spoken to by Ms Bull, despite having worked
at La Preference for nearly 20 years;
1531.2 he agreed that some staff did not have the necessary skills and that there was a
failure to remove incompetent staff, but disagreed that there was insufficient detail
in children’s files;
1531.3 he agreed that there was an issue of overcrowding and noted that towards the end
of his time at La Preference, this had developed to the extent that children were
sleeping downstairs in the living rooms;
1531.4 he agreed that the night staff lacked consistency and training and that they did not
show the same commitment to their roles as the day staff.
1532. By the time of the Williamson Report in 20082609 and the Co-ordination of Services for
Vulnerable Children Sub-Panel Review in 2009,2610 the Home was regarded more
positively.
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Culture: the residents’ perspective
1533. WN 3 went to La Preference in around 1984 and, at that time, was one of only two
residents. She described the staff as really nice, although she said the Matron was quite
strict. She says she would go to the youth club, get taken to fetes and go on camping trips
while at the Home and really enjoyed her time there.2611
1534. One child went to La Preference in 1992 when she moved out of the Blanche Pierre
Family Group Home.2612 It was noted in a report dated 27 February 1998, prepared for
the intended prosecution of Alan Maguire, that her move to La Preference made her
realise that it was possible to be treated differently (from the way she was treated at
Blanche Pierre) and she considered the staff at La Preference to have time to listen to any
problems.2613
1535. WN 73 was in La Preference in the early 2000s, having previously spent time at Les
Chenes. He described La Preference as being “alright” and he states that it had much
more of a family feel. He says that it was quite nice but his problem there was that he
never had his own room and, for most of his time there, stayed on a put-me-up bed in the
chill-out lounge.2614 In his oral testimony, WN 73 said that the staff were a lot more
friendly at La Preference and actually wanted to help the children. He said “they were
more interested in your life I think as opposed to containing you. You were treated I feel
with a lot more respect […].”2615
Allegations of abuse
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1536. William Dubois was one of the residents of Aviemore who moved to La Preference in
December 1985. He stayed for a matter of months. He describes a staff member, WN
662, being very heavy handed and thumping, slapping and grabbing him and the other
residents. He describes WN 662 as taking a sadistic pleasure in hitting the children. 2616 In
his Inquiry statement, Mr Dubois said that WN 662 would make the children to stupid
tasks, like picking up all the leaves in the garden, then would tip them out of the bag and
make them start again. He said that he would beat anyone in the Home and picked on the
most vulnerable children. Mr Dubois particularly disagreed with WN 662’s alleged
hitting of girls.2617 He told the Panel that he hit children as young as 7 or 8, including
girls.2618
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1537. Mr Dubois also describes the demeanour of Fay Buesnel, who moved to La Preference
along with the children from HDLG. He told the Panel that “she was just generally mean
all the time” and would be very demeaning to the children.2619
1538. WN 618 alleges to have been assaulted by WN 7 at some stage in 2002. In a police
interview of 19 March 2004, WN 618 explains that he and WN 619 (a girl) were in the
chill out lounge at La Preference in the early hours and were refusing to go to bed when
WN 7 told them to. He says that WN 7 picked him up by the shoulders and threw him
against a couch. The couch then tipped backwards and he struck the back of his head on
the window. This account was corroborated by WN 619 who, in March 2003, disclosed
the incident to a member of staff at Heathfield.2620 It was later noted that WN 619 had
refused to speak to the police or Children’s Services about this incident,2621 although WN
618 did make a statement to the police during Operation Rectangle about it.2622
1539. WN 749 makes an allegation about another incident involving WN 7, taking place in
January or February 2004. She gave an interview to the police on 3 March 2004, thus just
over a fortnight before WN 618’s interview. In it, she describes being in the dining room
at the Home with a fellow resident, WN 754. She says that WN 7 came in and picked up
by her back, pulled the back of her hair, then dragged her through the kitchen and into the
lounge. She hit her knee on the couch. She goes on to describe she and WN 7 arguing,
with the child saying to WN 7 that he was not allowed to use that degree of force and
says that he replied: “I’m allowed to use reasonable force.”2623 She goes on to describe
WN 7 picking her up again and dragging her back into the lounge, and pushing her onto
the sofa, causing her to smack her head. She says that this was witnessed by a staff
member, WN 718, who suggested that she make a complaint. WN 749 describes WN 7
coming to her room later that day and trying to “arse lick” but she told him to get lost.
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1540. WN 749 describes a second incident, this one taking place at lunchtime, when WN 7 is
alleged to have slapped her on her leg, which she was resting on a chair. 2624 She says that
she told WN 687, a staff member, who said he would have a word with WN 7. She said
that, until this incident, she had got on quite well with WN 7.
1541. There is a range of corroborative evidence about these alleged incidents involving WN
7 and WN 749:
1541.1 a statement from WN 754, confirming both incidents;2625
1541.2 a statement from a staff member, WN 718, who confirms the first incident and
recalls WN 749 swearing at WN 7. The staff member describes WN 7 getting “het
up” and going red in the face. She told the police that WN 7’s handling of the girl
did not constitute proper restraint and control, in which the staff had been
trained,2626 but noted in WN 749’s personal log that he had used reasonable
force.2627 The response to this complaint is set out in more detail below.
1542. Email correspondence between Phil Dennett, Co-ordinator (Children’s Executive) and
Joe Kennedy of 25 February 2011 records a complaint from a female resident about a
male resident exposing himself to her and touching her up inappropriately. She also
alleged that she had been “touched up” by another male resident at the home. The email
records that the girl had absconded from the Home, leaving a note saying she did not feel
safe at the Home because of the “pervy boys”, complaining that she could not even go for
a cigarette at the end of the drive without one of the boys groping her.2628 It is not clear
from the documentation held by the Inquiry how this complaint was dealt with.
1543. Kevin Parr-Burman, manager at La Preference, was accused of assaulting a boy on 26
August 2010, by pushing the boy’s arm up his back and leaning him over a pool table.
The police report of the incident indicates that one witness to the event was supportive of
the complainant’s account, while another described the physical contact as “light
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restraint”. An employee at the Home was noted not to have seen the incident, but had
witnessed another incident that day involving Parr Burnham and the boy.2629
Reporting of abuse by residents
1544. When WN 73 was at La Preference in 2003, he felt able to disclose alleged abuse that
had taken place at Les Chenes, in the form of being locked in solitary confinement for
long periods.2630
1545. Email correspondence between Phil Dennett, Co-Ordinator (Children’s Executive) and
Joe Kennedy of 25 February 2011 records a complaint from a female resident about a
male resident exposing himself to her and touching her up inappropriately. She also
alleged that she had been touched up by another male resident at the home. It is not clear
from the documentation held by the Inquiry how this complaint was dealt with.
Response to allegations of abuse/Reporting of abuse/Action taken
Miscellaneous
1546. On 12 December 1996, Richard Davenport noted that a girl for whom he was the CCO
had made disclosures to her teacher of having “suffered regular and long sexual abuse in
her home”.2631 It is unclear whether anything was done immediately, however a file
note2632 suggests that the child, who was by then a resident at La Preference, made
disclosures to Fay Buesnel that she had been sexually abused by an associate of her
mother’s a few months beforehand. According to the note, Ms Buesnel told the child that
she would need to pass this information on and it was then passed to Marnie Baudains
and on to Selina Larkin. When Ms Larkin tried to investigate in order to assess whether
the child needed any further protection, she was told that the child had gone home
overnight that and Ms Buesnel did not feel that the child was in any danger at home, even
though the alleged perpetrator was at her house “most of the time”. The matter was
discussed at the Child Protection Team meeting, however nothing was done immediately.
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1547. A further file note almost 3 weeks later records a meeting between Ms Larkin, a
member of staff at La Preference, the child and her mother, in which the mother assured
them that the child would be safe if she returned home.2633 A note from late-January 1997
records that the Child Protection Team had investigated and there would be no further
action on their part.2634 In March 1997, the child made further disclosures about this
sexual abuse to her boyfriend, which was passed to Richard Davenport. He noted “I think
we will find that … it has been dealt with by CPT”.2635
1548. It would appear that these allegations were not pursued in any further at this time. In
2011, the alleged assailant was charged with three counts of indecent assault and one of
rape over a period of 24 years, including the allegation first raised in 1996. In March
2012, he was convicted of rape and indecent assault, although the 1996 allegation was not
proceeded with.
Ernest Mallett
1549. Ernest Mallett recalled that his response to bad behaviour was to shout, which was
something he was aware he had to work on and which was dealt with in supervision
sessions. He did say that he would use his voice to try to establish control, rather than
shouting because he was losing his temper.2636 He does recall having to restrain children
occasionally despite not having received any training until 2000.2637
1550. In evidence to the Inquiry, Mr Mallett referred to an occasion in 1992 when a
complaint was made by a child’s father that he had physically assaulted a child in care at
La Preference on several occasions.2638 Mr Mallett denied most of the allegations,
although he did admit smacking the child and making him stand in the corridor to cool
down, after finding him messing about in the girls’ bedroom.2639 After a disciplinary
hearing, he was given a first and final warning I concn which it was noted that Mr Mallett
had acknowledged that the smacking was “unacceptable and in contravention of
2633
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departmental policy”.2640 Mr Mallett says that he does not recall receiving this warning
and that no further action was taken.2641 Around the time of this investigation, staff
meetings were held in which members of staff were told about the need to take extra care
in respect of touching or hitting children and about the need to refrain from shouting at
children.2642
1551. A further complaint was made about Mr Mallett in 2000, in which it was alleged that
he had physically assaulted a child by restraining him by the throat. A report was
prepared by Phil Dennett, and Mr Mallett and the two children involved were interviewed
and prepared statements.2643 While this investigation was going on, Mr Mallett was told
that he was not suspended but that he should stay at home for a few days. 2644 The report
makes the following points:2645
1551.1 the staff appeared to have forgotten the importance of having at least two
members of staff present during difficult situations;
1551.2 Ernest Mallett’s actions in restraining the child at or near to the neck were not
appropriate – which Mr Mallett agreed with in his statement;
1551.3 the contemporaneous recording of the incident was non-existent, despite it being a
“very serious incident” and the subsequent recording of the incident was
inappropriate and continuously mixed fact and opinion. The reason given by Mr
Mallet for this is that he was coming off duty and therefore would have expected
the person on duty at the time to have recorded it in his log;2646
1551.4 Mr Mallett and other staff had clearly received no training in the appropriate
methods of care and control (this was subsequently provided later that year,2647
although this did not cover de-escalation2648);
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1551.5 the reporting of the complaint was “handled very well”, with information being
passed to the manager of children’s services immediately by WN 687.
1552. A meeting was held with Mr Mallett following this report, in which it was noted that
no formal disciplinary action was to be taken as a result of the investigation, but a note
would be placed on his file.2649 He recalls being told by Phil Dennett that he had handled
the situation wrongly and should have “let whatever would happen happen”, and also felt
that he had a lack of support from his manager at the time.2650 Mr Mallet said he had no
recollection of the 1992 incident being brought up during the investigation in 2000.2651
The Panel may wish to consider whether this action was in accordance with the relevant
policies and procedures at the time and whether the action taken was appropriate.
WN 7
1553. In March 2004, allegations were made separately by WN 749 and WN 618 that WN 7
had physically assaulted them at La Preference. The allegations by WN 749 were in
relation to an incident in January 2004, while the allegations by WN 618 were in relation
to an incident around 18 months previously.
1554. These allegations and how they were responded to by Children’s Services are noted in
a document (the author of which is unclear) setting out the action taken between 27
February 2004 and 11 March 2004.2652 The following pertinent points are included:
1555. The allegations were first made by WN 749 to Ann Shine, a CCO, during a workshop
on 26 February 2004. Ms Shine completed a report and visited WN 749 to go through the
options available, including a formal complaint to the SOJP, a formal complaint to
Children’s Services or an informal complaint to Children’s Services. WN 749 confirmed
that she wished to make a complaint to the SOJP.
1556. A meeting was held between the author, Tony Le Sueur and Marnie Baudains whereby
it was agreed that WN 7 would be advised of the investigation and arrangements put in

2649

WD006573/42
Day 81/18189
2651 WS000602/25
2652 WD009342
2650

600

600

place to restrict his duties in relation to La Preference. The SOJP were advised of this
plan.
1557. WN 749 had allegedly told her CCO, Mandy Berner, that an adult who had formerly
been resident at HDLG had told her that WN 7 had treated him similarly while he had
been in care.
1558. On 5 March 2004, a member of staff at Heathfield spoke to the author about a
disclosure he had received by WN 619 with various allegations against WN 7, including
that she had witnessed him assaulting WN 618 at La Preference. The author notes that
they would discuss the information with the SOJP Family Protection Team and it would
likely be considered within the ongoing investigation. WN 619 later decided that she did
not wish to make a complaint, however WN 618 did.
1559. A member of staff, WN 718, gave evidence about WN 749’s allegations, stating:2653
1559.1 She heard WN 749 shouting: “Get off me you fucking wanker” and saw WN 7
with his hand on WN 749’s back and her left arm being pulled behind her. She
describes what she saw as WN 749 being “frog-marched along the corridor”.
1559.2 She thought WN 7 was getting “het up” and was red in the face.
1559.3 The staff were trained in control and restraint and: “The only time staff should
touch a child is if a proper control and restraint is to take place. What I saw did
not constitute that. What I saw WN 7 doing is not part of the training programme
given to staff”. She told WN 749 to report it if anything like this happened again.
1559.4 Any incidents such as this should be reported by the member of staff and she
noted it in WN 749’s personal log.2654
1559.5 She went up to WN 754’s room and both girls being in there along with WN 7.
She says that WN 7 said “Can you leave us please?” and therefore she went back
downstairs.
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1559.6 “From what I saw WN 7 was using reasonable force.”
1560. In May 2004, WN 687 gave a statement to the SOJP in which he noted:2655
1560.1 a “Crisis Intervention Package” called TCI had been introduced into children’s
services in 2001 in order to provide a training package and a framework of good
practice for crisis intervention in residential child care facilities. This had led to
over 150 people working in residential child care being trained;
1560.2 TCI was a policy within the Children’s Service and was not optional;
1560.3 the model stated that physical restraint should only be used when it was approved
by regulations, it was indicated by the young person’s individual crisis
management plan and it was indicated by professional judgment;
1560.4 the only time physical restraint would be used is “if the young person, other
clients, staff members or others are at imminent risk of physical harm”;
1560.5 physical restraint should not be used to demonstrate authority, enforce
compliance, inflict pain or harm, punish or discipline;
1560.6 there are nine behaviour management techniques to de-escalate a situation when
two young people are present and one staff member, with “re-direction” and
“proximity” being the most appropriate in these circumstances;
1560.7 if a member of staff wanted to remove a child from a room, they should speak to
the child first and then gently take them by the arm, potentially asking for
assistance if necessary;
1560.8 if a member of staff wanted a child to move their arm or leg, they may use ‘touch
control’ and should not use any force in the form of physical chastisement – i.e. a
hard slap or any touching with any hard pressure.
1561. A statement from Phil Dennett, Manager of Children’s Services at the time, noted that
WN 7 was at La Preference at the time of WN 749’s allegations because staff members
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were away, that he was a frequent visitor to the unit and that he would have been known
by staff and children there.2656
1562. WN 7 was interviewed by the SOJP about the allegations in June 2004. 2657 In relation
to the allegations made by WN 749, he stated that:
1562.1 he used the “minimum amount of force was needed to control the situation”;
1562.2 he pushed her on the shoulder at arms’ length and did not pull her hair;
1562.3 he did not slap her leg, but did touch it to move it from the furniture.
1563. In relation to the allegations made by WN 618, he stated that:
1563.1 he could not recall an incident as set out by WN 618;
1563.2 if he had picked WN 618 up, he certainly would not have thrown him anywhere;
1563.3 in a police report from July 2004, DC Gregory opined that there was insufficient
evidence to prosecute WN 7.2658 He also noted a number of discrepancies in WN
7’s account2659, namely:
1563.3.1 WN 7 says at one point that he remembers the incident very clearly because
“the touching of a child is a serious thing”, however:
1563.3.2 at various other points states that he ca not recall the incident clearly; and
1563.3.3 he later stated that the incident was “nothing more than what happens a
thousand times a day within a children’s home”.
1563.4 WN 7 says that he spoke to a manager, Phil Dennett, about the incident because
“whenever I touch someone of any nature I record it”. Despite this:
1563.4.1 he did not record it in writing – saying he did not think it was serious enough;
and
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1563.4.2 Mr Dennett does not mention this in his statement and in fact says of the day
in question: “As I recall, there were no issues arising from this and the unit
subsequently appeared quite settled”.
1563.5 WN 7 states that he was acting as “locum parenti” and that he was using
prescribed methods of “re-direction” and “proximity control”, however:
1563.5.1 the TCI training manual2660 appears to contradict this and does not provide for
physical intervention in the context of “re-direction” or “proximity control”; and
1563.5.2 WN 7 said that he “could have been in a much more vulnerable position if I
had used what I regarded as appropriate tactics”, thereby suggesting he knew
that he was acting inappropriately.
1564. In evidence to the Inquiry, WN 7 stated that the allegations made by WN 749 were
untrue – he did not use any violence and used a recognised method of restraint (TCI) on
WN 749.2661 He recalled that there was no internal investigation following the decision
not to prosecute.2662
1565. A memo from the Police Legal Adviser dated August 2004 had noted that:
“However, it is clear from [WN 7]'s interview and the observations of [WN 718] that the
guidance offered in the Therapeutic Crisis Intervention manual was not being followed. It
cannot be said that operating outside these guidelines would amount to a criminal
offence, nevertheless it would cause the Department concern that one of their trainers in
this area appears to have breached the guidelines.”2663
1566. A file note from September 2004 records that DI Underwood had a meeting with Phil
Dennett, setting out that this was not a case for prosecution, but there must be “genuine
concerns regarding the manner and actions of a member of staff who is a Therapeutic
Crisis Intervention trainer. Operating outside those guidelines laid down by the Social
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Services must be a breach of internal policy and procedures”.2664 When asked about this
in evidence, Mr Dennett thought that he would have had a discussion with WN 7 and that
following this incident, they introduced an analysis of incidents whereby an external
reviewer would come in.2665 He went on to say, during the second occasion on which he
gave evidence to the Inquiry, that he did not have managerial responsibility for WN 7
from September 2004 as WN 7 was not employed within a residential care home and was
therefore working within Social Services rather than the Children’s Executive. As a
result, Mr Dennett said it would not have been appropriate for him to lead any
disciplinary process. He did not recall any feedback about what happened when the
matter was passed across2666 (and the Inquiry has not seen any evidence of disciplinary
action being taken). Mr Dennett felt that “there should have been a disciplinary, or a predisciplinary look at it which would have ascertained what would have happened, why it
happened, given the TCI trainer that this person was”.2667

WN 662
1567. In response to the allegations made against him, WN 662 gave the following evidence
to the Inquiry,2668 which he said was in addition to the evidence he gave to the SOJP in
August 2009:2669
1567.1 In response to the allegation that he smacked or pushed at a child at Euro Disney
in 1994/95, he says that he may have gently pushed the child but cannot recall the
incident and does not think that the action would have been inappropriate. He adds
that the member of staff who reported the issue never raised it with him at the
time. It was reported by the member of staff contemporaneously2670 and he does
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remember being spoken to, but he cannot recall the details and no formal action
was taken as a result.
1567.2 In response to the allegations by a former resident at La Preference that he had
beaten him with a bat, chased him, covered him with tarpaulin and then sprayed
him with water and thrown a wet blanket over him, WN 662 denies them and says
that no such events took place or any similar events at all.
1567.3 In response to the allegations made that he kicked WN 633 when he was making
noise in the sandpit and pushed another child’s face into the sandpit while
battering him with his fists, WN 662 denied the allegations. He also denied WN
633’s allegations that he smacked a girl on the bare bottom after she had wet
herself, saying that female members of staff would have dealt with such issues and
other staff would have seen any incident happening.
1567.4 In response to the allegation that he put his hand down a child’s trousers, WN 662
completely denied it and said he would never sexually assault any of the children
in his care.
1567.5 He denied the allegations that he pulled a child out of bed by the ear and that he
forced a child to stand in the corner of their bedroom for a long time, dressed only
in their underpants. This allegation was also made by a member of staff, WN
718.2671
1567.6 He denied the allegations made by William Dubois that he was a bully and would
make the children do stupid tasks like picking up all the leaves in the garden and
then tipping them out before asking the children to do it all again.
1567.7 In response to William Dubois allegations that he would beat anyone in the
Home, including the girls, and would pick on the most vulnerable children – WN
662 denied it and said that he never hit anybody and if he had done so, there would
have been a mark and somebody would have noticed.
WN 753
2671
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1568. In August 2006, an allegation arose that a member of staff at La Preference, WN 753,
had been engaged in a sexual relationship with WN 752, a 17-year-old for whom he had
previously been a key worker when she was a resident and he was a staff member at
Heathfield.
1569. A background document2672 about this incident notes the following:
1569.1 the disclosure had initially been made over the telephone by WN 752 (who was in
the UK at the time) to a member of the Leaving Care Team, Grace Little;
1569.2 Ms Little said that she would have to pass the information on immediately and
then went on to provide advice and support for WN 752. She reported it to Danny
Wherry the same day and others informed included Tony Le Sueur and DCI
Fossey of the SOJP;
1569.3 WN 753 was on a holiday with other staff and residents from La Preference at the
time in France and it was immediately ordered that he be removed from the group
and have no contact with them.
1569.4 A strategy discussion was held the following day in which it was agreed that:
1569.4.1 WN 753 should be suspended;
1569.4.2 DCI Fossey would seek advice as to whether a criminal offence had been
committed (it was subsequently confirmed that there had been no criminal
offence2673);
1569.4.3 if WN 753 admitted the facts, the best possible outcome was to ask him to put
his resignation in writing and the reason why, so that the police and HR would
have it on record if WN 753 ever attempted to work with children in Jersey
again.
1569.5 A disciplinary meeting was held the following day,2674 in which WN 753 admitted
having a sexual relationship with WN 752 and offered his resignation after being
2672
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told it was an act of gross misconduct and his position was untenable. In his letter
of resignation (a copy of which has not been seen by the Inquiry and does not
appear to have remained WN 753’s file), he said:
“I [WN 753] have been made aware that (the young woman) has disclosed that she is
pregnant with my child. I accept that this is likely and admit to having sexual relations
with her. I further accept that this is an act of gross misconduct. In view of the above I
hereby tender my resignation effective immediately.”
1570. A further note, prepared by Phil Dennett, was obtained by the Inquiry2675. It set out the
facts of the investigation as above and also notes that:
1570.1 WN 752 was still subject to a care order as she was between the age of 16 and 18;
1570.2 “[WN 753]’s resignation was accepted although an investigation relating to
‘gross misconduct’ would have taken place if this had not been the case”;
1570.3 there was no evidence that any further young people were at risk from WN 753;
1570.4 it should be placed on record that WN 753 “should not be considered appropriate
for future work with young people in Jersey and that this point should be made in
any future requests for references from potential employers”.
1571. In evidence to the Inquiry, Phil Dennett said that “the advice received from the HR
department was that we could not dismiss [WN 753] as he was not in breach of contract,
because the girl was no longer in our care”.2676 In his second statement to the Inquiry, he
added that they had no proper HR support at all and that they were told that if they tried
to discipline WN 753, they would be unsuccessful and would have to allow him to
remain in post. He described the situation that arose as “probably the most frustrated I
found myself during my career in childcare” and went on to say: “In my opinion, this
member of staff should have been dismissed. I am satisfied that this would be dealt with
differently now should a similar situation arise following the introduction of ‘abuse of

2674

A note of that meeting is at WD004896
WD009041
2676 WS000628/43
2675

608

608

trust’ legislation”.2677 He added in evidence that he would now be able to inform the
General Social Care Council, which was not in place at that time for non-qualified social
workers2678 and that he saw what WN 753 had done as amounting to gross misconduct
according to the Civil Service disciplinary procedures. 2679 He did not believe it had
anything to do with any unwelcome attention or publicity that the disciplinary process
might involve.2680
1572. In an email sent by Wendy Kinnard, Home Affairs Minister, to Graham Power and
Andrew Williamson in November 2007, she expressed that she was “extremely
concerned” about how the matter had been handled and had been told that WN 752 and
WN 753 were still in contact.2681
The Panel may wish to consider whether this matter was handled in accordance with the
policy and procedure in place at the time, particularly given the evidence of Mr Dennett
that the reason they could not dismiss WN 753 was that WN 752 was not in their care
anymore, while his contemporaneous note states that she was still under a care order until
the age of 18.
Kevin Parr-Burman
1573. In August 2010, an allegation was made by a resident at La Preference that he had
been assaulted by Kevin Parr-Burman, the Manager of the Home. As discussed above,
Mr Parr-Burman had previously been the subject of allegations of assault against a child
in care at Heathfield in 2008, following which he was moved to La Preference. An
investigation was carried out by the SOJP into the 2010 allegation, including an interview
with Mr Parr-Burman, in which he said:2682
1573.1 He did not restrain the child in any way or assault him and only put his hand
lightly on the child’s shoulder to guide him off the pool table.
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1573.2 He did not put anything in the report running log or mention the incident to the
other staff members on duty, although he admitted that in hindsight he should have
done so.
1574. Other staff members were also questioned, none of whom witnessed the incident.2683
1575. Following the SOJP investigation the matter was passed to the LOD, who took the
decision that the matter should not be prosecuted. It was noted by the Attorney General in
December 20102684 that he was concerned that Mr Parr-Burman had “used force beyond
which was needed and that he not recorded such a significant event in the daily logs”. He
recommended that “the Children’s Service deal with this through internal disciplinary
procedures and training” and it was recorded and there would be an internal
investigation, part of which would consider whether Mr Parr-Burman should return to La
Preference.
1576. In light of the criticism of Mr Parr-Burman for failing to record the incident, the Panel
may wish to note the “Guide to completing incident reports” that he created for staff
while he was Manager of La Preference, which asked them to fill out a ‘Critical Incident
Form’ in circumstances where there had been: an abuse allegation; an absconder who is
at risk; an incident of physical or verbal aggression; substance abuse; property damage;
missed medication.2685
1577. A meeting was held in February 2011 in which it was noted that the GSCC had been
informed about the allegation against Mr Parr-Burman and would conduct their own
investigation. It was acknowledged by Mr Parr-Burman that intelligence would be shared
with prospective employers and that there were concerns raised by him about a failure to
follow proper process in accordance with child protection policy.2686
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1578. A management investigation under the disciplinary procedure was carried out in
April/May 2011.2687 Mr Parr-Burman was interviewed and (as well as the general points
about the running of La Preference, already noted above) is recorded as saying: 2688
1578.1 he put his hand on the child’s shoulder in order to get him off the pool table and it
was all over in a matter of seconds;
1578.2 he thought that it was wrong that the report had been made to the police directly
by Vicki Larbalestier, without having discussed it with her line manager;
1578.3 after the previous allegation (in 2008 at Heathfield), there had been no workrelated updating or training provided;
1578.4 he had previously had an excellent work record and thought it was significant that
he had not been suspended or put on garden leave even though there were child
protection issues. He also queried whether there had been a child protection
conference, which he said should have been arranged if there were serious child
protection concerns.
1579. The investigation involved interviews with various staff members,2689 including one
with Phil Dennett,2690 in which he made the following points:
“The issue around physical restraint is a very real problem for the Island in the context of
the historical abuse investigation. However, there is clear policy for all staff in this
area.”
1579.1 There had been a previous complaint about Mr Parr-Burman, which had led to a
supervision and training programme being put in place.
1579.2 The matter had been referred to the GSCC.2691
1579.3 Supervision was now in place through Joe Kennedy.
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1580. The conclusion of the management investigation was that:2692
1580.1 the matter should not be addressed under the formal disciplinary procedure;
1580.2 written guidance should be provided on record keeping to ensure that incidents
are recorded;
1580.3 arrangements for clinical supervision should be reviewed in order to support
professionals.
1581. Subsequently, a reference was provided for Mr Parr-Burman2693 by Joe Kennedy, in
which a question about whether any allegations or concerns had been raised about him
was answered by saying “There have been no allegations made against Kevin which have
resulted in disciplinary sanctions”. However, Mr Dennett told the Inquiry in evidence
that he had been told by Joe Kennedy that Mr Kennedy had spoken to Dorset County
Council on the phone about some of the issues surrounding Mr Parr-Burman.2694
1582. In February 2013, while working as a Residential Manager for a Children’s Home in
Cambridgeshire, Mr Parr-Burman was cautioned for common assault by “beating a
service user” – for inappropriate restraint of a child. In November 2013, the HCPC found
that Mr Parr-Burman’s fitness to practise was impaired and decided that he should be
suspended. By this time he was no longer working in a social work related role and had
no intention of returning to practise in such a role in the future. The decision of the HCPC
noted the following that is relevant to his time in Jersey:2695
1582.1 Mr Parr-Burman “may not have had recent practical experience of managing
challenging behaviour despite his years of experience in the residential field”. It
was noted that he had not received ‘RAID’ training on physical intervention and
his “lack of appropriate restraint and de-escalation training” was considered as a
mitigating factor.
1582.2 The Panel noted his “lengthy and apparently satisfactory service”.
2692

WD009056/7
WD009178/88
2694 Day 134/83
2695 WD008284
2693

612

612

1582.3 It was noted that he had “no prior HCPC disciplinary matters”.
1583. The following year, his suspension was revoked by the HCPC on the basis that he “no
longer poses a threat to service users” and it will enable “a highly experienced and
competent social worker to return to social work when he feels confident to do so”.2696
Brig-y-Don – Private/Voluntary Home: 1934–2009
Type and nature of the Home
1584. Brig-y-Don was established in 1925 as a convalescent home for children, particularly
those suffering from tuberculosis. It was originally designed to provide a home to six
children “in need of food, sunshine and rest” 2697 and was situated in the Parish of St
Clement.
1585. In 1932, the “Friends of Brig-y-Don Children’s Convalescent and Holiday Home” was
formally established as a Public Voluntary Charitable Society – the purpose of which was
set out in the Society’s Rules. Under Rule 2 the object of the society was:
“to provide and maintain a home for the reception and treatment of children who were:
convalescent after illness,
weakly and in need of a period of fresh air and good food,
suffering from curable forms of orthopaedic or debilitating diseases” 2698
1586. The Bye-Laws of the Home provided that children would be accepted up to school
leaving age (then 14) and would generally be short-term admissions (2 weeks) unless a
longer period of residence was approved by the Matron.2699 Despite this, the history of
Brig-y-Don notes that on average most children stayed at the Home for about 8 weeks.2700
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1587. From its inception until 1959, children at the Home were largely educated by virtue of
the Public Instruction/Education Committee sending a teacher. As time progressed,
(particularly older) children attended St Clement’s School.2701
1588. Following the near eradication of tuberculosis and the improved general health of
Jersey’s population, in 1964 the Home’s Deed of Incorporation was changed so that it
could admit children under 12 years old who had been “deprived wither wholly or
temporarily of their normal home life” and those “in need of care and attention”. This
marked a step away from the traditional use of Brig-y-Don as a home for
convalescence.2702 It had previously been resolved that such “deprived children” were
“not to remain in the home for a period longer than 8 weeks except in special
circumstances allowed by the education committee”.2703
1589. In February 1970, Brig-y-Don was registered as a Voluntary Home under the recently
enacted Children (Jersey) Law 1969.2704 From this point, Children’s Services came to
have an increasing role in how the home was run, for example by insisting on the
appointment of a Deputy Matron in 1971.2705
1590. Committee minutes from 1974 had suggested that there was a general “three month
limit” on stays at Brig-y-Don, although Margaret Holley thought that longer stays may be
necessary in special cases.2706
1591. The 1981 Lambert and Wilkinson Inspection Report did look at Brig-y-Don,2707
despite it being outside the terms of their brief as a voluntary home. They noted the
important role that the Home played for those requiring short term admissions due to a
lack of short-stay foster homes and identified that, along with La Preference, it played a
“major part in providing a wide range of residential services for children in care”. They
recorded that the Home had accommodation for 16 children, with the eldest child at the
time of the inspection aged 9. It was recognised that the policy of the Home was still to
2701
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provide care for as short a period as possible, although noted that “some children do
become longer-term placements”.
1592. Between 1987 and 1992, the Home was involved closely with Children’s Services’
policy of ‘shared care’, whereby children would spend time at Brig-y-Don during the
week while maintaining regular contact with their families.2708 The idea was that children
who might formerly have been put into care on a residential basis would spend part of
their time at the Home during the week in order to give parents and children a break
while maintaining the contact that is important to family life.2709 From 1992, Children’s
Services decided to phase out ‘shared care’ and use the expertise of Brig-y-Don to
provide ongoing support for foster placements.2710
1593. In the 1980s and 1990s, Brig-y-Don also operated an ‘outreach’ service, which was a
programme aimed at supporting families in their own home, extending to supporting
children after they had left the Home.2711 Ms Holley described this as a “vital part of
Brig-y-Don’s work2712 and said that it would continue regardless of whether a child was
still in the care of the States of Jersey. The outreach work would usually be done by the
relevant ‘key worker’ and it was noted in 1994 that there were “five children on
outreach”.2713
1594. Another of the services offered by Brig-y-Don was its playgroup, which was very
small at the beginning of Margaret Holley’s tenure but had grown to 50 children by
1994.2714 The playgroup was run by separate staff and was described by Ms Holley as “a
very separate thing”,2715 although she oversaw it.2716
1595. In 1996, formal changes were made to the constitution of Brig-y-Don.2717 Following
this change, its main objectives were:
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“…to provide and maintain a Home and service for:
a

the reception and care of children in need of care and attention;

b)

the reception and care of children in need of care either wholly or temporarily

unable to live with their family;
c)

taking such measures as necessary to support children in their own homes and to

assist in the rehabilitation of children with their families;
d)

where this is not possible to assist in the placement and support of children in

substitute families;
e)

to provide a (fee paying) day care/playgroup service to the community.”

1596. The ‘Williamson Report: Implementation Plan’ dated January 2009 noted that Brig-yDon, which operated outside of the Children’s Executive, provided residential care for a
maximum of nine children,2718 who were generally of primary school age.
1597. In August 2009, the decision was taken to close Brig-y-Don as a Voluntary Residential
Children’s Home and the property was leased to the States of Jersey.2719 The decision was
partly due to growing financial pressures and the separate but related issue of the role that
a large children’s home could play in the provision of care in Jersey. 2720
Organisation/Management
Residents/Admissions
1598. The Inquiry conducted an analysis of the number of children in residential care2721 at
Brig-y-Don from 1969 to 2008,2722 which shows a fairly sustained drop in numbers from
the 1980s onwards. This corresponds with an Education Committee decision to prioritise
placement in States’ owned Homes for financial reasons.2723 A brief rise in numbers
occurred between 1982 and 1987, with the decision to close HDLG, the Director of
2718
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Education emphasising the need to develop a stronger link with independent children’s
homes and his comment that “Brig-y-Don will probably be kept comfortably full”.2724
1599. Ms Holley noted that, during her time at Brig-y-Don, admissions would generally be
via one of two routes:2725
1599.1 by the States of Jersey; or
1599.2 under private placements agreed between the child’s family and the Home.
1600. Private placements would typically be of a short duration and would not involve a
CCO being assigned to the child. These would often be arranged by the family doctor 2726
and would usually be on the basis that the parents should pay, although Ms Holley did
feel that as a charity, they should offer free places in deserving cases.2727 In one case, she
told the Brig-y-Don Committee that if they did not allow her to exercise discretion over
offering a free place to a child who would otherwise be placed at HDLG, she would offer
her resignation.2728 She did later agree to consult the Committee before taking such a
decision.2729
1601. By the mid-1980s, the residents at Brig-y-Don were almost entirely placed by
Children’s Services, which Ms Holley described as a “much better arrangement from
many different viewpoints”.2730 She says that the staff and children were better supported
when they had been placed by the States.2731 For those admitted by the States, Brig-yDon would receive a payment per child per day in the initial period. 2732 Although by the
late 1980s/1990s funding was received by virtue of an annual grant in order to make
planning easier.2733 Ms Holley would not have much discretion in the admission of
children to the Home as, if a placement was requested and they had a vacancy, they
would generally admit the child. She explained that with young children, they would not
2724
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realise how disruptive they might be until a child was resident for a period of time. She
also recalled that the amount of information given about children being admitted would
vary.2734
1602. In 2000, two of the children who subsequently became involved in the “X Children”
litigation were placed at Brig-y-Don. It was noted by the plaintiffs’ expert, Maria
Ruegger, that the practice of using residential care for this age group (four and under)
was significantly out of step with practice in the UK and the established knowledge base.
The Defendant’s expert, Stephen Pizzey, noted that children of this age would ordinarily
be cared for in foster care as placement of such young children in a residential setting
with regular changes of staff would have likely led to more problematic behaviour.
However, he notes that in Jersey at the time, placement of young children for
rehabilitation in Brig-y-Don was standard practice.2735
1603. This approach to admissions appears to have changed by the time that Ms Holley had
left. A memo from Danny Wherry to Tony Le Sueur from April 2005 notes that Brig-yDon had refused to admit a child due to their view that “it was not the right admission”.
Mr Wherry noted that he had tried to explain that the other units were overcrowded and
suggested that they consider other children who could transfer from La Preference or
Heathfield, however the manager of the Home stated that “they are under no obligation
to take more children and do not intend to disrupt their present children to accommodate
another child in need”. Mr Wherry thought that they should be obliged to take such
children while continuing to be funded by grants from the H&SS Committee.2736
1604. When Ms Holley started in 1973, she thought that the children were mainly of primary
school age2737 and Ms Holley considered that children would be placed at Brig-y-Don as
opposed to elsewhere usually based on the Home’s expertise with younger children. The
only older children they had were those who had grown older at the Home. She viewed it
as regrettable when children had to stay in the Home as opposed to being fostered, but did
think that those who had a good attachment to their own family managed very well at
2734
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Brig-y-Don.2738 She saw the value of children transferring to HDLG as being that they
catered for older children and also because it was run by the States of Jersey, and felt that
it must be professional.2739
1605. Ms Holley did recall that members of the community would sometimes, around
Christmas, get in touch about helping with the children or getting to know them.
However, she said “there was absolutely no way we could do that. We would always refer
anyone who felt they could help to the Children’s Services”.
Discipline
1606. Ms Holley described the approach as “firm but fair” and recalled that for some time,
children would be reprimanded for unacceptable behaviour in the form of a tap on the
hand or leg, which always seemed to work. There was no beating, caning or detention
rooms.2740 Discipline was left to the judgment of those running the Home, rather than
being directed by Children’s Services or the Committee. This approach changed by the
1990s, when she was advised by Children’s Services that there should be no physical
contact and thus the approach changed to trying to defuse situations and revoking
privileges as a punishment. She recalls being introduced to a restraining technique by Pat
Curtis to be used in situations in which the child was a danger to themselves or others,
but says that it was rarely used at Brig-y-Don.2741
Staffing/Recruitment
1607. In 1971, Patricia Thornton considered that the “present staffing arrangements were
unsatisfactory” at Brig-y-Don and insisted upon the appointment of a Deputy Matron to
bring the staffing contingent up to five.2742 A further nursery nurse with NNEB
qualification was added in August 1972, in order to allow the Home to cater for 14
residents and 10 day-care children.2743
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1608. Margaret Holley became the Matron of Brig-y-Don from September 1973. Although
she did not have formal qualifications, she felt she had the right experience having
worked in a nursery, obtained the NNEB qualification, and worked as a nanny. 2744 She
recalled being interviewed by the Brig-y-Don Committee and Charles Smith, the
Children’s Officer.
1609. Ms Holley had sole responsibility for recruitment of most positions, albeit Children’s
Services would be aware of staffing arrangements by virtue of their involvement on the
Committee.2745 Ms Holley viewed previous experience as the most important quality in
potential staff and qualifications would be an added bonus.2746 Ms Holley recalled that
they maintained a staff/children ratio that was approximately 1:2, which she considered to
be an important element of the success of the Home, along with the key worker/coworker system.2747
1610. During the mid-1970s, a separate building for staff accommodation was obtained and
rotas were introduced for staff to “sleep in” or be “on call”.2748 During the early period,
there was very little time for recording information about children and the staff were
there “first and foremost for the children” according to Ms Holley.2749 In the absence of
records, information would be passed between staff orally.2750
1611. Ms Holley specifically remembers WN 503, who was recruited from HDLG and
provided “an interesting insight into the way a States of Jersey care home for children
was run” as opposed to the ‘charity focus’ which was prevalent at Brig-y-Don.2751 She is
described as the driving force in the 1990s behind the Home’s progress in updating and
developing child care practice, as well as introducing paperwork and audit trails.2752
1612. During this period, there would be regular staff meetings and a system of supervision
evolved. Ms Holley recalls that on occasions where they were understaffed, other staff
2744
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would usually be flexible. She believes that “the low turnover of staff at Brig-y-Don
meant that children were provided with continuity”.2753 Ms Holley opined that it was
very valuable having these core members of staff who really cared and knew the children
well.2754
1613. In the 1990s, Ms Holley did begin to be formally supervised by someone within
Children’s Services, generally the Children’s Officer. This was something she welcomed
as it allowed her to keep abreast of what was considered to be good child care.2755
1614. Ms Holley retired in December 2004, after 32 years at Brig-y-Don.2756
1615. An example of a staff meeting held in July 2007, after Ms Holley had left her role at
Brig-y-Don, provides an insight into the different challenges faced at this stage. 2757 It
notes that “the children in our care now are different from years ago” and “relationships
between staff and children are vitally important, if you have a problem then address it
and sort it out. Children have rights and they know them!” It goes on to note that
“Therapeutic Crisis Intervention (TCI) training will now be mandatory”.
Training
1616. Ms Holley did not recall any specific training that they would give to staff at Brig-yDon but says that staff were always invited and delighted to attend training run by the
States of Jersey for the States-run children’s homes.2758 In the absence of internal
training, Ms Holley recalls they the staff would “communicate a lot and discuss different
situations, so that people were comfortable with the children they were seeing to”.2759
Examples of the types of training/advice they did receive included:2760
1616.1 support from a Health Visitor about dealing with young babies;
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1616.2 training about how to spot signs of children who were being sexually abused and
how to communicate with such children;
1616.3 the National Children’s Home training programme in 1989;
1616.4 a fostering course so that staff at the Home could better prepare the children for
future fostering and work with the families to manage the transition;
1616.5 targeted training provided by Pat Curtis on useful ways to deal with challenging
children.
1617. Ms Holley noted that there were “limits to the training and qualification of staff at
Brig-y-Don”, which meant that they had to obtain external support as much as necessary,
for example when medical issues arose.2761 Ms Holley was protective of her staff and
wanted them to work within the limits of their training and not beyond.2762
Key worker system
1618. Ms Holley recalls that the ‘key worker’ system was introduced at Brig-y-Don in the
1990s, following training provided by Pat Curtis. This involved each child having set
one-on-one time with an assigned member of staff and ensured that each child was
attended to on an equal basis. The child and the Key Worker would spend a few hours per
week together away from the premises and the Key Worker would be involved in order to
assist the transition of the child into independent living or foster care when they left. A
system of “co-workers” was also introduced, in order to provide a secondary dedicated
person for the child if the Key Worker was not around. Ms Holley described this system
as “excellent” and said her only regret was not introducing it earlier.2763 The system
would run in parallel to the child having a CCO and the idea was that they both had the
same goal of the child being happy.2764
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Culture
1619. Ms Holley recalled that, upon her arrival, she was told that the Home should be run as
if it were a family, although prior to that it had been operating more as a convalescent
home. She considered the ethos to be that the staff should be as friendly, helpful and
caring as possible.2765
1620. Ms Holley felt that it was important to ensure that Brig-y-Don was not
institutionalised, while also establishing a routine in order to make children feel
secure.2766
1621. Ms Holley considered that it was important for children to do activities in the
community, as long as they had downtime to “be who they were” as well. She also put
emphasis on homework, with a member of staff always there to help and had good links
with schools.2767
1622. She acknowledged that one could never replace the family home and said that with
small children one would not aim to do that, but felt that they should aim to make it
comfortable and to have a warmth about it.2768
1623. Ms Holley also recalled introducing children’s meetings in the 1990s, which allowed
the residents to make their views known if they thought that something was not fair.2769
Governance
1624. Brig-y-Don was overseen by a Committee during its time as a Voluntary Home and
Margaret Holley says that during her time as Matron, she was answerable only to
them.2770 She viewed her main purpose as looking after the children and said that she
tried to stay out of anything that was political.2771
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1625. She believes that the membership of the Committee tended to be “pillars of the
community” from a range of professional backgrounds and there was always a
representative of Children’s Services on the Committee. Her understanding of the role of
the Children’s Office was to keep an eye on the children that were placed at Brig-yDon.2772 Some members were more involved than others and some would visit the Home
and get to know the staff.2773
1626. The Committee would meet monthly at the Home, during which Ms Holley would
present a short written report about what was happening and then expand on this orally.
At some point during her tenure, she began to attend the whole of the Committee
meetings rather than leaving after presenting her report. The Committee would then
prepare annual reports about how the Home operated and Ms Holley felt that they were
pleased with her performance.2774
1627. Although the Committee had overall responsibility for Brig-y-Don, Ms Holley recalled
that if they had any concerns about a child then they would raise these with Children’s
Services and in fact recalls two particular occasions when they did so, where there were
suspicions of abuse in the family home.2775
1628. As noted above, each child in the care of the States would also have a CCO. Ms Holley
recalls that most would come to the Brig-y-Don and take the child off the premises and
that some would spend a lot of time with the children.2776
1629. There was a period in the early 2000s in which the financial viability of Brig-y-Don
was in issue due to the growing preference of Children’s Services to place children under
the age of 11 in foster care rather than Brig-y-Don.2777 However, Ms Holley and others on
the Brig-y-Don Committee felt at that time that there was still a need for Brig-y-Don due
to the insufficiency of foster placements.2778

2772

Day 68/45
WS000575/3
2774 WS000575/5
2775 WS000575/21
2776 Day 68/75
2777 WD005488/40
2778 Day 68/553
2773

624

624

Culture: the residents’ perspective
1630. John Doublard was resident at the Home in the very early years of the period under
review, attending first just before WWII, and then again later in the 1940s. He says that
the Home was beautifully clean and the staff were excellent. He recalls there being about
12 children in residence at that time, and states that they received their schooling at the
Home.2779 He told the Panel that Brig-y-Don “was for me a home from home”.2780
1631. WN 118 was resident at the Home at the end of the 1950s and states that the staff were
nice.2781
1632. WN 23 was resident for a relatively short period in 1979 and described Brig-y-Don as
a big property on the east coast of Jersey. She said that, generally, it was a great place for
children – with lots of other kids her own age, a big garden, and it was close to the
beach.2782 She said that it was a big property, with a kitchen, dining room, a lounge area
and an office, which was effectively the Matron’s office. She describes there being about
six other residents. She said the staff were very strict about meals and she told the Panel
that she could recall being made to sit at the table and finish her meal after everyone else
had been able to go out and play.2783 She says she was fond of the staff.2784 She said that,
generally, she had very happy memories of the Home.2785
1633. WN 3 was also resident in the 1970s for about 2 years. She said the place had a homely
feel and the children used to have picnics on the beach and would go out to birthday
parties. WN 3 described there being around 10 children in residence, with two children in
each room.2786 She says the staff were really nice and she would like to have stayed at
Brig-y-Don long term.2787
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1634. WN 9 spent several short periods at the Home and described the Home as being rather
disorganised, and a place simply to deposit children for a while before they were sent
back home again.2788
Allegations of abuse
1635. For convenience, we set out below in tabular format the witness evidence considered
by the Inquiry regarding Brig-y-Don, giving the name or witness number of the relevant
witness and the day of the Inquiry hearings on which their evidence was provided:
Day(s)

Witness(es)

14

WN 9

20

WN 23

22

John Doublard

52

Reading in:
WN 343

59

Reading in:
WN 3

63

Opening/Summary of Evidence

65

Reading in:
WN 434
WN 118

139

Reading in:
WN 175

1636. Brig-y-Don is notable for the paucity of allegations of abuse made during Margaret
Holley’s tenure as Matron. WN 9 makes a single allegation of physical abuse at Brig-yDon, suggesting that she was knocked off a rocking horse in the hallway of the Home,
minutes after arriving for the first time.2789 She explained in her oral evidence that she
was so excited to see the rocking horse when she arrived that she jumped straight on it,
2788
2789
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The allegation is undated but is likely to date from the 1970s
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but was pulled off so violently that she got a black eye. In her oral evidence, WN 9
struggled to remember if this was an older child, in charge of the children, or one of the
staff members.2790 She also described the children having to go to the toilet with the door
open.2791 More generally, she described the Home as being rather disorganised, and a
place simply to deposit children for a while before they were sent back home again.2792
WN 9’s position was that she went into the Home for short periods while her mother
received medical attention or “dried out”.2793 She also recounted being separated from her
sister in the Home, which she found traumatic and caused her to stop eating. 2794 After
this, she was allowed to associate with her sister again.2795
Response to allegations of abuse
1637. In response to an allegation that a child was told to sit on the stairs until they had
finished their food, Ms Holley stated that no child was ever force-fed and those who did
not like the food would only be given a small amount. The only occasion she recalls on
which a child may be told to sit on the stairs would be if they misbehaved at bedtime and
were disturbing other children.2796
1638. In response to an allegation that a child was thrown to the ground when she sat on a
rocking horse, Ms Holley described herself as “gobsmacked” and said that she did not
think any member of staff would have been capable of such an act. She also believed that
it was incorrect that any siblings would have been separated at the Home.2797
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Brig-y-Don – States run Home: 2011 to present
Type and nature of the Home
1639. Following the recommendations of the Williamson Report, Brig-y-Don was
refurbished into a small unit run by the States2798 and reopened in June 2011, taking the
young people that were previously at Heathfield.
1640. Brig-y-Don consisted of, under the same management:
1640.1 Brig-y-Don House – “a residential home for young people aged between 10 and
16 years of age” that could cater for up to six residents;2799
1640.2 Brig-y-Don Flats – “residential accommodation for young people aged from 10 to
16 years plus”, providing a ‘supported living programme’ or, in emergency
situations, a package of one to one support for those with complex needs. There
were [two flats], one of which was specifically designed to accommodate residents
with complex needs.2800
1641. For the general points about the Home’s “Statement of Purpose and Function”, please
see below
Organisation/Management/Culture/Governance
1642. Admissions would be by application of the allocated social worker to the Placement &
Resource Panel, or in emergencies to the Manager of Residential and Secure Services.
Such emergency admissions could be accepted out of hours only with the authorisation of
a senior manager of children’s services and if there was a bedroom and appropriate
facilities available.2801 An Admission Policy and Procedure document demonstrates the
aim of making admissions as “pleasant and trouble-free as possible” and facilitating a
“comfortable settling-in period”. It notes that children would be provided with a
Children’s Guide and an information pack prior to their arrival at Brig-y-Don, that they
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would have an induction period of 4 weeks and that there would be an assessment of the
child’s needs completed within the first 2 weeks of their arrival.2802
1643. In the ‘Statement of Purpose and Function’ for Brig-y-Don House dated May 2013, the
staffing structure at the Home was set out as follows:2803
1643.1 a manager and/or Senior Shift Leader would be responsible for running the Home;
1643.2 each resident would have two key workers with responsibility for the “most
important aspects” of their care;
1643.3 the chef, domestic and waking night staff report directly to the manager or senior
shift leader in her absence;
1643.4 there should be at least one, if not two, members of staff on duty at any one time –
daily risk assessments would be carried out to ensure that sufficient staff were
available to adequately deal with the needs of residents;
1643.5 if fully occupied, the staffing levels would generally be:
1643.5.1 AM day shift – two care staff (sometimes three during holidays), one ancillary
staff;
1643.5.2 PM day shift – three care staff; one ancillary staff (none during weekends);
1643.5.3 night shift – one care staff (sleeping) and one care staff (waking).
1643.6 The qualifications and experience of the 12 care staff, as well as that of the chef,
are set out, with the vast majority having many years’ experience working with
children and young people.2804
1643.7 In October 2012, there were three children in Brig-y-Don House and one child
with “multiple emotional and physical problems” in one of the flats.2805 The BoV
noted in their annual report that:
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“Despite all its obvious advantages Brig-y-Don does not appear to have the feel or the
same happy relaxed atmosphere that the smaller homes…appear to have achieved”;
1643.7.1 the larger size, wider age range and staff changes may have contributed to this;
1643.7.2 staff are friendly and professional and doing their best to deal with challenging
behaviours.
1644. Around June 2013, a letter was drafted to the Minister of H&SS on behalf of the
Honorary Police, expressing “serious concerns they have regarding the control of a
number of young people currently housed at Brig-y-Don”. It was expressed that this was
leading to significant additional pressures on Honorary Police Officers and a request was
made to facilitate a meeting.2806 Before this was sent, an email was written by ACI Lee
Turner of the SOJP, noting that a recent increase in the number of missing person reports
received from the Home was partly due to an SOJP direction as a result of concerns about
child sexual exploitation and a small number of girls being considered “high risk”.2807
Phil Dennett gave evidence that the children’s services were a key partner agency in
Operation Vessel and that one of the ways in which they were responding to the
vulnerability to child sexual exploitation of children in care was that as soon as somebody
went missing, it was considered to be high risk and therefore people would respond
accordingly. He thought that the reasons for children at Brig-y-Don absconding was due
to a combination of factors, including the lack of stability and good relationships that
provide an emotional attachment for young people.2808 Constable Norman responded to
this by noting concerns about the safety of a number of youths and about the “regular
occurrence that intoxicated youths are returned to Brig-y-Don only to simply be picked
up again half an hour later having simply walked out”. He suggests a meeting with the
Health Department to discuss “whether certain individuals would be better placed in
more secure homes in the interest of their own safety and that of the other less active
youths”.2809
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1645. By October 2013, there were six children resident, all of whom were described by the
Board of Visitors as “challenging in their individual ways”. The BoV Annual Report
notes overall that they are:
“Very concerned regarding the current situation at Brig-y-Don. In our opinion there
appears to be a lack of leadership and a general feeling of the staff being at a loss to
know how best to deal with the many challenging situations that arise. We feel that the
culture of the home needs to change in order to provide a suitable environment for the
[young persons] to grow and develop”.2810
1646. They also note specifically:2811
1646.1 the Home has “the character of a turbulent Children’s Home” despite the staff’s
efforts;
1646.2 the facilities, cleanliness and catering at the Home were of a high standard and
many key workers demonstrated great commitment to the young persons in their
care;
1646.3 the dynamic changed with each new admission and there had been a large degree
of turnover;
1646.4 several of the young persons were waiting for suitable foster placements, making
it hard for them to remain positive;
1646.5 there was no apparent sense of community between the residents.
1647. A Children’s Services Report2812 sets out, for 2012 and 2013, the number of “Datix
Reports” at Brig-y-Don that recorded:
1647.1 For 2012:
1647.1.1

reports requesting police attendance – 11

1647.1.2

reports that recorded physical restraint – 3
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1647.1.3

reports that recorded violence and aggression incidents – 33

1647.2 For 2013:
1647.2.1

reports requesting police attendance – 29

1647.2.2

reports that recorded physical restraint – 11

1647.2.3

reports that recorded violence and aggression incidents – 95

1648. Furthermore, an email from the H&SS Health and Safety Manager dated November
2013 notes that there were 127 incidents that had been reported on Datix, dating back to
2011, none of which had been noted as having investigated.2813 In evidence, Mr Dennett
thought that investigations were happening, but managers were not signing off these
investigations electronically.2814
1649. A meeting was held in March 2014 between Phil Dennett and the manager of Brig-yDon, in which Mr Dennett expressed “great concerns regarding Brig-y-Don”.2815 He
acknowledged that the situation was complex, but noted that other outside agencies in
addition to the BoV had expressed their concerns about the situation at the Home. The
manager considered that there was a lack of senior structure at the Home which made it
difficult to deal with the large number of complex cases. During this meeting, Mr Dennett
explained that the manager would be moved into a different team and that Joe Kennedy
would go into Brig-y-Don. In his second statement to the Inquiry, Mr Dennett that areas
of concern at Brig-y-Don included: “children absconding; an increase in the use of
restraint and challenging behaviour by young people”.2816 =
1650. Mr Dennett said that he felt that as well as there being some “challenging young
people there”, some of the staff were not engaging enough with the children and that
“something was not quite right”. He thought that it could be partly explained by the
political decision to use Brig-y-Don, a six-bedded children’s home, when his preference
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would have been for much smaller three-bedded units.2817 When asked why Children’s
Services were still having such problems in dealing with children with behavioural
difficulties having built up a knowledge base since the Kathie Bull Report in 2003, Mr
Dennett explained that the small number of children remaining in residential care were
“probably the most challenging” and that Brig-y-Don remained a problem, but some
changes were made in order to bring stability for the residents.2818 He also stated that an
outside person, Mike Weldrick, was brought in to analyse each and every report where
physical restraint had to be used.2819
1651. By October 2014, the IVYP reported that there had been a number of changes that
enabled Brig-y-Don to move forward and to “no longer be in a ‘state of crisis’”, “though
there is some way still to go”.2820 “These included:2821
1651.1 rooms being newly refurbished and improved all-round relationships;
1651.2 the project lead doing regular daytime hours as opposed to shifts;
1651.3 routines being put in place and there being a unity of purpose among staff.
1652. The IVYP also reported on the Brig-y-Don Flat, noting that “the small staff
team…continue to strive to provide the very best practice and achieve the highest levels
of personalised care for the YP [young person] in their care…a number of admirable
strategies have been put in place which allow for behaviour management, self-advocacy
and autonomy for the YP.” Criticisms are made of the accommodation, which mean that
the young person has to live in “virtual isolation” and of the “very limited educational
opportunity” for the young person. Furthermore, there were concerns that the ‘lone
worker policy’ left staff in a vulnerable position in which they call the police when an
incident occurs and they cannot get additional support, leading to the young person
spending a night in a police cell.2822
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Allegations of abuse
1653. The daily occupancy records for Brig-y-Don for 10 October 2011 contain a reference
to a girl alleging that a male member of staff touched her inappropriately. It was recorded
that the girl had barricaded herself in the lounge and was threatening the staff. The police
were called “to assist”.2823
1654. An incident recorded on 15 May 2013 describes a male resident complaining of being
tipped out of bed by two male staff members and being restrained with excessive force.
He says he felt ill and that is why he had not got out of bed to get ready for school. It is
recorded that the police attended and handcuffed the boy, because he was shouting and
screaming. The record does not appear to deal with this incident as a complaint by the
boy; rather the opposite. It is recorded that: “Resident X informs me that he has no ill
feeling towards staff A and B and would prefer to apologise to them in his own way.”2824
1655. On 9 December 2013, a court-appointed psychologist, Christine Tizzard, contacted
Sean Pontin, Head of Children’s Social Work, to make a disclosure of alleged physical
and sexual abuse of residents by staff at Brig-y-Don. She described the position as
extremely concerning and said that it required investigation. Of note is the following:
“My office have so far this morning been directed to make seven calls to different
numbers without success in order to make a disclosure. I have now been advised the most
effective manner is to contact you by email.”2825
Reporting of abuse by residents
1656. In the first two allegations as listed above, our understanding is that the incidents were
dealt with not as allegations of abuse requiring further investigation, but as disciplinary
incidents against the children, each prompting the attendance of the police.
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Response to allegations of abuse
1657. As described above, in May 2013 there was an allegation from one resident that he had
been tipped out of bed by staff and being restrained using painful wrist locks.2826 The
relevant staff member described removing the child’s duvet and mattress as instructed by
his line manager and then, having been assaulted by the child, using a restraint to deescalate or hold the child until the police had arrived. The staff member stated that he was
happy about how the restraint had been carried out and said that the resident was in no
pain.2827
1658. The Inquiry did not receive witness statements from any members of staff working at
Brig-y-Don during the period when it was run by the States of Jersey. As a result, any
further allegations of abuse have not been responded to.
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Les Chenes
1659. The evidence obtained by the Inquiry as to Les Chenes/Greenfields has been analysed
by reference to the different individuals in charge of the institution at the time.
1660. Under the Children (Jersey) Law 1969, the Education Committee was required to
ensure that adequate provision was made for the care and custody of young offenders.
Principally the Committee was concerned with juveniles (under 16) on remand awaiting
trial and those found guilty of criminal offences and committed to the care of the
Committee by the Court. Les Chenes took over the remand role that had previously and
controversially been designated to HDLG. It was initially intended that Les Chenes
should have both teaching and care staff.2828 At the outset Les Chenes was overseen by an
Advisory Committee and subsequently by a Governing Body, although it is not
immediately apparent when this changed. Following the designation of Les Chenes as a
remand centre alone in 2003 (at which point it changed its name to Greenfields), the
Governing Body was soon replaced by a Board of Visitors, modelled on the prison
system. The Principal of Les Chenes was answerable to the Education Committee and the
Director of Education until 2003. When care staff were introduced in late 2003, the newly
named Greenfields was then overseen by the Health and Social Services Committee. For
more information on the oversight of Les Chenes, see the section on ‘Political Oversight’
below and particularly the evidence of Ron McLean.
1977–1988: Tom McKeon
1661. Tom McKeon was the first principal of Les Chenes. He was principal from May
19772829 to 1988. He had worked at St Edwards an approved school in the UK – the last
approved school in the UK to close. The school did not have a secure unit. Children were
placed in a dormitory on admission. While working there he remembers meeting John
Rodhouse, Charles Smith and the President of the Education Committee who were factfinding with the intention of opening a residential school in Jersey. He was invited to
apply for the post of principal at Les Chenes.
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1662. He told the Inquiry that his brief was “to establish a residential school that would
provide for children who were placed on remand by the courts and who would require
extended periods of residential care. That was about as far as the brief went.”2830 He was
given what he described as a “blank sheet”.2831 The original school was a farm
property.2832 He was involved in the building plans. These included the construction of a
secure suite, which he said followed “the Home Office Guidelines of the time”.2833 The
four cells that were built “met the requirements of the day”.
1663. Mario Lundy joined Les Chenes as deputy principal within a short time of the school
opening. He told the Inquiry that there was a mistaken perception that Les Chenes was a
children’s home: it was “an approved school and remand centre for young offenders and
juveniles who were out of control”.2834 It had also been necessary to establish a school in
the Island following the abolition of approved schools in the UK and the difficulty of
making placements from Jersey into community schools with education in the UK.
Management/Organisation
(i) Merit award scheme
1664. Children were first admitted to the school in 1978.2835 Tom McKeon introduced a merit
award scheme (“MAS”) – based on a system used in an assessment centre in
Birmingham2836 – which the Advisory Committee of Les Chenes referred to as a
behaviour modification scheme.2837 The minutes recorded that Tom McKeon’s aim:
“…. is not only to contain the children but also to modify their existing behavioural
patterns. It is necessary to observe and record behavioural patterns and attempt to
reinforce desirable behaviour and eliminate undesirable behaviour. One element of the
programme is the Merit Award System whereby boys gain and lose points, as a result of
their work and behaviour. Boys receive pocket money averaging each week 50p per head,
2830
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depending on the points gained. The money is held on account for each boy and it is
earned by gardening, cleaning, etc. In reply to a question on the frequency of home leave
Mr McKeon stated that in the first two weeks, a boy has no contact with home, but can
then go home at the end of every six weeks. However, if a boy has misbehaved and lost
points he could lose this privilege. Children who cannot go home for various social
reasons, could go out for the day with a member of staff, e.g. sailing or fishing. The boys
need a break from Les Chenes from time to time, and must maintain contact with the
community to which they will eventually return.”
1665. The system was set out in detail in an eight-page document dated October 1978
initialled by Tom McKeon.2838 It provided for point scoring based on an assessment of
behaviour by staff over any given day at the school producing positive and negative
scores. There was a table of negative behaviours and the maximum scoring against each
(i.e “unacceptable behaviour at meal times: – 50”), “The individual elements of the tariff
are necessarily vague so that they are open to interpretation by staff as needs
dictate”.2839 The system allowed for rewards depending on the number of points. The
most significant was the “leave programme” which entitled a child to go home if he had
accumulated a certain number of points. The system of points might be seen as overly
complex and difficult for residents at the school to work out. There were rewards within
the school: tokens and pocket money. Tom McKeon explained the basis of the system:
“….it is being used within the school to promote a general improvement in attitude
towards work and general behaviour. At this time it has not been utilised to attack
specific elements of behaviour. That is not to say that it could not be used for this purpose
nor that through altering general attitudes specific elements of behaviour are not
improved”2840
1666. Tom McKeon told the Inquiry he never had cause to regret the choice of a behavioural
model over a therapeutic model. He felt there was a place for support and therapy
alongside the MAS. Full use was made of an educational psychologist and a clinical
2838
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psychologist. He was able to approach the Clinical Psychologist directly. Les Chenes did
provide support and therapy “as and when needed”.2841
1667. At the outset some members of the Education Committee viewed Les Chenes as a
junior prison – young people should serve a sentence and be released into the community
at the end of the sentence. The Education Committee were against the idea of home leave.
Tom McKeon told the Inquiry,
“My own philosophy was totally opposed to that, but I did have to persuade them that
children should have regular consistent, extended contact with the home and time away
from Les Chenes. That's a very important part in developing the circumstances for their
reintegration into the community…I do fervently believe that contact with family is an
essential element of any residential care provision.”2842
1668. Mario Lundy agreed that when Les Chenes first opened the external expectation was
that because the majority of placements were either remanded or sent by the courts the
residents “would not go home”. He told the Inquiry that the MAS was a way of
encouraging people to look at the treatment of offenders differently, “you need to build
on the relationships that exist between the young person and the community and their
families”.2843 Mr Lundy would not be drawn on whether in fact the MAS was “one size
fits all”:
“Those young people were not placed at Les Chenes because there was an alternative
approach, they were placed at Les Chenes because the referring agency felt that the
approach that we had was in the best interests of those young people”.2844
1669. Tom McKeon told the Inquiry that he believed that MAS “was effective during the
time that I was principal at Les Chenes”.2845 The linkage of points to home leave was
something that he had introduced on to the model he had adopted from the Birmingham
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assessment centre.2846 He described its use as “a management tool...it is not the central
part of the life of the school”.2847
1670. To prevent points from being awarded arbitrarily and inconsistently (a criticism to be
made by Dr Bull 20 years on) Tom McKeon would carry out a daily review of the
incident book in which points were recorded. Weekly staff meetings would include
discussion about points. He accepted that there was inconsistency, “we did all we could to
mitigate the risks of inconsistency”.2848
1671. Mario Lundy did not come across a teacher using the system in spite to punish a child
and prevent them going home. Consistency was discussed “pretty regularly at staff
meetings … the system was a framework … it was important to have conversations with
people about why they lost points...what can we do to avoid this behaviour...you would
always know if there was somebody at risk for not going home...you could take a child
aside…we need to do something about that”.2849
1672. Monique Webb recalls some staff being “a bit fickle” about the points system.2850
1673. For Mario Lundy, it would have been unusual for a child not to go home: something he
said would have had to have gone “pretty wrong …Staff would be very keen on ensuring
that young people got home at weekends”. In his view without the MAS, “young people
were more prone to arbitrary decisions being made by members of staff…we had pretty
much eradicated that type of inconsistency”. 2851
1674. Derek Carter remembers that he would be spoken to by the Principal or the Deputy if
he had been excessive in awarding or deducting points.2852
1675. Monique Webb remembers that some of the children went home regularly every
weekend but others not so often: the majority went home more often than she would have
thought:
2846
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“But I mean you could get home quite easily on the points system. As long as you kept
your head down and you did your lessons and you did your cleaning and your bed and
everything else the way you should it was quite easy to get the 350 or whatever points
they needed.”2853
1676. The MAS was in use throughout her time at Les Chenes. She found it a useful tool and
that children generally knew how it worked “they could see the sense in it”. She could not
remember any child complaining about the system.2854 She never had misgivings about
linking home visits with home leave, although now she understood the reasons why
children should have been able to go home regardless. Some parents did not care less
whether or not their children were at home. She thought the system worked well for the
staff too.2855
1677. Jonathan Chinn [1982–2003] remembers the MAS being in use for the majority of the
time that he taught at Les Chenes. When he first joined the school “I think I must have
shadowed somebody for the first week or first few days to see how it works”. The MAS
would be discussed with students in school assemblies, “I think towards the end we took
the negatives off, you could only have positive points”. He did think that MAS helped to
modify children’s behaviour. The principal or deputy principal would know which
members of staff were allotting points as their initials would have to be put against their
entries.2856
1678. In 1987 the Principal presented a report to the Governing Board, recording that it was
the 10th anniversary of Les Chenes. The report noted that the MAS was on its “third
major variation” in recognition of the fact that any system “becomes more complex in its
operation and less relevant to a particular group of children. It is essential that they
identify with what becomes their system to the development of which they have made a
significant contribution”. 2857
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1679. Mario Lundy had taken the figures in the same report to conclude in his statement that
70 per cent of those leaving Les Chenes in the 10 years “had done well in exams, had
made better decisions in their lives and had gone on to get a job”. He accepted that this
was not what the 1987 report stated but took issue with the suggestion that he was
portraying Les Chenes in a better light.2858
(ii) Use of restraint
1680. In his evidence to the Inquiry, Tom McKeon said that physical restraint was to be
viewed “very much as a last resort”:
If you were having a difficult confrontation situation with a child then step one was to try
to defuse the situation, by whatever means were available: talking quietly, using humour,
whatever, to try to defuse a difficult situation. Only when the child acted in such a way
that he represented a threat to himself or others would it be appropriate to restrain him
and then to use the minimum amount of force necessary to hold the child.”2859
1681. Because there was no formal approach that had been determined through training
people had to and did “instinctively use the amount of force necessary to restrain the
child”.2860 Mr McKeon told the Inquiry that he had never seen a member of staff hit a
child, but that he had witnessed a member of staff pushing a child against a wall.
1682. In her 16 years working at the school, Monique Webb could not remember having to
take a child to see a doctor or to hospital because of injury sustained at the school, “I can
never remember that happening. It might have done”.2861 She says that some of the
children could be very difficult and challenging and some quite violent but that she never
received guidance on how to deal with violent behaviour in the time that she was there.
She says that children were never violent towards her. There was never any problem for
her if a situation did escalate as there would always be a male teacher in the next room:
she could call somebody straight away.2862
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1683. Jonathan Chinn [1982–2003] thinks that the first restraint training he received was in
2003. Until then “we debriefed each other when restraint happened and talked about it
and which was the safest and best way for the student”. He used his own initiative when
devising a safe means of restraint, “A sort of bear hug around the arms so [you] restrict
the arms so the arms are not flying about. …de-escalation is the most important thing of
working with these sorts of students because the last thing you want is to be restraining a
student you have been spending 40 hours a week with, as a last resort”.2863
(iii) Use of corporal punishment
1684. Tom McKeon told the Inquiry that, in his 10 years as Principal, “corporal punishment
was administered on about a dozen occasions and in the last three or four years, no
corporal punishment was administered at all”. Its use was abolished by the Education
Committee in schools in the mid-1980s.2864 He said: “My view as of today is that
corporal punishment is an inappropriate way of dealing with children’s behaviour”.2865
He explained his approach to caning a child.2866
1685. Mario Lundy remembers corporal punishment being used but infrequently. He did not
think it was effective; it built up feelings of resentment. He remembers that there would
always be an adult present as a witness and that the caning would be recorded, setting out
the number of strokes and the reason.2867
1686. Jonathan Chinn thought that corporal punishment went completely against the ethos of
the school, “We worked with the students and they were there 24/7 some of them. We
were there to encourage them to move forward. We certainly were not there to punish the
students – I think Les Chenes was probably ahead of its time, they did not want to use
corporal punishment”.2868
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(iv) Use of secure accommodation as punishment
1687. Tom McKeon could remember only “two or three times” when it had been necessary
to use the secure accommodation because of a child’s behaviour. He did not think it was
appropriate, adding “that’s probably why it was used so very sparingly”. It is not clear
whether he thought it was inappropriate to use at the time.2869
1688. Monique Webb could not remember the cells being used for punishment “ever”.2870
1689. Jonathan Chinn remembers that in the early days when he joined “the secure suites
would go months without being used...they were used for storage at one point [and] as a
games room for a massive Scalextric set”.
1690. Derek Carter was not aware in his time working in the school of the secure cells being
used to punish residents.2871
(v) Discipline generally
1691. Tom McKeon remembered only one occasion when he had had to reprimand a member
of staff for the way he had handled a child “the intervention was totally inappropriate
and unacceptable”. He had seen WN 246 push a child against a wall; he had sent the
child back into class and spoken to the member of staff. He did not tell the child that he
thought the member of staff had acted unjustly. He did not take any internal disciplinary
action, “I just orally warned the member of staff and made a note on his file”. He was
satisfied that the situation was monitored because “this member of staff was not working
alone”.2872 He did not think at the time that what he had seen did amount to gross
misconduct. Had the child been struck that would have been gross misconduct leading to
immediate suspension and a recommendation for dismissal.2873
1692. He did not think that the staff’s judgment had been clouded in wanting to protect WN
246 rather than the interests of children at the school or that they would have allowed the
safety of children to be compromised. He agreed that in balancing the approach of a
2869

Day 77/67
Day 70/57
2871 Day 96/131
2872 Day 77/75
2873 Day 77/126
2870

644

644

compassionate employer on the one hand and the interests of the child on the other, the
child’s interests were paramount.2874
1693. Tom McKeon provided a “Principal’s Report to the Advisory Committee” some time
in 1979. The following emerges from the Report:
1693.1 Admissions to Les Chenes were based on “recommendations made by the
Children’s Department to the Royal Court that a child be taken into care and
placed at Les Chenes”. The Principal recommended that there be a case conference
at the point where recommendation for placement was “a real possibility” and that
Les Chenes take part in the case conference at that stage.
1693.2 When children were admitted they were given a full medical.
1693.3 Since opening, the school had had the services of an educational psychologist and
the principle careers officer
1693.4 Each child had a dedicated CCO who attended case conferences at the school and
would see the child at the same time
1693.5 The Principal visited each home once a term and had the parents come to the
school at least once a term:
“In short I attempt to establish good dialogue and a working relationship with the
parents. However, I do not possess the expertise required to become involved in
family dynamics and therapy and the school is involved mainly and quite properly
in the treatment of the child and not his parents. The concern is that there is a
generally held view that effectiveness of much of our work is diminished unless
there is work undertaken with the family. The present system does not appear to
fulfil that requirement adequately and this is presently being discussed and
reviewed. I hope that positive proposals will be forthcoming before the next
meeting”.
1693.6 Self-help and educational programmes were outlined:
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“The majority of children placed at the school are for a variety of reasons, retarded…
…the boys work hard in school to earn their leave and other privileges so value them
greatly”.2875
1694. The minutes recording the review noted that the Home Leave Programme appeared to
be working well.2876
1695. In 1978, Tom McKeon produced a Handbook for the school.2877 The Handbook may
be judged to be prescriptive in tone – pages 175–180 set out a timetable from 7.30 until
10.30 pm, with the evening routine delineated 4.30 pm – 4.40 pm – 4.55 pm–5.20 pm6.15 pm – 8.00 pm – 8.30 pm – 8.45 pm -9.00 pm – 10.30 pm. Also included are
procedures on handover, night supervision, clothing as well as a separate section (“Part
Two”) on the merit award scheme. The Handbook also provided guidance on the use of
the secure rooms.2878
1696. In evidence, Tom McKeon remembers that he visited most families on a termly
basis,2879 he provided parents with regular progress reports and he welcomed visits
whenever parents wished. He told Inquiry Panel Member Alyson Leslie that in a week
there would be anything “between three and half a dozen occasions when parents would
come to the school”. There was a sitting room for visiting families and they could wander
round the grounds.2880 Although parents could come any time, “not many of them did
mind you” recalls Monique Webb, although the visits were welcomed by staff.2881
1697. Tom McKeon believed that during his tenure thought was given to alternatives to
placement at Les Chenes, “Through the Educational psychology service young people
would be supported … there was work done through the children’s department and the
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Probation service”. The decision to place a child at Les Chenes was “never taken
lightly”.2882
1698. There was written prescriptive guidance on home leave. During the initial 2 weeks of
placement (whether remand or welfare) “there would be no visits from parents, allowing
the child to adjust to his own surroundings”. Mr McKeon told the Inquiry that this
applied to all children. When asked to what end was contact with the family prohibited
regardless of the behaviour of the child in the first 2 weeks, Tom McKeon replied:
“When I reflect on that I would say that was inappropriate. I ca not now see any reason
why children were not able to have contact with their parents during that two week
settling in period. It probably would have been advantageous to all concerned”.2883
1699. When asked by the Panel “Why not just give the child time at home?”, Tom McKeon
replied that “I think it was very important with the children that we were working with to
move from a situation where immediate gratification was the norm to the notion of
working towards something that is meaningful”.2884
(vi) Use of the secure suite and secure cells
1700. In 1983, written “Arrangements for Children Placed on remand at Les Chenes
Residential School” were produced by Tom McKeon.2885 The document is significant in
the history of Les Chenes, reflecting the rationale behind the use of the secure unit when
children were first admitted to the school:
“the aim with children on remand has been to expose them to a process characterised by
the establishment and achievement of behavioural goals, marked by the granting of
rewards and enhanced status within the school.”
“When children first arrive at the school ‘on remand’ or indeed on placement via other
means, they are normally placed in the secure accommodation for the purpose of
sleeping. In extreme circumstances, the ‘secure suite’ in conjunction with the ball court,
2882
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could, for a short period of time, be used to ‘contain’ children who could not be
integrated into the normal operation of the school.
Once a child had settled in (showing ‘reasonable controlled patterns of behaviour”) he
was to be moved to one of the bedrooms ‘in the main house’.”
1701. The paper recognised that some children had been held on remand at the School “in
excess of many sentences at the Young Offenders Centre…or at Prison’.
1702. The use of the cell on admission was not a means of control, “I think it would have
been singularly inappropriate for secure accommodation to be used in that way”.

2886

Later Tom McKeon added, in response to a Panel question, “I do not think you can
resolve a problem by locking it away … on the very odd occasion when children were
locked away because of their presenting behaviour it was something that caused me great
anxiety”.2887 Mr McKeon agreed that locking a child in the first night was to both prevent
them running away when short staffed and to make the child feel secure. How that made
the child feel secure depended on how it was managed, he told the Inquiry.2888
1703. The 1983 paper concludes:
“At Les Chenes we rely heavily on the interaction which exists between staff and pupils
and work towards the development of trust and responsibility. Inevitably where the
human element dominates there is a potential margin of error and while every effort must
be made to minimise risks, unfortunate incidents might occur.”2889
1704. In his evidence to the Inquiry, Tom McKeon explained the rationale behind a child
being placed in a secure cell on their first night:
“When children were placed at Les Chenes on remand there was a requirement that they
would be available to appear before the court when the Court required them to attend so
that there was a need for security…they were not locked on the secure suite in the day
time, it was just a place to sleep.”
2886
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1705. Jonathan Chinn remembered that children on remand would come up to the school in a
prison van from the court.2890 If children entered via Children’s Services they would
arrive with a file which would have been passed to the Principal and Deputy Principal
“…and there would have been a conversation about that child’s needs…you would not
have a child come into the school and you would not know how to approach him or what
his past problems were. You would need to know something about him…I would have
known…I think we would all have known” about a child’s domestic circumstances,
although he relied also on what he was told by the Principal and Deputy Principal.2891
1706. As noted above, in his evidence to the Inquiry, Tom McKeon stated that a child placed
in secure on admission would be locked in to the cell for the first night. 2892 When asked
why there was a need to lock the room, Mr McKeon replied: “in the absence of any
constant staff presence to provide security for the child you had to lock the door and that
was at a time when the staff presence was at its minimum”.2893
1707. He told the Inquiry that children on welfare placements would not be placed in the
secure suite – it was only those on remand. Other children would be placed in one of the
bedrooms. This appeared at odds with the 1983 text, although the discrepancy was not
taken up with Mr McKeon in evidence. There had been a “misunderstanding” of the
system he told the Inquiry.2894 When passages of his statement were put to Mr McKeon
describing CCOs dropping children off who would sleep in secure,2895 he replied “to the
best of his recollection it was only children who were on remand…there were very few
children who came by alternate routes”.2896 The rationale for staying in the secure suite
was “to get to know the child, to make sure that the child was settling in reasonably well,
to try to determine were there any problems of interaction between the child and other
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children…the process we adopted seemed to work perfectly well for the children…it was
never seen as punitive” .2897
1708. During his tenure, Tom McKeon felt that the school had had “a very good relationship
with the Juvenile Court and the Royal Court…there was a dialogue between ourselves
and the Juvenile Court in particular that was extremely helpful...there was a good
understanding of what we were trying to achieve and the way we were going about
it”.2898
1709. Tom McKeon was asked to respond to the evidence of WN 651 who in 1986 had spent
his first 2 weeks on admission in a secure cell at night and that he had felt scared and
isolated. It was not an account that “resonated” with Mr McKeon:
“I’m not aware of any child who experienced difficulties with that and I attribute that to
the sensitive way in which it was managed by members of staff.”2899
1710. He told the Inquiry that he had discussed the use of the cells with John Birtwhistle and
Peter Gilchrist, both Educational Psychologists, and with John Hollywood, a Psychiatrist.
They had not questioned the use of the cells per se:
“ … what they considered to be important … was that the child should be dealt with
sensitively when going into the bedroom, that the child should feel supported and not
isolated when in the bedroom and that it should not be addressed in an aggressive
way”.2900
1711. Mario Lundy appended to his statement “Admissions to Les Chenes Residential School,
Implications of a change in age group” which he believed the school produced in
1985/1986.2901 The trigger for the paper was a reduction in the number of placements
through the courts and what was termed “a perceived need for an appropriate provision
for young offenders in the age band slightly beyond that catered for at Les Chenes”.
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1712. Mario Lundy remembers that children on being placed at Les Chenes would go
through a 6-week assessment which would include an educational assessment: an
educational psychologist would also assess and consider the therapeutic needs of the
child. On admission the child would arrive with limited paperwork: the school would
obtain as quickly as possible the educational and social services records. Children’s
services would supply records but not “invariably”. Staff were not expected to read the
files although they were made available to them.2902 Mr Lundy told the Panel that the sixweek assessment period would culminate with a report that went on the child’s file. It
assessed educational position, attainment, educational needs, relationships with staff and
other pupils, family relationships, and any changes that occurred. 2903 He believed that a
number of young people at Les Chenes needed more than periodic assessment by a
psychiatrist and probably needed a bespoke programme of therapy.2904
1713. Tom McKeon agreed with Dr Bull’s view, over 20 years later, that “the use of the
secure suite for all young people on entry to Les Chenes is most unacceptable” and that
what had changed since his time as principal was that there was “an increasing number of
youngsters that had been placed on voluntary order … whose presenting problems were
of a psychological rather than an offending nature…I think that the nature of the
placements had significantly changed over time.”2905
(vii) Routine
1714. The timetable has already been touched on above. Monique Webb [1979–1994] was
employed as a matron and teacher at Les Chenes, although she was not a qualified
teacher. In her time there she remembers the mix of remand and welfare placements
being about even, although the school never seemed to have a settled number of children.
When girls were allowed in the school, she remembers that there were never more than
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four girls in the school in the time that she worked there. 2906 She remembers that they
only took children aged between 11 up to about 17.
1715. Monique Webb remembers that the hours were longer than the teaching job she had
had before:
“Those long days were hard going from 7.30 in the morning to 5.30 because you had to
be acutely aware of what was going on around you all the time and by the time you had
worked from 7.30 in the morning until 5.30 you had had enough by the time 5.30 came
along. But I did not notice it much at the beginning, but the older I got I did notice it and
then the next day you did not come on until 5.30 and then you were on until 10.30”.2907
She told the Inquiry that she was very happy at Les Chenes and enjoyed her job.
1716. Jonathan Chinn would teach on two days during the week and worked in the evenings
on two days doing activities and sport. He would have one day off. At the weekend he
would normally work both days – “general management”. The school drew on supply
staff which he felt was a “bonus” to the school.2908 On the evening shift there would be
three staff; only in later years did the number of residents go up to 20 and then it had an
impact on the activities in the evening.2909 In his evidence he set out in detail the daily
and evening routines.2910
1717. For Derek Carter, the routine was “fairly strict...the routine was strict in term time
because we had to commit to certain times for lessons…in the evening the priority was to
get the children settled before the night staff came on”.2911
(viii) Exams/Careers
1718. Jonathan Chinn remembers that sixth form college was not considered for those at the
school; by contrast, vocational courses at Highlands College – catering, building trade,
beautician - “we definitely pushed them” to go to Highlands.
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(ix) Staffing
1719. Tom McKeon told the Inquiry that when the school started “the vast majority who
were employed at Les Chenes were...teachers” although the housekeeper was treated as a
very important member of staff. The reason for employing teachers was that they had
qualifications and experiences that related to child development, communication with
children and supporting children.2912 Staff at the school “had worked in special schools,
with children with special educational needs or in Community Homes in the UK. It was
difficult to recruit the right staff at the outset.”2913 At the outset, the pay offered by the
Education Committee was not as good; there were fewer holidays. In his report to the
Advisory Committee in 1979 Tom McKeon presented the difficulties this made for Les
Chenes:
“These factors leave us some considerable way behind similar schools in the UK
and could well continue to create considerable problems of recruitment in the
future”.2914
1720. Tom McKeon told the Inquiry that he was able to negotiate better terms and conditions
for teaching staff. Initially, staff were recruited from the UK; it later became possible to
recruit from local schools.2915
1721. In 1987 Tom McKeon wrote to John Rodhouse, the Director of Education agreeing
with Mr Rodhouse’s concerns that care and teaching were becoming separate which Mr
McKeon saw as “most regrettable”:
“One of the great strengths of the school is that we have a staff, composed
predominantly of teachers, who undertake a combined commitment to the
educational and social programmes of the school. They use the skills of the
teacher not only in the classroom but throughout their varied contacts with
children. I am personally convinced that it is only because of the qualities and
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experience of such staff we can make progress with those children who have
proved difficult to even contain in a wide range of settings.”2916
1722. In evidence to the Inquiry, Tom McKeon recognised that as “the nature of children or
the nature of children presenting problems changed there was a greater need for people
who were specialist providers of care”.2917
1723. For Mario Lundy, the idea at the outset in just having an all-teacher staff was to
promote consistency in terms of standards and expectations of behaviour rather than
having care staff come in in the evenings as happened with similar models in the UK.2918
He remembered that in the early days of Les Chenes “if we advertised [a teaching post]
we would probably get 40/50 applicants...we got a lot of interest”. He recognised that
teachers at Les Chenes had to be prepared to work long hours and to give up traditional
teacher holiday periods.2919
1724. When asked to explain why it was that WN 246 was still working with young people at
Les Chenes in the light of what was known about him and given that Mr McKeon had
had to reprimand him:
“I hesitate because I can see that it could be argued that sufficient steps were not
taken, that this individual should have been removed from the Service
immediately. My view was that he had many good qualities which he exercised on
behalf of the children and was going through a very difficult and traumatic time
in his life so needed to be supported, as well as disciplined.”
1725. In January 1979, there were eight members of staff as well as the Principal, teaching
both academic and non-academic subjects, as well as outdoor activities.2920 There was
also a housekeeper and a night supervisor. Two staff were on duty at any one time. This
changed as the school became established: Mario Lundy’s evidence was there that there
was always three teaching staff present in the home on any given day. 2921 Having
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advertised for teachers, no local teachers had applied. The school wanted to appoint a
Deputy and a second female member of staff.
1726. There would be weekly staff meetings.2922 Jonathan Chinn remembers there being
official staff meetings but there would also be meetings all the time “or talking about
students coming and what’s the best way to deal with that students”.2923 For Derek Carter
it was the same. He told the Inquiry that if he needed to raise a concern about a young
person or another member of staff he would find time to speak to the principal.2924
1727. Derek Carter joined the staff in 1980 and worked at Les Chenes and subsequently
Greenfields until 2006. He had qualified as a teacher in handcraft and had gone on to
teach in a comprehensive school and then in a school for maladjusted boys for about 6
years.2925 When he first started at Les Chenes there were about 12 children.
1728. The other staff Monique Webb worked with were qualified teachers. She could not
understand their motivation for wanting to work at Les Chenes and thinks that some of
them might have been more interested in the activities. Others she felt did not seem
particular fond of children.2926 She did not receive any training during her time at Les
Chenes.2927
1729. Monique Webb remembers that the children were kept constantly busy – there were
different evening activities every night.
1730. Jonathan Chinn had been a PE teacher at a comprehensive in Reading, England, when
he joined the staff at Les Chenes in 1982. He had intended to stay at Les Chenes for two
years, but stayed on because “I really enjoyed the job, I really enjoyed working with the
students. I enjoyed the environment and I enjoyed the members of staff that I was working
with….it was a friendly sort of atmosphere”.2928 His job description included some
managerial responsibility: he was a team leader in charge of a shift, usually in the
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evenings. He told the Inquiry that it was the Head and Deputy Head who mainly dealt
with outside agencies.2929
1731. As a team leader, Jonathan Chinn was not given any formal training, “the training was
I suppose the experience of working there so many years”.2930 When he started he was
given a tour of the school.
1732. Jonathan Chinn’s approach he said was to “divide and conquer”, splitting up children
for activities who did not get on with one another.2931
(x) Staff complaints – who to go to
1733. Monique Webb told the Inquiry that staff would not have known who to go had they
had a complaint about the principal; there was no formal process. Tom McKeon agreed,
“People had to exercise their own judgments”.2932 She was the only female residential
member of staff in the time that she worked at the school. Jonathan Chinn thought that
had he had a concern about the Principal or Deputy Principal he would have gone to
someone in the Education Department.2933 Had Derek Carter seen the Principal or the
Deputy strike a child he would probably have gone to the other of the two about it.2934
Relationship with children
1734. Monique Webb would have one-to-ones with the children when they would walk to the
local shops together or during evening activities in the school.2935 She remembers that she
had no difficulties keeping discipline in the classroom. She found them to be “lovely kids
… I think they knew I liked them”.2936
1735. She remembers a phase when children would abscond in groups: they would be
brought back by the police. She never got the impression that they absconded because
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they were unhappy – “it was a beat the system thing”. Children would not be put in cells
for absconding.2937
1736. For Jonathan Chinn, “the majority of the students were fantastic” although some were
very difficult: “violent, aggressive, unpleasant”. Children on welfare orders could cause
huge problems and those on remand could be as “good as gold”.2938 He had never been
approached by a child complaining about mistreatment from senior staff.2939
1737. Mr Chinn remembers that each child had an individual file opened when they were
placed at Les Chenes. Incidents of restraint would have been kept on file.2940
Relationship with Children’s Services and other agencies
1738. During his time as Principal, Tom McKeon agreed that the relationship was an
ambivalent one – some CCOs were enthusiastic, others questioned whether Les Chenes
was appropriate; some were highly effective in their contact, others had to be encouraged.
He never got a sense that Les Chenes was marginalised by Children’s Services. In a
paper, “Role of CCO Les Chenes Residential School”, dated May 1979, Charles Smith set
out how the relationship between the school and the CCO should work in practice,
concluding that the CCO who “knows the family will continue to be responsible for the
child at Les Chenes”.2941
1739. The key worker approach was not adopted during Tom McKeon’s time at the school; it
would, he thought, have been a benefit.2942
1740. Monique Webb remembers the CCOs bringing welfare placements to Les Chenes but
that she rarely saw any of the CCOs and was never asked for any input when it came to
planning for the child. She could not remember them coming on a regular basis nor were
any of the teaching staff invited to the case reviews.2943
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1741. Jonathan Chinn [1982–2003] remembers the CCOs being in the school “a lot” as were
probation officers.2944 If he had an issue about a child and wanted to contact their CCO he
would go through the Principal or Deputy Principal. Visits from CCOs were, he recalls,
generally pre-arranged, “if the student wanted to talk to the CCO, because sometimes
these students did not want to talk to the CCO, depending on the situation…some CCOs
had great relationships with the students and took them out, and sometimes they just went
in a corner or in a quiet room and had a chat”. He could remember some “very good”
educational psychologists who would come to the school “a lot”.2945
Culture
1742. Tom McKeon agreed that he and Mario Lundy shared a similar ethos. He agreed that
both he and Mr Lundy had been assertive and robust. Mr Lundy was rough which he
defined as being in “terms of an enthusiastic, overt approach to a whole range of
situations”. Mr McKeon said of himself that he had endeavoured to be fair.2946
1743. When discussing the MAS as part of the culture of Les Chenes, Mr McKeon told the
Inquiry that “all children benefit from having structure and certainty in their lives”.2947
Elsewhere in his evidence to the Inquiry, Tom McKeon set out what Les Chenes in his
era set out to do:
“The central part of the life of the school is about relationships between
individuals and the education or the progress that children are making…what we
were trying to do was to improve the nature of the relationship between the child
and the parents and to improved the nature of the relationship between the child
and the broader community.”2948
1744. When asked how realistic he thought it would have been for children to confide in an
adult at Les Chenes, Tom McKeon told the Inquiry that the relationships between staff
and children “were good … that was one of the strengths of the school and that enabled
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the child to speak quietly, confidentially to a member of staff that they trusted [and] the
child had access to their parents there was a telephone they could use at any time...they
had access to their social worker or their probation officer”. He thought that the small
scale of Les Chenes made it easier for children to express their concerns.2949
1745. When discussing his approach to running Les Chenes Tom McKeon agreed that his
ethos was “structure and discipline”: “There were high expectations of children’s
behaviour…respect of children, respect of staff by the children that had to be applied
with rigour. That’s what I mean by ‘robust’.” He considered that the balance of being
robust but not excessive had been “appropriate” and that intervention “should conclude
with some proper discussion about what had occurred...and what needed to happen to
prevent it happening in the future”.2950
1746. For Mario Lundy, when he first joined Les Chenes:
“…education was at the forefront. There was a fundamental belief that young
people needed to achieve educationally, so there were high expectations in terms
of that achievement, not just academically but also in terms of training, so
vocational training was part of the programme, and it was also about trying to
help young people modify their behaviour, give them a period of stability where
they were not offending, so that they could enjoy a better quality of life”.2951
1747. He remembers that although in the “early days” there were bars on the window the
Principal had these removed:
“it was not the type of culture and ethos that we were trying to create. The idea
was that for the most part security would be managed by good relationships
between staff and young people … the outside doors were locked.”2952
1748. Monique Webb told the Inquiry that the school was run as a tight ship:
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“I just felt sometimes that could have relaxed a little bit … there was an emphasis
on keeping order in your classrooms … There was not an awful lot of emphasis
on the emotional needs I do not suppose”.2953
1749. When John Pilling visited Les Chenes in 1980 during the period of Tom McKeon as
principal, he recorded his impressions of the culture:
“Once inside, the strong impression is the certainty of purpose about the
establishment. Doubt about what to do does not seem to exist at ‘Les Chenes’ and
everything is linked to a points system, so that the accumulation of a certain
number of points or tokens can be traded for other ‘goods’ – visits to youth club
or home. Within this certainty of purpose there must be advantages for the
children who have to live there. There is no doubt in their minds what happens,
and the predictability of what will happen – do x and y follows. On reflection,
however, I wonder if the system practised at ‘Les Chenes’ operates from the same
base as that practised at ‘Haut de la Garenne’. Both systems emphasise the
efficiency of group control: both systems could be in existence more to meet staff
needs than children's needs. I cannot, for example, accept that home visits can
ever be related to points and behaviour. Some children NEED home emotionally
and failure to recognise this is, in my opinion, a lessening of the professional task
with which educationists are charged. The regime at ‘Les Chenes’ prevents boys
going home in the first twelve(?) weeks.”2954
1750. Tom McKeon did not accept that there should not be a link between going home and
getting points:
“I think that the Merit Award System as it operated was fair and reasonable for
the children and that they benefitted from it and that there was a concept of
progression through from a situation where there is a high degree of supervision
to a situation where there is virtually no supervision”.2955
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1751. Mr McKeon commented that Mr Pilling’s views were those of a “field social worker”
from a different position on the spectrum of social care than those responsible for
managing Les Chenes:
“I believe that the approach that I developed and that we adopted and maintained
at Les Chenes during the time that I was principal was entirely appropriate … it
was appropriate in its day”.
1752. Mario Lundy was also invited to comment on the Pilling Report findings, including
John Pilling’s perception that most of the residents at the time he visited were on care
orders. That accorded with Mr Lundy’s recollection; he did not think however that John
Pilling’s concerns were justified – “some of the people who came to Les Chenes [on care
orders] were actually beyond the control of their parents at home, so it was not a very
satisfactory relationship at home, it was important for us to rebuild that”. He told the
Inquiry that John Pilling’s views did not cause the school to amend the MAS.2956
1753. Mr McKeon would not be drawn on whether he agreed with Dr Bull’s later view that
“denying visits home to those who are not on secure placement is very unacceptable
practice”, saying merely that her point of view was “valid” and that he could understand
it, “particularly with reference to the population that the school might then have been
dealing with”.2957
1754. During his time as Principal, Tom McKeon thought Les Chenes was a “dynamic’
institution – he told the Inquiry that he thought the school provided “a very effective
resource for young people and provided a great aid and support to young people”.2958 He
felt that the work done at Les Chenes during the early years “where we had great success
with many of the children, was part of the culture that changed attitudes among
politicians and other members of the community”.2959
1755. Monique Webb thought that the approach at Les Chenes when she was there worked:
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“…things were different, and I thought that some of the things they used to say
about their home life and how they used to stay up until all hours and all the rest
of it, I think that on the whole the regime at Les Chenes, with the regular meals
and everything, which by the way was something they did not get at home, I think
on the whole they all prospered physically and did very well, you know. I think
Les Chenes suited them.”2960
1756. Jonathan Chinn [1982–2003] found that Les Chenes had a “sort of family
environment”. Although there were difficult times in the 1980s and 1990s, he
remembered that Les Chenes “certainly changed” towards the 2000s, “We had quite a
few problems with students with drugs...the Courts were remanding students to Les
Chenes and did not actually want them to be out”.2961 He did not agree with the Pilling
assessment on home leave – “that was the way it was run in those days so I thought it
was a fair system for all students. If the students were on remand they would not have
been going home anyhow so I think the points system gave a chance for those students to
actually get home”.2962
1757. Derek Carter understood the aim of the school when he first started was to get children
back into mainstream education. It was meant to be a transient stage. 2963 He felt that the
school was like “an extended family most of the time”. He understood his role to be that
of a parent.2964
Inspection: Lambert and Wilkinson2965
1758. In their 1981 Report, David Lambert and Elisabeth Wilkinson commented on Les
Chenes:2966
1758.1 the premises were “extremely suitable for their work”;
1758.2 the report set out the layout and amenities;
2960
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1758.3 the nature of the placements – long-term treatment and remands – were set out;
1758.4 reference was made to the Principal’s “very useful” handbook for Les Chenes
from which the basis for placement, the age of intake and the nature of remand was
drawn;
1758.5 the authors noted that:
“As an educational establishment its primary objectives are couched in terms
which emphasise aspects of education and vocational training. Whilst not able to
comment professionally on the quality and nature of the education provided,
observation suggested that this area was being well resourced and that the
teachers were enthusiastic and able. Certainly the children seemed committed to
their work and there was a noticeably diligent and creative attitude to educational
tasks.”
1758.6 reference was made to the “token economy” which seemed “to be achieving good
results and real co-operation from the children”;
1758.7 children were regularly assessed and reviewed (in contrast to Children’s
Services);
1758.8 the educational psychologist played “an important part in the school”.
1759. The Report concluded:
“It appears to us that the establishment is providing a unique experience for the resident
children, based on what appears to be a high quality of specialised education and a very
warm and committed approach to the children by the adults. The establishment is also
very ‘professional’ in its task, having worked out its conceptual frame work in advance of
operation, and consequently refining practice within this frame-work. This appears to
have lead to a security and sense of purpose which is shown by the behaviour and
responses of children and staff alike. However, continuous vigilance needs to be
maintained against the more damaging effects of institutionalisation, some of which may
be fuelled by rigidities in the Token Economy System. We see an enhanced role for Les
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Chenes in future years, working with many more difficult children, especially those who
are in care but not necessarily defined as delinquent in the narrow sense.”
1760. Mario Lundy pointed to the conflicting views of John Pilling, and Lambert and
Wilkinson, regarding the MAS. The latter would have based their judgment on
“conversations with young people” who were at the school at the time of their visit.2967
Governance
1761. Referred to in the opening part of this section, the Les Chenes Residential School
Advisory Committee held its first meeting in February 1977. It was chaired by and
included members of the Education Committee and members of the community. To Tom
McKeon, “…it was not operational. It was a form of accountability. The principal of Les
Chenes was accountable to the Advisory sub committee and they were a vehicle for the
consideration and approval of polices that were being developed at the school”. The
Advisory Committee reported to the Education Committee. Members included Jurats,
Youth Panel members, local clergy and one who had been a probation officer in Wales.
Minutes were confidential. Admissions were discussed so that the Committee could come
to understand the nature of the placements at Les Chenes. Tom McKeon recognised that
“today it would be quite inappropriate to share the names of these young people with the
Committee”.2968
1762. Tom McKeon told the Inquiry that the Advisory Committee never carried out an
inspection of Les Chenes although he says that “they were encouraged to come and go to
Les Chenes at any time…some more than others [came]”.2969 He told the Panel that “the
attitude of some members of the Committee and I think across a fairly broad range of
society in Jersey was that naughty children should be put away and kept away”.2970 For
an understanding of its operational function and that of its Governing Body successor, it
is necessary to review and consider the minutes of both, as well as the evidence of Ron
McLean.
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1986–1996: Mario Lundy2971
1763. The Panel will note from Counsel’s Opening on Les Chenes2972 that in this period the
numbers admitted to Les Chenes increased rapidly, particularly in the 1990s, following a
revised admissions policy which allowed for a child to be admitted for long-term
placement at Les Chenes “on the imposition of a Probation Order with residence at Les
Chenes being a condition of that Order..2973 The Panel may wish to consider at this stage
the extent to which this provision gave the Court the power to, in effect, sentence a child
to placement at Les Chenes and whether the Education Committee retained, in practice,
any adequate control over this type of placement. It may also wish to consider what effect
the admission of children on long-term placement under a condition of probation may
have had on the character of the school and the pressures this placed on staff, and whether
this sat comfortably with its function as an educational environment for children
presenting with behavioural difficulties.
1764. The first of Les Chenes Principal resigned in 1988. His post was taken by Mario Lundy
who had been the Deputy Principal since 1979. For a brief 3-month period in 1985 Mario
Lundy had worked at HDLG. He had qualified as a teacher in Manchester and then
worked at St Edwards, the last remaining approved school in the UK. Mario Lundy left
Les Chenes in 1997 becoming Head Teacher at Grainville School. In 2004, he was
appointed Assistant Director of Schools and Colleges for Jersey before becoming
Director of Education in the Island in 2008.
1765. At this time, the total capacity of Les Chenes was 20 pupils of which four spaces were
set aside for pupils from Guernsey. The staff included the Principal, Deputy Principal,
two teachers, three teacher/care workers, one gardening instructor, two domestic staff,
one night supervisor and 2.6 full-time staff.
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1766. A graph of admissions made in 1995 suggests that during Mr Lundy’s tenure as
Principal admissions to Les Chenes remained relatively stable until around 1993, when
admissions began to increase.2974
1767. By 1991, there was pressure on the school from the Court “to provide remand facilities
for 16/17 year olds as there is inadequate provision in the Island now that the Junior
Remand Wing at the prison has been closed”. The dilemma raised by the pressure was
summarised in Governing Body minutes for January 1991: “Should these older
delinquents be remanded to prison they could be subjected to the influence of convicted
criminals. However, if they were remanded to Les Chenes there influence on younger
more impressionable pupils would similarly be unacceptable”.2975 At the next meeting,
the proposal appears to have been abandoned:
“A meeting was held in November 1990 between representatives of the Offenders
Education Committee and the Prison Board to discuss the role of Les Chenes in relation
to the remand of young people aged 16 to 17 years. It was generally agreed that neither
the prison nor Les Chenes were appropriate for such remands but, until the Young
Offenders Institute reopens, the school should continue to exercise flexibility in relation to
immature 16 year olds and the Magistrates would carefully consider the use of a
custodial remand in such circumstances.”2976
Management/Organisation
1768. Peter Waggott remembers that Mario Lundy was “extremely supportive” towards him:
“He was a much more hands-on head. He was around a lot. He interacted with the
students a lot. He was available to speak to pretty much whenever you needed to … I
think he's a great ideas man and he was always coming up with new ideas and visions
and approaches of how we might do things, but he did not so much as impose them on you
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as suggest this might be a good way forward and then we would discuss it at a staff
meeting and quite often”.2977
(i) Merit award system
1769. Mario Lundy told the Inquiry that the MAS was “introduced to get children home, not
to keep from going home … the political expectation and the judicial expectation would
have been that once children were placed at Les Chenes that was where they stayed”.2978
While recognising the two separate categories of welfare and remand placements, Mr
Lundy told the Inquiry that it would have been “difficult to run two distinct philosophies
in the same small scope...the [welfare] placement was made because it was felt by
whoever the referring agency was that this young person would benefit from the
programme at Les Chenes” including the MAS and home leave provisions. Children’s
Services were aware that children would not be allowed home for the first 12 weeks. This
changed:
“… as the school started to take more young people with emotional behavioural
difficulties as opposed to delinquents, then the Merit Award System started to evolve…if
you look at the later years the system got to the point where young people could actually
work towards very quickly being day pupils”.2979
1770. Mr Lundy explained the break from home in the initial period after admission:
“…sometimes a period of respite was necessary between the child and the parent and
sometimes it was important to extract the young person from their peer group…”.2980
1771. He remembers dealing with minor complaints of unfair treatment made by residents
when topping up points at Friday meetings. He would look through the incident book and
would talk to the child and member of staff if something had happened. Some staff were
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viewed as stricter but he did not remember receiving any formal complaints about staff.
Although he recognised that it was difficult for some, “…we did not change it”.2981
1772. That said, the system was adapted. At a governing board meeting in January 1990,
Mario Lundy reported that:
“The approach adopted at Les Chenes is behavioural in the sense that we strive to
encourage good behaviour and appropriate attitudes by rewards and sanctions available
through the Merit Award System. In a primitive form this is no more than a management
tool for staff but the system has changed significantly during the past year, becoming
much more sophisticated. Fundamentally, there is now a greater emphasis on pupils
accepting more responsibility, making decisions and recognising the consequences of
those decisions. While behaviour modification and token economies have been around for
some time, our particular adaptation of the concept is very effective and probably quite
unique.”2982
1773. In 1991, the system was subject to review by HMI Sylvester, who noted that the
scheme had value but that it needed to be kept in balance and have flexibility. Mario
Lundy agreed with this and told the Inquiry that this is what he had carried out.2983
1774. Monique Webb thought that the MAS was less strictly applied under Mario Lundy
than previously: “In some ways a bad thing because the kids soon cottoned on and
caused more trouble but in other respects not a bad thing I suppose”.2984 She remembers
there being a handbook.2985
1775. Kevin Mansell remembers that, for a small section of residents, the MAS was not an
incentive as they did not want to go home:
“…just one or two who did not, and then we would start working with Children's
Services, as it was at the time, to see if an alternative placement could be arranged. And
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actually we would work quite hard with the parents, to try to get the young people
home.”2986
1776. In his statement to the Inquiry, Kevin Mansell gives the example of one resident who
struggled to get sufficient points so that he had not managed to get home for 6 months.
Kevin Mansell remembers going to Mario Lundy who allowed the resident to go home
even though he had not got the points under the system. Mr Mansell told the Inquiry that
the 11-year-old boy’s situation had “escaped people’s notice”. He said that this was an
exception and that the system was not inflexible – “it was robust but there was always
room for manoeuvre”.2987
(ii) Secure accommodation
1777. Mario Lundy told the Inquiry that the police never expressed concerns about children
being placed in secure.2988 He told the Inquiry that secure accommodation was used for
sleeping on arrival; only remand residents would be taken to secure and locked in. If they
were on a care order it would not normally happen. It was not a matter of policy. Use of
secure for ‘time out’ did not really happen often; use of secure for isolation was used to
help someone calm down out of the company of others. In his view the secure suite was
never used for the convenience of staff. The evidence that children were kept in secure
cells for days was fabrication – someone would have noticed that the child had gone
missing.2989
1778. The 1990 handbook stipulated that secure cells were only to be used for sleeping
children on remand and for medical isolation – the cells were not to be used for time out
isolation or containment. Mr Lundy accepted that it was possible that the cells may still
have been used for this purpose after 1990.2990
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1779. Later in his evidence, he told the Inquiry that the cells had been fitted in accordance
with Home Office guidelines, which included the mattresses used.2991
1780. Kevin Mansell was invited to comment on the “Les Chenes School – Handbook 1990”
and specifically on the secure accommodation section.2992 He could not remember getting
the handbook when he started. His memory of what happened to children on admission
differed to Mario Lundy’s:
“When I worked there and Mario Lundy was head, secure was not really used...it was
really only after Mario had left and that a new Principal had come that we started to
receive a significant number of people from Court when that would be the case.”2993
1781. He thought that the first remand placement he remembered after having joined the staff
in 1991 was in 1994. None of those admitted during that time were placed in secure –
“they were placed in the bedroom next to the night supervsior’s room upstairs”. He could
remember only one incident when it was used to calm a resident down, and then only for
10 minutes: “I remember going to get the young person because I was teaching them.”
1782. Elsewhere in his evidence, Kevin Mansell told the Inquiry that “welfare placements
were not allowed to go into secure”.2994 The evidence is not altogether clear.
1783. Monique Webb remembers that children were only in a secure room at night – “they
were not in there during the day. It was only at night. They were never kept in secure
accommodation, they mixed with the other children during the day”.2995 Peter Waggott
remembers that young people could be sent to the school on secure remand:
“These residents were not allowed out of the school and would be taught lessons in the
secure vestibules. In the early days all remands were under the same regime of sleeping
in non-secure rooms and being educated with everyone else.”2996
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1784. Peter Waggott also remembers that there was a general rule that all those admitted
would be placed in secure for the first night, “but there was a discretion, it was not
absolutely set in stone”:2997
“I think that the thinking was to get [the 24 hour settling in period] that out of the way as
quickly as possible, so, you know -- in some cases the young person did not go into secure
at all. If they had come in and presented a co-operative and straight forward demeanour
then they would just go into the normal bedrooms, but where someone was placed in a
secure bedroom it was usually one night and that was it.”2998
1785. Peter Waggott was invited to explain his understanding of the rationale behind placing
a child on a welfare order in the secure suite in admission when the building at Les
Chenes was itself secure:
“It was simply as brief as possible a settling in period … they had come from extremely
chaotic and disturbed circumstances and the thinking was that just to give them a night of
quiet and calm really would help them settle in.”
1786. The Principal or Deputy would decide when to move a child out of secure following
admission.2999 Later in his evidence, and in a different context, when commenting on the
fabric of Les Chenes by the early 2000s, Peter Waggott was sceptical about the building
being secure:
“The secure unit had been built in 1976 when the school was opened … by 2003 Home
Office spec was way beyond what we had and the security of the rest of the building was
pretty much like anyone’s house. It was an old farmhouse with standard double glazed
windows, ordinary doors...there was not anything secure about it at all.”3000
1787. Jonathan Chinn recalls that by the 1990s, when the suites came to be used more, they
were quite dated but that they remained a “safe environment”:
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“The students would be put there perhaps if they had come back on drugs, etc, or they
were coming down. Perhaps if they had been very confrontational perhaps with another
student, or they had been on the booze the night before and they just would have come
into school and been a complete disruption. But the secure suite was just down from the
teaching area so quite often the door was left open and they would just be sleeping in
there.3001
1788. When commenting on both the MAS and the use of secure, WN 834 remembered that,
during her time at the school (first half of the 1990s), a pupil appraisal system was
introduced that allowed pupils to earn time away from the school: “The system allowed
for a more regular pattern of home leave and … a clearer understanding of the system
for pupils.”3002 In her view, the system also allowed,
“…for a fair, but punitive measure as well as a reward for prosocial and learning
behaviour. For example, in negotiation with the pupils, a tariff was established of the
number of points to be removed from an individuals’ point tariff if they displayed
aggressive behaviour or disrespectful language. The involvement of pupils in developing
the pupil appraisal system was considered to be at the forefront of educational thinking
by my professional colleagues on mainland Britain.”3003
1789. WN 834 recalled being shocked when she was left in charge that she had been
delegated responsibility for the use of the secure suite, “without reference to any other
external personnel”. This arose when she had had to admit two young women from La
Preference who “had developed a pattern of absconding behaviour”:
“Whilst most of the residents were male, the handbook made no reference to the nonadmission of females, so both girls were admitted and a programme of social activities
put in place to ensure that evenings and weekends when they did not have home leave,
were filled with appropriate activities. The admission request came from Anton Skinner
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and he “signed off” the plan for a programme of support prior to the arrival of both
children”.3004
(iii) Restraint
1790. Mario Lundy told the Inquiry that no restraint training was made available at Les
Chenes and he had none by the time that he left in 1997. None had been offered. This
accords with Kevin Mansell’s evidence who joined the teaching staff in 1991: he says
that the first training he received was in about 1998. None was offered prior to that in
Jersey.3005
1791. As Mario Lundy characterised it:
“Restraint did happen, there were quite a number of occasions over the 18 years when I
was there when restraint was used, but it did not characterise the culture of the school
and you have two reports, perhaps more than two reports, but at least the Lambert and
Wilkinson Report and I think another report from HMI who actually -- they refer to the
positive relationships and the behaviour and attitudes of the young people. That's what
characterised the culture of Les Chenes, not restraint, but restraint was used.”3006
1792. Mario Lundy recognised that, on occasion, he had to be assertive and robust, although
this approach was not part of the general culture of Les Chenes:
“No, not more generally, but it was on occasion. I mean when you're dealing with some
particularly difficult young people it's important actually sometimes to get their attention
before you can have the conversation and if there is a fracas going on, or if people are
being verbally aggressive to other young people, or indeed verbally aggressive to you and
physically threatening, then actually you have to cope with that before you can sit down
and have a reasonable conversation. I did not shy away from that. I stood my ground
when I was challenged … But occasionally you were thrust into a situation where the
steam had already risen. There would be times when I had to put a hand out and push the
young person back and say ‘Back off’. There would have been times I would have pulled
3004
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a young person away from another young person. There would have been times when I
used -- put my arms right round a person and even wrestled them to the floor, and on a
few occasions when there was a weapon involved I would always go for the arm that had
the weapon. So I can recall distinctly one occasion where a young person went for
another young person with a fairly large pair of scissors and I went for the arm -- I am
not quite sure how I did it -- and managed to get the scissors out of his hand before
pushing him back.”3007
(iv) Staffing
1793. WN 834 was a member of staff at the school for 2 years in the first half of the 1990s.
She recalled that her appointment was subject to a “vigorous selection procedure”, part of
which included meeting some pupils and being interviewed by them. This, she said, was
“one example of the progressive strategic planning that I experienced whilst working at
Les Chenes”. One of her tasks on appointment was to consider assessment of the
additional learning need and to help introduce a more holistic assessment of pupil need.
On starting, she was taken through an induction process.3008
1794. Of the teaching staff at the school, WN 834 says that she and Mario Lundy shared a
“common concern about the quality of staff who might be working with vulnerable
children, but without a professional background, or qualification. In fact, this was a
regular discussion, with myself urging that the school considered a change to the working
pattern of the teachers, substituting their out of school hours work with qualified care
professionals. However, at the time, (this would have been around 1994) qualified social
workers, nationally qualified youth workers or qualified mental health workers could not
readily be found on Jersey.”3009
1795. For Mario Lundy many residential care staff at the time were “unqualified”; by
contrast, teachers will have been through some training in working with young people.
He recognised with hindsight that there was not sufficient training. He remembers that
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while still deputy he was sent on a training course in Birmingham after the Lambert and
Wilkinson Report came out. The course was funded by the Director of Education.3010
1796. Peter Waggott joined the teaching staff in May 1989, as an English teacher. He had a
PGCE in English and Physical Education. While working as a teacher in a comprehensive
in Newcastle, he had gone on to obtain a certificate in the psychological management of
disturbed children and adolescents at the Nuffield Clinic, Newcastle University in
1986.3011 He thinks staff at the school would have benefited from doing, as a minimum,
the same sort of course.3012 He worked under Mario Lundy, and went on to work under
WN 109, Kevin Mansell and Joe Kennedy.
1797. When Peter Waggott joined the staff, there were eight staff covering both education
and care:
“a shift system had to be employed to ensure the school was staffed during the 365 days it
was open and also to make sure that staff holiday was covered …. When I started, my
shift rotation usually required me to work four shifts in a week, two long 7:30 to 17:30
and two short, 17:30 to 22:30 on alternate days with one day off. Weekend rotas altered
over the years from alternate weekends to one in three, but with increased hours”.3013
(v) Record keeping
1798. Mario Lundy told the Inquiry that any significant event would be recorded in a day
book. Initially there was one central book but later individual sheets were introduced for
each child. These would then be added to the young person’s file. He was frustrated that
records had been destroyed as Les Chenes had been portrayed as an abusive regime when
“it was not”:
“When I look at what was happening in England with detention centres, community
homes with education on the premises, I felt that Les Chenes was light-years ahead of that

3010

Day 74/27
WD006416/3
3012 Day 75/131
3013 WS000591/5
3011

675

675

and I think those day books would have reflected quite accurately the culture and
ethos.”3014
1799. Kevin Mansell recalled, as did others, that each resident would have a file to which
staff had access.
(vi) Intake of pupils/Admission process
1800. Peter Waggott understood that when he joined the staff the children had behavioural
rather than learning difficulties.3015
1801. Kevin Mansell remembered that when he first joined the staff in 1991, most
admissions were on a welfare basis.3016
1802. Aside from remand placements, children would be admitted by the Education
Committee because they were beyond care and control of either their parents or other
children’s homes.3017 With voluntary placements, parents with disruptive children would
have been made aware that Les Chenes was available as a facility. In those circumstances
a placement at the school without the need for a care order would be made through
referral by Children’s Services or by the Educational psychologist.3018
1803. Not every child would see the educational psychology – it depended on the nature of
the initial placement and if the child was already seeing one at the point of admission.
The Educational Psychologist would be called in when “we had a concern we felt [he]
could help us with”.3019
1804. In the early days of Les Chenes, when children were admitted they were would be
given clothes. Children would wear a school uniform during the day. At a later stage they
were allowed to bring their own clothes which they could change into after school.3020
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Staff relationship with pupils
1805. When asked how he guarded against loss of control in a challenging situation, Peter
Waggott told the Inquiry that it took a lot to upset him – “its just my personality more
than anything else”.3021
Absconding
1806. When children went missing the school would inform the police immediately.
Although the assumption was that the police would then handle it in practice it was often
staff from Les Chenes who would return the young person. Once back the staff would
talk to the young person to find out why they had asbconded. Mario Lundy never had the
police tell him on bringing back a young person that they had complained to the police
about how they were being treated.3022
1807. Mario Lundy remembered a period when the school had had to “address” absconding.
He described the approach that was taken – “most of it would have been about discussing
the consequences of absconding”. He said that this was so successful such that in his time
as principal, “I opened all the doors so that it was no longer a secure school”.3023 He had
not needed to consult the courts because “a lot of the kids at that time were on voluntary
placements”. He reported to the Governing Board in January 1990:
“The main doors of the school are no longer locked during the school day and this has
been the case for almost a year. Of course this presents an opportunity for pupils to
abscond but I am pleased to report that there have been no such abscondings during the
year. It is now the policy of the school that security should be maintained through quality
supervision and good relationships between staff and pupils.”3024
Violence against staff
1808. Mario Lundy was asked to comment on an account, recorded in June 2003, of residents
threatening to attack staff. Did this happen when he worked at Les Chenes?:
3021
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“Not on a day-to-day basis. There were incidents at Les Chenes that were similar to this,
some even more aggressive and violent, but it is easy to start thinking that life at Les
Chenes was all like this, it was not, there were sometimes very difficult youngsters, very
difficult situations, physical situations, aggression, violence, but as I say it did not
characterise the school. There were many young people there who themselves would not
associate with that and who did very well there and the culture and ethos of these young
people was very good. It was a positive environment”.3025
Systems in place for complaints
1809. Mario Lundy told the Inquiry that there was no formal complaints process while he
was principal and in retrospect perhaps there probably should have been although he
added “I would be surprised if you found something like that in any similar school
elsewhere at the time … it could have been much more effective”.3026
1810. When asked whether the scale of Les Chenes was conducive to making complaints,
Mario Lundy suggested that people were coming in and out of the school every day:
“Social workers visited, social workers often visited young people away from Les Chenes
which gave them the opportunity obviously to speak more freely but there was also a
confidential counsellor who attended the school.”3027
1811. Had a child wanted to make a complaint, he would have them speak to their parents,
their social worker, or their probation officer, to the school counsellor or to the
Educational Psychologist. He said that there were not many occasions when parents
complained to him about the treatment their child said they had received. 3028 The
opportunity to see parents was not limited to home leave as parents could come on
Sunday afternoons and stay “for as long as they chose to stay”.
1812. Mario Lundy recognised that both the Educational Psychologist and the Clinical
Psychologist’s function at Les Chenes was to assess rather than provide any therapeutic
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provision. He would not be drawn on whether in those circumstances it would have been
realistic for a child to have made any disclosure.
1813. He did not think that the CCO would be the first port of call for a child at Les Chenes
who wanted to speak to someone outside of the school.
Contact with CCOs
1814. Mario Lundy told the Inquiry that the frequency of visits to Les Chenes by CCOs
depended on the individual CCO. They would come in the early days of admission then it
would fall off, preferring to see the child at home. He had an expectation that the child
would be seen regularly “but that would not always be the case”. When asked if the CCO
was not central to the welfare of children placed at Les Chenes, Mario Lundy suggested
that:
“I think probably when the school had taken over the day to day work with the child they
probably saw less of a role for themselves at that time. They were more about supporting
the family...the main point of contact with the child on a day to day basis were the staff at
Les Chenes.”3029
1815. Apart from the 6-monthly review conducted by the CCO, they would also come to
speak to Mario Lundy about allocated children.
1816. By contrast, Probation Officers were in the school “on a weekly basis”.3030. Mr Lundy
told the Panel that the probation officers would take part in the activities organised by the
school.3031
Culture
1817. Monique Webb described Mario Lundy as a “very powerful fellow who used his
strength to diffuse many a situation”. She assumed that he had had training: he would
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envelope them so that they could not hurt themselves or anybody else. He would try
talking to them first but sometimes it just did not work.3032
1818. She remembers that Mario Lundy would be rough at matches. As Matron, she would
be called upon to deal with injuries – which were always to the children. Mario Lundy
would behave vigorously and physically but only when it was warranted, when there was
no alternative.3033
1819. When this was put to Mario Lundy, he responded that his roughness would not be
malicious but rather banter with the older residents as opposed to anything sinister. He
accepted the description of himself as assertive and robust. He did not accept the account
given by one witness that he would come out of the gym spoiling for an argument with
residents. 3034
1820. Peter Waggott remembers that Mario Lundy believed that “education had huge spinoff value for the residents at Les Chenes and I think we was right...Mario was keen to see
the academic side of the school grow”.3035 He told the Inquiry that in his first few weeks
there he remembers speaking with Mario Lundy “about the fact that the relationships
with young people is the key really to everything and if you can establish good
relationships with them then everything flows from that”.3036 He told the Inquiry that “the
vast majority of young people who came through Les Chenes I think found it a positive
experience”.3037 Those on welfare placements were not treated any differently to those on
remand:
“the Panel needs to understand … that in many cases there were young people who had
been in care who were then placed on a welfare placement with us who then committed
an offence who then came back to us on remand, so sometimes the care placements and
the remand placements were one and the same person over different periods of time”.3038
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1821. Peter Waggott thought that probation orders with a condition of residence “in the
beginning and for most of the 1990s … was pretty effective. No one seemed to have
questioned the notion that probation is not a custodial sentence so those that were on
probation orders did well, the vast majority of them”.3039
1822. Jonathan Chinn remembers Mario Lundy as “very fair, very straight, firm,
assertive”.3040
1823. Kevin Mansell did not agree that the ethos when he first joined was predominantly one
of physical activity. For a child who did not enjoy physical activity:
“… they would be given things to do they would be given opportunities to go into the
workshop. Some young people spent absolutely hours in the workshop, making coffee
tables, chairs, making things to take home they absolutely loved it. Other young people
were given the opportunity to do cooking”
1824. WN 834, who taught at the school in the first half of the 1990s, believes that the school
was “well managed, staffed by appropriately trained and supervised teachers who acted
with professional integrity. The unconditional positive regard for residents was
paramount in the work”.3041
1996–2000
1825. WN 109 was a member of staff at Les Chenes from 1995 to 2000. For the first year he
had worked as a senior member of staff under Mario Lundy. He had received training as a
teacher in child protection. In late 1996 Mario Lundy went on secondment to Canada,
leaving WN 109 in charge until April 1997. In fact, Mario Lundy was appointed
headteacher at Grainville School in the interim. WN 109 remained in charge assisted by
Kevin Mansell.
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Management/Organisation
1826. Derek Carter told the Inquiry that WN 109 was good and supportive to work with. The
home felt more relaxed during the time that he worked with WN 109.3042
1827. Strains relating to the type and number of remand placements, and to the approach of
the courts, were already apparent in Les Chenes during this period. This is perhaps best
exemplified in letters from WN 109. The first is to Tom McKeon in December 1999
recording the Magistrate’s decision to remand a young person in spite of being told that
Les Chenes was overcrowded.3043 The second is to the Chief Probation Officer in
February 2000. The letter refers to the population of Les Chenes now in excess of what
was intended and asking probation “to consider alternative methods of dealing with those
who breach their probation orders or are continually offending at a low level”.3044
(i) Restraint training
1828. WN 109 says that the staff did receive restraint training from prison officers. The only
child he had had to restrain was a 15-year-old girl who was having a temper tantrum and
had hold of a cutlery knife. He had held her by the forearms and told her to drop the knife
which she had done.
1829. In his role as Deputy Kevin Mansell did investigate in this period what training was
available. He remembers that SCIP (‘Strategies for Crisis Intervention and Prevention’)
training was then provided, not just at Les Chenes but for other institutions in the
Island.3045 He compared SCIP with TCI which was provided subsequently:
“There was a bit of a difference. I think SCIP was more aimed or targeted at younger
people…10,11,12 year-olds. And … the school was taking in more and more 14,15,16
year-olds who had been remanded by the Courts for violent offences and so needed a
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form of managing behaviour which was more appropriate to the age and size of the
people we were now dealing with”.3046
(ii) Discipline: points system
1830. WN 544 refers to a points system being in place when he joined the staff in 1998. He
remembers that though it was complex, it was “very effective … the lack of conflict there
was quite staggering considering we had some quite tricky kids”.3047
(iii) Secure rooms
1831. WN 109 remembers that the secure rooms were “officially called cells” but that he did
not like the term and always referred to them as “secure rooms”. Although there were
four, only three were used “because one did not have a window and so the fourth was
used as a store room … A window and speaker was inset into each of the doors. The only
item in the room was a vinyl covered mattress which was covered in normal bedding.
There was no toilet in the rooms”.3048
1832. WN 544 recalls that the “detention rooms” were never used for punishment and were
very rarely used when he first started. He remembers that those on remand would often
be given a “proper room” straight away – “only difficult/agitated children were placed
into secure but we wanted to move them out as soon as possible”.3049
Staff views on the operation of Les Chenes
1833. WN 109 remembers that new staff would have plenty of “school sense” but not what
he described as “secure accommodation” sense. By way of example WN 109 would tell
staff that children would have to go in the back of a vehicle when it was being driven by a
sole member of staff; whenever he had to speak to any of the girl residents in an office
“he always left the door open and ensured that his secretary was outside so that she
could see and hear what was going on”.3050
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1834. WN 109 remembers that Jim Hollywood, an Educational Psychologist, would be a
“regular visitor” to the school who would be encouraged to “eat and mix” with the
residents.3051
1835. Peter Waggott's experience of Children’s Services was a negative one:
“as teachers we did not have a valid opinion about the young people and we took
exception to that … we spent sometimes 14 and half hours non-stop with these young
people and you get to know them really well...When I went to case reviews… there was a
feeling that everybody knew more than we did and better”.3052
1836. In Tom McKeon’s view, Les Chenes had lost its way by the late 1990s: “it had
reached the stage where it was reacting to circumstances, reacting to pressures, rather
than pro-actively developing programmes that were agreed by all stakeholders”. He
described the school as “falling apart”.3053 When asked why it then took until 2003 for
effective action to be taken, Tom McKeon described the additional support provided the
school “with a view to it becoming stabilised” but that “this was a slow process of
decline and the interventions proved to be inadequate to prevent that decline from
gaining pace”.3054 He thought by then and given “the intensity of the challenge”, the
school was “incapable of providing an appropriate response and that is why the
provision that is made today and that was made shortly into the 2000s was of a very
different nature”.3055
1837. Tom McKeon described the situation at the school at the time as follows:
“And you had this situation where more and more children were being placed on
Voluntary Care Orders, with the agreement of the parents, fewer and fewer were coming
through the Court route, so the process was beginning to become blurred. Then there was
a particular spate of challenge at the turn of the century, a lot of young people
committing offences and more and more children being placed on remand, more children
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than certainly I ever experienced during my time as Principal of the school, to the point
where the Magistrate was requiring these children to be held in secure placement and
there were insufficient secure placements actually available at the school … I think the
problems associated with the pressure caused by that very significant number of children
who were being placed at Les Chenes created problems that … the institution was unable
to withstand”.3056
1838. In his role as Director of Education, he did not think it was at all fair to say that he
marginalised Les Chenes.3057
1839. Jonathan Chinn felt that the teaching staff were not well equipped to deal with this new
intake (later he put this down to the number of students coming in rather than the nature
of the intake per se):
“A lot of the earlier days I think it was good old fashioned delinquent children. When it
started coming into drugs -- and you're talking serious drugs here, heroin, etc, and
everything else that goes along with that -- and self-harm -- some students started to selfharm and that was something that I did feel uncomfortable about because that was a sort
of different spectre, or different from what we had been used to dealing with before and I
did not think I was quite trained up to be a psychiatric nurse, which I sometimes said that,
we really need a psychiatric nurse, but obviously with the finances and the number of
students we had in there it would not have been worth that sort of expenditure, but I know
the school as quickly as it could used to get the Ed Psych in and everyone to try and get
some support or help”.3058
1840. For Peter Waggott, the school’s role by this date was not addressing offending
behaviour:
“We were just the receiving body for young people on remand. Any type of behaviour
modification with that particular cohort – it was not really what we did.”3059
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1841. For a small group of young people, the role of the school was “containment” but that
was for a “fraction” of the total number.3060
Culture
1842. WN 109 said, in his interview with the police in 2009, that the culture of the school
came from Mario Lundy’s time as principal. He said it was to be always very clear, to be
very structured and to involve a lot of humour.3061
1843. WN 544 started working at the school in 1998 providing both academic and nonacademic teaching. He was at the school for 5 years. He saw the school in this period as
“a sort of holistic home for kids with a remand wing”. He thought this approach was
“very effective”: the curriculum was very broad “which was what the students wanted: an
outward looking approach to which they responded well”.3062
1844. Kevin Mansell found WN 109 to be academically rigorous. WN 109 was very
proactive in getting other agencies “into the school … counselling sessions were made
available, there were more visits from educational psychologists, there were more visits
from probation officers, there was more contact with social services...he was very driven
in getting those sort of people into school…we were encouraged to maintain contact with
outside schools”.3063 Training was sought out: “I remember lots of staff going away on
courses and coming back into school”. He told the Panel that he thought WN 109 was
strict but had a good relationship with young people.3064
1845. When asked why he thought there were no allegations of physical abuse made during
this period, Mr Mansell reflected:
“I think young people related well to him. But, you know, I do not think -- but also it was
a time of change within the school. There was a lot of positive things happening. That is
not to say positive things were not happening under Mario Lundy but, you know, there
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were a lot of investments in this area, we had different staff coming in, some younger staff
were being appointed. And so it was a different environment.” 3065
2000–2003: Kevin Mansell3066
Management/Organisation
1846. The Panel may wish to consider whether the period over which Kevin Mansell
presided may have been the most challenging in the history of the school, and if so, why
that was the case. The evidence available to the Inquiry suggests a combination of factors
coinciding at this particular time: a particular cohort of challenging young people being
placed in the school, the approach adopted by the court in ordering remand placements,
the apparent sudden influx of increased population in the school, the adequacy of training
provided teaching staff in meeting the challenges presented by handling a large number
of remand placements, and the role played by the Director of Education. Evidence from
staff working there at the time suggests that over this period they were reacting to what
was happening rather than being able to manage the school. The role of the Governing
Body may also invite particular scrutiny: was it aware of the difficulties and tensions,
what was the extent of the support it could give, in the event did it provide adequate
support? What role was played by the Director of Education in this period?
1847. Kevin Mansell’s tenure also saw the publication of Dr Kathie Bull’s Report in 2001,
Review of Principles, Procedures and Practices at Les Chenes Residential School which
was comprehensively critical of nearly all aspects of the school.
The Panel may wish to consider how the school had been allowed to get to this point. Did the
failings go beyond immediate issues? Could or should the failings identified in the report
have been identified earlier? If so, by whom? Did the failings reflect on more far reaching
systemic, governance and political issues? Is it legitimate to draw wider inferences about
insular attitudes to young people with emotional and behavioural difficulties?
1848. Included as part of his evidence to the Inquiry, Kevin Mansell exhibited at KM 3
“Care Inquiry Statement”.3067 He explained to the Inquiry that the statement was based on
3065
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documentation retained by him from which he had collated a chronology of events.3068
Kevin Mansell gave evidence to the Inquiry after Tom McKeon had done so. As such,
Tom McKeon did not have the opportunity to respond to comments in the exhibited
statement, in which he suggested that Tom McKeon was unsympathetic to the school’s
existing difficulties, including the welfare of the staff.
1849. After completing university in London, Kevin Mansell had worked in outdoor centres
in Wales where he said he gained “some residential care experience”. He completed a
PGCE and a Masters in special education at Sheffield University3069 before coming to
Jersey to teach at Le Rocquier School in 1980. While there he worked in the remedial
department. He joined the staff at Les Chenes in 1991 as a geography teacher, although
he had previous contact with the school in helping with canoeing:
“The role at Les Chenes was also appealing since it gave me an opportunity to develop
some of my personal interests, such as kayaking. Whilst the role required 40 hours of
work per week, staff were only expected to teach for two days. This meant that a large
portion of the role involved the provision of extra-curricular support and care during
evenings and weekends. I saw this as a good opportunity to develop kayaking and outdoor
pursuits with the children at Les Chenes.”3070
He remembers that when he joined Les Chenes the salaries of teaching staff at the school
were increased to above those of mainstream school teaching salaries.
Relationship with children
1850. Kevin Mansell gave examples of the difficulties presented by some residents when, for
instance, they were rejected by parents who would have gone on holiday without them.
When asked how the staff addressed the emotional issues, he responded: “a significant
amount of time would be spent sitting with the young person, talking through what had
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gone on … we would offer a significant amount of support”. The school would also
contact the parents.3071
1851. Kevin Mansell said that talking issues through with children “occupied hours of my
day. I spent hours of every day with young people sitting with them, going through where
they were having issues, looking for alternative ways of dealing with things”. This was
said in the context of discussing the MAS – Mr Mansell was not asked whether the same
opportunities were afforded him as Principal having to deal at the same time with the
issues confronting the school between 2000 and 2003.3072
(i) Use of restraint
1852. Witnesses describe assisting with restraint in this period.3073 Others remember not
receiving restraint training,3074 although it is clear that some staff within children’s
services were trained in TCI during 2000.3075
(ii) Use of the secure cells/suite
1853. Staff remember the cells being used in this period: there were log books; 3076 the cells
were checked when occupied;3077 residents were placed in the cells “for their own safety
and the safety of others”.3078 Several describe a vinyl mattress (“gymnastic type plastic
mattress”), a duvet, pillow and nothing else in the cell. There was an intercom.3079
1854. By way of example of the use of the secure suite and cells in this period, an undated
and unascribed document records the time spent in the secure area and in allocated cells
by WN 698 between 2000 and 2004.3080 The information is said to be drawn from the
detention suite logs. The compiler concluded:
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“The above records show that WN 698 spent long periods of time within the secure area
but very little time within the cells and that time was spent mainly for sleeping purposes
or when she refused to leave her cell/get up from bed.”
1855. Kevin Mansell remembers that the cells were increasingly used from 2000 onwards for
new arrivals who had been drinking or taking drugs and not been eating well – the
provision of the secure suite and cell would allow them to rest, eat well and to sleep. He
explained why in those circumstances at night time they would be locked in the cells,
“they would be monitored by the night staff”.3081
1856. Kevin Mansell explained Dr Bull’s finding that all young people began their time
by being placed in secure; by the time she wrote her Report, he told the Inquiry: “welfare
placements on a residential basis had pretty much ceased because of the number of
people that were being remanded from court”.3082
1857. Kevin Mansell agreed that by the 2000s – “when we had no financial support to buy in
the staff that was needed” – residents on remand would be placed in the secure suite
while staff meetings took place but that the practice was stopped in “2001, I think”. He
recognised that it was not right to have used the secure suite in this way. He accepted that
notwithstanding that the level of supervision was increased when this happened, the
secure accommodation at that point was being used to “control and contain”.3083
1858. A more detailed, seven-page, analysis of the use of the cells between 2000 and 2006
was compiled by a civilian investigator.3084
1859. The investigator concluded:
“As every member of staff stated, the secure system was a difficult system to operate and
was just as unpopular with the staff as with the residents- space was at a premium, extra
staff were needed to monitor/ control the residents, longer hours were spent outside the
class-rooms(after all they were teachers and not social workers/jailers) One would
suspect, that even if the most appropriate of premises, the most sufficiency of fully trained
3081
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staff had been present during this period, when confronted by this particular group of
residents, ("tricky characters"as WN 544 described them), problems would have been
encountered on no mean scale.”3085
The Panel will be invited to determine whether, in the light of all the evidence, this analysis
is an accurate and fair one.
Is it right, as the writer suggests, that teaching staff should have been called on to manage
children sent on remand?
The “crisis” at Les Chenes: the approach of the court and the Governing Body
1860. The Inquiry heard a substantial amount of evidence about the pressures placed on Les
Chenes by the approach adopted by the Magistrates’ Court in the early 2000s and by the
influx of a cohort of young people who were more challenging for the staff than they had
previously been used to and about the consequent overcrowding.
1861. An analysis of the minutes of the Governing Body around this time suggests that the
principal cause of this “overcrowding” appears to have been a combination of the effects
of the increase in school leaving age from 15 to 16 in around 1993 and a perceived
change in the approach of the courts who seemed increasingly willing to send young
offenders to Les Chenes.
1862. The evidence available to the Inquiry suggests that overcrowding had become a
pressing issue while WN 109 was a senior member of staff. In February 1997 the
Governing Body noted the concerns about the shortage of places at Les Chenes:
“Mr Birtwistle voiced his concerns in respect of the shortage of places as Les Chenes is
currently being filled by the Courts and Guernsey were continuing to use all their places.
Mr Birtwistle felt that children at risk needed to be placed in Les Chenes before the age of
15. It was agreed that the raising of the school leaving age had contributed to the
shortage of places available at Les Chenes. Following further discussion, it was decided
to hold a special meeting to discuss the increasing pressure on places at Les Chenes and
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to draw up proposals to help alleviate the situation for submission to the Education
Committee.”3086
1863. A report on pupil numbers in March 1997 indicates that a Magistrate, Mr Trott,
continued to remand children to Les Chenes even though he had been informed that there
were no available beds: he had been invited to Les Chenes to emphasise this point.
1864. A further meeting of the Governing Body in early 1997 identified the increasing
number of referrals as a “continuing trend”:
“A general discussion followed in respect of the number of places available and the
question of how or whether these should be increased. It was felt that the increased
number of referrals was a continuing trend and therefore the shortage of places was
likely to continue. WN 109 informed the Governors that he felt the site was not large
enough to allow for an increase in buildings as leisure areas were also required. He also
pointed out that the increased pupil numbers placed additional pressure on the staff. It
was agreed that should there be more than eighteen pupils at Les Chenes the staff would
be unable to guarantee safe supervision. WN 109 informed the meeting that he had
understood in the past once the three remand beds were full the school could take no
more referrals from the Courts.
A meeting had been arranged between the Chairman of the Governors, WN 109 and the
Director of Education later in the day in order to discuss the present situation. In the
meantime WN 109 indicated he would maintain a maximum of eighteen pupils on the
register in order to create a buffer should the Courts remand again in this manner. It was
agreed a statement would be prepared for the Education Committee from the Governors
expressing their concerns in respect of the unreasonable pressure staff experience when
too many severely damaged youngsters are placed in a small environment. A draft
statement would be circulated to all Governors for approval.”3087
1865. In March 2000, Ian Le Marquand wrote to the Governing Body, expressing his view
that all remands under 16 years of age should be accepted to Les Chenes and again he set
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out his concerns about the dual role of Les Chenes as both a provider of education on the
one hand and a secure remand facility on the other.3088
1866. In November 2000, the JEP published an article on overcrowding at Les Chenes
prompting Ron McClean to write to the Director of Education:
“The Magistrate’s letter [published in the JEP] has made public something that we (the
Board of Governors and the Education Committee) have known for some considerable
time – the School is overcrowded and the situation is not going to improve. We may have
the Magistrate’s sympathy and support, but he has no alternative in Law other than to
remand young people to Les Chenes – the fact that we cannot accommodate them is not
his problem. The Board has minuted a resolution that I write to you expressing its deep
concern at the overcrowding situation at Les Chenes.”3089
1867. In December 2000, the Governing Body wrote to the Director of Education alerting
him to their concerns about overcrowding.3090 Tom McKeon could remember meeting
with some members of the Governing Body.
1868. Kevin Mansell, told the Inquiry, as did other witnesses that at this time: “there was a
small group of young people who were committing a significant number of offences … we
are probably talking about 10 or 12”.
1869. He said that pressure was consequently placed on Les Chenes to provide additional
secure accommodation. From 2002, the school regularly exceeded the maximum
occupancy levels. The school had no control over who was coming into Les Chenes: it
was no longer by this time taking welfare placements. In response to the overcrowding,
“some people had to be sent home. Completely inappropriate, you know, hot-bedding
should not happen”.3091
1870. When asked if he was in a position to refuse placements, Kevin Mansell replied:
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“Not from the Court … I met with the Magistrate on several occasions, but the
Magistrate's view, I understand, was that, you know, Les Chênes was the designated
remand facility for people of school age and if he needed to remand people, that is what
he was going to do.”3092
1871. He remembered one meeting he had had in 2001 with Magistrates Le Marquand and
Christmas:
“Q. What were you telling the Magistrates at that meeting?
A. We were saying that the school is full, we are under pressure, we have too many young
people coming through for too long on remand, and we wanted basically some sort -support would be the wrong sort of word, but some sort of support, some sort of
understanding from the Court of the position we were being put in.
Q. What was their response?
A. If they needed to remand somebody in, they would remand somebody in.”
1872. That meeting with the Magistrates was reported back to the Governing Body. The
Principal’s report noted that he had met with the Magistrates “to discuss the problems
that the school is facing in terms of student numbers”:
“Two issues of immediate concern are the increased number of remand cases followed by
the length of time that it takes for cases to be resolved. For example a number of students
have been on remand for over five months, which is totally inappropriate. At the present
time there is very little that can be achieved in relation to the remand eases as those
numbers merely reflect the five fold increase in the number of young people who have
appeared in Youth Court in recent years. The magistrates are actively looking for ways to
reduce the length of remands that some young people are on, which may be of benefit to
the school.”3093
1873. In fact, the practical consequence of the Magistrates’ approach was noted in a
subsequent Principal’s report to the Governing Body, which recorded that 23 students
3092
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were on the roll during March 2001. Kevin Mansell expressed his frustration at the courts
for continuing to send children to Les Chenes on remand:
“I also mentioned in my last report that 1 had met with the magistrates to discuss the
problem of overcrowding due to the large number of remands that Les Chenes was
receiving. The magistrates appeared sympathetic but in the five weeks following that
meeting we received another 4 students on remand.”3094
1874. Kevin Mansell told the Inquiry that he felt that cases on remand could have been dealt
with more quickly and that alternatives to custodial remands should have been explored.
He remembers that the Probation Service were aware of the pressures on the school – he
said that he probably spoke to them “on a daily basis”. On consequence of the Bull
Report (see below) was the removal of probation orders with a condition of residency:
Kevin Mansell remembered that that “did ease the situation significantly”.3095
1875. He recalled that, following the meeting in 2001, the Magistrates had accepted his
invitation to visit Les Chenes, following which they concluded that Les Chenes was not
suitable for the most severe cases and “insisted that certain young people were kept in
certain areas”.3096
1876. Minutes of a Governing Body meeting in October 2001 also record the dilemma facing
the school at the time (by which date it had been recommended that it become a remand
unit only following the publication of the Bull Report):
“When WN 627 had appeared in court for sentencing the Magistrate would not accept the
recommendation of Probation and attendance at anger management and pitstop as it was
felt this was insufficient. This sentence was the maximum that could be imposed whereas
if WN 627 had been an adult he would have been facing a 1-month prison sentence. The
Magistrate had therefore remanded the case for another week in the hope that an
alternative recommendation could be made. Bail was not granted, as he believed WN 627
was at risk of re-offending. The Governors were advised that in the past WN 627 would

3094

WD004239
Day80/57
3096 Day 80/55
3095

695

695

have been returned to Les Chenes on a condition of residence but now that the school was
a remand unit only this was not possible and there was no other provision in the Island. It
was agreed that this gap in provision, together with the role of Les Chenes, should be
discussed as a matter of urgency but would not solve the current problem.
1877. The approach adopted by the courts and the consequences for Les Chenes was
summarised by Peter Waggott in this way:
“ … under the age of 15 a young person could be remanded into custody but not
sentenced to custody, so you could have a situation where someone was on a custodial
remand, going to court for sentence and then if there was no custodial sentence they
could have, they were given probation or community service or whatever, and there was a
sense with a few of the young people who were around at that time that -- you know, they
were habitual reoffenders and there was a sense that they needed locking up, but they
could not be given a custodial sentence so they were held on remand and then they would
go to court and it would be delayed, sentencing was delayed because there was a
requirement for a background report, or a probation report, or a psychologist report and
so these things inevitably took time and sometimes I think that it was the case that it took
a lot longer than it should have”.3097
1878. He remembers that WN 73 did spend a great deal of time in the secure area of the
school “and that was the court’s direction. We could not turn round to the court and say,
well, ‘No we’re not going to do that’. They directed us”.3098 Peter Waggott agreed with
WN 73 that in this period the secure units were being used for far longer than had been
the case at Les Chenes up until then:
“When I first started there they were not used at all for possibly years and cell 4 was a
storeroom. At one point we had a huge scaleextric racing car setup in the vestibule and it
was used for that.”3099
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1878.1 The evidence relating to WN 73’s time in Les Chenes may be considered a useful
case study for this period. WN 73 gave evidence on Day 56: documentation relating to his
time at Les Chenes includes: records the Court Order in May 2003 remanding him at Les
Chenes in secure accommodation [WD003932]; his being remanded in secure later in the
month at the request of Children’s Services [WD003937]; a document seeking to
persuade the court to change to “‘Category 2’ i.e. with remainder of unit rather than in
secure” [WD003934]; a note of concerns relating to his mental health and the length of
time being spent in the secure unit [WD004066]; a record confusion about the role of
Children’s Services, the new regime at Les Chenes and the role of the Probation Service
[WD003926]; the approach taken by the Court [WD003922] in the circumstances of a
court appearance in August 2003 and decision whether to remand WN 73 on status 1 or
status 2; and a document reflecting the apparent ambiguity as to the use of the secure unit
and secure cell in 2004 [WD003896].
1879. Peter Waggott told the Inquiry that in the early 2000s the court had brought in different
categories of remands (used for instance in WN 73’s case):
“Secure 1 was someone who has to be kept separate from the rest of the student population
and only both sleeping and educated within the secure vestibule area and that was
difficult because you were locked in with one or two students, not in a classroom, so you
did not have any of your teaching resources…very often you were one-to-one with that
person and if they were being difficult you were a little bit exposed.”3100
These were the same as Status 1 and Status 2 remand. He thinks the system was brought in
by Ian Le Marquand,3101 while Kevin Mansell thinks it was started by his predecessor,
Magistrate Trott.
1880. Peter Waggott told the Panel that for Secure 1 remand “it was rather the number of
repeat offences … rather than a single one-off serious offence” Secure 2 were ‘things like
assault … breaking and entering”.3102
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1881. In Mr Waggott’s view, young people at this time were placed on long remands for
“spurious reasons and there was no doubt in my mind that the Court did this as a
punitive measure”.3103
1882. Mr Waggott remembered that those on long periods of remand would sleep, be taught,
and would eat in the secure area and exercise in the ball court: “they were not totally cut
off … Because we were concerned that they were spending so much time within the four
walls of the secure area we set up a room … we had a computer in there and a games
console and a TV”.3104
1883. He did not view the use of the secure suite and the cells in this period as a means of
“crowd control” – “that just was not the case … we placed young people in there who the
court determined should go in there”.3105
1884. WN 544, a member of staff from 1998 to 2003, remembers the use of the secure rooms
increasing when the courts remanded young people into secure. He too remembers how
staff tried to improve amenities in secure.3106
1885. Derek Carter agreed that it was a fair summary of the predicament faced by the school
in this period that residents were in effect being contained.3107 He remembers that Status
1 and 2 remands were kept in the secure area but not locked in their rooms.3108
1886. Kevin Mansell told the Inquiry that he questioned whether it was appropriate that
young people were being remanded with “such frequency and for such long periods of
time”. He raised it with the Director of Education. He was concerned at the possibility
that their human rights were being breached.3109
1887. Tom McKeon remembers having a meeting with Ian Le Marquand about the situation
and about the strain that was being placed on Les Chenes. 3110 He was asked during his
evidence to the Inquiry to comment on a letter to him from Ian Le Marquand in
3103
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September 2001, in which Ian Le Marquand expressed his disappointment that the
Governors could not give him an assurance that young people could be placed in a
“custodial environment” at Les Chenes, adding:
“I do not think that the general public will be at all happy to learn that the Courts do not
have any secure post sentencing custodial facility for young people under the age of 15
who repeatedly re-offend with serious offences because the only facility which existed has
been withdrawn by the Education Committee.”3111
1888. Tom McKeon’s assessment to the Inquiry (in his role as Director of Education) was
that:
“…the problems that were being confronted by the school at that time were not just a
reflection of what was happening in the community, because there was a spate of
offending by young people, but were also a reflection of the requirements that were being
laid upon the school by the Court. The Court was adopting an increasingly inflexible
approach to the way in which the children could be provided for and it added to the
pressure that the school was facing, hence my meeting with Ian Le Marquand to try to
resolve the issue.”3112
1889. When asked to comment, Mr McKeon agreed that Ian Le Marquand appeared to take a
punitive approach towards children at Les Chenes.3113
Staffing problems
1890. When shown minutes of a Les Chenes Governors’ meeting in 20033114 in which
repeated requests for additional staff had been made to him as the Director of Education
since 2000, Tom McKeon recalled that additional resources had been provided. He also
observed that a “very important characteristic of the seminal stages of Les Chenes no
longer applied” which he identified as consistency of staff.3115
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1891. Peter Waggott did not think that the Education Department adequately supported the
staff at Les Chenes: “Towards the end of Les Chenes we were worn out, frustrated...that
sums it up really: worn out and frustrated”.3116 He told the Inquiry:
“Certainly from 2000 onwards, 2001, I was very well aware that the then Principal made
a number of approaches to the Department for additional funding to employ more staff,
or to completely change the staffing model towards having care staff and teaching staff as
two separate bodies but the Department was not interested at that point.”3117
1892. In January 2001, Kevin Mansell told the Governing Body of the “nightmare staffing
situation” and the difficulties in relying on supply staff.3118 In the same meeting the
Chairman of the Governors noted that “the school is currently going from crisis to
crisis”.3119
1893. Tom McKeon thought Peter Waggott’s recollection that the Department continually
refused increased funding at this time was “very unfair”. He thought that this reflected a
“high degree of frustration and concern because [the staff] were not able to provide
appropriately for the young people in this very challenging situation”.
1894. Tom McKeon added:
“I’m in no way critical of the staff at Les Chenes … at any time and of the work they were
trying to undertake. I do believe that as the pressures grew the provision proved to be
entirely inadequate”.3120
1895. He told the Inquiry that he did view the predicament at Les Chenes at the time as a
pressing concern “in the sense that I would not want any part of our service to feel
inadequately resourced but the source of challenge was beyond our control … the level of
challenge was becoming something that the place could no longer deal with”.3121
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1896. In July 2002, Tom McKeon wrote to Anton Skinner, then Acting Chief Executive of
the HSSD, stating that the Education Committee had decided that Les Chenes was
henceforth to be used “exclusively for the purposes of secure remand”:
“The Committee concluded that, due to the significant number of children being
remanded to the school and the nature of their presenting behaviours, Les Chenes cannot
continue to serve a dual function as a remand centre and residential school. Furthermore,
the Committee believes that the school ethos and training, experience and skill set of the
current staff are il1 suited to the changed circumstances. It views the measures to be
adopted pursuant to the attached report to be interim in nature and that, as a matter of
urgency, the three committees involved in the treatment, support and management of
emotionally and behaviourally disturbed young people must determine appropriate
provision and management arrangements. The Committee, while supporting the view that
Les Chenes must be viewed as one, albeit an important, element of a broader fully
integrated service is firmly of the view that existing arrangements are failing and cannot
be maintained.”3122
1897. In the previous August (2001), Tom McKeon had written to Ian Le Marquand, passing
on the Education Committee’s decision, in the wake of the Bull Report, that Les Chenes
would only be taking remand placements.3123
1898. In Kevin Mansell’s view:
“I think basically Les Chênes was left to struggle. We did the best we had, but our budget
was not adequate to enable us to deliver the services we were expected to deliver…we
were severely under-resourced…we were struggling staffing wise and with a building
which had expectation placed on it which it was really struggling to meet.”3124
1899. Kevin Mansell was asked to respond to the view of Ronald McClean, the Chairman of
the Governing Board in the period, that from 1997 “It became clear that the organisation
of Les Chenes was falling apart”. Kevin Mansell considered this unfair:
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“I think Les Chênes was a school or a remand centre which was staffed by people who
were very dedicated, who were doing their best for the young people, and who were not
receiving the support in whatever way that is, but mainly financial, so we could develop
the resources, we could have appropriate staffing levels, by the Education
Department.”3125
1900. At the time, Les Chenes’ budget per resident was £29,000 a year. Kevin Mansell had
carried out a comparison with secure unit funding in the UK, which equated to £180,000
per resident. He thinks that Tom McKeon would have been aware of this disparity. He
told the Inquiry that Les Chenes’ budgetary provision was “…historic. That is the way it
had been run and that is what was seen as needed”.3126
1901. Kevin Mansell recalled putting together a staffing rota and a budget based on the
minimum staff required (at a lower level than he knew to be in operation in the UK) in
which he set out the number of teachers and care staff required. He was told by Tom
McKeon that his request was “unacceptable”.3127 Mr Mansell reflected in evidence:
“My view, and I may be wrong, but my view is that I do not think that Mr McKeon was
aware of how things had changed, the nature of the young people. There were things, for
example, the raising of the school leaving age, which had come in since Mr McKeon's
time at Les Chênes. The fact that we were dealing with significantly more young people
on remand. There was clearly a major issue in relation to drug use, and I think you will
see I did provide statistics from a report about the use of hard drugs in Jersey being
significantly greater than in the UK at that time amongst young people. All those things
came together and created a really difficult situation and it was a situation which I'm not
sure Mr McKeon completely took on board.”3128
1902. He did not think that the Education Department – “certainly the Director” – was aware
of how difficult things were. When asked whether or not he considered resigning given
that in in his view he was being thwarted by the Department, Kevin Mansell said he
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would not have done so. It was a combination of professional pride and the hope that
funding would improve; he would also have lost his home as he and his family were
living on site.3129 Tom McKeon was not recalled to respond, having given evidence
before Kevin Mansell.
1903. When asked whether if, someone had visited the school in 2002, they would have
concluded that it was out of control, Kevin Mansell rejected this:
“We were coping because we had a group of very professional staff who were prepared
to work long hours and we were using significant numbers of temporary staff. Now, that
is not good, you know, Kathie Bull and others have said that needed to stop, but that
could only stop if the funding and the ability to appoint people was given to us, you
know.”3130
1904. After the Kathie Bull Report came out, Ian Le Marquand was interviewed by the JEP
in 2003 setting out his concerns about the lack of facility for dealing with young people
with behavioural problems.3131 In an article in the JEP in 2009 he told the paper that he
wanted young people to be sentenced to time in Greenfields, rather than being held on
remand.3132
Threats to Kevin Mansell and family
1905. Tom McKeon remembered when asked about the threats made to Kevin Mansell and
his family by a resident at Les Chenes:
“I was aware that it was becoming more and more challenging. That was why I sought a
meeting with the Magistrate to talk about the way in which he was making disposals to
the school. That was why I insisted that money was invested on improving the physical
environment of the school to get it back to a reasonable standard. That is why we
provided additional staffing resources, but the problem was that providing the facility for
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additional manpower did not necessarily mean that it was possible to attract the right
people with the right skills to that environment.”3133
1906. Mr Mansell was overcome when he gave evidence on this issue: he suggested that he
could have received more support from the Department of Education.
Deployment of prison staff
1907. In his role as Director of Education, Tom McKeon told the Inquiry that he was not
aware of the details of the proposal to bring in prison staff to work at Les Chenes.3134
1908. Kevin Mansell recalls two occasions when prison officers were brought into Les
Chenes. The first was when a young person was brought down from prison; the second
was when prison staff were drafted in to cover a weekend when no staff were available.
Staff accounts of managing remand residents in this period
1909. Jonathan Chinn remembers that by 2002 the school was containing children on remand
“in the ordinary bedrooms". He agreed that by this stage there were some students who
were being kept in Les Chenes in a way that the Court had not envisaged. It was he says
through no fault of the school or the staff, “it became difficult for staff to work there and
obviously the students were becoming huge problems with the drugs, there were children
absconding and I think that put more pressure on the school because the Courts were
unhappy that the children were absconding”. He believes that staff would have had the
expertise to manage some of the intake “if there had not been so many of them”.3135
1910. Peter Waggott told the Inquiry that in this period he and his colleagues had been taken
by surprise by “a sudden influx of a cohort of young people who had committed lots of
offences together outside of school”.3136
1911. For Derek Carter, at this time, staff morale was lower than it had been, as it seemed
that all the children at Les Chenes were on remand and the school was no longer able to
offer activities as before.3137
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1912. There was a general plan in this era to push students to do GCSEs and get the best
results out of them but Jonathan Chinn could not remember if there was a specific plan
for each child.
Running Les Chenes after the Bull Report
1913. When the Kathie Bull Report was published, Jonathan Chinn remembers that Kevin
Mansell was “very keen to bring about the changes” she recommended.3138
1914. For Kevin Mansell, running Les Chenes after the Bull Report came out “was extremely
difficult because we were understaffed”. The Report had recommended that those not on
remand be placed back in mainstream school; in Kevin Mansell’s view, significant input
was needed to enable the transition. No additional funding was provided.3139 He
implemented those recommendations of the Bull Report that he was able to put in place,
including care plans and individual education plans, as well as introducing risk
assessments which he told the Inquiry were “only just coming in” at the time.
1915. He had been supportive of the view that Les Chenes needed a care team to work
alongside the teaching staff from “the mid to late 1990s”.3140
August 2003: police called to Les Chenes
1916 Derek Carter gave detailed evidence to the Inquiry about this episode. He took the
Inquiry through photographs of the aftermath of the confrontation. When asked whether
on reflection he should have responded differently, he told the Inquiry that he was unsure
that in fact he could have reacted differently.3141
1917. Peter Waggott described the behaviour of the two young people as “way beyond what
we were able to deal with”. He arrived at Les Chenes at about 9.30 pm that evening. Up
until then and from 2000 the police had been called in on “three or four occasions”. He
did agree that by August 2000 Les Chenes had got beyond staff control “For the vast
majority of the time it ran quite smoothly”. He described the two young people as “…
3137
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habitual offenders. They were two of the cohort who really had in their eyes nothing to
lose and were hell bent on creating trouble...I do not think the police had any other
option … I do not know how it would have been managed in a different way”. It was, he
said, a “100 per cent one-off”.3142 He had not been asked by the police at the time about
the use of CS spray: had he been asked he would have been against it.3143
1918. Peter Waggott told the Inquiry that it was his impression that Tom McKeon held him
responsible for what had happened and that he would lose his job. He accepted that he
was the Acting Principal but added:
“over and above that there was the ongoing issue of the fact that we had alerted the
Department numerous times to the inadequacies of the building, that it was well-known
that we had young people who were seriously disaffected and had been on remand for an
inordinate length of time and who really just did not feel they had anything to lose and
that because of the inadequate staffing we were relying on part-time supply staff to cover
that period and those things were outside of my control. Changes to the building and
changes to staffing ratios and so on were the Department's responsibility…...repeatedly
we had requested that staffing was improved and the building was improved and
repeatedly that had been knocked back and our perception was that [Tom McKeon] -because he had established the school 30 years earlier on a particular model, the feeling
was that that model was okay and if we were not managing on that model it was us that
was at fault.”3144
He felt very unsupported over this incident.
1919. One member of the care staff [2002–2003] may have witnessed the build-up to the
episode in the account she provided to police in 2009:
“The only incident that she can recall, which she thought was a little inappropriate, was
when WN 630 and another she believes may have been called WN 618, 'kicked off'. One of
the staff, which may have been the Deputy but she cannot be sure, locked them both in a
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glass room next to the day room and the secure area. The room they were locked in
contained computers and other expensive electrical devices. Once inside, they then
caused £25,000 worth of damage and the armed response Police had to be called and the
building evacuated. At the time she did not hear the commotion as she was in the secure
area minding a young female, whose name she cannot recall. She felt that locking the
boys inside the glass room was inappropriate in the circumstances.”3145
1920. Tom McKeon was asked to comment on a letter he had written relating to Peter
Waggott and Kevin Mansell shortly after the incident: he told the Inquiry that the
Madeleine Davies Report which he had commissioned was not a means of bringing
forward the closure of Les Chenes.
The Madeleine Davies Report3146
1921. In 2003, two residents at Les Chenes disclosed that WN 708, a member of staff, had
supplied them with drugs. Their allegations were taken seriously by staff and by the
police.3147 There were also concerns relating to WN 708 that he had been using the
premises to sleep over with his girlfriend and had acted inappropriately with female
residents.3148 The member of staff was suspended with immediate effect.3149 He
subsequently pleaded guilty to possession in late 2003. This may have prompted the
commissioning of the report by Madeleine Davies.
1922. Madeleine Davies was Head of Staff Services in 2003. She carried out an unannounced
inspection of Les Chenes in August 2003 at the request of Tom McKeon, the Director of
Education. The Report sets out what she found and includes photographs of the contents
of draws, record books and confiscated material. It covers the issue of keys to the secure
area, checks to the secure cells, observations on the day room, classrooms, headteacher’s
and deputy head-teacher’s offices, recording procedures, young person interviews, staff
training and induction, records on abscondings, procedures on belongings and
administration. An extract from the introduction to the Report reads:
3145
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“The School's purpose is to provide education and care in a residential setting for young
people remanded by the Youth Court. There are two ways to enter the school and it is
determined by the Juvenile Court that either a young person should be on secure remand
and thereby remain on the premises under close supervision for a full period of the
placement or the second method could be a non-secure remand also made by the Court or
as a result initially of a secure remand during which time the young person could eligible
for a non secure remand as deemed appropriate.
…
It will be stated that the number and type of young persons admitted to Les Chenes has
changed over the last three years. Pressure on the Court, as a result of a rise in the
number of young people appearing before it and the changing profile of youth crime, is
having a serious and detrimental 'knock-on' effect upon the school. The points above have
caused the School to introduce some inappropriate and legally dubious methods of
managing pupils because both the Court and the Committee have endorsed the caveat "as
deemed appropriate by the principal" without the necessary training and guidance being
given to both teaching and non-teaching staff. The management of young people's
behaviour is through a point system, staff are not consistent in the awarding or removal
of points.”
1923. Peter Waggott accepted that the Report was damning. When he was asked for how
long he had felt that the staff at Les Chenes had been too stretched, he said:
“I honestly think that for most of the time when I was Deputy Principal we were
stretched. I would say that the Principal and I were working 70, 80, sometimes 90 hours a
week trying to cover shifts that could not be covered in any other way.”3150
The Kathie Bull Report: Review of Principles, Procedures and Practices at Les Chenes
Residential School3151
1924. The Kathie Bull Report may be seen as a landmark review in the context of the
Inquiry, not simply by reference to the specific far-reaching criticisms within the Report,
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but also by its effect on wider considerations relating to residential child care. Two years
on, Dr Bull carried out a detailed review of Heathfield and La Preference. The
commissioning of the 2001 Report was triggered by specific events at Les Chenes where
a young person became violent toward members of staff.3152 The letter commissioning the
Report and setting out the Terms of Reference is not available to the Inquiry, although the
Terms of Reference are given at the start of the report.
1925. The 27-page report reviewed:
1925.1 admissions procedures;
1925.2 assessment procedures;
1925.3 court procedures that impact on the school’s roles and function;
1925.4 secure unit use;
1925.5 behaviour management and use of physical force;
1925.6 staffing and staff training;
1925,7 premises and accommodation;
1925.8 proposed redevelopment.
In each section, a series of recommendations were set out.
1926. The Report was critical on a number of fronts. The Report summarised the pressures
on the school:
“The number and type of young person admitted to Les Chenes have changed markedly
over a period of at least three years but certainly over the last eighteen months. It would
be usual for a special school to have admission's procedures which allow each pupil to
have a settling in period before another pupil is admitted. This so as not to destabilise the
existing cohorts. However, such a routine is not possible. Pressures on the Court as a
result of a rise in the number of young people appearing before it and the changing
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profile of youth crime is having a serious and detrimental knock-on- effect upon the
school. Indeed, at points throughout the year the school has had to admit:
(a) more pupils in total than it has space to accommodate
(b) more pupils on custodial remand than it has secure beds to accommodate
(c) an excess of pupils for which the staffing ratios are inadequate.
(d) staffing ratios which at times compromise the health, welfare and safety of young
people
(e) some pupils whose needs, up to this point, are extreme by the State's standards-, and,
who the school does not have the expertise to manage.”
1927. It identified from the Governing body minutes repeated “serious shortfalls” dating
back to 1997.
1928. Les Chenes’ predicament was summarised thus:
“In essence, and running as themes across these minutes for some time, are the issues of
the overcrowding at Les Chenes and the incompatibility of the school's functions. Central
to these issues is the fact that Les Chenes was established as a remand centre under the
Children (Jersey) Law 1969 and, that since it opened little time has been given to a joint
reconsideration of:
1. whether such an institution can serve two quite distinct and, in some respects, opposing
roles or
2. whether, as a result of the changing pattern of youth crime, a separation of those
functions would meet the needs of the young people and the Court more appropriately.”
1929. The Report called into question whether Les Chenes as an educational establish could
meet the needs of those on secure remand, those on non-custodial remand (welfare
placements) and those “who are vulnerable and may require a place of safety”. The
report queried whether this provision should still be with Education.
1930. In relation to the use of the secure units, the Report noted that:
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“Irrespective of whether a young person is given a custodial or a non-custodial remand
all begin their time at the school by being placed in the secure unit. The entry procedures
do not vary. The police transport the young person to Les Chenes and, after the Head
teacher or his Deputy have had an initial discussion, the young person is escorted to the
unit where he/she showers and changes into distinctive clothes – PE shorts and a T shirt –
and then may reside-there for up to 72 hours.”
1931. The 2001 policy is quoted:
“(i) when a pupil arrives in school for the first time a settling in period of up to 72 hours
maximum in secure is useful
(ii) on return from absconding a pupil' may be held in secure for up to 48 hours
(iii) when a pupil is deemed to be at imminent risk of self-harm or injury to others or of
significantly damaging property then failing all other attempts to control or diffuse the
situation secure may be used as a tactic of last resort.”
1932. The Report concluded that in relation to the use of the secure unit and cells, “the use of
the secure suite for all young people in entry to Les Chenes is most unacceptable.” The
fabric and configuration of the secure unit was “not fit for purpose”.
1933. The Report reviewed the behaviour management system in place noting that the Merit
Award Scheme had been revised in 1996 but was seen to be of very limited use. The
home leave element that still existed was “a major weakness” – “leave should be a right
as for any child in a residential school”.
1934. The absence of behaviour plans was “not wholly defensible”.
1935. There was concern about the absence of training in the use of restraint.
1936. Recommendations included agreeing with the Magistrate “a set of procedures for the
admission and detainment of young people” reflecting concern for the “very serious
weaknesses” at Les Chenes and “the extreme constraints” on accommodation. A policy
for the use of reasonable force was needed “across major departments”.
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1937. Reliance on supply cover for staff was seen as “an overwhelming weakness of the
organisation”. The Report found that “The absence of qualified and experienced child
care professionals is not acceptable”,
“Without a radical overhaul and review it is possible that the current weaknesses will be
perpetuated, with little gained overall for the young people. The present arrangement
whereby the headteacher and the deputy share, over a 36 day period, the management of
the school, 24 hours daily, is clearly unsustainable.”
1938. Jonathan Chinn remembers meeting with Kathie Bull when she carried out her
inspection in 2001: “I do remember chatting to her for about two to three hours on one
occasion and she certainly spoke to a number of the children”. He felt that he had been
able to speak to her frankly.
Culture: the residents’ perspective
Overview
1939. WN 13 was admitted to Les Chenes in around 1980 and spent approximately 2½ years
at the Home. He states that “it was much better than Haut de la Garenne and although it
was strict, the regime was better with good educational programmes in place”.3153
1940. By contrast, WN 311, who was admitted to Les Chenes in 1981, states that “Les
Chenes was worse than Haut de la Garenne as you would get locked up in your rooms
and there was a points system in place where you would get rewarded for doing certain
chores and would have points deducted for not doing what you were told”.3154
1941. WN 250 was admitted to Les Chenes in around 1987. She recalls that she did not want
to go, as she understood that there was a strict regime and she would not have as much
freedom as she had had at Clos de Sables.3155
1942. William Dubois, who resided at Les Chenes for temporary periods while on breaks
from his boarding school during the late 1980s, describes his first impressions of Les
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Chenes as being worse than that of other children’s homes “because it was like a prison
for children and the staff there were worse than they were at any other children’s
home”.3156
1943. WN 73 states that he was admitted to the home at various points between 2002 and
2005, under a care order. In his evidence to the Inquiry, he stated that the home was run
more like a borstal than any sort of rehabilitation centre.3157 He describes the mix of
children who were resident at the home at that time, and explains the effect this had on
his own behaviour:
“It was very easy to fall in with a bad crowd when you are in such places because you are
forced to mix with children that have committed offences and there was not a lot of
contact with other friends from home and school. I became friends with the other young
people in Les Chenes who were stuck in an endless cycle of reoffending, being remanded
in custody and being released.”3158
1944. WN 73 also recalls there being regular “kick offs” and even riots at Les Chenes when
rooms were damaged by residents and the police were called. 3159 He also describes
residents using illegal drugs while admitted to Les Chenes and states that these were
supplied by a member of staff at the home, WN 708.3160 WN 73 reflects that “these
incidents show that not only had I been put, by the police and the Children’s Service, in
an environment where I was mixing with a bad crowd of children, but the staff were also
helping me and other residents to get drugs”.3161
Daily routine
1945. Edward Walton was a resident at Les Chenes between 1979 and 1982. In his witness
statement he gave a detailed description of the routine at Les Chenes:
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“The routine at Les Chenes was the same every day. The children would wake up at 7 am.
We would have a wash, get our clothes on and make sure our beds were immaculately
made. We would then go down for breakfast …
After breakfast some of the children cleaned up the breakfast pots, whilst others went to
carry out morning chores and clean their rooms. After this, staff would come and inspect
our work and, depending on how well we had done, award points on our orange points
cards.
After breakfast and inspection, there was assembly … At the end of assembly WN 108
would usually see those children that were due to be punished. [….]
After assembly we went to class … followed by lunch … Dinner was then served at
around 4.30 pm.
We often played sport in the afternoons. This usually consisted of a game of football in
the field next to the buildings. As there were only eight children there WN 108 and one of
the other teachers would usually join in.”3162
“The routine was relaxed a little bit at weekends. At weekends we were allowed to get up
later. We all mucked in to cook a fry-up breakfast. We would often do activities, and I
remember on many occasions being taken in a minibus to the beach when the weather
was fine.
Given that the weekend timetable was less rigid, this was a good time to get points on
your card. I glazed the greenhouse for four points per pane and would mow all the lawns
in the grounds for around 150 points.”3163
1946. A similar description of the daily routine was given by WN 625, who was resident at
the home between 1984 and 1986:
“On a normal day you got up at 7.30, went for breakfast and after that there was a rota
system where you had to do some cleaning in an area for half an hour. Then you went to
assembly conducted by WN 108 in the day room and after that everyone would go about
3162
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their school lessons…You would have your lunch at normal time, and dinner which was
at about 5 pm.”3164
Staff
1947. As well as giving differing accounts of the general environment at Les Chenes, there
are varying opinions among Phase 1a witnesses about the staff who worked at the home.
1948. Edward Walton describes WN 108 as being “firm but fair3165 and recalls having a
positive relationship with Mario Lundy.3166 WN 387, who was admitted to Les Chenes in
around 1986, provides a similar description of WN 108 and Mario Lundy as “strict but
fair”.3167
1949. WN 625 also gives a positive account of staff at Les Chenes, stating that “all the
teachers at Les Chenes, they were all brilliant, very committed, right on top of their
game. They needed to be to make that school work”.3168 WN 626, who was at Les Chenes
from around 1984 to 1986, describes the staff as being “approachable” and
“reasonable”.3169
1950. Numerous other witnesses provided descriptions of staff at Les Chenes that were either
neutral or negative. WN 622 was admitted to Les Chenes in 1982 and describes having
good and bad experiences at the home. He states that while some teachers, including WN
110, would help them progress, there were others who were “brutal”. In particular, he
states that WN 108, WN 246 and Mario Lundy were bullies and that they “made life hell
for some of the kids there. They were figures of authority who basically abused the
position they were in”.3170
1951. WN 311 describes WN 246 as a bully who liked to throw his weight around, WN 108
as firm but fair, and WN 110 and Mario Lundy as horrible and “over the top strict”.3171
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1952. WN 624, who was resident at the home between 1981 and 1984, describes WN 108 as
“one of the nicest people you could meet and a very good teacher” but recalls that some
of the male residents would come away from seeing him with bruises or black eyes after
being “pin-balled”.3172 She provides a negative description of other members of staff at
the home, including Mario Lundy, who she states was a very good teacher could also be
“very nasty” and would often push and shove male residents.3173 WN 624 describes WN
246 as “nasty and always drunk”, adding that he was “sleazy” with the girls and would
hit male residents in front of his class.3174 WN 624 also recalls that Monique Webb had
favourites among the residents at Les Chenes and did not like her, slapping her on a few
occasions.3175
1953. WN 623 also states that Ms Webb had favourites at Les Chenes and if you were not
one of these then she would be “nasty”.3176 WN 673 states more generally that the
brighter children were picked on less and were given jobs that would allow them to earn
more points.3177
Education
1954. Edward Walton gives a positive account of his time at Les Chenes, stating that the
education was brilliant and more hands-on than schools he had attended previously.3178
1955. WN 624 gives a similarly positive account, stating that:
“Education was the one good thing at Les Chenes. I had learned nothing at St Helier
Girls School, where I had been a pupil previously. They hated me there. The staff told me
I would never pass an exam. At Les Chenes, in contrast, I did well at lessons. They pushed
us to learn. I passed eight CSE’s and that made me proud. As far as education is
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concerned, if I had not gone to Les Chenes, I have no idea what would have happened to
me.”3179
1956. WN 625 states that “the curriculum was very broad, which I thought was fantastic”.3180
Points system
1957. WN 621 was admitted to Les Chenes for committing criminal offences in around 1984.
In a statement given to police in 2008, she described how the points system then in place
at Les Chenes operated:
“The place was run on a points system to encourage good behaviour. You would be
awarded points for going to your lessons, doing chores etc. It was 20 points per school
lesson and 10 points for cleaning your room in the morning. The points were recorded on
a card that you had to carry around with you. You would present the card to a member of
staff who would give you points and sign it. At the end of the week the points would be
added up and if you made the correct amount you could have home leave which was one
weekend in every three where you would get a Sunday afternoon at home. If you did not
make the points, you did not go home.”3181
1958. As with other aspects of life at the Home, there are contrasting opinions in relation to
the points system at Les Chenes.
1959. Edward Walton describes the points system in positive terms, stating that it was
effective3182 and that its connection with home leave was not intended to punish residents
but to provide them with an incentive.3183 WN 625 also gave a positive account of the
points system, stating that “the point system worked brilliantly, it was straightforward,
basic and you got out of it what you put in”.3184
1960. WN 624 recalls that, every week, WN 108 would sit down with children one on one to
discuss their points. She is one of a number of witnesses who recalls different members
3179
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of staff approaching and applying the system in different ways. While some were more
generous with points she states that others, like WN 246, used to take away points for no
reason.3185 She is also one of a number of witnesses who refers to the “600 club” which
referred to children who had enough points to go home every weekend, and suggests that
this was for the “extra smart children”.3186 WN 624 describes the inconsistencies in
treatment in the following way:
“Points seemed to be another way of getting us to retaliate and compete against each
other. Certain children who were the teachers’ favourites always seemed to get more
points than others. The staff were certainly not fair in the way they awarded points. I
often found that I was good through the whole of a lesson, but would only be given five
points. Someone else might have been a pain but still be given nine points. It felt as if
points were being taken off because my face did not fit. All in all the points system was
not a fun way to live life.”3187
1961. WN 311 also gives a negative account of the points system that was in place,
suggesting that it was open to abuse by staff. She states that “points would be deducted
by the staff for poor behaviour but often they would take points off you for nothing and
some enjoyed telling you that you could not go home”.3188
1962. Two witnesses, WN 623 and WN 673 gave accounts of staff deliberately docking
points from residents
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or preventing them from obtaining points,

3190

with WN 623

stating that staff would do this when they knew they had plans at weekends.
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allegedly arbitrary and inconsistent application of the points system was a source of
complaint for many witnesses.
1963. The connection between points and home leave is criticised by other former residents
of Les Chenes, including WN 215, who describes the “mental torture” he suffered due to
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the points system, which meant that he could not visit home at weekends.3192 WN 624
describes how residents “were scared of doing anything wrong, as it meant that you
could not go home for the weekend”.3193 Having regard to the connection between points
and home leave, the Panel may also wish to note WN 145’s related observation that the
staff at Les Chenes did not really facilitate contact between students and their
families.3194
1964. In addition, the Inquiry has received evidence in relation to the points system that was
in operation during the early 2000s at Les Chenes (the “Grand Prix system”) the
successor to the MAS, introduced by Joe Kennedy in 2004. WN 73 was admitted to Les
Chenes on a number of occasions between 2002 and 2005. He states that while he was
resident at Les Chenes the regime consisted of levels and points3195 where:
“Points were awarded to children during school lessons for good behaviour and each
child would have a sign off card including details and records of points awarded. You
could also earn points for good behaviour, which I believe included cleaning and
cooking, but my memory of earning extra points is quite slim.[3196] For each lesson that
you showed good behaviour throughout, you were awarded five points. Once you had 100
points, you were able to move up to the next level.”3197
1965. WN 630, a resident at Les Chenes between 2001 and 2004, gave a negative account of
this system, stating that “it was very hard to get the points and very much easier to lose
points. You had to earn 500 points just to get your trainers back. You lost points for
swearing, inappropriate behaviour like throwing food around and ‘play fighting’. Most
of my weekends were spent in the day room”.3198
1966. As well as general observations being made about the points system, the Inquiry heard
evidence from a number of witnesses relating to an incident which is said to have
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occurred during the 1980s, when a resident is alleged to have cut their wrists at the home
and other children were offered points by staff to clean up the blood afterwards.3199
Use of cells/secure accommodation
1967. WN 621 was admitted to Les Chenes in around 1984. She provides a description of the
secure cells at the Home:
“It was basically an empty room with just a mattress in it which was in the corner on the
floor. You were not allowed possessions in there with you. If you needed the toilet there
was a bell you rang to get someone’s attention. You had to sleep in there and the night
staff would watch you. The doors were solid wood doors with glass panels to see in at
you. These was a light but it was accessed and controlled from the outside by staff.”3200
1968. The majority of witnesses recall being placed in the secure cells when they first arrived
at Les Chenes, including WN 627,3201 WN 629,3202 WN 651,3203 WN 145,3204 WN 6733205
and WN 153.3206 Many say they found this a frightening introduction to life at Les
Chenes.
1969. There are varying accounts as to how long this initial placement in secure
accommodation would last. WN 625 states that it would only be used for the first night of
admission,3207 whereas WN 622 states that he spent around two weeks in the secure cells
and was locked in at night but would be allowed out during the day. 3208 William Dubois
describes being kept in the secure unit in the temporary periods he spent at Les Chenes
when he returned from boarding school, and not being allowed to participate in activities
with other young people who were resident at the Home.3209
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1970. In respect of his initial placement in secure, WN 651 states that “the purpose of my
first two weeks was so that I would acclimatise but it just left me feeling scared and
isolated. I had come from a family home into a locked cell and basically cried myself to
sleep every night. I thought it was well out of order to treat a young lad in that way in his
first two weeks of detention”.3210
1971. As well as the secure cells being used on admission, varying accounts are given in
relation to whether and to what extent the secure accommodation was used as punishment
for residents at Les Chenes. WN 625 states that secure cells were only used on the first
night that children were admitted to Les Chenes but were never used as a punishment in
the time that he was resident at the Home, between 1984 and 1986.3211
1972. By contrast, WN 622 recalls around ten occasions on which he claims he was placed in
secure accommodation for half a day at a time as punishment for misbehaviour.3212
Similarly, WN 621 claims that she was placed in the secure unit once for swearing at WN
112.3213 Other witnesses who allege that they were placed in the secure cells as
punishment include WN 250, for absconding from the home with a friend3214 and
William Dubois for failing to wash dishes quickly enough. 3215
1973. Some residents, such as WN 624, state that they were never placed in the cells at Les
Chenes, not even on arrival, though she recalls that sometimes other children would be
locked in the cells for a couple of weeks, and would only be allowed one hour of exercise
outside the cell per day.3216
1974. The evidence from residents in relation to Les Chenes in the early 2000s is of a
different character from the earlier period. During this time a number of residents make
allegations of more prolonged admissions to the secure unit at the Home.
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1975. WN 73 provides a description of the secure accommodation during this period in
similar terms to WN 621 above, though he explains that a frame for the bed and a table
and chair were later added to the rooms.3217 He and another witness state that at this time
new admissions were strip-searched and placed in a cell for 24 hours when they first
arrived.3218
1976. WN 73 describes being admitted to Les Chenes on a “Status 1” remand which meant
that he was not allowed out of the secure suite under any circumstances.3219 He recalls
being rotated between two cells with another resident so that neither would go more than
24 hours without a window.3220 He states that eventually the system allowed residents
under a Status 1 remand to take lessons alone in the gym but they remained unable to
interact with other residents and they would only be allowed out for 2–3 hours per
day.3221 WN 73 describes the experience as having been “extremely traumatic” and states
that “it was insane to treat children like that. In my opinion, no one should be placed in
2hour solitary confinement as a child, no matter what they have done”.3222 He states that
the longest single period he spent on Status 1 remand was 2 months and his longest
period in solitary confinement was a week.3223
1977. During this period, a number of other witnesses allege that they were placed in secure
accommodation for prolonged periods, lasting months at a time.
1978. WN 627 was admitted to Les Chenes in around 2000 and states that following an
attempt to escape he was placed in secure for a period of one to two months.3224
1979. WN 698 was also admitted in around 2000 and recalls being placed in the secure cells
for prolonged periods, commenting that she found it “unbelievable that children of my
age could be locked away like that for such long periods”.3225
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1980. WN 630 recalls that he frequently spent time in the secure unit. He states that residents
would be placed in secure accommodation for refusing to do something when asked by a
member or staff or for fighting, and they could be placed there for 3 or 4 days. 3226 WN
630 further alleges that in 2004 he was kept in the secure unit for a period of nine months,
during which time he was given lessons in the vestibule area.3227
1981. WN 628 was admitted to Les Chenes on remand in 2003 and recalls that he was taken
to the secure unit on arrival and spent the duration of his 2-month admission in isolation,
save for one hour per day.3228
Restraint
1982. Another characteristic of the later evidence in relation to Les Chenes is what is said to
have been the increased use of restraint techniques by staff during the early 2000s.
1983. WN 73 was resident at the home from 2002 to 2005 and recalls that following the
transition from Les Chenes to Greenfields, there was an increase in the incidence of staff
restraining young people at the home and states that, in general, the home became a lot
stricter.3229 He states that “it became clear that they were going to restrain young people
despite there being no real need, as it was my understanding that to be restrained you
had to be putting yourself or others at risk. The care staff were using it in such a way to
begin with that you lost free speech”.3230
1984. A similar account of the use of restraint is given by WN 630, who was resident at Les
Chenes from 2001 to 2004. He states that when staff were trained in restraint following
the transition to Greenfields in around 2004, the staff behaved in an inappropriate manner
and “they got really heavy in taking advantage of the situation because they could do
what they liked, instead of interacting with you and trying to sort out your problems.
There were people getting restrained all around you all day”.3231
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Positive evidence about Les Chenes
1985. Edward Walton, who was resident at Les Chenes between 1979 and 1982, gave a
positive account of the Home:
“I had a bad experience in La Preference … Les Chenes … was a better environment and
I think it was definitely more nurturing than the home environment.”3232
1986. Mr. Walton described WN 108 as “ firm but fair”.3233 He had a positive relationship
with Mario Lundy.3234 He describes the points system in positive terms, stating that it was
effective and that its connection with home leave was not intended to punish residents but
to provide them with an incentive.3235 He does not make any allegations of abuse against
staff but states that WN 108 would be required to physically intervene on occasions to
prevent children from fighting.3236
1987. WN 13 was admitted to Les Chenes in around 1980 and spent approximately 2½years
at the Home. He states that “it was much better than Haut de la Garenne and although it
was strict, the regime was better with good educational programmes in place”.3237
1988. WN 625 was resident at Les Chenes between 1984 and 1986. He gives a positive
account when it came to discipline at the Home, stating that the cane was used rarely and
generally “there were words but no violence”.3238 The only violence he witnessed at Les
Chenes was directed towards staff by residents.3239 WN 625 adds that “during the entire
time I was at Les Chenes I did not see anything wrong. It was a great school and the
system worked perfectly. My memories are all good ones, and always will be”.3240
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Allegations of abuse
1989. The majority of the allegations relating to Les Chenes are of young people witnessing,
or being subjected to, alleged physical abuse, with a small number of witnesses also
making allegations of sexual abuse. The vast majority of these allegations are levelled
against approximately seven members of staff: WN 108, Mario Lundy, WN 246, WN
110, WN 112, WN 543 and WN 244. The allegations fall into two distinct periods: the
1980s and the early 2000s.
1990. The Inquiry heard little evidence during Phase 1a of alleged abuse following the redesignation of the home as Greenfields in 2003. As outlined above, the sources available
to the Inquiry were principally SOJP witness statements produced during Operation
Rectangle, applications made under the Historic Abuse Redress Scheme, and witness
statements produced by those who came forward to give evidence to the Inquiry. That
there is little evidence from 2003 to 2014 alleging abuse at Greenfields may be as a
consequence of the parameters set by these different sources, or their timing, or for some
other reason not apparent to the Inquiry. Alternatively, there may have been no alleged
abuse at this establishment.
1991. As set out above, the evidence is discussed by reference to:
1991.1 alleged abuse perpetrated by staff members at the residential school;
1991.2 alleged abuse perpetrated by other residents at the residential school; and
1991.3 alleged abuse perpetrated by others, including visitors to the residential school.
1992. The evidence is also dealt with in broadly chronological order. Where appropriate, it
has been divided into sub-headings for each member of staff alleged to have perpetrated
the abuse.
Table of 1a evidence
1993. For convenience, we set out below in tabular format the witness evidence considered
by the Inquiry regarding Les Chenes, giving the name or witness number of the relevant
witness and the day of the Inquiry hearings on which their evidence was provided:
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Day(s)

Witness(es)

22

WN 250
WN 251

43

William Dubois

46

Reading in:
WN 387
WN 218
WN 13

49

Reading in:
WN 311

51

Reading in:
WN 215

55

Reading in:
WN 617
Opening

56

WN 73
Reading in:
WN 622
WN 621
WN 625
WN 626

57

WN 65
Reading in:
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WN 629
WN 627
WN 630
WN 628
59

Reading in:
WN 620
WN 651

60

Reading in:
WN 80

61

WN 145

62

Edward Walton
William Dubois

63

WN 673
WN 624

64

WN 623

65

WN 698

139

Reading in:
WN 622– written submission
WN 153
WN 52– witness statement first used on Day 75/116

WN 108 – employed late 1970s to 1980s
1994. Allegations of abuse are made against WN 108 by nine witnesses. All of these are
allegations of physical abuse, with some relating to a punishment known as “pin-balling”
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(or referring to WN 108 as “pin-ball wizard”) and others relating to excessive corporal
punishment.
(i) “Pin-ball wizard” allegations
1995. WN 622 recalls that he was admitted to Les Chenes under a care order in 1982 when
he was 13 years old, and remained there until he was 16 years old. WN 622 states that
WN 108 was known as the “pin-ball wizard” because he used to push, shove and bounce
children off the walls and furniture in an office while he shouted at them. He states that
the furniture was moved into the centre of the office in preparation for this punishment,
which lasted around 10 minutes.3241
1996. A number of other witnesses allege that they were subjected to the “pin-ball wizard”
punishment by WN 108, including WN 1453242 and WN 651.3243
1997. Other residents, though not subjected to the punishment, say that they recalled it taking
place, including WN 624, who was admitted to Les Chenes in 1982 when she was 13 or
14 years old. She recalls that boys who misbehaved were taken into a room one at a time
and they could hear furniture being moved around. She states that they would often come
out with bruises or black eyes and say that they had suffered the “pin-balling” by WN
108 or Mario Lundy.3244 Against that, she said that WN 108 was – to her – one of the
nicest people you could meet and a very good teacher.3245
1998. WN 215 was resident at Les Chenes between 1977 and 1979. Although he does not
refer specifically to “pin-balling” he does makes an allegation resembling those accounts
given by other witnesses. He alleges that he was regularly assaulted in an office, and WN
108 would suddenly lash out at him, hit him across the face and throw him into the walls.
WN 215 also recalls occasions on which he witnessed other young people exiting the
office, crying.3246
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1999. WN 387, who was admitted to Les Chenes on remand in around 1986–1987, states that
he was aware there was a member of staff called the “pin-ball wizard” while he was at
the home, but did not know what this referred to.3247
(ii) Allegations of excessive corporal punishment
2000. WN 622 describes a number of occasions on which he was caned, including one
instance when he was caned until he cried. He also recalls an occasion on which another
male resident was caned until his backside was cut and bloodied from the force of the
blows.3248
2001. WN 145, who was at Les Chenes between 1981 and 1984, also states that if residents
misbehaved WN 108 would beat them and cane the children’s backsides until their skin
bled.3249
2002. A number of other residents refer to canings being administered as punishment by WN
108, including WN 6203250 and WN 673.3251
(iii) Other allegations of physical abuse
2003. WN 622 describes a number of occasions on which he was physically abused by WN
108. On one of these occasions he alleges that WN 108 punched him in the face without
warning, causing him to fall off his chair and onto the floor. He says WN 108 then started
shouting at him and kicking or stamping on his legs.3252
2004. WN 622 also alleges that on another occasion WN 108 held him up against a wall in
the corridor, shook him violently and then bounced him off the wall while shouting at
him.3253
2005. WN 622 recalls a further occasion when WN 108 came to find him in the kitchen
following a confrontation he had had with WN 246. He states that WN 108 hit him with
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the back of his hand, causing him to fall off a freezer he had been sitting on, through a
hatch door and onto the floor. WN 622 says he was then dragged to an office where he
was “pin-balled”.3254
2006. WN 145 describes WN 108 as having been “free with his fists”.3255
2007. WN 250 was admitted to Les Chenes in around 1987. She describes witnessing a male
resident being dragged to the secure unit in Les Chenes by WN 108 and Mario Lundy
after absconding from the home. She states that they did not see the resident again for
around a week and when he returned he had bruises on his face. 3256 The same incident is
also described by WN 251, who was admitted to Les Chenes at around the same time as
WN 250.3257
Mario Lundy – Deputy Principal at Les Chenes from 1979 to 1988 and Principal from 1988
to 1997
2008. Allegations of abuse are made against Mario Lundy by 13 witnesses. All of these are
allegations of physical abuse and include allegations of “pin-balling”. A convenient
summary of the allegations is set out in the SOJP’s Allegation Matrix in respect of Mr
Lundy.3258
(i) “Pin-ball wizard” allegations
2009. A number of witnesses allege that Mario Lundy “pin-balled” residents at Les Chenes,
including WN 624, as set out above.3259 WN 145 also recalls being “pin-balled” by
Mario Lundy3260 and told the Inquiry that the term “pin-ball wizard” was slang for being
knocked around generally rather than being attributed to one individual.3261 In his
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evidence to the Inquiry WN 673 also described being “pin-balled” in Mario Lundy’s
office.3262
2010. WN 651 was admitted to Les Chenes between 1986 and 1988. He alleges that he and
other residents were “pin-balled” by both WN 108 and Mario Lundy for stealing
cigarettes during a trip to the beach. He describes them shouting and swearing, pushing
him against the wall and slapping him. WN 651 states that he curled up into the fetal
position to protect himself and was pulled up by the back of his hair before being thrown
out of the office. He adds that “pin-balling” was a regular occurrence at Les Chenes.3263
(ii) Other allegations of physical abuse
2011. WN 673 was admitted to Les Chenes between 1980 and 1984 when he was convicted
of larceny in the Juvenile Court. He describes Mario Lundy as a “thug and a bully” and
alleges that on one occasion he came out of the gym looking for a fight, pinned WN 673
against the wall and shouted abuse at him.3264 Similar incidents are described by WN 623,
who was admitted to Les Chenes in 1982 and alleges that Mario Lundy held WN 673
against the wall with his legs dangling from the floor. 3265 She also states that Mario
Lundy would come out of the gym and “hit, drag, pull and whack children”.3266
2012. WN 673 also states that Mario Lundy would often pull children by the ear and
regularly clip them around the head, while telling them that they were useless and that
they would amount to nothing.3267 WN 673 also describes an occasion when he was
called into Mario Lundy’s office and physically pushed against the walls as he shouted at
him.3268
2013. WN 620 was admitted to Les Chenes in around 1981 when he was 11 years old. He
states that Mario Lundy used to force him to drop his trousers and would run towards him
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and slap him on the backside. He also alleges that Mario Lundy would also “bat [him]
against the wall with his chest”.3269
2014. WN 624, who describes witnessing male residents being “pin-balled” by WN 108,
also alleges that Mario Lundy was physically abusive towards the male residents at the
school. She states that he would generally push and shove boys, and on occasions would
“take them away to punish them more”.3270
2015. WN 145 alleges that he was assaulted by Mario Lundy after losing a job he had
obtained prior to leaving Les Chenes. WN 145 describes being screamed at that he had
failed the school and the system and that he was worthless. 3271 He states that Mario
Lundy kicked him in the legs causing him to fall over and punched him in the chest. 3272
2016. WN 622 alleges that he was assaulted by Mario Lundy for refusing to show him a cut
on his arm. WN 622 states that when he did this, Mario Lundy grabbed him and rolled his
sleeve up, before “going off on one” and punching WN 622 on the chest with enough
force to knock him to the floor.3273
2017. WN 153 recalls that she was admitted to Les Chenes in around 1984, aged 13 years
old, after attempting to use her mother’s chequebook to try to run away from home. She
alleges that while at Les Chenes she witnessed Mario Lundy kicking a male resident hard
in his back before throwing him into a cell.3274
2018. WN 617 was resident at Les Chenes in around 1985 when he was 11 or 12 years old.
He describes Mario Lundy as being aggressive and states that he would shout at and bully
young people at Les Chenes, dragging them about and taking them to the Head’s
office.3275 WN 617 further alleges that he witnessed two other residents being repeatedly
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assaulted by Mario Lundy, though it is noted that when these residents were contacted by
the police in 2009, they denied that these assaults had taken place.3276
2019. WN 80 was admitted to Les Chenes between 1987 and 1988. He states that when he
was first admitted he went to meet WN 108. While he was there he states that Mario
Lundy approached him from behind and gave him a “hand round the back of [his] head,
knuckles and all. He hit me in the back of the head and I fell forward and put my hands
on WN 108’s desk to steady myself”.3277 He adds that WN 108 saw this happen but said
nothing and he was subsequently taken to the secure suite.3278
2020. William Dubois was temporarily resident at Les Chenes while on leave from boarding
school in around 1988. He states that during this time Mario Lundy would do his
“normal trick” of throwing him out of bed during night.3279 The Panel will recall an
allegation that while he was at HDLG, Mario Lundy dragged Mr Dubois out of bed and
onto the floor, where he knelt on his chest and “slammed [him] about”.3280 Mr Dubois
also alleged that Mario Lundy “liked to use his fists a lot”3281 and that he witnessed him
being physically abusive to other residents at Les Chenes.3282
2021. As outlined above, WN 250 and WN 251 make allegations that both WN 108 and
Mario Lundy dragged a male resident to the secure unit, and that he returned around a
week later with bruises on his face.3283
2022. Various witnesses also described Mr Lundy prodding them in the chest.
WN 246 – member of staff at Les Chenes from 1980s to 2000s
2023. Eight witnesses made allegations of abuse against WN 246. The majority of these
allegations are from residents who say that they were physically abused by WN 246. In
addition to these allegations, witnesses refer to WN 246 as drinking alcohol, smelling of
alcohol or being drunk while working at Les Chenes.
3276
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2024. WN 620 was a resident at Les Chenes from approximately 1981 to 1984. He recalls
WN 246 smelling of alcohol when he was on duty, including on occasions when he drove
the school van.3284 WN 620 further alleges that when he was drunk, WN 246 would often
push him to the ground.3285
2025. WN 620 provided a witness statement to police in 1999, which described WN 246 as
being particularly aggressive. He alleges that while he was having an argument with
another member of staff, WN 246 approached him, prodded him in the chest and pushed
him to the floor. WN 246 then straddled WN 620’s body and held his jaw in his hand,
telling him that he should not speak to staff like that.3286
2026. WN 620 alleges that on another occasion he witnessed WN 246 taking hold of another
resident, WN 179, and pushing him through to the art area, where he poured a bowl of
chocolate mousse over his head as a punishment for eating it without permission.3287
2027. WN 145 was a resident at Les Chenes between 1981 and 1984. He alleges that WN
246 was a bully when he had been drinking and states that he would hit him.3288 He
describes two specific occasions on which he alleges that he was assaulted, once when he
was thrown around in the woodwork room and another when he was thrown around in the
art room and punched in the chest.3289 WN 145 also alleges that he witnessed WN 246
assaulting WN 620, dragging him from the dining room and into the corridor where he
punched him on the back of the head.3290
2028. WN 624 describes WN 246 as “nasty and always drunk” and states that he would be
“sleazy” with the girls. She alleges that he used to hit the boys with his hand in front of
the class.3291 WN 624 recalls two specific examples of physical abuse by WN 246, when
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he slammed WN 673 forcibly against a wall3292 and when he slapped WN 620 around the
head and held him against the wall by his throat.3293
2029. WN 673 makes allegations of a similar nature to WN 624. He describes WN 246
assaulting him in the showers at Les Chenes, grabbing him by the neck and pinning him
against the wall. WN 673 states that WN 246’s breath smelled of alcohol and his eyes
were glazed over. He states that the same thing happened on another occasion when he
was in the laundry room.3294 WN 145 alleges that he witnessed WN 246 assaulting WN
673 in the shower rooms, punching him in the head a number of times.3295
2030. WN 651 describes WN 246 as an “aggressive alcoholic” who was always drunk in
class and states that he would often assault other residents. He recalls one instance where
WN 246 assaulted a male resident, throwing him over a sofa and then placing him in a
headlock, punching him with a clenched fist on the body and head, and dragging him to
the secure cells.3296
2031. WN 622 alleges that on one occasion WN 246 pulled him off his chair because he had
been swinging on it.3297 He also alleges that on another occasion WN 246 came into the
kitchen and shoved him in the chest causing him to fall against the sink, before pulling
him up, shouting at him and shoving him in the chest with his knuckles.3298
2032. WN 621 was admitted to Les Chenes for committing criminal offences in around 1984.
She alleges that WN 246 grabbed her by the hair at the back of the neck and pulled her
towards him, but let go of her when she threatened to call her father. 3299 WN 621 also
alleges that she witnessed WN 246 assaulting male residents at the school. She recalls
WN 246 punching a male resident, WN 69, in the face and giving him a black eye.3300
WN 621 also recalls WN 246 picking on another resident, WN 673, and throwing him
around and against the walls in the lounge before dragging him to the toilets where he
3292
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was thrown around again.3301 She states that WN 246 would “go from normal to angry
very quickly even for minor things” and that “he was too handy with his fists and used to
punch the boys”.3302
2033. In addition to allegations of physical abuse, one allegation of a sexual nature is made in
respect of WN 246 by WN 623, who describes him as a “pervert” and states that he
would stand closely behind and rub himself against her. She adds that WN 246 would
behave in a sexual way towards her, but she did not fully appreciate this until she had
matured.3303
2034. In relation to allegations of alcohol consumption generally, another staff member,
Monique Webb, told the Panel that she had reported WN 246 on one occasion when she
could smell drink on his breath and did not feel safe. She was only aware of this being a
problem when WN 246 was on evening duty; not during the day.3304
Monique Webb – member of staff at Les Chenes from 1979 to 1994
2035. A number of witnesses allege that they were physically abused by Ms Webb at Les
Chenes:
2035.1 WN 621 alleges that Ms Webb slapped her across the backside on one occasion
for swearing but that this was not hard and did not hurt.3305
2035.2 WN 153 alleges that Ms Webb was “cruel and vindictive” and would often punch
residents in the arms.3306
2035.3 WN 617 alleges that he was assaulted every day by Mario Lundy and Ms
Webb.3307
2035.4 WN 624 makes a number of allegations against Ms Webb, including that she
slapped her on a couple of occasions.3308 She also recalls Ms Webb dragging her
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out of the shower and shouting at her for wetting the bed, telling her that if she did
it again she would rub her face in it.3309 WN 624 states that everybody walking
past was able to see this happening. In her evidence to the Inquiry, WN 624 also
alleged that Ms Webb slammed her against the wall and slapped her on the face on
this occasion.3310
WN 110 – member of staff at Les Chenes from 1980s to early 2000s
2036. Allegations of physical abuse are made against WN 110 by six witnesses. These
allegations relate to two distinct periods, with the first series of allegations being made by
residents at the school during the 1980s and the second by those resident there in the
early 2000s:
2036.1 WN 651 describes WN 110 as an aggressive man, with a low tolerance and no
patience for children. He recalls WN 110 taking part in a football match with the
residents and using it as an “excuse” to assault them, kicking one resident in the
legs, causing him to fall to the ground in pain, and attempting to kick WN 651 and
following up with a punch to the head when he missed.3311
2036.2 WN 620 refers to an occasion where he swore at WN 110, and in response WN
110 ran towards him and pushed him over a sofa.3312
2036.3 WN 621 alleges that she witnessed WN 641 being punched in the face by WN
110 with sufficient force to knock him over the couch he had been sitting on, and
this made his nose bleed.3313
2036.4 WN 387 recalls an altercation with WN 110 that occurred after he had absconded
from Les Chenes.3314 He describes WN 110 grabbing him by the shoulders and
sweeping his feet out from under him, causing him to fall to the floor, and then
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using his weight to pin WN 387 to the floor until he calmed down.3315 WN 387
states that, although he felt this was unnecessary force, WN 110 did not kick or hit
him and he was not injured.3316
2036.5 WN 627 was resident at Les Chenes from around 2000 to 2002. He describes WN
110 placing him in a headlock and dragging him to the library after he had an
argument with a female member of staff.3317 It is alleged that WN 110 kept him in
a headlock for “at least an hour”.3318
2036.6 WN 630 was admitted to Les Chenes from 2001 to 2001, following the
commission of a criminal offence. He also alleges that he was placed in a headlock
by WN 110 when he refused to go to bed and that he was dragged out of the day
room and placed in a secure cell.3319
WN 543 – member of staff at Les Chenes and Greenfields during the 1990s and 2000s
2037. Five witnesses make allegations of physical abuse against WN 543, with all of the
alleged incidents taking place in the early 2000s:
2037.1 WN 629 was admitted to Les Chenes on remand in around 2000, aged 13. WN
629 alleges that she and another female resident, WN 698, were assaulted by WN
543 after they had absconded from Les Chenes. When they returned to the school
she states that WN 543 shouted at them and grabbed hold of her, pushing her into a
coffee machine before taking her to the secure unit. She then describes seeing WN
543 and WN 698 fighting and states that he banged her head off the walls before
placing her in another secure cell. WN 629 states that this assault left her with
bumps and bruises.3320 An account of this incident was also given by WN 698.3321
2037.2 WN 629 also recalls witnessing WN 543 grabbing a male resident by the throat
and holding him up against the wall. She states that the resident’s legs were
3315
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dangling off the floor and that his trousers fell down.3322 This incident is also
described by two other witnesses, WN 6273323 and WN 698.3324 WN 629 also
recalls another occasion when WN 543 grabbed another male resident by the throat
and lifted him up against a wall, before locking him in the secure unit.3325
2037.3 WN 698 makes a number of additional allegations against WN 543. On one
occasion she alleges that she was assaulted in the toilet because she had been
smoking. She states that WN 543 dragged her out of the toilets by her hair, kicked
her three times in the stomach and dragged her to the secure unit. WN 698 alleges
that she suffered a serious injury as a consequence of this assault.3326 This incident
was referred to police at the time.3327 WN 698 (not WN 543) was convicted of
common assault in relation to this altercation.3328 WN 543’s account to the police
was that he kicked the toilet door in because it was believed that she was damaging
the toilet, and that she then attacked him without warning. He says that he then
grabbed her by the arm and restrained her on the floor.3329 WN 628 further alleges
that on another occasion WN 543 forced her to watch from her cell as he attacked
WN 629, kicking her to the floor, and similarly made WN 629 watch as he threw
WN 698 around her cell.3330
2037.4 WN 630 makes an allegation that WN 543 pinned him up against the wall in the
secure unit, grabbing him by the front of his T-shirt.3331 WN 630 also alleges that
he was restrained by WN 543 and WN 245 after he refused to return to Les Chenes
from his weekend leave. He states that he was placed in a car and WN 543 drove
while WN 245 held his neck bent over in the rear passenger seat.3332
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2037.5 WN 628 was admitted to Les Chenes on remand in around 2003. He alleges that
WN 543 grabbed him by the hair at the back of his neck and took him to the secure
unit for refusing to sit on a chair properly.3333 As a result WN 628 states that he
“kicked off” and WN 543 and two other members of staff, including WN 245,
came into the secure cell, stripped him naked and left him there for several hours
until a member of Children’s Services came to see him.3334
2037.6 Although it is not referred to in WN 628’s witness statement, the Inquiry also
received evidence that WN 543 was interviewed under caution in 2003 in relation
to the restraint of WN 628. At that time the police concluded that no further action
was required as it fell within the bounds of lawful chastisement. 3335

WN 245 – member of staff at Les Chenes and Greenfields from late 1980s to mid-2000s
2038. Two allegations of physical abuse are made against WN 245 by WN 630 and WN 628,
both of which have been detailed above. In addition to these allegations, the Inquiry has
also seen evidence of an investigation by police in 2001 into allegations against WN 245
and WN 543. No charges were brought as a result of these allegations.3336

WN 544 – member of staff at Les Chenes and Greenfields from 1998 to 2004
2039. Three witnesses make allegations of abuse against WN 544. These allegations are of
both physical and sexual abuse.
(i) Allegations of sexual abuse
2039.1 WN 629 (2001) alleges that WN 544 would come into the girls’ bedroom and
watch as she and WN 698 were getting changed.
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2039.2 WN 698 repeats the same allegation about WN 544.3337
(ii) Allegations of physical abuse
2039.3 WN 698 alleges that she witnessed WN 544 assaulting residents on a number of
occasions. She describes him punching WN 630, who fell off his chair, hurting his
neck;3338 stamping on a male resident’s toes on the football yard;3339 and banging a
male resident’s head off a table before dragging him along the corridor, hitting his
head against the wall.3340
2039.4 WN 627 alleges that he witnessed WN 544 intervening in a fight between two
residents and dragging one of them towards the secure unit. While he did so, WN
627 alleges that he was bouncing the resident’s head off the concrete wall as he
dragged him along the corridor.3341
Other members of staff
2040. A number of witnesses make allegations against other members of staff at Les Chenes.
These allegations are of both sexual and physical abuse.
(i) Allegations of sexual abuse
2040.1 WN 153 alleges that a male member of staff, WN 114, would behave
inappropriately by patting girls on their bottoms and by making inappropriate
comments.3342
2040.2 WN 698, who was admitted to Les Chenes in around 2000, alleges that she was
sexually abused by a member of staff, WN 708. She states that WN 708 used to
supply her and other residents of the home with ecstasy and on one occasion she
went to the cinema with him and took ecstasy in his car. WN 698 states that WN

3337

WS000511/8
WS000511/8
3339 WS000511/9
3340 WS000511/8
3341 WS000447/6
3342 WS000675/12
3338

741

741

708 then asked her to perform oral sex on him, and when she refused he groped
her vagina over the top of her clothing.3343
2040.3 On 25 August 2008, WN 627 alleged that a temporary member of staff at Les
Chenes, WN 654, behaved in a sexually inappropriate way by stripping in front of
him and another male resident, WN 627, after they had been to the gym. 3344 WN
627 also alleged that WN 654 would frequently come up to him and other residents
in the corridor and grab them by the testicles.3345 It was alleged that WN 627 had
slapped a child on the head. On another occasion, WN 627 recounts that he and
another resident tried to escape by climbing over a fence but WN 654 prevented
them from doing so by grabbing them by the testicles and pulling them back
down.3346 WN 630 reported this incident to the police.3347 Similar allegations were
made contemporaneously by WN 630 in relation to WN 654’s conduct at Les
Chenes. WN 630 and his brother had made similar allegations in 2003, and he was
investigated by Brian Carter of the SOJP at that time, but no further action was
taken in respect of those allegations.3348 In respect of the 2008 allegations, no
further action was taken by the police, with the Civilian Investigator, Howard
Harries, noting in his report: “By far the biggest drawback to WN 627’s credibility
in these matters, is that he is making the allegations 6 years down the line
following the most unprecedented media attention in Jersey’s history and in the
context of calls for compensation. The least cynical person in the light of this
might question WN 627’s motives for making these rather loose allegations. For
the same reasons as outlined in Brian Carter’s report, I would respectfully suggest
that WN 654 does not again become the subject of yet another investigation.”3349
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(ii) Allegations of physical abuse
2040.4 William Dubois describes being punched in the mouth3350 by a female member of
staff, WN 560, because he was not doing the dishes quickly enough and he was
subsequently placed in a secure cell.3351 He recalls that this incident occurred in
1987 or 1988.3352
2040.5 WN 629 recalls witnessing a female teacher pushing a male student’s chair into
the table, hurting him, and hitting him over the head.3353
2040.6 WN 628 alleges that he was slapped on the side of his face by WN 708 when he
had been cheeky to him and hid in a cupboard.3354
Alleged abuse by other residents at the school
2041. Edward Walton was a resident at Les Chenes between 1979 and 1982 and makes an
allegation of physical abuse. He states that on the first night he was admitted to Les
Chenes he was assaulted by two older residents, who kicked him in the stomach and
punched him.3355 He recalls that the following night he was moved into another room.3356
Alleged abuse by others, including visitors to the home
2042. WN 311 was a resident at Les Chenes between 1981 and 1983. She states that while
she was at Les Chenes she was regularly visited by Phil Le Bail,3357 who, the Panel will
recall, had been a member of staff at HDLG. WN 311 recalls that on one occasion, when
she was 13 years old, she was allowed to visit Phil Le Bail’s flat, where he gave her and a
friend cans of lager and attempted to grab her by the shoulders and kiss her. WN 311
states that she ran out of the flat and recalls that he stopped visiting her at Les Chenes
afterwards.3358
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Alleged emotional abuse at Les Chenes
2043. A number of witnesses make allegations of members of staff behaving in an
emotionally abusive manner towards residents. The nature of this alleged abuse varies
and includes alleged instances of staff belittling or demeaning young people as well as
abusing their position to deprive them of home leave and other privileges. While further
detail on the culture of the school, including the use of secure accommodation and the
points system, is dealt with elsewhere in these submissions, some examples of this
alleged emotional abuse are set out below. The residents’ perspective on the points
system is contained in the section on the culture of Les Chenes.
2044. A number of witnesses describe being subjected to emotional abuse by Monique
Webb. WN 651 describes her as “evil and sadistic” and states that she would stir up
trouble so that residents would get punished.3359 WN 651 also alleges that was subjected
to humiliating treatment and when he used to soil his underwear, Ms Webb would get the
laundry out to show the other residents.3360 He adds that on one occasion he swore at her
when she did this and he was made to clean the kitchen floor with a toothbrush.3361
2045. WN 624 recalls similar behaviour by Ms Webb, stating that on one occasion she
gathered the residents to teach them how to wipe their bottoms, because two residents,
including WN 630, had been soiling their underwear.3362
2046. A further example of alleged abusive or belittling behaviour is given by WN 623, who
describes a resident being racially abused by a member of staff at Les Chenes.3363 She
also states that WN 108 and WN 246 would laugh at two particular residents who found
schoolwork challenging.3364
2047. Some witnesses describe instances of children being force-fed by staff at Les Chenes,
including by WN 246. The description of what constituted force-feeding varies between
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witnesses. Some allege that staff would physically force the food into their mouths3365
while others state that they were simply forced to sit there and eat their food, with points
being deducted for any refusal to do so.3366 WN 145 recalls that WN 246 forced a resident
to eat a tomato, causing the resident to throw up over the table.3367 WN 673 states that he
was force-fed foods by WN 246 that would make him gag3368 but, if he did not eat them,
he would get “a clip” and be shouted at.3369
2048. WN 311 describes an emotionally abusive regime at Les Chenes. In particular, she
recalls one instance where a family member died and she was told that she would only be
allowed to attend the funeral with Mario Lundy and while handcuffed to Ms Webb.3370 In
the event she states she was allowed to attend the funeral with the rest of her family for a
brief period.3371 In the period following the funeral she states that she got into trouble
with the police and was not allowed to go home at weekends for a period of 6 months.3372
Reporting of abuse by residents
2049. WN 620 was a permanent resident at Les Chenes between 1981 and 1984. He alleges
that he was physically abused by a number of staff including Mario Lundy, WN 246 and
WN 110. He states that when he threatened to report incidents of physical abuse to his
father, he was told by WN 108 that “whatever happened in these four walls stayed
there”.3373 WN 620 states that he did not make a complaint because he had been told not
to and that that in any event he did not know how to go about making a complaint.3374
This is a rare instance of a former resident mentioning the lack of a formal reporting
system acting as an impediment to making a disclosure.
2050. WN 145 was at Les Chenes between 1981 and 1984 and makes allegations of physical
abuse against WN 108, Mario Lundy and WN 246. He states:
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“No one ever spoke out about the abuse at Les Chenes. I did not feel that there was
anyone we could speak to. We did not see our CCOs on a regular basis. I was not really
in touch with my family. I remember one resident…did speak to his parents about the
abuse. His parents came in to raise their concerns...but as soon as his parents left [he]
was beaten black and blue again by WN 108 and WN 246. That is what happened if you
dared to speak out.”3375
2051. WN 673 was admitted to Les Chenes between 1980 and 1984 for larceny. He makes
allegations of physical abuse against Mario Lundy and WN 246. He states:
“I could not tell anyone at the home about the violence that was going on because there
was no one to tell. If I had told Mr Lundy that WN 246 had clipped me around the ear, he
would probably have clipped me around the ear in response. I never told my mum
because she would have been upset and would probably have kicked off with the staff. All
the children at Les Chenes trusted each other, but we knew not to trust anyone else.”3376
2052. WN 624 was resident at Les Chenes from 1981 to 1984 and recalls telling her mother
that WN 112 had slapped her, but was told by her mother that the courts said she was
allowed to.3377
2053. WN 621 was admitted to Les Chenes on remand in around 1984. She alleges that she
witnessed WN 69 being punched in the face by WN 246. WN 621 recalls that when she
and WN 69 were taken to their weekly remand before the Magistrate they disclosed this
incident to him. WN 621 states that the Magistrate told them that whatever had happened,
WN 69 must have deserved it and that this response “gave [her] no confidence in telling
anybody in authority about anything that had happened to me or anybody else. There was
no one to tell”.3378
2054. William Dubois resided at Les Chenes for temporary periods while on leave from
boarding school in around 1988. He makes allegations of abuse against Mario Lundy and
another member of staff. In his evidence to the Inquiry he said that he disclosed the abuse
3375
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he had been subjected to his CCO, Dorothy Inglis, but that she would “bury her head in
the sand”.3379
2055. WN 698 was admitted to Les Chenes in around 2000 and makes allegations of physical
abuse against WN 543. She states that she complained about alleged physical abuse at
Les Chenes to her CCO, Stuart Hallam.3380 The Inquiry has received evidence that
suggests at least two instances of alleged assaults, by and against WN 698, were
investigated by the police in 20023381 and 2003.3382
2056. In 2003, WN 629 disclosed to WN 543 that she and WN 628, had been the victims of
rape while they were both students, though not residents, at Les Chenes, and this matter
was reported by staff at Les Chenes the police at the time.3383 This disclosure was made
following an altercation referred to above in which WN 698 assaulted WN 543 (and in
relation to which she was subsequently convicted of common assault3384).
2057. WN 629 was resident at Les Chenes in around 2001 and alleges that she witnessed WN
543 holding a student by the neck against the wall. She states that she reported this
incident to her mother and a complaint was made to the school but nothing was ever
done.3385 WN 629 also recalls that she made a complaint to WN 543 and WN 245, that
WN 544 would come into the girls’ bedroom and watch as she and WN 698 were getting
changed, but states that, again, nothing ever happened as a consequence of this
complaint.3386
2058. WN 630 was admitted to Les Chenes between 2001 and 2003 following the
commission of a criminal offence. One of the allegations he makes is that he was placed
in a headlock by WN 110 and that this was reported to the police at the time by WN 777.
He states, however, that he did not pursue this complaint further as he was still at Les
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Chenes.3387 WN 630 also states that he complained to his father about being placed in the
secure unit for a prolonged period of time, and that his father “complained to the
authorities but it got him nowhere”.3388
2059. WN 73 was resident at Les Chenes and Greenfields between 2002 and 2005 and makes
complaints about the use of the secure suites at the home. He states: “In my view, there
really was nothing I could do about my treatment and being placed in solitary for long
periods of time. The problem was that there was nobody for children to complain to… we
could not have approached [certain members of staff] and if we did they would not have
listened. We could not complain to the police because they were putting us in there...I do
not know who else, I or anyone else, could have spoken to about the treatment at Les
Chenes.”3389
Response to allegations of abuse/reporting of abuse/action taken
General staff evidence about allegations of abuse
2060. WN 109 says that he was taught by Mario Lundy in his first 6 months at the school
never to put himself, the children or his staff in a position of risk.3390
2061. WN 544 [staff: 1998–2003] never witnessed any member of staff use excessive force
on anyone.
2062. One member of the teaching staff [1998–2002] never saw any abuse by staff of
residents,3391 nor did a member of the non-teaching staff who had worked at Les Chenes
since 1989 and was working at Greenfield when she was seen by the Police in 2009.3392
2063. Another member of the non-teaching staff [1996–2003] told the police that she had
never seen residents mistreated by staff, nor had staff or residents complained to her
about mistreatment.3393 She had been taught restraining techniques by Children’s
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Services. In 2003 she provided a statement to the police concerning an altercation
between WN 698 and WN 543.3394
2064. A member of the night staff [1988–2003] did not see any violent behaviour or
punishing of residents while he was there, nor any sexual abuse.3395 A non-member of
the teaching staff [1988–2009] never witnessed any child being abused by staff. She
had been given restraint training sometime in 2003/4.3396 Nor did another member of
the non-teaching staff who worked at Les Chenes at two different periods: between
1977 and 1978 and between 1986 and 1990.3397
2065. Another member of the non-teaching staff [1985–2001] recalled working at Les
Chenes as a good experience and that the school had “a feel-good factor”: he could
remember nothing inappropriate and found the school to be “really positive”.3398
2066. A medical provider who visited residents in the late 1980s and early 1990s could not
recall witnessing any type of abuse or inappropriate behaviour by staff towards children.
None was ever reported to him.3399
2067. A member of the teaching staff [1987–1991] never saw or heard of any abuse by staff
towards residents while he worked there.
2068. One member of staff [2002–2003] worked under Kevin Mansell and then in the
Greenfields Unit which he found “punitive” for children; he did not witness any
mistreatment.3400
2069. Monique Webb says that she never saw any member of staff hurt a child maliciously
nor did she see any staff hit children.3401 She did not see WN 108 hit anybody. Monique
Webb never heard the phrase pin-balling in the time that she worked at Les Chenes.
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2070. Jonathan Chinn told the Inquiry that he was “not aware” of any child making a
complaint to him about how they had been treated by any staff member.
2070.1 One member of the care staff [2001–2003] described WN 543 as being “old
school”, “he would flip at all of the kids” and she felt he did “go over the top” with
WN 698.3402 She provided an account to the police in 2002 of an altercation
between WN 698 and WN 543.3403
2071. WN 834 could not recall any allegation of abuse being made against a member of staff
although “pupils would complain if they perceived an injustice”. Any complaint about
the unfairness of the actions of a member of staff would be investigated by WN 834.
This happened rarely: “I have no recollection of any real incident of concern about
the behaviour of any members of staff...I did not experience anything that led me to
question the behaviour of any member of staff during the entire time of being
employed at Les Chenes”. WN 834 says that she had regular access to an external
advisor if she was concerned about any issue in the school that she did not wish to
discuss “internally”.3404
2072. WN 834 did remember dealing with an allegation that an older boy had tried to touch a
younger boy’s genitals in the shower. She says that she was called to Mario Lundy’s
office to hear the complaint and to ensure that a written record existed before Mario
Lundy asked the older boy about the allegations. The social workers of both boys were
contacted. A risk assessment was carried out and a plan put into place. WN 834
remembers undertaking work with the older boy “about his sexuality and inappropriate
physical contact”.
2073. One member of staff remembers another member of staff pouring a jug of milk over
WN 628’s head. No complaint was made by WN 628 at the time. The incident was
recorded and reported to the principal.3405
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2074. Below is a list (by reference to their role) of others who worked at Les
Chenes/Greenfields in different capacities together with the period they were
employed there, and who give evidence that they did not witness anything
inappropriate by staff or any violent behaviour against residents:
2074.1 Teaching staff: 2001–20023405a
2074.2 Teaching staff: 1992– late 1990s3405b – “very well run and residents very well
looked after”; provides example of Mario Lundy placing a resident in a cell who
was threatening a male member of staff with a pair of scissors.
2074.3 Non-teaching staff: 1977/8–19863405c – was allowed to allocate points in her role
in the kitchen – she had no concerns.
2074.4 Supervision staff: 2001–20033405d
2074.5 Teaching staff: 20013405e
2074.6 Teaching staff: 1988–20033405f – if he was ever asked to work in the area of the
detention rooms it was strictly controlled and he followed policies laid down at the
time.
2074.7 Care staff: 2002–20033405g
2074.8 Teaching staff: 1997–1998; 2000; 20033405h – remembers that when he started he
was allowed to go through a handbook to look at policies and responsibilities: it
was just there for the staff to read. He remembers having to check the secure cells
every 20 minutes when a child was in there.
2074.9 Teaching staff: 1996–20013405i – her time was an extremely happy one – “There
was an occasion when WN 109 and WN 543 had to restrain a boy who, in her
3405a
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words, was 'kicking off'. She can’t remember the pupil's name and there have been
no allegations made by former residents between 1996 and 2001. She states that
this happened soon after her beginning at Les Chenes and that she had spent the
previous 6 years teaching at a private all girls school. She thought at the time that
their reaction to the boy's behaviour was 'heavy handed' but states she had not
been used to dealing with difficult children and later realised that she had been
wrong in her original assessment.”
2074.10 Teaching staff: 1997–19983405j– her time there was extremely happy.
2074.11 Teaching staff: 1983–19983405k
2074.12 Supervision staff: 1979–20093405l– worked nights.
2074.13 Non-teaching staff: 20003405m– had occasion to go to aid of staff who had “either
been attacked by children or were in the process of trying to restrain children who
had “kicked off”. There were four cells but one was used as a storeroom. On a
night shift, if cells were occupied he would check every 20 minutes.
2074.14 Care staff: 2003–2009 (employed at date of evidence)3405n
2074.15 Care staff: 2003–2005:3405o – he would not have let staff be violent to residents
had he seen that.
2074.16 Care staff: 2003–2009 (employed at date of evidence)3405p
2074.17 Care staff: 2003–2008 (employed at date of evidence):3405q – “I have never seen
anyone assaulted in any way whilst I have been involved in the remand system”.
2074.18 Care Staff: 2004–2009 (employed at date of evidence)3405r
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2074.19 Teacher: 2004–2007:3405s – she recalled one incident when she helped WN 544
in restraining WN 73 “who had smashed a window and tried to escape…he was
held by both of them and he received no injury and was eventually subdued. [WN
73] was then placed in a cell for a period of time. She cannot recall for how long
but for no more than 12-24 hours.”
2074.20 Teacher: 2003–2005t3405t
2074.21 Teacher: 2003–20083405u
2074a. WN 685 worked in the late 1990s as a supply teacher at Les Chenes and then
visited Les Chenes regularly in a professional capacity in the early 2000s. He told
the police that he had never witnessed any form of abuse by staff at Les
Chenes.3406
Alleged abusers
(i) WN 108
2075. WN 108 gave the following evidence to the Inquiry:3407
2075.1 No complaints of assault were made against him while he was at Les Chenes.
2075.2 He never assaulted a child.
2075.3 He refuted allegations of pin-balling, saying that they were unfounded.
2075.4 He denied the suggestion that he was a teacher with a physical approach,
accepting that he may have poked a child in the chest when addressing an issue.
2075.5 The allegation by WN 651 was unfounded.
2075.6 He accepted that he had challenged WN 622 and explained the circumstances as
he remembered them:
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“Yes, that I did challenge this individual. The individual made a move to attack
the member of staff who had experienced the loss, I restrained the child, we both
fell to the floor, but I certainly did not punch him, I certainly did not kick him. In
all my years of working in education I've never been involved in such an
intervention. It would be totally alien to the whole of my philosophy on working
with young people.”3408
2075.7 He described one office that had built in furniture (suggesting it could not have
been moved). He said that if he had “pin-balled”, it would have destroyed the
relationship with the children and been counterintuitive to what they were trying to
achieve at Les Chenes.
2075.8 He recalled circumstances surrounding one allegation that he punched a child in
the face and stamped on their legs. He recalls that the young person stole
something from a member of staff and tried to attack them and that he had had to
restrain him. He did not use excessive force. He had not punched him in the face or
stamped on him.
2075.9 He had “absolutely no recollection” of pushing WN 622 against a wall for using
the word “abortion”. WN 622’s allegation that he pushed him through a dining
hatch and punched and kicked him after WN 622 had threatened WN 246 with a
knife was totally unfounded and physically impossible.
2075.10 He could not remember WN 622 being caned for having had a wet tissue fight.
Had there been a wet tissue fight it would not have resulted in caning, although
had WN 622 punched another boy that may well have resulted in corporal
punishment.
2075.11 He had never picked a child up by the ears.
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2075.12 WN 145 would not have been kept in solitary for 6 weeks – “that never
happened”.3409 He says that he may have slept in secure for 6 weeks but “certainly
would not have been kept there under lock and key for such a long time”.3410
2075.13 The incident described by WN 145 of being pushed against the wall of a room,
jabbed in the chest and thrown to the floor never happened. It would have been
physically impossible to do what was suggested given the dimensions of the room.
2075.14 He had no memory of WN 591 coming to see him about being hit by a member
of staff.
2075.15 He said that the allegations were totally contrary to his overall philosophy and
his approach to his work. In his many years of teaching he had never assaulted a
child:3411
“I would not want people to think that a culture of abuse pervaded Les Chenes as
this was absolutely not the case.”3412
(ii) Mario Lundy
2076. Mario Lundy deals with allegations against him from paragraph 94 of his statement.3413
He addressed the allegations in his evidence to the Inquiry on Day 74. 3414 His response to
allegations made against him during his time at HDLG are contained in the section
relating to HDLG 1970–1986.
2077. In interview with the police, he denied all the allegations put to him. He distinguished
between those that were “complete falsities” and those that were “gross exaggerations”
which he explained: “if I was accused of punching somebody it might well have been that
I restrained them but then it was taken a step further and I make no bones about it”.3415
2078. His evidence to the Inquiry about the allegations made against him was as follows:
3409
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2078.1 All the allegations made against him related to the period 1982–1985, save for
one.3416
2078.2 He had not heard the expression “pin-balled’ until he had been interviewed by the
police in 2008.
2078.3 In response to an allegation by WN 179 that he had pin-balled WN 620 – Mr
Lundy simply said ‘No’ to this allegation. He had never broken a resident’s bones.
2078.4 In response to an allegation that he had made a boy put aftershave on his groin
after he had shaved off his pubic hair, Mr Lundy said that was “absolutely
preposterous”.
2078.5 In response to an allegation by WN 623 that he had grabbed hold of WN 620 by
the side of his neck and dragged him out of sight – Mr Lundy said that he could
not remember this: it was possible that if there had been an incident on a football
pitch he could have taken hold of somebody and taken them away to calm them
down but not in the way that had been alleged.
2078.6 In response to an allegation by WN 651 that he had slapped him across the face,
swearing, shouting, and pushed into him against a safe, he replied that he had
never slapped someone across the face. There was no safe on the premises. He did
not witness an assault by WN 108.
2078.7 In response to an allegation by WN 80 that he had hit him on the back of the head
with his knuckles, causing him to fall forward, he did not remember this and he
had not gone on to drag WN 80 to the secure room where he remained for 4–5
days naked.
2078.8 There was no tacit agreement between him and WN 108 that they would punish
children together.
2078.9 Responding to the allegation that he, with other members of staff, had dragged a
child out of the day room who was then not seen for 2 weeks, Mr Lundy replied:
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“No. There is almost a perception being developed here of an institution that
operated in a vacuum. There were Probation Officers just about every week who
joined in activities with the young people. They went surfing with their charges.
Somebody would have noticed if a person was taken out of circulation for two
weeks. That's just absolutely false.”
2078.10 To the allegation by

that he threw him out of bed, saying “I’ve been

waiting for ages, I’ve had your name on a locker here”. Mr Lundy told the Inquiry that he
would not have said this.
2078.11 To the allegation that Darren Picot was taken down heavily by Mario Lundy while
playing rugby then stamped on his head, back, arms and legs, Mario Lundy told the
Inquiry that this did not happen. He said that he did not tackle roughly when he played
rugby with the residents as he was conscious that he was playing with young people.
2078.12 To the allegation by Darren Picot that Mario Lundy would often slap or push him
down the stairs, Mr Lundy told the Inquiry that this just did not happen.
2078.13 Mr Lundy summarised in evidence to the Inquiry his response to the allegations:
“There are 27 allegations from I think around 12 or 13 young people. In the
whole of my teaching career, and I have dealt with thousands of young people, I
have not had a single spontaneous complaint against me …. these were young
people who had the bravado to barricade themselves in a bedroom and to hold
firm there until the Police came and restored order. It does not stack up for me
that these same people would then be reticent in coming forward to make an
allegation if something had happened thereafter”
2078.14 In answer to questions from the Panel, Mr Lundy reflected that he did have a
physical presence and that he was not intimidated. He dealt with more physical
episodes, particularly if female teachers were involved as he felt it was his
responsibility and he did not shy away from it. But his response was aimed at
control and was not malicious.

757

757

2079. Monique Webb never saw a child come out of staff offices in distress. Jonathan Chinn
never saw Mario Lundy hit a child, nor did any child complain to him about being hit by
Mr Lundy. He had never heard him referred to as the “pin-ball wizard”.

(iii) WN 245
2080. WN 245’s responses to the various allegations against him are set out as follows:
2080.1 Incident concerning WN 761 – This had occurred in 2001. WN 761 had been
admitted on remand. He had made threats against another resident. When WN 245
and another member of staff tried to speak to him “he just exploded with rage and
we took an immediate decision that we had to get him into a cell…he ended up in
the cell, but we were both injured in the process”. He described the process of
restraint that he used, “We basically had to push him and then shut the door”.3417
He denied assaulting WN 761. WN 245 had wanted the police to charge WN 761.
The police investigated at the time. It was not thought in the public interest to
pursue the case.3418 In his statement to the Inquiry WN 245 considered that it felt
uncomfortable that this was the conclusion to the case as “we were left with no
assurance that we had acted correctly”.3419 There was no internal investigation by
the Education Department.
2080.2 Incident concerning WN 628 – WN 245 told the police in interview in 2009 that
he had not stripped WN 628 and left him naked for 6 hours in a cell. WN 245
remembers WN 628 taking off his own clothing down to his boxer shorts and
threatening to harm himself. WN 245 did not forcibly remove WN 628’s clothing.
He and another member of staff just left WN 628. It was totally untrue that WN
628 was 2 months in isolation.
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2080.3 Incident concerning WN 627 – WN 245 had no memory of seeing WN 627 held
in a head-lock, “I’ve never seen that at all”.3420
2080.4 Incident concerning WN 631 – WN 245 remembered the incident and provides his
account both in his statement and in his evidence to the Inquiry.3421 He had used
restraint, following TCI techniques, but only after he and others had tried to talk to
WN 631. He had not pulled WN 631’s hair out.
2080.5 Incident concerning WN 630 – WN 245 told the Inquiry that it was untrue that he
had forcibly used a headlock to get WN 630 to a car to take him back to Les
Chenes, nor did he hold WN 630’s neck bent back over the rear seat of the car
during the journey back.3422
2080.6 Incident concerning WN 632 – WN 245 told the police that he thought it was
possible that he had jabbed WN 632 in the chest but not in the throat. He had
conceded to the police that this approach “might not be appropriate”.3423 He told
the Inquiry “10 or 15 years ago things were looked at in a slightly different way.
So like all of us, we’ve made mistakes, but I do not think I’ve acted maliciously in
[sic] any occasion.”3424
2080.7 Incident involving WN 52 – WN 245 told the Inquiry that the allegation that he
had grabbed WN 52, pulled his shirt over his head, punched him in the stomach
and kicked him as he fell to the floor was “complete fabrication”.3425
2080.8 Allegation that he had touched a young person’s penis – WN 245 had contacted
the police following a telephone call made to him in which the caller made the
allegation. The police interviewed the caller.3426 The caller admitted it was false.
2080.9 WN 245 had never seen a headlock being used.3427
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(iv) WN 543
2081. He told the Inquiry that the allegation described by WN 629, of witnessing an assault
by WN 543 on a boy, was: “to the best of my knowledge that incident never
happened”.3428
2082. In response to another allegation by WN 629, describing WN 543 holding a resident up
against a wall by his throat, WN 543 told the Inquiry: “that is absolutely not true”.3429
2083. WN 543 gave his account of the incident involving WN 629 and WN 698:
“So we were looking to admit the young people, but they just did not want to be there, you
know. They'd come in, they were still agitated, they were still fairly angry and one of
those young people actually did attack me. There was a coffee machine, but it was not in
the secure area. It was actually in the dining room area. I called for another member of
staff to come and help. I took one of the young people down to the secure area with
another member of staff”
2084. A medical report was exhibited to WN 543’s statement to the Inquiry describing
injuries that he received relating to the incident and the statement that he gave to the
police at the time.3430 He told the Inquiry that he did not assault either WN 629 or WN
698.
2085. WN 543 gave his account to the Inquiry of the incident described by WN 698. He
remembers there being a number of other people present “including a probation officer
and other members of staff”. He opened the door but did not “at any time kick her in the
stomach. That is complete fabrication”. He gave a statement to the police in 2003 in
which he described kicking the door down and his actions thereafter. In the same
statement he refers to techniques that he had been taught on a 4-day course.3431 He
responded to the medical report prepared at the time on WN 698 and whether these were
3428
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consistent with use of restraint techniques. He told the Inquiry that had he been using
undue force, those around him would have intervened.
2086. His reaction to the allegation that he had made two residents watch as he attacked each
of them separately in the presence of the other was “disbelief”.
2087. The allegation that he had been involved in stripping naked a resident in the secure cell
could not have happened as teaching staff at the date of the allegation would not have
been allowed into the secure area.
2088. He had not been involved in the restraint of WN 628.
2089. Exhibited3432 to WN 543’s statement are short descriptive notes provided by the police
in relation to the allegations made against WN 543 and his response at the time of the
interview with the police in 2009. WN 543 told the Inquiry that all the allegations set out
in the notes arose out of the late period of Les Chenes after 2000.
2090. In relation to the allegation by WN 630 that he had gripped him by his T-shirt and
pinned against the wall, he remembered attending WN 630 in the secure cell. He told the
Inquiry that he did not grab him nor did he pin him against the wall.
2091. He remembers escorting WN 630 to a car to take him back to the school. The car
would have had child locks and WN 630 would have been placed in the back seat.
2092. WN 543 was invited to respond to an allegation relating to an incident in March
2009.3433 WN 543 gave a detailed account of what happened to the Inquiry: 3434 when he
visited the young person’s family home with a colleague, the young person had started to
attack his mother. He was restrained until he calmed down. He told the Inquiry that the
young person then grabbed a knife and threatened them with it. WN 543 then called the
police.
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2093. WN 543 was invited to respond to an incident recorded in March 2010 of him
“grabbing and pushing” an individual. He provided a detailed account to the Inquiry of
his involvement in this incident.3435
2094. One member of the teaching staff [from 2004] described WN 543 as a “bully and a
horrible person due to his treatment of staff and children”.3436
2095. One witness remembers watching WN 543 using restraint and thinking that he had
gone “over the top”.3437

(v) WN 246
2096. WN 246 accepted in evidence to the Inquiry that in, retrospect, his drinking must have
had an impact on his ability to care for residents at Les Chenes.3438 His responses to the
allegations made against him were as follows:
2096.1 Allegation by WN 620 that WN 246 prodded him in the chest, pushed him to the
floor and straddled him holding his jaw while still on the ground – WN 246 did
not remember this happening and it was not something that he would have
done.3439
2096.2 Allegation that WN 246 poured bowl of chocolate mousse over head of WN 179 in
front of other residents – WN 246 could not remember this happening and is sure
that it did not happen.3440
2096.3 Allegation that WN 246 had crashed a car while driving three residents from the
school – WN 246 says that the crash did not take place because he had been
drinking. He told the Inquiry that immediately after he got back to Les Chenes, he
told the Principal. The police were called. No further action was taken.3441
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2096.4 Allegation by WN 621 that WN 246 would deduct points under the merit award
system for her not eating her food – WN 246 told the Inquiry that food was never
used under the system and that it was a right.3442
2096.5 Allegation by WN 621 that WN 246 punched a resident in the face in a class
room; he fell to the floor. When he got up WN 246 pushed him in the chest and into
another classroom – WN 246 told the Inquiry that this never happened, that he
was not the sort of person who would punch a child and that had he done so, the
Principal would have found out given the small scale of the school.3443
2096.6 Allegation by WN 621 that WN 246 grabbed her by the hair - WN 246 told the
Inquiry that he was not a violent person: it was not something that he would have
done.
2096.7 Allegation by WN 621 that WN 246 dragged a resident to the toilets and threw
him against the wall while holding on to his sweatshirt – WN 246 said that he had
no recollection of this “whatsoever” and that it was not the sort of thing that he
would be involved in. He had sought to avoid confrontation.3444
2096.8 Allegation by WN 621 that WN 246 had a fight with a resident in the kitchen –
WN 246 could not recall this – it was not something that he would have done.3445
2096.9 Allegation by WN 145 that, on two occasions, WN 246 threw him around first the
woodwork room and on the second occasion, the art room and that WN 246 was
often drunk on duty – WN 246 said he could not recall these events happening and
it is not what he would have done. He told the Inquiry that if he thought he was
drunk he would not have come to work, although he added: “I would have had a
drink some time before I went to work”.3446
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2096.10 Allegation that a child was forced to eat food to which they were allergic,
making them sick – WN 246 said in evidence that he would not use food in this
way to punish a child.
2096.11 He could not remember parents coming to the school to complain about his
treatment of their son.
2096.12 He said that the allegation that he had punched a child in the head in the shower
room was not true, “the child I’m meant to have attacked said I did not…the
allegation happened but it was unfounded”.3447 WN 246 told the Inquiry that he
had not punched the same boy in the head in the laundry room.
2096.13 WN 246 viewed the MAS as a way of sanctioning children.3448
2096.14 He could “vaguely remember” the incident when WN 622 threatened him with a
carving knife. He could not remember the details leading up to WN 622 doing so.
2096.15 He had not picked children up by the ears.
2096.16 He could not recall having assaulted a child in the canteen, throwing him over a
sofa and grabbing him in a headlock: “It’s not the way I deal with things” he said
in evidence.3449
2096.17 He could not remember forcibly pushing a child against a wall. He accepted that
if Tom McKeon had seen him do so and spoken to him then it must be true.3450
2096.18 WN 246 also denied both allegations made to the police by WN 52 in 2013.
2097. Monique Webb remembers that WN 246 would have a lot of run-ins with the children.
She thought him a bit harsh with the MAS and recalled that he rarely gave children
points. She remembers WN 246 grabbing a child and pushing him against a wall. She
remembers thinking at the time that this was “a bit over the top”. She may have been
wrong that it was him; he did have a short fuse but she never had concerns about the
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children.3451 She remembered him being on duty and smelling drink on his breath and
reporting it. It was only in the evening on activities.3452 In her statement she gave an
account that she could “vaguely remember” of taking a knife off a child who was having
a “major run in with WN 246”.3453
2098. In her statement she gives an account of not feeling safe when WN 246 was driving a
school vehicle and she could smell drink on his breath. She reported her concerns to the
Principal.3454 WN 246 maintained that he would not have been driving had he been drunk
but “I am sure that I have driven it having had a drink”.3455
2099. WN 246 worked with Peter Waggott. At no point was Mr Waggott aware that WN 246
had any issues with drink. He never saw WN 246 lose control, “He was known as a strict
member of staff and he was a bit of stickler for the Merit Award System”. He did not
agree that WN 246 had a short fuse.3456
2100. Jonathan Chinn was not on the same shift as WN 246. He never smelt alcohol on WN
246 and never noticed him to be drunk at handovers.3457
2101. Tom McKeon had had to reprimand WN 246 when he saw him push a child against a
wall. Mr McKeon had sent the boy back into the classroom then spoke to WN 246. He
did not take any disciplinary action aside from warning WN 246. As already referred to
above, he did not think that that this amounted to gross misconduct. 3458 Tom McKeon
was aware of WN 246’s drinking problems.3459
2102. Tom McKeon only became aware of WN 246 driving a school vehicle and coming off
the road some time after it had happened. Drink was not the cause of the accident: WN
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246 had taken avoiding action at the time. Mr McKeon had warned WN 246 at the
time.3460
2103. In May 1993, WN 246 was issued with a formal reprimand by Mario Lundy having
been drinking before coming on to work.3461
2104. In 1997, WN 109 wrote to Tom McKeon as Director of Education detailing WN 246
coming to work having been drinking.3462 Mr McKeon dealt with this in evidence to the
Inquiry.3463
2105. WN 246 for a time worked with Kevin Mansell. In that time Mr Mansell saw no
evidence of WN 246 working having been drinking. He told the Inquiry that WN 246 was
“without doubt the strictest person on the staff but I cannot think of an example where he
overstepped the mark…he was very strict on the implementation of the rules which
existed…he was prepared to spend hours doing [the activity] with the young people
which they really enjoyed”. Mr Mansell described WN 246 as knowing exactly how far
to go but then stop.3464
(vi) WN 110
2106. In his evidence to the Inquiry, WN 110 gave the following responses to allegations
made against him:
2106.1 He could not remember having pushed WN 620 over the edge of a sofa.3465
2106.2 When invited to respond to the allegation that he had punched WN 641 clean over
a couch, he could not remember the incident and said that he had never punched
anybody, “I would not have punched a student when we there to help them to get
the best we can out of them. It just would not have happened.”3466
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2106.3 He could remember the incident in 2002 in relation to WN 627. He remembered
having to restrain him by using a bear hug and they had ended up on the floor. He
would not have shouted at WN 627, “the sorts of students we deal with they have
had lots of teachers shouting at them at previous schools and that does not really
work and so I found shouting to be a waste of time”. He says that he would not
have initially gone straight and got WN 627 in a headlock but “he may have
slipped around”. He had not kept WN 627 in a headlock for an hour – “I must have
been very strong”. He did not remember being bitten on the arm by WN 627.3467
Another member of staff, WN 655, witnessed the episode and remembered that
WN 110 came toward WN 627, “there was no shouting. WN 110 was using all the
techniques in attempting to calm WN 627 down”. She goes on to describe how WN
110 did not use any “inappropriate behaviour whatsoever.”3468
2106.4 WN 110 told the Inquiry that restraint training was introduced when Les Chenes
became Greenfields and the teachers at that point were not involved in restraints;
therefore, with regard to complaints about the use of restraints: “this would have
been the care staff who would have been involved with this”.3469
2106.5 In response to the allegation about a child being kept in isolation continuously for
two weeks, he said “this would not happen”. He could not remember anyone
coming out of isolation appearing in any way physically injured.3470
2106.6 WN 110 told the Inquiry that “I do not think that I ever lost my temper”. He did
not remember kicking a person in the legs in a rugby game causing him to fall to
the ground. He could not remember having punched a pupil in the head while he
was playing goal keeper.
2106.7 He did not remember children being “pin-balled”.3471
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2106.8 He could remember pupils making statements to the police about their treatment
by staff in 2000.3472
2106.9 He could not remember having tackled Darren Picot very hard.
2106.10 Another member of staff at Les Chenes remembers working alongside WN 110
when they were trying to calm WN 653 down. He remembers that WN 110 “took
hold of WN 653 and restrained him as he was screaming and shouting obscenities.
I went ahead of WN 110 and WN 653 opening doors in order that WN 110 could
convey WN 653 into secure. The manoeuvre lasted 15 seconds in all. The next step
would have been to inform Kevin Mansell or Peter Waggott of the incident and the
‘occurrence book’ would have been endorsed accordingly”.3473
(vii) WN 544
2107. In response to the allegations made against him, WN 544 gave the following evidence
to the SOJP in interview:
2107.1 The allegation that he had punched WN 630 was completely untrue and that he
had never punched a student “ever”.3474
2107.2 WN 544 was alleged to have hit one resident’s head on a table and then dragged
him to ‘secure’, hitting his head against the wall as he went. WN 544 could
remember an incident involving the resident being removed out of a class but
without any violence taking place. He had taken him to the Deputy Principal’s
office to cool down. The account provided by WN 627 had never happened.
2107.3 He remembered having to restrain WN 630 and WN 73 to stop them escaping
after they had smashed a window using a pool ball wrapped in a sock. They had
threatened the staff with table legs. The police had attended. This situation, he told
the police, was “very rare indeed”.3475
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2107.4 He denied that he ever stamped hard on the toes of one resident in the football
yard, saying that this never happened.
2107.5 WN 544 denied that he had ever been in a girl’s resident’s room and had not
watched WN 698 and WN 629 changing nor had he refused to leave when they
had asked him to do so. He had never been in their room without a female member
of staff present. He had been “very conscious of the dangers in dealing with female
children as a male member of staff and team leader”. He thought the reason for
this allegation may have been that he had been responsible for discipline.3476
(viii) WN 654
2108. WN 654 was employed as a part-time care worker at Les Chenes working occasional
shifts during the evenings and at weekends.
2109. Allegations of abuse were made against him in 2003 and then subsequently similar
allegations were raised during Operation Rectangle. The 2003 allegations arose through
disclosures made by WN 73 to WN 687, about his concerns regarding the treatment of
the children either attending or remanded at Les Chenes.3477 These included actions by
WN 654 and another member of staff against various residents. The allegations against
WN 654 referred to striking a child on the head, grabbing/restraining another child by the
testicles and restraining the same child and banging his head on the floor. There was also
an allegation that he had exposed himself in the shower rom.
2110. Following the disclosure, WN 687 reported the matter to Phil Dennett, who in turn
forwarded the complaints to the SOJP’s FPT via Sarah Brace of Children’s Services. It
was noted that “the police and children’s service know all the alleged victims in this
inquiry…they are all troubled young men and regular attendees at Les Chenes”.3478
2111. When he was interviewed by the SOJP in relation to these allegations, WN 654 gave
the following evidence:
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2111.1 Regarding the alleged striking on the head, he said he was struck on the mouth by
one of the children’s elbows – he grabbed it and tried to push the child away with
his hand, but believed he caught the child on the bridge of the nose and forehead.
He denied punching the child twice to the head or threating to “badly” hurt him.
2111.2 He denied having been deliberately naked in front of a child, saying that he turned
his back when a resident walked in so as to not expose himself. He categorically
denied any untoward behaviour.
2111.3 He denied restraining a child and banging his head on the floor when in the secure
area.
2111.4 Regarding the alleged grabbing of the testicles, he told the police that he had
decided to restrain the child to prevent WN 630 attacking another pupil. He said:
“I tried talking to [the child] to come back into secure, he swore profusely at me
and then it was a case of how do we get this guy back into secure before an
incident of violence happens, so I made a decision there and then. I got hold of
[the child’s] hand, his right hand. Pulled his right hand down put my left hand
between his legs from the back got hold of [the child's] hand and surprised him by
pulling him downwards so [he] was now bent double with me holding his hand
behind him, saying come on…back in into secure, let’s go. He was swearing
profusely at me and calling me a queer because I had pressure on his testicles
however I did explain to him there and then that if he bent forward it was not my
hand on his testicles it was his own arm. So if he bent forwards and walked
forward we'll go back into secure and everything will be fine, if you stand up it will
put more pressure on you and we do not want that so come on lets just go into
secure.”
He said that he did not record the incident in the log, because “it did not merit it, it
was not in my opinion a major incident up until now”.
2111.5 Another care worker at Les Chenes had seen WN 654 come up behind WN 630,
put his arm through WN 630’s legs and grab his testicles, pulling him back along a
corridor to the secure cell. The care worker witness told the police that having
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been trained in restraint, what he saw WN 654 doing was not a legitimate restraint
technique. He thought that WN 654 had taken a great deal of satisfaction in having
control over WN 630 and there was no excuse for his actions.
2111.6 WN 776 was a full-time care worker at Les Chenes. She also witnessed WN 654
grab WN 630 by the testicles and told him to put the child down immediately. She
thought that WN 654 found it funny and on reflection, later that evening, realised
that WN 654 had overstepped the boundaries “required by a person in a position
[of] care”. She categorically denied the assertion by WN 654 that he had pulled
the child’s hands between his legs.
2111.7 WN 245 said that he saw WN 654 strike a child on the head with an open hand,
describing it as a “clip”. He said that immediately following this, WN 654
repeatedly apologised and shook hands with the child he had hit – he also
apologised to WN 245.
2111.8 The police investigation and the views of Brian Carter and Robert Bonney as to
these allegations are discussed elsewhere.
(ix) Monique Webb
2112. She remembers tapping a boy on the head with a pile of plates as she was clearing the
dinner table. The bottom one smashed. She remembers that all the children burst out
laughing.3479 The other allegations made against her were not addressed in her evidence
to the Inquiry.
Greenfields
WN 687: 2003 (interim)
2117. A meeting of the Governing Board in September 2003 recorded the change in
responsibility of the teaching staff and the appointment of “9/10 care staff including WN
687”.3480
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2118. Kevin Mansell thinks the care staff were surprised by some of the behaviour of the
residents.
2119. Peter Waggott reminded the Inquiry as at 2003 Les Chenes and Greenfields were one
and the same building, but that they were entirely different regimes.3481
2120. Jonathan Chinn remembers that when WN 687 started, he disposed of records – “a lot
of information that was stored was burnt or put in a skip … that had been there since Les
Chenes had started …. It was a huge big clear-out”. He thinks that this would have
included the incident books.3482 Peter Waggott remembered a lot of material being thrown
out,3483 as did other witnesses. WN 687 denied this allegation, as noted above.
2121. A meeting of the Greenfields Centre Governing Body in October 2003 recorded that
WN 687 had resigned. It was noted that “WN 687’s expectations of staff had been
unrealistic. Currently the centre was full with ten very challenging children”.3484
Joe Kennedy: 2003–2006
2122. In this period Les Chenes was re-launched in the second half of 2003, as Greenfields,
to coincide with the decision to deploy a team of care staff alongside teaching staff.
During the same period the building of a new facility to provide secure accommodation
got under way. The new Greenfields centre started operating in August 2006.3485 Ten
years on, the Greenfields facility still operates from the same site.
2123. Joe Kennedy’s account was that in late 2002 he had been approached to help with the
running of Les Chenes, although the timing may be approximate given other evidence he
provided. Prior to that he had spent 24 years working in the Jersey Prison Service. From
1979 to 1991 he had been a prison officer based at La Moye. He then went on to be
responsible for training and development of prison officers and for running the Young
Offenders Institute (“YOI”) at La Moye: this had included managing the introduction of a
new regime in the YOI. It was, he told the Inquiry, “a radical departure” from the way
3481
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that it had been run before. He ran it from 1994 to 2003. He was not aware of Les Chenes
throughout his time at the YOI nor that children were held on remand. He told the Inquiry
that he did not know that 60 per cent of those who left Les Chenes had gone on to La
Moye. He did not know that consideration had been given in 2000 to deploying prison
officers at Les Chenes.3486
2124. The Governing Body minutes for October 2003 record that Mike Kirby, Prison
Governor, had agreed to release Joe Kennedy on a short term basis until mid-January
2004. The same minutes recorded that:
“The Director [of Education] acknowledged that he had become increasingly aware that
retaining Greenfields as a school was not sustainable. It was clearly no longer an
educational establishment but a remand centre. The children were very disturbed with
numerous behaviour problems. Education would continue to be provided within the
confines of the Centre.”3487
2125. In his evidence to the Inquiry, Joe Kennedy contrasted the admissions process to the
YOI and to Les Chenes, describing the approach that he adopted as the “my kid”
approach.
2126. Mr Kennedy challenged the suggestion that children were placed in solitary
confinement or isolation at Greenfields:
“It’s practical to remove them to allow those that are adversely affected by that
behaviour not to experience it anymore and for the person who is causing that behaviour
the opportunity to realise that (a) it is not tolerated and (b) that they can reflect on
that.”3488
2127. Joe Kennedy explained the difference between what he termed dynamic security and
physical security. He said that when he started at Greenfields the staff’s stance on
security was “evolutionary”: the care staff felt that they had to “hold things secure…there
was a reliance on the physical security of the building”. He said that he became “very
3486
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much involved in the day-to-day interaction” with residents. Staff and students were
involved in the decorating the building and the gym; this he said made the relationships
“more positive”.3489
2128. The incentives and earned privileges system used in the YOI at La Moye was not the
same system introduced by Joe Kennedy at Greenfields, although both drew on the model
of grand prix racing. The one at La Moye was in place when Joe Kennedy started at the
YOI; it had been adapted from a YOI scheme in the UK.3490 He thought the grand prix
system had worked in the prison environment because “it was a very clear system. It was
actually an incentive scheme”. It was much easier to adopt a universal approach at
Greenfields than it had been at the YOI.
2129. He took the Inquiry through the plan of the new Greenfields. 3491 When the new
building was being constructed Joe Kennedy recalled that he arranged for the viewing
windows on doors to bedrooms and the cells to be removed, “I found the viewing
windows unsettling to think that someone walking past a child’s bedroom could look in”.
2130. One individual’s evidence of being in both in the YOI and Greenfields was that the
YOI was far more lenient “as people were not isolated on entry like we were at
Greenfields”. When this comment was put to him, Joe Kennedy told the Inquiry that “On
arrival at Greenfields for the first day they would not be entered in the general
population, yes that is a fact”.3492
2131. Joe Kennedy attributed the idea of sending prison staff to Les Chenes to Tom McKeon,
the Director of Education at the time:
“I think that it was a notion that was considered by Mr McKeon. I think that the
escalation of disturbance at Les Chenes led him to believe that the staff that he had
working for him would be unable to safely contain it. It is a fact that the Police were in
attendance at Les Chenes to restore order on a number of occasions and, wishing no
disrespect to anybody, I do not think that people quite understand what prison officers
3489

Day 72/ 84
GD000737/71 and Day 72/85
3491 WD006312/66
3492 Day 72/96
3490

774

774

do...I also felt that drafting prison staff into such a environment would have served to
dishearten the existing staff beyond redemption. I felt very strongly that the people who
were in post were extremely well intentioned and determined to do their best with the
young people, but frankly did not quite know how to achieve that. And I did not -- having
seen the young people that were there, they were just young people, they were not ogres,
they were not in any way beyond reach in my view at the time, I felt that the situation was
recoverable.”3493
2132. Joe Kennedy considered that the student population in Les Chenes and in Greenfields
could properly be described as “detainees” because they were, he said, “detained”. Prior
to the involvement of care staff, he thought that the teaching staff had faced an “almost
impossible task of trying to merge school and home all at once”.3494
2133. When Joe Kennedy took on a full management role at Greenfields, all the care staff
“received Therapeutic Crisis Intervention training”.
2134. Joe Kennedy provided the Inquiry with photographs of the cells in the secure unit
before the move to the new Greenfields build in August 2006.3495 The same set of
photographs showed the vestibule where “staff would have eaten with the young person
and where a TV would have been set up”. Some in secure would have had classes in the
vestibule.3496 There would have been skylights in the vestibule area.3497
2135. He confirmed in response to Panel questions that in the bedrooms in both the old
Greenfields (formerly Les Chenes) and the new Greenfields, the doors could be locked
from outside. Control over the room (electricity and water supply) could be externally
controlled in the new bedrooms. Joe Kennedy sought to explain that these features were
not a return to physical security. He agreed with Ms Leslie in oral evidence that the
behaviour staff sought to avoid in the new Greenfields was better controlled by
concentrating on making the regime as positive as possible.
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2136. He did not agree that the design approach for the new Greenfields was more informed
by prison design than residential design. As referred to above, he had provided plans of
the new Greenfields to the Inquiry.3498 He told the Inquiry that he had visited “a number
of facilities in the UK” although these had not included prisons or YOIs. He did agree that
having a bedroom that seemed a variation on a cell at the new Greenfields was not an
appropriate way to deal with disturbed young people. Extracts from minutes of a meeting
of the Board of Governors in 2005 record Joe Kennedy presenting site proposals for the
new Greenfields:
“The building was designed around an internal courtyard and was considerably larger
than the current provision. In addition to individual bedrooms there was provision for
three classrooms and an area for youth club activities. The building complied with UK
minimum standards. Some rooms would be suitable for isolation. or upgrading as part of
an incentive scheme. All rooms would look inwards. No external fence would be required,
though CCTV would be in operation. The use of facilities by the community was not felt
appropriate due to security issues. It was anticipated the build would take 12–14 months
as traditional building methods would be used. With regard to staffing another twenty
staff would be required for the new unit.”3499
2137. Jonathan Chinn felt that Joe Kennedy made the school safe for both the staff and
children, “he seemed to get it organised. The staff seemed to have respect for him, the
students seemed to have respect, it was still a difficult place … but things seemed to work
a lot better”.3500
2138. Kevin Mansell felt that although Joe Kennedy had a prison background he had had the
best interests of the young people at heart. He remembered that under Joe Kennedy, the
teaching staff were not able to place children in secure.3501
2139. One member of the care staff [November 2003–2009 and employed at time of
statement to police] remembers that a month after he had started at Greenfields, Joe
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Kennedy “changed the cells and accommodation in each room by building a fixed bed
and a small table/workspace”.3502
2140. Another member of care staff who started work in October 2003 remembers there
being “utter chaos until Joe Kennedy arrived [in November 2003] the young people
had gained control of the unit. We had a lot of difficulties, they brought in four staff
from the UK, they worked for an agency that provided police transport”.3503
2141. Following the transition to Greenfields, Ian Le Marquand was invited to visit the
premises. He continued to advocate for change in the way that young offenders were
dealt with.3504
General policies and procedures
2142. A folio of policies and procedures headed “Greenfields Centre”, most of which are
undated (some are dated 2005), can be located at [WD005767] covering, among other
issues:
2142.1 Page 4 – risk assessment
2142.2 Page 6 – complaints
2142.3 Page 7 – confidentiality
2142.4 Page 9 – the remand of school-age children, including:
“Greenfields is not in a position to refuse admission of remanded children. It can have to
accommodate children spanning eleven to sixteen years of age. The management of the
Unit has been made more difficult recently by the reception of school aged youths who
have been charged with new offences whilst on licence from the Young Offenders
Institution. Two such youths have been accommodated so far in 2005. Both have had an
extremely negative effect on younger children who often witness inappropriate behaviour
and attitudes from these older cohorts. Efforts to provide education for children on
remand have been hindered by the presence of the older, more sophisticated offenders
3502
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who tend to be more disruptive and dismissive of the Greenfields regime which is child
focussed. In addition, there is a belief that the licensees in question have chosen to
reserve their plea whilst in Greenfields, thereby effectively spending any custodial
sentence at the Unit rather than in the Young Offender Institution. It is likely that their
period on licence will have expired by the time they face sentence. In circumstances such
as these, the licence becomes quite impotent. The Children's Executive has discussed this
matter and are of the opinion that the safe running of the Unit and the interests of the
remanded children make it necessary that the Courts are given the discretion to remand
those young people with previous of the Young Offender Institution back to the Prison.
The Magistrate has been made aware of this proposal and would support it. The
Committee will be aware that by changing the Law, the Prison will have to assume
responsibility for managing the remand of school aged children the Court deem fit to
return to the YO I. I propose that the Home Affairs Committee give authority to the Law
Draftsman to proceed with the necessary change in legislation.
M Cutland 12 Apri1 2005”
2142.5 Page 11 – visitors
2142.6 Page 19 – staff training and courses: Greenfields would “endeavour” to give care
staff TCI training within 6 months of joining, the aim was to give staff six training
days a year and it was noted that staff “will have regular supervision”.
2142.7 Page 21 – violence and aggression in a residential setting
2142.8 Page 24 – child protection
2142.9 Page 26 – bullying
2142.10 Page 31 – the purpose, aims and objectives of the centre: “Greenfields is the
designated remand centre for the Youth Court of Jersey and the purpose is to
provide a high standard of secure accommodation, education and support for
those young people for whom a remand in custody is deemed appropriate”.
2142.11 Page 33 – gives the age range and number of places provided at the Centre as
well as a series of general rules – “good communication is the key to preventing
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major problems developing…If a member of staff is in a young person’s bedroom,
then it is essential that the bedroom door remains open at all times.”
2142.12 Page 35 –rules for personal searches
2143. Other written policies include:
2143.1 Greenfields Centre: physical restraint (undated)3505; and
2143.2 Greenfields Centre: physical restraint – reporting requirements (undated).3506
The Grand Prix system3507
2144.This was an issue of controversy in the management of the old Greenfields.3508 In
addition to the policies set out above, among the folio of policies and procedures
documentation for the Greenfields Centre3509 are two pages relating to the Grand Prix
System (p28–29).
2145. Joe Kennedy told the Inquiry that to his knowledge under the Grand Prix System a
child would not be placed in “the Pits” (the secure cell) for repeated “strikes”.3510 When
asked if the cells under his management were used as a form of punishment, Joe Kennedy
told the Inquiry:
“It is an interesting distinction. I'm sure they felt quite punitive to people, but that was not
why they were there. The purpose of the rooms being removed and constructed in the way
they were was to allow young people to be removed if they were presenting a threat from
the other young people. It was also to demonstrate to the other young people that if a
member of that particular community presented in such a way as to threaten them, then
they would be safeguarded from that.”3511
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2146. Under the Grand Prix system that operated at Greenfields, being in the Pits would
mean that a resident would be placed in the secure suite, and not in a bedroom.3512
2147. Joe Kennedy was asked to address Simon Bellwood’s concern that a young person had
spent 24 hours in the cell, this having been recorded in an entry in the communications
book in December 2006.3513 The entry read:
“All staff — as from today room one will now be the new admission room, where new
admissions will be placed after full admission. They will remain in room one for twentyfour hours with good behaviour. Should any unwanted behaviour be shown then the
twenty-four hours may be started from the start of compliant behaviour.”
2148. Joe Kennedy told the Inquiry that the entry misrepresented what happened and “would
not have been so starkly written [sic] The actual practice...the young person would be
taken out into the ball-park … and often would spend the entire day out there with staff”.
He added that the Inquiry could “confidently” reach the conclusion that the Pits were
never used to lock someone up for 24 hours.3514
2149. Joe Kennedy told the Inquiry that, by 2008, the Pits had been abandoned. They were
abandoned because Mr Kennedy said that “We were better informed”. The evidence on
the use of isolation as part of the Pits under the Grand Prix system is confused. Joe
Kennedy said that by the time of the move to the new Greenfields site security was
sufficient not to require use of isolation in the secure unit. As at December 2006 a young
person would be separated in their room, not in a cell.3515 He never explained what he
meant by “better informed”. Later in his evidence to the Inquiry, when discussing Simon
Bellwood’s tenure, Joe Kennedy said that once the new Greenfields building was
occupied the Grand Prix system was “abandoned”:
“… the grand prix system as it existed in the Old Greenfields was sufficient and of its
time. Having moved in the new building I had anticipated that Simon Bellwood would
introduce a way of working that would be different from the old grand prix system…My
3512
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hope was that any such system would not only promote pro-social behaviour but would
also address aberrant or anti-social behaviour. My observations were that such aberrant
or anti-social behaviour was not being addressed and that caused me great concern”.3516
2150. Joe Kennedy told the Inquiry that:
“…I was not wedded to the grand prix system, but I believed then and I still believe now
that in order to successfully manage an environment which contains young people of that
profile that there needs to be a clear and understandable code of conduct. I think it needs
to recognise and promote positive behaviour and that's its purpose, but equally I think it's
essential that people -- young people in particular -- recognise that anti-social behaviour
is not acceptable and it is recognised as such by the people who are charged with looking
after them.”3517
2151. Joe Kennedy disagreed with Senator Ben Shenton’s characterisation in a statement to
the States in 20083518 that Simon Bellwood was appointed in part to dismantle the Grand
Prix system:
“There was an assumption that he would open the new unit with an appropriate system in
place based on his experience and knowledge of secure units.”
2152. Jonathan Chinn was never sure how the Grand Prix system worked: “We were just
giving points during the lessons and I can’t even remember how many points those were
… to me it was just some sort of merit award system”. It was “complete nonsense” that
children were locked in the cells; he subsequently qualified this – if they had been locked
in the secure unit it would have been for a reason, “it would not have been because they
had not made their points”. When shown the Grand Prix system, he could not remember
having seen it: apart from lessons, awarding points he said was totally on the care side.
The circumstances in which a child might be taught in the vestibule area was where the
student was “so difficult, causing so many problems, he was isolated”.3519
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2153. One member of care staff [2003–2009] recalls that the Grand Prix system sounded
harsher on paper but “in reality it was a better system which the residents made no
complaints about” – in his account to the police he explained how it worked in practice:
“If a resident was displaying bad behaviour, they would be placed in a cell for 3 days
until they calmed down and behaved accordingly. They did not spend the full 3 days in
there alone as a member of staff would sit and have a meal with them, watch television
with them and take them out into the ball court for an hour’s exercise, maybe longer. This
episode was called the Qualifier (Level 1). If they did not calm down when they were first
placed into the cell, then the 3 days would not begin until they did behave, hence why a
resident once stopped in there for 4 days. On their release, they would be on Grid (Level
2) for 7 days which allowed them to have a television in their room as well as a radio.
After the 7 days, they would be on Track (level 3) which allowed them to have a play
station along with their television and radio. They were allowed to go out whilst on Grid,
including home visits at weekends. As they moved up a level, the residents were also
allowed to go to bed at a later time.”3520
2154. Another member of the care staff [2003–2009, ongoing] thought that the Grand Prix
system “gave us a set of boundaries to help us manage the behaviour of some very
difficult and challenging young people”:
“It was a set of rules that the care staff followed and those rules would be signed off every
day, say if on day seven they got a television for example. It is hard to remember it is five
years ago and we have had different behaviour systems in place. We would encourage the
young person saying, "Oh you’re on track to-day, you get your play station to go with
your television", kind of thing. We would organise that for them after school that day. We
would provide them with toiletries, clean towels, wash their bedding all encouragement
for good behaviour. I believe that that system worked for both the young people and staff.
It was the only system I had known, having not previously worked in the child care
system, I was impressed by it. After the twenty four hours they would come out of their
room and join the group, use the lounge, participate in activities with other young people.
3520
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All the rooms were single beds other than one room which had two and if the residents
were trusted they could share that room. It would be risk assessed. The bedrooms were
locked at night, if they wanted the toilet they had a buzzer in the bedroom and staff would
let them out. Unlike the facilities now they have en-suite bathrooms. If the young person
was on Track that gave them the most incentives, like a play station, they'd have stereo,
television and the latest bedtime of 9 pm. In Grid I think it was eight o'clock. If residents’
behaviour fell below what was expected of them both education and care staff had the
power to issue what was known as a 'strike', not a physical assault but it lasted three
days. If someone got three strikes in three days then they would find themselves starting
over again, having to build up their incentives”.3521
2155. The same witness described the use of the Pits and the secure cells:
“There was another stage called the Pits, if someone was really badly behaved they
would end up in the Pits, secure cell, sometimes for a cooling off period, it was behaviour
dependent, it might be ten minutes, or a couple of hours. The longest period was three
days. That was part of the rules and part of the Grand Prix system. If after three days the
young person’s behaviour had not settled it could continue. If someone’s behaviour was
poor then they would be told they had to serve another twenty four hours. A young
person’s record will clearly show if they have spent time in secure. There were young
people who spent longer in secure, there is no point in me saying otherwise, because their
running records will show that they did, and also the books outside the cells. If a member
of staff has put someone in secure I would like to think that their record will show that in
their daily log, however I have not looked at any of the daily logs lately. I would also like
to think that if I have someone in secure that so and so was in secure and I took meals to
them in secure, they ate a good dinner, taken from secure for exercise. After the first day
in secure, they could come out and sit in the vestibule area. If their behaviour was good
on day three they could have a television brought in there. There would be a member of
staff in there all the time, and they would use a buzzer to come out and use the toilet. The
books will show that the young person was checked every twenty minutes or if taken from
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secure, where to and time returned, sat in vestibule area with staff and watched television
or a movie etc.”3522
2156. In 2007, the Howard League set out in a letter to Senator Stuart Syvret its findings on
the Grand Prix system based on written information provided by the Senator. It seems
likely that they were provided with a copy of the system found at WD006312/10–16. The
Howard League concluded:
“The language and construction of this document is complex and difficult to understand.
It is unlikely that most children would grasp the system. The document is not written in a
‘child friendly'’ or clear manner. It also lends itself to a ‘male’ regime based on ‘formula
one’ car racing and may make girl prisoners feel excluded. In light of the physical and
oversight concerns raised above, the regime appears predicated on a complex system
using isolation and deprivation as a means of control. At its most punitive a child could
remain in the ‘pits’ for an indefinite period deprived of light, writing equipment,
association with peers and warmth or comfort for extended periods. In light of the
prevalence of mental health problems amongst this group of children with a negative
response to boundaries and control, the risk is high of such an outcome. In the absence of
any '’check and balance’ on the use of such control the risk of ‘abuse’ must be high.”3523
2157. In an undated single-sided document that, from its context, appears to coincide with
the Howard League’s letter, Joe Kennedy, then Residential Services Manager, responded
to a series of questions raised by the Howard League in relation to the secure suite in the
“former” Greenfields.3524 The response includes an assertion that: “single separation was
not used as a punishment. It was only used where a young person was a danger to self or
others”.
Governance
2158. With the closure of Les Chenes as a school and the opening of the Greenfields Centre
as a secure facility, the status of what had previously been the Governing Body of Les
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Chenes (which the Panel may consider appropriate given its status as a school) was no
longer viable. A meeting of the Governing Body of Les Chenes in March 2004 backed
the formation of a Board of Visitors: “It was agreed that the Board would meet twice a
year minimum with visits to the centre on a month basis”.3525
2159. Guidelines were produced for “individual visits to Greenfields by Board Members”
which included the need for “at least 24 hours notice to be given to Greenfields”, that any
request for a one-to one-meeting with a child “MUST be rejected”, “The visitor may wish
to see Kevin Mansell or indeed any member of staff or any child. This would need to be
for specific reason”. The Guidelines conclude,” Finally it is essential that visits are
treated with the utmost confidentiality: what goes on at the Campus must be kept in there.
Resist any temptation to discuss any matters with others outside of the Board of
Visitors.”3526 Examples of monthly visits are in evidence before the Inquiry.3527
2160. In October 2009, the Board of Visitors resigned en masse following the
recommendations of the Williamson Report.3528
Simon Bellwood: 2006–20073529
2161. Simon Bellwood had a background in social work, qualifying in 2000. He had
previously worked with children with challenging behaviours. Having qualified, he
worked initially with a youth offending team. In 2004 he was appointed operational
manager of a unit at the Leverton Secure Children’s Home in Essex. The Home catered
for children between the ages of 11 and 17. In 2006 he was appointed to run the new
Greenfields. In early 2007 he was suspended from the role and never returned. There then
followed a protracted series of formal investigatory procedures and employment
proceedings initiated by Simon Bellwood. The employment proceedings were settled.
2162. Simon Bellwood told the Inquiry that the Leverton Secure Unit had had a damning
inspection report following which a behavioural management system was introduced,
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which, he told the inquiry, he was later to replicate at the new Greenfields site, or at least
“75/80 per cent” of it.
2163. Leverton formed part of the UK’s secure accommodation network. Simon Bellwood
had found little to criticise about the system and approach at Leverton, which had also
been subject to unannounced inspections.3530
2164. Solitary confinement at Leverton would take place in the young person’s bedroom – it
was called “single separation”. The door to the bedroom would be locked.
2165. He described in some detail the admissions process at Leverton which included
informing the young person of their rights, the complaints procedure and the routine
during the day. There would then be a search process before the new arrival would be
taken into the unit. Where a child was admitted and there was a risk of self-harm they
would be observed while locked in their room at night (locking in at night was standard
for all residents).3531
Application and interview
2166. Simon Bellwood was interviewed in March 2006. He remembered that it was made
explicit to him by Joe Kennedy and Phil Dennett that they were looking to the new
manager to introduce National Minimum Care Standards.
2167. At the time of Simon Bellwood’s interview with Phil Dennett and Joe Kennedy, the
new Greenfields centre was still under construction. He remembers being concerned
about the culture of secure accommodation in Jersey that he felt was reflected in the
language of Phil Dennett and Joe Kennedy – in effect using prison terminology:
“inmates”, “cells”, common living space known as “association”.
2168. He remembers in interview that he sought to convey a message that he would model
the new Greenfields on his UK experience at Leverton. In answer to the question of what
he brought with him, he told the Inquiry:
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“I think there are lots of things really. I think one of the things that I believed in very
passionately was that the young people should be the focus of all the work, whether that's
day-to-day through policies and procedures, whether that's through how you interact with
a young person, or whether that's through how you manage for example the review
process which effectively determines whether they stay in secure accommodation or not
and as a social worker before being a social work manager, that was something that I
firmly believed in because I believed it's very empowering for a young person to feel that
they're fully involved and that they feel that they have a degree of control and
responsibility and empowerment over what happens to them, rather than feeling that
everything about their life is dictated to them and that they're just a pawn in a game
really.”3532
2169. He told the Inquiry about his concerns relating to the admission process and the use
made of probation orders:
“….it essentially had allowed the power of the Magistrate to be handed over to the social
worker because the social worker was the one that could then change the address that the
person had to reside in, rather than the Magistrate…the bigger concern was they could
hold the child in custody by virtue of their chosen residence.”3533
2170. Simon Bellwood was struck by what he saw as the “archaic” review process in Jersey,
“the young person was pretty much not present”. He said that the default position in the
UK was that the young person was always present. He remembered that there were some
policies in place when he took over but these were disjointed and some out of date: “The
whole thing needed completely overhauling.”3534 When he came to Greenfields he
developed management plans for an individual to help staff – these sat alongside care
plans which were documents created with/by Children’s Services. These plans had not
existed before he came to Greenfields, though he stated that they might not have been
warranted depending on the behaviours displayed.
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2171. There were handover meetings and a communications book to record any significant
points that need to be communicated to staff – this was something he introduced.3535
2172. He was able to compare the infrastructure of Leverton with Greenfields:
“in my view Leverton was more homely because they had doors that perhaps would not
look dissimilar to what's in this room, but they're still built to a standard and have the
same locking systems, etc etc, so they provide the same security and structural function,
but from an aesthetic point of view I was very much of the belief that there is a distinct
difference between a secure children's home and a young offender institute, by the very
nature of how people are admitted and how people are cared for and balancing the fact
that in a young offenders institute you do not get young people there who are there for
their own welfare, whereas in a secure children's home you do, so if the building can be
designed to take into account that you may get an 11-year-old female who is there for no
criminal route whatsoever, then if I had been involved in the design of the building then
making it homely would be one of the considerations and in my belief you can do that
without compromise to security.”
2173. Some elements of the design were very good: he thought it unfair to suggest that the
new Greenfields was closer to a YOI. That said, he told the Inquiry that the new building
had not allowed for an independent meeting room where a young person and their social
worker and parents could meet without compromising security.
The Grand Prix system
2174. Simon Bellwood’s concern about the Grand Prix System, he told the Inquiry, was not
that a young person would be placed in a secure cell on admission but that the system
involved single separation on admission, saying that whether in a cell or bedroom “it does
not matter”. He understood the reference to “cell” to relate to the old building:
“so the question for me has always been in terms of determining whether it occurred or
not is actually how long it occurred for because yes, it did occur. If the question is was it
24 hours without break then no, but did it happen within 24 hours: yes it did.”3536
3535
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2175. Simon Bellwood called into question Linda Dodds’ account of his concerns (see
below): he did not accept that Linda Dodds had persuaded him that 24-hour separation
did not happen.3537 In his view there would be extreme cases where it would be possible
to justify 24 hours’ single separation – this had happened in the UK – but in Mr
Bellwood’s experience this would have happened in scenarios beyond the type of
behaviour experiences at Greenfields.3538
2176. He also set out his concerns about the exploitation of the Grand Prix system:
“So having the power of this system behind you to reinforce the fact that you want
somebody to do a certain thing, or not do a certain thing, is a very very powerful tool and
it lends itself to use or rely less on a more therapeutic approach, so somebody with less
training, or less inclination to work in a forward thinking way with the young person,
something like the grand prix system gives you a tool which, you know, very few policies
can give you. Certainly my behaviour system would not give you the level of control that
the grand prix system would give you. Which is – you know, the term ‘power of the key’.”
2177. Simon Bellwood provided the Inquiry with what he thought would have been the final
version of the behavioural management system3539 he introduced at Greenfields, which he
had emailed to Joe Kennedy.
2178. He told the Inquiry that training in relation to the new system did not take place to the
extent that he would have liked, but stated that he thought the Grand Prix system needed
to be discarded straight away rather than through a more gradual transition.3540 He
accepted that on some levels he perhaps tried to do too much too quickly but he thought
the Grand Prix system was so wrong he did not want to take it into the new building at
Greenfields.3541 He said that he was not blocked from implementing new policies by Joe

3536

Day 84/100
WD006710/116
3538 Day 84/105
3539 WD006710/71
3540 Day 84/114
3541 Day 84/152
3537

789

789

Kennedy; there was a breakdown in their relationship. There was resistance by teachers
in large part to do with Kevin Mansell not being on board.3542
2179. He took issue with Senator Ben Shenton’s characterisation that under his behaviour
management system, negative behaviour was tolerated. He said that negative behaviour
was dealt with by denying rewards. He told the Inquiry that it is a positive award system
rather than being based on sanction.3543
2180. Mr Bellwood was asked whether the difference between himself and his critics at the
time came down to a fundamental difference in ethos towards young people with
challenging and difficult behaviour in the Island:
“I think it goes broader than that. I think the culture of how to manage young people in
Jersey is directed not only by the staff who work within the units, or the managers that
run the units, also there is a degree of public demand and Jersey is quite a way behind
bigger places like the UK in lots of areas, it's not solely to do with Greenfields or Health
and Social Services, so there is a number of issues and I think it would take hours and
hours to try and analyse them. There's also a lot of funding issues, there's a lot of training
issues. If my team in Leverton were in Greenfields when this was introduced, it would be
a very different story. If Joe Kennedy and I had a working relationship where we came
from the same background and therefore, you know, the leading from the top was
stronger, again it would be a different outcome. There were lots of factors in this that
made it difficult and I think fundamentally the one thing that made it the most difficult was
my relationship with Joe Kennedy and the fact that Joe Kennedy was essentially a prison
officer and I was a social worker, and, you know, like I say, there were lots of peripheral
things as well, but ultimately I think that is the one that caused the biggest
difficulties.”3544
2181. Mr Bellwood believed that the culture towards young people is politically driven and
change would have to come from the top down.3545
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2182. He recognised that there were issues of scale for Jersey compared with the UK. He
noted that the UK has specialist facilities that may prevent resort to secure
accommodation, whilst it would not be possible for Jersey to have these facilities. As a
consequence, he believed that young people might end up in Greenfields sooner than an
equivalent child in the UK would. The levels of staffing were reasonable in Greenfield
but the levels of staff training were very different to those available in the UK, which he
did not think was necessarily excused by being a small island.3546
2183. He told the Panel that those admitted to Greenfields for the most part would not have
been admitted to secure accommodation in the UK.
2184. In answer to Panel questions he suggested that children in Jersey lacked a voice
regarding their placement. The same applied to complaints, “if you do not believe that
you have a voice and nobody is going to listen why would you complain?” – a concern at
his previous home had been the lack of complaints which suggested that the complaints
procedure was not robust enough. He hoped Jersey would by now have had a culture shift
in this regard.3547
2185. When asked why Jersey did not have this level of child involvement as in the UK he
found this difficult to answer as the UK also evolves out of crises e.g. Victoria Climbie.
2186. He told the Inquiry he still feels there is a lack of external scrutiny or force to drive
through change. There is a reliance on individuals to bring about change but there may be
a fear of losing their job without recourse to moving to another county / local
authority.3548 He felt that external scrutiny was needed.3549
2187. At the time of Simon Bellwood’s interview, Joe Kennedy knew that Simon Bellwood
had worked in a secure children’s home in the UK. Mr Kennedy told the Inquiry that he
had expected Mr Bellwood to be much better informed “in terms of the standards that
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applied” to secure units; the expectation was that he would introduce policies and
procedures that would in line with current minimum standards in the UK.3550
2188. Simon Bellwood’s complaint to the Chief executive of Health and Social Services was
that Joe Kennedy had “enforced a behaviour management procedure that can potentially
involve locking a young person in a room (known as single separation) for over 36
hours”.3551
2189. In March 2007, Phil Dennett, Co-ordinator for SEBD Services, prepared a
“Confidential report on policy procedures and practice at the Greenfields Secure Unit”
which reviewed complaints made by Simon Bellwood relating to the use of isolation,
“As part of this inquiry, the Board of Visitors records were analysed from its inception in
2004, as were the logs relating to the use of secure accommodation. The only concerns
recorded by the Board of Visitors relate to the fabric of the old building. The secure logs
illustrate that the use of secure accommodation under Mr Kennedy's management
reduced from 25 occasions in 2005 to 9 in 2006.”
2190. Joe Kennedy said in evidence to the Inquiry that the reason for the fall in numbers was
“because the relationships and running of the unit were much more positive”.3552
2191. Jonathan Chinn felt that Simon Bellwood was not supportive of the teaching staff.
2192. One member of staff who had worked under Joe Kennedy remembers Mr Bellwood’s
arrival and moving to the new Greenfields site:
“The day we moved to Greenfields we had a totally new behaviour system which ran well
and had worked in Simon’s previous post. … I think it went Gold, Silver, Bronze and
Platinum or something like that … He did not agree with the twenty four hours in their
bedrooms. He believed that the young person should come out automatically and mix with
other young people. If there was a valid reason for them not to come out ie upset, or
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horrendous time before they came to us then I am sure he would not force them out. He
thought there was no reason to keep young people in their bedrooms for hours.”3553
2193. When comparing having worked under both, she viewed the Grand Prix system as
needed when “the place was in crisis” as it set “very firm boundaries”. Simon Bellwood’s
system “involved a lot of therapeutic skill that not everybody was ready to use because
they had not had the right training.” She says that while Mr Bellwood was away, a new
resident was admitted who was very challenging: there was a return to placing new
residents in their rooms for 24 hours on admission. As at 2008:
“The twenty four hour secure does not happen at all now, we now have level one, two and
three. Level one they have a radio in their room and 8 pm bedtime, that's for three days,
level two they get a TV in their room, and bed at 8.30 pm and that lasts for seven days,
level three they have 9 pm bedtime, a TV, PlayStation and a stereo in their room that lasts
as long as.”3554
2007–2014: Management support for Greenfields
2194. In 2007, following complaints by Simon Bellwood, a review of the policies and
procedures at “Greenfields Secure Centre” was carried out by Linda Dodds, then Team
Manager, Assessment and Child Protection3555 She concluded that:
“The policies and guidelines are child centred and reflect a developing service which is
striving for excellence. In order to assess how well practice reflects the explicit guidelines
and values expressed in these documents I reviewed the most recent admission process in
some detail.”
“It is important to assess each young person as part of the admission process and this
requires some degree of isolation for a short period of up to 24 hours.”
2195. It was found that there was no evidence that safeguarding of young people or staff had
been compromised.
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2196. Linda Dodds provided an addendum to her report, having met with Simon Bellwood.
She concluded that:
2196.1 there was no evidence that on admission a resident would be locked up and
isolated for 24 hours;
2196.2 concerns existed over “the rapid progression of young people into the unit on
admission” under Simon Bellwood’s arrangements.
2197. Phil Dennett’s report, referred to above,3556 had concluded:
“There were no signs or reports of an abusive regime being operated at either the former
or present Greenfields. On the contrary, the unit was operating well during the period of
inquiry. The staff and children were relaxed, relationships were positive and the standard
of care was observed as being of a high quality.”
2198. Linda Dodds’ report formed the basis of a further report prepared by the Director of
Education to the Council of Minister in August 2007: “Greenfields Centre: Grand Prix
Incentive Scheme”.3557
2199. Greenfields was included in the review of child protection that was to be carried out by
Andrew Williamson.
2200. At the date of giving evidence (June 2015), Joe Kennedy told the Inquiry that there
was one occupant at Greenfields. New policies and procedures were in the process of
being drafted. It is not clear whether at the date of these submissions, new policies and
procedures are now in place. He was due to visit secure centres in the UK to see what
rules were in place, “We’re also going to use prison rules in terms of their legal
entitlements, as convicted or remanded prisoners”. There were to be biannual inspections
of the site by the “care inspectorate of the UK”.3558
2201. WN 854 was employed at Greenfields between 2007 and 2012. She worked under Joe
Kennedy. In her statement to the Inquiry she says that one of her first jobs on arriving
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was to shred documentation mostly on the Grand Prix system. She was told to do so
as “Simon Bellwood was opening an inquiry”.3559 She found Joe Kennedy “very
threatening”. She remembers staff putting young children in the secure unit “while
they sat around cooking breakfast”.3560
2202. The Greenfields “Statement of Purpose and Function”,3561 dated April 2013, notes the
following:
“Greenfields Centre is a secure facility for young people aged between 10 and 16 years
of age, and the building can cater for up to 8 residents at any one time. There are
provisions for residents to be educated in classrooms on site with-in the secure
environment. Greenfields Centre's main living quarters are divided into 3 corridors with
the 1st corridor housing four rooms, the 2nd corridor housing two rooms, and the3rd
corridor housing a further two rooms. There are two rooms that have the ability of using
cameras to monitor high risk residents, (the cameras are live feed and have no recording
capability). On site there is a fully equipped gym a sports hall with a full and diverse
range of sports on offer. There is an arcade area with a pool table, art room and also a
movie and games lounge where the residents can socialise under supervision of staff.”
2203. It is noted that Greenfields provides single accommodation for up to eight residents
between the ages of 10 and 16. It can provide accommodation for those who are disabled
or who have special needs. It also provided an educational establishment, and all
residents were expected to attend education at the specified times.
2204. It is recorded that admissions to Greenfields would usually be through either:
2204.1 the criminal justice system; or
2204.2 an application to the Royal Court for a “secure accommodation order” by the
young person’s CCO.
2205. Emergency admissions were accepted if information was provided as to the young
person’s history and circumstances and it was decided that the young person met the
3559
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Centre’s general criteria, as well as there being enough notice for a Senior Manager of the
Children’s Executive to consider the appropriateness of the placement.
2206. The organisation of the Centre is set out as follows:
2206.1 It is run by the Centre Manager;
2206.2 Shift Leading Residential CCOs look after the day-to-day running of the Centre;
2206.3 key workers would be allocated to each resident and would take responsibility for
the most important aspects of their care, as well as regular reviews of the resident’s
placement and care plan;
2206.4 domestic and maintenance staff would report directly to the Manager or Shift
Leader(s);
2206.5 during the day, there would usually be between three care staff on duty, with one
ancillary staff apart from on weekends. During the night there would be one or two
sleeping care staff and one waking care staff;
2206.6 the staff team was noted to comprise a centre manager, shift leaders, residential
CCOs, and domestic and maintenance staff. Unlike the other “Statements of
Purpose and Function”3562 this document does not contain evidence of the
qualifications and experience of all of the staff – only the manager;
2206.7 all staff are said to receive “comprehensive training on their appointment and
throughout their career; they also receive regular refresher training. Training
includes but not inclusive of Child Protection Training, Therapeutic Crisis
Intervention (verbal de-escalation techniques), General Service Association
Training (physical de-escalation and restraints), First Aid, Food Hygiene,
Information Technology and Drug and Alcohol Awareness. Staff are also given the
opportunity to train in advanced courses to aid caring for young people”;
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2206.8 other matters relating to the Unit are set out in a similar fashion and are included
below under the heading on “Recent Children’s Homes”, sub-heading “Generic
evidence”.

Allegations – Joe Kennedy
2206.9 When asked to respond to an allegation by WN 631 that he had been flipped off his
bed and “chucked” into a cell where he stayed for “about a week with one hour exercise
each day which was with outside the cell or in the ball court”, Mr Kennedy said that this
did not happen.3563 WN 73 says that they were asked by Mr Kennedy to test a new
perimeter fence. The allegation was “completely nonsensical”.3564
2206.10 In paragraph 63 of his statement and in evidence to the Inquiry, Joe Kennedy said
that he had not put either child in an arm lock. It was notable that one relation to one of
the children who had made a complaint: the incident was caught on CCTV “which clearly
demonstrated to the Police that the allegation was without substance”.3565
2206.11 The police investigation in 2009 into the allegations of arm locks quotes an extract
from the physical restraint policy in force at Greenfields.3566

Reports/documents
2207. In relation to Les Chenes and Greenfields, there are various further documents of
relevance that should be considered by the Panel but which are not reviewed here in
detail. A list of references with a short summary of the contents is contained in the table
below – these pertain particularly to issues about Greenfields and the challenges faced.
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WD008577

111

29.1.02

Staff Meeting minutes at Les Chenes – notes re
Child Protection – “any disclosures by
students must be recorded”

WD008578

119

19.3.02

Staff meeting minutes at Les Chenes –
suggests that children placed in secure
for repeated loss of points (One hour,
then overnight).

WD008548

22-24

05.03.03

Act of Education Committee – expresses
particular concern at the resource
implications of effecting the necessary
changes proposed by Dr Bull

WD009142

1-2

11.06.03

Note of phone call re woman turning up at
schools enticing young girls in her
vehicle to meet up with men. Note that
“this woman is also known to be
sleeping with a 14-year-old boy from
Les Chenes”.

WD008547

93-96

02.09.03

Example of various residents at Les Chenes
making complaints (not allegations of
abuse) about a member of staff

WD009145

1-2

03.09.03

Letter from W Hurford to Home Affairs
Committee

and

H&SS

Committee

Presidents re changes from Les Chenes
to Greenfields – notes care staff in
place from 1 Sep 03 and renamed
Greenfields from 3 Sep 03.
WD008727

9-10

29.09.03

Police request and LOD provision of advice re
allegations of assault made by child at
Les Chenes against WN 543

WD008580

101

01.10.03

Example of use of restraint at Les Chenes
being recorded contemporaneously on
798

798

pro forma by staff
WD003964
WD008586

101

31.10.03

Example of log books for secure cells

16.08.04

Memo to staff noting that exit plans must be
put into place for all residents before
discharge from Greenfields

WD008590

58

07.09.04

Staff Minutes at Greenfields – team asked if
they were all confident they knew what
to do with a resident’s disclosure and
notes that there is in-house training for
those that require it

WD008587

143

07.10.04

Memo from Joe Kennedy to all staff at
Greenfields: “I have become concerned
at reports from both staff and young
people regarding improper conduct by
staff. These reports refer to ‘play
fighting’ and boisterousness. I should
not need to point out how dangerous
this is in terms of possible allegation
and

subsequent

reputation

investigation.

relies

on

Our
our

professionalism …”
WD008588

65

12.10.04

Memo states that under no circumstances
should

male

staff

at

Greenfields

restrain a particular female resident,
who was on the child protection
register as a potential victim of abuse
(investigation ongoing).
WD008581

16-17

21.11.04

Example of use of restraint at Les Chenes
being recorded contemporaneously on
pro forma by staff

WD008589

2-8

21.02.05

Minutes of Young Persons Meeting – forum
799

799

where residents could raise concerns or
anything they were unhappy with at
Greenfields
WD008583

366

23.02.05

Memo – staff training organised for residential
workers

at

Greenfields

to

cover

changes due to introduction of Children
(Jersey) Law 2002
WD008582

18-19

26.06.05

Example of use of restraint at Les Chenes
being recorded contemporaneously on
pro forma by staff

WD008585

75-77

30.8.07

Minutes of staff meeting at Greenfields dealing
with leadership concerns within the
unit,

that

pressing

charges

when

assaulted by a young person was a
decision for individual members of
staff and suggestion that new staff had
received “insufficient training”
WD008584

54-57

25.10.07

Template/Guidance for assessment of child
welfare / key outcomes at Greenfields

WD009188

1

13.12.07

Meeting of Children's Executive – notes need
to prepare to respond to allegations re
use of secure unit

WD009205

32-34

24.09.09

Final meeting of Greenfields Board of Visitors

WD009346

1-4

15.07.10

Report by Brian Heath into absconding of
child

from

Greenfields

–

makes

recommendations that staffing levels be
reviewed;

security

procedures

be

reviewed; no disciplinary procedures to
be taken
WD009332

1-2

27.07.10

Response to Brian Heath report into security
breach in Jul 10 whereby a resident was
800

800

able

to

leave.

recommendations,

Despite
suggests

maintaining staffing levels, reviewing
security policies and disciplinary action
against staff member
WD006356

01.12.10

The Howard League for Penal Reform Youth
Justice Review

WD006187

31.12.10

Greenfields secure unit: occupancy rates for
2009-2010

WD009253

1-5

31.03.11

Greenfields policy on physical restraint [date
estimated]

WD009366

1

undated

Greenfields policy on what to do if there are
staff shortages. Notes staff shortages
are not an excuse for inadequate care.

Recent Children’s Homes
Generic evidence
2208. The Inquiry has heard little or no primary evidence from those who have resided or
worked in the following children’s homes and therefore it is difficult to determine the
management and culture that existed. However, as these constitute a significant
proportion of the States’ residential care provision, a review of the documentary evidence
held in relation to each is set out below in order to assist the Panel with making
recommendations for the future. Any emphasis below is contained within the original
text. Evidence as to the culture can be gleaned in part from the reports written between
2012 and 2014 by the Board of Visitors (“BoV”)/Independent Visitors for Young Persons
(“IVYP”), insofar as they reported the views of residents. The ‘Statements of Purpose and
Function’ exist for Field View, Casa Mia, Brig-y-Don House/Flats, The White House,
Ulvik House, Greenfields and St Marks Adolescent Centre. The Statements may be seen
as useful in determining the staffing and organisation of the Homes, while each also sets
out the following that is common to all of the Homes:
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2208.1 six commitments made, including listening to the views of residents, always
looking ahead and looking after each resident;3567
2208.2 a list of the fundamental rights afforded to residents is provided;3568
2208.3 a description of how the Home consults with residents and the facilities offered by
the individual Home;3569
2208.4 the promotion and protection of the health of residents and how this is done;
2208.5 the Home’s ‘Behaviour Management’ policy;
2208.6 the Home’s “detailed policy and procedure statements on the subject of abuse,
and bullying”, including the reporting of abusive behaviour by members of staff
and the definition of abuse;
2208.7 the Home’s policy and procedure for dealing with any complaints;
2208.8 that staff should be supervised on a regular monthly basis, in addition to an annual
formal Performance Review and Appraisal. The topics included in the staff
supervision programme are listed and it is noted that: “The home has implemented
the Children’s Service’ policy3570 on staff supervision and support”;3571
2208.9 that the Home will only employ those it believes have “the requisite skills,
education, training, prior work experience and attitude”; notes, induction and
ongoing training are provided; all job applications are required to comply with
local requirements for enhanced criminal records checks.3572
2209. Of particular interest to Inquiry is likely to be the policy set out on abuse, 3573 which
notes:
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“The Home will, through formal and informal procedures, monitor the care of residents
on a regular basis so as to ensure that individual care plans are implemented, maintained
and updated and that care is delivered to appropriate and laid down standards. A copy of
the Jersey Child Protection Committee multi-agency procedures is kept in the Home and
all staff will be asked to review these procedures as part of their Induction Programme to
the Home. It is the duty of all employees to report to their manager or supervisor any
witnessed or suspected incidents of abuse. Employees may be assured that their jobs will
not be threatened by reporting abusive behaviour by others. The Home will not tolerate
abuse in any form (either of residents, employees or anyone connected with the Home)
and where abuse is suspected, or witnessed, then immediate action will be taken, as
outlined in the following procedure. For the purposes of this policy abuse is defined as:
‘A single or repeated act or lack of appropriate action occurring within any relationship
where there is an expectation of trust, which causes harm or distress.’
Any employee who is found to have abused a resident will face disciplinary action which
may include dismissal.”
2210. Most of the Homes also set out a common policy on “Control, restraint and
discipline”:3574
“It is unavoidable that on some occasions we will have to exercise control, restraint and
discipline towards some or all of the residents in our care. However, the home accepts,
and has high regard for, the responsible way in which it must deal with and accomplish
these essential tasks, so that any punitive actions have an effect on improved behaviour
for the future, and do not have to be repeated.
All staff must understand the framework behind the home's underlying philosophy
towards behaviour management, and therefore the home has written, and makes available
to all staff, (who must sign a copy of the policy, for placement on their personal file) its
policy on ‘Behaviour Management’.
The policy of the home is described as follows:
3574
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The home will strive to establish and maintain acceptable levels of behaviour by everyone
at all times. Where behaviour falls below the standards expected, then this will be
discussed with the person(s) concerned and corrective action implemented. The home will
apply firm, fair and consistent principles in the application of this policy.
Restraint of a resident may only be undertaken in extreme circumstances, and as with the
subject of behaviour management generally, the home deems this a serious topic worthy
of its own policy and procedure. As with the policy on behaviour management, all
members of staff are provided with a copy of the policy/procedure on physical restraint,
for inclusion, after signature, on their personal file.
The home's policy on physical restraint states:
The Home will exercise physical restraint of a Resident only when other less intrusive
methods have been attempted or considered, and only in extreme situations. All occasions
on which a Resident is restrained, physically, will be recorded in accordance with this
policy. Physical restraint is the positive application of force with the intention of
overpowering the resident.
All instances where some form of corrective action is taken, (e.g. physical restraint or
when consequences are applied towards any resident), will be recorded on each occasion
and records will be made available for regular external review.”
Field View
2211. In the ‘Co-ordination of Services for Vulnerable Children Sub-Panel Review’ by the
Health, Social Security and Scrutiny Panel (the “Breckon Report”), one of the
recommendations was that “some six-bedded units are provided for young people who
need specialised support to provide semi-independent living prior to leaving the care or
custody systems”.3575 In his statement to the Inquiry, Richard Jouault described the
setting up of Field View as part of the solution in the need for an increase in leaving care
provision described in the Breckon Report, stating that “The children resident at the
home would be given opportunities to develop their independence…Not all children
3575
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leaving care would use Field View, but it was available for those who needed it”.3576This
is confirmed in the documented ‘Response from the Minister for Health and Social
Services’ dated 1 October 2009, which notes that the department had accepted the above
proposal and that this would be done by converting the old Les Chenes farmhouse.3577
2212. Field View was opened in October 2012, providing bedsit accommodation for older
children located in the renovated Les Chenes farmhouse. This was in a different part of
the same site as Greenfields and the White House.3578 Six young people, aged between 16
and 19, transferred to the Home after having completed an “Independent Life Skills
Programme” over the previous 18 months to develop skills such as budgeting and
cooking.3579
2213. Field View’s ‘Statement of Purpose and Function”3580 written in July 2012 (before the
Home opened), notes that:
“Field View is a residential home for young people aged 16 yrs plus. The building can
cater for up to 6 residents. While some residents may be care leavers others may never
have had any prior experience of residential care”.
2214. With regard to the Home’s aims and objectives, it is noted:
“Field View aims to support and prepare young people who cannot live in their own
homes and who do not necessarily have the skills, or the experience of independent living,
that will enable them to cope within the private sector. We aim to provide a ‘needs led’
service which treats all young people as individuals. The objective is to work with young
people to empower and support them to move into their own accommodation, when they
have the confidence and skills to do so.”
2215. Young people would normally be admitted to the Home by the placement panel, after
having been referred by a social worker, probation officer or other professional.3581
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Staffing
2216. The staffing structure at the Home was set out as follows:3582
2216.1 a manager and/or Senior Shift Leader would be responsible for running the Home;
2216.2 each resident would have a support worker with responsibility for the “most
important aspects” of their care;
2216.3 there should be at least one, if not two, members of staff on duty at Field View at
any one time – daily risk assessments would be carried out to ensure that sufficient
staff were available to adequately deal with the needs of residents;
2216.4 if fully occupied, the staffing levels would generally be:3583
2216.4.1

AM day shift – two care staff, one ancillary staff;

2216.4.2

PM day shift – two care staff;

2216.4.3

night shift – 1 care staff (waking).

2217. A training and development plan was also developed for staff at Field View,
Greenfields and the White House.3584
2218. The relevant qualifications and experience of 10 care staff are set out,3585 from which
the following can be noted:
2218.1 all have done a child protection course;
2218.2 all are trained in TCI and nine are trained in GST;
2218.3 six set out their past experience;
2218.4 nine have at least an NVQ-Level 3 in Health & Social Care/Care of Children and
Young People.
Culture
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2219. In the BOV’s Annual Report dated October 2013, it noted:3586
2219.1 staff numbers had remained the same as in La Preference, but due to the age of
the residents and the independent living plan, it had been suggested that the
number of staff would reduce in the future;
2219.2 young people were extremely unhappy about the transfer of a long-standing care
worker to a different residential home – following vehement complaints, it was
decided that the move would be delayed but would happen eventually (it is unclear
whether this is the same staff member from La Preference mentioned by the BoV
in October 2012 – see above);
2219.3 the young people appeared to be adapting well to living independently, to the
extent that they were often away from the Home.
2220. In the October 2014 report of the Independent Visitors for Young People (“IVYP”),3587
the new incarnation of the BoV, it was noted that:
2220.1 all of the original residents of Field View had moved on and were being supported
by the Leaving Care Team. However, the Home was at capacity again;
2220.2 no issues had been raised by residents, although the IVYP were finding it difficult
to actually meet with residents due to them often being out;
2220.3 the ethos was very different to La Preference, which had more of a ‘family feel’,
but this was likely due to increased independence of the young people.
2221. It would appear from the age range for which the Home caters that Field View
provides services for those in care, those who have just left care and those who have
never been in care but are deemed to be “in need” or for whom such a placement would
“safeguard or promote” their welfare.3588
Ulvik House/Casa Mia
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2222. Ulvik House appears to have opened as a Children’s Home in March 2011,3589 with the
property being rented on a short-term lease. The Children’s Policy Group’s report on the
first quarter of 2012 noted that two young people with specific needs were living at
Ulvik, but that the lease would run out later in the year at which point the residents
should be able to move to larger residential provisions.3590 Following the expiry of the
lease, residents and staff moved from Ulvik House to Casa Mia, in the parish of St
Lawrence, at the end of September 2012.3591
2223. There are separate “Statement of Purpose and Function” documents for both Homes,
with the one for Ulvik House3592 approved in July 2012 and the one for Case Mia
approved in May 2013.3593 These are almost identical documents. The latter is used as
being more recent. The introduction notes:
“Casa Mia is a residential home for young people from the age of 10. Casa Mia can cater
for up to 3 residents. The home was set up specifically for young people requiring a
higher level of intense support and nurturing. This is maintained by a small team of staff,
providing structured routines and boundaries based upon the individual needs of the
residents.”
2224. The Casa Mia ‘Young Person’s Guide’ is more specific, noting that the age range for
residents is “11 to 16 years”,3594 however, the BoV reports note that the residents were
able to stay until they were 18.3595
2225. Children would be admitted to the Home by the placement panel, following an
application by the allocated social worker and:
“• A review of the young person's history and circumstances;
• Assessment as to whether the young person meets the home's general admission criteria;
• An assessment related to the composition of the home's current residents.”3596
3589
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2226. It is noted that Casa Mia does not accept emergency admissions.
2227. An undated “Young Person’s Guide” shows the information provided to residents upon
arrival at the Home,3597 much of which is a rewording of the ‘Statement of Purpose and
Function’ in a way that appears to be intended to be more accessible to the children. It
notes some of the potential consequences for misbehaviour such as grounding, extra
chores and “temporary separation from other young people”, but goes on to state some
of the things that the staff will not do, including: “hitting you; depriving you of food or
drink; restricting visits; punishing a group for the acts or omissions of a single
person”.3598 Furthermore, the final page sets out a “Behaviour Charter” for all residents
and staff which sets out some of the things that should always be done (such as being
honest, respectful and abiding by rules) and some of the things that should never be done
(such as swearing, bullying, damaging property, leaving the home without permission
and smoking/drinking in the Home).
2228. The staffing structure at the Home was set out as follows:3599
2228.1 a Manager and/or a Deputy Manager and Shift Leader would be responsible for
running the Home;
2228.2 each resident would have two key workers who would take part in regular reviews
of the resident’s placement and care plan, who would also have responsibility for
the “most important aspects” of their care and;
2228.3 there should be at least one, if not two, members of staff on duty at Casa Mia at
any one time – daily risk assessments would be carried out to ensure that sufficient
staff were available to adequately deal with the needs of residents;
2228.4 if fully occupied (i.e. with three residents without special needs), the staffing
levels would generally be:3600
2228.4.1 day shift – two care staff AM and PM
3596
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2228.4.2 night shift – one care staff (sleeping) and one care staff (waking) when
required.
2229. It is noted that when all residents are away from the Home (e.g. at school) the Home
may not be attended, but one member of staff will always be contactable.
2230. The “Young Person’s Guide” notes that upon arrival, the child will get to choose a
member of staff to be their key worker.3601 It is unclear whether the staff member chosen
would remain the key worker, or whether this was just for the initial period.
2231. The relevant qualifications and experience of seven care staff is set out, 3602 from which
the following can be noted:
2231.1 all have done some child protection training; TCI and GST;
2231.2 all have at least 6 years’ experience of working with children and young people,
with some having far more.
Culture
2232. In July 2012, the Board of Visitors noted that there were now three residents at Ulvik
House and that there was a relaxed atmosphere, which had not previously been the
case.3603
2233. The Board of Visitors’ Annual Report dated October 20123604 noted that the children
and staff had recently undergone a smooth transition from Ulvik House to Casa Mia. It
also reported on the preceding year when the children were still at Ulvik House, stating:
2233.1 it was a comfortable family home where the young people could be treated as
individuals;
2233.2 although initially set up for one child, three residents could be accommodated – at
the time of the report there were three adolescent boys;
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2233.3 there were some problems with integrating children into the house, especially
when a female was introduced;
2233.4 although there were relationship issues between the residents, these tended to be
resolved between visits and it was not considered that there were any ongoing
issues;
2233.5 there was a general problem with education – two children were in the Alternative
Curriculum; in which it was noted that they may not reach their full potential. The
other child was in mainstream school, but was not happy and regularly absconded;
2233.6 there appeared to be good relationships between staff and residents, although it
was noted that the Board of Visitors had seen at least 12 different care workers or
bank staff during visits (this despite only seven members of staff being recorded
on the “Statement of Purpose and Function”).
2234. A Children’s Services Report3605 sets out, for 2012 and 2013, the number of “Datix
Reports” at Casa Mia that recorded:
2234.1 For 2012:
2234.1.1

reports requesting police attendance – 3

2234.1.2

reports that recorded physical restraint – 2

2234.1.3

reports that recorded violence and aggression incidents – 15.

2234.2 For 2013:
2234.2.1

reports requesting police attendance – 3

2234.2.2

reports that recorded physical restraint – 3

2234.2.3

reports that recorded violence and aggression incidents – 13.

2235. In the Board of Visitor’s Annual Report dated October 2013, it noted:3606
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2235.1 the residents live together with a small team who try to foster a feeling of home,
and had settled into the pattern of a “sibling” relationship;
2235.2 the residents had been unsettled by changes involved in choosing career paths,
which had occasionally resulted in poor behaviour patterns;
2235.3 the fourth bedroom, which was originally intended to be used as a study and sleep
over room for staff, was now a bedroom which was used for emergency
placements (despite the “Statement of Purpose and Function” stating that such
placements were not accepted3607). This had led to the whole dynamic of Casa Mia
changing, with one resident stating that it had gone against everything they were
told and that “it is now not viewed as a home, a tight unit, but as a care house
where everyone is now expected to make room for another person, and where the
trappings of the administrative aspect are now on view for all to see”;
2235.4 there were concerns that these changes had triggered poor behaviour and staff had
told management that “the move has been very disruptive and has set the residents
back from all the progress they have made”. It was noted that the addition of
another resident had completely altered the aims and objectives under which Casa
Mia was set up;
2235.5 there was concern that a precedent had been set and that the fourth bedroom
would be a permanently open placement, leading to the ideals of the home being
discarded.
2236.

The Visitors concluded that:

“Whilst it is important to accommodate vulnerable children, the tenets on which each
home was founded should not be disregarded in the way they appear to have been in this
instance. It remains to be seen how this situation will follow through and whether any
temporary disruption to the lives of the Residents in Casa Mia will continue to be a
negative aspect of this home.”
2237. In relation to this report, Phil Dennett gave evidence that:
3607
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“My vision was for small three-bedded units, homes, therapeutic support. The problem -one of the problems we faced being in Jersey in a small jurisdiction is that when you get
that emergency any time of the week, but generally on a Friday evening, before the
weekend, what are you going to do when you have another young person in need of
residential care? Now, our philosophy was ensuring minimum disruption to the young
people already in residential care, but what we do not have the luxury of here is going to
the further out of town, to the next authority, looking for a placement. It's important -another important principle was trying to keep young people in Jersey so you do not look
elsewhere, so when you're doing that you're sometimes making the best of a bad
decision.”3608
2238. A 6-monthly report of the IVYP was completed in April 2014.3609
2239. This noted that the Home had become more settled by this time, that the number of
residents had only temporarily increased to four and that there was increased continuity
of staff members.
2240. In the October 2014 report of the IVYP,3610 it was noted that:
2240.1 there had been a full turnover of young people from when the Home opened –
there had been a focus on the original residents becoming more independent, some
of whom had had moved to Field View, with another living with their family;
2240.2 at the time of writing, there was only one young person as a permanent resident,
who had been moved from Brig-y-Don to give him a more independent lifestyle.
However, the Home had also been utilised to provide respite for young persons in
foster care where required;
2240.3 the IVYP had found difficulties with trying to meet the young people on a regular
basis due to their age (11–16), meaning that they were often away from home
meeting friends.
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The White House
2241. The White House opened for specialist residential purposes in 2009, on the refurbished
site of the Headmaster’s House at the old Les Chenes.3611 The Home was closed in April
2013 due to relocation of residents, something that was felt by staff to be due to
“financial dictates”.3612 However, it was reopened at the beginning of 2014, when three
young people were admitted.3613 During the intervening period, as noted below, the Home
appears to have been used for at least one emergency placement.
2242. In the Williamson Report Recommendation Plan, it was recommended that a small
three bedded residential home be set up to “deliver a flexible response to given need. This
could, for instance, provide a 'home base' if a sibling group had to be admitted to
residential care. It could also provide a 'supported living' arrangement for older children
who require a level of independent living”. At that stage it was thought that this would be
located at the White House, although it would appear that in fact it was Field View that
ended up fulfilling this function. Before functioning as a children’s home, the property
appears to have been used as the administration hub for management; possibly because of
its proximity to Greenfields.
2243. The “Statement of Purpose and Function”, approved in July 2012, states that: “The
White House is a residential home specialising in therapeutic care for two young people”
and notes that it “provides therapeutic parenting to young people traumatised by their life
journey to date, engaging multi agency professionals to work with the team at The White
House”.3614 According to the “Young Person’s Guide”, dated January 2014,“the home
provides accommodation in single rooms for young people within the age range of 10 to
16+ years”.3615
2244. Admission to the Home is in the same manner as described for Casa Mia in the section
above.
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2245. From papers provided to members of the States’ Assembly in May 2009, it appears
that it was proposed that a child would move to the White House, which had been
“specifically set up to meet his complex needs” and which he would share with another
resident, with staffing at a ratio of one to one.3616 A file note from the Law Officer’s
Department after a visit to the White House in June 2009 noted that the Home was used
to provide intensive care to two children and was very expensive, due to the requirements
of providing 24/7 care.3617 In evidence to the Inquiry, Phil Dennett described his vision
for the White House as being:
“trying to have some flexibility in the staff group that we would keep the White House as
a response where we could house very quickly young people who needed to come into
residential care on an emergency basis and with staff that we could call on to man that
home for a short period of time whilst we considered the longer term vision and we had
actually created that ability because the White House, the young people who had been
there had moved on and we on paper kind of closed that unit, but it was in a vision to kind
of mothball it so it was available for these kind of emergency situations. It was not
available when this situation arose at Casa Mia”.3618
2246. It is noted that the ratio of staff is slightly higher than most homes due to the Home’s
provision of “intensive therapeutic parenting” and that “the staff team meet with multi
agency practitioners on a weekly basis to assess the progress and delivery of individual
care needs”.
2247. The staffing structure at the Home was set out as follows:3619
2247.1 there is a team leader who reports to the Manager;
2247.2 each resident would have two key workers who would take part in regular reviews
of the resident’s placement and care plan, who would also have responsibility for
the “most important aspects” of their care and;
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2247.3 there should be at least one, if not two, members of staff on duty at The White
House at any one time – daily risk assessments would be carried out to ensure that
sufficient staff were available to adequately deal with the needs of residents.
2247.4 If fully occupied (i.e. with two residents without special needs), the staffing levels
would generally be:3620
2247.4.1

day shift – two care staff AM and PM;

2247.4.2

night shift – one care staff (sleeping), with one care staff (waking) only if

risk assessment dictates;
2247.4.3

it is noted that when all residents are away from the Home (e.g. at school)

the Home may not be attended, but one member of staff will always be
contactable.
2248. The relevant qualifications and experience of seven care staff are set out,3621 from
which it can be noted that all have done some child protection training, TCI and GST.
There is no reference to the level of experience of the team of staff, in contrast with the
documents on Field View and Casa Mia.
2249. A Children’s Services Report3622 sets out, for 2012 and 2013, the number of “Datix
Reports” at The White House that recorded for both years, that there were two reports
that recorded violence and aggression incidents. This compares favourably with the
statistics for Brig-y-Don and Casa Mia, as noted above.
2250. In respect of absconding, the Young Person’s Guide sets out that:
“Any instance of a resident who has not returned home, at the time they should have
done, is taken very seriously, and a plan of action is immediately put in place. After a
short period of unexplained absence, (usually no more than 30 minutes, but could be
earlier, or immediate) then the police will be called.”3623
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2251. In the Board of Visitors’ July 2012 quarterly report, it described The White House as
“the home situation to which all the other Homes should aspire”, noting that there were
excellent relationships between residents and staff, the home was well run and was a
happy place to visit.3624
2252. The Board of Visitors’ annual report in October of the same year was similarly
praiseworthy and also noted:3625
2252.1 the two residents were both very vulnerable and had been at the Home for 3 years;
2252.2 the young people are “cared for and cared about by the staff”;
2252.3 the small size of the Home, along with the employment of permanent staff, as
opposed to bank staff, went a long way to the success of the Home;
2252.4 concern that there were three different areas of care on the one site – i.e.
Greenfield Secure Unit, Field View for introduction to Independent Living, and
The White House, a therapeutic unit for vulnerable children.
2253. In its October 2013 annual report, the Board of Visitors described the environment as
“comfortable, spacious, clean and well maintained” but noted that relationships between
the residents and staff had deteriorated, with the young people being verbally abusive.
However, the Board of Visitors noted that the residents benefited from the heartfelt
efforts of the staff to do their very best for them.3626 It also noted that staff were
disappointed at the decision to close the Home in April 2013 and the Board of Visitors
expressed their concern about the closure, suggesting that the problems at Brig-y-Don
and Casa Mia that year could possibly have been avoided if the option of using the White
House had existed.3627
2254. In July 2015, a Serious Case Review was published into specific events at the White
House two years previously. Although the report post-dates the time frame within which
the Inquiry’s Terms of Reference were to be applied, the Panel may consider the findings
3624
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of the Safeguarding Partnership Board’s Learning Report of general relevance in
considering the effectiveness of policies and procedures. Furthermore, the events
recorded within the Report do fall within the time frame with which the Inquiry is
concerned. The Safeguarding Partnership Board’s Learning Report noted:3628
“There was no formal planning meeting and the implications of this young person
becoming a ‘looked after’ child do not appear to have been fully considered. Given the
serious mental ill health, the decision-making should have been formalised. There were
some basic procedures and processes that should have been agreed between health and
children’s services at an early stage. This did not happen and, as a result, the unit was
run using a combination of systems which resulted in some duplication and uncertainty
for frontline staff, although this does not appear to have affected the day to day care.
It is not clear how long senior managers envisaged The White House remaining in use but
towards the end of the first month, staffing difficulties were already emerging. As soon as
the move to The White House was implemented, steps should have been taken to identify
medium to long term options including off Island placements, should health not have
improved sufficiently to allow support in the community. This planning did not happen
and overall, there was a lack of leadership throughout the placement.”
2255. When looking at the assessment and management of risk, the SCR noted:
“The focus of the staff at The White House was one of containment. With the exception of
a vaguely expressed hope that one day this young person might return to live at home,
there was no sense of what the next stage might be. The only treatment that was offered
was through medication, which was regularly reviewed. There was no structure or plan to
days and psychological therapies were not offered in a systematic way.”
2256. The 2014 Annual Report by the IVYP3629 noted that:
2256.1 Upon the re-opening of the Home at the beginning of the year, there had been
initial problems obtaining regular staffing and there was a reliance on staff from
3628http://safeguarding.je/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/20102Learning-Report-FINAL-into-death-of-a-YP-final3629
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other Homes or on bank staff, which meant there was a lack of continuity for the
residents and the staff themselves. However, the situation was eventually remedied
with the appointment of more permanent staff.
2256.2 There had been some challenges, including a resident having to be schooled at the
Home due to school exclusion, blurring the lines of school and home and leading
to the need for restraint procedures on two occasions. The IVYP described this
situation as “unsustainable”.
2256.3 The Home continued to provide a homely atmosphere for the young people, with
staff working hard to try to prevent challenging situations from escalating.
2256.4 The report recorded admiration for the speed and the professionalism of the
response by so many staff following the tragedies involving young people at
Christmas.
2257. In addition to the above, there are other institutions that have provided residential care
for children, about which the Inquiry has very little information.
Use of residential Children’s Homes: emergency placements
2257a One example of what appears to be an emergency placement can be seen in the record
of a professionals meeting in respect of Operation Vessel from June 2013.3630 This notes
that one child, considered to be at risk of child sexual exploitation, was residing at a
children’s home as part of her “dream care plan” after there had been a failed application
for a renewal of a Secure Accommodation Order (under which she would have been
residing at Greenfields). This includes taking the child to and collecting her from school,
as well as thrice weekly contact with her Mother, despite concerns about the Mother’s
ability to keep the child safe. A report to the “Placement and Resource Panel” four days
later notes that she had absconded twice on the day after her admission, but had since
settled down. It is noted that she had devised her own care plan which they were going to
use, but that a CCO recorded “her concerns that we are unable to keep [the child] safe
without the Secure Accommodation Order”. The CCO also noted that having looked at
3630
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the draft judgment of the court who refused the application for the Secure
Accommodation Order, “it looks like the court have taken the emotional impact of her
being at Greenfields against the probable, physical, sexual abuse she can experience
outside”.3631
Other facilities
Seaview Flat
2258. A facility used, as of October 2014, when foster placements have failed. The IVYP had
concerns about the suitability of this facility for some young people.3632
Homeless Young Person’s Project (“HYPP”)
2259. The HYPP opened in October 1989 as a joint venture between the Children’s
Department and the Youth Service in order to provide accommodation for eight homeless
young people aged 16+, as had been recommended by Lambert and Wilkinson in
1981.3633 By 1995, it was described as accommodating 10 young homeless people in the
16-20 age range.3634 Situated on St Mark’s Road and commonly known as “St
Mark’s”,3635 it was described by Tony Le Sueur as having had “minimal staffing”3636 and,
as at 1994, it is recorded that residents did not normally have a CCO.3637

St Mark’s Adolescent Centre
2260. The HYPP evolved into the “St Mark’s Adolescent Centre” in 2000, providing
accommodation for those who had become homeless once aged 16 or who had arrived in
Jersey from the UK with no viable means of financial support. 3638 All staff working in St
Mark’s were Residential CCOs3639 and a policy document from 2006 shows that staff
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were required to be trained in “De-escalation and break away techniques”, but not in TCI.
Reference is also made to a policy of employing additional staff to deal with potentially
difficult clientele.3640 Although it appears that some young people were resident at St
Mark’s who were not in residential care, it is clear that in 2006 it was regarded as the
responsibility of the Children’s Service3641 and in fact Joe Kennedy gave evidence that at
that point he was involved in the management of Heathfield, St Mark’s and La
Preference.3642 In February 2011, it was noted to be accommodating six children in
residential care.3643 In 2012, it was described as providing accommodation for 11–18 year
olds in order to prepare them for “independent living”.3644 Deputy Anne Pryke described
St Mark’s as “very poor” before it was closed3645 and former Magistrate Bridget Shaw
recalled a negative impression upon visiting the Home around 2009/2010, stating that
“there was no sense of a home for the residents and the building was run down”.3646 Due
to the building being “no longer fit for purpose”, most residents were relocated to
Strathmore in the autumn of 2013, although some moved into independent living or into
JAYF (private) accommodation.3647
Strathmore
2261. Strathmore is a hostel providing high-support, medium-term accommodation for 21
vulnerable young people aged between 16 and 25, in 18 rooms. It is facilitated by the
Shelter Trust and the Children’s Service and staff would be on duty 24 hours per day.3648
A report from the IVYP in April 2014, notes that concerns about the wide age range had
not been borne out, although there were some concerns about the policy of temporarily
suspending residents following disruptive behaviour.3649 In October 2014, the IVYP
expressed serious concerns that there might be a lack of adequate record keeping,
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“particularly with regard to complaints against staff”.3650 It was noted by Tony Le Sueur
in evidence that this and other hostels “support almost wholly working young people,
many of whom have come through the care system…once they have the skills to support
themselves they can move into one of these homes and take up a more traditional bedsit
arrangement, pay their own rent and then they will be considered to go into the private
sector”.3651 In advice provided by the Law Officers’ Department in July 2013, it was
noted that any resident under the age of 18 that is accommodated for longer than 24 hours
would be considered a ‘Looked after Child’ under the Children (Jersey) Law 2002.3652
Aviemore
2262. According to Tony Le Sueur, the former Westaway Wing of HDLG was converted for
use by the Education Committee for residential respite care for children with special
needs. At some point, this unit was renamed “Aviemore”. This continued for several
years with their services in high demand, leading to the development of the upper floor of
the property into two self-contained flats. In 2004, the provision transferred to the newly
established “life-long” Special Needs Service and the flats were used for two adults.3653
During this time, the children’s Short-Break Service continued to operate on the groundfloor of the property until it moved to Eden House in June 2009.
Response to allegations of abuse/reporting of abuse
2263. In May 2003, allegations were made about a residential CCO’s care of children at
Aviemore, including allegations about physical chastisement. A disciplinary meeting was
convened by Danny Wherry,3654 who wrote a report into the allegations that was passed
to senior management. The allegations included allowing a child with severe learning
difficulties to walk without shoes for a mile; shutting a child outside for refusing to eat
dinner; and slapping of a child on the thigh. The report, written in June 2003,3655
concluded that the member of staff disregarded the personal safety of children and staff
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and suggested that the matter be dealt with under the gross misconduct procedure. It was
noted that staff had all expressed anxiety about whistle blowing.
2264. In 2002, allegations were made by a former resident at Aviemore, WN 4, that he had
been sexually assaulted in the 1990s by WN 518, a former member of staff there. An
investigation was completed by the SOJP and a decision was made that there was
insufficient evidence to prosecute – see detailed Family Protection Team timeline.3656
Although the Family Protection Team did not have the specialist knowledge/skills to
interview the complainant, they noted that DS Hill could do so.3657 At this time WN 518
was working for Social Security, although the allegations related to a time during which
he was employed by the HSSD. The employment situation was considered and a letter
(dated October 2004) from Inspector Bonjour of the SOJP stated that “I am able to say
from my knowledge gained during my review of this matter that there are no other
circumstances I am aware of that give me cause for concern”.
2265. The allegations were reviewed during Operation Rectangle in 2008, following
concerns raised by WN 4’s parents, although no new evidence was provided. A decision
was again made not to proceed and no action was taken in respect of his employment.
2266. In 2013, allegations were raised by another former resident of Aviemore about WN
518. A timeline regarding the concerns raised about WN 518 was produced while the
investigation was ongoing.3658 In June 2013, WN 518 was arrested and the allegations put
to him, which he denied. A meeting was held in July 2013 about these concerns under the
SOJP/States of Jersey ‘Memorandum of Understanding’ (“MOU”), in which it was
noted3659 that he had access to vulnerable adults during the course of his employment and
that this was a serious allegation. It was concluded that in light of the seriousness of the
allegation, WN 518 should be suspended.
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2267. A subsequent meeting was held in October 2013,3660 in which it was noted that there
was insufficient evidence to proceed against WN 518, however a public interest
disclosure had been made. It was noted that there was no evidence of the complaint being
malicious, nor that there had been collusion between the complainants, whose time at
Aviemore did not overlap. A decision was taken approximately a week later to lift WN
518’s suspension.3661
Eden House
2268. Opened in June 20093662 to take over the short-break service for children and young
people on the autistic spectrum that had previously been provided by Aviemore.3663 Eden
House is described in the “Action for Children” 2012 report as providing:
“A service for Autistic children and young people and disabled children and young
people who present behaviours that challenge. The unit sits in the Residential and
Support Services section of Children’s Services and there is no co-delivery with Health.
The staff team have received training that enables them to develop effective care
programs for each individual service user and the resources are supported from both
internal and external sources and providers.”3664
2269. According to Phil Dennett, it became “permanent home base for a couple of young
people who could not live permanently with their family, with severe challenging
behaviour around their autism and special needs”3665 and the Action for Children Report
went on to note that:
“It is well documented that the unit has suffered from having to spread its resources
across a very wide remit that includes shared care arrangements and long-term
emergency arrangements. This has disrupted the respite arrangements and caused
additional concerns and pressures for children, families and staff.”3666
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2270. It is noted that as of 2012, the unit was managed by the Acting Service Lead for
Respite Services and “the day to day responsibility for the running of the Home is the
responsibility of the Acting Project Leader, supported by a Team Leader.” 3667 The report
suggested3668 that Eden House should have a named residential co-ordinator who would
be responsible for the day to day running of the unit: in evidence to the Inquiry, Joe
Kennedy said that in his position as ‘Head of Service for Residential and Support
Services’, he had a “sort of watching brief” on Eden House, although the period to which
this applies is unclear.3669
2271. In the 2014 BoV Annual Report, it noted that one of the specially recruited Visitors
with Special Needs experience had resigned due to the difficulties in arranging visits to
Eden House – as a result, it is noted that they were temporarily unable to offer such
visits.3670
2272. A March 2015 email from Dr Catherine Howden, Medical Advisor for Looked After
Children, provides an insight into the more recent provision at Eden House, noting that it
is used for respite for younger children and that this was recommended due to the lack of
space.3671
Oakwell
2273. Oakwell was developed as a specialist children’s home for physically handicapped
children in September 1986, in the parish of St Brelade. The premises were bought by the
Variety Club and offered permanent residential care for three children, with a fourth bed
for respite care. Although operated by the Special Education Needs Sub-Committee of
the Education Committee, according to Tony Le Sueur: “there was an acknowledged
interest in the home on the part of the Children’s Sub-Committee”. Over the years, this
developed as a specialist unit for those with multiple and/or profound health and social
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needs. It was managed by the life-long Special Needs Service from 2004 and then moved
to the Children’s Services directorate in 2011.3672
2274. In July 2009, an “Oakwell Respite Service Review” was written for the H&SS Special
Needs Steering Group by Ann Kelly, Lead Nurse for Children.3673 The conclusions of the
report were that Oakwell provided:
“well received invaluable service for vulnerable children and their families. The care is
delivered by dedicated staff who are committed to their jobs. They also really value the
relationships they have with the families and within the team. This service is being
delivered by a team who would benefit from a skill mix review.”
2274.1 There were concerns about the security of the building, which it was thought may
present a risk to children and staff.
2274.2 There was no clear vision for future plans or service development at Oakwell and
it was time to review this service provision, while addressing the training
implications for the staff delivering their care.
2274.3 There were governance issues that needed support, including in areas such as
policies/procedures and incident reporting.
2275. In the 2012 Action for Children report,3674 it was noted that Oakwell sat within the
“Residential and Support Services” section of Children’s Services and accommodated up
to four children or young people with profound or multiple disabilities or a severe
mobility problem. The building was not purpose-built, but there was a good level of
resources available for the residents.
2276. The IVYP’s October 2014 report3675 noted that following refurbishment, the Home was
“an excellent example of a well thought-out building, suitable for the variety of needs of
the various residents”.
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Family Group Homes
Background and general evidence
2277. The proposal to establish Family Group Homes in the Island was put forward in a
memorandum on child welfare prepared by the Director of Education in 1958,3676 which
in turn was taken up in a report by Patricia Thornton in May 1959 and agreed by the
Education Committee.3677 Family Group Homes had been set up in England in the 1950s,
originally as Cottage Homes.
2278. The concept was to provide children in residential care with as normal a home and
family life as possible by placing them in a home no larger than a large family with a
couple in charge acting jointly as Houseparents. In this way siblings could be kept and
grow up together in a smaller and less institutionalised setting. In England there was a
spate of building Family Group Homes sited on new council estates, located there in part
to assimilate the home in the design so that they looked like other houses. When the
concept was reviewed by a Children’s Committee working party in 1976, the Committee
agreed on a definition of the “Family Group Home” as “a home offering the atmosphere
and conditions on which the child might model his or her own family when he became an
adult and married”.3678
2279. In June 1959, the Education Committee’s budget for 1960 was to include an estimate
for “three family group homes each to accommodate approximately 8 children”.3679
2280. In 1960, the Education Committee sought the Housing Committee’s backing to its
request that a purpose built family group home should be built as well as “placing one of
the four bedroom dwellings at the disposal of the Committee at a later date”. This
replicated the approach adopted in England, that Family Group Homes should where
possible be part of new housing stock to blend in as far as possible with ordinary family
housing.
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2281. In June of that year, the Housing Committee agreed to lease the first house selected, 46
Nicholson Park, to the Education Committee as a Family Group Home – it was ready for
occupation by September 1960.3680 As noted below in the section on Nicholson Park/Clos
de Roncier, resident Houseparents were appointed and a doctor was allocated to
“undertake the medical attention required for children boarded out in family group
homes”. In 1962 the Housing Committee allocated a house for use as a further family
group home, this one on the Clos de Sables estate.
2282. By the time of the 1964 Home Office inspection, there were two Family Group Homes
in Jersey. The inspectors noted that it was “desirable to develop systematic supervision
and case-work consultation to the same degree as for foster children and for those at
HDLG, bringing the house parents into full participation”.3681 In fact, such was the view
taken of the success of the Family Group Home model that when reviewed in 1976 it was
apparent that CCOs visited less frequently the Family Group Homes because they were
considered to function without problems.
2283. In their 1970 report, the Home Officer inspectors recommended: “a more professional
development of the family group homes” and noted “it was not desirable that the
Housemother should become too emotionally involved with the children. She should not
be expected to take over the natural mother’s role as a substitute mother. This approach
was unsuitable for the child who could and should retain a relationship with his own
family”.3682
2284. Around this time, the costs of the Family Group Homes were analysed by the
Education Committee and a comparison with three counties in England was conducted,
showing that the weekly costs in Jersey were the lowest.3683
2285. In April 1972, the Children’s Sub-Committee decided “in order to improve the
supervision of the Family Group Homes and to ensure that the Houseparents were fully
aware of the policy of the Committee that the Children’s Officer should make regular
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visits to the Homes at unspecified times”. Members of the Sub-Committee were also to
visit on a rota system.3684
2286. As noted above, in July 1976 a review of the working of the Family Group Home
system was carried out by the Education Committee.3685 Among other things, this
noted/recommended that:
2286.1 All of the Houseparents at the different Family Group Homes approached their
tasks differently, ranging from a strictly professional approach to a “more cosy, but
questionable atmosphere of some sort of pet name for the Housemother, e.g.
‘mummy’ or ‘auntie’”.
2286.2 Members of the sub-committee were recommended to visit regularly, giving no
more than 2 hours’ notice.
2286.3 CCOs tended not to visit the children very often because the Family Group
Homes were regarded as being in a reasonably stable environment.
2286.4 Each Family Group Home should be renamed and known by that name (as
opposed to the previous position of referring to them as, for example, “Group
Home 2”).
2286.5 The Housefather should be responsible for the home and supervising any staff in
the case of the Housemother being absent for up to 4 weeks or more.
2286.6 The report makes reference to Housemothers feeling isolated from their
colleagues in child care (both residential and field staff) and to their resenting the
inevitable changes in field staff allocated to children in the Family Group Homes
2287. A statement was made in August 1977 by the President of the Education Committee,
Senator Jeune, concerning Family Group Homes under its administration.3686 The
pertinent points are as follows:
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2287.1 The five Family Group Homes, opened in 1960, 1964, 1965, 1967 and 1970,
together could eventually accommodate 33 children.
2287.2 Although HDLG was a multi-purpose all age Children’s Home for 60 children, it
was not one large institution and operated under four internal groups with its own
identity and each containing a cross-section of children of all ages.
2287.3 The Housemother of one of the Family Group Homes had retired on the ground of
ill health in January 1977.
2287.4 The Education Committee had a duty under the 1969 Law to receive into care any
child under 17 who had been committed by the Royal Court or whose parents in
any circumstances were unable to provide for their proper accommodation,
maintenance and upbringing.
2287.5 Following the reorganisation of the Family Group Homes, they would still be able
to provide places for 18–20 children.
2287.6 They would continue to provide Family Group Homes for as long as there are
children in care requiring this kind of environment and if more young children
came into care in the future, the Committee would wish to open more.
2288. Despite this, the maximum number of Family Group Homes at any one time was five
and during the bulk of the 1980s only two remained: Blanche Pierre and Clos de Sables.
Following allegations of abuse at both at the end of the decade, Clos de Sables closed in
1989 and Blanche Pierre, by then under new management, closed in 1993.
As a general point, it may be noted from the evidence below that Brenda Chappell had a
specific role as the SCCO who was responsible for Family Group Homes. Due to ill
health, the Inquiry was unable to obtain evidence from her about this role.
2289. Anton Skinner gave the following general evidence to the Inquiry about Family Group
Homes:3687
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2289.1 They were designed for children on long-term placements in care but for whom
foster homes could not be found.
2289.2 Housemothers undertook rudimentary training e.g. dealing with nutritional needs,
but it was not extensive.
2289.3 The aim of Family Group Homes – providing a family atmosphere that a child
would model their own family on – may have been a naïve concept. In reality the
States were asking two people without any training to look after large groups of
emotionally damaged children. This work required high levels of understanding,
patience and intuition and he felt that Houseparents were given an impossible task.
2289.4 He and Terry Strettle were instrumental in bringing about closure of Family
Group Homes as they considered them outdated and unrealistic in their aims.
2289.5 The last Family Group Homes closed after serious incidents of sexual abuse (Les
Hughes) and allegations of physical abuse (Alan Maguire).
2290. In the context of the investigation into Jane Maguire in 1999, Anton Skinner explained
his approach – noting that the policy of Family Group Homes was “based on an unsound
set of assumptions that ‘ordinary couples’, with the right degree of support, could
somehow raise groups of damaged children as family”.3688

Nicholson Park/Clos de Roncier
Type and nature/Organisation/Management/Culture/Governance
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2291. Nicholson Park was the first Family Group Home in Jersey and opened in the Parish of
St Saviour in September 1960, catering for a small number of children ranging in age
from 9 months to 14 years.3689
2292. The property had been rented by the States of Jersey3690 and the post of Houseparents
were advertised on the basis that the Housemother would receive a salary and her
husband would receive “free board and lodging in return for a certain amount of work in
the Home”.3691
2293. Mr and Mrs Edwards were offered the Houseparents’ posts at Nicholson Park and the
Children’s Officer’s 1961 report stated that the children were “now much welded into a
family”.3692 As with other Family Group Homes, some oversight of the running of the
Home appears to have been by way of biannual reports about the children presented by
the Houseparents.3693
2294. In March 1965, the Houseparents and residents moved to a new property at Clos de
Roncier, which coincided with an increase in the number of residents.3694 The Home
closed in June 1977 following the sudden death of Mrs Edwards in April 1977.3695 The
residents were redistributed across the other States’ facilities and Mr Edwards was given
notice to quit.3696
2295. There is extremely limited information about the operation of the Home due to the
length of time that has elapsed since its closure and the fact that the only Houseparents
are both deceased.
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Allegations of abuse
2296. The only complainant about her treatment at Clos des Roncier is WN 223.3697 She
lived at Clos des Roncier between 1965 and 1968 and then again from 1969 to 1977. She
alleges that she was physically assaulted by the Housemother using wooden spoons, a
cane and bare hands.3698 She also alleges that the Housefather made a pass at her when
she returned home one night and he tried to undo her bra and knickers. She also says that
she saw WN 508 sexually abusing another girl at the home.3699
2297. By contrast, WN 389 described the Houseparents as very nice people and had no
negative memories of the FGH.3700
Reporting of abuse by residents
2298. WN 223 says that she did not raise her concerns at the time. She said in her application
to the Historic Abuse Redress Scheme: “I felt I had no voice at the time. I reported it
later on in life.”3701 However, a note in her Children’s Services file made in 1980 (after
her departure) recorded that WN 223 “ventilated a lot of her feeling about her previous
FGH experience” and how much she loved the Housefather, who had been like a father to
her.3702
Clos de Sables (“CDS”)
Type and nature of the Home
2299. CDS opened as a Family Group Home in September 1964,3703 in the parish of St
Brelade. It was adapted by joining two semi-detached council houses and could provide
accommodation for up to eight children.3704 The Housemother, Janet Hughes, was
employed by the Education Committee and was expected to run the Home and be the
primary carer of the children, while the Housefather (her husband, Leslie Hughes) was
3697
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given full keep in exchange for his share of responsibility in running the Home, but was
expected to follow his own profession.3705 Thus, Mr Hughes was regarded as neither an
employee of the Education Committee nor a foster father, but was responsible for
children who were in the care of the States.
2300. In November 1976, the Children’s Sub-Committee made a decision that Clos de Sables
should be closed within 2 years and the property used for disturbed adolescents above
school age who could not be accommodated within voluntary hostels. The suggestion was
that the number of residents should be allowed to fall to four and the Houseparents would
then be given 3 months’ notice that the Home would be closed.3706 This closure did not
materialise, possibly because of the sudden death of the Housemother at the Clos de
Roncier Family Group Home in April 1977.3707
2301. The Lambert and Wilkinson Report in 19813708 noted that “the accommodation at the
home is extremely limited”, children’s bedrooms were described as shared but “very
individualised”. At the time of the inspection there were fewer than eight children in
residence. Most of the residents were teenagers and most were females.
2302. Janet Hughes recalled that there was no dedicated space for her and Mr Hughes at the
outset, although subsequently the garage was converted at her insistence as somewhere
“for just the two of us to be quiet”.3709
2303. Janet and Les Hughes left CDS in March 1989 following the allegations of sexual
abuse made against Mr Hughes and his arrest at the Home, ultimately resulting in his
conviction in October 1989 on five counts of sexual assaults against three girls that had
been in their care.3710 A decision was taken by the Education Committee in November
1989 that in view of recent events at the Clos des Sables Home and the resulting stigma
attached to the unit”, the Home would be closed by the end of the year.3711 Audrey Mills
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took over the management of CDS for a short period, before it closed in at the end of
1989 and the remaining residents moved to various other Homes.
Organisation
(i) Recruitment/staffing
2304. Positive references were received by the Children’s Officer prior to the appointment of
Mr and Ms Hughes,3712 with one describing Ms Hughes as a “truly wonderful mother”
who “obviously cannot really love [her foster children] as much as her own but at least
she gives the onlooker that impression and, more important, that impression must be
surely conveyed to the children whom she fosters”. Mr Hughes is described as “a very
tough and wiry man, yet extremely kind and fair. He would stand absolutely no nonsense
and yet he would assert his discipline in a sensible and fatherly way. He is also a very
manly fellow and would, I feel be eminently suitable”.
2305. In evidence to the Inquiry, Janet Hughes described being approached jointly by
Patricia Thornton and Charles Smith, who explained the concept of Family Group Homes
to her during an informal first meeting3713 and told her that the maximum number of
children residing at the Home, including her own, would be ten.3714 During a second
meeting, Leslie Hughes was also invited and was asked about his interests and whether he
enjoyed working with children. Ms Hughes recalled that the expectation was: “that he
would have some input, for which he was going to be not paid a salary, but he was given
free board and lodgings”.3715
2306. WN 283 recalls applying for a job at CDS, having seen an advert in the newspaper.
Although she thought she would be good at working with children, she had “absolutely
no qualifications” and one reference from her father’s solicitor saying that she came from
a good family. She remembers having an informal conversation with Janet and Les
Hughes and was then sent over for a short interview with Charles Smith. She accepted the
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job the following day after meeting the children and being given a book of information
about them.3716
2307. Mrs Hughes initially had only one day off per week, in which she was also expected to
visit the Children’s Department. In a Probation Service Report from 1989, it is noted that
Ms Hughes had described herself as having “reached a stage of near breakdown” and
having found the task too difficult almost from the very beginning.3717
2308. Mrs Hughes recalled that she was helped from the outset by WN 635, who would work
22 or 25 hours per week.3718 There would sometimes be the peripatetic staff and another
staff member, and help was also provided by students or volunteers.3719 Mrs Hughes said
in evidence that “there was never enough staff to cover all the points that needed
covering”.3720
2309. There was a point at which WN 283 joined the staff, by which time Mrs Hughes was
able to have 2 days off per week. Mrs Hughes recalled that she had no prior experience,
but basically did get on with the children and did the job to the best of her ability. 3721 WN
283 states that she did everything from domestic work to helping with the children,
working over 40 hours per week, mostly when Janet and Les Hughes were not there. She
recalls sometimes working for periods of 3 days on her own, which she found “extremely
challenging”. She says that it was impossible to get hold of a CCO at the weekend,
although children’s services did occasionally send another member of relief staff to help,
which WN 283 thought was “whoever happened to be around and free”. She also worked
during all of the Hughes’ holidays, at which point she would move in to CDS and another
member of staff would be sent over to help her.3722
2310. As at the time of the Lambert and Wilkinson Report in 1981,3723 the staffing consisted
of Mr and Mrs Hughes and WN 283, who was a full-time member of staff. Mr Hughes is
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described as a “part-time Housefather” and it is noted that the daughter lived on another
part of the estate, but was employed as the Home’s ‘domestic’ and undertook eight hours
of work per week. It is noted that their son, who was in his late twenties, continued to live
at CDS. In a report from 1989, Anton Skinner describes the staff complement having
increased to three in 1984, in order to allow the Hughes to spend at least two days per
week out of CDS.3724
2311. Marion Robson recalls working as a relief Assistant Housemother and says that she
was there “very infrequently, just when there was a holiday situation whereby the kind of
deputy lady assumed the role of Housemother and then I assisted her”.3725 She says that
she did not have much exposure to the children, nor to the Hughes, as she was very much
doing domestic help.3726 She never slept over and never witnessed anything that gave her
cause for concern.3727
2312. Marnie Baudains also worked briefly at CDS from early 1986, having previously
worked as a Residential CCO on a part-time basis at HDLG for a few months.3728 She
recalls that some of the children at CDS were under 5 years old and her primary role was
to care for them, while most of the children were much older. Upon arrival, she was
surprised that the Family Group Home system still existed, as she understood that they
were being phased out in the UK from the 1970s onwards. During her time working at the
Home, there were no alarm bells alerting her to anything inappropriate. However, she
was not trained to recognise the cleverness and manipulation of a sexual abuser such Les
Hughes. She felt that a form of inspection or review of Family Group Homes would have
been helpful in identifying training needs and influencing quality.
2313. According to Mrs Hughes, there would only ever be a single staff member on duty at
any one time, although she would rely on her husband to help, especially during the
evening meal.3729
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2314. Mrs Hughes comments that “they should have had a higher level of staffing, not all
that responsibility should have been dumped on one person. I mean okay, my husband
was there, but it was not his responsibility ultimately”.3730
(ii) Role of the “Housefather”
2315. In his police interview, Les Hughes said that:
“I was employed outside of the home, and when I used to come home I would give general
help to my wife in attending to the children’s needs … just generally looking after the
children as a normal family would do which would involve smacking their backsides,
sometimes … I suppose I was like a father figure if you like”.3731
2316. Mr Hughes also told the SOJP that he would attend Education Department case
conferences if he was available and was permitted to do so, but in the main he would be
fully acquainted with the history of the children in his care.3732
2317. Janet Hughes recalled in evidence that Les Hughes was effectively involved in all parts
of looking after the children, as well as assisting with maintenance and repairs. He spent
time alone with the children, including reading them bedtime stories, which seemed
“quite normal” to her.3733 Ms Hughes said that she would have been unable to manage
CDS without his input and that Children’s Services expected him to help with the
children.3734 Mr Hughes recalled gradually spending more and more time in CDS and
taking an increasingly greater share in the running of the home, leading to a request to the
Children’s Department that he also be employed. Although this received a negative
response, he thought that it became generally acknowledged that they both worked at
CDS.3735 Mrs Hughes had the feeling that Children’s Services knew about Mr Hughes’
increasing role, but thought it was “an answer to their prayers, they did not have to find
someone to fit this role”.3736
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2318. For several short periods when Mrs Hughes was ill, Mr Hughes was temporarily
employed as CCO and paid a salary.3737 A letter from October 1966 suggests that Mr
Hughes was employed for 6 months at this stage,3738 however, Mrs Hughes disputed the
timing of this.3739 Mrs Hughes recalled that her husband was “totally trusted” by the
Children’s Department,3740 but said that she was “surprised when I read that he was not
supervised, or asked questions or anything”.3741

(iii) Training
2319. Mrs Hughes said that she was never offered training, nor expected to receive any
before starting at CDS.3742 She recalled the occasional symposium set up for all the
Family Group Homes, which would take place roughly every 6 months. These included
things such as discussions about children’s behavioural problems and some role-playing,
with Mrs Hughes recalling that that although they were “invigorating”, she could not see
the practical benefit of them.3743
2320. WN 283 says: “I was expected to do everything to meet the different needs of all of the
children, with no support or training”.3744 She says that, during her 15 years at CDS, she
did not receive any training and did not ask for any because she was not aware of
anything that might help and did not feel that there was anybody she could approach.3745
Even after the allegations about Les Hughes had come to light, WN 283 notes “we did not
receive any training in how to deal with disclosures of allegations of abuse. There was no
change to the way that we worked”.3746
2321. In response to a question about whether training may have made a difference to her
husband’s sexual assaults, Mrs Hughes said:
3737
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“I’m sure it would have done. I for one would have recognised the signs when this child
was getting very distressed. There were times when she was not a happy little girl and she
was very distressed, but she had difficulties with her own mother … to me she was
reacting quite normally to all the awful things that were happening to her…”3747

(iv) Admissions
2322. Children were referred for placement with selection being “negotiated between Mr
Skinner and Mr and Ms Hughes”.3748 In practice, Mrs Hughes recalled refusing to admit
a child on only one occasion.3749
(v) Residents – general
2323. The first residents of CDS were all part of one large family between the ages of around
4 and 14, about whom the Children’s Officer was “appalled” that they had previously
been divided up between different institutions and did not know one another.3750 Mrs
Hughes described attempts to try to meld them together as not working very well.
2324. Mrs Hughes also noted that she originally was told that she had to buy identical
clothing for each child, but that she was insistent that she be able to go other suppliers in
order to enhance the chance for the children to be absorbed into the estate.3751
2325. Subsequently, the Hughes say that they came to the conclusion that the home could not
“work in the way intended by the Children’s Department”, with Janet Hughes recalling
that there came a time when the residents were “a very disparate group of all sorts of
children with various problems, each one of them needing more attention than another”.
She later described this as having gradually evolved from a Family Group Home into a
“small children’s home”.3752 She recalled that as each child left, the gap was filled almost
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immediately by another child and that this high turnover caused difficulties in that the
children were expected to welcome this new person into the situation.3753
2326. In his report from 1989, Anton Skinner commented that the number of children had
steadily reduced in more recent years.3754
Management
2327. WN 283 recalled that in her view CDS was “very badly run”. She felt that the Hughes
“did the bare minimum to keep the place ticking over”.3755
2328. As noted above, following the departure of the Hughes, Audrey Mills was asked to
take over at CDS for a few months. She says: “The role I was given was to give stability
to the children and I stayed at the home until [the remaining children] were placed
elsewhere”.3756 She was told that abuse had taken place but was not given the details.3757
2329. WN 283 also referred to the running of CDS during the short period in which it was
managed by Audrey Mills, describing the environment as “immediately more relaxed”.
She recalls that children went on day trips for the first time ever and felt that Audrey “did
much more for the children”.3758
2330. Following Les Hughes’ conviction, Janet Hughes retired in March 1990. A letter from
Anton Skinner on behalf of the Education Committee passed on “their appreciation for
your many years of loyal and excellent service to the Department”.3759
Culture
2331. Mrs Hughes recalled that she certainly did not want the children at CDS to call her
“Mummy” – some called her “Auntie”, others called her “Janet” and one or two even
referred to her as “Mrs Hughes”, which she says was “fine by me”. She also said that she
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and her husband made no distinction between the children in care and their own children,
which was corroborated by her daughter.3760
2332. WN 283 recalls that “what food [Janet Hughes] had left for the children … never
seemed to be enough”.3761 She also recalls that Mrs Hughes “used to lock the other food
cupboards and the large fridge freezer, which I found very odd, and I had to go out to
buy more food for the children” – she says that they would not be reimbursed but they
“could not let the children starve”.3762
2333. Marnie Baudains thought that the Home had quite a pleasant feel and that efforts had
been made to integrate the children within the estate, however she thought that it was odd
that the Hughes’ adult son lived there while Les and Janet Hughes had moved out into
their own accommodation. She did notice the frugality of food at CDS, but did not recall
there being a padlock on part of the fridge as suggested by Ernest Mallet.3763
2334. Mrs Hughes recalled that she sometimes felt isolated when having to make decisions
about a child, such as the next move in their life. Children were supposed to leave CDS
when they were 16, but ended up staying until Ms Hughes, the CCO and the child felt it
would be a good move to make. Ms Hughes noted:
“Nobody with half a brain puts their 16-year-old out into the big blue yonder without
somewhere to go, a protected place to be, or sufficient money to manage themselves, if
they are indeed mature enough to do this, and these children were not that mature”.3764
2335. WN 283 did not feel that CDS was like a proper family atmosphere and recalled the
“negative environment of the home”. She says that Janet and Les Hughes “rarely showed
any love towards the children”.
2336. The Lambert and Wilkinson Report noted that:3765
2336.1 the Houseparents had excellent relationships with local schools;
3760
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2336.2 the children were “exceptionally well integrated into the local neighbourhood”,
with school friends being invited home;
2336.3 a lifestyle as normal as possible was striven for, “aided by the relative smallness
of the group, the length of stay of the children and the stability of the
Houseparents”. The children were described as experiencing many opportunities
for having a normal childhood;
2336.4 although it would appear that the majority of children resident stayed at CDS for a
long time, Ms Hughes gave evidence that children would also come for a few
weeks, or even one night or weekend on occasion;3766
2336.5 Mr and Ms Hughes maintained a good relationship with CCOs, although there
was infrequent contact with the Children’s Officer. The Inspectors noted that “one
would have looked for more frequent contact with senior staff” and that an invite
to the annual social event for foster parents failed to adequately convey the
important role that they played in Children’s Services’ work;
2336.6 they seemed to have deliberately adopted a policy of autonomy, particularly in
respect of financial arrangements, whereby the Houseparents were given a sum of
money each quarter for all of the housekeeping; expenditure on individual items
was not audited;
2336.7 the Family Group Home offered a reasonable alternative in cases where natural
parents may have objected to fostering;
2336.8 most of the children had been resident in other establishments and presented few
major problems, but were considered to be vulnerable and in need of a
“sympathetic and secure home base”;
2336.9 Iit was felt that there should be a closer integration within the structure of the
Children’s Section, without stifling the autonomy enjoyed by CDS.
Governance
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2337. Janet Hughes said in evidence that her impression from Charles Smith, Deputy
Children’s Officer, was that he was more interested in how she spent the Children’s
Service’s money at the Home, rather than how the children were doing. 3767 In the initial
period of CDS, Patricia Thornton had overall responsibility for the children and each
child had a CCO, who would visit with varying degrees of regularity.3768
2338. Ms Hughes recalls that some of the CCOs would turn up unexpectedly and that she
“did her level best” to give them the opportunity to speak to the child individually, either
in a room alone or by taking the child out.3769 In respect of her relationship with CCOs,
Ms Hughes stated:
“I got on with most of them very well indeed. They were hard working, sensible people
who on the whole seemed to understand the child in their care, what their needs and
requirements were”.3770
2339. WN 283 recalled that each child was allocated their own CCO, but they would have
done well if they saw them once or twice a year (although she acknowledges that the
CCOs may have met children when she was not there). She also says that she does not
remember the children “ever being given the opportunity to talk to a social worker on
their own”.3771
2340. WN 283 says that she never received any guidance from Children’s Services, nor any
information about the children’s backgrounds. She never had any supervision or
mentoring and recalls getting the impression that Brenda Chappell, who was the relevant
SCCO at the time, did not want to hear what she had to say, in case it “rocked the boat”.
She knew she could contact Jim Thomson, but this was as a last resort and contacting
Children’s Services was never encouraged. She also remembers that it was impossible to
ever get hold of a CCO over the weekend, which was when she did most of her work at
CDS.
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2341. In evidence to the Inquiry, David Castledine said3772 that he did not think that Les
Hughes had managed to assault children at Clos de Sables through lack of supervision.
He remembered visiting the children regularly. He disagreed with the suggestion that
Family Group Homes were isolated and said that he would visit fortnightly or at least
monthly – this was the same with foster placements. If a placement had been long term
this would be once per month and they would be contacted if there were any problems.
He could not comment regarding his colleagues at the time – they had responsibility for
their own caseload.
2342. Mrs Hughes would produce reports for the Children’s Sub-Committee and would go to
the meetings and read them out, elaborating and answering questions if necessary. She
recalled that she would be in there for a couple of hours and felt that there was generally
a constructive dialogue with members of the Committee.3773 Some members visited CDS
and Mrs Hughes recalled that “they were extremely helpful and would always listen to
any problems that I had”.3774
2343. Despite this positive relationship, Mrs Hughes recalled that, in response to the
changing environment at CDS, she was “left with the problem and supposed to work it
out for myself”.3775
Culture: the residents’ perspective
2344. WN 23 was resident at Clos des Sables from the age of 6 until she was 15, from around
1974 to 1985. She described the house being two houses conjoined, with a lounge, utility
room and 6 bedrooms, comprising two box bedrooms, two small double rooms and one
bigger double room. She says the other bedroom was used as a staff room, and contained
a double bed, where the staff on duty would sleep. WN 23 described the staff room as
being adjacent to one of the bedrooms, with a lock only on the staff room side.3776 She
recalls that there was also a bathroom, and two garages – one of these being converted
into a bedsit for the Houseparents. The Houseparents used this when they were not on
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duty.3777 There was a garden3778 and also a workshop where Mr Hughes spent much of his
time.3779
2345. WN 23 describes that, in practice, both Mr and Mrs Hughes ran the home, along with
another full-time staff member. She describes the Hughes’ son also living in the home,
which she thought was odd – a sentiment shared by WN 148.3780 She did not recall Mr
Hughes having a job and said that he was always around the property, while WN 148
recalled that it was definitely Mrs Hughes who was in charge, with Mr Hughes acting as
“back up”.3781 WN 23 indicates that the children all ate together and the person on duty
would cook.3782
2346. WN 148 moved to CDS in 1978. She said that Mrs Hughes showed no love or emotion
and was “there to do a job”.3783 She said that when social workers visited CDS they came
primarily to speak with Mrs Hughes. She said that social workers would only speak to her
briefly and in a room adjoining the kitchen, so she could never have a private
conversation and she never felt able to tell them what was going on at the home.3784
2347. WN 148 confirmed that the Home was run on a tight budget, and the children could
not just help themselves to food and so forth.3785 She told the Panel that it would be Mr
Hughes who would put the children to bed.3786 She explained that, once she had left CDS,
she was not allowed to return and visit WN 23, because she was not a family member.3787
Allegations of abuse
2348. A total of eight former female residents complain of sexual abuse at the hands of
Leslie Hughes.
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2349. Five specimen charges were brought in respect of the allegations made against Mr
Hughes. He pleaded guilty to sexual offences against WN 23, WN 282 and WN 253,
ranging in time from 1969 to 1985. The charges were as follows: three counts of indecent
assault, one count of procuring an act of gross indecency and one count of unlawful
sexual intercourse.3788
2350. Mr Hughes was sentenced to 3 years’ imprisonment in 1989.
2351. The Inquiry has considered the following Phase 1a evidence regarding the Family
Group Home at CDS:
Day(s)

Witness(es)

20

Opening
WN 23

21

WN 148

22

Reading in
WN 252
WN 282
WN 296
WN 249
WN 146
WN 250
WN 251

23

Reading in
WN 203

39

Reading in:
WN 347

53

Reading in:
WN 210

54

3788
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2352. In relation to WN 23, Mr Hughes pleaded guilty to one count of indecent assault,
taking place between 23 December 1980 and 23 March 1985 (when she was aged
between 6 and 11 years) and one count of procuring an act of gross indecency, taking
place between 7 February 1982 and 6 February 1983 (when she was aged 8).
2353. WN 23 was resident at CDS from the age of 6 until she was 15, from around 1974 to
1985. She describes inappropriate sexual contact with Mr Hughes from her first day at the
home, when he washed her genitals with a flannel.3789 She describes the abuse becoming
more serious over time, and taking place at Mr Hughes’ new home, as well as in his
car.3790 She describes it happening regularly, perhaps two or three times per week3791 and
stopping when she was about 10, when some younger girls arrived at the Home.3792 She
recounts Mr Hughes being disturbed one evening by another resident when he had his
hands under WN 23’s duvet and the other resident telling her that she should not let Mr
Hughes do that to her.
2354. Further detail about WN 23’s disclosure of abuse and the subsequent police
investigation is contained in the section on the reporting of abuse.
2355. WN 148 confirms that she would try to protect WN 23, making sure that she was
present at bedtime, in order to prevent Mr Hughes from sexually assaulting WN 23 when
putting her to bed. She corroborates the account given by WN 23 of walking in on Mr
Hughes sexually assaulting WN 23 one night, when he was under the covers with her.
She describes Mr Hughes as having his trousers and underwear around his ankles.3793
WN 148 confirms that she told a staff member, WN 283, about the abuse of WN 23 but
was promptly asked to leave the Home by Ms Hughes.3794 She explains that she did not
feel able to tell anyone about the abuse before that.3795 Further details of WN 148’s
attempts to report this abuse are contained in the section on the reporting of abuse.
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2356. WN 148 arrived at the Home in 1978, at the age of 11. She told the Panel that Mr
Hughes made her feel welcome initially – he was ‘touchy feely’ and gave her ‘cuddles’ –
but things progressed after this.3796 Like WN 23, WN 148 stated that Mr Hughes spent
time getting to know the children,3797 highlighting that he was clever in whom he
approached and how he concealed things.3798 She told the Panel: “It does not take long
when somebody is put in your care and they are bringing you up, it does not take long to
work out how vulnerable a person is.”3799 She said that the abuse was something that
built up very gradually and it came to feel like it was normal.3800 She did not wish to give
specifics in her Inquiry statement, but confirmed that the abuse was sexual, but did not
progress as far as rape.3801 She thought that the abuse would not have been others at the
Home, whether children or adults.3802
2357. WN 252 alleges inappropriate kissing and groping, mentioning a specific incident
when she came home drunk from a party and he groped her.3803
2358. WN 282 alleges that Mr Hughes said that he was sexually attracted to her when they
were looking through belongings together in the loft when she was 11, and said he would
like to “give her a baby” if she would allow him to have intercourse with her. She
mentions two other incidents. She states that, at 13 or 14 years, she was on his boat when
Mr Hughes said he wanted to have sexual intercourse with her and started kissing her
face and neck, unbuttoning her shirt and kissing her breasts. She says that he pulled down
her trousers and put his hands down her pants and rubbed her vagina. Mr Hughes said he
would break her hymen and pushed a finger inside her vagina, and then placed her hand
on his penis. She told the police that Mr Hughes then drove her back to the house and told
her not to tell any of the staff. WN 282 alleges that she did tell a staff member, WN 283,
about it who said it would be best to leave things as they were. We understand that this
incident formed the basis of Count 5 on the indictment in the criminal proceedings
3796
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against Mr Hughes.3804 This was a charge of unlawful sexual intercourse (to which Mr
Hughes pleaded guilty), notwithstanding the fact that no intercourse was alleged to have
taken place.
2359. WN 282 also recounts a further sexual assault when she was 14 or 15.3805 She says that
when Mr Hughes’ behaviour was mentioned to a staff member, WN 283, by her and other
girls, WN 283 was reluctant to do anything and said “think about how Mrs Hughes would
feel”. According to WN 282, WN 283 said that Ms Hughes knew what was going on.3806
2360. WN 249 said that when she was around 11 years old, Mr Hughes would come into her
bedroom, lie on her bed and kiss her, and would lie on top of her. She says that he did this
to other girls. She alleges that WN 253 and WN 282 told her that Mr Hughes had had sex
with them.3807
2361. WN 250, who went to CDS at 13, says that Mr Hughes gave another resident, WN 251,
a good deal of attention and cuddled and tickled her and bought her presents. She says
that she warned Mr Hughes off WN 251.3808 WN 251 says that she may have been
groomed for sexual activity by Mr Hughes, but she cannot remember being sexually
abused by him.3809
2362. WN 203 alleges two sexual assaults by Mr Hughes when she was wearing only her
nightie and knickers, with Mr Hughes touching her breasts and vagina. She claims that, in
one incident, Mr Hughes hit her round the face when she tried to run away, having
threatened her with a hiding if she made any noise.3810 She alleges a further sexual assault
when she was allowed to stay up late by Mr Hughes and a further assault when they were
watching the television together.3811 WN 203 was only 10 when she gave her statement to
the police.
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Reporting of abuse by residents
2363. WN 347 claims to have been sexually abused while at school in the UK 3812, and
appears to have disclosed this to his Houseparents at CDS. In the Houseparents’ Report
of November 1968, the Houseparents at CDS noted in this respect as follows: “We feel
the story of his adventures in England were largely of his own invention. Made up, no
doubt, to draw attention to himself, i.e. winning a doubtful admiration from his fellows
and a great deal of sympathy and concern from the adults responsible for him. We feel
that he heard the stories of homosexuals from older boys at the school and decided to use
them to his own advantage.”3813 This entry provides an insight into the perceived
credibility of an account proffered by a child who was thought to be “emotionally
disturbed”.3814 During Operation Rectangle, WN 347’s accounts of abuse were regarded
by the police as trustworthy.3815
2364. In her Inquiry statement, WN 23 recounts meeting in later life the former resident who
had disturbed Leslie Hughes when he had had his hands under WN 23’s duvet: she had
told WN 23 that she should not Mr Hughes do that to her. The woman told her that she
knew at the time that what Mr Hughes was doing was wrong but that she had not had the
confidence to take it further.3816
2365. WN 23 also describes a CCO dropping off an educational video at the Home in around
1979, and the video being about the disclosure of abuse. The children watched the video
and WN 23 described Mr Hughes “going mad” and saying that they should not have
watched it without an adult present.3817
2366. WN 23 describes another girl at the home suffering sexual abuse at the hands of Mr
Hughes, and she encouraging her to phone Child Line, which was being publicised at that
time by Esther Rantzen. She described accompanying the girl to the phone box, but she
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was unable to recall whether any action resulted from that.3818 WN 23 also described
herself self-harming, in a cry for help, and that she believed that this was recognised by
Marnie Baudains. However, the only thing to result from this was Ms Baudains taking
her to a home for disabled children, to make her realise how lucky she was.3819
2367. WN 23 recounts disclosing Mr Hughes’ abuse to her CCO, Marnie Baudains, in March
1989. She describes blurting it out to the CCO after an incident when she had been
pinned to a wall by Mr Hughes and had shown Ms Hughes the marks around her
throat.3820 In her oral evidence to the Inquiry, WN 23 said that she felt that Ms Baudains
was very understanding and supportive. WN 23 said that Ms Baudains impressed on her
that she was making a very serious allegation, with huge implications, but felt that Ms
Baudains believed her.3821 By this time, WN 23 had already disclosed the abuse to her
boyfriend, who had believed her. WN 23 goes on to describe being interviewed the
following day by Ms Baudains and Brenda Chappell, with Ms Chappell telling her that
she was duty bound to report the matter to the police. WN 23 says that she confirmed to
Ms Chappell that she wanted something done about Mr Hughes, and a phone call was
made to the police, with WN 23 giving her first police statement later that evening.3822
WN 23 describes having mixed feelings about making the disclosure to Ms Baudains and
Ms Chappell, insofar as they were supportive, but she felt that they questioned whether
she wanted to go ahead with the complaint.3823 She told the Panel that she felt closer to
Ms Baudains in the run-up to the disclosure because Ms Baudains had increased her visits
due to WN 23 self-harming.3824 Having made the disclosure, WN 23 was moved out of
the Home but the other girls remained. In her oral evidence, WN 23 said that part of her
motivation for raising her concerns was to protect the other girls at the Home. Children’s
Services did not appear to consider moving the other girls out of the Home when she
raised her concerns.3825
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2368. As previously described above, WN 148 walked in on Leslie Hughes assaulting WN
23 one night; WN 148 told a staff member, WN 283, about the abuse of WN 23 but was
promptly asked to leave the Home by Mrs Hughes.3826 WN 148 told the Panel that she did
not think WN 283 could comprehend that Mr Hughes might sexually abuse her, as she
was a very loving and trusting person.3827 WN 148 explained to the Inquiry that she did
not feel able to tell anyone about the abuse before that:
“I had been in the system since about eight years old. You learn that it does not matter
what you say because nothing ever gets done about it anyway. I had learned from that
from the age of eight and being there for the years that things had been going on, no one
would listen anyway even if you tried and there was no one to talk to anyway and if
someone did come and see you, social workers, like I say, there was a room that was open
so you did not – being a child, you do not feel comfortable saying anything. You are put
with people who are looking you so you are scared to say anything, especially with the
door being open, because you automatically assume that if you say anything that person
you have just told are going to walk out and you are left there with those people, because
nobody explains to you, even, if something is amiss you will be removed, you do not have
to stay. Nobody tells you any of those things.”3828
2369. WN 148 went on to tell the Inquiry that there was no-one she could trust or go to. She
said it was like being up against a brick wall: “when you are in a place like that for so
long, you become customed [sic] to the way of living and you accept it for what it is”.3829
WN 148’s view may be taken to encapsulate the evidence of others about why they did
not report abuse.
2370. WN 148 eventually gave a statement to the police about the offending against WN 23,
but felt that the police “did not want to know”.3830
2371. WN 282 also alleges that she disclosed sexual abuse by Mr Hughes to WN 283 (see
also above), but she was very reluctant to do anything about it, saying: “think about Ms
3826
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Hughes, how would she feel? Do not you think she knows what is going on? Of course
she does! All this could break up their marriage!! Just think about her feelings.”3831 She
says that she and three other girls mentioned sexual abuse by Mr Hughes to WN 283.3832
Response to allegations of abuse/Reporting of abuse/action taken
(i) 1988 disclosure
2372. A contemporaneous document from February 1988 records an interview between
Marnie Baudains (who at that time was a CCO not working at the Home) and two
residents at the Home, WN 23 and WN 816.3833 This records that:
2372.1 Ms Baudains had been informed by the Duty CCO, Mr Coomer, that WN 816 had
made a disclosure of having been touched in the “private parts” by Les Hughes
when they were alone together at CDS;
2372.2 she had collected the two girls and talked to them, making a contemporaneous
note;
2372.3 WN 816 said that Les Hughes had tried to tickle her between the legs and had
touched her between the legs, but she did not want anything said to Mr or Ms
Hughes;
2372.4 WN 23 said that nothing similar had happened to her;
2372.5 the girls were returned to the Family Group Home and the Houseparents were not
informed.
2373. In evidence to the Inquiry, Ms Baudains said that she did not recall this incident and
thinks WN 816 was on somebody else’s caseload – she would have been involved as a
duty call. She believes that after having completed this record, it would have been handed
to her manager and it would have been for WN 816’s CCO and her manager to decide
what would happen as a result, although she does not know if anything did happen. She
said that when looking at it now, she thinks that it demonstrated grooming. She added,
3831
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however, that it would have been seen as such at the time. She had not expressed a view
in the record of the interview because she had not had the skills to identify the behaviour
as grooming. She must have thought there was something there as she took the trouble to
interview the girls and she sees it “so clearly now”, but did not think that she saw it
then.3834
2374. When Ms Hughes was shown the February 1988 record, she told the Inquiry that she
did not remember anything about it, but thought that it should have been brought to her
attention. She says that although it sounded “quite flimsy” she “would have wanted to
look into it further”.3835
(ii) 1989 – conviction of Les Hughes
2375. On 23 March 1989, Les Hughes was arrested following allegations of indecent assault
made by WN 23 and others. In his first police interview on the same day as his arrest, he
denied the allegations.3836 The following day, he admitted sexually assaulting WN 23 and
admitted some wrongdoing against WN 253, but denied full sexual intercourse. 3837 In a
further interview that took place over 25–26 March, he accepted that WN 23 may not
have resisted his advances because she trusted him.3838 He accepted sexual contact with
WN 23 on more than a dozen occasions, from the age of 7 or 8. 3839 He also admitted
sexual contact with WN 282 and WN 253.3840 Mr Hughes gave a further interview to the
police on 6 June 1989, in which he admitted to penetrative assault of WN 282.3841 He
denied allegations made by other former residents of CDS.3842
2376. Leslie Hughes pleaded guilty to sexual offences against WN 23, WN 282 and WN 253,
ranging in time from 1969 to 1985. He was sentenced to 3 years’ imprisonment for three
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counts of indecent assault, one count of procuring an act of gross indecency and one
count of unlawful sexual intercourse.3843
(iii) Janet Hughes’ evidence on allegations against Les Hughes
2377. Janet Hughes gave evidence to the Inquiry that she had no suspicions about her
husband at any stage until she was told of the allegations in 1989 3844 and that none of the
staff who worked at CDS had ever raised any concerns with her about her husband.3845
She said that if an allegation of sexual assault had been made to her, she would have
involved Children’s Services and the police.3846
2378. Mrs Hughes also recalled that an allegation of rape was made by one of the residents to
her when she was around 12 or 13, which Mrs Hughes responded to by reporting this to
Children’s Services and involving a doctor.3847
2379. Mrs Hughes said that she felt approachable and would have thought that other girls in
the Home would have felt able to approach her to raise their concerns about her husband,
but says: “They chose not to, possibly because maybe they were sort of anxious about
telling me and thought maybe they would not be believed and a whole gambit of things.
They must have been going through a very difficult time.”3848
2380. Following the disclosures in 1989, Mrs Hughes recalled that she left the Home
immediately and her husband was taken to the police station.3849 She says that the
discussions she had with Children’s Services were not about what had been going on in
CDS, but were more practically about her employment position on the basis that there
were no allegations made against her, but that she could not continue to work in CDS.3850
Mrs Hughes denied the allegation that she had asked WN 148 to leave the Home
following WN 148 having made an allegation to WN 283, another staff member, saying
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that she “would never have just thrown a resident out of the home without having a plan
for their after-care”.3851
2381. In response to a question on how Les Hughes was able to get away with sexual assault,
Mrs Hughes said:
“I have no idea. I’m assuming if different levels of staff at one time would have been
available, that would have prevented it. In other words … no one was watching out for
anybody else.”3852
(iv) Marnie Baudains’ evidence on disclosures of abuse
2382. Marnie Baudains gave evidence about the disclosures made by WN 23, which initiated
the investigation into Les Hughes. She said the following:3853
2383. WN 23 was allocated to her caseload in late 1987, early 1988. She had a difficult
background, having experienced significant disruption in her early years. Her behaviour,
including alcohol, drugs and self-harm was placing her at risk and Ms Baudains knew
that there was a problem, but at that stage could not work out exactly what.
2384. For the first year with WN 23 on her caseload, she was seeing her weekly or once
every 2 weeks. During this time, she believes that a relationship of trust developed.
2385. On one occasion when WN 23 had stayed out all night, Ms Baudains visited her in her
bedroom and WN 23 mentioned how Les Hughes had ruined her life. After
encouragement by Ms Baudains, she described how she had been touched intimately
between the age of 6 and 11.
2386. She believed WN 23 straight away and told her this, which seemed to matter a lot. She
also told WN 23 that she would have to take it further and said in evidence that she would
have done so even if WN 23 had not wanted this to happen.
2387. The practical steps following the disclosures were to alert the member of staff on duty
that night. She then phoned Anton Skinner, who said he would take care of reporting the
3851
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matter to the relevant people. She knew that the police needed to be involved, but did not
know the exact process and had not had any training at this point.
2388. After WN 23 gave her interview to the SOJP, she stayed overnight at Ms Baudains’
house to avoid having to go straight to a children’s home (when leaving CDS). She
subsequently was placed at Heathfield and then fostered.
2389. Marnie Baudains told the Inquiry that her priority was WN 23. She thinks that she left
matters about other residents to Anton Skinner, Brenda Chappell and their CCOs to
oversee. She also thinks that the CCO for each child was asked to assess whether the
child might have been subjected to abuse. Ms Baudains was involved with one other
child, WN 203, whose evidence ended up giving sufficient cause for concern to refer it on
the SOJP. However, no charges were brought. She does not recall going back to WN 816,
who made the disclosure to her in February 1988.
2390. She did not recall Brenda Chappell, SCCO, making any comments that were
attempting to dissuade WN 23 from taking matters further.
2391. Ms Baudains said that if a similar situation happened today, there would be greater
involvement from other agencies in order to have all the pieces of the jigsaw in one place.

(v) WN 283’s knowledge of allegations of abuse
2392. In her statement to the Inquiry, WN 283 said that girls had told her that Les Hughes
used to barge in when they were getting showered and changed and that he used to watch
them sunbathing in the garden, but that she “did not think anything of this”.3854 She
recalls telling the girls that if they wanted to take it further they could go and speak to
Brenda Chappell, however “the girls did not seem to want to do this, and that made me
doubt whether what they were saying was true”.3855
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2393. With reference to her police statement from 1989,3856 WN 283 goes on to recall being
told by WN 253 that Les Hughes “used to play with her” but says that she did not take
this to mean that she had been sexually abused. She goes on to say “I cannot give a
reason as to why I did not take this statement to be a serious disclosure of sexual abuse,
all I know is that, at the time, I obviously did not feel that there was anything to it”.3857
2394. WN 283 referred to another disclosure, this time over the phone by WN 282, who told
her that she had been to the doctor, “because Les Hughes had ruined her life and had
been sexually abusing her”. WN 283 recalls telling her to go to the police, but did not
report the matter to children’s services or to the police herself. She says “I was always
under the impression that [WN 282] and Les got on well…I had not received any
guidance on what to do should a child disclose allegations of sexual abuse or physical
abuse to me”.3858 In evidence to the Inquiry, Anton Skinner said that he was surprised
that these disclosures were not revealed because inter-agency child protection guidelines
were available to all staff at that time. He found it difficult to believe that anybody
working in Children’s Services at the time would not have been aware of the rapidly
developing procedures.3859
2395. In answer to why she did not think there was more to the allegations, WN 283 said that
she did not know whether it was because she did not believe the child or whether she felt
that she could not help the child. She goes on to say that on reflection “I perhaps should
have reported the matter to the police”, but at the time felt that she should not get
involved because the child did not want to pursue the matter herself.
2396. In her 1989 police statement, WN 283 said:3860
“I thought to myself that it was really up to the girls themselves to either go to the Police
or somebody at the Children’s Office, and it was not up to me to go on their behalf. I had
encouraged them both to report it but they would not.
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I will say that despite both girls coming to me and reporting what was happening, I still
was not convinced that Leslie Hughes had been sexually interfering with them. I had to
balance the account of two highly strung emotional girls against what I had seen of Les
with my own eyes. He presented the picture of a caring ‘parent’ and the allegations
seemed unbelievable.”
2397. WN 283 recalls that after the allegations came to light, she told Anton Skinner about
the disclosures she had received, but not in a formal interview. She says “Anton Skinner
appeared to accept what I was telling him and I continued with my job. I was not told of
any disciplinary action. I was not removed from Clos de Sables and no further action was
taken after that meeting.”3861
2398. WN 283 also says that she believes that Janet Hughes knew what was going on,
commenting “How could she have lived under the same roof as someone who was doing
those things, and not know what was going on? It’s absurd”.3862
2399. In response to the suggestion that WN 283 had been the recipient of disclosures, Janet
Hughes says “I am also unable to explain why [WN 283] never told me anything. I can
only think that she was scared about telling me or was concerned for my feelings”.3863
Mrs Hughes told the Inquiry, “the welfare of the children was her priority and was above
my feelings. If she was told these things, she should have acted in line with her duty. She
should have grown up and told someone…I do blame WN 283 for effectively covering up
for him. I almost feel that her actions were as bad as his”.3864
(vi) Anton Skinner’s response to the abuse
2400. Following the conviction of Les Hughes in 1989, Anton Skinner told the JEP that he
would prepare an in-depth report into what had happened, to see whether there were any
lessons to be learned for the future and how it was that the offences had remained
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undetected for 20 years.3865 He was also written to by the Crown Advocate involved in
the prosecution of Les Hughes, who noted:
“…clearly it can be established that complaints were made to WN 283 and that she took
no effective action. You have indicated that you will wish to look further into the matter. If
you are satisfied that [WN 283]’s response to the complaints was at fault, you will no
doubt wish to consider what action should be taken. In addition, you will no doubt wish to
give thought to establishing a fixed policy by virtue of which any complaint, no matter
how apparently ill-founded, will be given formal attention”.3866
2401. Anton Skinner gave evidence to the Inquiry that there was no review,3867 although he
later said that he suspected there was a report but he is quite sure that it would not have
revealed any “nuggets of how better to detect abusers in care settings”.3868 No report
relating to an internal review as indicated in the JEP article has been disclosed to the
Inquiry.
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Family Group Home Run by WN 279 and WN 281
Type/Nature/Organisation/Management
2402. A refurbished Family Group Home re-opened in May 1967.3869
2403. The Houseparents lodged their first report with the Children’s Sub-Committee in
December 1967,3870 which noted the number of children at the Home, and that they
consisted of two families and one individual child. One of the groups of children was
chosen by WN 279 and WN 281, after the Houseparents met them at HDLG along with
another family3871 and another came from living with their relatives.3872 WN 281 recalls
being given some information about their families and also says that in relation to the
children themselves, “just by interacting with them you got to know what they were
like”.3873 Although the children who were in the care of the Education Committee were
not ‘fostered’, they are referred to on occasion below as “foster children” so as to
differentiate them from the Houseparents’ natural children, in accordance with similar
language used by the SOJP and prosecuting authorities when considering issues arising
from this Family Group Home.
2404. In December 1968, new premises were leased by the States 3874 and the children and
Houseparents moved in around June 1969.3875 WN 281 says that this change came about
because he had concerns about the rough area of the previous premises and that he was
responsible for redecorating the new premises.3876
(i) Staffing, recruitment and training
2405. WN 279 had previously helped one of the Housemothers of another Family Group
Home for a couple of days per week, during which she came into contact with Patricia
Thornton, who approached her about the possibility of starting a new Family Group
Home. According to WN 281, this seemed to them like a worthwhile thing to do in order
3869
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to help children. He describes an interview at the Children’s Office with Patricia
Thornton and a couple of others, during which they provided some background
information about their beliefs and way of life. They were never asked about
qualifications or previous experience, although WN 281 thinks that WN 279’s previous
experience in dealing with people who were sick and vulnerable was looked upon
favourably. He does not remember providing any references, but is sure that references
would have been obtained.3877
2406. The job of Housemother was offered to WN 279 in November 1966.3878 She was paid a
salary plus a “responsibility allowance” and a further sum in recognition of the fact that
she had certain qualifications. Her husband, WN 281, was entitled to free board and
lodging in return for helping with the children and the household’s activities. WN 279
accepted the post from 1 January 1967 and it was noted that until the Family Group
Home was ready, she would work at HDLG.3879 WN 281 says that they probably looked
at some of the others already running Family Group Homes and were regularly in touch
with them, including the exchange of ideas and notes.3880
2407. A report from December 1967 notes that there were two Assistant Housemothers
working at the home, described by the Houseparents as “very satisfactory”.3881 A fulltime relief Housemother was appointed in April 1969,3882 however she subsequently
resigned in March 19703883 and in April 1970, a non-resident relief Housemother was
appointed to replace her.3884 One of the original Assistant Housemothers resigned in
October 1970 and was replaced by a part-time domestic member of staff.3885
2408. WN 281 notes that relief staff would help out with the chores and generally with the
children. Prospective applicants would apply to Children’s Services for the job, but he
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and WN 279 would be involved in interviewing them and WN 279 would make the final
decision as to the choice of the candidate.3886
2409. WN 279 and WN 281 would have every other weekend off, at which point the relief
staff would come in to care for the children, including their own children. WN 281
worked outside of the Home during the week and on Saturday mornings, although he
never worked on Thursday or Saturday afternoons, nor on Sundays. He left the
practicalities of running the Home to WN 279.3887
2410. WN 281 noted that they did not receive any training during their time at the Group
Home and cannot recall receiving any guidance as to what were acceptable forms of
discipline.3888
2411. In May 1974, WN 279 fell seriously ill and had to undergo surgery. WN 279 and WN
281 moved to England for a period and the Assistant Housemother took complete charge
of the Home originally and, after a couple of weeks, was assisted by a peripatetic
Housemother. A note from October confirms that WN 279 returned to full time duty in
September 1974.3889
2412. According to WN 281, they tried their best over the next 18 months to continue caring
for the children, but it was extremely difficult and they relied more on the support of
Assistant Housemothers and relief staff, who effectively became the primary carers for
the children on a day-to-day basis.3890 He says that they considered giving up the Family
Group Home during this stage, but did not want to let the children down.3891
2413. WN 287 moved to the Family Group Home in 1975. She had trained in England and
qualified as a Residential CCO there, and had been involved in childcare work in Jersey
for several years. When she joined this Family Group Home in 1975, she would largely
help out with domestic chores during day shifts while WN 279 recovered from her
operation. When she was appointed, Brenda Chappell asked her to report any concerns in
3886
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respect of children in the care of WN 279, which she believes was simply because Ms
Chappell was anxious to ensure that the children were OK.3892
2414. In January 1977, the Children’s Sub-Committee was informed that the Housemother
had been advised by her doctor to discontinue working and therefore she wished to retire
from 31 January 1977. The Committee approved the appointment of a temporary
Housemother on a monthly basis3893 and she was granted early retirement on the grounds
of ill health.3894 WN 281 says that he took this decision himself despite his concerns
about what would happen to the children,3895 although (as noted below) there is also some
evidence to suggest that WN 279 was asked to retire due to an allegation being made
against her.
2415. The Assistant Housemother, WN 287, remained at the Family Group Home until two
of the remaining children had been placed back with their mother and the other three at
La Preference. She says that she was approached by Brenda Chappell about taking over
following the departure of WN 279 and WN 281 and did not receive any additional
training before taking on the role.3896 She left the Family Group Home at the end of
August 1977.3897
(ii) Residents
2416. Reports between 1967 and 1970 confirmed that the number of children resident at the
Home remained constant, with the exception of two different children staying there
briefly in 1970.3898 By May 1974, the number of residents had fallen although all those
who were living there had been there since its inception.3899
2417. By the time the Family Group Home closed in August 1977, the number of children
remaining had fallen further. Some were “rehabilitated” with their mother and it was
recommended by an Educational Psychologist that the remaining children should be
3892
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better placed in a larger establishment “because of their experiences towards the latter
part of [WN 279]’s service”. HDLG was seen as too large, therefore they were placed at
La Preference in August 1977.3900 There is no further detail of what the Educational
Psychologist was referring to as “experiences”, although the Panel may wish to consider
whether this alludes to WN 279’s illness and/or to the allegations of physical assault that
had been raised.
Culture
2418. In his statement and evidence to the Inquiry, WN 281 made a number of points about
the routine, approach to discipline and the contact that the foster children had with their
natural families, as follows:3901
2418.1 The foster children attended state schools and their own children went to private
school – this was because they wanted to send their own children to Catholic
school.3902
2418.2 They did not always take the foster children away on holiday with them, but did
so occasionally.3903
2418.3 They did not treat the foster children and their own children differently – there
was never any segregation and they “treated the foster children as if they were our
own”.3904 The foster children shared bedrooms with their own children.3905
2418.4 He did not believe in violence and if children misbehaved, he would speak to
them to try to persuade them that what they had done was not right. If that did not
work, he would pretend to be really cross with them. He may have given the
children a tap on the bottom over their clothing, but certainly did not hurt them.
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2418.5 WN 279 may have raised her voice at the children from time to time and given
them a light tap on the wrist if they misbehaved but, according to WN 281, she
was/is a caring person and would not injure them.
2418.6 WN 281 was conscious of the fact that the foster children were not his children
and that he could not pick them up and cuddle them in the same way as his own.
2418.7 The children were delightful, always well behaved and did not need to be
disciplined.
2418.8 The foster children had almost no contact with their natural families, but knew
that WN 279 and WN 281 were not their natural parents. He and WN 279 would
never speak ill of the natural families and told the children that it was not their
parents’ fault. They never stood in the way of contact.
2419. When presented by the Inquiry with a note from the children’s CCO, Ms Hogan,
stating that WN 279 had told two of the children that they were to address a letter to their
mother by her first name rather than “Dear Mummy”,3906 WN 281 said that his wife
would never have stopped the children from writing to their mother and that although the
foster children called them “Mum and Dad”, they never insisted upon it.3907
2420. At the time of the contemporaneous allegation of physical assault against WN 279,
(February 1975 – about which see below) Ms Hogan also noted some other matters:
2420.1 The Head Teacher for some of the children, Mr Shepherd, had commented that
WN 279 never came to parents’ evenings or to discuss the children’s progress,
though she had been to complain once or twice and WN 281 had visited once
during your WN 279’s absence.
2420.2 Mr Shepherd had said that he was very unimpressed with WN 279 and that none
of the children were allowed to join any outside organisations of any kind.
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2420.3 WN 214’s teacher had mentioned that after one or two of WN 214’s friends went
to tea at the Home, they had commented on the tense atmosphere in the Home.3908
2420.4 That WN 279 was “tense and watchful” during Ms Hogan’s visits to the Home
and rarely left her alone with the children.3909
2420.5 That there was a “very controlled atmosphere” and that WN 279 did not seem to
want Ms Hogan to be alone to talk to the Assistant Housemother, WN 287.3910
2421. When these matters were put to WN 281 in evidence, he said:3911
2421.1 he and his wife usually attended parents’ evenings and he cannot think of why Mr
Shepherd would suggest otherwise;
2421.2 the children did join outside organisations such as the Guides and the Scouts;
2421.3 there was a happy atmosphere and most people who visited commented on how
happy everything was. Although the atmosphere might have changed a little after
WN 279’s illness, he says it was still “a family atmosphere”;
2421.4 he thinks that either Ms Hogan misinterpreted the situation or the record is not
accurate.
2422. As to whether there was any change in culture after WN 279 became ill, WN 281
thought that the children coped well, but that they would have found quite a difference
with WN 279, who became much quieter and might have become a bit more
impatient.3912
2423. In her evidence to the Inquiry,3913 the Assistant Housemother, WN 287, said:
2423.1 WN 279 and WN 281 were relaxed about mealtimes and the children were
allowed to chat.
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2423.2 She did not recall that the foster children were treated any differently to WN 279
and WN 281’s own children.
2423.3 The children would be verbally chastised in her presence and some of them would
stand to attention and say “Yes Mummy” and “No Mummy”.
2423.4 The children would be called by their surnames when they were being verbally
chastised and would be denigrated about their backgrounds.3914
2423.5 WN 279 would speak very harshly to the foster children and did not look after
their emotional needs.
2424. In response to the negative assertions made, WN 281 denied that these took place and
said that WN 279 was a caring person.3915
2425. As noted above in the section on La Preference, when WN 45 left and moved to La
Preference, she disclosed that during her time at the Family Group Home, she had been
sexually assaulted by a man called Roger Horobin. He was convicted of offences taking
place between August 1976 and August 1979,3916 part of which was a period when WN
45 was in the care of WN 279 and WN 281. Although this was put to WN 281 during his
police interview in 2008,3917 he gave evidence to the Inquiry that this was the first time he
had heard of it and he felt the environment at the Family Group Home was such that the
children could tell them anything.3918
2426. In a note from 1975, Ms Hogan records WN 279 as pointing out, in respect of the
group of children including WN 45, that “they are all, and always have been, persistent
liars, and this has been a particular problem with [WN 320] recently”.3919 WN 281 said
that they did not think of the children as persistent liars, he regarded them all as telling
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the truth and although one would make up fanciful stories, he regarded that as just part of
being a child.3920
Governance/Support from Children’s Services
2427. Children’s Services staff would visit the Family Group Home regularly, around once a
week, in order to have a chat with WN 279 and check that everything was OK. WN 279
would also visit the Children’s Office every month in order to present the reports she had
written and discuss the progress of the children. WN 281 would occasionally visit the
offices as well. In response to the concerns that individual members of the Children’s
Sub-Committee and CCOs did not visit the Home regularly,3921 WN 281 said that this did
not accord with his recollection and he felt that people were always visiting and that they
had an open house policy.3922
2428. WN 281 felt that his wife was well supported by the Children’s Office and would have
told him if she felt otherwise. He felt that the biggest challenge to the Family Group
Home system was Patricia Thornton’s departure, due to her determination to make them
work. He felt that Charles Smith, her replacement, did not have the same interest and was
not the right person to support him and his wife.3923
2429. WN 287, the Assistant Housemother, said that she generally felt supported by
Children’s Services and did not feel that they were isolated. However, she felt that CCOs
did not visit regularly enough and that when they did, they rarely spoke to the children.
WN 287 thought that the infrequency of visits was one of the major downfalls of the
Family Group Home system. According to WN 287, although WN 279 did not like the
CCOs speaking to her or the children when they visited, she thought that it was important
that they had the opportunity to speak to someone independent and would chat to visiting
CCOs about the children. She would have meetings, at her request, with Ms Chappell
about the children at the Family Group Home and reported her concerns about the lack of
communication between CCOs and children to her. She also noted that she could not
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remember any informal or unannounced visits by members of the Children’s SubCommittee.
Culture: the residents’ perspective
2430. The Family Group Home was set in a Victorian house. It had a sitting room, play
room, dining room, kitchen and downstairs cloakroom. Two sets of stairs – one at the
front and one at the back of the house – led to the first floor, where there were five
bedrooms and a bathroom.3924 WN 319 said that the foster children were not allowed to
use the front stairs.3925
2431. The Houseparents had their own children, and the remaining children at the Home
came from two different families.
2432. As discussed elsewhere, the evidence regarding life at this Family Group Home is
diametrically opposed, with three former residents alleging an abusive regime, while
other former residents maintained that it was a reasonably normal household. In addition,
some witnesses state that the natural children of the Houseparents were treated very
differently from the foster children,3926 while others maintain that all of the children were
treated equally.
2433. Examples of the evidence about day-to-day life are set out below:
2433.1. “We moved to another house…where we lived under a reign of terror. We were
constantly beaten with sticks, belts, brushes, broom handles whatever was to hand.”3927
2433.2. “The beatings happened so often that it was just accepted by us as everyday
behaviour and how we had to live.”3928
2433.3. “WN 279 would make us line up and WN 281 would be the one that hit us. It
happened a lot so we knew what to do, we would just line up.”3929
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2433.4. “All these punishments I have described happened to all of the foster kids to some
degree. They would not punish you in private but in front of the other kids.”3930
2433.5. “I was asked to describe the atmosphere at the house for the period of some 6 or
7 years that I lived there. The overall feeling I had is that it was a happy place. Every
child there was treated exactly the same and like any normal child…Most of the time the
behaviour was handled by the adults with a telling off and an explanation as to why we
should not behave in that way.”3931
2433.6. “During the nine years or so that spent at [the Family Group Home] I always felt
secure and never witnessed any mistreatment of any of the children”3932
2433.7. “It was a very happy home, just normal, I recall WN 281 reading stories to us in
particular Swallows and Amazons. [….] I was not aware that there was any difference
between the children, it did not register at the time that we had different surnames”3933
2434. More generally, WN 318 said that there was harsh discipline in the house and the
children were not allowed to speak at mealtimes at all. She says that they would have to
say their prayers before they ate.3934
2435. WN 45 speaks of WN 279 being a devout and very strict Catholic, and the family
going to church on Sundays.3935
2436. WN 45 also indicates that Thursdays were a half-day for the Houseparents, and another
member of staff would come in that day. She says that the woman was lovely and that the
atmosphere changed immediately once the Houseparents were out and the other staff
member was there.3936 However, she refers to the Assistant Housemother (referred to
above) as someone who was very strict and had no interest in the health or wellbeing of
the children.3937 By contrast, another complainant, WN 319, says that when this Assistant
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Housemother took over the home, it was brilliant. He says there were never any
punishments and the children were able to play out and behave like normal kids.3938
2437. The children had their hair washed on a Wednesday at the sink in the old
washhouse.3939 It would appear that the children shared the bath water when they bathed,
which they did twice a week.3940 WN 318 complains that the natural children of the house
parents would bathe first, then the foster children would use their water.3941 Two
witnesses complain that bath time was mixed and there was no dignity, with the children
being paraded around naked.3942
2438. There is common ground in one aspect of the evidence, namely visits from a
clergyman who would engage the children in a bizarre game, whereby they would bend
over his knee and search inside his boots for chocolate, while he smacked them on the
bottom.3943 WN 281 confirmed that this game took place, but said in interview that if they
“thought he was doing something inappropriate, we would have him out the door faster
than his feet could touch the floor.”3944 He also confirmed that the vicar came every week
for 2 or 3 years.
Allegations of abuse
2439. This Family Group Home is unusual in evidential terms, in that the evidence is
diametrically opposed, with three former residents making allegations of regular physical
and emotional abuse, and the other former residents painting a picture of a normal,
functional, household.
2440. The Inquiry has considered the following evidence from former residents about this
Family Group Home.
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Day(s)

Witness(es)

58

Opening
Reading in:
WN 45
WN 321
WN 214

59

Reading in:
WN 320
WN 278
WN 319
WN 318
WN 322
WN 323

2441. The complainant witnesses are WN 45, WN 319 and WN 318. Those denying abuse
are WN 321, WN 320, WN 322 and WN 323. WN 214’s evidence is categorised
separately because she did not want to get involved and said that she had moved on with
her life,3945 but later made allegations in her application to the Historic Redress Scheme.
WN 278 did not live at the Home but visited, and confirms one allegation of beating, but
says that no-one else complained of abuse to her.
2442. The allegations relate to the period from 1967 to 1977, when the Houseparents – WN
279 and WN 281 – were in their late twenties to late thirties, and prior to WN 279’s
retirement in the late 1970s.
2443. The picture painted by the complainants is of a regime of quotidian cruelty, with
regular beatings and casual violence. There are numerous allegations of the foster
children being lined up for physical punishment, with either WN 279 or WN 281
smacking the children, hitting them with a plastic cricket bat, or using a belt. Other
complaints include hitting round the head and beatings with a hairbrush. It is said that the
3945
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natural children of WN 279 and WN 281 were not involved, and they deny the
allegations made by the complainants.
2444. As with the Family Group Home at Blanche Pierre, the allegations are such that it is
convenient to set them out in tabular format. Appendix 3 contains the allegations, on a
witness-by-witness basis, with the left-hand column containing the evidence about
alleged physical and/or emotional abuse and the right-hand column summarising the
evidence that either supports or undermines the allegations made.
2445. As noted below, WN 279 and WN 281 were not charged with any offences in relation
to their time at the Family Group Home
Reporting of abuse by residents
2446. The three individuals who make allegations of abuse at the Family Group Home are
WN 45, WN 318 and WN 319.
2447. WN 45 reports being beaten by WN 279 with a strap and developing marks on her
back. She describes having to strip off for PE and the PE teacher seeing her injuries and
taking her to the head teacher. She says as follows: “The headmistress asked me how I
got the injuries but I would not say. I begged and pleaded with her not to tell anyone
because I knew I would get another beating if WN 279 and WN 281 found out. I cannot
remember the name of the PE teacher but the headmistress was Ms Harris. This was at
my secondary school, St Heliers Girls School.”3946
2448. WN 45 also speaks of visits from a clergyman, who would engage the children in a
bizarre game, whereby they would bend over his knee and search inside his boots for
chocolate. WN 281 confirmed that this game took place, but said in interview that if they
“thought he was doing something inappropriate, we would have him out the door faster
than his feet could touch the floor”.3947 He also confirmed that this individual came every
week for 2 or 3 years. WN 45 says that she complained about the clergyman to WN 279,
and WN 279 stopped the children from going to his church. 3948 WN 45 says that she only
3946
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told two friends about the alleged physical abuse perpetrated by WN 281 and WN
279.3949
2449. WN 319 describes an incident in which he and two of the other foster children were
being made to the bathe in the dirty water of the house parents’ natural children. He says
that he complained about this to WN 279 and she pushed him, and he fell, hitting his face
on the side of the bathtub. He developed a black eye. He recounts that Charles Smith
attended the Home a couple of days later to speak to him, as well as two people from the
Foster Parents Association. He says that he told them about the bath incident, and shortly
after this WN 279 and WN 281 left the home.3950 Further details of the entries in WN
319’s Children’s Services records are set out in Appendix 4 and discussed below. More
generally, WN 319 alleges that WN 279 would assault the children on a Friday or at the
weekend, so that they would not go to school with injuries.3951
Response to allegations of abuse/Reporting of abuse/Action taken
(i) Allegations raised in 1975
2450. In February 1975, allegations of physical assault against WN 279 were reported by one
or more residents at the Family Group Home to their teacher. The CCO, Ms Hogan,
records on 20 February 1975:3952
“Received a message from St Luke's School that [WN 319] was bruised on his head and
said that [WN 279] had hit him. Mr Shepherd reported that it was a large, fading bruise
on the left temple that [WN 319] told him was done at the weekend. This had not been
noticed previously as [WN 319]'s hair normally falls over this part of his face. I visited
the school and spoke to Mr Shepherd who told me that none of the Family Group Home
children ever really seemed happy, particularly [WN 214] whom, he thought, was given a
lot of chores to do at home – he in fact used the word 'drudge'. I talked to [WN 319] on
his own and he willingly told me that Mummy had hit him though as I questioned him
about the details he tended to keep changing the subject. I could see only a very faint sign
3949
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of bruising on the temple, but a definite slightly yellowing bruise at the corner of his left
eye which one could not help noticing. [WN 319] was very vague about the timing but as
his teacher later told me, he cannot remember days very well. He thought it happened at
the weekend. He was in the bathroom at the time and two of the other children were
present. He could not find his washbag, and this was why Mummy had hit him. He told me
that she was standing in front of him and by demonstration, showed me that her hand was
closed in the form of a fist. [WN 319] said he had not turned quickly but that he had been
facing her. When I asked if he had been surprised, he said no, and in reply to my question
said that Mummy had hit him on the head before …
As my visit was very near lunchtime, on my way out I saw both [WN 318 and 214]. I also
talked to [WN 319] and [WN 214]'s class teachers who shed a slightly different light on
the situation. Apparently, the children have often talked of being hit on the head, though
no bruising etc had been noticed before, and on this occasion [WN 319]'s black eye had
been brought to their attention initially by [WN 214] asking her class teacher if she had
seen [WN 319]'s black eye. This was apparently caused by [WN 279] only the previous
evening (Wednesday) because of the washbag incident, at which time [WN 214] said that
he had been threatened with another thump if he did not find it by Saturday, (bath nights
Wednesday and Saturday). Thus there seem to have been two incidents, [WN 319] also
having been hit on the head the previous weekend and in fact had complained of
headaches since then. The teachers said that the children talked of 2 being hit on the head
before [WN 279]'s illness but it 3 seemed to have occurred more often since.”
2451. It is then noted by Ms Hogan3953 that she had reported the information above back to
Brenda Chappell, the SCCO, and that she and Charles Smith had discussed the situation
with WN 281. She records that: “[WN 281] had found it impossible to believe [WN 279]
would hit any of the children, but did show concern when faced with the apparent facts.
He claimed that [WN 319]'s black eye had been caused by his getting out of bed in the
night and bumping into something, this explanation apparently being reported by [WN
320]. [WN 281] also confirmed that [WN 320] is getting beyond their control,
particularly [WN 279] and this is causing considerable unhappiness on both sides”.
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2452. On 24 February, Ms Hogan notes that she had visited the two children, WN 319 and
WN 214, again and they said this time that the black eye had happened while WN 319
was sleepwalking, although WN 319 did tell her that “Mummy had hit him on the head
before”. She notes that WN 279 called her later to emphatically deny having hit WN 319
and told her that the bruise had been caused by the removal of a splint of fibreglass using
tweezers and she thought that sleepwalking was not very likely.
2453. In evidence to the Inquiry, WN 281 said that he remembered one of the children
having a bruise, but they certainly were not hit on the head and he had ever seen that
happen. He could not recall any conversation with Brenda Chappell and Charles Smith
and did not feel that any of the children were getting beyond their control. Although he
said that he had no recollection whatsoever of the incident, he would not have been
concerned about the suggestion of WN 279 causing the injury because this just would not
have happened. Although he said that it was difficult for WN 279 after her illness, she
just would not hit people. He categorically denied the suggestion that he or his wife may
have told the children to change their stories.3954
2454. WN 281 also said that if he had been made aware of the allegations at the time, he
would have been very concerned and would have taken action to ensure the safety of the
children. In spite of the contemporaneous record, he said he was never told that WN 279
had hit the children.3955
(ii) Allegation allegedly raised 1976/1977
2455. In oral evidence, WN 2873956 said that she saw one of the children, WN 319, with a
bruise above his left eye and that when she asked him how it had occurred, he told her
that “mummy did it in the bathroom”. When WN 287 was taken to the contemporaneous
records from 1975 (as above), she said that she believed that this was a totally different
incident from the one that she reported.3957
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2456. WN 287 said that she reported the incident to Brenda Chappell and that there was then
a meeting between WN 279, Ms Chappell and Jim Thomson. She says that, following the
meeting, Ms Chappell told WN 279 that they were concerned about his wife and that a
decision was made to retire his wife for ill health rather than to sack her.3958 She thought
that there was a period of about 3 months between the disclosure and WN 279
retiring.3959
2457. In an SOJP report from 2008, a conversation is recorded with Brenda Chappell noting
that her recall was inconsistent to the extent that they would not take a statement, but also
recording that: “She can recall [WN 279] retiring due to ill health but states she was
asked to retire due to her illness and also due to a complaint that she had hit a child”.
2458. In evidence to the Inquiry, WN 281 said that if such a meeting had taken place or an
allegation raised against his wife, he is confident that she would have informed him. He
says that the decision to retire was made by him and that it was over a period he
considered that it was probably best for them to be in a different environment. He could
not recall any medical advice and says that when he suggested to his wife that she retire,
she agreed to it. In response to Ms Chappell’s remarks, he said he thought that his recall
was more accurate than hers.3960
(iii) Operation Rectangle/Redress Scheme/Inquiry allegations
2459. During Operation Rectangle, a number of allegations of physical abuse were made
by three former residents of the Family Group Home – WN 45, WN 319 and WN 318. As
noted in Appendix 3, allegations were subsequently made by WN 214 in her application
to the Historic Redress Scheme and by WN 45 in her statement to the Inquiry. The
interview of WN 279 was stopped after she gave nonsensical answers (thought by the
officers to be in Latin or Gaelic) and was seen repeatedly by the police surgeon, who said
that “she was unable, or would not, give meaningful replies to questions in interview”
despite being fit to be detained and interviewed.3961 She made no admissions.3962
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2460. WN 281 denied these allegations in his interview with the SOJP [WS000550] and his
evidence to the Inquiry, saying:3963
2460.1 he never hit the children and there were never any beatings;
2460.2 he did not recall hitting them with anything that would injure them, but may have
given them a smack on the bottom with their clothes on;
2460.3 he never locked a child in a cupboard or anywhere else;
2460.4 some of the children had made sworn statements that all the allegations were
untrue and they had had a very loving and good upbringing;
2460.5 there was no cruelty and their own children were disciplined in the same way;
2460.6 he thought that some of the allegations were “a complete fabrication” and
“malicious”.
2461. WN 287 gave evidence that she was not around much to witness how WN 279 treated
the children, but was shocked to hear the allegations and never personally witnessed any
child being assaulted or abused. She did not see any suspicious marks which gave her
caused for concern and questions why, if the allegations were correct, they were not
picked up by schools. She says that if she had been aware of anything, she would have
reported it to Brenda Chappell, as she did with the one incident in 1976, but she did not
receive any training on how to report any concerns.3964
(iv) Allegations about religious visitor
2462. Three of the former residents of the Family Group Home made allegations to the SOJP
that a religious figure used to visit the Home and would get them to bend over his knee
and search inside his boots for chocolate, during which time he would smack them on the
bottom. In evidence to the Inquiry, WN 281 said that he vaguely recalled something like
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this taking place, but never saw anything inappropriate happening and would have taken
action if he had.3965

Norcott Villa
Type and nature/Organisation/Management/Culture/Governance
2463. Norcott Villa was the fifth Family Group Home to open, with the Education
Committee agreeing to rent the property in the Parish of St Saviour in September 19683966
and the Houseparents (WN 791 and WN 585) moving in by July 1969. Two part-time
relief Assistant Housemothers were appointed and a group of children were to join within
a month.3967 The property initially housed children from three different families.3968
2464. Although the Housemother, WN 791, had her appointment confirmed after completing
a probationary period in March 1970,3969 her employment was terminated 2 years later
“following adverse reports affecting the care and control of the children and
adolescents”. The Children’s Sub-Committee interviewed her and noted that she did not
refute the allegations, therefore the Sub-Committee recommended her employment be
terminated.3970 Although this was described by Charles Smith as a “dismissal”,3971 the
Inquiry has not obtained any evidence as to the origin of these adverse reports, nor
whether they related to any allegations of mistreatment, or simply a lack of control.
2465. A new couple, WN 332 and WN 331, applied for the role of Houseparents later that
month. This took the form of an application by the proposed Housemother, a form with
the “Particulars of husband of applicant” and references. WN 332’s previous experience
was in nursing and that both were in their early 40s. 3972 They were offered the job in
April 1972.
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2466. A report from the Houseparents, dated April 1974,3973 notes:
2466.1 problems with the property that made it difficult to create a real home
atmosphere;
2466.2 staff problems resulting from the systems inherited from the previous
Houseparents (although they note that there is now an Assistant Housemother and
a domestic who seem very satisfactory);
2466.3 difficulties in meeting the rising cost of living, which they say will affect the
children’s welfare if allowances are not reviewed;
2466.4 two children (WN 171 and WN 147) were resident at Norcott Villa for a year but
were removed due to being “totally incompatible” with the other children in the
group;
2466.5 the strong view of the Houseparents that: “the children needed affection, more
comfort and good food; that they needed discipline without harshness and needed
to be drawn out from the confines of the establishment and to meet more people
not connected with child-care and the children needed more fun and laughter in
their lives.”
2467. A report 6 months later gives a further insight into how the Houseparents saw their
roles, noting:
“Our aim is most definitely to provide a family atmosphere in which the children may
develop physically, mentally and emotionally despite the damaging effects of former
deprivations, for many of them come from seriously disrupted or disturbed families. This
does make great demands upon the professional skills of the Houseparents, but it is our
hope that over the years we shall enable the children to forge those bonds of love and
loyalty they so badly lack, and find so difficult to make at this stage.”
2468. The Assistant Housemother mentioned above appears to have been WN 287, who
recalls transferring from HDLG to Norcott Villa in 1974 after an informal interview with
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WN 332.3974 She recalls three primary differences between her experience at Norcott
Villa and Family Group Homes in England, namely:
2468.1 in Jersey, under-5s would be placed in Family Group Homes if their siblings were
also there, whereas in England they would be placed in foster care;
2468.2 in England, there would be a “live in” residential Housemother to assistant the
Houseparents, whereas this did not happen in Jersey at that time;
2468.3 she was required to do a lot of domestic work at Norcott Villa in comparison with
her time in England, which reduced the time available to get to know the
individual children.3975
2469. In an interview with the police in June 2009, WN 331 recalled that he would leave the
Home each morning to go to work and return in the evening. During the day, WN 332
and all of the staff cared for and looked after the children. WN 331 said that he had no
part in disciplining the children and that this was down to the other employees.3976
2470. WN 171 mentions the strictness of the regime under WN 331 and 332 at Norcott
Villa.3977
2471. WN 506 said that he did not like the fact that he had to share WN 332 with so many
other children.3978 WN 745 said he found it difficult moving to Norcott Villa but enjoyed
his time there, saying that playing football with all the children was great.3979
2472. A report from July 1976 suggests that, between October 1975 and February 1976, there
were 10 children in care at Norcott Villa in total, including the houseparents’ own
children.3980
2473. In November 1976, the Children’s Sub-Committee recommended the closure of
Norcott Villa within the next 2 years, with the family being moved to a vacant property in
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the Le Squez estate.3981 This proposal appears to have taken effect in September 1977,
with the Houseparents and some of the children moving to the new property. 3982
2474. The Houseparents separated in December 1979. However, the Education Committee
noted in January 1980 that no immediate action was needed as WN 332 could cope in the
short term. After setting out their recommendations for recruiting replacement
Houseparents, the Education Committee noted in that “following the appointment of the
new Houseparents, the word ‘Family’ be deleted and the establishment be seen as a
group home, enabling the maximum children accommodated to be increased to 10.”3983
This shift in wording may be considered to resonate with the evidence given by
Houseparents of other Family Group Homes, such as Janet Hughes, about the gradual
evolution of the Family Group Homes into small children’s homes.3984
2475. In April 1980, WN 332 moved to HDLG and the “Group Home” was taken over by
Jane and Alan Maguire, about which see the below section on “Blanche Pierre”.
Allegations of abuse
2476. WN 339 makes allegations of minor physical abuse, while WN 43 also alleges physical
abuse.3985 An incident involving WN 43 being dangled out of a window by his wrists was
alleged by a former member of staff when she was interviewed for Operation Rectangle,
although she was unsure who this was.3986
2477. Allegations of abuse are also made by WN 83, WN 147, WN 171 and WN 43.
2478. WN 171 alleges that he was gang raped by three males when he was in his bedroom.
He says that one male held him in a headlock, and encouraged the others to rape him.3987
In a police report made in 2009, it was noted that WN 171 had also made numerous
allegations of buggery against members of staff at HDLG.3988
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2479. WN 171 also mentions the strictness of the regime at Norcott Villa, saying that if the
children did not conform they would be locked in the shed outside.3989
2480. The remaining allegations concern physical assault and humiliation.3990
2481. Other former residents made no complaint about their time at Norcott Villa.3991
Reporting of abuse by residents
2482. In respect of the above allegation, WN 171 says that he informed his CCO, Mr
Castledine, and says that Mr Castledine asked him if he wanted it to be reported on to
Anton Skinner. However, WN 171 says he declined to do so, because he did not think
that Mr Castledine believed him.3992
Response to allegations of abuse
2483. The three males mentioned above were interviewed by the police in June 2009 in
relation to allegations of abuse made by WN 171:
2483.1 one responded that it was “absolute nonsense” and that he in no way assaulted
any child living in the Home;3993
2483.2 another said that he would have been aged around nine at the time the incidents
were alleged to have taken place and that he never touched WN 171, nor witnessed
nor heard of anyone ever being assaulted or abused;3994
2483.3 the third male said that it was “total and absolute nonsense” and that he in no way
assaulted any children, nor heard or witnessed any abuse.3995
2484. An SOJP Report from February 2009 records the evidence of a former domestic staff
member at Norcott Villa, who was unwilling to give a statement because of concerns over
the accuracy of her memory. She thought that WN 791 and WN 585 abused their position
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at the Home in the way that they allowed their own child to “use the place like her own
home” and the parent of one of the Houseparents to discipline the children. She also
recalled a child being dangled out of the upstairs bedroom window.3996

Blanche Pierre
Introduction
2485. Due to the degree of overlap on matters concerning management, organisation, culture
and governance of this Family Group Home, they are all reviewed under one section. In
respect of governance, the roles of the Children’s Officer, the Children’s Sub-Committee
and the Education Committee specifically in respect of Blanche Pierre will be discussed,
as will their general governance role in respect of Family Group Homes. As will be seen
below, a general chronological approach has been taken to the evidence about Blanche
Pierre, to provide the necessary context for the four periods about which the Inquiry has
heard considerable evidence, namely:
2485.1 1990: The disclosures;
2485.2 1997/1998: The SOJP investigation, Committal and discontinuance;
2485.3 1999: The disciplinary investigation;
2485.4 2008/2009: Operation Rectangle.
2486. Around 1966/1967, a Family Group Home was opened in Blanche Pierre Close, on the
Le Squez estate, in which WN 480 and WN 481 were to look after the children that they
were fostering. They remained at the property only for around 15 months, before moving
to vacant premises elsewhere. In January 1978, they stopped being Family Group Home
Houseparents and reverted to being foster parents.[1] As noted above, between September
1977 and April 1980, the Group Home known as Norcott Villa transferred to the property
at Blanche Pierre, before the Maguires took over. In records from 1980 to 1993 the
reference to the Family Group Home is Le Squez. Following Police investigations, the
3996
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Family Group Home became more commonly known by the shorthand of Blanche Pierre.
That reference is used through this section except where quoting extracts from
contemporaneous records.

1980–1990: Management, organisation, culture and governance
2487. In early 1980, Jane Maguire took over at Blanche Pierre as the Housemother in charge.
She had previously worked as a residential carer at HDLG.
2488. The Home was visited as part of the 1981 Lambert and Wilkinson inspection.3997 The
report noted that:
“Le Squez [Blanche Pierre] is converted from two bedroomed council houses lying at one
end of a small terrace. Modifications were made at the building stage so that there is only
one staircase and therefore the maximum use has been made of space. The house parents
have the use of one large sitting room and a moderate sized bedroom, both of which are
very much part of the house and allow for no privacy. There is no office and the filing
cabinet is kept in the hall. By combining one kitchen and a living room the children have
the use of a large all purpose sitting and dining room which is comfortably and pleasantly
furnished. There is no separate play room, although a glass lean- to beyond the kitchen
can be used for this purpose when the weather is suitable. It is also useful for the storage
of toys. A very small room off the dining area has recently had shelving and cupboards
installed to provide extra storage space. The kitchen is of reasonable size with good
modern equipment. The children's bedrooms consist of two single rooms, [xx] with beds
or bunks and one with [xx] beds. The bedrooms are well furnished but are somewhat
cramped.”3998
2489. The inspectors noted that the age range of children was from 12 months to 15 years
old. There were a number of sibling groups (for which the Family Group ethos was
primarily intended) as well as individual children from separate families. They also noted
how the Home was staffed:
3997
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“Staffing at Le Squez consists of Mr and Mrs Maguire and [another staff member]. Mrs
Maguire is NNEB trained and has been in charge of Le Squez for 12 months; previously
she worked at Haut de la Garenne. Her husband follows his own employment but takes an
active part in the life of the house in return for free board and lodging. This extends to
undertaking the interior decorating. [Another member of staff] is employed for 44 hours
per week, and since the placement of a baby a second Housemother...who normally splits
her time between the two Family Group Homes, is working 40 hours per week. In
addition there are nine hours of domestic help per week. Mrs Maguire speaks well of the
staff and their willingness to accommodate their hours to the needs of the home.”
2490. The children were said “in many ways” to be “experiencing as normal a family life as
possible”,
“There were references to some of the children having outside activities eg cubs, and
brownies, and to friends visiting for meals. There are evidently close links with the
children's schools. Some of the children have been in residence for a number of years and
see Le Squez as providing a stable home base for their childhood. The house-parents are
increasingly aware of the insecurity that can be experienced by moves and changes to the
children and are anxious to avoid these. For instance, at the time of the visit, the baby
was quite ill with a bronchial infection. The GP attended and spoke of the possibility of
admission to hospital if she did not respond to treatment. She and [x] are the youngest
children in the home and were originally committed to care for neglect. Both the children
and adults in the home were extremely concerned for her care and there was a ready
recognition that due to the number of changes she has already had in short life (at least
one other hospital admission and time at Haut de la Garenne) a further move should be
avoided if at all possible.
2491. The use of a “daily occurrence” book was noted (which may have developed into the
records known to the Inquiry as the “house diaries”), as well as a menu book, accounts
and maintenance books. The Houseparents were said to have “considerable autonomy” in
how they managed their budget, receiving a quarterly allowance on which to manage,
“This system is excellent and means that the children can experience normal family
shopping expeditions as use is made of local shops.” The praise was qualified, “…it also
888

888

means that the house-parents are free to determine the level of the children’s pocket
money, and there are references to this being kept low as most things are provided for
them and some children “waste” the pocket money on cheap sweets”. The authors
commented: “There seemed little appreciation that this is a learning process.”
2492. It was noted that the case records on each child were “extremely limited” and review
forms (presumably compiled by Children’s Services) were completed without input from
the house-parents. Copies of the forms were not sent to the Family Group Home – “these
are matters which require some attention”.
2493. The section on Blanche Pierre concluded:
“As recently appointed house parents we feel that Mr and Mrs Maguire should be
receiving help and support in understanding the needs and sensitivities of the children
who have separated from their families.”3999
2494. At the time of the inspection, Anton Skinner recalled that Brenda Chappell, an SCCO,
had overall responsibility for the Family Group Homes. He would have expected her to
have provided the Maguires with the support for which a need was identified by the
inspectors.4000
(i) Social services records
2495. There are social services records over the next 9 years relating to children placed with
the Maguires, a selection of which are extracted below:
2495.1 In May 1981, Brenda Chappell (SCCO) reported to Charles Smith regarding a
sibling group at the Home:
“They have now settled down at the group home and Mrs Maguire and her staff are
confident that they can cope with [the siblings’] parents. Mr Maguire was happy for the
children to return to the home, the rota has been reorganised in order to give Mrs
Maguire more help in the morning when the children must be washed, dressed and made
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ready for school, and I have talked to Mrs Maguire at some length about her own
personal problems.”4001
2495.2 In the same month, in another memo to Charles Smith from Brenda Chappell,
reference is made to tension in the home due to Jane Maguire’s relative
inexperience in dealing with parents. Reference is also made to Mrs Maguire
being:
“far too emotionally involved with the baby [WN 81] … I have suggested to Mrs Maguire
that she must reassess her own attitude towards the baby… A pleasant girl with a warm
friendly manner I am sure she has the potential to make an excellent Housemother, but
there are still problems that we must discuss and I will be seeing Mrs Maguire again”.4002
2495.3 In July 1981, Mr and Mrs Maguire took part in a case review at the Home
regarding siblings at the home – Anton Skinner was also part of the review.4003
2495.4 In June 1982 Ms Bird, a CCO, recorded contact with one of the parents of some
of the children placed with the Maguires: “[the father] said the children had told
him that ‘Big Alan’ smacked them a lot. He agreed that children do tend to
exaggerate”.4004
2495.5 In March 1983, Ms Bird notified Mr Birtwhistle, Educational Psychologist, that
she wanted to arrange a case conference relating to a child at Blanche Pierre,
“inviting Mr and Mrs Maguire to be present”.4005
2495.6 In May 1986, Mr and Mrs Maguire agreed to take a group of siblings4006 and in
June 1986, Richard Davenport noted that children were encouraged to integrate
and join in fully in the Group Home.4007
2495.7 In July 1986, Richard Davenport recorded that a group of siblings “continue to
settle well at Le Squez”.4008 In the same month, he visited the home to see a group
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of siblings whose mother had just died, noting: “I shall take the children out next
week whilst Jane and Alan are holidaying”.4009
2495.8 In 1987, Richard Davenport, the CCO for WN 154, then placed at Blanche Pierre,
sent a memo to “Ms Chappell/Mr Strettle”, recording a proposal that WN 154 be
allowed to go on a trip – “The ‘ship’ at group home now seems much more stable
and by and large we seem to have a happy home”.4010
2495.9 Richard Davenport visited Blanche Pierre in December that year; he recorded
Jane Maguire wanting Darren Picot to be removed – “I asked Mrs Maguire as to
whether I should now embark upon the proposed specialising as we had discussed
at review but Mrs Maguire felt that this was not now likely to be productive. I
thought we had agreed this course of action but cannot really embark without the
Maguire’s co-operation. There is a definite resistance by these Houseparents to
“outside intervention” and yet the frequency of being asked ‘to do something’ is
quite frightening”.4011 In the same month, he noted that Mrs Maguire “is fed up”
with Darren Picot’s attitude, “Mrs Maguire does seem to be incapable of handling
Darren. Other staff have not made any such similar complaint about Darren to
myself”.4012
2495.10 Jane Maguire completed an accident report form in 1988 regarding WN 81.4013
2495.11 A visit was made by Richard Davenport, CCO to some of the children, in May
1988 although the text of the memo suggests he spoke only to Mrs Maguire – he
notes “Mrs Maguire had acted independently and had not contacted Mr Skinner
the children’s officer, I strongly advised her that she should do so…”4014
2495.12 He visited again in June 1988 – “at Mrs Maguire’s URGENT request”; noting:
“[Darren] once again! I was taken upstairs to Darren’s bedroom and shown the
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further holes he had made in his bedroom door. I had a long long session with the
Maguires and also Darren. Darren maintains he wishes to remain at Family
Group Home. He does agree he gets angry and feels this mostly with himself…He
is a thirsty boy but says he is going to try not to drink at night in the hope of
remaining dry. I see no real changes in the whole Group Home scenario. It seems
to me that increasingly the church takes all priority. Mr and Mrs Maguire seemed
tired and dishevelled on my visit. Mrs Maguire says she recently cried in front of
the children and both parties re-affirm their inability to deal with [Darren].
Darren still seems to be scapegoated and seems too sad too often … The Maguires
are anxious about buying a States Home … Communication between the staff at
the Group Homes seems poor. In any event I seem effectively powerless to change
the situation and wonder whether we should act on Darren’s behalf.”4015
2495.13 In April 1989, Richard Davenport recorded an unannounced visit: “I had not
seen the children for some time and had intended to speak with Staff prior to my
seeing them and to gain information for purposes of completing current six
monthly reviews...I arrived at the same time as Mrs Maguire who had just returned
to Family Group Home…On entering Family Group Home Mr Maguire was at
home and he became very agitated with his wife saying that he was ‘sick of being
talked to by the children...like dirt’ and especially now that Family Group Home St
Brelade was under scrutiny. Quite frankly he was ranting and Mrs Maguire was
clearly upset. I felt it best to leave.”4016
2495.14 In June 1989, Anne Herrod, an SCCO, wrote to Richard Davenport regarding
WN 85: “She has never been happy at Le Squez. Jane and Alan are always
rowing, they sent Darren away … They are not able to watch TV until after tea…
[certain children get anything they ask for] The others can do no right. Jane is
always picking on her and calling her names”4017
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2495.15 In July 1989, Richard Davenport compiled a report on WN 85 and her difficulties
at the Group Home; noting at one point: “[Alan Maguire] seemed very much in
two minds as to his desire to have WN 85 return and is not prepared for any
flexibility in “House Rules” Such rigidity is unlikely to succeed in WN 85’s
case”.4018
2495.16 In January 1990, Mr Dallain recorded a visit to Children’s Services by WN 83:
“[he] said that he had fallen out with the Maguires and wished to go to the Boys
Hostel. He assured me that this was not just an isolated incident but he had been
unhappy there for some time and on several occasions Mr Maguire had apparently
told him that the door was there if he wished to leave … The Duty Officer was not
informed that WN 83 was missing”.4019
2495.17 In February 1990, Richard Davenport visited the Group Home “when Mr
Maguire was at work and the children at school”, “Mrs Maguire did seem a little
brighter...On this occasion I discussed the children in a general manner … Mrs
Maguire did not advise me that WN 76’s behaviour or sensitivities were so
distressing due to continued grieving [over the death of a relative] so as to suggest
to her any need to consider bereavement counselling”.4020
2495.18 A memo from Geoff Spencer to Richard Davenport in the same month recorded
Jane Maguire’s willingness to help one of the children with parental loss: “It may
be useful if we arranged to meet in order to discuss the children at Le Squez in
general … I know that you have very definite views on this and would wish to take
account of them when planning with Jane and Alan in our supervision
sessions”.4021
2496. The records in this decade show a regularity of 6-monthly reviews of children placed at
Blanche Pierre, to which the Panel were referred during the course of Phase 1a.4022
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(ii) Relationships between the Maguires and the residents
2497. Darren Picot was moved to Heathfield in 1989, at which point a supplementary
report4023 was prepared by Richard Davenport, setting out his history with the Maguires.
The report referred to the help he received from a CCO, Ms Pat Stevens, in 1987 and
noted, “Ms Stevens assessment indicated that staff views often did not correspond to Mrs
Maguire’s own perception. Darren was kept in nappies by the Maguires, much to my own
personal horror! Ms Stevens then left the Department, Mrs Maguire after asking for help
had rejected Ms Stevens’ conclusion. The status quo resumed with periodic complaints
from the Maguires and requests to remove the boy.” By 1987, Darren Picot was over 10
years old.
2498. In his statement to the Inquiry, Geoff Spencer remembers visiting Jane Maguire “on a
couple of occasions” – “on neither visit did she say that she was experiencing any
problems or had any issues to raise”.4024
2499. In 1987, Jane Maguire completed a job questionnaire.4025 Under “the purpose of your
job” was typed “…to provide a secure, loving and happy family life for up to eight
children … This role is a vital part of a necessary child care service to Jersey”. Under
“main responsibilities” was included: “The end product is to produce stable, confident,
responsible members of society who will be the caring parents of the next generation of
children in the Island”. The report set out two cases studies of children looked after in the
Family Group Home. Under the concluding part – ‘Additional Information’ - the
following was typed:
“I do this job with the help of my husband, as a couple we feel we can offer the children a
stable, loving alternative family life. As this is a stressful job we both need the
understanding and support of each other. We offer the children love without taking away
the natural feelings towards their own parents. We feel that with the right care and
preparation growing up is not always the frightening experience that [it] seemed [sic]. A
great deal of my time is spent counselling children whose problems are not related to the
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home, but more to problems they bring after visits to relatives. Although I do not
discourage these visits I often feel these are the reason for many of the child’s problems”.
2500. During this decade, Marion Robson4026 was moved from HDLG where she had been a
care worker to working as a relief care worker at two family group homes, Blanche Pierre
and Clos de Sables: “As soon as I started my new role it was apparent that the routines
were much more relaxed in the Family Group Homes and I think that this was mainly due
to do with the smaller numbers of children...It was envisaged that I would split my time
between the two homes but as it happens I spent more time at Blanche Pierre…it was just
a case of turning up to the homes and being guided by the Houseparents.”

4027

She had

known Jane Maguire from working together at HDLG: she remembered that at HDLG
Jane Maguire had been “quite humorous” with the children; “she had her good points.
She could be quite firm too”.
2501. At Blanche Pierre, “[Jane Maguire] was very much in charge…it was her place…it
was very much run to her requirements and liking”. Ms Robson told the Inquiry that Jane
Maguire was strict “about manners and about certain ways of doing things and she could
reprimand the children if she did not like them saying certain things, or a certain way
they did something”. She never saw Mrs Maguire hit the children.4028 She remembers
trying to have a rapport with the children as she had had at HDLG and Jane Maguire
taking her to one side and telling her that she was the “Mum”, recalling: “there was a
kind of jealousy really she did not want anybody else to have a close relationship with the
children...she was not a lady who took any sort of criticism”.
2502. Ms Robson remembers that Jane Maguire preferred certain children over others:
“Darren Picot … would end up coming in from school and being told to get his pyjamas
and dressing gown on and basically not do very much and then the other children were
playing outside … I do not know what his misdemeanours had been but they seemed to go
on and on and be never ending … I felt very sorry for him.”4029
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2503. She did not remember him being made to stand in a corner. When asked if she could
have done anything about this, Ms Robson replied:
“I mean really I suppose I could have said something to Jane. I think she knew by our
expressions we … were not too happy about the situation but it was very much her
husband’s wishes and I think she was torn between the feeling that it was inappropriate
but at the same time not wishing to fly in the face of her husband’s say so … she would
say to the children ‘You ca not disobey Big Al’.”
2504. She never saw Jane Maguire wash children’s mouths out with soap but “she was very
much the sort of person who would have still done that type of thing”. She remembers her
criticising the children’s parents in front of them. 4030
2505. None of the children complained to Ms Robson; had they done so she said that she
would have believed them, “I just do not think they had the confidence to talk about what
was happening”. She never discussed this with her father. She thinks, “looking back”, she
should have intervened and told Jane Maguire that her treatment of the children was
“unacceptable” but she did not see it as her place to have done so.
2506. She remembered Brenda Chappell, then an SCCO, coming to Blanche Pierre. Ms
Robson though she was responsible for the Family Group Homes. On her visits she
would not ask about the children; she supposed she asked Jane Maguire – “it seemed to
be a kind of cosy relationship…it lacked professional scrutiny”. Had she complained to
Brenda Chappell, “I do not know if I would have been believed”.
2507. When asked to comment on WN 307’s positive statement about the Maguires to the
police, Ms Robson told the Inquiry, “It’s strange because I thought she, like me, thought
there were some problems...it was only concerning the one little boy that…she was not
very happy about.”
2508. WN 307 worked at Blanche Pierre between 1980 and 1989. She told the police in 1998
that: “I always remembered the time I spent at the Home as happy … I worked at the
Home every single day … there was never any sign that anything was wrong … the
4030
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Maguires were always very fair [with the children] … I never saw any violence used.”4031
When she applied for a job in childcare in 1985, Brenda Chappell had written to the
Criminal Records Office in Jersey asking whether WN 307 was “known to the Criminal
Records Office” – an example of checks being made in this era.4032
Culture: the residents’ perspective
2509. The culture at Blanche Pierre is described by former residents through the prism of the
alleged brutality and cruelty at the Home.
2510. Further detail of that evidence is contained in Appendix 4 entitled “Maguires
Allegations”.
2511. In summary, a number of the former residents describe a harsh regime, with silent
mealtimes and frequent punishments. The witnesses describe fraught mealtimes, with the
children only being allowed to speak when spoken to, and being punished by hitting with
a spoon in the event of any breach. Corroborated by the Home Diary, 4033 the daily routine
of the Home appears to have been punctuated with punishments, including smacking,
making the children stand on “sentry duty”, depriving them of food and privileges,
washing their mouths out with soap for swearing and hitting them with a slipper and
sandal. The washing out of mouths with soap for swearing was said to be one of the
House Rules, as was the re-serving of food at subsequent meals if a child did not eat
it.4034 As to the alleged regularity of those punishments,

said this: “The soap

happened a couple of times a week.”4035 There are accounts of the children being made to
do tasks, and being punished or shouted at if they were not done properly. 4036

aid

“The hitting happened nearly every day and went on for the six years I was there”.4037
2512. Susan Doyle described the terror of the children as they returned home from school, as
well as the Maguires’ strictness and constant shouting at the children. 4038 Large chunks of
4031
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the children’s time appear to have been taken up with “sentry duty”. WN 76 said this:
“we would be made to stand by the front door just inside the hallway, this was a regular
thing which occurred all year round, even in the winter we would be in our nighties, and
it was freezing, we would be forced to stay there until we would nearly collapse”.4039
Darren Picot told the Panel of being made to stand with his nose to a tree (called
“Darren’s tree” by the residents) for at least 2–3 hours and often up to 6 hours, wetting
himself if he could not hold his bladder.4040
2513. A common thread running through the evidence of the former residents is mention of
the threats made by Mrs Maguire about punishments to be meted out by her husband on
his return home from work. WN 83 said this about beatings by Jane Maguire: “She did
not have to do it so much, because she’d say ‘Wait till Alan gets home’, and we’d be
petrified.”4041
2514. The Panel may wish to take a view on how the Maguires dealt with matters such as bed
wetting. Described in the narrative about alleged abuse at the Home, WN 76 and
were made to wear nappies until they were at least 11 or 12, according to the former
residents and staff.4042 In the case of WN 76, it is alleged that she had to strip her own bed
each day, was not allowed to drink after 5.30 and was made to eat dry crackers. Susan
Doyle also confirms that WN 76 received no bereavement counselling or other medical
help to deal with her enuresis: “I have seen WN 76’s mouth dry and encrusted, it was so
dried out.”4043
2515. Three former residents gave a more positive account of their time at Blanche Pierre,
describing the Home as follows:
2515.1 WN 248 (resident from 1980 to 1985): “I would say that the Home was run as a
normal house. There were rules which people had to abide by, as you would have
in any home, however nothing took place which I have any complaints about. I did
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not see anything that would amount to abuse at the home, and none of the other
kids ever complained to me about their treatment. Had anything of that nature
have happened, I feel sure it would have been picked up by the staff or the other
kids.”4044
2515.2 WN 247 (resident from 1979 to 1984): “I was never mistreated by either Jane or
Alan Maguire, and I never saw anyone being mistreated. They were punished but
were never mistreated. If anyone did anything wrong, they were grounded or had
their pocket money stopped but there were never hit.”4045
2515.3 WN 316 (resident from 1976 to 1987): describes the arrival of the Maguires as
marking an improvement in the running of the Home.4046
2516. As to more generic evidence about the layout and running of the Home, Darren Picot
gave the following evidence:4047
2516.1 Blanche Pierre was the name given to the Family Group Home at 9 and 10
Blanche Pierre Close, Le Squez. It consisted of two normal houses, which had
been knocked together to make one building;
2516.2 Mr and Mrs Maguire had their own private lounge;4048
2516.3 girls and boys had separate bedrooms;4049
2516.4 the children all looked after each like brothers and sisters;
2516.5 the children would eat with whichever staff member was on duty;4050
2516.6 Mr Maguire worked and was only there in the evenings and weekends, although
there was a period when he was not working and was around all the time;4051
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2516.7 the Maguires made it obvious that they regarded their work, and the children, as a
burden, while other staff members enjoyed it and treated it like a vocation.4052
2517. WN 76 told the Inquiry that the Maguires were Catholic and would eat fish every
Friday, notwithstanding the fact that she hated fish. She describes being force-fed by Mr
Maguire and also going for periods without food and having to steal the Bonio dog
biscuits from the cupboard.4053 She also describes Mr Maguire taking the children to
church every Sunday, and he and his wife presenting to the outside world that they loved
the children.4054
Allegations of abuse
2518. In this section, we summarise the evidence that the Inquiry has considered in relation
to Blanche Pierre, the Family Group Home run by Jane and Alan Maguire.
2519. With this Family Group Home, as with the one run by WN 279 and WN 281, the
evidence is presented in a different way from the evidence regarding the Homes
discussed above. In these two instances, the Homes were small and most of the Phase 1a
witnesses were in residence at the same time. In the case of Blanche Pierre, many of the
former residents give evidence of similar forms of punishment and, in some cases,
provide corroboration of allegations made by their fellow residents. In order to provide a
comprehensive overview of the allegations, we deal with the Phase 1a witness evidence
as follows:
2519.1 in tabular format, including the salient points from the evidence of each witness in
the left-hand column, and identifying any associated evidence, whether conflicting
or corroborative, in the right-hand column;
2519.2 by organising the allegations within the table into separate sections on allegations
of sexual and physical abuse;
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2519.3 in the case of the allegations of physical abuse, identifying the types of alleged
abuse, such as washing out the children’s mouths with soap, or hitting them with
implements.
2520. The document also records the evidence of staff members, a neighbour, and the CCO,
Richard Davenport, as well as a few residents who claim that the regime at Blanche
Pierre was not abusive.
2521. Due to the length of this document, it is produced as an appendix to these submissions
at Appendix 4. Full evidential references are contained in that document and are not
repeated here.
2522. By way of overview, the evidence of witnesses 83, 84, 154, 76, 88,

and 85 speaks

of a regime of brutality and cruelty at the hands of Jane and Alan Maguire, with the
children living in fear of regular beatings and emotional punishments. Those individuals,
whose residence at the Home spanned the period from 1977 to the departure of the
Maguires in 1990, talk of a range of punishments being meted out regularly by one or
other or both of the Houseparents. While there are accounts of one-off incidents, the bulk
of the evidence concerns alleged punishments that were so regular that they were simply
part of the fabric of life at Blanche Pierre.
2523. The main forms of alleged physical abuse by the former residents include the
following:
2523.1 force-feeding;
2523.2 having their mouths washed out with soap and, on occasion, disinfectant;
2523.3 being hit with implements, notably with spoons at mealtimes, but also with
slippers and broken toys;
2523.4 beatings;
2523.5 being picked up by the ears;
2523.6 infliction of injuries requiring hospital treatment, including a head injury and a
broken arm (with the injuries documented in hospital records);
901
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2523.7 being made to stand for long periods;
2523.8 in the case of WN 76, being deprived of liquids from 5.30 pm each evening and
being made to wear nappies until the age of 11 or 12, due to bed wetting.
2524. There is a significant degree of corroboration among the complainant witnesses, with
the former residents confirming that their fellow residents received particular
punishments, either on specific occasions or more generally.
2525. In addition, a significant number of the punishments were logged by the Maguires
themselves in their Home Diary, including the children having their mouths washed out
with soap and being made to stand for long periods. When faced with the allegations in
police interview on 10 January 1998,4055 Mr Maguire dismissed many of them as
“ridiculous” or the product of concoction by some of the former residents.
2526. However, when presented with the entries in the Home Diary and the admissions he
made in his 1990 Children’s Services interview, Mr Maguire admitted some of the
allegations, notably the complaints of the children having their mouths washed out with
soap. He denied the vast majority of the claims. Mrs Maguire gave a ‘no comment’
interview throughout.4056
2527. A minority of the former residents do not allege abuse at Blanche Pierre. It is perhaps
significant to note that those three residents were in occupation in the early years of the
running of Blanche Pierre and were the oldest children in the group.4057 The Panel may
wish to consider the preponderance of complaints at different times of the home’s
operation compared against other evidence suggesting that Jane Maguire became less
able to cope with the demands of running the Home in the later years of her tenure as
head of the Home.
2528. There are also complaints of sexual abuse against Alan Maguire. In separate accounts,
WN 76 and another former resident describe being forced to perform oral sex on Alan
Maguire in isolated and opportunistic incidents. These alleged incidents each took place
4055
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when the girls were around the age of 7 or 8. WN 76 makes one such complaint; the other
former resident two. The complaints made by the other former resident are unusually
specific in terms of their timing: she recalls Mr Maguire sexually abusing her for the first
time just after her mother had died, in the summer of 1987, when he had ostensibly come
to comfort her. The other incident was said to have happened at night, during the great
storm of October 1987, when Mr Maguire had come into her room when she was
frightened by the storm.
2529. WN 84 complains of a catalogue of sexual assaults by Mr Maguire until she left the
Home at the age of 16, with Mr Maguire alleged to have touched her on the breasts and
the vagina on hundreds of occasions, including when waking her in the morning.
2530. In the case of alleged sexual abuse committed against WN 76 and WN 84, the
complainant says that she subsequently disclosed the abuse to other former residents.
This is duly corroborated.
2531. The allegations made by WN 76 provide an insight into the alleged culture of fear at
the Home, and the interplay between alleged physical and sexual abuse. She alleges that
she participated in the alleged sexual abuse because of the fear of physical punishment
had she not done so. WN 76 said this in her 1997 statement:
“He asked me to give him a blow job and I did not know what that was, then he undid his
trousers and took out his penis, which was erect and hard, and said something like suck
on my willy, so I did, I thought that if I did not he would hit me with the wooden
spoon.”4058
2532. Mr Maguire denied the sexual allegations against him, saying this in his police
interview:
“It makes me sick to hear what they’re saying, cos I’m sorry it may sound, if there’s lots
of them saying it, it may sound whatever, but it is a fabrication. I never touched one of
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those girls. If I’d have touched one of those girls, somebody’d have found out about it.
And I never woke them up in the morning.”4059
(i) Charges against Alan Maguire
2533. Of the many allegations made by the former residents, the following were selected for
the (amended) charges brought against Alan Maguire:
2533.1 Charge 1: The said Alan William Maguire, with having between 1 December
1980 and 31 December 1986, at the premises known as Blanche Pierre Children’s
Home, Le Squez, in the parish of St Clement, committed a grave and criminal
assault on the person of

, a child then aged between 4 and 10 years (thereby

concussing the said WN 82).
2533.2 Charge 2: The said Alan William Maguire, with having between 1 December
1980 and 31 December 1986, at the premises known as Blanche Pierre Children’s
Home, Le Squez, in the parish of St Clement, committed an assault on the person
of

a child then aged between 4 and 10 years (by forcing the said WN 82 to

drink an excessive quantity of custard).
2533.3 Charge 3: The said Alan William Maguire, with having between 1 January 1987
and 30 April 1990, at the premises known as Blanche Pierre Children’s Home, Le
Squez, in the parish of St Clement, committed an assault on the person of WN 76,
a child then aged between 7 and 10 years (by forcing soap into the mouth of the
said WN 76).
2533.4 Charge 4: The said Alan William Maguire, with having between 1 January 1987
and 30 April 1990, at the premises known as Blanche Pierre Children’s Home, Le
Squez, in the parish of St Clement, committed an assault on the person of WN 76,
a child then aged between 7 and 10 years (by forcing the said WN 76 to eat a
quantity of fish pie).
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2533.5 Charge 5: assault against another resident, which was abandoned when she did
not attend the Magistrates’ Court to give evidence.
2533.6 Charge 6: The said Alan William Maguire, with having between 18 May 1988
and 1 January 1993, at the premises known as Blanche Pierre Children’s Home, Le
Squez, in the parish of St Clement, committed an assault on the person of WN 88,
a child then aged between 7 and 12 years (by forcing a block of soap into the
mouth of the said WN 88).
2533.7 Charge 7: The said Alan William Maguire, with having between 18 May 1988
and 1 January 1993, at the premises known as Blanche Pierre Children’s Home, Le
Squez, in the parish of St Clement, committed an assault on the person of WN 88,
a child then aged between 7 and 12 years (by hitting the said WN 88 with a
racquet).
2533.8 Charge 8: The said Alan William Maguire, with having between 18 May 1988 and
1 January 1993, at the premises known as Blanche Pierre Children’s Home, Le
Squez, in the parish of St Clement, committed an assault on the person of WN 88,
a child then aged between 7 and 12 years (by lifting the said WN 88 from the
ground by his ears).
2533.9 Charge 9: The said Alan William Maguire, with having between 18 May 1988
and 1 January 1993, at the premises known as Blanche Pierre Children’s Home, Le
Squez, in the parish of St Clement, committed an assault on the person of WN 88,
a child then aged between 7 and 12 years (by throwing the said WN 88 across the
playroom of the said premises).
2533.10 Charge 10: The said Alan William Maguire, with having between 18 May 1988
and 1 January 1993, at the premises known as Blanche Pierre Children’s Home, Le
Squez, in the parish of St Clement, committed an assault on the person of WN 88,
a child then aged between 7 and 12 years (by force feeding the said WN 88).
(ii) Charges against Jane Maguire
2534. The following were selected for the (amended) charges brought against Jane Maguire:
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2534.1 Charge 1: The said Jane Maguire, with having between 1 December 1980 and 31
December 1986 at the premises known as Blanche Pierre Children’s Home, Le
Squez, in the parish of St Clement, committed a grave and criminal assault on the
person of
the said

a child then aged between 4 and 10 years (thereby concussing
).

2534.2 Charge 2: The said Jane Maguire, with having between 1 December 1980 and 31
December 1986 at the premises known as Blanche Pierre Children’s Home, Le
Squez, in the parish of St Clement, committed an assault on the person of
a child then aged between 4 and 10 years (by forcing the said

to drink an

excessive quantity of custard).
2534.3 Charge 3: The said Jane Maguire, with having between 1 December 1980 and 31
December 1986 at the premises known as Blanche Pierre Children’s Home, Le
Squez, in the parish of St Clement, committed an assault on the person of WN 82,
a child then aged between 4 and 10 years (by forcing the said

to swallow

undiluted disinfectant).
2534.4 Charge 4: The said Jane Maguire, with having between 1 January 1987 and 30
April 1990, at the premises known as Blanche Pierre Children’s Home, Le Squez,
in the parish of St Clement, committed an assault on the person of WN 76, a child
then aged between 7 and 10 years (by forcing the said WN 76 to eat a quantity of
fish pie).
2535. As discussed elsewhere in these submissions, the prosecution against the Maguires was
abandoned, despite the case being committed to the Royal Court for trial following an
old-style committal hearing.
2536. No criminal proceedings were brought in respect of the allegations of sexual assault.
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Response to the allegations of abuse
2537. A comprehensive list of the allegations is set out in the report prepared for the Inquiry
by Nicholas Griffin QC4060 and are set out above in Appendix 4 to these submissions.
2538. At the time of the Inquiry, Alan Maguire was deceased (as noted above). Jane Maguire
was not willing to give evidence. There are the limited admissions recorded in Anton
Skinner’s document from 8 August 1990 as noted above. Jane Maguire was interviewed
in January 1998, but gave ‘no comment’ throughout.4061
2539. Alan Maguire did reply in interview:4062
2539.1 Re WN 76: indecent assault on camping trip: Alan Maguire denied this allegation
vehemently, saying he never touched any of the children that way. He described
WN 76’s allegation as a “definite fabrication”. He denied having a Rover, or a red
car: (but later had a burgundy Renault 19).4063
2539.2 Washing mouth out with soap: Alan Maguire denied the allegation of washing out
WN 76’s mouth with soap. He called the allegations “ridiculous”. He subsequently
maintained that this punishment was threatened but never actually carried out, and
that the allegations were all a concoction. When his 1990 Children’s Services
interview was put to him Alan Maguire conceded that he had washed out the
children’s mouths with soap: “Right, okay, I’m sorry, I must have, I must have
done it. I do not, must, I, but I did not do it to the extent that was in those things, in
those reports, I’m sorry.”4064
2539.3 Hitting with wooden spoon – Alan Maguire denied hitting the children with a
wooden spoon. He conceded that conversation at the dinner table was kept to a
minimum but denied that the children were struck with the wooden spoon for
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talking. He denied ever seeing the wooden spoon. He denied bragging out abusing
the children.4065
2539.4 Being made to wear nappies – It is unclear from the answers Alan Maguire gave
in interview what his response was to this allegation. Generally, he maintained that
it was part of the children’s problem that they drank before going to bed and that
that was the cause of them wetting the bed.
2539.5 Being made to stand for long periods of time – Alan Maguire denied that the
children were made to stand for long periods of time, although they may have been
made to stand for 120 minutes. He maintained that the allegations were blown out
of proportion.
2539.6 Re Darren Picot having his head banged against another child’s – Alan Maguire
denied the specific allegation of hitting Darren Picot’s head together with WN
154’s. He alleged collusion on their part. He denied any recollection of this
incident at all, notwithstanding the hospital entries. Generally, Alan Maguire
denied repeatedly in interview that he had hit children. However, in his 1990
Children’s Services interview, he had admitted slapping children on the legs. He
denied the extent of the hitting in interview.
2539.7 Re Darren Picot being force fed by having jug of custard poured down throat –
Alan Maguire denied that this had taken place, alleging that it was collusion by the
children at the home and lying by staff – “I must have lost my memory … I do not
remember that, … enough custard for ten people was forced down his neck, he’d
have died”.
2539.8 Further allegations of mouth being washed out by soap – denied by Alan
Maguire.
2539.9 Chasing Darren Picot with wooden spoon – Darren Picot falls and breaks arm –
Alan Maguire denied this. He said that at the time Darren Picot’s mother was
telling people that Jane Maguire had broken Darren Picot’s arm. He told the police
4065
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that the accident had happened when Darren Picot was trying to get away from
him.
2539.10 Washing mouth out, causing bleeding – Alan Maguire denied this in interview
and relied on the fact that it was not reported at the time. When he was told that it
had been reported in 1990, he told the police that the 1990 investigation had only
related to WN 154.
2539.1 1 Being hit by a broken squash racquet – Alan Maguire denied this had happened.
2539.1 2 WN 88 being thrown across the playroom – In interview, Alan Maguire gave his
account of what had happened in the playroom: he maintained that WN 88 had
ripped of the cupboard doors in the playroom; that Alan Maguire had then shaken
WN 88 and sent him to his room. He told the police “I do not ever remember doing
that to a child” and that he would not do it to a child.
2539.1 3 Allegations by WN 154 – These were simply denied by Alan Maguire in
interview.
2539.1 4 Allegation by WN 84 that she had been indecently assaulted by Alan Maguire –
He denied this in interview, adding that: “It makes me sick to hear what they’re
saying, cos I’m sorry it may sound, if there’s lots of them saying it, it may sound
whatever, but it is a fabrication. I never touched one of those girls. If I’d have
touched one of those girls, somebody’d have found out about it. And I never woke
them up in the morning.”
2539.15 Allegation by WN 83 that he was regularly hit and slapped by Alan Maguire and
had mouth washed out by soap – Alan Maguire denied these allegations.
2540. Generally, Alan Maguire told the police that the ex-residents had both colluded and
lied and that the staff had also lied. Of the children he told the police:
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“I’ve had very little contact with them, em, and they’ve then, their poisoned minds, they
decided to go out to destroy Jane and I, but I can assure you, nothing like that happened
in the home, and I do not care if you’ve got adults or whatever, they’re lying.”4066
Reporting of abuse by residents
2541. The regime of alleged brutality and mental cruelty at Blanche Pierre is discussed in
detail in the section on the evidence of alleged abuse. The alleged abuse came to light by
the reporting of it by staff members, rather than through disclosures by the residents. This
account focuses on the reasons why the children did not feel able to report the alleged
events at the FGH.
2542. Darren Picot encapsulated his feelings on his inability to report the happenings at
Blanche Pierre in the following exchange:
“A: I never considered saying anything to anyone at any point whilst living there. It did
not even cross my mind. It was not worth thinking about.
Q: The answer might be obvious to you, but why not?
A: Fear. Just pure fear.”4067
2543. In fact, it would appear that Mr Picot and some of the other children did talk to the
neighbour in covert exchanges over the garden wall. Darren Picot described being made
to stand for hours in front of a particular tree (“Darren’s tree”) and told the Panel that he
was clearly visible over the garden fence. He said that the neighbours used to talk to him
when he was standing by the tree “as long as they thought it was not going to get me in
any trouble and no one could hear…”4068
2544. Darren Picot fractured his arm in January 1981.4069 He alleges that this happened when
he was being chased by Jane Maguire and he tripped on to an armchair. He states that,
when he got to hospital, accompanied by Mr and Mrs Maguire, he told the doctors he had
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tripped but not that he was being chased.4070 He told the Panel that he did not even
consider disclosing the true circumstances of the accident, for fear of the consequences of
doing so.4071 In another incident, Darren Picot says that he sustained a head injury when
Alan Maguire knocked his head together with another boy’s, and then Jane Maguire
banged his head on the bunk bed. He was taken to hospital on 2 July 1987, and the
medical records document a history of him falling and banging the back of his head. 4072
He told the Panel that Mr and Mrs Maguire told him what to say: “… you get just like a
script, ‘Here you go, this is what you say.’ Once things are drilled into your head and
you do not want to cause yourself any more problems”.4073
2545. Darren Picot also explained that he felt that his teachers must have known about the
abuse at Blanche Pierre, and went on to say the following: “… it is not worth anyone’s
while losing their job over making complaints because people made complaints and they
were just shoved in a drawer.”4074 He went on to say that he never told anyone of the
abuse at school, for fear of being shunned. He said this: “It was bad enough being called
‘foster boy’ without being called ‘foster boy that gets beaten”, stuff like that.”4075 He also
alleged that the teachers undermined him, telling him that he was useless and that the
reason he was in a children’s home was because his parents did not want him.4076
2546. In relation to visits from his CCO, Richard Davenport, Mr Picot told the Inquiry that
Mr Davenport would only speak to him for a couple of minutes and then would sit and
talk to the Maguires, although on occasion they would go out of the house together, for a
walk around the block or for a drive.4077 When speaking with Mr Davenport at home, he
said that this would mainly be in front of the Maguires and that, even when they went out,
it was never easy at all to talk to Mr Davenport. This was despite them having a “fine
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relationship”, according to Mr Picot.4078 He could never remember having a conversation
with Mr Davenport about whether he was happy at the FGH.4079
2547. Another witness, WN 76, told the Inquiry that she did not disclose the alleged abuse at
the time because she did not realise what had gone on the home was wrong and regarded
it as the norm. She explained that it was only through her work with children and her
child protection training that she came to realise that what had gone on was “totally
wrong”.4080 The same witness in her initial police statement in 1997 said this: “Who’s
going to believe who, the foster people Jane and Alan, or a kid they just used to look after
… ?”4081
2548. In her statement of 30 May 1997, WN 76 reports that her sister told her that she had
reported incidents of abuse to Richard Davenport. She states that she did not know what
Mr Davenport used to say in the face of those reports.4082
2549. In relation to the allegations of sexual assault made by one former resident and her
decision not to mention them at the time of her initial police interview in 1997, she said
that she was scared at the time and did not think that people would believe her.4083
2550. WN 154 said this about why he did not feel able to disclose the alleged abuse: “I
always remember, because of being scared of Alan and Jane, there was no-one to go to if
you had a problem, and just wanted to talk it over with someone, which young people do.
Even when Richard Davenport, the CCO, came down, if he asked if everything was okay,
I’d say ‘Yes’ because I was too scared to say anything else.”4084
2550.1. David Dallain, a CCO, gave a statement to the SOJP in 2008. WN 83 was one of his
allocated cases and Mr Dallain told the police that WN 83 had disclosed that Jane
Maguire had hit him, saying: “I believed an incident had taken place but assumed that
there had been something to provoke it as, whilst I did not know her very well, Jane
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Maguire was held in quite high regard by the management at the Children’s Department
and in certain corners of the community. I do not remember WN 83 having any bruises or
injuries of any kind. I approached Mrs Maguire regarding the incident expecting her to
tell me she had had to restrain him or something similar, however she completely denied
any incident had taken place. This surprised me…I believed WN 83 was telling the truth
and that an incident had occurred but I did not think that Mrs Maguire would try to cover
something up. I did not consider reporting the incident to my manager …as there was no
corroboration. I assessed the situation and decided to take no further action and wait to
see if any further allegations were made. I did this as I hoped that if there was any truth
to the allegation, bringing it to Mrs Maguire and speaking to her about it would serve as
a warning and stop any further incidents” [WD006875].
Reporting of abuse by staff/Action taken in response
(i) 1989/1990: Susan Doyle and Karen O’Hara working at Blanche Pierre
2551. In late 1989/early 1990 two trainee child care staff were placed at Blanche Pierre:
Susan Doyle and Karen O’Hara. At the time both were attending a residential care
training course co-ordinated by Dorothy Inglis, a member of Jersey’s Children’s services
social work team:
“I spoke with Jane Maguire who was Susan Doyle ad Karen O’Hara’s line manager at
the time to ensure that time would be available for the training. Jane Maguire was not
receptive to this training opportunity and was concerned that Sue and Karen would be
taking time out of their duties at Blanche Pierre.”4085
2552. Susan Doyle4086 had been working as an auxiliary nurse for 13 years in Jersey before
moving on to work at Highlands College. Children’s Services was based at Highlands
College. It was while she was there that at some point in 1989 she was approached by
Brenda Chappell who asked if she would provide holiday cover at Blanche Pierre for 6
weeks. Susan Doyle was then 37. She thinks that Jane Maguire would have been about 5
years older.
4085
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2553. Susan Doyle remembers going to meet Jane Maguire at Blanche Pierre. She
remembers that Jane Maguire came across as “quite a caring person”. Brenda Chappell
had led her to believe that she would be looking after the children. In fact, Susan Doyle
remembers that she did the chores.
2554. She turned down a subsequent offer to work at Blanche Pierre full time, instead taking
up a part-time role. She told the Inquiry that this would have been in the autumn of 1989.
She recalls being initially reluctant to take on the job because she had concerns about the
way the children were being treated:
“The strictness of the home the way that Jane and Alan spoke to the children, the rules of
the home and it was just my gut feeling. It just made me feel like that...it was in stark
contrast to how they presented to the public or the Children’s Office. They were quite
cold. They did not display warmth or affection and they really did not have any empathy
towards the children.”
Her role was made permanent in February 1990.
2555. It was only after she started working there part time that Susan Doyle saw how Alan
Maguire treated the children: her new shift meant that she was working in the home when
he was there. It was, she recalls, “quite tense” and she could see that the children were
“fearful “of the Maguires; Jane Maguire would speak to the children harshly:
“They would freeze when spoken to by Jane. They would freeze”.4087
"Meal times were very tense. We started meal times every day by saying Grace … the
children were not allowed to speak during meal times only if they were spoken to …
[food] had to be eaten regardless … it would be served up again the next day...if the
children were misbehaving [during meal times] or talking out of turn they would have
their heads banged together [by Jane].”
2556. Alan Maguire would do the same. Asked whether the children would cry when this
happened, she replied that they would just take it.
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2557. Susan Doyle told the Inquiry that she remembered taking this up with Jane Maguire,
probably more than once:
“I questioned why she treated them the way she did, because it came into conflict with
being a mother myself and she passed it off ‘I’m their foster mother and this is the way we
treat these kind of children’.”
2558. When asked why she felt at the time that she could not take up any further than she had
with Jane Maguire her treatment of the children she replied:
“I was a very junior member of staff. I had just started working for Children’s Services. I
had no experience in child care. I am not saying I accepted what she said, I did not
because it came into conflict with my own feelings, but she was quite a forceful lady
really … ”
2559. Ms Doyle said she felt could never relax when the Maguires were there. The Maguires
would slap and shout at the children in front of her. There was little she could do, she
said, apart from comforting the children afterwards.
2560. She described to the Inquiry her recollection of Alan Maguire – he was called “Big
Alan” by the children:
“Q. What did he say to you about the way in which he was treating children? What was
he bragging about?
A. How he could sort out a stupid child.
Q. And would he tell you how he would?
A. Lift them up by the ears, the wooden spoon, making them stand in the corridor.
Q. Did you then see that happen?
A. Yes …
… He bragged about how he would lift the children up by the ears for a bit of fun and the
youngest was walking past and he demonstrated it in front of me.”
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2561. She recalled how the child was held in the air “probably for a couple of seconds”; the
child had done nothing wrong. He was aged 7.
2562. She remembers Jane Maguire being present when Alan Maguire would treat children
in this way; she would not tell her husband to stop. She told the Inquiry that her
impression was that it had not mattered to the Maguires that she had seen them treat the
children in this way.
2563. Susan Doyle was rarely on her own with the children. She felt that they trusted her –
“They really respected me”4088 – while she was working there they made no criticisms of
her. Anton Skinner’s August 1990 report recorded the Maguires’ criticisms of her.
2564. On occasion, she was seen by the Maguires to cuddle children – she remembered being
told that it “did not help them”.
2565. Ms Doyle went on in her evidence to provide her recollection of other incidents that
she witnessed. She told the Inquiry of one in particular which she overheard and then
witnessed the aftermath of:
“[Alan Maguire] constantly bragged that bad language was not allowed and it was a
house rule that he would wash their mouths out with soap and on that particular time the
youngest boy swore and he marched him off to the downstairs toilet where I could hear
screams behind the door and when he came out the young boy … was sobbing and he had
cut his tongue at the side … I went to comfort him … I was shouted at [by Alan Maguire]
… ‘Keep away’.”
2566. Ms Doyle would sleep over at Blanche Pierre on Friday nights. On one occasion she
remembered a child being made to stand by the front door in their night clothes facing the
wall; she thinks it may have been for “two hours” before Alan Maguire decided that the
child could go to bed. She was asked the age of child – “nine”.
2567. She remembered that Alan Maguire had House Rules – she was not told about them
but thinks that the children knew, “[the rules] may have changed depending on what
mood he was in”.4089
4088
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2568. She told the Inquiry that she was treated “very well” by the Maguires who would speak
to her about the children in derogatory terms:
“Q. Did you ever feel in a position so that you could defend the child …
A. It was too difficult.”
2569. When asked to tell the Panel the language Jane Maguire used, Susan Doyle responded:
“I struggle with it. ‘A slut like her mother’”
“ Q. Did the Maguires ever say kind things to the children?
A. No.”
2570. She went on to describe Jane Maguire’s attitude to the children’s relatives, her
treatment of a child (aged 8 or 9) who wet the bed and her handling of the death of the
mother of a set of siblings.
2571. Ms Doyle’s shift did not coincide with visits from CCOs, although she remembered
being present on one visit. Asked whether the portrayal of the children she heard Jane
Maguire give the CCO was misleading, Susan Doyle replied “Yes”. She was not asked to
contribute; she did not take up with Jane Maguire concerns about the account that she had
given.
2572. Susan Doyle remembers that, contrary to what Jane Maguire had written in the 1987
questionnaire, a group of siblings had been delighted to see their grandmother.
2573. Ms Doyle told the Inquiry that there would be daily contact between Jane Maguire and
Brenda Chappell – she described their relationship as both professional and personal. She
told the Panel that such was their relationship that it would have been easy for Jane
Maguire to have mentioned any difficulties. She never heard Jane Maguire mention that
she was under any pressure or stress.4090 Brenda Chappell never visited when she was
there. Had she done so and had Alan Maguire and the children been there Susan Doyle
thinks she would have picked up on the Maguires’ inability to cope. She felt that there
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was a lack of support from Children’s Services although she added had it been offered,
“they would have refused it...they did not want anybody else within the home”.
2574. When Susan Doyle complained to Brenda Chappell that all she seemed to be doing
was chores, she was told that it was up to Jane Maguire how the hours were to be used.
She told the Inquiry that as a consequence she felt she could not raise her concerns about
the Maguires with Brenda Chappell. Nor did she feel able to speak to Richard Davenport
a CCO who visited Blanche Pierre (see social service entries above) because “Jane was
usually around”.
2575. She remembered making entries in the Home diary that staff were expected to
complete. When invited to respond to entries in the diary recording how children were
punished, Ms Doyle told the Inquiry that “Nobody checked the diaries”. She could not
explain why it was that the Maguires kept this form of diary. She could remember
reading records of the Maguires punishing children;4091 she thought that the diary was
“probably” not a complete record of the punishments given children in the Home.4092
2576. Ms Doyle told the Inquiry that she and Karen O’Hara would discuss at handovers what
had happened and compare notes. She said that other staff who had been there longer
“seemed to accept the behaviour without question”.
2577. She did sense that the Maguires were under pressure – “they did not have the ability to
cope” – but she added: “it does not excuse their behaviour and their cruelty”.4093
2578. Karen O’Hara was no longer alive at the date of the Inquiry. The first statement she
provided of her experience working in Blanche Pierre was to the police in November
1997,4094 although a note of what she witnessed was recorded in 1990. Her account to the
police of what she witnessed is similar to the account given by Susan Doyle: “I have seen
Jane smack all of the children...I used to think it was uncalled for, punitive and vindictive
…. There was no compassion in the house”. She described seeing Alan Maguire smack a
child who then wet herself.
4091
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2579. She told the police about two specific incidents:
“I was on duty when WN 76 asked what was for tea, and found it was fish pie. She got
upset, because everyone laughed, as she hated it. She sat at the table, put a bit in her
mouth, and I saw her heave. She was told to eat it by Jane, who then pushed forks or
spoonfuls of fish pie into her mouth. She was about 9 years old at the time and in floods of
tears”
“Alan had a particular dislike of WN 88. I remember one day WN 88 was told to clean
and tidy the playroom, and I was washing in the sink. Alan went into the playroom,
screaming and shouting and closed the door, but I could see through a large piece of
glass in front of me, that showed the playroom, so I had a clear and unobstructed view. I
remember it clearly, it was lunchtime. I saw Alan pick up WN 88 and hurl him across the
room, about 10 or 12 feet, WN 88 hit the wall under the window looking out to the
garden, on his back. I was worried that he’d be seriously injured, because he was so
small. […] Alan told the other kids and they laughed.”
2580. Ms Doyle also gave a statement to the police in 1997,4095 the contents of which have
already been noted.
(ii) 1990: The disclosures
2581. Susan Doyle told the Inquiry that while working with the Maguires she and Karen
O’Hara started an Open University Caring for Children and Young People Course. They
would have fortnightly tutorials with Dorothy Inglis. The course was funded by
Children’s Services. At one tutorial just she and Karen O’Hara turned up. They were
discussing corporal punishment and both raised their concerns with Dorothy Inglis about
their experiences at Blanche Pierre. She remembers feeling very relieved. Ms Inglis
“went on to make a statement which we both signed”. She remembered being told by Ms
Inglis that they had done “the right thing”, although she remained fearful for her job.
2582. In answer to Panel questions, Ms Doyle explained the timing of her disclosure:
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“It was with being such a junior member of staff would I be believed what proof did I
have until I saw something and it was only once I started working there permanently that
I started to make notes of incidents to build up some proof to take it forward … it took
time to gather that evidence because I knew I wanted to be believed.”4096
She told the Panel that when she started having concerns, she made notes.
2583. In her statement to the Inquiry, Audrey Mills remembered that Karen O’Hara came to
her for advice having seen “a child being treated badly by Alan Maguire. Karen was not
sure whether to approach the Maguires or to go further and report it to someone above
them. I knew that Karen was due to attend a course given by Dorothy Inglis and told her
to tell Dorothy, a very experienced social worker at the time.”4097
2584. Dorothy Inglis4098 remembers being “absolutely horrified and quite shocked” on
hearing their accounts:
“I made a rapid and contemporaneous handwritten note of everything that Sue and Karen
told me during that meeting and I went to see Anton Skinner immediately after [they]
left”.4099
2585. Ms Inglis recalls that at the time she had no doubt in her mind that what Susan Doyle
and Karen O’Hara had told her about what they had witnessed at Blanche Pierre had
taken place.
2586. As at April 1990, Anton Skinner was the Children’s Officer – the head of Children’s
Services. Under him were two SCCOs, one of whom was Brenda Chappell. His office
was in Highlands. Dorothy Inglis described the first meeting with Anton Skinner when
she went with her written note setting out what she had been told by the two trainees. In
evidence before the Inquiry is both a manuscript4100 and a typed note of the account; it is
unlikely to be controversial whether this was typed up at the time or at a later date.
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2587. The undated and unsigned five-page typed document4101 is headed “Report for Mr A J
Skinner, Children outlining information received L’Squez Family Group Home.” (the
manuscript version is addressed to both Mr Skinner and Mr Spencer). It opens with
Dorothy Inglis’ assessment of Susan Doyle and Karen O’Hara whom she describes as
“intelligent, enthusiastic and caring people”. The disclosure is presented in three parts
detailing first two specific incidents, second “General incidents” and third “General
Issues relating to Staff and Household”. It concludes:
“What has been mentioned to me by Ms. O’Hara & Ms Susan Doyle has in no way
reflected any sense of malice. There is genuine concern for the children and a conflict
between their own ethics and what they see practised. These women although intelligent
and experienced in some avenues of work e.g Ms Doyle [has] 16 years’ nursing
experience are new to Child Care & the Children’s Department.
They have/do feel very isolated and confused & they read that no corporal punishment is
used by the Children’s Department then they see it happen – perhaps Foster parents are
allowed to smack children? Jane states clearly that she is the children’s foster parent –
perhaps that is the explanation.
Ms. O’Hara & Ms Doyle are greatly concerned & anxious about the situation and I feel
they have taken the most difficult route in mentioning what has happened rather than
simply opting out. They naturally now feel very vulnerable.”
2588. Dorothy Inglis remembers that Anton Skinner told her to leave the matter with him and
that he would deal with it. He did not tell her what he was going to do; she could not
remember if any mention was made of the Child Protection Team. No mention was made
to her of involving the police, nor was reference made to the welfare of the children at
Blanche Pierre.4102
2589. Susan Doyle remembers that, shortly after seeing Dorothy Inglis, she and Karen
O’Hara were called to a meeting with Anton Skinner in his office. She gained the
impression that he had been well briefed by Dorothy Inglis:
4101
4102

WD000206
Day 97/86

921

921

“He took the allegations quite seriously. He recognised that we had taken a difficult route
in bringing it to his attention … he reassured us that our jobs were safe and he would
deal with it in due course.”
He did not tell them what action he was going to take. In her statement to the police in 1997
Karen O’Hara remembers that Dorothy Inglis also attended that meeting.4103
2590. In evidence at the Inquiry is a three-page document headed “Record of Notes taken
during an interview at the childrens office on 27th April 1990 with Ms. K O’Hara and Ms
S.Doyle both of Le Squez Family Group home related to events alleged to have taken
place at the Home. The interview was conducted by Mr A J Skinner Children’s Officer
and Mr G Spencer, Senior Officer”.4104 The text follows closely the note prepared by
Dorothy Inglis. Additional text records additional allegations at paragraph 13 (a)–(k). The
copy available appears to end abruptly: it is not clear whether this is the complete record.
The account of a child being thrown across the room is dated as 20 April 1990, seven
days before this meeting between the Children’s Officer and the two trainees.
2591. Susan Doyle remembers that Anton Skinner mentioned nothing to her at the meeting
about what would happen to the Maguires. She carried on working at Blanche Pierre –
Dorothy Inglis kept in regular contact. She told the Inquiry she went back to the home
“for the children … I was hoping for better outcomes for them”.
2592. Not having heard from Anton Skinner about what was to happen in the light of what
she had told him, Dorothy Inglis contacted him “three or four days later” for an update.
She was not sure whether he had by then spoken with Susan Doyle and Karen O’Hara but
she remembers being “put out” by his comments:
“He mentioned Susan Doyle and Karen O'Hara and from his conversation with me at the
time of mentioning them, he seemed to -- I remember him saying that they had not been in
the post for very long and the indications were that perhaps they were not – quite
ridiculous really, but they were not necessarily going to be that good at the job, so
obviously I think that comment had been given to him, I do not know from whom, and I
4103
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just responded by saying ‘You do not have to be in a job a long time to know what good
practice is and that's certainly not good practice’.”
2593. Dorothy Inglis told the Inquiry that she felt at the time “he was reiterating what
somebody else had put forward as an explanation...I felt that he was trying to minimise
the situation”.4105 She gained the impression from him that she “had done her bit … and
it would be dealt with as a matter of course...I was not invited to be part of the process”.
She remembers telling Mr Skinner that, on any view, the Maguires’ conduct was
“unacceptable” and that “…He did not challenge my comment”. His response was to tell
her that “Blanche Pierre was not my concern”.
2594. Dorothy Inglis was asked what she then expected to happen:
“I expected that there would be an inquiry, that the perpetrators certainly would be
called to task and that there would be support -- primarily support to assess that the
children that were involved would get the best possible support and best possible outcome
for them, that they would be the primary concern and then alongside that ensuring that
the investigation went ahead and that the perpetrators would be dealt with accordingly”.
2595. Following her second meeting with Anton Skinner, Dorothy Inglis remembers
spending time with Susan Doyle and Karen O’Hara – “I know that they felt very
isolated”.
2596. Three days after the meeting with Susan Doyle and Karen O’Hara, Anton Skinner had
a meeting with Jane and Alan Maguire on 30 April 1990. He recorded the details of the
meeting in a report dated 6 August 1990.4106 The report opens, “Discussed the allegations
contained in the record of notes taken on the 27th April 1990 with Mr and Mrs Maguire”.
The report refers to “two further interviews which were conducted in May and June”.
2597. The chronology of events after 30 April 1990 is a matter of controversy since it
remains unclear what events precipitated the decision that the Maguires should leave
Blanche Pierre. It was an issue taken up at length with Anton Skinner in his evidence to
the Inquiry (see below).
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2598. Following her meeting with Anton Skinner, Susan Doyle remembers that Geoff
Spencer took over from Brenda Chappell in overseeing Blanche Pierre – she told the
Inquiry that “Brenda Chappell went off on long-term sick leave”. Geoff Spencer told staff
that he was sending in auditors – “Jane was in a state of panic”. She also remembers that
Jane Maguire was sent “on lots of training courses”; she was, however, still running
Blanche Pierre.4107
2599. When asked what she thought was going to happen to the Maguires after she and
Karen O’Hara had seen Geoff Spencer – “I think there should have been a disciplinary or
even dismissal”. Dorothy Inglis thought that the Maguires should have been investigated
at the time.4108
2600. The next event in the chronology directly involved Susan Doyle. A 15-year-old
resident at Blanche Pierre – WN 154 – did not come back to the house on a Friday
evening. Susan Doyle was on shift at the home. She remembers Alan Maguire reacting to
WN 154’s disappearance: he “openly bragged what he would do to him when he got his
hands on him.” She was concerned for WN 154’s well-being.4109 She contacted Dorothy
Inglis, who in turn contacted Geoff Spencer.
2601. Ms Doyle was not sure whether Alan Maguire knew at that point that she and Karen
O’Hara had been to see Anton Skinner. Whether or not he did know it is not something
that appears to have been raised by Alan or Jane Maguire with Susan Doyle.
2602. Ms Doyle was instructed to meet WN 154 on the Saturday morning where he worked –
“I was advised to give WN 154 the option of coming home with me or going back to face
the music and he chose to go back and face the music. And he faced Alan’s wrath as he
went in and he went up to his bedroom, jumped out of the bedroom window onto the
playroom and ran along the beach and came to my house at 10 o’clock at night.”4110 In
her statement to the Inquiry she describes WN 154 as being “absolutely terrified” and
“in a bad way emotionally”. Ms Doyle told the Inquiry that WN 154 “was too frightened
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to talk and I had to reassure him that he done nothing wrong but he was terrified because
he knew eventually he would have to go back there but he did not know that I had already
disclosed to Anton”. Geoff Spencer came to Susan Doyle’s house following which WN
154 then spent four nights at Ms Doyle’s house during which time she was not required
to go back to Blanche Pierre. She remembers being told by Geoff Spencer that he would
speak to Anton Skinner. There are no contemporaneous social service records recording
these events.
2603. The account recorded in the Dylan Southern report is another version of events.4111
2604. Susan Doyle told the Inquiry that she believed the episode involving WN 154 was the
precipitating event that led to the removal of the Maguires from Blanche Pierre. She
believes that Geoff Spencer taking over from Brenda Chappell was a “sufficient step” to
have prevented the Maguires from further mistreating children at Blanche Pierre.
2605. She remembers that she was asked by Anton Skinner to collect the keys from the
Maguires. She was shocked and frightened to have to so do – “It should never have
happened”. An entry in the records dated 1 June 1990 made by Richard Davenport
suggests that by this date the Maguires had left and that WN 154’s running away was
seen as the precipitating event leading to the Maguire’s departure4112. She thinks the
children were told in the 4 days she spent with WN 154 that the Maguires were going to
retire – the children were not aware that there had been disclosures. She did not think that
enough was done by Children’s Services at the time to support the children.
2606. The Maguires having left Blanche Pierre, Susan Doyle remembers another meeting
with Anton Skinner. By this time, she had moved to Heathfield. At the meeting, he
invited her to remember all the good work the Maguires had done. He advised her and
Karen O’Hara:
“to keep quiet because the other family group home was about to go into the paper
regarding the abuse and the Island would not be able to cope with it”.4113
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2607. She had expected the Maguires to have been dismissed.
2608. In fact, Jane Maguire was re-employed in the Family Service Centre as a family centre
assistant and development officer. Audrey Mills, whose post Jane Maguire took over, told
the Inquiry that the role of development officer involved contact with young children on a
regular basis.
2609. A letter dated 26 July 1990 signed by Iris Le Feuvre, the President of the Education
Committee was sent to the Maguires. The letter is reproduced in full:
“Dear Mr and Mrs Maguire, On Wednesday the 25th July 1990 the Education Committee
was officially informed of your decision to retire as Houseparents of the Group Home Le
Squez. The Committee recalled that you had been Houseparents to the children at the
Group Home since 1980 and during the past ten years had cared for many children on
our behalf. Several members of the Committee, including myself were already familiar
with your excellent work during this time having served on the Children’s Sub-Committee
and have always been impressed with your total commitment to the children in your
charge. It is therefore with regret that we learn of your retirement although we fully
appreciate that after ten years of extremely hard work for our children a change of
direction and a rest from the 24 hours a day commitment you have shown over all these
years was well deserved. My committee therefore asked that I write on behalf of the
children in your charge and to wish you all the very best for your future. We were
delighted to learn that Mrs Maguire will continue to work for the Committee in our
developing Family Centre Service and therefore we would not be losing your services
altogether. Once again many thanks for your 110% commitment and hard work, the proof
of which will live on in the children for whom you have shown such love and care.”4114
2610. At the date of the letter, Anton Skinner had had three meetings with the Maguires
which he then wrote up in a report dated 6 August 1990.
2611. Dorothy Inglis told the Inquiry that she felt at the time that Brenda Chappell “had a
large part to play” in the decision to re-employ Jane Maguire. She knew that Brenda
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Chappell held the Maguires in “very very high regard”. She remembers her calling Mrs
Maguire, “Janey”. She is “sure” that Brenda Chappell would have been aware of the
allegations of mistreatment:
“I think Brenda Chappell was a very very strong force within the Department. I do not -she did not go round screaming and shouting and demanding, but I felt she had a strong
influence in the Department and she had been around a long time and whilst I had no
personal issues with her whatsoever, she always gave me the support I might have needed
if my senior had not been around or I needed some professional advice. She was always
very very very supportive of the people that she was responsible for.”4115
2612. Ms Inglis remembers that once the Maguires left Blanche Pierre it became generally
known in “broad brushstrokes” that they had mistreated children in their care. It was also
known that Jane Maguire had been re-deployed in Children’s Services. She told the
Inquiry that her colleagues were “horrified”. She recalled that there was an informal
meeting with Anton Skinner at Highlands organised by some of her colleagues – Richard
Davenport, David Dallain and David Taylor – and in which she took part.
2613. She remembered that the meeting lasted “five minutes … the gist was that we felt it
highly inappropriate to re-employ [Jane Maguire] in advising mothers or parents on
good parenting practice”. Anton Skinner responded “emphatically” that it was not their
decision to make.
2614. Dorothy Inglis lost faith in Anton Skinner at that point:
“Anton Skinner had been my line manager from the time I joined the Service and he was
always -- I always appreciated his input, he was a good person to work for, he had a lot
of knowledge, he was very approachable and I think up to that point I did not have any
complaints at all. I had a great deal of respect for him and I just feel that this situation he
handled so badly that yes, lost a lot of faith and sometimes it is difficult to rebuild that. I
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would like to think that my approach was always professional but I did, I was
disappointed.”4116
2615. In answer to a question from Alyson Leslie, Dorothy Inglis thought that Anton Skinner
had been “unduly influenced” by Brenda Chappell in taking the actions that he did
regarding the Maguires.
2616. When the prosecution of the Maguires was abandoned in 1998, Susan Doyle
remembers that the “whole department was very disappointed”.
2617. In 1990, Audrey Mills had an established career as a CCO with Children’s
Services.4117 She was asked by Anton Skinner and Bob Woods to go to Blanche Pierre.
She was told by Anton Skinner that there had been mismanagement in the home. She was
not involved in any arrangement to exchange roles with Jane Maguire. She told the
Inquiry that she had had no idea at the time that she was asked to take over the running of
Blanche Pierre that Jane Maguire would be taking up her previous job. The description
set out in Anton Skinner’s August 1990 report was she said “inaccurate”.
2618. Having spoken to Karen O’Hara at the time, she knew that there had been one incident
of mistreatment – “I presumed there must be more”.4118
2619. When she moved in to Blanche Pierre she did not meet with the Maguires: there was
no formal handover. Although the Maguires had run the home for ten years Audrey Mills
remembers that there were no written reports and no photographs of the children. She felt
she would have benefitted from more support and professional guidance at the time.
2620. Audrey Mills was shown in advance of the Inquiry the letter signed by the President of
the Education Committee, Iris Le Feuvre. She had not seen the letter in 1990. Twentyfive years on, she told the Inquiry that she felt “very angry when I read that”.4119
2621. Anton Skinner’s two-page report dated 6 August 19904120 is reproduced in full below:
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“CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS.
Group Home Le Squez – Mr and Mrs Maguire
Discussed the allegations contained in the Record of Notes taken on the 27th April 1990,
with Mr and Ms MAGUIRE, on the 30th April, at Highlands College.
Mr and Ms MAGUIRE denied the degree of physical contact/verbal threats and
inappropriate punishment – Mr Maguire was particularly angry and adamant that the
incident of the 20th April witnessed by Ms O'Hara had not occurred in the manner
described. He alleged that Ms O’Hara had grossly exaggerated the details of this incident
and that in reality [WN 88]and slipped when half pushed toward the area of the playroom
he had been asked to tidy up.
The Houseparents admitted that they had employed what they termed 'slaps on the back of
the legs' and 'run-a-longs' as means of physical punishment for perceived wrong
doing/naughtiness by the children. They also admitted that they had used washing mouths
with soap as a means of punishing the children for using bad language. They maintained
that all the methods of punishment they used would be that used to discipline their own
children and they considered these punishments appropriate in the rearing of children.
Initially they challenged whether they had been told that it was the Children's Service's
policy that corporal punishment was never used as a means of disciplining children in the
Care of the Education Committee but later they appeared to retract this statement.
A period of time was spent with Mr and Mrs Maguire trying to put these alleged incidents
in what they saw as their true perspective set against the years of loyalty and commitment
they had demonstrated to the children in their care. The couple also made various
criticisms of Ms Doyle and Ms O'Hara's attitude to, and care of, the children although no
complaint of any substance was made.

In the final part of that interview and two further interviews which were conducted in
May and June the following was agreed:
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1 The fact of the use of corporal punishment by Mr and Mrs Maguire was admitted
although they maintained that only light 'slaps' or 'taps' on the legs were used.

2 They accepted that there may have been an overemphasis on 'controlling' the children
and that inappropriate sanctions / threats of removal etc., may have been used.

3 It was acknowledged that much of this behaviour reflected the increasing pressures on
Mr and Mrs Maguire trying to raise children who were emotionally damaged and so
exhibited behaviour which they found difficult to cope with. In effect the couple were
experiencing the early signs of possible 'burn out'.

4 It was agreed that it would be better for Mr and Mrs Maguire to consider 'retiring' from
the role of Houseparents before the acknowledged pressures resulted in possible
deterioration in their standards of care for the children.

Subsequently a hand-over o f responsibility from Mrs Maguire to Ms Audrey Mills was
agreed and was staged during May/June with Mr and Mrs Maguire effectively 'retiring'
as Houseparents of the Group Home at the end of June. Ms Mills has now been appointed
as Officer in Charge of the Group Home with a staff complement of 4 ½ to be established
as soon as possible. There will be no resident member of staff but staff will provide the
sleep-in cover required for the Home.

Jane Maguire has now taken up Ms Mill's former position within the Family Centre
Service as Family Centre Assistant and Development officer this effectively a 'job-swap'.

A J SKINNER
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Children's Officer
AJS/SJR
6.8.90”

2622. On 7 August 1990, an article appeared in the Jersey Evening Post:4121
“House-parents call it a day …. Alan and Jane Maguire have spent the last ten years
raising a large number of foster children in a warm and caring environment at Le Squez
Group Home … there is no doubt that the Education Committee and many of their
colleagues will miss them. The children will miss them too, but as Jane has not left
completely – she is working now for the Children’s Service in its expanding Family
Centre – many of her former extended family and their own young children will be able to
contact with her”
(iii) The role of Anton Skinner
2623. Anton Skinner gave evidence to the Inquiry over three days, part of which was about
his role in the disclosures of abuse at Blanche Pierre.4122 He gave evidence after the
Inquiry had heard from Susan Doyle but before Dorothy Inglis and Dylan Southern. Mr
Skinner was given the opportunity to respond to their evidence. He provided a
supplementary statement to the Inquiry in February 2016.4123 This second statement in
part seeks to counter some evidence given by Dorothy Inglis, Susan Doyle and Dylan
Southern. In order to gain a complete picture of the competing accounts, the statement
should be read in its entirety before coming to a concluded view on the handling of the
Maguire episode in 1990 and subsequent events in 1997–1999.
2624. It was a matter of record as at the date that Anton Skinner gave his evidence to the
Inquiry (July 2015) that:
2624.1 in April 1990, he was told by Dorothy Inglis about the allegations made by Susan
Doyle and Karen O’Hara;
4121
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2624.2 on 27 April 1990 he interviewed the two care workers recording their allegations
in a report of the same date;
2624.3 on 30 April 1990 and subsequently in May and June 1990, he met with Alan and
Jane Maguire;
2624.4 in late May/early June 1990, the Maguires officially retired from working at
Blanche Pierre;
2624.5 by July 1990, Jane Maguire had been re-deployed within Children’s Services;
CCO Audrey Mills took over the running of Blanche Pierre;
2624.6 in a letter dated July 1990, Jane and Alan Maguire were thanked by the Education
Committee for their work with children, referring to their “110% commitment”;
2624.7 in August 1990, Anton Skinner prepared “Confidential Documents” on the
Maguires;
2624.8 in 1997, the police opened an investigation into the Maguires, relating to
allegations of mistreatment and of sexual assault at Blanche Pierre prior to April
1990;
2624.9 in 1998, the criminal prosecution against the Maguires was formally abandoned;
2624.10 in 1999, Graham Jennings Chief Executive of Health and Social Services
initiated an internal disciplinary investigation into the conduct of Jane Maguire
relating to the allegations arising out of the police investigation. The investigation
was carried out by Dylan Southern;
2624.11 Anton Skinner provided a written statement as part of that investigation;
2624.12 in 2008, the SOJP re-opened the investigation into the Maguires. Anton Skinner
was interviewed by the police as part of this investigation.
2625. As at 1990, Anton Skinner had been Children’s Officer for four years since taking over
from Terry Strettle. Prior to that, he had trained and worked as a CCO between 1973 and
1978 and then as SCCO between 1978 and 1986.
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2626. As Children’s Officer, he was the senior social worker with overall responsibility for
the social services for children both for those at risk and those in care, including in
residential children’s homes, foster care and Family Group Homes. He was directly
answerable to the Education Committee and to the Director of Education (at that time,
John Rodhouse).
2627. In 1989, he had had to manage the consequences of the disclosure of sexual assaults
perpetrated on young girls by Leslie Hughes at Clos de Sables Family Group Home.
Leslie Hughes had been arrested and prosecuted. As is noted above, an article in October
19894124 reported that Anton Skinner was carrying out “an in-depth report” into the case
– “the report will examine details of the case to see if there are lessons to be learned”.
2628. Mr Skinner told the Inquiry that a multi-agency Child Protection Team had been
established in 1985,4125 however the contemporaneous evidence suggests that this in fact
started around November 1989, when it was agreed that there would be a joint
investigative team on child abuse.4126
2629. Anton Skinner was asked to comment on a two-page list of non-accidental injuries
which he had compiled in 19834127 – the list included excessive physical chastisement.
He agreed that the list was representative of cases that would have been referred to the
Child Protection Team. He also accepted that the allegation of a boy being thrown across
a room “if it is received just as an allegation it would have been handed to the CPT for
investigation”.4128 He explained why the specific allegation made by Karen O’Hara in
1990 that related to WN 88 was not in fact referred:
“Because that was an allegation that I and the person supervising at the home at the time
took up with the house-parents.”4129
2630. He went on to provide a more detailed answer characterising what he considered to be
the exceptional nature of the situation that arose with the Maguires, not least of which
4124
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was the number of children they were looking after at the time – “I wished to remove [the
Maguires] from that Group Home with the least amount of collateral damage to the
children” [Day 87/154]. When asked again why the Maguire case had not been referred
to the CPT Mr Skinner told the Inquiry that the “it was an extremely complex situation”
[Day 87/156].
2631. Prior to receiving the report from Dorothy Inglis, Anton Skinner knew of the
Maguires. His involvement had been to call in occasionally to the Group Homes. He told
the Inquiry he would have seen the Maguires “three or four times a year”.
2632. His last visit had been to the home “some months before” he got the report from
Dorothy Inglis in April 1990. He gave an account of what had happened:
“I do recall an instance when I was at the home -- and this is some sort of precursor to
perhaps my attitude and response to the set of complaints. I was at the home some period
before, maybe some months before, some considerable time before, in which my presence
in the home had been used by Alan Maguire to lecture a child in front of me about what
would happen to that child if he continued to behave badly and ‘this was the Children's
Officer there’ and I remember leaving the home thinking ‘I do not like that attitude’ and I
had mentioned that to the senior member of staff that I considered it inappropriate, so I
was -- I did harbour at that stage some views about Alan Maguire was ham-fisted and
crude in his responses to trying to demonstrate his authority.”4130
2633. He was asked by the Chair of the Inquiry whether he spoke to Alan Maguire at the
time. He did not think he had: “I spoke to Brenda Chappell about it a while later.”4131 He
added that he had not been intimidated by Alan Maguire.
2634. He told the Inquiry that before April 1990 he was aware that “certain officers did not
have a great deal of respect for their methods of child care … it was a general impression
I had rather than specific incidents”. Any concerns that others may have had were
allayed in his view by the support the Maguires received from Brenda Chappell – “I
placed a great deal of faith in Brenda’s judgment and work including what she thought
4130
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the Maguires were achieving at the Group Home”. Brenda Chappell never raised
concerns with him. When asked if she had had concerns did he think she would have
shared those with him he replied: “I would hope so but Brenda probably held the view
that they were struggling to do their best throughout.” He did not think that Brenda
Chappell sought to protect the Maguires.
2635. When shown Jane Maguire’s 1987 self-assessment, Anton Skinner agreed that it did
not portray someone who was struggling.
2636. Mr Skinner was invited to comment on the schedule of house diary entries. 4132 He
would have expected “the SCCO responsible for looking after Family Group Homes” – in
effect, Brenda Chappell – to have looked at the house diary on a routine basis by.4133 He
was asked what he would have done as Children’s Officer had the entries been brought to
his attention, “I would have been dismayed by the whole retinue of crude punishments
and would have felt this was an unsatisfactory arrangement for children”. He would have
done what he did do when he found out about the allegations made by the two trainees –
“I found it completely unacceptable and removed the Maguires as effectively as I could in
the shortest possible period of time”.
2637. When asked if he thought the entries represented a couple out of control he replied –
“No I think this represents a couple that thought this was an appropriate way of
maintaining control”. He characterised the entries as “an appalling catalogue of ways of
responding to children’s misbehaviour”.4134
(iv) Report from Dorothy Inglis
2638. Anton Skinner thinks that he may have asked Dorothy Inglis to put the accounts of
Susan Doyle and Karen O’Hara in report form. 4135 He felt that they had been “very brave
and professional in coming forward…and had acted properly”. He said he too was
shocked at reading what was said about the Maguires – “It is an appalling litany of
behaviours towards children.” He did understand why it would have been difficult for
4132
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Susan Doyle to have spoken at the time to Brenda Chappell – it would, he said, have been
“extremely intimidating” for her to have done so.
2639. Having had Dorothy Inglis’ report, he told the Inquiry that he did not at that stage
speak to Brenda Chappell. He did contact Geoff Spencer, who was supervising the
Family Group Home at the time.
(v) Meeting with Susan Doyle and Karen O’Hara
2640. Anton Skinner remembers reassuring Susan Doyle and Karen O’Hara at the meeting
on 27 April 19904136 that their disclosures “would be dealt with”. He said that he did
understand why it was that both had felt “their revulsion and feelings of impotence in the
face of such incidents and the powerful position exercised by Mr and Mrs Maguire”. He
was taken through the account recorded and the additional text not found in the Inglis
report.4137
2641. Mr Skinner was invited to contrast the report that was prepared in April 1990 with his
written statement prepared in January 19994138 for the internal disciplinary report
prepared by Dylan Southern. In the 1999 statement, Mr Skinner had sought to distinguish
the 1990 accounts from the accounts obtained by the police in 1997 and 1998, which had
included allegations of sexual assaults by Alan Maguire:
“An examination of these second set of alleged offences, set against the original
complaint made against the Maguires bear little or no comparison. The first reflect a
couple losing control in a single instance allied to misgivings about their competency to
care for damaged children. The second set of allegations, which are believed by all those
involved in the investigation to have taken place, detail a catalogue of cruel and sadistic
treatment of vulnerable children placed in trust in their care. They also clearly portray
what Mrs Maguire thought was acceptable treatment of vulnerable persons in her care.”
2642. He accepted that the account provided by Susan Doyle and Karen O’Hara was “a
catalogue of cruel and sadistic treatment”. He felt that their accounts were credible. He
4136
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told the Inquiry that the situations in 1990 and 1999 were “vastly” different “not in terms
of the content of the allegations but the circumstances in which they may or may not have
been corroborated by the children”.4139
(vi) Action taken/not taken in response
2643. In his 1999 statement,4140 Anton Skinner had concluded that in the light of the
allegations “it would be improper to take any other view than that Mrs Maguire should be
dismissed...I believe Mrs Maguire to have been guilty of numerous offences of gross
misconduct...several of which could serve as grounds for instant dismissal.”4141 He was
asked whether Jane Maguire should have been dismissed in 1990. As part of a detailed
and involved answer, he replied:
“Could I have disciplined Mrs Maguire in negotiating her exit from the Group Home? At
the time clearly that was not my focus. My focus was how do I get them out of the home
and a part of that negotiation was Brenda Chappell saying, you know, they could come
and work in the Family Centre -- she could come and work in the Family Centre, driving
people to Group Homes, etc., etc., etc. So there was a way out. I dealt with that situation
as well as I could in impossible circumstances in many respects. With … hindsight could I
have disciplined Mrs Maguire? Well, that disciplinary action would have taken place with
Mrs Maguire in situ in the Group Home looking after the children because that is the
situation she had, they lived there, I could not say ‘Do not come into work’, they lived
with the children. They would have denied and challenged all of the allegations made by
Susan Doyle and Karen and what that would have meant for the children over the period
of weeks and months that that may have taken -- you know, God only knows. So I did take
a pragmatic course of action which resulted in Mrs Maguire working in the Family
Centre Service in which you may say ‘Why was not she disciplined and dismissed?’, and
with the hindsight of the children saying all of these things happened, if they were not in
day-to-day direct care of the children at that time then yes, that may have been possible to
achieve that through disciplinary action and dismissal. I dealt with a set of situations
4139
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based on what Karen and sue Doyle were saying and what the Maguires were saying in
response to that and I wanted to keep the children neutral to that because these were their
parents, or house parents, living on a daily basis with them, with their direct care.”4142
2644. Mr Skinner’s rationale as understood in a succession of replies was that he sought to
protect the needs of the children by not sacking Jane Maguire when she was still in the
home. He was then asked why it was, having left the home and the need to protect the
children being no longer an issue, Jane Maguire was then redeployed in Children’s
Services, and not dismissed at that point:
“Because [Jane Maguire] has accepted removal from the Group Home on the basis that
she could be redeployed by Brenda [Chappell] doing a number of practical tasks in the
Family Centre … that was the only way I felt I could move her out of the group home at
the time…this was presented to me as an alternative that would have eased her out of the
Group Home with her full compliance and co-operating with the handing over of the
Group Home to another set of staff”.
2645. When contrasting the two positions – 1990 and 1999 – Anton Skinner felt the fact that
older children in 1999 could give evidence made a difference in the approach to be taken
to the allegations made then and the one taken in 1990.4143
2646. Mr Skinner was asked on several occasions whether he agreed that the primary issue in
1990 would have been the protection of the children in Blanche Pierre. He told the
Inquiry that he saw his “whole raison d’etre at the time as to how to protect those
children as swiftly as possible … I acted swiftly and promptly to protect these children.”
2647. He was asked what action he took in the 3 months to protect the children:
“Mr and Mrs Maguire were told firmly and properly that they could not use the methods
of discipline that they had – or it had been alleged that they had used: that they could not
strike the children, they could not use any of the methods which were found – the things
they admitted which I said was not acceptable and against the Children's Department's
policy. They were then asked to co-operate as we negotiated their exit with a set of
4142
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staffing arrangements of other staff coming in to care for the children. Over that period of
time they would have been very closely monitored and visited by others, CCOs, Geoff
Spencer before Brenda had returned, and as swiftly as possible I got them out of the
Group Home. That was not an easy situation.”
2648. When it was suggested to him that his priority at the time was the Maguires and not the
children he told the Inquiry that his priority was “getting the Maguires out as soon as
possible”.4144 He accepted that he had not considered at the time having a residential
CCO move into the home while the Maguires were still there. He did not think it would
have been achievable. He agreed that the episode of 20 April took place in front of a child
care assistant and that this had had no influence on Alan Maguire’s actions at the time.
He was prepared to allow the Maguires to go back after he had seen them on 30 April
1990 having accepted “their word that they now accepted that they could not use any of
that behaviour...they were aware that they were now under scrutiny”.
2649. Anton Skinner was next taken to the “Confidential Notes” dated 8 August 1990.4145 He
agreed that the meetings in May and June referred to in the Notes concerned negotiating
with the Maguires their withdrawal from Blanche Pierre and what was the best achievable
outcome for them. He told the Inquiry that it was his “recollection” that Brenda Chappell
had taken part in “the negotiations” – a term that he used.
2650. Anton Skinner did not accept that the reference to “burn out” in the note was an ex
post facto rationalisation made by him. He accepted that it was not an expression that the
Maguires themselves had used in explaining their actions. He did not answer directly
whether the rationale of burn out was a means of justifying the approach that he took in
1990.
2651. He was asked to give his view as to the point at which the Maguires were no longer
able to cope in the Family Group Home. He told the Inquiry that it was “perhaps
surprising” that Brenda Chappell had not noticed this happening from 1986. He did think
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that he had spoken to her about the Maguire after the disclosures had been made by Susan
Doyle and Karen O’Hara and after Ms Chappell had returned to work.
2652. Asked whether he considered ordering an investigation alongside the Maguires still
living in the Home, Mr Skinner responded:
“We are covering this ground time and time again I know and I accept what you are
saying. I dealt with the matter in the way I thought as effectively as I could. I accept from
what you're saying that a different approach could have been -- well, you know, was it
possible for me to extract the Maguires out of the home straight away? I did not think that
was possible and did I think that that would be in the best interests of the children that
they would suddenly -- these Group Home parents that they had lived with for years had
suddenly been lifted from the situation? I did not see that as possible. I did what I thought
was achievable and possible at the time. If that was all in error and I should have taken
other actions then obviously I accept that is a matter for the Inquiry.”4146
2653. Anton Skinner did not accept that the episode involving Susan Doyle and WN 154 was
the precipitating event that determined that the Maguires should leave. He could not
remember this episode nor could he remember Jane Maguire having spoken to him about
WN 154. He maintained that the decision that the Maguires should leave was taken
following the meeting between himself and the Maguires on 30 April and not following
the incident with WN 154 – that was his sole purpose “right from the beginning…there
was not any doubt in my mind that what I wanted to achieve … was their removal from
the Group home”. He disagreed that the decision taken following the meeting at the end
of April was limited to provide training and supervision.
2654. Mr Skinner accepted that he had been concerned at the time that the disclosures about
Blanche Pierre in 1990 reflected badly on Children’s Services, but salvaging its
reputation would not have been “my primary concern at all … very much a minor issue”.
He was taken to a passage in his 1999 statement and the reference to Children’s Services
recognising a “contributory responsibility” for what had happened. He told the Inquiry
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that what he was referring to was not lack of supervision but the decision to maintain
Family Group Homes.
2655. When asked why he felt it necessary to treat the Maguires sensitively, Mr Skinner
replied – “I was treating them in the manner I felt necessary to accomplish the aims
which I had”.
2656. He accepted that it was his suggestion and choice of phrase – used in the Confidential
Notes – that the Maguires should “retire”. Mr Skinner had commented elsewhere in his
statement to the Inquiry that the States “were not very good at firing people”. Having
accepted that Mrs Maguire would ordinarily have been dismissed in 1990 for what was
reported, he was asked whether his approach to the Maguires in 1990 stemmed from the
general cultural difficulty of sacking people. He agreed he could have commissioned a
disciplinary “hearing”. He did not at the time make it clear to the Maguires that had it not
been for the circumstances he would have taken disciplinary action “because” he said,
“they had not seen themselves as these transgressors...they had denied the majority of
those offences”. He accepted that, with hindsight, he had been lenient with the
Maguires.4147
2657. Mr Skinner told the Inquiry that he could not believe that he would not have told
Audrey Mills when she took over Blanche Pierre “the circumstances of the moving on of
the Maguires”.
2658. Mr Skinner accepted that in 1990 he had not referred the matter to the CPT or to the
police and that the children had not been interviewed. He did not think he would have
consulted the Director of Education. Asked whether in those circumstances there was a
cover-up, he replied:
“Well if you are describing what would constitute a cover-up then clearly it was in those
terms a cover up. But not something that I would have seen as a cover up, it was
something I would have seen as trying to deal with a situation as quickly as possible.” 4148
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2659. Anton Skinner told the Inquiry that the letter signed by Iris Le Feuvre thanking the
Maguires was “probably drafted” by him. He volunteered in his statement4149 that the
letter, including the conclusion – “Once again many thanks for your 110% commitment
and hard work” – was “all balderdash”. The letter he said in evidence was a demand
made by the Maguires – “they wanted something that they could show the parish priest or
the family”. He said he discussed the letter with Iris Le Feuvre and that he would have
told her about the circumstances – “what was going on in negotiations with the Maguires
… I would have discussed the allegations that had been laid by the two members of staff”.
Anton Skinner felt that Iris Le Feuvre would still have signed the letter had she known
the full background, “if she had known what we wanted to achieve”. The letter was
“something that was necessary to obtain the couple’s full co-operation with a peaceful
moving on”. He disagreed that it was cynical approach to have taken:
“Well, you know, you must reach your own conclusions on that. I have dealt with this
situation as well as I could and I have tried to answer your questions in this Inquiry as
well as I could. Was my dealings in this perfect? With hindsight, no it was not. Was it
perfect with today's standards and policies and procedures as they would be today? No, it
certainly would not have been. I was operating in a set of circumstances 25 years ago in
which what I wanted to achieve I did achieve in moving them on and protecting the
children, but not in a way which obviously by modern standards would be approved”.4150
2660. When asked why he allowed the last paragraph to go out as part of the letter when he
knew it was wrong: “That was how the Maguires saw their performance … I was not
giving them a job reference”. He accepted that he was asking the President of the
Education Committee to sign a letter which he knew to be false: “I produced a letter that
was part of the arrangements for removing them”. In Mr Skinner’s view, the Maguires
were in a state of denial.
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2661. Mr Skinner told the Inquiry that the article in JEP4151 was not part of the agreement
reached between Children’s Services and the Maguires. He agreed that with hindsight the
article was “unacceptable”; he accepted that it would also have been at the time.
2662. Anton Skinner accepted that had Children’s Services had an applicant for a post to
work in the Family Group Centre, the applicant would in 1990 have been vetted. He also
accepted that had Children’s Services known that an applicant had hit children when
previously employed to look after them they would not have been employed. In other
circumstances Jane Maguire would not have been employed by Children’s Services. He
told the Inquiry that the Confidential Notes compiled in August 1990 and the report
detailing the interview with the two child care assistants would have been kept on Jane
Maguire’s HR file but that given she was staying with Children’s Services there would
have been no need to check the file.
2663. At the close of his evidence to the Inquiry, Anton Skinner made a statement an extract
from which is set out below:
“I do think it important and wish to make an apology on both my behalf and my service's
behalf to the residents of Blanche Pierre Group Home that we did not pick up the alleged
abuse that they suffered prior to Su Doyle and Karen O'Hara coming forward. That was
an error of our organisational structure at the time and I offer unreserved apology to
those children that suffered as a result of us being lax in detecting those things earlier, as
indeed I would offer a general apology as a matter of course to all children in care that
came into our care for whom we could not provide an alternative family to support them,
or a family environment suitable to their needs and I am quite sure the Children's
Services now, as then, is constantly trying to delimit the number of children coming into
care and to try to provide as best we can for children that cannot live within their own
family homes.” 4152
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(vii) 1990–1997
2664. Audrey Mills managed Blanche Pierre Between June 1990 and 1993, at which point
the Family Group Home was closed. It was the last Family Group Home to close in the
Island. Throughout this time Audrey Mills was unaware of what of what had happened at
the home or of the reasons why she had been brought in to manage the home. In her
statement to the Inquiry she said that she did not recall speaking with the Maguires –
there was no formal handover – “I remember I took the children out to give the Maguires
time to remove their things from the home”.
2665. In her statement, she described the house and the children – “The house did not have a
soul, it was clean and tidy but lifeless. It was obvious by the décor alone that there were
differences in the way the children were treated by the Maguires”. She remembered that
the children were “lovely” but that all of them lacked confidence when she moved to the
home. “They would tell me how the Maguires used to call them stupid and generally
belittle them … The thing that struck me most about the children when I first met them
was their use of the phrase ‘we ca not do this’ or ‘we are not allowed’.” She allowed the
children to talk at meal times. “I spent a lot of one to one time with the children reading
to them at bed time and at bath time.”4153
2666. When the Home closed in 1993, she fostered several of the children in a house across
the road from Blanche Pierre. She received “very little help if any from Children’s
Services”.4154
2667. Richard Davenport, the CCO to some of the children at Blanche Pierre, visited the
home as the Maguires were about to leave and shortly after they had left and Audrey
Mills had taken over:
“Several visits paid to the Family Group Home this week … At this stage all the children
seemed very exuberant and happy but this might be due to their knowledge of Mr and Mrs
Maguire’s departure/impending departure? from the Family Group Home and more
likely to be over compensation. They also seem to be testing out new parameters. On this
4153
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trip however I exercised a minimum of control. The children returned dirty and happy
however. [A female resident] seemed to be the most concerned4155 at Mr and Mrs
Maguire’s exit although I gather the Maguires, children and Ms Mills spoke with them all
several nights previous (I think!). It is too early to consider the children’s real feelings. I
also spoke with WN 154. In many ways I believe he is at present most affected by the
Maguire’s exit. I assured him that their leaving was/is not connected with his own recent
involvement in illicit drinking and abscondence. It came of course to a head because of
this, but one cannot let the boy shoulder any such guilt.”4156
2668. On a later visit in the same month, he recorded that “Most of the children seem to be
taking the sudden separation from the Maguires in their stride”.4157
2669. Jane Maguire remained employed with Children’s Services between 1990 and 1997. In
January 1999 Marnie Baudains was asked by Dylan Southern, then conducting an internal
disciplinary inquiry into Jane Maguire, to carry out a review of Jane Maguire’s
employment with Children’s Services from 1990. She provided him with a three-page
employment history.4158
(viii) 1997–1998: The SOJP investigation, committal and discontinuance
2670. In May 1997, Alan Maguire contacted the police, concerned about a threatening letter
that he had received. Later in the same month, WN 76, now in her late teens, was
interviewed by the police. She disclosed that she had been physically and sexually
assaulted as a child by Alan and Jane Maguire while she was at Blanche Pierre. In her
statement to the Inquiry, Audrey Mills relates how, at about this time, WN 76 disclosed
to her that she had been sexually assaulted by Alan Maguire.4159
2671. In June 1997, one former resident agreed to be interviewed by the police, during which
she disclosed that she had been physically and sexually assaulted by Alan and Jane
Maguire.

4155

WN 81 had been placed at Blanche Pierre with the Maguires when still an infant
WD000408
4157 WD000407
4158 WD000588.
4159 See chronology of steps WD005444
4156

945

945

2672. Between June and December 1997, the police obtained statements from Susan Doyle
and Karen O’Hara and from a neighbour as well as from some of the children. The
relevant parts of this evidence that may be said to corroborate certain allegations is also
contained within Appendix 4 in order for the Panel to be able to assess the allegations in
context.
2673. In January 1998, Alan Maguire was interviewed by the police (see below). At that
stage the allegations of sexual assault were not put to him. Jane Maguire was interviewed
in the same month but made no comment.
2674. The Maguires were subsequently charged in early 1998. Further statements were
obtained, including one from Anton Skinner (13 May 1998), from Richard Davenport and
from Dorothy Inglis. There is no statement from Brenda Chappell.
2675. The Maguires were committed for trial at an old style committal hearing in June 1998.
2676. Reference has previously been made to Karen O’Hara’s police statement given in
November 1997. She concluded her statement:
“I find it really difficult to verbalise the humiliation and degradation that these children
suffered. It was a constant tirade of eroding their most basic rights, like contact with their
extended families, and a small amount of spending money. I am very angry, still, at what I
experienced, and how the children were treated even after the Maguires left.”4160
2677. Karen O’Hara gave evidence at the committal hearing in June 1998. The Inquiry has a
transcript of her evidence.4161 At one point in the exchange with Advocate Harris,
representing Alan Maguire, highlighting her lack of experience, Ms O’Hara responded:
“you would not have to be qualified to know if something was wrong”. When asked
whether WN 154 needed discipline compared with how the Home was run under Audrey
Mills, Karen O’Hara replied:
“Those young people got no support from the office after the Maguires left. What they
actually see was a lovely notice in the JEP saying that Mr and Mrs Maguire are moving
4160
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on to greener pastures. I ca not remember exactly what was written in the article but they
are no longer foster parents, but they are doing other things now. And that of course was
very upsetting because at that time the children did not think there was any justice at all. I
do not know how WN 154 thought I was not inside his mind. I do not know.”
2678. Susan Doyle also gave a five- page statement to the police in 19974162 from which the
following extracts are taken:
“Most of the physical abuse was from Alan, though Jane was obviously the boss. Jane
was certainly aware of the physical abuse and was in full agreement with it. Alan was a
bully but the kids were also terrified of Jane. Neither Alan or Jane showed any love, care
or compassion for the children in their care … It's difficult to set down on paper the
emotional abuse which these children suffered at the hands of Alan and Jane Maguire.
The children lived under a regime of day to day fear of the couple. Alan and Jane were
just completely unapproachable for the children to speak about their emotional needs.
The children were constantly demoralised and threatened sometimes with removal to
Heathfield. I remember when X had run away. Alan and Jane were shouting at her that
she was a slut like her mother and would always have her knickers up and down, like her
mother. This was in the presence of Richard Davenport who was the Children's CCO.”
“It really took over our lives, discussing what to do, and who to turn to. We felt totally
isolated. Richard Davenport was the Children's Child Care. Officer, but I only saw him at
the Home on a couple of occasions and he appeared to take Jane and Alan at face value.
Brenda Chappell was in charge of the group homes, but she was great friends with Jane
and Alan, and there was no way we could speak to her.”
“Geoff advised WN 154 to stay with me for a week, that I was to stay suspended from duty
for a week, while Alan and Jane were pulled out of the Home. Within the next week Karen
O'Hara and I had a meeting with Anton Skinner at the children's Service, where we were
told officially the Maguires were being pulled out. We were asked to remember the good
work the Maguires had done, that Alan would have no more dealings with children, but
that Jane would continue to be employed by the Children's Service. He also told us not to
4162
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discuss it with anyone else. I had to go down and take the keys from Jane and Alan, and I
remained there until September
2679. Susan Doyle gave evidence at the committal hearing in June 1998: the Inquiry has a
transcript of her evidence.4163
2680. The police obtained a statement4164 from a neighbour who provided a detailed account
of the mistreatment of children that she witnessed and also gave evidence at the
committal hearing.4165 Her statement concludes:
“I want to say that all of these children were desperately unhappy. They all confided
things to my husband and me over a period of time. I feel that I have let all these children
down. I know from what they have told me, and what I have seen that these children have
suffered appallingly. These kids confided in us, but we did not know who to report this to.
We also felt that the kids would be in even worse trouble if it got back that we'd reported
what was happening.”
2681. In her statement to the police, WN 307, who had worked at the Family Group Home
from 1980 to 1989 “every single day”, said she never witnessed any violence and the
children never complained, the Maguires did their “very best under difficult
circumstances”.4166 She supplemented her statement with two manuscript undated letters
in support of the Maguires.4167
2682. In May 1998, Anton Skinner gave a one-page statement to the police.4168 The
statement confirms that he provided the Inglis report, the record of the meeting with
Susan Doyle and Karen O’Hara and the Confidential Notes made in August 1990.
2683. In May 1998, Richard Davenport, the CCO to a group of children in the Family Group
Home, also gave a statement to the police.4169 It was two paragraphs, establishing that he
would visit the Home and liaise with the children and staff. It concluded:
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“I do not recall any specific serious complaints made by the children, or remember
seeing any unexplained injuries. Had I done so, they would have been documented in the
files and if necessary acted upon. I certainly did not have any concerns at the time that
the children had been subjected to any abuse by Alan or Jane Maguire.”
2684. Danny Wherry, a CCO, provided a statement on the States policy relating to physical
chastisement that would have existed at the time.4170
2685. Statements were also taken from former residents who had been happy with the
Maguires:4171 one had left Blanche Pierre in 1984, another in 1985 and another in 1987,
and all by the time they left in their late teens.
(ix) Children’s Services’ role
2686. Marnie Baudains, a CCO as at 1990, told the Inquiry4172 that there was at that time a
sense of unease about the Maguires “that something bad had happened” but she had not
been aware of specific incidents of assault. She remembers there being a feeling of
disquiet when Jane Maguire continued to be employed. Asked what she would have done
had she been a senior manager in 1990 and received Dorothy Inglis’ report, Ms Baudains
replied:
“… .it would have been wise to have conducted a child protection investigation. Even if
that had not led to prosecution … it might have led to a better understanding of the needs
of the young people who had lived in the home during the Maguires’ period of care...the
team was very much in its infancy but I imagine that every young person would have been
interviewed”.
2687. Marnie Baudains first became involved in the Maguires’ case in 1997. There is a
record of her contacting Assistant Inspector Barry Faudemer, who then writes a memo to
DS R Pryke of the Child Protection Team in May 1997:
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“At 12.30 hours on 20th May, 1997, CCO Baudains contacted me and reported suspected
child abuse on the part of a Children's Office Employee, namely Jane Maguire. The
suspect's husband, Alan Maguire, who is terminally ill, was also suspect of historical
sexual abuse. Mr and Mrs Maguire were in charge of the Blanche Pierre Children's
Home, which closed some 7 to 8 years ago. I am led to believe that Blanche Pierre was
run as a family home, with up to 5 youngsters resident on the premises. The Children's
Office have harboured suspicions about Mr and Mrs Maguire for some considerable time,
but no children have come forward to make definite complaints of abuse. Rumours have
been in circulation concerning the treatment of children under the care of both persons.
Children who passed through the home would now be adults. I am led to believe that Mrs
Maguire received a threatening letter from an ex-resident and she reported the matter to
the Police, namely PC Mark De Ste George. A copy of the letter was forwarded to C.P.T.
The Children's Office have requested a formal investigation into the conduct of Mr and
Mrs Maguire. The Children's Office believe that there is a strong possibility that a
significant volume of abuse will be unearthed during the course of this enquiry.”
2688. Marnie Baudains told the Inquiry that, over the preceeding 7 years, CCOs who had
worked with children who had been with the Maguires “had said things which implied
that things had happened in the Maguires’ regime that in our view might have constituted
something more than poor care.”4173
2689. She remembers that those who had lived with the Maguires were identified and “a
search was also conducted for case records and various files as well as day books from
the home were provided to the police … the police had all the diaries had part of their
investigation”.
2690. Ms Baudains expanded in her oral evidence to the Inquiry what she had said in her
statement – that the children had been failed by the service:
“I think the fact that we did not discover all that had happened to these young people
meant that its quite likely that we did not provide them with appropriate level of care and
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therapeutic support that they could have benefitted from in the years following the
Maguires’ departure.”
2691. Asked whether that failure was compounded by the approach adopted in 1990, she
replied, “I do not think at that point we understood what those children and young people
had experienced and needed, so yes”. The reaction to the disclosure affected the young
people in different ways. In June 1997 Carolyn Coverley, a Consultant Adolescent
Psychiatrist, wrote to WN 76’s GP, following the latter’s admission to hospital –
“subsequent to her disclosure she has talked about frequent intrusive memories of the
abuse and her angry feelings towards the abuser and services that had been unable to
protect her”.4174
2692. The Inquiry received reports for the Magistrate, prepared by Children’s Services, on
each of the complainants.4175 Marnie Baudains set out her role in the lead up to the
committal hearing and the steps she took both before and after the Maguires had been
committed for trial. Each of the complainants had been allocated an individual CCO. In
May 1998 she had written to Ian Christmas, then the force legal advisor, setting out the
effect of delaying the hearing of the case was having on the complainants. 4176 In the same
month, she wrote again to Ian Christmas, updating him on the arrangements for “the
vulnerable witnesses in this case” and setting these out in detail.4177 Shortly in advance of
the committal hearing she sent a memo to all the CCOs concerned setting out the
planning for the hearing.4178 She was at the meeting with the Attorney General Michael
Birt QC in November 1998 when the decision was taken to abandon the trial and
expressed her concern about the decision being taken to drop the case on the basis of the
‘public interest’, but was told that the decision was being taken because the evidential test
was not passed.4179
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(x) 1999: The disciplinary investigation
2693. After the Maguires were charged in 1997 Jane Maguire was suspended. It was thought
that the decision to suspend was taken by Anton Skinner. 4180 By this date, she was
working with the elderly.
2694. In 1997, Graham Jennings4181 was Chief Executive to the Health and Social Services
Department. He had held the position since 1996. His professional background was in
health care. Following the abandonment of the Maguire prosecution, he took the decision
to embark on a disciplinary process against Jane Maguire. He told the Inquiry that “there
was a lot of disappointment about in the Department … and it was clear to me from the
evidence that I had seen that there was very likely a case to answer in terms of
professional misconduct and that was the reason I asked for the report”. He appointed
Dylan Southern, then Head of Mental Health Services to undertake an internal inquiry.
2695. Dylan Southern4182 remembers being approached by Graham Jennings to carry out a
report to review whether there was a disciplinary case against Jane Maguire. Up until
then, what he knew of the Maguire case was what he had read in the paper. He sets out in
his statement to the Inquiry and in his evidence those individuals he interviewed,
including Jane Maguire, Dorothy Inglis and Anton Skinner, although he was unable to
speak to Brenda Chappell. He also interviewed as many of those who had lived in
Blanche Pierre – both those who had had a positive experience and those who had had an
abusive experience. He was given access to all the police papers by Barry Faudemer. He
had access to the home diaries: in his statement he described his feeling of “absolute
horror” and to the Chair of the Inquiry he remarked that it was a “disgrace”. He told the
Inquiry that he could not understand why a “visiting professional did not just look at the
diaries”.
2696. Marnie Baudains was drafted in by Graham Jennings to help with the review. Dylan
Southern told the Inquiry that he was “suspicious” of her role. He gained the impression
that she was reporting back to Anton Skinner: lines of investigation that he had raised
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were then taken up with him by Anton Skinner when they happened to meet by chance.
He inferred from this that Marnie Baudains had reported back to Anton Skinner.
2697. Marnie Baudains4183 returned to give evidence to the Inquiry on a series of issues, one
of which was to meet Dylan Southern’s suggestion that she was acting on behalf of Anton
Skinner during Dylan Southern’s work on the review. In a series of six points, she sought
robustly to meet any suggestion that her involvement was other than entirely honourable.
2698. Dylan Southern’s report took 3 months to collate. In that time, he interviewed Jane
Maguire. A record of the interview was transcribed at the time and exhibited to Dylan
Southern’s statement.4184 He told the Inquiry that at no time did Jane Maguire suggest to
him that she was unable to cope with the children in the Family Group Home. The Note
records that:
“Mr Southern asked Mrs Maguire to explain how she felt about the work over the 10
years at Le Squez, particularly her view of the structure. Mrs Maguire was aware of the
changes in structure and did not feel that she could live with the changes. She felt that it
was time to move on. She explained that she and her husband had decided to retire before
the changes in the structure and that they were having a house built.”
2699. Jane Maguire had not remembered the meeting with Anton Skinner on 30 April nor
that allegations had been made by Susan Doyle and Karen O’Hara. She denied that she
had washed the children’s mouths out with soap. Dylan Southern remembered taking
Jane Maguire through the diary entries, “My recall is that there was no response … She
was very quiet about it”.4185
2700. Dylan Southern told the Inquiry about the interview he held with Anton Skinner who
was shown for the first time extracts from the diaries – he remembered that his reaction
was “muted would be the best way of describing it”.
2701. In his statement to the Inquiry, Dylan Southern set out his view of what should have
happened in 1990 in view of the allegations then being made:
4183
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“For the purposes of my investigation, drawing a distinction between the two sets of
allegations was irrelevant and bore no consequence to the ultimate conclusion, which
was that there was incontrovertible evidence, fully available in previous years and at the
time in 1990, that Jane Maguire was reported as abusing the children in her care. That,
to me, was all the evidence that was needed in order for Children's Services to take
action, and for the children to have been immediately protected from Jane Maguire and
her husband. Her employment status was secondary to the needs and protection of the
children concerned. She should have faced a full investigation, which initially should
have been led by the Police and her employment in tandem or following a Police decision
on any action to be taken.”4186
2702. Two versions of Dylan Southern’s report were available to the Inquiry – one (the
unsigned version) was ten pages longer than the other. Each, however, had an identical
concluding section and recommendation:
“There is sufficient evidence to show from the Police, and my own investigation that, Ms
Jane Maguire, whilst employed as the Housemother at Blanche Pierre Group Home:
a) Clearly understood her role and responsibilities toward the children in her care.
b) Understood that a policy existed which forbade the use of corporal punishment on the
children in her care.
c) Breached this policy by inflicting, allowing and condoning physical punishments.
d) Inflicted, allowed and condoned various forms of severe physical abuse on the children
in her care.
e) Inflicted, allowed and condoned psychological abuse on the children in her care.
f) Is guilty of numerous offences which constitute gross misconduct
…
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I recommend that Ms Jane Maguire is dismissed from the employ of the health and social
services committee.”4187
2703. Dylan Southern told the Inquiry that he had taken passages out of the original draft on
his own initiative; he explained why he had removed a passage that referred to Mrs
Maguire’s “gross disregard for the psychological well-being of children when she
chooses” as it was referring specifically to her treatment of a girl at the Home. He
removed an entire section which he agreed was a critique of the actions of Children’s
Services at the time, including references to staff having been approached by Anton
Skinner not to say anything about the episode, the fact that the CPT had not been
involved at the time and that the children had not been interviewed by their CCO. He
denied that he was asked to remove these passages by Graham Jennings or that he had
had professional issues with Anton Skinner, as the latter maintained in interview with the
police in 2008. He sent Graham Jennings a copy of the revised report under cover of a
letter dated 23 February 1999 recommending Jane Maguire’s dismissal.4188
2704. Mr Southern told the Inquiry that he wrote a second letter to Graham Jennings on the
same date suggesting that in his view Anton Skinner’s conduct should be reviewed by a
body of peers – he added later “my personal view is that he was absolutely responsible”.
2705. He said that he never received a reply from Graham Jennings nor was it raised by Mr
Jennings when the two met again. Dylan Southern had no doubts about Mr Jennings’
integrity.
2706. Mr Southern was taken to an extract from the minutes of a meeting of the Health and
Social services committee in May 1999 and asked to comment on the description of the
actions taken by Anton Skinner in 1990:
“The Committee was advised that Mr and Mrs Maguire had been investigated by the
department in 1990. The situation in 1990 arose from complaints made by staff, and the
action taken by Mr A. Skinner at that time was to move Mr and Mrs Maguire out of the
residential home on the basis of the complaints received. The evidence available in 1999
4187
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was different to that which had been heard by Mr Skinner at a hearing in 1990, as more
information had become available over time as the children who had been resident in the
home reached adulthood and made information available.” 4189
2707. Mr Southern did not think that this was an accurate account; he did not think that this
would have been done deliberately by Graham Jennings.
2708. In his supplemental statement to the Inquiry, Anton Skinner comments that Dylan
Southern’s view of the position in 1990 represents a “total misunderstanding of the
position as presented in 1990”:
“I believe that a re-examination of their [Dylan Southern and Barry Faudemer] evidence
shows that they are responding to my actions in 1990, from a perspective of what was
known in 1998 and what was suspected by no-one in 1990 – not by Susan Doyle or by
Karen O'Hara or Brenda Chappell, or Richard Davenport, or by anyone else involved
with the Maguires and the running of the Group Home.”4190
2709. He goes on to criticise Mr Southern’s evidence as “full of inaccuracies and omissions”
and sets these out.
2710. In his evidence to the Inquiry,4191 Graham Jennings set out his memory of a
conversation he had had with Anton Skinner about the Maguires during the police
investigation in 1997. His memory of the draft report was that it was at his insistence that
the references to the Children’s Services be removed – that the report was too broad –
and that it should specifically address Jane Maguire. Mr Jennings told the Inquiry that “I
took on board his criticisms at least in part, and addressed them with Anton Skinner after
the disciplinary hearing”.
2711. Mr Jennings told the Inquiry that he could not remember getting a letter from Dylan
Southern regarding Anton Skinner. He said that whether or not he received the letter he
had understood Mr Southern’s concerns and followed them up with Anton Skinner. He
provided the Inquiry was a detailed account of what he asked Anton Skinner and Anton
4189

WD007094/7
WS000734
4191 Day 138/127
4190

956

956

Skinner’s responses. Graham Jennings felt that Anton Skinner had taken steps to protect
the children. He accepted that Mr Skinner should have considered disciplinary action
against Jane Maguire at the time and that he should have spoken to the children at the
time, “I asked why he had not interviewed the children and he told me why – he did not
feel that there would be any real benefit to be drawn from [doing so] because no matter
what he got from them he still did not think he would be in a position to prove very much
more than what he had already got [the Maguires] to admit”.4192 Graham Jennings
remembers Anton Skinner telling him that he did not believe [as at 1990] that the
behaviour of the Maguires was sufficient for the police to be interested.
2712. Mr Jennings told the Inquiry that he “struggled’ to understand the letter signed by Iris
Le Feuvre in 1990 (the “110% letter”, as it became known). He was asked whether he
thought Anton Skinner had acted appropriately in 1990:
“I believed he had acted honestly. I genuinely believe that the actions that he took were
about protecting the children and that he focused all the time on, you know, ‘What should
I do to ensure that I have the Maguires out of there as quickly as possible and these
children looked after by people who had the skills to look after children with those sorts
of needs’, because my understanding is that the children were quite challenging at that
time.”
2713. When asked why he did not question Anton Skinner’s professionalism, Graham
Jennings did not think that, nine years on, he was in a position to second-guess the
conclusions that Anton Skinner had drawn. He was asked to consider alternative options
that would have been open to Mr Skinner and invited to consider that the options would
“have been preferable to handling the situation in a way that did not recognise the abuse
that was alleged”:
“Well, with the benefit of hindsight I think most certainly. I think it's very very difficult to
divorce oneself from the evidence that we saw, I saw anyway, in 1999 from the evidence
which he saw in 1990. I think that the evidence in 1999 was really very very damning and
I think it was very difficult for anybody to deny or defend. There was handwritten records
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of their own making in terms of the things that were going on with the children at that
time and, you know, it appeared a really brutal regime. It had no place in the care of
children, what was happening in that home, and in 1999 that was patently obvious. I
mean he assured me it certainly was not obvious to him with what he had to consider in
1990.” [Day 138/138]
2714. In 1999, Mr Jennings concluded that he preferred Anton Skinner’s rationale to that
proposed by Dylan Southern, although it was suggested to him that there was little
difference between them on the facts as existed in 1990. Mr Jennings was asked whether
what he had found out about 1990 had caused him to question Anton Skinner’s
professional competence in 1999 – “No – I have not seen anything … which made me
question either his integrity, his commitment to the service or the people he was offering
the service to.”
2715. Following receipt of the Dylan Southern report, Graham Jennings wrote to Jane
Maguire on 10 March 1999, convening a disciplinary hearing and alerting her to the
findings of Dylan Southern’s review. A disciplinary hearing took place on 22 April 1999.
Graham Jennings wrote to Jane Maguire the following day stating that: “the panel
recommends your dismissal”.4193 Jane Maguire tended her resignation before the
recommendation was put to Committee. It was accepted by Graham Jennings. 4194

(xi) 2008–2009: Operation Rectangle
2716. The Maguire case was revived in 2008, during the course of Operation Rectangle.
After legal advice sought from different Counsel, the case was not taken forward. Mr
Maguire died in 2009.
2717. During the course of the 2008 police investigation, statements were taken from WN
310,4195 Linda MacLennan,4196 Audrey Mills,4197 Susan Doyle,4198 the next-door
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neighbour,4199 and two other neighbours.4200 Graham Jennings also gave a statement to
the police.4201 Linda MacLennan’s statement provides an account of disclosures to her by
WN 76 and how Ms MacLennan dealt with this. She told the police, “On a professional
level I had no doubt what WN 76 was telling me was true, at times she tried to play it
down, she did not seem to have a reason for telling me things other than she just seemed
to have the need to talk about these events in her life. She did however stress her dismay
at how Jane Maguire was being allowed to still work with children within Social Services
on the island.” Ms MacLennan went on to describe the action that she then took on
receiving the disclosure, “As a result of what WN 76 was telling me I instigated contact
with child protection team and this included the Police who began an investigation…as
soon as WN 76 began to tell me this I told her we should not talk about it further and that
a proper investigative interview should take place. This was done but I was not present
when it took place and because of procedures we did not discuss it between us
afterwards.” Ms MacLennan states that she felt, as did WN 76, that there had been a
cover up, “I had concerns over the way certain things with Jersey Health Care Services
[sic] had been handled. There appeared to be a culture of sweeping things under the
carpet”.
2718. Anton Skinner was interviewed by the police in 2008 – he told them4202 that he
considered that the Family Group Home was a flawed model, given the stresses and
strains involved on the part of the Housemother. Regarding Alan Maguire, he said:
“He was not a terribly bright man and these were children that required a great deal of
skill … In a sense the Education Committee were culpable in all of these group homes in
setting up impossible situations.”
“It's a delicate matter and these people viewed themselves as heroes. ‘We're doing the job
Anton you know. Washing out the mouth with water, we discussed that with Father
Connolly who was at the head of the Catholic church at the edge of the estate there and
4198

WD006353
WD006350
4200 WD006349 and WD006348
4201 WD009305/185-187
4202 WD006255
4199

959

959

he said that's the thing to do and that's what we did and you know we're trying to make
something of these kids and these people come along and say this we're in daily so we're
leaving with our heads held high you know.’ The art was getting them to agree to go.”
“I believed that the nine tenths of the complaint …could be summarised as old- fashioned
parenting in an attempt to cajole the children into doing what they wanted them to do.
That would not have been seen as offences probably to this day...that the one incident that
may have warranted referral to the police...was pushing the child so the child fell across
the playroom...that was subject to considerable disagreement between Ms Doyle and Mr
Maguire as to what the true extent of that push was and I believe in the sum total of all of
that if I'd given the report to the police at the time…Said what I intended to do. the police
would have said that's correct, if that's what you want to do.”4203

2718a.

Iris Le Feuvre gave a statement to the Police in 2008 in which she provided her

memories of the Maguires and the extent of oversight [WD006865]. She had been
president of the Education Committee between Easter 1990 and 1996. She stated that she
had previously chaired the Children’s Sub-Committee between 1987 and 1990, although
this period would appear to overlap with the period during which the Inquiry was told by
Patricia Bailhache that she chaired the Sub-Committee. Mrs Le Feuvre said that her
responsibilities as chair of the sub-committee was to regularly visit the team of child care
officers based at Highlands. She remembered that the Children’s Officer would report to
John Rodhouse the Director of Education who would in turn report to the Education
Committee. She told the police that she could “definitely remember some discussions
within the committee in relation to [the Maguires]”. She remembered there being concern
about Alan Maguire being too forceful with the children. She did not remember any
reference to children having their mouths washed out with soap – “I feel sure I would
have remembered something as horrible as the mouth washing”. She recalled that with
the arrival of WN 313 she had understood that Jane Maguire could no longer cope “which
would make Mr Maguire lose his temper with the children and be more forceful with
4203
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them”. She had understood that as Alan Maguire was not employed by the Education
Committee having Jane Maguire retire was the way to remove her husband. She could
remember signing the letter but could not remember the contents of the letter. She told
the police “I would not have signed it without reading it first”.
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Fostering services
The role of fostering in the provision of children’s services
Background
2719. In Tony Le Sueur’s report to the Inquiry, he referred to some of the issues that arose
specifically in relation to fostering in Jersey, namely:4204
2719.1 limited social welfare services;
2719.2 restricted housing stock and restrictive housing laws;
2719.3 a high numbers of itinerant workers;
2719.4 factors particular to the Occupation, including children being sent to the UK or to
family, managing the return to the Island from those who had left and dealing with
children born during the Occupation, who may have been regarded as
“illegitimate” at the time.
2719.5 “A modern society where Jersey born residents are now officially in the minority,
leading to the majority of resident families not having easy access to support in respect of
their parenting and care duties for extended family members.”
1945–1959
2720. To provide some context for fostering in Jersey, it is helpful to consider the 1946
Curtis Report, reviewing child care provision in the UK, in which the authors noted:
2720.1 children in foster homes that they visited appeared to be free of the “sense of
deprivation” they found in children’s homes;
2720.2 the faults in foster homes depend on the attitude of the foster parents to the child
and the accidents of fortune which may occur – they are difficult to diagnose in
one visit;
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2720.3 they noted the need for a greater sense of personal interest and responsibility
within the Local Authority, as well as more trained supervisors to visit the
children.
2721. They went on to say that: “On the whole our judgment is that there is probably a
greater risk of unhappiness in a foster home but that a happy foster home is happier than
life as generally lived in a large community”.4205
2722. As noted above, under the 1940 Loi sur la protection de L’enfance, provision was
made for the supervision of private fostering arrangements. This set out that:4206
2722.1 private fostering was to be regulated by the Public Health Committee with the
help of the Connetable of the parish where the foster mother lived;
2722.2 no person could foster a child under 14 without the authorisation of the Public
Health Committee;
2722.3 the Public Health Committee could impose conditions on authorisation;
2722.4 as a minimum, those who sought authorisation had to provide a certificate of good
living and morals, certification signed by a doctor that the applicant was a “fit and
proper person” to look after children and certification that the house was in good
condition and suitable for housing children;
2722.5 the foster home could be inspected at any time.
2723. At least at this time, it would appear that:
2723.1 “private fostering” referred to private arrangements where an individual or family
would agree to look after someone else’s child in exchange for money;
2723.2 “boarding out” referred to children in the care of the States, who were placed with
foster families, with the foster parents receiving a regular allowance.4207
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2724. However, it should be noted that these terms were often used interchangeably by
different agencies and therefore a comparison of figures can prove problematic.
2725. As noted above, the Public Instruction Committee Act 1949 confirmed the boardingout of children as a definite policy wherever possible.
2726. By 1950, the Medical Officer of Health was attempting to increase the number of
children being boarded out, as opposed to being placed in institutions, noting that foster
parents should be paid “a reasonable amount” and that “good foster parents are a far
better solution for the unwanted child than any institution however well run. If properly
paid, we would get more and better foster parent”.4208
2727. In the early 1950s, it was felt that the Public Health Committee’s responsibility for
foster children should be more adequately carried out and a Ms Gracey was asked to
devote some of her time to this work. It was noted that “With good foster parents the
child is restored to a home and the psychological effects are often excellent. Indeed, it is
the difficult child for whom this is often recommended, and in many cases the
improvement in the child is dramatic”.4209
2728. Ms Gracey produced her first annual report in March 1951,4210 noting that there were
35 foster mothers caring for 54 children and they had been visited regularly. They
registered new foster mothers and boarded out some of the children at the JHFB, JHFG
and the crèche who were chosen because “they had no relatives, or seemed particularly
unsuited to communal life”. They also discovered four unregistered foster mothers, two
of whom were registered. The other two were found to be unsuitable and the children
removed. It was noted that “the increase in the number of children boarded out during
the year is good, as foster homes give to the deprived child security and a normal outlook
on life, which should help them to become reliable citizens”. It was hoped that more and
more good foster homes would be found and noted that one incentive was that an
increased allowance was to be paid to foster mothers in St Helier due to the “far
sightedness of the Poor Law Commission”.
4208
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2729. A further report in March 19524211 noted that there were 39 foster homes, with 19
children boarded out privately, 21 children boarded out by the Parishes and 23 children
boarded out by the Public Instruction Committee. The report stated that the progress of
children boarded out through the Committee was satisfactory in practically every case.
2730. The Public Instruction Committee Act 1954 provided that any application for a child to
be received into care would be made by the Constable or the person responsible for the
maintenance of the child and stated that the Committee had the discretion to admit such
children to a Children’s Home, or board them in a private home. The Act also allowed for
an increased maintenance payment for children in care.4212
2731. Following the Act, concern was expressed by the Medical Officer of Health about the
multiplicity of control between the Public Health Committee, the Connetable and the
Poor Law Commission relating to “children boarded out or otherwise under the care of
the States”. It was noted that this occasionally resulted in the different agencies making
conflicting decisions about the suitability of a prospective foster mother.4213
2732. In England, the Boarding Out Regulations came into force in 1955, requiring:4214
2732.1 A written report prior to the placement of the child as to the suitability of the
foster parents “...in age, character, temperament and health”.
2732.2 A written undertaking from foster parents that they would care and bring up the
child “as we would a child of our own” and allow “at all times a CCO to see the
child and visit the home”.
2732.3 Once placed, a child was to be visited within a month and then, depending on the
age of the child and length of fostering, visited between once every six weeks to
once in every 3 months. A report on the welfare, health, conduct and progress of
the child had to be compiled by the local authority once every six months.
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2733. Similar regulations were not introduced in Jersey until 1970.4215 There does not appear
to have been any other legislative regulation of the boarding out of children until then.
Despite this, it would appear that during this period, boarded-out children were visited by
officials such as the Health Visitor. Foster parents had to have permits which could be
revoked by the Public Health Committee.4216 In the earlier part of the decade, quarterly
reports would be written about the child,4217 while, later in the decade, the regularity of
visits appears to have increased.4218 It is unclear to the Inquiry, on the sample of the files
reviewed, as to the extent to which guidelines were in use about visiting boarded-out
children or granting/revoking permits.
2734. By December 1955, it was noted that there were 93 registered foster homes and 41
children boarded out privately, 56 boarded out by the Parishes, 7 boarded out by the
Education Committee and 1 transferred from England.4219 The Annual Report noted that
“new foster homes are urgently required”, particularly for emergency situations. A fear
was expressed that children of French workers may have been illegally placed in
unregistered homes without supervision due to insufficient foster homes. Furthermore, it
was noted that “Under the present Law, a child attaining the age of 14 years ceases to be
a foster child. The problems of some of these adolescents are still much in evidence and
provision for help and advice are very necessary. The advantages of placing children in
suitable foster homes are not fulfilled unless adequate supervision is available where it is
needed between the ages of 14 and 18 years”.
1959–1969
2735. As noted elsewhere, this period saw the appointment of Jersey’s first Children’s
Officer, Patricia Thornton, who instituted the publication of an annual report that
included matters about boarded out children.
2736. The second report (1960) shows the impact that Ms Thornton appears to have had in
encouraging the boarding out of children – at the beginning of the year 32 out of 112
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children were boarded out (29 per cent) – by the end of the year it was 97 out of 178
children (54 per cent). A new scale of boarding-out rates was also agreed.4220
2737. By the end of 1961, 113 children out of 191 were in foster homes (59 per cent),
although it was noted that a proportion of them were privately placed. This year also saw
the first “Foster Parents Get Together” and it was noted that the foster parents appreciated
being able to meet the Committee and were spoken to briefly by the Chairman of the
Children’s Sub-Committee and the Children’s Officer.4221This appears to be the first
recognition of foster parents as a group who were contributing to the care of children.
2738. The 1962 report notes that foster parents were taken through files on children’s
behaviour and had met with child care staff. By this point, the number of children in
foster homes had reduced to 72 out of 188 (38 per cent).4222
2739. In 1963, the Annual Report noted that “we have been able to board out a few younger
children on a long term basis, but we have not found it easy to find foster homes for older
children or for groups of brother or sisters”. The percentage of children boarded out had
increased to 47 per cent.4223
2740. In this period, although there was still no legislative regulation of children who were
boarded out, the Public Health Committee appear to have considered applications under
the 1940 Loi designed for private fostering.4224 There appears to have been a system for
the approval of foster mothers, including applications by the Children’s Officer, the
inspection of the home, the obtaining of certificates, the consideration of an application
by the Public Health Committee and the issuing of permits by the Deputy Greffier of the
States.4225
2741. In 1965, the Home Office Inspectors found that:
“The supervision of children received into care and placed in foster homes [was] found to
be most conscientiously and thoroughly carried out. A considerable number of children
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maintained in foster homes at their parents’ expense receive the same degree of
supervision. In the foster homes visited during the inspection, it was obvious that the
CCOs had established cordial but business- like relationships with the foster parents. The
frequency of their visits, adjusted to the need of each case, fell surprisingly seldom below
the standard the Department has set for itself. Reports on these visits were thorough, not
to say exhaustive in some cases; they recorded all aspects of the fostering essential to
effective planning; they gave evidence of the attention paid to promoting family contacts
and to the future of each child. Moreover, they were made promptly, even though their
volume would give every excuse for delay …
It is a testimony to the careful preparation and effective supervision of foster home
placements that breakdowns are extremely rare. At the time of this inspection there were
only two children who had had to be removed from foster homes – and in one case the
removal was due to illness. The record of the Department in this respect appears very
satisfactory.”
2742. By 1968, there were 150 registered foster parents on the Island, who held permits
under the 1940 Loi. It was requested by the Medical Officer of Health that Ms Thornton
should check and update the list every 3 months.4226 The same year, the Education
Committee approved a supplementary payment to the boarding out allowance where
“special circumstances” applied. Although not explicit in the correspondence, the list
attached to the letter of those parents entitled to the special allowance suggests that it was
to be paid in circumstances where the fostered child was considered ‘difficult’, needing
special attention or where the circumstances of the foster parents merited an
increase.4227An example of the continuing supervision and assessment of foster
placements at this time can be seen from an article in the JEP regarding a foster child who
was removed due to the health of the foster mother.4228
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1969–1981
2743. The Children (Jersey) Law 1969 was passed, defining a foster child as “a child whose
care and maintenance are undertaken for reward” by someone other than a relative. As
previously mentioned, the legislation sought to tighten up the regulation of private
fostering arrangements. Before this, in February 1969, the Children’s Office had asked
for an advert in the JEP reminding the public that no child must be privately fostered
without a permit.4229
2744. The Law also crystallised the duty of the Education Committee in relation to all
children in care,4230 requiring it to “exercise its powers with respect to [the child] so as to
further his best interests, and to afford him opportunity for the proper development of his
character and abilities” and required the Committee to give primary consideration to
boarding out a child received into care and only place a child in a Home where not
practicable or desirable.
2745. As was provided for in the 1969 Law, the Children (Boarding Out) (Jersey) Order
1970 was passed to regulate the boarding out of children. The relevant provisions are set
out in Chapter 1 above.
2746. In 1970, the Children’s Department was visited by Lucy Faithful, the Oxford
Children’s Officer, who commented:4231
“I was deeply impressed by the meeting of foster parents. A meeting such as that depicts
high quality work done by the Children’s department and I was most impressed by the
quality of the foster parents who form part of the Jersey Children’s department … Talking
to people afterwards I gather that some would like to have asked a question on the
position with regard to boarding-out allowances but felt it would introduce a
controversial note to a happy evening. With the utmost diffidence I take this opportunity
of writing to you wondering whether with the rising cost of living you would not consider
that the boarding out allowances are somewhat low. Should foster parents fail to offer a
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service it would be necessary to set up more residential accommodation for children
which is extremely expensive although very necessary for some children.”
2747. There appears to have been a regular review in the 1970s of how boarding-out
allowances compared with those of Local Authorities on the mainland4232 and there are
examples of increases in rates at least in 1975, 1977 and 1979.4233
2748. During this period, there were several campaigns to recruit more foster parents,
something which the Inquiry was told by Tony Le Sueur has continued to the present day.
There are examples of this in 19714234 and 1979.4235
2749. David Castledine noted that, during the 1970s, the assessment and registration of foster
parents was not as thorough, although an application still had to be made, references
would be taken and accommodation would be checked.4236 The provisions of the
Boarding-Out Order 1970 were not always followed. He spoke to Charles Smith, the
Children’s Officer, about his concerns. However, Mr Smith thought that the constraints of
manpower made adherence difficult.4237
2750. In October 1977, a report was produced by Charles Smith on professional fostering4238
– he was keen to promote “the recruitment of foster parents capable of dealing with
disturbed, delinquent and handicapped children”, which was seen as an alternative to
residential care. The professional foster parent would be paid at a higher rate on the basis
that “professional fostering must be seen as a better form of care not necessarily a
cheaper one”. Having set out the cost per child per week at HDLG and in a Family Group
Home as well as the likely cost of a professional foster placement, Charles Smith
concluded:
“I believe that ‘professional fostering’ could be successful in Jersey but would wish to see
it referred to by a term which excludes the word "fostering". In this way we would avoid
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the problem of present foster parents feeling that they were underpaid. "Family
Placement Project" as used by Lambeth might be a suitable term for Jersey and give it a
professional status. Our first aim however must be to define our intentions (type of child
involved, type of foster parent needed), publicise these and invite interested couples to
come forward. The co-operation of both the press and television would be essential as
normal advertising would only reach those looking for employment. Care should
therefore be taken to ensure that a prepared statement is issued to the media inviting
interested persons to meet together initially so that the scheme can be explained in
detail.”
2751. Mr Smith goes on to set out the nature and criteria for professional fostering, namely:
2751.1 It is a full-time commitment on the part of at least one foster parent.
2751.2 Children should be aware of the reason for the placement and know that it is
planned for a specific time with progress to be monitored.
2751.3 Some training must be devised so that foster parents are aware of the various
skills required.
2751.4 Regular group discussions are necessary for support from social workers,
educational psychologists etc and to each other.
2751.5 Foster parents should be seen as professional colleagues, with access to the
Department’s facilities and case notes.
2752. This appears to be the first time that professional fostering was seriously considered in
Jersey. However as will be seen below, despite the support that emerged for the idea at
various stages, no successful scheme was launched during the period within the Inquiry’s
Terms of Reference. As noted below, new efforts were made from 2011 onwards to
implement professional fostering.
2753. A month later, Charles Smith identified those children in care whom he considered
“candidates for professional foster placements”, namely adolescents and children
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deemed to be at risk.4239 In February 1978, he took up the issue again in a paper prepared
following a trip to the UK with members of the Education Committee, in which he
concluded:4240
“Having had the opportunity to investigate 'professional fostering' and to read quite a
large amount of literature, I am of the opinion that it would be possible to launch such a
scheme in Jersey as there are, in care, difficult adolescents who could benefit from a
family placement. I would, however, wish to stress the following points:
a. It will be expensive financially compared with the cost of normal boarding out, but
provided the right foster parents can be found could be an investment for the future in
children who otherwise will become a greater financial burden on the community as
adults.
b. The present pressures on staff would not allow one member to be released from all
other duties to manage the project, covering as it will not only the recruitment and
training of foster parents but responsibility for the placement and supervision of children.
An additional social worker would therefore be required.”
2754. Although the scheme appears to have received some backing, the Education
Committee was reluctant to draw attention to the proposal and had blocked publicising
the scheme, although some feature articles were promoted. In May 1979, the Children’s
Sub-Committee reported that applicants were not coming forward, despite an “urgent
need”.4241
2755. In 1979, an article in the JEP noted the Education Department’s concern about
“illegal” private fostering – i.e. those who were engaged in private fostering
arrangements but not registered with the Education Department. Charles Smith is
recorded as commenting that the Children’s Department have a “minimal role to play” in
private fostering and noting that in private fostering cases, they simply had to ensure that
“physical standards” were satisfactory, with “none of the stringent procedure” that is
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required for foster parents taking children in care.4242 The Panel may wish to consider this
explicit reference to “physical standards” as against the Committee’s duty under Article
57 of the 1969 Law to “satisfy themselves as to the well-being of the children”.
2756. In September 1979, the ‘Working Group regarding foster children’ recommended that
the Children (Jersey) Law 1969 be amended to enable the Education Committee to make
Orders in respect of foster children. Given the delays anticipated in the bringing into
force of an amendment (it is unclear whether this ever happened), the Committee agreed
that foster parents and natural parents of foster children should be expected to sign an
undertaking to ensure the proper care of the foster child in the meantime. Draft
undertakings were produced in English, French and Portuguese.4243
1981–2002
2757. The 1981 Lambert and Wilkinson Report made a number of comments about fostering
in Jersey, as follows:4244
2757.1 With regard to professional fostering, it was noted that advertising had led to an
immediate response of seven applications, however they concluded that the
scheme will “flounder before it is off the ground through lack of basic groundwork
and adequate staff. This is not to say that we do not approve of the principle that is
being developed – indeed we do but we feel that it needs much careful thought and
preparation and should be serviced by a CCO skilled in this specialised work.”4245
“If fostering was seen as the primary method of substitute care for children,
greater efforts need to be made to ensure that the policy is put into effect”.
2757.2 “The unique housing problems of the Island mean that potential foster parents
often do not have a spare bed, let alone a spare room for a foster child.”
2757.3 “We were repeatedly told that natural parents request that their children be
placed in residential care rather than foster homes … they feel less threatened by
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their child living in a children’s home than by the close ties which may be formed
with another family.”
2757.4 “There was little evidence that any great thought had been given to ways in which
foster parents might be recruited”
2757.5 The department no longer gave priority to foster parent recruitment talks.
2757.6 No attention was given to the training needs of foster parents during or
immediately after the assessment process.
2757.7 The 1970 Boarding-Out Order was complied with in some respects but not others
– the standard of the record keeping was criticised, as was the lack of review by
senior officers.
2757.8 The department’s guidelines (not seen by the Inquiry) indicated bi-monthly
visiting for long-standing cases, which was followed in most instances.
2757.9 The authors urged the introduction of a “well-designed form” that should cover all
aspects of the Boarding-Out Order. More detail was, in their view, “essential” for
planning for the child.
2757.10 There was a need for regular formal meetings for foster parents.
2758. Two recommendations that were made in respect of fostering were:
2758.1 That a dedicated Fostering Officer be appointed with a brief to develop
professional fostering.
2758.2 That a policy be articulated with fostering as the primary method of substitute
care for children.
2759. In 1982, the Children’s Sub-Committee recommended the implementation of the
recommendation about the appointment of a Fostering Officer, who would be responsible
for fully investigating all applications to foster a child.4246
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2760. In the same year, David Castledine was appointed as Fostering Officer (or ‘CCO
(Fostering)’). He said in his statement to the Inquiry that, before this, he had been
concerned that fostering systems were incoherent and had, on his own initiative, began to
establish a more organised process. Upon his appointment, Mr Castledine remained as a
CCO with a high caseload and had no team to support him in his role, although some of
the other CCOs would help out. He describes how, before his appointment, CCOs would
assess foster parent applications without any formal framework and no formal training
was provided. 4247
2761. He produced his first report to the Children’s Sub-Committee in July 1983, noting:4248
2761.1 He had instituted an assessment programme, “covering five interviews of
approximately 2 hours each, I also interview at least one referee. The children of
the family applying to foster are interviewed if they are considered old enough. An
established part of the assessment is now a small group meeting involving three
couples applying and a couple of experienced foster parents”.
2761.2 He had promoted National Foster Care Week.
2761.3 He had developed fostering contacts with UK authorities and had updated himself
on the latest thinking.
2761.4 He circulated letters to foster parents in the Island “on all relevant issues”.
2761.5 A local foster care group had been formed, with quarterly meetings being
envisaged.
2762. He concluded:
I considered there has been a distinct value of having one person as the focal point of
fostering, it has brought uniformity for foster parents and Child Care staff. I have had
direct contact with all foster parents and this along with the Local Group is removing the
previous isolation. Comments by CCOs and foster parents support this view. It has meant
that I have personal knowledge of vacancies that exist and of those foster parents who are
4247
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able to be flexible in a crisis. All short-term needs have been met and some long-term
placements found.
There is still a need for couples able to take those children with special needs and this is
the main subject of discussion at the present time. It would be useful to study methods
being used by other agencies and I am seeking contacts.”
2763. Mr Castledine noted in his statement to the Inquiry that he began using BAAF
precedents to establish formal structures in the assessment process and also implemented
a requirement that each applicant undertook training over a 3-month period before
registration. Once registered, they would be offered continual training programmes which
were non-compulsory.4249
2764. Mr Castledine’s annual report in 1987 shows how fostering on the Island and the role
of the Fostering Officer had developed. He makes the following points:4250
2764.1 There are three categories of children whom it was difficult to place: (i) Those
with special needs – e.g. emotionally disturbed children whose behaviour presents
well above normal difficulties; (ii) Children in large families (three or more); and
(iii) “Teenagers who appear to be the least attractive fostering prospects and the
group with the highest ratio of breakdown”.
2764.2 He emphasised the value of training, which he wrote “is now a subject I view as a
priority – a group of trained foster parents would widen the scope that is
necessary for those difficult to place”.
2764.3 “When considering our future needs, the aim to find and then train Foster Parents
for more specialist tasks may be the time to consider some adjustments. It would
be valuable if we could have available families able to offer to accept in an
emergency any time during 24 hours those children with problems. For this
provision a separate Boarding Out Allowance could be considered for the period
of care.”
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2765. The Panel may wish to consider whether this refers to professional foster parents or
perhaps at a hybrid “specialist” or “trained” foster parents who would be able to accept
different children to “regular” foster parents. David Castledine gave evidence that there
was a limited effort to establish professional fostering while he was in his role.4251
2766. It is recorded that a major fostering campaign was launched in 1988, with a “fairly
good response” of eight families which it was hoped would allow the placement of the
majority of the children targeted for long-term fostering. The Committee go on to say
“However it is also noticeable, as in the past, that the response of the Jersey community
to fostering appeals is fairly muted compared with the level of response that would be
expected to a similar campaign in a Mainland area”.4252
2767. In 1988, Mr Castledine carried out a general review of boarding-out allowances, which
(as above) had been raised as a significant issue as far back as 1970. He noted the
differences in cost of living in Jersey compared with the UK – e.g. “food is between 8%
and 10% higher … children’s clothing costs more”. He noted that Jersey allowances
were higher than the National Foster Care Association recommendations, but advocated
an increase in boarding out allowances for those foster parents caring for a child over 15.
He records agreement with the Children’s Sub-Committee that “fostering in most cases is
a better form of care for children”. In evidence to the Inquiry, Mr Castledine stated that
he lobbied for increased to boarding out allowances and there was some movement on
this, but not enough. The Children’s Sub-Committee would also give material support to
foster parents, such as new beds. Whether a foster parent was entitled to “banded
payments” for the child would be assessed by CCOs after discussions with senior
management.4253
2768. In November 1989, in light of the closure of Clos de Sables, a new fostering initiative
was proposed in order to meet “the most pressurised demand for admissions to care
during July to September” (as above, likely due to holiday workers coming to the Island).
Mr Skinner proposed the recruitment of two foster homes to be available for the
4251
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placement of family groups, with the foster parents to be recruited from the existing
register. It was also recommended that as a general incentive for the recruitment of foster
homes capable of taking large families of siblings, increased boarding out allowances
should be established for all short-term placements of three children or more.4254
2769. Marnie Baudains gave evidence4255 that she thought a formal policy was developed to
place children under ten in foster care around 1989/1990, although the Inquiry has not
seen any documentary evidence of this.
2770. Mr Castledine’s role ceased around 1992/1993 and he returned to his role as CCO. He
helped to set up the Fostering and Adoption Team, which pulled together the two systems
of care, until 1996.4256 Mr Castledine gave the following evidence to the Inquiry about his
time as Fostering Officer:4257
2770.1 He did not think a Fostering Panel would have been possible during his time as
Fostering Officer to the lack of manpower. (It is believed that this was established
in 2001,4258 although there is no documentary evidence available to the Inquiry
confirming this).
2770.2 When matching children to foster parents, this would take into consideration
whether they needed short-term or long-term care. Despite the shortage of foster
parents, the threshold for assessment was not lowered to cater for need.
2770.3 If foster parents had concerns about a child, they could contact the child’s CCO,
or Mr Castledine himself.
2770.4 There was ongoing supervision of foster parents when a child was placed – this
would be via feedback from CCOs and also visits by Mr Castledine.
2770.5 CCOs would regularly visit children in foster care and any suggestion of abuse
would be met with a recommendation of increased supervision and contact.
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2770.6 Although he would always be consulted, he did not assess all of the applications
himself and would discuss placements with the relevant CCO to assess if there was
a match for a child.
2770.7 He brought in some sort of process for deregistration of foster parents, although
he could not remember the details.
2770.8 If a foster parent had admitted to or been convicted of abuse, they would have
been prevented from fostering. Where there were any doubts, it would be very
difficult to place the child.
2771. In August 1999, an “Adolescent Fostering Research Project” report was produced by
Danny Wherry and Martin Board.4259 This made the following findings and
recommendations:
2771.1 Current resources for adolescents did not meet their needs and the Homefinding
Team was under resourced. The report recommended the recruitment of six
specialist adolescent carers, two emergency foster carers, 12 mainstream foster
carers (over a period of 3 years) and increasing the recruitment budget.
2771.2 Adolescent carers would provide medium to long term placements for young
people over 12. A placement would only be sanctioned after a six-week
assessment at Heathfield.
2771.3 Emergency foster carers were to provide short-term placements (maximum 48
hours or next working day) for those over 12 years of age and those under would
continue to be placed with current carers approved for that purpose
2771.4 Various suggestions were made to enhance the recruitment of foster carers.
2771.5 A recommendation was made to advertise for qualified social workers to
undertake foster care assessments on a contractual basis, freeing the Homefinding
Team to concentrate on other areas of work.
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2771.6 Training for foster carers at the time of the report was restricted to initial training
over a 6-week period and some felt it was inadequate. Recommendations were
made to appoint a CCO as a Training Officer for all foster parents, to encourage
two foster parents to train as “Trainers” and to identify specialists to provide
training in specific areas. It was also encouraged that the NFCA’s training
programme be used.
2771.7 Recommendations were made about increasing support available to foster carers,
including the provision of complete information at the time of the placement, the
introduction of a written “support contract” and an explanation of the role of the
CCO and the “Link Worker”. It was also felt that a support group should
developed specifically for the children of foster carers.
2771.8 The report noted that the lack of a Fostering Panel was contrary to good practice
in the UK and Guernsey. It was recommended that one be established for the
approval of foster carers it would include the Service Manager, the Manager for
Placement and Support (who would also be the advisor) and others from
professionals and representatives in the community. The following functions of a
Fostering Panel were noted:
2771.8.1 They would determine whether an applicant was suitable to be a foster carer
and the number of children and age range for which they were to be approved.
2771.8.2 Any complaints of abuse would be dealt with through the Children’s Service’s
complaints procedure.
2771.8.3 Any change of circumstances would be brought before the Panel to determine
whether the foster carer should continue to be approved.
2771.9 A finding was made that communication with foster carers, young people in carer
and others needed improving. It was recommended that there be closer supervision
of Link Workers and CCOs regarding their communication with foster carers.
2771.8.10 A lack of procedural guidelines led to an inconsistent approach and where
procedures did exist, they were not always followed.
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2771.8.11 It was recommended that a Placement Panel be created to ensure that all
children in care were appropriately placed and to monitor those placements
through a review process.
2771.8.12 “Independence training” for young persons could begin at 15 and, along with
supported lodgings for those over 16 who want to live semi-independently, it was
hoped that this would allow young people to move into independence in a planned
way.
2772. In addition to the above, an appendix4260 gives some helpful statistics for children in
care as at 1999, including:
2772.1 43 per cent of children were placed in foster care, compared with 28 per cent
placed in residential care.
2772.2 In 1997, 27 children had been admitted to care (six to foster care, 21 to residential
care). In 1998, those increased to 45 (11 to foster care, 34 to residential care).
2773. A Children’s Service “6-month progress report” from 1999 notes that a Placement
Panel had been created to allocate and monitor placement of and planning for children in
care. This was part of an integrated fostering/residential services provision and it was
noted that the Panel “is responsible for the allocation of both residential and foster
placements matching the needs of individual children to placement type as possible”.4261
2002–2014
2774. As noted in the Legislation Section, the Children (Jersey) Law 2002 introduced
comprehensive legislative change, including detailed provision on private fostering. The
legislation did not come into force until 2005 and at the same time as the Children
(Placement) (Jersey) Regulations 2005, which formalised the minimum requirements for
information on prospective foster parents, the suitability of placements and the
obligations arising in foster care and foster placement agreements.4262
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2775. Dr Kathie Bull’s 2002 Report noted that there were 53 voluntary foster parents for 70
children at this time, 50 of whom were on long-term placements. She also identified the
following:
2775.1 Research studies showed the educational advantages for those children placed in
foster care compared with those in residential care.
2775.2 Urgent consideration needed to be given to a professional foster parenting
programme with professional foster carers appointed, trained and regularly
supervised.
2775.3 Treatment foster care programmes should be introduced.
2776. The H&SS Committee noted the same year that:
“The traditional role of the Home was no longer consistent with modern practice in child
care in the United Kingdom, which had developed a comprehensive fostering service to
place young children in a family environment. The development of such a service in
Jersey had been constrained by social factors, including the financial pressures on wives
to bring in a second salary to maintain living standards. The Committee was advised that
increased investment would be required to achieve the provision of similar levels of long
term fostering to the United Kingdom”.4263
2777. The total cost of a new professional foster care service (based on the UK model
comprising four emergency carers, two remand carers and six SEBD carers) was
estimated at £402,000 per year.4264
2778. Tony Le Sueur became Team Manager of “Fostering & Adoption and Children in
Care”’ in February 2002. Before this, the Homefinding Team had been dedicated to
fostering and adoption, for which he had been responsible since October 1999. He gave
the following evidence to the Inquiry about fostering:4265
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2778.1 While he was managing the Homefinding Team, they did not have sufficient
resources – for example there was an impressive list of foster parents but it was
outdated.
2778.2 He believes that the delay in setting up a Fostering Panel until 2001 was due to a
lack of focus within the department.
2778.3 Given the size of Jersey, professional fostering would have made sense – however
successive attempts to introduce it were unsuccessful due to resource and housing
issues. There was also a risk that mainstream fostering might suffer from the
introduction of professional fostering. Although money was specifically allocated
to professional fostering in 2007, it was felt by Sean Pontin (Team Manager of
Fostering & Adoption Jersey) that it would be better spent on other fostering and
adoption services due to the usual difficulties of establishing professional
fostering.4266
2778.4 He expressed concern that if private agencies were allowed to enter Jersey to
provide a professional fostering service, there would be a risk that they would
simply poach the existing foster carers and then charge them back out to the States
at hugely inflated rates.
2778.5 He suggested that solutions to the issues with lack of foster carers could include
assistance from the Housing Authority such as providing grants to enable
prospective foster parents to extend their property or move into a house with more
room. He also thought that tax arrangements could be reformed so that they did not
punish families who take on fostering.
2778.6 Following the Bull Report, there was optimism that fostering and adoption would
be seen as key components for the future. There was an element of disbelief when
her proposals were not implemented, having regard to the work put in by those
involved.
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2778.7 During 2005 there were attempts to secure additional funding for fostering and
adoption proposals, but these were unsuccessful due to a lack of political will and
resource. There was some investment, allowing the introduction of the first phase
of comprehensive fostering allowances.
2778.8 He thought that the criticism of lack of support for foster carers by managers and
politicians in the Scottish Care Inspectorate’s 2012 report was fair.
2779. In his evidence to the Inquiry, Tony Le Sueur reflected that:
“My own experience of fostering in Jersey was one of inheriting a very long list of 70+
foster carers in 2001, with only just over 40 individual children actually placed in foster
care. There were many people who thought they might be in a position to offer a
placement and, in fairness, previously had provided one. The problem was that limited
and very expensive accommodation in the Island; combined with the very high cost of
living inevitably caused both partners in a relationship to have to work. Together with
limited 'on-Island' family support; this all conspired to make the act of actually securing a
foster placement very difficult indeed."4267
2780. The Panel may wish to consider in the light of Professor Bullock’s report and evidence
to the Inquiry whether similar problems affected Local Authorities in the UK with a high
cost of living and expensive accommodation.
2781. In oral evidence,4268 Mr Le Sueur elaborated on the issues and some of the steps taken
to combat them:
“We are one of the few places where having one of the parents at home is not a
requirement of our fostering recruitment because if we applied that -- and there are
plenty of local authorities in the UK who do apply that – we simply would not have people
coming forward. Jersey has to find ways to support families to have children as foster
children and it is not easy.…One of the initiatives was to bring those rates up to where
they were, a second initiative was to offer enhanced rates at one and a half or two times
the normal rate for difficult to place young people, and one of the initiatives was around
4267
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professional fostering. Now, two of those initiatives have been very successful and
additional resources have improved training and assessment and development. The
professional fostering struggled to establish itself and the Department is about to try
again with another scheme.”
2782. Susan Doyle gave evidence4269 that she started working with the Fostering & Adoption
Team in 2001 and continued to the present day. She stated that she was involved in
recruitment campaigns and noted that they were presently in the process of introducing
specialist foster carers, who would obtain a fee after gaining skills and experience (i.e.
professional foster carers). She noted that the fostering process today involves a huge
degree of assessment and vetting which takes six to eight weeks and includes obtaining
six referees, CRB checks, training and a Fostering Panel process.
2783. An example of the Fostering Panel reviewing and deregistering a foster mother in 2007
following complaints made about her over a number of years is instructive as to how the
system worked at that stage.4270 In this case, the supervising social worker recommended
that the foster mother be deregistered due to concerns about communication and a lack of
insight into the issues and risk related to the task of providing foster care for vulnerable
children. It is then noted that the Fostering Panel had recommended deregistration, with
one dissension. The final decision to support the Panel’s recommendation and confirm
deregistration was then made by Tony Le Sueur as “Agency Decision Maker”.
2784. Andrew Williamson’s 2008 Report into Child Protection in Jersey4271 noted the
following about fostering services:
2784.1 Discussions were ongoing about the creation of a preventative service within
fostering services to enable children to remain at home with their family and
receive support.
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2784.2 The success of the programme to recruit more foster carers and adoptive parents
had led to a significant reduction in bed occupancy at Heathfield and La
Preference.
2784.3 Possibilities were being developed for things such as remand or bail fostering in
appropriate circumstances.
2784.4 The Fostering and Adoption Service had seen significant progress over the past
year.
2785. An explanation of the function of the Fostering and Adoption/Permanence Panels in
place as at January 2009 can be found in an appendix to the Williamson Implementation
Plan.4272
2786. The Scrutiny Panel’s Report into the “Co-ordination of Services for Vulnerable
Children” in July 2009 made the following relevant findings and recommendations4273
with the assistance of reports by Professor Sinclair:4274
2786.1 Of the 32 looked-after children of primary school age – 78 per cent were in family
placements (17 with foster carers, 6 with kinship foster carers, 1 home on trial)
with 8 in residential care.
2786.2 They thought that there was an age group (over-10s) who may have been better
suited to the lifestyle of a children’s home than foster care – a view that was shared
by the JCLA and Professor Sinclair. Part of the reasoning was that this age group
may have felt that they had had enough of families, that they will always be an
outsider in the family or that they already had their own family and that it would
be disloyal to commit to another.
2786.3 For those younger children for whom suitable foster parents could not be found,
Brig-y-Don was seen as a suitable interim, preparatory step to successful fostering.
This is notwithstanding Professor Sinclair’s view that: “long-term residential care
for young children should now be avoided”.
4272
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2787. Tony Le Sueur had told them that fostering and adoption received significant
investment from 2006 to 2008 with the clear aim of reducing the number of young people
in residential care. They recommended further investment to support and promote foster
care. Although it was recognised that couples who may otherwise be interested could find
foster care prohibitively expensive – there were suggestions about ways forward, such as
asking the UK Fostering Network to look at their support arrangements and see if there is
anything more that could be done.
2788. They recommended that Jersey spend more on developing new and innovative types of
fostering – e.g. respite fostering where foster carers are twinned with a family,
therapeutic foster carers. Professor Sinclair even suggested an arrangement of group
accommodation which appears similar to the idea of Family Group Homes.4275
2789. The Ministerial Response provided in October 2009 noted the following:4276
2789.1 The investment programme into fostering and adoption had attracted a substantial
number of new carers.
2789.2 It was agreed that foster care allowances needed to be set at an appropriate level,
but pointed out that local rates were in excess of London rates. It was also stated
that “the Minister is aware that foster carers who are prepared to make a place for
needy children in their homes and in their lives do so for reasons beyond money”.
2789.3 Formal administrative procedures for facilitating the development of the ‘complex
arrangements’ around professional fostering were being pursued.
2790. Phil Dennett gave evidence that there was considerable investment put into fostering in
Jersey but there were difficulties. He thought that the social profile of people who might
foster did not exist in Jersey and noted that the high cost of renting excluded people who
might otherwise foster as did the inability of people to afford to have a spare room. Foster
carers were not paid, although attempts were made to enhance their allowance. He
considered that the problem with fostering in Jersey lay with the States as a whole rather
than the fostering team who did the best they could. He believed that, by 2014, fostering
4275
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services were in a good state and there was a fostering and adoption team of around 111
people to help recruitment, as well as providing support and training for foster parents.4277
2791. A report by Sean Pontin on “Specialist Foster Care in Jersey” was written in
September 2011.4278 This noted the following:
2791.1 since 2006, the Home Finding Team had been rebranded as ‘Fostering &
Adoption Jersey’ and had a dedicated role in recruiting, assessing and supporting
foster carers, kindship carers and adopters. It was also noted that they provided
support to families, post-adoption;4279
2791.2 the headline number of approved foster carers was 35. Over 90 per cent of all
primary age looked after children were cared for in family placements;
2791.3 the service had been unable to attract carers who were prepared or capable of
looking after children with more demanding or challenging behaviour and/or
teenagers – therefore they made up the population of residential homes or resulted
in Jersey having to find specific UK placements;
2791.4 “Most of those looked after in foster care now would have been in residential care
20 years ago, and those in foster care then are now looked after in their own
homes”;
2791.5 it recommended a ‘specialist fostering service’ – i.e. professional fostering. It was
hoped that this would succeed in attracting new people to fostering by tapping into
other sections of the community.
2792. The key components of a specialist fostering service would be
2792.1 offering higher levels of support, training and remuneration than standard forms
of foster care;
2792.2 recruiting, assessing, training and intensively supporting carers to be part of the
casework team;
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2792.3 specifically recruiting carers with a wide range of skills and who can undertake
tasks traditionally done by social workers, such as report writing and assessment –
then providing comprehensive training to equip them.
2793. The report suggested various “next steps”, including:
2793.1 a “payment for skills” scheme whereby all foster carers would receive a fee for
attending training and accepting placements – this could rise linked to performance
and ability;
2793.2 a “Specialist Foster Scheme” around a small group of new carers;
2793.3 offering a package that attracts carers, encouraging them to move away from their
existing employment.
2794. A subsequent report in January 2012 added the following with regard to the
development of a “Specialist Foster Care Service”:4280
2794.1 the service may need to be open to making capital investment in adapting a
carer’s house to make it fit for purpose;
2794.2 the package offered should be approximately £40k p/a in addition to allowances
to recompense them for outgoings;
2794.3 the suggested timeline was:
2794.3.1

contract development/planning – 8 weeks;

2794.3.2

recruitment/assessment/approval – 9 months;

2794.3.3

matching/placement – 2 months;

2794.4 it was noted that there was risk that existing foster carers may find themselves
frustrated and devalued if they compare their own situation with that of a newly
recruited specialist foster carer – this can be ameliorated by the implementation of
the ‘payment for skills’ scheme.
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2795. The January 2012 “Inspection of services for looked after children” carried out by the
Scottish Care Inspectorate made the following findings and recommendations about
fostering services:
2795.1 The ‘impact on employees and foster carers’ and the ‘management and support of
employees and foster cares’ were both rated as ‘weak’, although no specific
recommendations were made with regard to foster carers in these respects.
2795.2 Although the proportion of children looked after in family placements had
steadily increased, they had not met their target of 80 per cent by 2010.
2795.3 The majority of looked-after children and young people lived with foster carers
and their experience was very positive:
“The fostering and adoption team ran a professional development programme with some
sessions targeted at staff and foster carers and others specifically for foster carers.”
“Foster carers were committed to and enjoyed their work…however staff and foster
carers did not feel valued by their managers or politicians. They showed little awareness
of an overall vision for looked after children and young people. They did not feel
involved, consulted or listened to.”
2795.4 At this point, there had been “no progress in the development of professional
foster care”.
2795.5 Budget pressures had prevented recruitment to the ‘Intensive Support Team’,
which was designed partly to provide support to children, young people and foster
carers to prevent foster breakdown.
2795.6 From a sample of foster care files, they found evidence of regular supervision and
some evidence of an audit of supervision.
2796. A further report was completed by Mr Pontin in July 2012, setting out the key elements
of a specialist foster care service, the benefits of such a scheme and the risks of not doing
so.4281 This suggests that the scheme had still not been approved at this stage. It was also
4281
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noted that Jersey had the highest percentage of working parents in Europe, presenting
specific challenges about recruitment.
2797. In January 2013, a “Service Specification” was written for a “Professional & Specialist
Fostering Service”.4282 The aims of this service were to:
2797.1 Increase the number of active accredited foster carers by 2015;
2797.2 Improve foster placement choice and stability for Looked After Children;
2797.3 Reduce the number of looked-after children residentially placed “off Island” by
2015.
2798. The Scottish Care Inspectorate carried out a follow-up inspection dated September
2013,4283 which did not substantially touch on foster care, but did note that there was a
clear commitment to increasing the proportion of children looked after in foster care and
to reducing the numbers who needed to live in residential care.
2799. A briefing paper produced by Paul Watson (Senior Social Work Practitioner Seconded
to System Redesign) and Andrew Heaven (Assistant Director Commissioning) in 2015
considered the response to increased demand for looked-after children services.4284 The
following points are noted:
2799.1 As a result of significant changes in social work practice from the implementation
of a rapid improvement plan, an increasing number of children at risk were
becoming “looked after”. This was noted to relate to legacy issues from previous
practice and it was anticipated that there would be a reduction in the longer term.
2799.2 In August 2014, the rate of looked-after children in Jersey was 39 per 10,000 –
compared with a UK national rate of 60 per 10,000. At the end of March 2015, the
rate in Jersey was 50.5 per 10,000 and this was anticipated to rise to 65, which
would be in line with the UK average.
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2799.3 In order to meet this increased demand, initial scoping was completed as to the
use of off-island fostering agencies. Potential providers were listed and further
work recommended to prioritise providers and understand the level of investment
needed (estimated at £76,500 per child).
Current/recent policies, procedures and guidance
2800. In October 2012, various policies/guidelines were introduced about fostering. These
should be taken into account by the Panel when considering the adequacy of the HSSD’s
policies and procedures, as well as any future recommendations that may be considered.
The existing policies and procedures are set out in the following:
2800.1 Fostering Panel guidelines;4285
2800.2 Guidelines on the assessment and approval of foster carers;4286
2800.3 Guidelines on the process to be followed in respect of persons disqualified from
fostering4287 – noting that Children’s Services applied the same requirements as
that set out in the Children (Jersey) Law 2002 in respect of managing a voluntary
home or fostering a child privately.
2801. The Inquiry also has draft policies/guidance, as at February 2014, on other fostering
issues – including:
2801.1 exemptions to a foster carer’s approval;4288
2801.2 supervision and support of foster carers;4289
2801.3 review of foster carers;4290
2801.4 allegations against foster carers;4291
2801.5 employees who wish to become foster carers.4292
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Allegations of abuse and other evidence of fostered children
2802. There are a number of allegations of abuse made by those who were fostered during
the period under review. For present purposes, we include allegations relating to both
fostering and boarding out. In order to provide an overview of the allegations, we set
them out in tabular format, listing the complainant, the alleged abuser and broad details
of the alleged abuse in the decade in which the events are said to have taken place.
2803. The tables below also contain neutral and positive evidence about fostering from the
perspective of former foster children.

Phase
Phase

1a Alleged

witness

Brief details of allegation and document reference

abuser

1950s
Winifred

WN 961

Lockhart

Verbal abuse and harsh treatment compared to the boys in the
house [Day 11/15]; forced to wash outside at the water pump
using cold water [Day 11/15]; punishment of having to wash the
sheets for bed wetting, as well as hitting and hair pulling [Day
11/18]; failing to deal with her recurrent nits and ringworm,
resulting in Ms Lockhart having to have her head shaved [Day
11/20-21]; being made to sleep in the shed for bed wetting [Day
11/26]; being deprived of drinks due to her bed wetting, forcing
the child to collect rain water in a tin [Day 11/29]; lack of
treatment for chickenpox, resulting in the intervention of her
headmaster and her departure from that foster home [Day 11/35]

WN 174

WN 483

Fostered by WN 483 from 1958 to 1967 [Day 35/31]. He says that
when he lived with his foster mother he was locked under the
stairs and was dunked in a barrel of water. He states that someone
got in touch with the authorities and this is why he moved to
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HDLG [WD000684]. The alleged abuse by WN 483 is
documented clearly in the contemporaneous records: one indicates
that, notwithstanding reports of being tied to bannisters, having
his head held under water by his foster mother and being thrashed
with a stick, he showed a surprising amount of affection towards
her [Day 35/34]. Another record describes WN 483’s “strange
ideas about the bringing up of children” – suggesting that
Children’s Services were aware of the physical abuse of WN 174
at the hands of his foster mother [Day 35/36].
At this time, WN 483 was looking after a total of 8 children at the
time she was caring for WN 174 [WD001270/109], despite
concern being expressed by Children’s Services as to her marital
problems (which had resulted in a separation), and a recognition
that very little was known about WN 483 before she was allowed
to foster [WD001271/111]. In a case conference in 1967, Mr
Tilbrook questioned whether WN 483 fostered all of these
children in order to gain affection that she would otherwise not
find [WD001271/112]. Both Ms Pitter and Mr Tilbrook were said
to be worried about the situation in WN 483’s foster home, given
that so many of the children were getting into trouble
[WD001271/112]. WN 74 described WN 483 as fine [Day 44/46].
Further evidence was heard about WN 483 on Day 44
WN 434

N/A

WN 434 was fostered in around 1956 and stayed with her foster
parents for 9 years. She describes her foster parents as wonderful,
and says that she was visited regularly by Ms Bygraves from
Children’s Services. She left the foster home and was sent to
HDLG when her foster parents did not approve of a relationship
she was having with an older boy when she was 15 [WS000526].

WN 964 and

WNThese
965 Two children were fostered by WN 965 and WN 962in the 1940s

WN

and or 1950s. WN 964 says that she was a “slave” for her foster

963

WN 962 parents, getting up at 4 am every morning to work before school.
994

994

She says they were not allowed any friends or to play out. She
also describes regular beating of her and of WN 963 by WN 962,
using a belt, brush or stick and says that they would often go to
school covered in bruises. She says that the school, neighbours
and even the Parish Constable knew what was going on as both
girls told people how the bruises had been caused, but nobody
ever did anything about it. Other alleged incidents included WN
963 having her hair cut off by WN 962 when she washed it
without asking permission first, and alleged sexual assaults by
WN 965. WN 964 told the police in 2008 that WN 962 would
keep the girls under lock and key, and would tie them to a chair
when she went out. WN 964 alleges that WN 965 would use these
occasions to offer them money to touch their breasts. She says
they were never forced to do anything to him [WD006594].
WN 963 confirmed the alleged abuse to the police and indicated
that the Constable of St Peter, Mr Le Legre, knew of the alleged
abuse [WD006595].

Phase 1a

Alleged

witness

abuser

Brief details of allegation and document reference

1960s
Michael Laing

Various

Mrs Elson: regular beatings by hand and with an implement, two
or three times on each occasion. Gagged when beaten, so the
neighbours would not hear [WS000003/3]. WN 967 and WN 968:
alleged regular sexual abuse by their son (WN 969) over a period
of 18 months [WS000003/15, 22]

WN 341

WN 341 was resident at HDLG in the 1960s and makes various
allegations of sexual abuse, including against Thomas Hamon. His
evidence is notable for a number of allegations of women
performing oral sex on boys and vice versa [WS000242]. He says
995

995

that he would stay with a couple at the weekends, along with his
brother. He alleges that the foster mother would expose her
breasts to his brother and perform oral sex on him when her
husband was away. WN 341 also describes a sexual assault on
himself, carried out by his foster mother. He also alleges physical
abuse from both foster parents, describing his foster mother hitting
him with a range of implements when he stole a bag of sixpences,
and her hitting him with a stick across the back, and the foster
father wrapping a belt around his fist and punching WN 341 in the
face with the buckle [WS000242/6].
WN 240

WN

612 WN 240 was fostered in around 1963. She left Sacre Coeur at the

and

WN age of 14 and went to live with WN 612, who was a child minder

611

and also had children of her own. She told the Panel that she
ended up looking after the minded children (6 of them), giving
them their meals and looking after them all day until their parents
collected them at 4 o’clock [Day 39/73]. She said that she was
paid for this at the rate of 10 shillings a week [Day 39/75]. She
alleges that the foster father, WN 611, was “a vile man”, who had
once tried to entice her into his bedroom by saying that there was
money under his bed, but she did not go in. She also alleges that
he would say terrible things to her at the dinner table [Day 39/74].
WN 240 ran away from her foster home and was placed elsewhere
by Children’s Services

WN 1754293

The date of fostering is unclear but likely to be in the 1960s or
1970s: WD005878. She alleges being beaten by her foster mother
WN 970

for wetting herself. After spending a period at HDLG, WN 175
was fostered by WN 309. She says that WN309 and her husband
were very nice and were really relaxed. She says that the family
let her use hot water and did her washing and ironing for her:

4293

Note that there is an error in the transcript for Day 139, when WN 175 is mistakenly referred to as a male.

996

996

WD005878/4, perhaps suggesting that this had not been the case
in her previous foster home. More generally, this witness says that
while she was in care she was told that she was a bad child and
her parents did not want her, which was why she was in care:
WD005878/5.

Phase 1a Alleged
witness

Brief details of allegation and document reference

abuser

1970s
WN 31

Foster

Says that her foster mother would “slag off” her family, particularly

mother

her mother [Day 13/12]; enforced church attendance and confession
[Day 13/18 and 13/23; see also WD000017/43]

WN 36

N/A

Positive evidence of being adopted for a short period by WN 309
[WS0000479/3]

WN 3

Foster

After a positive experience with one set of prospective foster parents,

parents

WN 3 was fostered by another family. She said in her Inquiry
statement that things started well, but that the foster mother became
mentally cruel and was very strict. She says that the foster mother
would belittle her and was particularly cruel to her for a period when
she was on crutches [WS000470/7-9]. She says she hardly saw any
social workers when she was in foster care and would estimate that she
saw Ms Baudains about once a year when she was her CCO. She says
she does not remember ever being alone with the CCO, and Ms
Baudains would always see her with the foster mother [WS000470/9].
WN 3 also alleges sexual abuse by another resident in the house.
Despite running away and being seen by Ms Baudains, she did not feel
able to disclose the alleged abuse at the foster home. She says that she
was the kind of child who did not speak much and found it difficult to
speak to adults generally [WS000470/11].

Luis

de WN 787

This witness was fostered by WN 787 when Clos de Roncier was

997

997

Abreu

disbanded following the death of the Housemother [Day 60/15]. Mr de
Abreu described to the Panel that WN 787 would stress constantly
how much he cost her and that she was not given much money to look
after him by the States of Jersey [WS000494/3]. She also threatened to
send him to HDLG in order to prevent any misbehaviour
[WS000494/3]. Ultimately, WN 787 decided she did not want the
foster child any longer and he was sent to HDLG, which devastated
Mr de Abreu.

WN 140

N/A

WN 140 was fostered by WN 794 and WN 795 in the 1970s and
describes them being a lovely household. He says the foster parents
were brilliant parents and loved him as though he was their own child
[Day 64/43]. Of interest is his evidence about how he was selected for
fostering when at HDLG: “As I remember it, if a family were looking
to foster a child, they would choose an age group and if you fitted that
age group, you would be nicely presented and lined up. The family
came and would give a child a try. This is how I came to be picked by
WN 794 and WN 795. I must have had a smile from ear to ear the day
they came to collect me; I could not wait to get out of Haut de la
Garenne.” [Day 64/41]. He also describes monthly visits from the
CCO, who would speak to the child in company with the foster parents
and then to the boy on his own [Day 64/42-43].

WN 140

WN 569

WN 140 had a further foster placement following the death of his
previous foster parent. He alleges sexual abuse by the foster father,
WN 569. He says that, from the age of 12 or 13, when they were home
alone, WN 569 would strip naked and masturbate in front of a mirror
with WN 140 present. This escalated to WN 569 trying to force WN
140 to masturbate him, and to WN 569 masturbating WN 140,
according to the alleged victim. WN 140 describes this being repeated
over a number of years [WS000480/9]. He also mentions being
assaulted in bed, and was asked by the police in 2009 if this was his
foster brother, WN 744, but WN 140 could not say. WN 744 was
998

998

convicted of paedophilia in another country and had confessed to
molesting a child in his own home [WD004972]. WN 569 was
eventually convicted of gross indecency against his daughters and,
once he left the family home, WN 140 says that the abuse stopped
[Day 64/53]. WN 140 notes that he was visited by Social Services
about once a month when he started to live with WN 569 but then they
only attended if there was a problem [Day 64/54]

Phase 1a Alleged
witness

Brief details of allegation and document reference

abuser

1980s
WN 99

Foster

WN 99 was fostered in the early 1980s, having been admitted to

parents

HDLG in 1970, at the age of 2. He alleged abuse at HDLG and said

(not

that moving to the foster family was not much better, as he was forced

ciphered)

to work for them despite the fact he was going to school
[WS000368/8]. He described the work as gruelling. He states that he
was not paid and was treated in the same way as the French workers.
WN 99 also alleges that he was shown no affection by the foster
parents and was prevented from seeing his own mother. He describes
an occasion when he was beaten by the foster father and ran away to
his mother’s house. He says that she called Mr Davenport, but he sent
WN 99 straight back to the foster home, without taking the complaints
seriously [Day 45/67]

WN

FosterSeriou Allegations of physical and sexual abuse are made by WN 803 against

8034294 father

her foster father [WS000689], who was subsequently to become her
adoptive father in 1981 [WS000705]. They are supported and

WN

corroborated by her sister, WN 901. WN 803 says that she and her

901

sibling were fostered by the couple when she was very young, but they

4294

Mistakenly referred to as “he” in the transcript on Day 139

999

999

divorced when she was 7 and she lived at the houses of both the foster
mother and foster father until the age of 14, when she went to
Heathfield. WN 803’s account merits recounting in detail, and is
paraphrased below.

Aged 4+
Terrified when foster father was coming back from work. Says he
would hit the children at bed time and when naughty, with
belts, slippers and bare hands, over his knee with pants
down. She also describes excruciating pain in her vaginal
area when being bathed, between the legs.
Bed wetting.
Continued being hit, also being put in the garden shed and garage.
Remembers being cold and alone, and seeing concrete walls.
Made to stand naked at the front window of the house, exposing
themselves to traffic going past. Also made to perform strip
shows for relatives. Stabbed with forks and knives when not
eating correctly. She also alleges that they were left in the car
for hours while he was drinking in the pub.

Aged 11 to teens
Forced to wash out dirty underwear and then drink the water.
5-hour delay in taking her to hospital with a broken arm because
foster father was drunk in the pub.
Sexual abuse in the form of groping and French kissing. Also
verbal and mental abuse. Physical abuse in the form of
dragging her up the stairs, kneeling on her shoulders and
spitting in her face.
Aged 23+
Threw hot coffee over her and dragged her round the house,
1000

1000

continued emotional and verbal abuse.
Describes making a videoed statement at Children’s Services but
nothing came of it. An interview by Children’s Services is also
mentioned by WN 901, and she remembers also seeing a Child
Psychologist. She says she has no idea of the outcome of the
interview. See more on this in the section on the reporting of
alleged abuse.

WN 901 makes consistent and corroborative allegations against the
foster/adoptive father. She mentions the same physical, mental
and sexual abuse. She also mentions the foster father burning
all of her favourite toys in the fire and burning her with a
cigarette. She refers to the police being called when she was 7,
after she had been beaten by him, and she says that she and her
sister were taken to her uncle’s house [WS000705/2].
WN 901 says as follows: “I feel that my fostering and subsequent
adoption was neglectful on the basis that [the foster father] had
a known alcohol problem, I feel that he was allowed to adopt
us because he was a policeman and because of this proper
checks were never completed.”
WN 901 also describes going to Children’s Services at the age of
21 (in 1999) to ask for her file, and being given an orange
scrapbook. She says she was told that they did not have
information on why they were allowed to be adopted by the
man in question, but did admit that they knew he had a drink
problem before he adopted us [WS000705/3].
See the section on the reporting of alleged abuse in relation to the
actions of Children’s Services and the SOJP.
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WN 155

Un-named

Positive evidence about WN 155’s long-standing bed wetting stopping

foster

very soon after her move into foster care. “It was a bit of coaxing and

parents

a bit of love from my foster parents that was probably the reason it
stopped.” [WS000345/4].

WN 382
Un- Un-named
foster
parents

Positive experience of being fostered by the parents of a friend when
he left HDLG [WS000643/7].

Phase 1a Alleged
witness

Brief details of allegation and document reference

abuser

1990s
A child in A
foster care

foster A child who was in foster care in the early 1990s said the following in a

father

2008 statement to the SOJP [WD000301]:
She felt she was tricked into going into foster care and that the
foster parents should not have been looking after children.
She was treated like a slave and made to do all the chores [p5]
She was sexually abused by the foster father every night [p5]. She
says that he would come in late at night and put his hand up her
pyjamas or nightie and would touch her breasts, then he would
rub her vagina. She recalls one occasion when he put a finger
inside her [p6]
She never suffered physical abuse at the hands of her foster parents.
She did not tell anyone about the alleged abuse at the foster home
until recently because she thought it was her fault and she must
have done something wrong, and the abuse was her foster
father’s “payback” [p6].

1002
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Phase 1a Alleged
witness

Brief details of allegation and document reference

abuser

2000s
WN 167

Foster

An SOJP file note authored by Alison Fossey notes that WN 167

father

had made complaints of sexual assault by her foster father since
1998. It was said that she had been sexually abused by her
foster father since the age of 13 and he continued to ask for
sexual favours. It was recorded that at a case conference on 27
February 2006 she repeated the allegations but said she would
not cooperate with the police. The police followed this up by
interviewing other foster children of the family, but no other
abuse was disclosed [WD008476].
WN 167 had been first boarded with the foster family in 1967
[WD008476/83]. Contemporaneous confirm that the foster
placement with this family broke down in 1980 [WD008474],
but she returned in the same year [WD008476/82]. A number
of problems were noted with WN 167 in the late 1970’s and in
1980. Richard Davenport recorded that WN 167 “might be
capable of using femininity to her own ends. Risk to male
Staff?” on 7 July 1980, when she was at HDLG
[WD008476/84].

2804. Further evidence on allegations of abuse in foster care is discussed in the section on
Phase 1b evidence.
Reporting of abuse by fostered children
2805. As allegations of abuse are made against a variety of foster parents, the allegations of
abuse are dealt with on a decade-by-decade basis. The same pattern is replicated in this
section on the reporting of abuse in foster care.

1003
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1950s
2806. Winifred Lockhart was fostered in the early 1950s and alleges physical and mental
abuse. She told the Panel that she remembered someone from the Social Welfare
Department coming round to visit her and asking her directly how she was. Despite Ms
Lockhart’s allegations of abuse, the contemporaneous records record that she was
progressing well.4295 Ms Lockhart could remember the person from the Social Welfare
Department telling WN 961 not to punish her for bed wetting. This resulted in WN 961
stopping her physical chastisement, but Ms Lockhart explained that WN 961 carried on
depriving her of drinks.4296 In the end, Ms Lockhart did disclose the alleged abuse to the
visitor from the Social Welfare Department. She told the Panel that she was quite a
forceful child in that respect and felt able to speak up.4297 In particular, Ms Lockhart said
she disclosed the fact that WN 961 was depriving her of drinking water (such that she had
to collect rainwater in a tin can) but, despite interventions by the social worker, the
problems continued. She told the Panel that she told the social worker again that she was
not allowed a drink, but nothing changed.4298 Ms Lockhart told the Panel that she was
eventually moved from her foster home when she was sent to school with chickenpox and
the headmaster intervened.4299 This is confirmed by the contemporaneous records.4300 Ms
Lockhart was sent to the Girls’ Home under the poor law provisions.4301
2807. The account of the abuse to which the two girls (WN 964 and WN 963) fostered by
WN 965 and WN 962 were exposed to is set out in the allegations table above. The same
account sets out what was known in the community about their treatment, including by
the police and the Constable of St Peter.
2808. WN 174’s account of abuse is set out in the table above. The account refers to the fact
that the treatment of WN 174 by WN 483 was known to Children’s Services.

4295

WD000010/4
Day 11/24
4297 Day 11/25-26
4298 Day 11/30
4299 Day 11/36
4300 WD000010/5
4301 Day 11/38
4296
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1960s
2809. Michael Laing said that he did not report the alleged physical abuse by Mrs Elson and
WN 969 because he tried to block out the alleged abuse. 4302 Mr Laing did not even feel
able to disclose the alleged sexual abuse when Charles Smith visited his foster parents to
discuss his playing truant from school. He said in his Inquiry statement that Mr Smith did
not ask him why he was not attending school, nor how he was nor whether there was
something going on in the background.4303 Mr Laing also indicates that he went to see Dr
Fogarty “to sort himself out” but says that Dr Fogarty did not have a clue and did not ask
him any detailed questions. He said he did disclose an incident to Dr Fogarty of sexual
assault by a member of staff at the General Hospital, but Dr Fogarty did nothing and
simply gave him some forms to fill in.4304 He says he never considered approaching the
police. He felt that there was a stigma attached to speaking out.4305
2810. The allegations of abuse made by WN 341 are set out above. He states that he told the
following people about the alleged abuse by his foster parents:
2810.1 Mr Thomson – but he would not listen;
2810.2 “Ian Smith” – head of Children Services, who “did not want to know”;4306
2810.3 a CCO called Coomer;4307
2810.4 Ms Thornton, whom he says knew the couple well; and
2810.5 Ms Bygraves, “who was lovely when I told her and she said she was going to help
me”.4308
2811. He says he was eventually stopped from staying with his foster parents.4309

4302

WS000003/5 and 15
WS000003/16
4304 WS000003/17
4305 WS000003/19
4306 Possibly Charles Smith
4307 Possibly Hal Coomer
4308 WS000242/6
4309 WS000242/6
4303
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2812. The allegations of mistreatment of WN 240 are set out above. WN 240 says that she
ran away from her foster home and went straight to her social worker, to whom she
disclosed the fact of having to work for the foster mother and the alleged lewd comments
made by the foster father. She told the Panel that the social worker told her that she could
not go back to that foster home and that they would find her somewhere else – which they
did that day. WN 240 did not know whether WN 612 was permitted to carry on her work
as a child minder and foster mother.4310 She said that Children’s Services never came to
visit her in the year she was with WN 612 and WN 611.4311
1970s
2813. WN 31 says she did not have the chance to disclose her mistreatment (see above) until
after she was 16, because her foster mother was always present when Children’s Services
visited. She says: “I was never given any alone time with Children’s Services to share
any of this.”4312 She described the visits of Children’s Services to the Panel, saying that it
felt like the social workers were there to be friendly with the foster mother and “It did not
really feel like they were coming for me”.4313
2814. WN 3’s account of mistreatment and attempts at disclosure are set in the table. She
also describes her difficulty in talking to adults generally.
2815. The case of WN 803 and WN 901 is of some interest, with the allegations set out
above.
2816. WN 803 describes making a videoed statement at Children’s Services at some point
after the age of 11 (i.e. after 1988), but says that nothing came of it. It would appear that
it was the foster mother who took the girls to the Children’s Officer, as WN 803 says she
remembers this.4314 She also says that her Children’s Officer (likely CCO) was called
Vicky Rice, and she remembers going out with her for cake and treats but does not recall

4310

Day 39/76-77
Day 39/78
4312 Day 13/14
4313 Day 13/32
4314 WS000689/2
4311
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anything coming from their conversations.4315 It is not clear what action, if any, was taken
by Children’s Services from the information available to the Inquiry.
2817. In relation to SOJP evidence, the evidence held by the Inquiry relates to the period of
Operation Rectangle, when it was recorded that WN 803 and her sibling did not wish to
pursue a complaint against their adoptive father (formerly their foster father). 4316 No
further action was taken by the SOJP in the absence of a formal complaint. 4317 He died
the following year.4318
2818. WN 901 told the Inquiry as follows in relation to the police intervention in 2008:
“After the Haute de la Garenne exposure [WN 803] and I went to the Police to speak
about what had happened to us. The police informed us that they would want to interview
my whole adoptive family; [WN 803] and I were too worried about upsetting people to
continue with this. I am unaware if the SOJP have a record of this.”
2819. WN 803 says as follows in her written submission to the Inquiry:
“When your [sic] adopted you already feel like you’re not good enough, when your [sic]
given to new parents, you expect them to be vetted, and you expect to have reports of
abuse followed up…”4319 On the issue of vetting, WN 803 alleges that the father knew
someone on the Adoption Panel, and that is how he was able to take in WN 803 and her
sibling.4320
1980s
2820. WN 99’s allegations of abuse are set above. He describes an occasion when he was
beaten by the foster father and ran away to his mother’s house. He says that she called Mr
Davenport, but he sent WN 99 straight back to the foster home, without taking the
complaints seriously.4321 More generally, he said that children were unable to speak out

4315

WS000689/2
WD008342
4317 WD008342
4318 WS000689/2
4319 WS000689/2
4320 WD008343
4321 Day 45/67
4316
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about abuse and were unable to talk to anyone in authority because they would not be
believed.4322
1990s
2821. A girl’s allegations of sexual abuse at her foster home in the early 1990s is set out
above. She did not tell anyone about the alleged abuse until recently because she thought
it was her fault, she must have done something wrong, and the abuse was the foster
father’s “payback”.
2000s
2822. An SOJP file note authored by Alison Fossey notes that WN 167 had made complaints
of sexual assault by her foster father since 1998. The account, including the disclosure, is
set out above.

Evidence of foster parents
2823. The following evidence provides an insight into fostering services in Jersey from the
perspective of the foster parents themselves. Some of these accounts also contain
responses to allegations of abuse made by children in their care.
Nancy Elson
2824. Ms Elson was a foster parent in the late 1950s and early 1960s. She gave a statement to
the Inquiry in September 2014, but has since passed away. Her statement notes:4323
2824.1 She originally fostered a very young girl during the week for a few months
because they needed the money.
2824.2 Around 1957, she was approached by a social worker about fostering a child in
care to keep their own child company. She recalled that there was a lengthy
process with lots of paperwork and that officers came to visit the home before they
were approved.
4322
4323

Day 45/71
WS000533
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2824.3 After approval, she went to the Creche and they were given a young boy to foster,
Michael Laing. The only information she was given was about his brother. There
was a staged process, in which he initially only came for a few hours, then a day,
then a weekend before moving permanently.
2824.4 The money she received for fostering did not go far and she had to use some of
her husband’s money. Michael called her and her husband “Mummy” and
“Daddy” and took their name – he was seen as part of the family.
2824.5 CCOs did come to visit, but not often. The visits were not prearranged and they
would simply knock on the door. They would not stay long and would just make
passing comments to the children such as “Are you happy little boys?”.
2824.6 She treated Michael in the same way as her own son – she would slap them on the
hand or back of the legs if they were in the wrong. She considered there was a
difference between slapping and hitting and does not recall hitting Michael. She
would never embarrass the children by complaining or grumbling about them in
front of others.
2824.7 She denies that Michael was beaten two or three times a week and thinks it was
much less frequent than that. She cannot remember beating Michael for helping an
old lady carry firewood upstairs, or beating him with a spoon. She also denies
having gagged Michael while he was being beaten.
2824.8 Due to her illness, they stopped looking after Michael for a period of time. She
explained to him that he had his own name and was not an Elson, but could come
and visit at weekends until she was better. She is sure that sending him away left
him deeply hurt.
2824.9 After he came back, he was like a different child and seemed very frightened and
quiet. They had real concerns about him, some of which were expressed to CCOs
but some of which were kept private. Ms Elson was unable to cope with the
situation and 3 months after coming back, Michael was moved to HDLG. Before
he left, she tried to make it exciting for him and encouraged him to think that it
was something to look forward to.
1009
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WN 480 and WN 481
2825. WN 480 and WN 481 began making contact with children at HDLG in around 1963,
through the Children’s Officer, Patricia Thornton. WN 480 recalls that they met Colin
Tilbrook at the Home, who did not like them as they were critical about the punishment
methods at the Home, including not letting children out with them if they had not eaten
their meals as well as she felt was a lack towards the children in the Home. Initially, they
would take the children out for days here and there to get to know them. Around 1964,
they started fostering a number of boys from one family and over the years, they went
into emergency fostering and had therefore fostered hundreds of children. For a brief
period, they were members of staff at the new Family Group Home at Blanche Pierre, but
subsequently went back to being foster parents.4324
WN 264
2826. As noted elsewhere, WN 264 was an individual who used to visit HDLG and take
children out in his car during the 1960s. One of the children who he used to frequently
take on trips, WN 284, was fostered with him and his wife in 1965. He recalled 4325 this
being an informal arrangement that was arranged by Patricia Thornton, but it is clear that
the child was being “boarded out” and that WN 264’s wife received an allowance for
this.4326 He has no recollection of police checks being carried or being vetted before the
foster arrangement began. He thought that they only took WN 284 and not his brother
because that was all that his wife could cope with.
WN 666 and WN 665
2827. WN 666 began fostering after a suggestion made by the Children’s Officer when they
used to visit regularly the Westaway Creche. They initially declined the suggestion and
then agreed to foster two girls (WN 78 and WN 144), but were not told that they had
problems. WN 666 described various difficulties that she had with the foster children,
including the fabrication of a story about being assaulted by a child at school. One of the

4324

WD006602
WS000616 and Day 90
4326 WD007096/23
4325
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girls, WN 78, was taken to HDLG due to WN 666 not being able to handle her. She was
not allowed to take her toys and belongings with her. During the period of fostering,
CCOs and local priests would visit, without warning, and check on the fostering of the
children – they never questioned their treatment or methods. By the time the girls reached
the age of 9 or 10, both of the foster children left. She denies the allegations of abuse
made against her by WN 78 and WN 144 and did not know of any complaints that had
been levelled against her or her husband.4327
Foster father of WN 24
2828. One foster father describes4328 how his daughter, who was a police officer, would tell
him and his wife about siblings living at HDLG and the difficulties they were having with
their mother. It was suggested that WN 24, one of the children, “deserved to be in a
family home where she could be cared for properly”. He and his wife decided to foster
her as they had room and his wife was not working.
2829. He says that they were visited by David Castledine, who came with all of the necessary
paperwork. They completed an application form containing personal details and two
references and a police check was carried out. They were given the go ahead to become
foster parents a few weeks later. WN 24 was brought to meet them a few times before
they officially fostered her, but he and his wife never went to HDLG. Although WN 24
was not visited by her mother, she did continue to see her sisters. After an incident with
his wife around 15 months into the placement, WN 24 moved out.
WN 6774329 and WN 676
2830. WN 677 and WN 676 began fostering around 1978 after applying via the children’s
department at Highlands. WN 677 recalls having “all the usual screening checks”
including a home visit, police checks etc, before being approved. It began with them
taking WN 192 for a weekend or the school holidays and then taking her on a permanent
basis, before subsequently taking two of her siblings. They would go to HDLG to collect

4327

WD006625
WD006603
4329 WD006599, WD006600, WD002105, WD006601
4328
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the children when taking them out in the early days, but did not spend much time there as
the children were always ready for collection. WN 677 was told at the time by the
children about being hit by Morag [Jordan], but never about severe physical or sexual
abuse. After fostering these children, WN 677 also fostered at least four other children.
She gave evidence to the SOJP about some of the accounts of abuse that had been given
to her by the children.
The Castledines
2831. Wendy Castledine gave evidence4330 that she and her husband undertook short-term
fostering (up to a few months) from the late 1970s. She says that, despite her husband’s
position, they went through the usual registration process and were interviewed by
Charles Smith. When presented with a document which gave a brief insight into a child
they were fostering in 19894331 and her abusive background, Ms Castledine said that they
were normally given more information by the CCO in conversation, which was unlikely
to have been recorded in writing. She says that they had contact with other foster parents
through meetings and social events and if they had any concerns or difficulties with a
child, her husband could report it back to the CCO. She felt that support for foster parents
was good.
2832. David Castledine gave evidence that he and his wife fostered on a short-term basis.
They would have conversations with CCOs about children in their care in order to
ascertain any issues with their health, education etc.4332
WN 569
2833. As noted below, WN 569 was convicted in the 1980s of sexually abusing his daughters
and in 2009 for sexually abusing WN 140, a child in care for whom he was the foster
father. During his interviews with the SOJP, WN 569 provided the following account
which is of general interest:4333
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2833.1 He and his wife started fostering after seeing an advert in the JEP. They were
initially asked to take on other children, but that was often more than one as they
wanted to keep brothers and sisters together. The reason for fostering was that they
wanted a child that was close in age to their young son, WN 744.
2833.2 WN 569 refers to going to an interview and also to “foster classes”.
2833.3 A Constable had previously been looking after WN 140, but could not manage
anymore and therefore WN 569 started looking after him so that the child did not
have to go back to HDLG. There is some suggestion that he was not a registered
foster parent, but was asked by the Constable to look after WN 140 until they
could find a foster parent and as they got on, the arrangement continued.
2833.4 He says that he got on well with WN 140 and that he would be called “Dad”. He
treated him the same as his other children.
Audrey Mills
2834. Audrey Mills fostered some of the remaining children at Blanche Pierre (WN 76, WN
154 and WN 88) after the Family Group Home closed in 1993. She said that this was an
emotional decision because she felt that the children had suffered enough and she had no
commitments at the time. She said that she received very little help from Children’s
Services and was not given much guidance nor training. The financial support was
limited to reimbursement of money spent and there were a number of difficulties with the
children in her care. She ultimately gave up fostering because she felt that she had to
think of herself at a point.4334
WN 812 and WN 813
2835. WN 812 was a foster parent from 1998 to around 2002, having also been a registered
childminder. Her evidence about allegations of abuse made within the family are set out
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below, however she also gave the following evidence about her experiences as a foster
parent in general:4335
2835.1 When she applied to be a registered childminder, in 1993, she was enrolled on a
basic learning course about child care for six evenings but did not need an NVQ
(which she believes is necessary today). She also did “day fostering” for a few
months.
2835.2 When she first applied to become a foster parent, she filled in a leaflet with her
details and met David Castledine and others. She did not have a formal interview,
but was asked some basic questions by Mr Castledine, who also came to their
home to speak to her husband and children, as well as checking the property. They
also discussed allowances, which were paid at different rates depending on the age
of the child. She does not remember filling out a ‘Form F’ application, although
acknowledges that the CCO may have done so following their informal
discussions.
2835.3 She was enrolled on a 9-week course run by Children’s Services along with six
other couples, focusing on children’s welfare, including the issue of sexual abuse.
She said “the main message that I took away from the course was that we should
treat out foster children as we would our own”. They never received any
subsequent training and she says that this was not adequate and left her illequipped to deal with some of the foster children, particularly those who presented
emotional difficulties.
2835.4 She and her husband were initially placed on the emergency foster care list to
allow urgent placements and subsequently on a ‘befriending foster care’ list, which
was a scheme to provide respite for families who were struggling. When she was
on the emergency list, she would be called and asked if she had space to take a
child and if she did, most of the time would take them.
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2835.5 From 1996 to 2002 she fostered over 20 children, the majority of whom came
from extremely troubled backgrounds. She often received very little background
information about the children, but would usually get admission papers. Some of
this was part-time fostering – i.e. just during the weekends or just during the week.
It was not unusual to have up to six foster children at any one time, although she
believes that she initially only had three. She tried to have a daily routine to
provide everyone with stability.
2835.6 She provided an insight into some of the issues and challenges she faced with the
children she fostered, including:
2835.6.1

Being asked by the police to collect a child from his home, at which point

she found the child sitting on top of the cooker with his mother lying
unconscious on the floor. She was not accompanied by anyone from Children’s
Services.
2835.6.2

On one occasion, she went to pick up a child from a house with the police

and the CCO, but she was told to go in first as she had some familiarity with the
family.
2835.6.3

Dealing with issues where children were being returned to the care of their

mother despite an inability to care for them.
2835.6.4

On occasions, fostering children who were impossible to control for a

short period of time – this would lead to her telling Children’s Services.
2835.7 Most of the foster children were well behaved – any misbehaviour would be dealt
with by placing them on a step in the hallway to reflect on what they had done
before apologising to everyone. On the course she went on, she was told that they
were not allowed to smack the children.
2835.8 David Castledine was their main point of contact (she refers to him as the
Fostering Officer, but it is unclear whether he still held that role or whether he was
simply the CCO at that point) and they would usually see him on a weekly basis,
when he would visit unannounced. On visits, he would speak to WN 812 and
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occasionally would speak to the children individually outside the house, or take
them to visit their families. Although he was very kind, she did not feel well
supported and felt that her concerns about the children would fall on deaf ears,
describing him as “too soft”. The Panel may wish to note that although Marta
Pugsley is described as the Fostering Support Worker in 2002, 4336 she was not
mentioned by WN 812 in evidence. WN 812 said that she was also able to talk to
Sarah Brace.
2835.9 She was only invited to case conferences in respect of two of the children and was
never asked for her opinion, even in written form, for other case conferences.
2835.10 The amount of money received was never enough to clothe and feed the children,
although Children’s Services would contribute to school uniforms, Christmas and
holidays. She thought that introducing a professionalised fostering service would
likely encourage more people to foster children due to the financial difficulties.
2836. WN 812 and WN 813 adopted one of their foster children, WN 890, in June 2002. She
dealt with Jean Andrews, the Adoption Officer, and the process was relatively
straightforward and finalised in 4 or 5 months. Given WN 890’s difficulties, she says that
she was personally assured by Tony Le Sueur that Children’s Services would remain in
close contact after the adoption, but this never materialised. When WN 890 went to high
school, they experienced difficulties with his behaviour, including truanting from school
and escaping from the Home. She recalls that when he was 16, she discovered that he had
been having a sexual relationship with a 14-year-old girl and informed Children’s
Services, but nothing was done. She believes more professional support for WN 890
would have been hugely beneficial.4337

4336
4337

WD008746/11
WS000681

1016

1000.1016

Response to allegations of abuse/reporting of abuse
WN 483
2837. WN 174 was fostered by WN 483 from 1958 to 1967 and made allegations of abuse
during Operation Rectangle in relation to his time under her care.4338 As noted above, it
was recorded that very little was known about WN 483 before she was allowed to
foster,4339 but that she was looking after eight children as a single parent. There appears to
have been some concern within Children’s Services, possibly to the extent of knowledge
of allegations of abuse, as follows:
2837.1 Colin Tilbrook and the CCO were said to be worried about the situation with WN
483 as so many of the children were getting into trouble. Mr Tilbrook also
questioned whether she was fostering all of these children to gain affection.4340
2837.2 A report from several years after WN 174 had left the foster home and moved to
HDLG notes that:4341 “Surprisingly [WN 174] expresses a great deal of affection
for his foster-mother [WN 483] in spite of the harrowing tales he relates of being
tied to the bannisters by her, of having his head held under water by her and of
being thumped with a stick. A recent conversation with the boy concerning these
matters quickly brought the boy to tears yet encouraged him to defend his foster
mother’s actions by blaming himself and his misbehaviour … he would very much
like to return to his foster-mother and seems very resentful and bitter about his
removal.”
2837.3 It goes on to note that WN 483 has “to say the least, strange ideas about the
bringing up of children, had very ambivalent feelings towards [WN 483] and had
threatened to send him away and was inconsistent in the care she offered the boy”.
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2837.4 It had previously been noted in September 1967that WN 483 “is not a very
consistent person, she does not discipline the children to any degree and the
atmosphere is very easy going”.4342
2837.5 Other notes are made of WN 174 having related “tales of cruelty” by WN 4834343
and a note from Colin Tilbrook in July 19694344 records that returning him to the
care of WN 483 would be “a regression and would be absolutely wrong for him”.
Despite this, a year later the child decided that he wanted to live with WN 483
again and returned to her care in October 19704345 and again in 1972.
2837.6 There is no record of any formal action in response to the allegations made by
WN 174 against WN 483 – she does not appear to have had the allegations put to
her and no referral to the SOJP seems to have been made.

Death of a child in private foster care – 1978
2838. In December 1978, a year-old child who was being privately fostered died in hospital
after being shaken by his foster mother, Ms Le Moignan, who was sentenced to four
years in prison for manslaughter.4346 In July 1979, a report into the death of the child was
produced by the Director of Education (then John Rodhouse) and the Medical Officer of
Health, which was published in full by the JEP. When he was asked about this report in
his evidence to the Inquiry Mr Rodhouse could remember very little save that the report
was commissioned by the Presidents of the Health and Education Committees, and that
the case and report attracted a good deal of press attention at the time.4347 The findings of
the report included:4348
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2838.1 The child was privately fostered in April 1978 along with his sister, initially
without the Education Committee being informed, despite the legal requirement to
do so.
2838.2 By September 1978, the Children’s Office became aware of the placement and of
the fact that neighbours had complained about the treatment of the children.
2838.3 In discussions between David Castledine (the CCO) and the Health Visitor,
arrangements were made for close supervision.
2838.4 This amounted to a visit by Mr Castledine every 3 weeks (although in fact he
visited more), set against the usual pattern of visiting a child in private foster care
once every 3 or 4 months.
2838.5 A chronology records complaints about the care of the children being made on 19
September 1978, 13 October 1978, 24 October 1978 and 3 November 1978.
2838.6 Mr Castledine and the Health Visitor were fully aware of police investigations
carried out the previous year into bruises sustained by a girl who had been
privately fostered by the same couple.
2838.7 Although Mr Castledine had ready access to and consulted Mr Skinner, SCCO at
the time, about the case, no analytical review was done to establish the options
open to the Children’s Service and it was assumed that nothing could be done
unless there was positive and incontrovertible evidence of ill treatment.
2838.8 A recommendation was made that a Children’s Review Committee be established
to deal specifically with allegations of non-accidental injury before they reached
the point of police investigation.
2838.9 A recommendation was made that no distinction be made in the supervision of
foster children in the care of the Education Committee and those in private foster
care.
2838.10 The report concluded that Mr Castledine did all that he could and more than
could be reasonably expected.
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2839. David Castledine gave the following evidence about the facts of the case:4349
2839.1 A weakness in the 1969 Law was that Children’s Services were not aware of all
of the private fostering going on in Jersey – in this case it was only discovered by
the Health Visitor, who brought him in as CCO to the children.
2839.2 The obligation to visit private foster homes was quite limited and was not a
priority for CCOs given their caseload, although he acknowledged that perhaps it
should have been and they changed their policies thereafter.
2839.3 They were aware of rumours about the care provided by the foster parents,
including concern raised by a teacher, but nothing substantial emerged and there
were no bruises etc. They had nothing to act on and the only power of intervention
was an increased level of contact – the children were visited 17 times in 3 months.
2839.4 In response to the part of the evidence which referred to physical mistreatment of
the children,4350 Mr Castledine stated that his understanding was that there was one
anonymous phone call. He was also aware that the foster parents had previously
fostered and the police had been involved in investigating complaints about bruises
sustained, but nothing was found.
2839.5 Following the death of the death of the child, changes were made to ensure that
private foster arrangements were reported to Children’s Service.
2840. In relation to the recommendations contained within the report, Mr Castledine said in
evidence:4351
2840.1 The recommendation of setting up a Children’s Review Committee was not
adopted, although he thinks that the Director of Education, the Children’s SubCommittee and the Children’s Office requested amendments to the 1969 Law.
2840.2 He does not think that the recommendation about not distinguishing between
boarded-out children and private foster children in terms of supervision ever came
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into fruition and the registration process for the former continued to be more
thorough.
2840.3 He cannot recall a body being set up to co-ordinate and direct the actions of all of
the various agencies on the Island.
The Maguires
2841. Following the departure of Jane and Alan Maguire from Blanche Pierre (see section on
Blanche Pierre), they fostered one of the children from the Home, WN 81, until the
arrangement broke down in 1993. The following evidence has been obtained about the
fostering process that was followed, which the Panel may wish to consider in light of the
procedures for assessment introduced upon the appointment of David Castledine as
Fostering Officer.
2841.1 A note from Richard Davenport on 14 November 1990 states that meetings had
taken place and that it would seem that the Maguires would be able to receive WN
81 into their care, providing there are no objections from the father. She should
move as soon as practicable and as soon as the Fostering Officer has completed his
reports and assessments.4352
2841.2 On 14 November 1990, David Castledine noted that he had been asked by Anton
Skinner to carry out an assessment of the Maguires as foster parents, but this has
“already been agreed by senior staff”.4353
2841.3 A foster parent application form dated 27 November 1990 was completed by the
Maguires.4354
2841.4 On the same day, it was noted by Richard Davenport (WN 81’s CCO) that he had
explained to the Maguires that a fostering assessment would have to take place and
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“the question of suitability and timing of the placement looks to rest with the
Children’s officer and CCO (Fostering) in conjunction”.4355
2841.5 A memo from David Castledine, also on 27.11.90, noted that he had visited the
Maguires, but states registration “has not involved a fostering assessment”.4356
2841.6 Between 27 November 1990 and 29 November 1990, a “Form F” application was
completed,4357 which noted under the heading “Social Work Assessment” that the
transfer and registration was agreed and approved by Anton Skinner and senior
staff.
2841.7 A transfer form, which set out the weekly boarding out allowance, is dated 1
December 1990.4358
2841.8 The Foster Parent registration permit is dated 13 December 1990,4359 as is the
police check.4360
2841.9 On 18 December 1990, the transfer of WN 81 is recorded along with a note that a
supervising officer is necessary in accordance with policy and the law. Richard
Davenport, WN 81’s CCO, says that it should not be him.4361
2842. In evidence to the Inquiry, David Castledine said the following:4362
2842.1 He was not aware of any allegations against the Maguires until some time after
the fostering of WN 81. He found it difficult to answer whether he asked why the
Maguires had left Blanche Pierre and says that because he had no children there
(as CCO), it did not directly concern him.
2842.2 He was specifically asked to carry out the assessment of the Maguires and this
was the only time where the referral came directly from Anton Skinner. He was
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puzzled as to why he was chosen, as Mr Skinner would have known that he would
want to go through the formal process and carry out a full review.
2842.3 He interviewed the Maguires as part of the fostering process and found them to be
uncomfortable with his questions. Having relayed the position to Anton Skinner,
he was told that he should not continue with the assessment of the Maguires. Mr
Castledine believes that he sent a memo recording his concerns about this visit but
noted that it appears to be missing. His concerns were significant enough to have
concerns about the fostering – he made this clear to Anton Skinner and the
particular reason for his discomfort was with the process not being carried through.
2842.4 Notwithstanding his concerns, he was presented with a ‘fait accompli’ as to the
fostering and his views were circumvented by that of senior staff. He did have
professional misgivings about what he was asked to do and he raised these with Mr
Skinner. It did not occur to him to take these to the Education Committee as the
decision was made by his senior officer which he did not feel he could challenge
that – it made him feel “very uncomfortable”.
2842.5 The final decision on the fostering was made by Anton Skinner. David Castledine
had no input. As well as Mr Skinner, the SCCOs such as Brenda Chappell were
involved.
2843. Anton Skinner gave evidence to the Inquiry about the decision to foster WN 81 with
the Maguires, as follows:4363
2843.1 WN 81 had been with the Maguires since she was a baby and the SCCOs (Brenda
Chappell and Anne Herrod) had put forward a strong case that it would be
inhumane to separate them – the impetus came from them. He believed that despite
the information he had received about the Maguires being abusive, they had a
unique relationship with WN 81.
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2843.2 When, in oral evidence, Mr Skinner was taken to passages relating to the different
treatment of the children in care at Blanche Pierre and their own daughter, he
agreed that it led him to re-evaluate his view that WN 81 was treated better.
2843.3 This was not a decision he negotiated with the Maguires, but it was based on the
view of child care staff and was generated by them. However, he said that: “clearly
it would have been part of the discussion. It was not part of the initial
discussions…the initial discussions were their departure. In following that on and
arrangements for their departure, obviously the placement of this child became an
issue”.
2843.4 In his witness statement, Mr Skinner said that at the relevant time, he had
considered that the “inappropriate behaviour” of the Maguires had mainly been
directed at one particular boy and there was no suggestion that this was mirrored
with any of the other children. In oral evidence, he said that he was not aware of
WN 81 being mistreated4364 although he retracted his assertion that there was no
suggestion that the behaviour was mirrored with any of the other children.
2843.5 When asked whether he took into account the allegations when making the
decision to foster WN 81, Mr Skinner said that that he “took account solely of the
proposals that were put to him as to the effect on this child if she was not placed
with the Maguires”. Given the information that he had, the Maguires would not
have been considered suitable for general fostering. Although he was aware of the
general assessment procedures that would be gone through, he saw this as a
separate situation from someone coming to foster a child out of the blue. Formal
procedures were not needed because they were dealing with a “de facto fostering
situation of some years”. He saw the process as confirmation of the existing
position.
2843.6 The decision to involve the Fostering Officer, David Castledine, was largely an
administrative decision. Although he could not remember whether he informed Mr
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Castledine about the Maguires’ background, he would find it “astonishing” if Mr
Castledine had not been aware of the situation.
2843.7 Decisions to approve foster parents would be made by him and he would usually
follow the advice of David Castledine and his senior officers. Although he would
usually accept Mr Castledine’s advice on any concerns, in this case the
recommendation had already been made at a more senior level that it was in the
interests of the child to foster her with the Maguires. He did not recall Mr
Castledine asking him to provide reasons that the process was not carried out and
did feel that he had placed David Castledine in a difficult situation.
2843.8 He was aware that the foster relationship broke down after 18 months. When
presented with documents relating to the breakdown of the relationship, he said
that they underpinned the commitment between the Maguires and WN 81, which
he thought came to a “very sad end” for reasons that did not lie with the actions of
the Maguires. Included in the documents was a record of a meeting facilitated by
Children’s Services after WN 81 had left Blanche Pierre, in which Jane Maguire
was asked a series of questions by WN 81 and her answers recorded by the CCO
[WD001059; WD001058]. The Panel may wish to consider the extent to wish
these reflect Jane Maguire’s attitude to the children who had been in her care.
2844. Marnie Baudains4365 was not involved in the decision to foster WN 81, but there was
discussion among the CCOs about it. She recalls that some were in favour, partly due to
the advantages in continuity of care and their lack of knowledge about the allegations
against the Maguires, while others thought it was inappropriate. Dorothy Inglis gave
evidence4366 that CCOs queried the appropriateness of fostering a child with the Maguires
in the circumstances and said there was “almost disbelief that that would be a course of
action that would be taken”.
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2845. Audrey Mills thought that there was a love/hate relationship between WN 81 and Alan
Maguire. When WN 81 was due to be fostered by the Maguires, Ms Mills told her that
she did not have to leave but the emotional pull was too strong.4367
2846. In oral evidence, Ms Mills she said that she was not consulted about the fostering and
that although she did not think that it should have happened, she did not tell anyone at the
time – saying “I was kind of taken along with it because she had been with them from a
baby”.4368
WN 857
2847. In July 1991, a 13-year-old girl in foster care alleged that she had been indecently
assaulted by her foster father, WN 857. The child had been in the care of WN 857 and his
wife between March 1991 and July 1991, when she was removed and placed at La
Preference at the request of the foster mother. An undated record (likely to be from this
time) that appears to be from a CCO records that the complainant’s foster parents had
been acting very strongly towards the complainant and threatened to send her back to her
real father if the Children’s Office did not remove her. It is noted that “Needless to say
these foster parents have been wiped off the slate”.4369
2848. In the following days, it appeared that something was disturbing the child and she
eventually disclosed the allegations of indecent assault to Marnie Baudains, which led to
a police investigation and disclosures of digital penetration on five occasions.4370 A police
surgeon examined the complainant and gave evidence that she had injuries consistent
with her allegations.4371
2849. The foster father, WN 857, was interviewed by the SOJP the same day. He gave
evidence that the child had arrived as an emergency placement, having been beaten by
her father, and denied any improper behaviour with the child.4372
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2850. WN 857’s wife was also interviewed by the SOJP. She denied that she had ever seen
any acts of indecency from her husband and said that there were limited occasions on
which he would be left alone with the child. She stated that on one occasion, she saw the
child in bed under the covers with her adoptive son and was told that they were touching
each other. She felt that false allegations may have been made because the complainant
was not allowed to go on holiday with them due to threats from her natural father.4373
2851. DS Adamson concluded by noting that there was medical evidence to substantiate the
complainant’s allegations, but felt that it was not conclusive and that unless there was
further corroborative evidence, it would be unsafe to proceed with the prosecution. She
requested a copy of the report to be forwarded to the Police Legal Advisor, Ian
Christmas, for his consideration and comments.4374
2852. A report was subsequently written about the case in August 1991 by Marnie Baudains,
which noted the breakdown of the placement and the fact that the complainant’s family’s
representative had been told about the allegations.4375 An initial report from June 1987 by
David Castledine recommended the registration of WN 857 and his wife initially for one
short-term pre-school child in order for them to gain experience. It was noted that there
had been discussion groups and subsequent interviews as part of the assessment.4376
WN 858 and WN 859 – allegations in 1994
2853. In June 1994, allegations were made by the mother of a 2-year-old child in foster care
that the child had suffered physical abuse at the hands of the foster parents, WN 858 and
WN 859. The allegations were reported to the SOJP on 12 June 1994 and the Duty CCO,
David Dallain, visited and had concerns about the origins of the bruises. He advised that
the child be returned to the foster parents. No update was provided to the police at that
stage. The allegations were initially investigated solely by Children’s Services, who
visited on 13 June 1994 and subsequently arranged for the child to attend a medical
examination. At this point the police were informed. They were told that Children’s
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Services were conducting an “in-house” investigation of what was probably a malicious
complaint. The SOJP asked to be informed if there were any concerns about nonaccidental injuries. The child was examined by Dr Spratt in the presence of one of the
alleged perpetrators, WN 859. Dr Spratt concluded that the bruises indicated fairly heavy
beatings in the recent past. WN 859 requested a second opinion, which was arranged by
Children’s Services without informing the police and despite Dr Spratt’s conclusions.
The police were notified the following day (14 June 1994). DC Shearer attended the
second medical examination. Dr Holmes felt that there was insufficient evidence to
substantiate the opinion that they were non-accidental injuries. At this point, (the
afternoon of 16 June 1994) a police investigation was commenced at the request of
Children’s Services.4377
2854. In her first interview with the SOJP, WN 859 denied specific knowledge of how the
child’s injuries were caused, but gave possible explanations including the child’s
disability and propensity to injure himself. She admitted occasionally smacking him on
the hands, legs and (very rarely) bottom for misbehaviour but stressed that it was never
hard enough to cause any injuries.4378 When WN 858 was interviewed the following day,
he provided similar explanations to those provided by his wife.4379
2855. Other individuals were interviewed by the SOJP, including the child’s mother, the
mother’s boyfriend, the aunt and the grandmother. The child’s mother alleged that she
had had suspicions over some months about a series of injuries. On some of these
occasions, she reported her concerns to the Children’s Service.4380 Such concerns are
recorded as being reported in February 1994 and April 1994, leading to a visit by the
CCOs, who recorded in May 1994 that the concerns were dispelled because the bond
between WN 859 and the child was “excellent”.4381
2856. Photographs taken by the child’s family were also produced and provided to both
doctors, which led both to conclude that the injuries to the child’s buttocks were resultant
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of a “heavy blow from an open adult hand” and that other injuries were probably caused
non-accidentally. The dating of the injuries tended to suggest that the injuries occurred
while the child was in the care of the foster parents.4382
2857. WN 858 and WN 859 were then interviewed again on 12 July 1994. WN 858 denied
causing the injury or having specific knowledge as to how it was caused. When WN 858
was interviewed, she gave the following evidence:
2857.1 She initially denied causing any injury to the child, but then conceded she may
have done so but it was not intentional.
2857.2 She said that looking after four children caused a lot of stress and gave several
instances when she had cause to smack the child in question, including one recent
one where she smacked him on the top of the legs or bottom – although felt this
would not have resulted in the marks alleged.
2857.3 She vehemently denied causing any other injuries to the child.4383
2858. An initial Child Protection Case Conference was held on 18 July 1994, over a month
after the allegations were first made. Those present at the meeting included Anton
Skinner, Children’s Officer and Chair, two SCCOs, three CCOs and two police officers.
The following information was recorded:4384
2858.1 An initial investigation had been carried out by two CCOs visiting the foster
home to try to establish an explanation for the bruising – they felt that most of the
obvious bruises were explained but did not strip the child. It is noted that WN 859
was very upset by the questioning.
2858.2 Sue Richardson (CCO) noted that the child had developed well in the care of WN
858 and WN 859. Although she had been concerned about bruising, she felt that
this was due to him falling a lot and ‘rough play’ with the other children in the
family.
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2858.3 Sarah Brace (CCO) stated that she had talked to WN 858 and WN 859 about
physical punishment not being an appropriate form of discipline, but it was never
stated categorically that it was unacceptable to smack foster children. She felt that
“despite this incident [WN 858 and WN 859] have provided [the child] with
excellent care throughout his stay with them”.
2858.4 Ms Hutchet (Health Visitor) stated that the foster parents believed in old methods
of discipline and thought that WN 859 “must have been under considerable
strain” caring for all of the children. She thought that the child had come on “leaps
and bounds” in her care.
2859. Mr Skinner is reported as having said:
2859.1 it was evident that the foster parents had in general “provided excellent care” to
the child;
2859.2 he emphasised that corporal punishment of a foster child is not acceptable and this
should be made clear;
2859.3 the injuries reflected a loss of temper or control rather than physical chastisement
– this was a “fairly sustained attack”.
2860. Records from the case conference also note that medical evidence had established that
the injury could only have happened while the child was in the care of the foster parents.
It was considered reasonable to conclude that the child’s “fairly sustained NAI injuries
are likely to have been sustained as a result of a loss of temper” by WN 859.
2861. Additionally, it was noted that the child and the other foster child were removed from
the foster parents early in the investigation and would not be returned. WN 858 and WN
859 would not remain registered as foster parents.
2862. It was felt it would not be in the foster children’s or WN 858 and WN 859’s family’s
interests to seek prosecution, although the papers would be sent to the legal adviser.
2863. Finally, it was noted that the child’s name would not be placed on the Child Protection
Register as he was no longer considered to be at risk of abuse. WN 858 and WN 859’s
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children would also not be placed on the register as there was no evidence to suggest that
they had been subject to injury.
2864. The following recommendations were made:
2864.1 No prosecution should take place – WN 858 and WN 859 had provided the child
“with excellent care” and their choice of punishment was “unwise, rather than
cruel or aimed at deliberately inflicting injury”.
2864.2 Mr Skinner would inform the foster parents that their registration would be
withdrawn. Further discussion should take place about appropriate forms of
discipline and they should be provided with support from the Child and Family
Unit.
2864.3 The foster parents were to continue to have access to the child, which would
decrease over time when a long-term placement was identified.
2865. Anton Skinner was asked to give a supplementary statement to the Inquiry about this
investigation, among other issues. He said that he had no recollection of this case. He
nonetheless provided an account based on his general experience and the documentation
provided.4385 His account also provides an insight as to the operation of Child Protection
Conferences at the time.
2865.1 It would be unusual for him to chair a Child Protection Conference, but he
suspects it may have been due to the SCCOs being involved with the case as it
related to a foster carer.
2865.2 He viewed the purpose of a Child Protection Conference as ensuring measures
were in place to ensure that the child was protected and appropriate measures put
in place to assist the child and family as appropriate. He agreed with the tasks set
out in the 1991 Child Protection Guidelines.4386
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2865.3 The SOJP would not usually share interview transcripts, but the individual
officers would provide a comprehensive verbal summary of the investigation to the
attendees.
2865.4 It was not a standard function of a Child Protection Conference to make a
recommendation relating to prosecution and it is atypical that they did so in this
case. However, he did not think that this would have influenced the decision by the
Police Legal Advisors about whether to prosecute. The holistic view of the
situation may have assisted the SOJP investigating officer and the SOJP, who
made their own recommendation.4387
2865.5 They had no specific guidance about factors to take into account when making a
recommendation as to prosecution. He said that the reputation of the department
would not have been a consideration in making the recommendation. There was no
political or other pressure from anyone else. WN 858 and WN 859 were foster
parents but were not employed by the Children’s Service.
2865.6 He believes that the case conference took place at the appropriate stage – i.e at the
conclusion of the SOJP’s investigation. Before this, there appears to have been
considerable liaison between the police and Children’s Services.
2865.7 If the suggestion is that an investigation should have commenced when bruising
was noticed by Ms Richardson, he considered that she had made a reasonable
assessment of the cause of the child’s bruising, taking into account the child’s
propensity to fall over and other assessments about the child’s progress. Clearly,
she was in error as to the potential origin of some of the bruising, but this was in
hindsight and with forensic medical evidence then available.
2865.8 Ms Brace’s conclusion that “despite this incident”, the child had been provided
with “excellent care” should perhaps have been phrased as “with the exception of
this incident” as whatever the factors that led to the loss of control, it could not
equate to excellent care.
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2865.9 Mr Skinner’s recorded use of the phrase “fairly sustained attack” was “an
imprecise use of wording on my behalf, and does not accurately represent the
evidence”. He also stated that his description of the foster parents’ “choice of
punishment” was unwise, given the earlier view that the injuries reflected a loss of
temper or control rather than physical chastisement.
2865.10 Although the child had suffered various injuries, not all of these were recognised
to be non-accidental. The ones which were recognised as such were felt to reflect a
loss of temper or control, rather than physical chastisement. As such, while
unforgiveable, the attendees of the Child Protection Conference did not consider
these actions to be routine, therefore Mr Skinner’s statement that “in general [WN
858 and WN 859] had provided excellent care to [the child]” was reasonable.
2865.11 The evidence of initial positive care was given due weight and was one of the
factors taken into consideration. While recognition is given, the child was not
returned to the foster parents.
2865.12 The one similarity with the approach taken to the allegations about the Maguires
in 1990 was that the wellbeing and safeguarding of the children remained the
priority.
2865.13 Although the decision not to put WN 858 and WN 859’s children on the Child
Protection Register was recorded as being on the basis that no evidence had been
established to suggest that they had been subject to injury, Anton Skinner
considered it implicit in this statement that an assessment of risk had occurred.
This was explicitly mentioned in the decision not to put the child in question or the
other foster child on the Register. He considered from the minutes that it was
“clearly the view” of the conference that WN 858 and WN 859’s children were not
at risk, particularly once the strain of caring for the foster children had been
removed.
2865.14 The primary consideration when considering future contact would be the welfare
of the child. A risk assessment would have been carried out, which would have
taken into account WN 859’s denials, and (although not explicitly stated) any
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contact would have been supervised at Brig-y-Don, where the child was living. To
have removed all contact immediately would have caused great upset and
uncertainty for the child and it was reasonable to allow continued access. By
August 1994, access had reduced to once a week and was soon to be reduced
further.4388
2865.15 As the child in question had been moved into residential care at Brig-y-Don, the
matter of prosecution had no relevance to Anton Skinner whatsoever (prosecution
was raised during the Child Protection Conference; it being noted that “it was felt
that it would not be in the foster children’s…interests to seek prosecution”).4389
2865.16 The interests of WN 858 and WN 859, the alleged perpetrators, was factored into
the recommendation about whether there should be a prosecution. There was a
view that whatever their shortcomings, they had sought to provide a caring
environment for the foster children. Furthermore, any prosecution would have an
impact on their ability to care for their own children and to maintain supervised
contact with the child in question. The interests of the mother of the child in
question were not taken into consideration.
2866. Following the conference and in the light of the conference recommendations, the
SOJP report concluded:4390
2866.1 On occasions WN 859 found it difficult to cope; it is “probable that she may have
been responsible for other injuries, however this cannot be substantiated”.
2866.2 “It is also probable that there is some complicity on the part of her husband, WN
858. The nature and frequency of the injuries should have aroused his suspicions
and it is unlikely that they went unnoticed.”
2866.3 The investigating officer concurs with the recommendations of the case
conference “and is of the opinion that there is insufficient evidence to prefer [sic]
charges against either [WN 858 or WN 859]”.
4388
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2866.4 The mother of the child had intimated that she would consider civil proceedings
and due to the potential sensitivity of the case, it was forwarded to the legal adviser
for consideration.
2866.5 The investigation had highlighted the importance of “immediate and full liaison
between the Children’s Service and the Police”, which it is said “would have made
the enquiry considerably shorter, easier and perhaps even resulted in a more
positive outcome”.
2866.6 Anton Skinner had expressed his intention to conduct an internal review.
2867. In his supplemental statement Mr Skinner told the Inquiry that he did not know
whether the child’s mother instigated civil proceedings and said any possibility of such
would not have made a difference to their recommendations. 4391 He does not understand
police concerns about the delays in liaison and thinks that there were delays in the police
investigation. He said that he had no recollection of carrying out such an “internal
review” but did exhibit a ‘debriefing session’ agenda which includes lessons to be learnt
for the future4392 and ‘suggestions arising’ document which appears to have been
produced after a meeting.4393

WN 860 and WN 861
2868. On 23 September 1994, a 19-month-old girl in foster care was admitted to hospital by
her foster mother, WN 861, with injuries to the left side of her face. Dr Spratt found two
large bruises, which he deemed non-accidental. As a result, the SOJP and Children’s
Service were notified. A photograph of the injuries was taken. A note of a visit to the
foster home by David Castledine the previous day had found that there were no visible
marks around her face, head or hands other than a faint yellow bruise on her forehead.4394
DS Morgan had visited the hospital, where WN 861 had conceded that the child must
have been in their care at the time of the injuries.
4391
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2869. WD 860 and WN 861 were interviewed by the SOJP on 24 September 1994. WN 860,
the foster father, said that he came home from a run and found the child crying in her cot.
Later that evening, he noticed a red mark under her eye. When his wife came home, she
did not know anything about the eye and they both saw that it had started to go purple
like a bruise. He said that he had no idea how the bruising was caused and that the only
people with the foster child on 22 September 1994 had been his wife, his children and
David Castledine. He thought that his children would not have visited the foster child in
her room. He concluded by saying that they “went into fostering to help children not to
hurt them”.4395
2870. WN 861 noted that they had had the foster child for around six months. She provided
similar evidence to her husband, but added that she presumed that the foster child had
climbed on to a rocking horse in the playroom and her own child had helped her down by
pulling her leg. She also said that there were other toys in the playroom and that the foster
child bruised easily and had a few in the past week. She concluded by saying that “since
we’ve had [the foster child] she’s done nothing to get a smack or a telling off, no nothing.
In fact I wish mine were as good”.
2871. Around 29 September 1994, a report was written by Jean Andrews, to whom the case
had been allocated as a member of the Child Protection Team.4396 She noted being told by
WN 861 that she had found her own son in the room with her foster child when she heard
the foster child crying. She also spoke to WN 860 and WN 861 asking them to go
through the relevant day and probing into various aspects of their life to see if there were
areas of obvious stress. As reported by Ms Andrews, the photographs of the foster child’s
injury were shown to Dr Holmes, police surgeon, who concluded that they were a nonaccidental injury He considered it was unlikely that an adult would inflict such injuries
and that it was unlikely to be a punch or slap. He thought it possible that it was a flexible
object. When it was suggested to him by Ms Andrews, he agreed that the likeliest
explanation was a soft flexible toy with some hard parts. When presented with a specific
doll by Ms Andrews later in the day, he confirmed that this was the most likely object to
4395
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have caused the injuries.4397 This was also subsequently confirmed by Dr Spratt, who
wrote a letter agreeing that the injuries could have been caused by the son of the foster
parents.4398 Ms Andrews concluded that injury caused by either of the foster parents
seemed unlikely and made no sense, and that the injuries appeared to be consistent with
several blows from the doll.
2872. In DS Morgan’s report dated 20 October 1994,4399 he concluded that it was unlikely
that an adult caused the injuries and that they were probably caused by the son of the
foster parents. As a result, he said there was no evidence to show that a crime
occurred.4400 The Panel may wish to consider the SOJP and Children’s Services approach
to this incident of non-accidental injury compared with the approach taken a few months
earlier with WN 859 and WN 858, as above.
WN 863
2873. Although very little information has been obtained by the Inquiry in this case, an SOJP
document4401 shows that, on 8 September 1998, a 16-year-old child in foster care reported
that she had been assault by her foster father: he had hit her with a spoon, on the head
twice and once on the shoulder. The foster father, WN 863, was interviewed and fully
admitted the assault. He was warned for a Parish Hall Enquiry, although no evidence has
been provided as to the outcome of the PHE, nor what, if any, action was taken by
Children’s Services.
WN 862
2874. Allegations were raised on numerous occasions from at least 1995 onwards that a
registered foster parent, WN 862, had sexually abused his foster daughter, WN 974, and
continued to have a sexual relationship with her when she was a young adult, as well as
having access to her children. Some of the information below comes from
contemporaneous documentation. Additionally, litigation was brought against the

4397

See statement at WD006403
WD006615
4399 WD006614
4400 WD006614
4401 WD006626
4398

1037

1000.1037

Minister for Health and Social Services, leading to expert reports being produced by
Maria Ruegger (on behalf of the Plaintiffs) and Stephen Pizzey (on behalf of the
Defendant), as well as joint expert reports.4402 These reports were disclosed to the Inquiry
following an application by the Inquiry to Commissioner Scriven. Both experts agreed
that the HSSD failed to properly assess whether WN 862 posed a risk to WN 974’s
children.
2875. In October 1995, the maternal grandfather had repeated an earlier allegation that WN
974 had disclosed to him that WN 862 had sexually abused her. The CCO reported that
the matter had been investigated earlier and WN 974 had refuted the allegations. It was
noted that given this and the positive reports about WN 862 and his wife as foster parents
for 20 years, there were no grounds for the children’s service to further investigate the
matter.4403
2876. In late 1997/early 1998, WN 974 told the Family Support Worker that she had been
sexually abused 10 years earlier, but did not identify the perpetrator and said that
although she and her children continued to see him, she was not concerned about her
children.4404 In May 1998 a case conference was held,4405 from which it would appear
that allegations had been raised in a memo from March 1998 that WN 862 had for many
years and was continuing to have sexual relations with an individual (the sister of his
current foster children) who for many years had been his foster child and who now lived
at a facility managed by the States of Jersey. The manager said that since concerns had
come to his attention, staff had recorded nearly daily visits from WN 862 to WN 974.
The manager had been “uncomfortable” when WN 862 had visited the facility and had
asked to take a photograph of a small child whom he had previously fostered. The
following recommendations were made from the case conference:
2876.1 Over the next 2 weeks, the SOJP would see if they could find any information by
trailing the visits and subsequently seeing WN 974 and her sister. WN 862 would
4402
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be asked to come to the Children’s Office to discuss the concerns with a senior
member of the Service.
2876.2 As soon as practicable, further checks would be made, WN 862’s movements at
La Chasse would be monitored and a PNC check on WN 862 in England would be
made.
2877. In an SOJP report completed by WDC Coxshall, she noted the following:4406
2877.1 Police observations had not noticed any inappropriate behaviour during WN 862’s
visits.
2877.2 A witness statement from the sister of WN 974 said that she was told by her a
year previously that WN 862 had sexually abused WN 974 when she was 12 years
old. They also watched a pornographic video that WN 862 had provided.4407
2878. The SOJP finally spoke to WN 974, who asked whether, if she confirmed her
sister’s statement, it would mean that her sisters who were still in the care of WN
862 would be removed from foster care. The SOJP told her that they would still
have to investigate and take action. However, WN 974 said that she wanted to put
her past behind her and not talk about it.
2879. Once the SOJP had left, WN 974 had “broken down in tears and confessed to one of
the staff members…that she had been abused” but did not wish to make a complaint or
give further details. As a result, WDC Coxshall stated there would be no further police
investigation.
2880. It was noted that the file would be sent to Children’s Services as WN 862 was still a
foster parent and it was thought that they would now have the power to deal with this.
Despite this, from the documentation below, it would appear that WN 862 remained as a
registered foster parent.
2881. During court proceedings in November 1999, WN 974 told a probation officer that she
had been interfered with by WN 862 and had refused to discuss the matter with the CCO.
4406
4407
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It was reported that she was afraid to be downstairs with WN 862 as this was where he
had abused her.4408 Reports from January 1999 had included WN 974’s allegations
against WN 862 and that WN 974 would continue to leave the children in his care on the
basis of her belief that they were too young to be at risk. A subsequent version was filed
with the court, with the reference to WN 862 removed. Maria Ruegger considered the
removal of this reference to be indicative of an active intention to withhold from the court
relevant information pertaining the safety of WN 974’s children. She noted that this was
important feature as WN 974’s own history of being sexually abused would have been
seen as impacting on her ability to protect her children. Furthermore, no proper
assessment of WN 862 had taken place: he was having unsupervised contact with one of
WN 974’s children.
2882. In February 2000, WN 974 repeated her allegations. In October 2000, she reported that
WN 862 still asked her for sex. At this point, WN 862 continued to be involved in
supporting WN 974.4409
2883. In 2001, Tony Le Sueur had “expressed criticism of previous investigations”. He
recorded his decision not to place any other children with WN 862 and his wife and to deregister them as foster parents once one of the children in their care came of age in
January 2003.4410
2884. In November 2005, a strategy meeting was held,4411 apparently after a further
disclosure from WN 974. It was claimed during the meeting that despite concerns being
raised about WN 862 in 2000 by Stuart Hallam, the matter had never been investigated
by Children’s Services. The agreed action following the strategy meeting was that there
should be an investigation by the SOJP Family Protection Team.
2885. During an initial case conference in respect of WN 974’s children on 27 February
2006, WN 974 had again repeated the allegations against WN 862 but had made it clear
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that she would not co-operate with the SOJP in any way.4412 On 8 March 2006, an email
was sent by Bridget Shaw (Police Legal Adviser) to Alison Fossey, which recorded a
discussion they had, as follows:4413
2885.1 There was no formal complaint by WN 974 who had again said that she would
not make a statement and did not want WN 862 to be approached. WN 974 was
considered a suicide risk, was still having sex with WN 862 at his insistence and it
was thought that her children were at risk, given that he was a regular visitor to her
house and baby-sat for some of the children.
2885.2 WN 862 and his wife had fostered almost 30 children over the years and were
currently caring for a 13-year-old grandson and two young adults with learning
difficulties, who had previously been their foster children.
2885.3 There were difficulties about launching a police investigation, notwithstanding
concerns about WN 974’s children being at risk. It was thought that letting
Children’s Services commence an enquiry might be best.
2886. On the same date, Bridget Shaw sent a memo4414 to Stephanie Nicolle (Solicitor
General) noting the above and raising the question about whether the SOJP could begin
an investigation without a formal complaint as the recent disclosures had been made in
confidence. She also queried whether an enquiry should be commenced into the children
fostered in the past by WN 862 and his wife. It was noted that the SOJP recognised an
urgent child protection issue in relation to WN 974’s children and those in WN 862’s
care. The memo recorded that “Children’s Service have no plans to take care
proceedings in respect of [WN 974]’s children”.
2887. On 27 April 2006, the Solicitor General wrote back with the following advice:4415
2887.1 Without WN 974’s allegations, there is virtually nothing against WN 862 which
could form the basis of any court proceedings, whether criminal or protective
under the Children (Jersey) Law 2002.
4412
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2887.2 The Children’s Service could continue to monitor the situation, though there is a
limit to how much they can detect without a 24-hour presence. The situation could
be reviewed if there were any new developments.
2888. This advice was confirmed by Bridget Shaw in an email to DS Fossey on 2 May
2006.4416 It was noted that WN 862 had become aware of the allegations made. WN 974
had not taken any further self-harming steps. It was therefore suggested that further
approaches could be made. Ms Shaw also advised that an investigation be commenced to
determine whether any other former foster child had a complaint to make against WN
862, but that this would not be an enquiry into the past workings of the Children’s
Service at this stage.
2889. A file note was subsequently written by DS Fossey,4417 recording that WN 974 had
again refused to co-operate. After a trawl of social services records, seven children who
had been fostered on a long-term basis by WN 862 and his wife were identified. Five
were contacted, none of whom disclosed any abuse. As a result, DS Fossey noted that
there would be no further police involvement, but Children’s Services would continue to
work with WN 862 and WN 974’s family.
2890. In evidence to the Inquiry, DS Fossey said that without a formal complaint, it is
unlikely that there would be a prosecution in Jersey, although she has given evidence in a
“victimless” prosecution in Scotland.4418
2891. The Panel may wish to consider the adequacy of the responses of the H&SS
Department and the SOJP in the light of the known history over a substantial period of
time.
WN 874 – foster father of WN 875 and WN 876
2892. In 1998, an allegation was made by WN 875 that she had been abused in the past by
her foster father, WN 874.
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2893. WN 875 and WN 876 were originally placed with WN 874 and his wife in a private
arrangement in May 1978. However, due to the children’s father expecting to receive a
custodial sentence, WN 874 and his wife applied to become official foster parents with
Children’s Services. They were vetted and found satisfactory. The two children (aged 11
and 12 at this point) were received into care in March 1979. 4419 In April 1980, it was
noted that they were discharged from care due to their father being released from
prison.4420 Despite this, as will be seen below there appears to have been ongoing contact.
2894. In 1988, the Solicitor General had recorded what in her view were the failings of
Jersey to provide an equivalent to residential care for WN 875 “when she passed out of
childhood into adolescence”4421 and wonders “What hope is there for this girl or for our
Island society when there is no home to receive her when she emerges from custody?”4422
It was hoped that this would lead to the provision of a hostel for those with
accommodation difficulties who cannot be provided for in the Voluntary Sector – as
below it would appear that this was initiated in 1989.
2895. Following the complaints, from May to June 1999 there was correspondence between
the SOJP Chief Officer Le Breton, the Attorney General, Michael Birt, and the Home
Office.4423 This records the following:
2895.1 The father of WN 875 and WN 876 had committed suicide in 1991, leaving a note
which alleged that WN 874 had abused his daughter WN 875 before she reached
the age of 14. The note was released with this point omitted.
2895.2 Anecdotal and uncorroborated information had been received about WN 874, but
without sufficient evidence to allow an investigation.
2895.3 Over a lengthy period of time, WN 874 had received offensive telephone calls
from WN 876.
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2895.4 In telephone calls to the SOJP, WN 876 said that she had become pregnant by
WN 874 on three or four occasions and these pregnancies had been terminated.
2895.5 In September 1998, a letter had been sent by WN 876 to Senator Shenton about
the allegations and the FPU were directed to make enquiries.
2895.6 In November 1998 and January 1999, statements were recorded by WN 875
concerning the allegations. She contacted the SOJP in March 1999 stating that she
wished to withdraw her complaint.
2895.7 In February 1999, WN 874 was interviewed by the SOJP. He denied all
allegations made concerning physical and sexual abuse.
2895.8 It was the view of Chief Officer Le Breton that there was no case that could be
put before a court and that the historical and uncorroborated nature of the
allegations and the characters of the complainants made prosecution unlikely.
2896. It may be noted that despite Chief Officer Le Breton’s representations about WN 874’s
interviews with the SOJP, the transcripts have been obtained by the Inquiry. These
contained admissions by WN 874 admitted that he had a sexual relationship with WN
875 and possibly got her pregnant, but he stated that this occurred when she was over 16.
He also admitted paying her a sum of £38,000 over a period of a couple of years.4424
2897. A record of WN 875 and WN 876’s contact with the police up to 2003 was
produced.4425 In December 2007, Advocate Philip Sinel made a disclosure about abuse
suffered by WN 875 and WN 876, of the kind outlined above.4426 A subsequent SOJP
report in November 2008 notes that despite the above admissions, no further action was
taken following the refusal of her sister, WN 876, to deal with the SOJP and the
subsequent withdrawal of the complaint.4427
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WN 864
2898. In June 2000, an anonymous complaint was received by Children’s Services4428 that a
foster parent, WN 864, was a habitual drug user and could be “very aggressive, both
verbally and with his fists”. Tony Le Sueur, Manager of Placement & Support at the
time, instigated checks with the police and WN 864’s GP to see if they had any
information to support the allegations, as well as asking a CCO to make an informal
support visit to the home to see if she believed everything was as it should be, without
mentioning the allegations. All of these came back without any support for the
allegations. Mr Le Sueur decided that on this basis he would not initiate a formal meeting
with WN 864, when balancing any benefits against the likely harm and upset that such a
meeting could cause. A note was to be left on the file to allow cross-reference in case of
any further complaints arising in the future.4429
WN 812 and WN 813 family allegations
(i) 2002 – allegations against WN 884
2899. On 18 August 2002, allegations of sodomy and indecent assault were made by two or
three children at a foster home against the 18-year-old son (WN 884) of the foster
parents, WN 812 and WN 813. Documents produced by Children’s Services provide a
useful timeline of action taken following the disclosure, as follows:4430
2899.1 The disclosure was made to their mother, who notified the out of hours duty
officer the same day. This was passed on to David Castledine, who visited the
following day. On 20 August 2002, the children gave ABE interviews with CCOs
and the police present.
2899.2 On 21 August 2002, a strategy discussion was held with senior managers from
Children’s Services and DS Shearer of the SOJP’s Family Protection Team. They
agreed actions, including that the SOJP would arrest the suspect with Tony Le
Sueur being there to support the foster parents. The foster parents would be
4428
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suspended pending the outcome of the enquiry, but would be provided with
support (this happened on 2 September 2002). For various reasons, two children
(WN 889 and WN 890) who were on holiday with the foster parents and the
suspect would not be returned early, despite the allegations made.
2899.3 On 31 August 2002, WN 884 was arrested after a briefing meeting had been held
between the SOJP and Children’s Services. Following the arrest, another strategy
meeting was held, which included recommendations about interviewing some of
the children.
2899.4 An investigation was carried out by Children’s Services to look into the files of all
of the children who had been fostered by WN 812 and WN 813, and to find
alternative placements for children who they were currently cared for. Visits were
also carried out to the families of children who had been cared for by WN 812 and
WN 813.
2899.5 On 16 September 2002, a CCO report was written by Sarah Brace in respect of
WN 890, who had been adopted in June 2002 by WN 812 and WN 813 after
having been fostered by them. It recommended that he continue to remain in the
family home and did not need to be placed on the child protection register.
2900. In April 2003, a report was written by Tony Le Sueur on the foster parents, WN 812
and WN 813, setting out the circumstances of the investigation and noting the following:
2900.1 WN 812 and WN 813 had co-operated fully with the allegations, despite being
devastated and considering the allegations to be malicious.
2900.2 Support had been provided by the family during this period, including a fostering
support worker (Marta Pugsley), a social worker for WN 890, a psychotherapist
for WN 874, financial support where there was pressure due to WN 813 and WN
813 being unable to provide fostering services.
2900.3 He recommended (subject to the considering of an independent fostering panel)
that WN 812 and WN 813’s registration should not be reactivated due to WN 874
being an unacceptable risk.
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2901. An SOJP report records the following:4431
2901.1 The foster parents were seen as a “tremendous asset for the children’s service”
and their “willingness and flexibility has greatly assisted the placement of
numerous children”.
2901.2 The mother of two of the children (WN 885 and WN 886) had claimed that she
told David Castledine, the CCO, around 12 months beforehand that her daughter’s
pants had been pulled down by the suspect.
2901.3 The suspect’s family (WN 812 and WN 813) had provided information
suggesting that the complainants were less than credible witnesses and that Mr
Castledine would confirm the anecdotal evidence that they were capable of lying.
2901.4 Some of the witness statements contained information suggesting that the
Children’s Service had knowledge of specific incidents and Mr Castledine had
been invited to review the statements and identified some inaccuracies.
2901.5 Mr Castledine had produced a report providing his assessment of the child
witnesses in respect of their suitability, capability, credibility and the potential
effects of giving evidence upon them. He had recommended that neither of the two
complainant witnesses for whom he was the CCO should be asked to give
evidence in a prosecution:
“Unless there is a conviction we are unable to prevent the suspect having access to
children. Indeed, the suspect is likely to continue to have access to children and has
expressed a desire to seek employment as a youth worker”.
“The Children’s Service would like a definitive result i.e. proof of innocence or proof of
guilty. Without this, they are unlikely to be unable to allow [the foster parents] to resume
fostering.”
2901.6 The SOJP officer, DS Shearer, concluded that particularly taking into account Mr
Castledine’s views, he would be reluctant to commit the children to trial unless
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there was a realistic prospect of conviction. He submitted the report requesting an
independent assessment of the evidence.
2901.7 Before sending it on to the Police Legal Advisor, Bridget Shaw, DS Bonney noted
that on review of the file, “notwithstanding that a conviction may well be
achievable and entirely in the public interest I have serious reservations over the
wisdom of launching a prosecution”. He concluded that it would not be wise to
bring charges given that conviction is far from a foregone conclusion and the
views of Mr Castledine as to the detrimental effects on the child witnesses. It is
noted that it is being passed to Ms Shaw “In light of the size and circumstances of
the enquiry, particularly the fostering element aligned with the Children’s
Service”.
2902. It would appear that following this report, WN 884 was notified in March 2003 that no
prosecution would be pursued as despite the investigating team believing the children’s
accounts of what happened, the LOD did not believe that a prosecution would be in the
children’s best interests.4432
2903. David Castledine, who had been the case officer since two of the children were subject
to care orders and placed in foster care in May 2000, gave the following evidence to the
Inquiry:4433
2903.1 He had not made the decision, but had recommended that the child complainants
should not be asked to give evidence because of the potential adverse
psychological impact upon them of being cross-examined by a defence lawyer,
noting the lack of medical evidence or admissions in support of their allegations.
2903.2 There was no disclosure made to him 12 months beforehand.
2903.3 When asked what expertise his assessment of the children as witnesses was based
on, he states that he was aware of the serious effects of being cross examined and
thought it would be wrong to put them through that.
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2903.4 He was not fully aware of the protection that would be afforded to children giving
evidence in criminal proceedings as at 2003.
2904. WN 812, the foster mother, gave evidence to the Inquiry about these allegations as
follows:4434
2904.1 One of the complainants had previously disclosed to her that she sometimes woke
up in the morning when with her mother to find men sleeping in her bed – WN 812
informed Children’s Services but does not recall any action being taken.
2904.2 The allegations were made while they were away on holiday and the
complainants were with an alternative foster family.
2904.3 When her son, WN 884, was arrested, she had to decide whether he should live
elsewhere or the other children should live away from the family home. She chose
the former and WN 884 stayed with her mother, which broke her heart.
2904.4 She made a statement to the SOJP in September 2002.4435 When asked by the
police whether there was any reason why the complainants might lie, she had said
that they did not like the routine being imposed on them and that their mother had
been annoyed when WN 812 did not take them away on holiday with them.
2904.5 Her immediate reaction was that the allegations were all untrue. She had been
concerned for some time at the complainants’ “sexualised and inappropriate
behaviour”. Due to those concerns, she said that she never left her son alone with
the complainants.
2904.6 If either of the complainants had raised any concerns with her about her son, she
would have reported the matter immediately.
2904.7 She had made notes about the foster children, some during her time as a foster
parent and some comments made to the police during their investigation.4436
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2904.8 As soon as her son was arrested, she said: “Children’s Services dropped us like a
hot potato. They did not appear to want anything to do with us. This was at the
time when we most needed their support. It was an extremely difficult time having
to deal with not only the police investigation, but also our family being torn
apart.” They did have a couple of meetings to discuss the case and arranged for a
psychologist to see her son and a school counsellor.
2905. WN 812 gave evidence4437 that following the allegations, she lost faith in Children’s
Services due to the lack of support for the family. She says that she and WN 813 made
the decision that they could not continue to be foster parents and ripped her licence into
pieces, although they did continue to look after one girl in a private arrangement. She
acknowledged that this was at the same time as they were told by Children’s Services that
they were going to be de-registered.
(ii) 2010 – allegations against WN 747
2906. In 2010 WN 890, the adopted son of WN 812 and WN 813 who had previously been
fostered by them, disclosed that he had been sexually abused since the age of 13 by WN
747, an ex-boyfriend of WN 812 and 813’s daughter who had lived with the family for
two years as a lodger.
2907. At the time of the allegations, WN 812 did not accept that WN 747 was capable of
abusing WN 890, something she says that she will have to live with for the rest of her
life.4438 In 2911, WN 747 was convicted of 12 counts of sexual offences against WN 890
and others and sentenced to 5 years’ imprisonment, as well as a further two years’
imprisonment for indecent images offences. Following his conviction, WN 812 was
charged with and pleaded guilty to one count of perverting the course of justice in tipping
WN 747 off about the investigation, allowing him to destroy evidence on his computer.
She also pleaded guilty to perjury due to false evidence given during the trial of WN 747.
In December 2012, she was sentenced to a total of 15 months’ imprisonment.4439
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A private foster father
2908. In September 2003, a 15-year-old child in private foster care disclosed to her CCO that
she had been indecently assaulted by her foster father. She was concerned about the
consequences of making a formal complaint and was worried about her foster mother.
The fostering was a private arrangement between the two families which was supported
by Children’s Services, who conducted a private foster assessment, along with carrying
out police checks and taking a reference from a family friend. She had begun living with
the family when aged around four.4440
2909. The foster father conceded in police interview that he had digitally penetrated the
victim. The police report concluded that this disclosure had taken a “lot of courage” and
that it was a serious breach of trust by the foster father. It also notes that there appears to
have been a grooming process prior to the incident and there had been a substantial effect
on the victim.4441 In December 2003, the foster father was convicted of one count of
indecent assault and sentenced to 2½ years’ imprisonment.4442 His name is not given in
order to protect the identity of the victim.
2910. A “recommendation to close” document was completed in February 2004, 4443 which
noted that in advance of the placement an initial private fostering assessment had been
completed, along with application forms, references, police check and home visits. It was
further noted that the foster father should “clearly not be able to care for any other young
person in the future. A warning should be placed on the ‘softbox’ programme regarding
his schedule one status”. This provides an insight into the action taken in the event of a
conviction of a private foster parent for sexual offences.
WN 865
2911. In August 2006, allegations were raised by a 14-year-old girl that she had been
indecently assaulted by her foster mother’s fiancé, WN 865. An SOJP case summary4444
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sets out that WN 865 had permanently moved into the foster home the week before and
had, almost straight away, indecently assaulted her on three occasions. She told her foster
mother immediately, who gave evidence to the SOJP that WN 865 had admitted touching
her breasts. When WN 865 was interviewed by the SOJP, he admitted touching the
complainant on her breasts over her clothing, but denied the other allegations. The SOJP
report concludes that there is sufficient evidence to charge WN 865 with one count of
indecent assault, which it may be assumed was the touching of her breasts. From other
documentation made available to the Inquiry, it would appear that WN 865 was convicted
in April 2007 and sentenced to a community service order.4445 His name is anonymised in
order to protect the identity of the victim.
2912. A report was produced for the Fostering Panel in May 2007 about the continuing
placement of the complainant with the foster mother.4446 With regard to WN 865, this
noted that before the offences had taken place, there had been concerns about WN 865
regarding allegations of sexual abuse of young people. These concerns were discussed
with him and shared with the foster mother – he denied the allegations and she found
them difficult to accept.
2913. The report also notes that the foster mother was approved as a foster carer in March
1997, having separated from her husband, and had since had a number of children placed
with her. The report provides a history of placements, including concerns about some of
the foster mother’s relationships and their history of offences against children. It goes on
to set out the ‘current’ situation, including a wish for her partner to stay at the home over
weekends, despite a 2006 conviction for assaulting an 8-year-old child, for which he
received a month’s probation order. A list of risk factors and a list of protective factors in
maintaining the placement of the complainant with the foster mother are set out, as are
other factors. The recommendation is that the complainant continue to live with the foster
mother and that she be registered specifically for this young person, with her registration
to cease after she is no longer in care. During the placement, close monitoring was to take
place and restrictions to apply in the involvement of the foster mother’s partner.
4445
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WN 832
2914. In 2007, WN 832 was convicted of a number of sexual offences committed against his
daughter and his adoptive granddaughter and sentenced to a total of 30 months’
imprisonment. The offences against his daughter took place in the 1950s and those
against his adoptive granddaughter took place in the 1970s and 1980s.4447 The
granddaughter had been fostered in 1971, when aged 6 months, and was subsequently
adopted, although it is unclear exactly when this took place. Both went to the police in
2006 and described significant sexual abuse that had “had [a] huge, lifetime effect” on
them. The foster/adoptive mother stated that she felt very guilty about what had happened
to the granddaughter and wished that she had disclosed the abuse earlier.4448 The name of
WN 832 is anonymised in order to protect the identities of the victims.
WN 743
2915. During Operation Rectangle, an allegation was made by WN 167 that, while she was in
foster care, she was sexually abused by the son of her foster parents, WN 743. When
interviewed by the SOJP, WN 743 gave the following evidence:4449
2915.1 As far as he could remember, there had always been kids around the house –
include “day kids” left by working mothers and foster children. He slept in the
same bedroom as two of the male foster children, while WN 167 shared a room
with his sister.
2915.2 He denied the allegations of abuse made against him.
2915.3 In response to the suggestion that his mother had slapped WN 167 across the face
when she disclosed the abuse, WN 743 said that his “Mum never struck anyone
around the face”.
2916. The foster parents, WN 895 and WN 896, were also spoken to by the SOJP.4450 WN
896 said that she used to work at HDLG, which is where she met WN 167 and some of
4447
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the other foster children. She said that it was agreed with the States that the family could
foster the children and she was their main carer. When the allegations against their son
were explained, WN 895 called WN 167 a liar and denied that she was ever told about
the abuse.
2917. Richard Davenport, who was WN 167’s CCO, also gave a statement to the SOJP.4451
He denied that WN 167 ever disclosed that she was being sexually abused by WN 843.
He also denied that he told WN 167 to put her time at the foster parents behind her and
that he would make sure they did not foster any more children. He says that if such an
allegation had been made, he would have recorded it in detail and gone to his line
manager. A statement was also obtained from the individual who fostered WN 167 on a
temporary basis when she turned 16, who gave positive evidence about WN 167 and said
she trusted her completely.4452
WN 569 and WN 744
2918. Around 1984, WN 569, a registered foster parent, was convicted of inciting gross
indecency against his daughters and was imprisoned.4453 However, in 2008, allegations of
sexual abuse were also made by WN 140, a child in care who had been fostered by WN
569. After initially denying the allegations, he pleaded guilty to charges of inciting and
procuring acts of gross indecency and was sentenced to 12 months’ imprisonment in
2009.4454 Despite being convicted of abuse, WN 569’s name is anonymised in order to
protect the identity of WN 140.
2919. WN 569’s wife, who was WN 140’s foster mother, gave a statement in which she says
that she does not remember WN 140 ever speaking to her about any abuse suffered at the
hands of WN 569.4455
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2920. WN 140 also made allegations in 2008 that on occasions while at the foster home, he
was woken up at night by someone masturbating him. He thought it might have been WN
569. He said that he could not imagine WN 744, who he shared a room with, doing it.4456
2921. In 2000, WN 744 was convicted in another country of four indecent assaults on males
under 16. While undergoing treatment in 2002, he confessed to a psychologist while
undergoing treatment that he began sexually abusing his foster brother, WN 140, for
around four years. He said that he “knew his foster brother would not say anything,
because he did not want to be removed from the family and because he did not think he
would be believed”.4457
2922. Following this disclosure, the report was passed to the Jersey Probation and After Care
Service on the basis that WN 744 would be returning to Jersey at the end of his sentence.
It was noted in a memo to the SOJP4458 that a “RAMAS” meeting would be convened to
assess the risk that WN 744 posed to children. Additionally, the memo drew attention to
WN 744’s disclosure about abusing his foster brother, which it was believed had not been
the subject of a police investigation. As noted below, it does not appear that this matter
was investigated by the SOJP initially.
2923. After WN 140’s disclosures in 2008, WN 744 was interviewed and gave a ‘no
comment’ interview. He was charged in December 2009 with three counts of indecent
assault, but was subsequently acquitted.

Evidence of teachers and doctors
2924. The Inquiry has collated some of the evidence obtained from teachers and doctors
about their experiences of the care system and allegations of abuse made within the care
system. This evidence consists of some contemporaneous documentation, some evidence

4456

WD004971
WD004972 is an extract of the report
4458 WD004970
4457

1055

1000.1055

given to the SOJP in the context of criminal investigations and a witness statement given
to the Inquiry.4459 Some of the most pertinent evidence is as follows.
2925. WN 15 provided a statement to the Inquiry in December 2014, in which he noted:4460
2925.1 From at least 1967 onwards, local families of low income were exempt from all
medical and/or nursing fees and costs.
2925.2 He was a full-time Consultant Paediatrician in Jersey from September 1978 to
July 2006. When he arrived, he found correspondence from his predecessor
proposing the setting up of a partnership between him, the Children’s officer and
the SOJP for the investigation and management of ‘non-accidental injury’ (“NAI”)
cases. In the 1980s, the phrase ‘child abuse’ came into favour replacing NAI – he
feels that this lent itself to broad or occasionally sweeping interpretations.
2925.3 He described a case in early 1979 in which he dealt with a toddler who had been
shaken to death in a rage by an unregistered childminder, leading to a conviction
and custodial sentence.4461
2925.4 In his experience, the SOJP knew exactly what to do in child abuse matters in the
1980s and did it well. Throughout his career, he had excellent professional
relationships with the SOJP and Honorary Police concerning child care and
welfare matters.
2925.5 He organised a symposium on child protection involving Dr Christine Cooper in
1981 – this published the importance of NAI to every involved professional in the
Island.4462 He learnt about the four types of serious NAI and the need for a full
medical examination of every child, but allowing for the slapping of children as
parental retribution if not serious.

For the full list – see WD007080
WS000530
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4462 See also WD004436 showing a ‘Non-Accidental Injury Panel’ in 1985 and WD006302 with a paper prepared by Dr
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2925.5.1

Although not mentioned by WN 15, a note from the Children’s Sub-

Committee in October 1979 recorded that arrangements were made for CCOs to
get lectures on child abuse and child development from experts in the UK.4463
2925.6 There were very few cases of alleged sexual abuse of children that WN 15 dealt
with, although he did deal with some after the Cleveland Report in the 1980s.
Where possible in these cases, he would carry out a single joint examination with
the police doctor.
2925.7 From 1993, a judgment of the Jersey Court of Appeal required that medical legal
evidence in the Royal Court needed to be corroborated by additional professional
information than the opinion of one doctor.
2925.8 He was a member of the Child Protection Committee, retiring at the end of 2005.
2926. Evidence relating to WN 15’s involvement in matters within the Inquiry’s Terms of
Reference can be also seen throughout these submissions, especially in the context of
investigations into non-accidental injuries and matters relating to Brig-y-Don, of whose
Committee he was a member for many years.
2927. In April 2008, the SOJP contacted Dr Faiz, a psychiatrist who came to Jersey in 1971.
He noted that he worked within the psychiatric clinic at the General Hospital and that he
would generally deal with people over the age of 16, while his colleague Dr Fogarty
would look after children, including those at HDLG. He said that he was attacked many
times by patients and remembers going to HDLG on one occasion to treat someone.4464
2928. Peter Gilchrist gave evidence that he was employed by the Education Committee as an
Educational Psychologist between 1977 and 1981. He only went up to HDLG twice at
most and could not remember any events that might be deemed significant.4465
2929. Jim Hollywood told the SOJP in 2009 that he was the first Clinical Psychologist
employed in Jersey and made regular (at least monthly) visits from 1979 onwards to
HDLG. He says that he conducted a regular surgery there and had no recollections of any
4463
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allegations made. He thought that the children were invariably living in better conditions
than at home. He said that when he first came to Jersey it was a bit behind the times, but
accepted that the regimes had changed for the better since then.4466
2930. During the internal investigation into Mario Lundy, an interview was carried out by
Mick Pinel with Dr Birtwistle in October 2008.4467 Dr Birtwistle was the Principal
Educational Psychologist from 1979 to 2006 and was responsible for overseeing the
psychological wellbeing of all children, including regular visits to Les Chenes. He
considered Les Chenes to be highly successful and noted that he had never received any
complaints of abuse or physical violence from any children, parents or teachers. He also
noted that the children had regular access to parents, social workers, a psychologist and
probation officers. When contacted by the SOJP in 2009, Dr Birtwistle noted that he had
not received any direct disclosures of abuse at HDLG or any other homes either. He
added that around 1980, he had submitted a report to John Rodhouse voicing his concerns
about HDLG and it not being fit for purpose.4468
2931. The following miscellaneous documents in relation to doctors/medical matters may
additionally be helpful:
2931.1 A September 1965 letter from Dr Leadbeater stating that, as a temporary measure,
it would be preferable that WN 209 be admitted to HDLG as opposed to returning
home to conditions which are not suitable. He goes on to state: “However, I am
more of the opinion that [WN 209] would benefit to a greater extent by living in a
family atmosphere.”4469
2931.2 A note from January 1974 that a child who had admitted at HDLG to having
sexual intercourse was escorted to be examined by Dr Young and “found to be
virgo non intacto”4470 and a note from February 1974 that WN 214 was to be
examined by a police doctor re unlawful sexual intercourse.4471
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2931.3 A 1979 assessment by Dr Spratt of WN 24, a child at HDLG, who had a certain
disorder. He noted that he was unable to take a detailed psychiatric history but
“uncovered no features of her life at HDLG which would suggest a reactive
depression”.4472
2931.4 A record of the “Detached Project Support Group” from July 1981 noting that
they “regretted abortions” and as they were not legal in Jersey, those women who
wanted one had to travel to the mainland. Because of this illegality, no records
were kept on termination, despite the fact that “It is known that pregnant women
wishing to terminate their pregnancy will often visit a more ‘sympathetic’ doctor,
rather than their own GP”.4473
2932. The following miscellaneous documents relating to teachers may be useful, in addition
to other documents throughout the submissions about involvement in disclosures of
abuse:4474
2932.1 In 1975, a Head Teacher by the name of Mr Livingstone gave a statement to the
SOJP about abuse suffered by a child (who subsequently ended up at Les Chenes)
at his family home.4475
2932.2 A note from July 1980 records a teacher by the name of Ms De Gruchy reporting
to a CCO that a child had bruises on his back which he stated had been caused by
his father hitting him with a willow cane. An investigation by the CCO led to a
note that “[WN 383’s father was] severely warned about the use of implements in
the chastisement of the children and that although corporal punishment was
acceptable it was only condoned to a certain degree (bad bruising was considered
unduly excessive)” and in manuscript below: “Since the Police have already been
involved I agree ‘No further action’ except to ensure the Health Visitor for the
area is alerted and the ‘at risk’ register is appropriately updated.”4476
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2932.3 A note from December 1980 records that WN 43, a child at HDLG, had been hit
by a teacher at Le Rocquier school. The teacher admitted that he had “taken a
swipe” at the child and accepted that it is wrong to strike a pupil or child, but that
it can happen in the heat of the moment. Mr Thomson notes that he has spoken to
WN 43 and “would ask that the matter rests”.
The non-reporting of abuse
2933. As noted above, as part of a consideration of ToR 8, it is important to analyse the
former residents who make allegations of abuse, but go on to explain why they did not
report it.
2934. WN 397, resident at HDLG in the 1960s, describes WN 515 burning her hand with a
hot teaspoon for not sweeping the floor to his satisfaction, all the while smiling at her4477.
Her evidence, while simply put, encapsulates what a number of witnesses said about their
reluctance or inability to report alleged abuse while in care. She says this: “I did not tell
anyone about this. There was no one to tell. Nobody would have listened.”4478
2935. WN 347, who alleges physical abuse by Mr Williams after his admission to HDLG in
May 1969, said this: “I was fearful of him. The assaults by him towards me were
numerous and of a bullying nature. This was the person I would have to speak to if I had
a problem, but he was the problem.”4479
2936. WN 209 describes repeated sexual abuse at the hands of Ray Williams in the mid1960s at HDLG. She comments that she did not tell anyone at the time “because he told
me not to or I would be in trouble. […..] I just did as I was told”.4480 In 2008, when she
made her police statement, WN 209 had still not disclosed the alleged abuse to her sister
or husband.4481
2937. WN 346 describes an opportunistic sexual assault by Mr Williams when she went
inside to the dormitory, with his permission, to change into a T-shirt on a hot day.
4477
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She alleges that he followed her into the dormitory, grabbed her and pulled her on
to the bed, then penetrated her digitally.4482 She recounts that she told a friend
about this incident and it was eventually reported to Mr Tilbrook by one of the
children. She says she was taken into Mr Tilbrook’s office and got told off for
making up stories. She goes on to say that she “just clammed up because I was
worried and I knew that no one would believe me above Mr Williams”.4483
2938. As an aside, WN 399 also describes sexual abuse at the hands of Mr Wateridge and
notes that Mr Tilbrook was always in and out of the girls’ dormitory. He states that
he believed that Mr Davenport knew what was going on but failed to act.4484
2939. WN 217 alleges that she was raped by a male resident shortly before she left the
Home, when they both returned to the Home late one night on the bus. She says she must
have got permission to stay out until midnight, because it was the first time she had ever
taken the late bus home. In her police interview, she describes the circumstances of the
rape and indicates that she did not dare disclose the incident because she feared it might
interfere with her planned departure from the Home.4485 This dates the incident to 1980,
as the witness left the Home in the autumn of that year.4486 In her police interview in
2013, WN 217 said that, prior to the interview, she had only ever spoken to her therapist
about the alleged rape. In relation to the decision not to disclose the incident at the time,
she made the following comments:
2939.1 She did not report the abuse because she was due to leave the home shortly and to
have reported would have stopped her leaving “with no hassle”;4487
2939.2 “The police never believed a word you said.”4488
2939.3 “My mother would have made mountains out of it and got nowhere.”4489
2939.4 “It would have caused so much upheaval”4490
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2939.5 Her alleged assailant had threatened her not to tell anyone. He is also alleged to
have told her not to bother telling anyone as they would not believe her.4491
2940. William Dubois moved to La Preference in 1985, along with other children from
Aviemore. He told the Panel that he was a serial offender and was generally brought back
by the SOJP. He says that the policemen never asked why he ran away and he did not tell
them. He said this in oral evidence: “No one listened. We were horrible little brats, we
were in care, we got what we deserved.”4492
2941. WN 9 says that she was physically and mentally abused by her mother. She recounts
telling a social worker about this abuse on a home visit. She explained in her oral
evidence that the social worker immediately told her mother of this.4493 She goes on to
say: “It was not rocket science what happened next. As soon as the social worker left, I
was beaten black and blue, flung from one side of the room to the next. The next time the
social worker came I was wearing a big cardigan on a warm summer’s day, to hide the
bruises. The social worker never asked me to take it off. From that experience I learned
to shut up and keep my head down.”4494
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