\%

@ h11d S was the Complainant in respect of counts 9 to 12 in the Indictment, she had

“S”

been interviewed by the Specialist Services Unit on three occasions, being 1 May, 28

May and 3 August 1992.

The Crown relied on the first and third interviews in support of the allegations contained

in counts 9 to 12 of the Indictment.
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The jury returned verdicts of guilty to counts 9 and 10, (allegations both based on the
first interview of 1 May 1992), and verdicts of not guilty on counts 11 and 12, (based on

disclosures made in the interview of 3 August 1992.

S was aged 2 ¥2to 5 years for the period in the relevant counts in the Indictment. She

was 6 Y2 at the time of the evidential interview of 1 May 1992.

Support Group Meetings @@ @
c;gmenced onl

rview in respect of

which the accused was found guilty. A itions she stated:

The mother of child S did attend the support eetmgs
July 1992. Importantly this is after the d;r%? the/rel

learnt about that group, I

“Am I aware of a support '
i think, the Social Worker.

was told about it and 4

gz derstood we were not to share that information and did not, it was

2 of the rules or the understandings of the support group.” [Depositions

306 line 9]
Contact with Other Parents and Sharing Information

The mother of this child did have some limited contact with other parents, in particular
the mother of children P and Q and the mother of child Z (not one of the parents
represented by these submissions). It is submitted however that the situation was not

one where parents were exchanging information as to the details of their children’s
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disclosures. The mother of child S was extensively cross-examined as to the contact

with other parents at Depositions and at the Trial.

The mother of Child S was not cross-examined about what contact she had with
.. 1t is acknowledged however that -« said the mother attended the
July/August meeting (at the home of complainant Y) at which a sheet of information

was left for parents to take if they wished.

The mother of this child first heard about the inquiry of the réche jovember
1991, however she did not attend the meeting in Q@ Trial e 19). In
February 1992 she had a call from the mother hildrext P a S0 an¥’it appears her
@Qt 0 Nildeen said her children

recollection of her conversation was that t

!:2 the mother of S spoke to her daughter about

erred to the questions she asked and stated: (T

“ uld stasted generally talking about who tickles you and is the
icklin ust general open questions and I would have said about

;@ wer% d at the Créche.”

©

equéntly after the Knox Hall meeting she spoke to the mother of Z (not a parent
epresented by these submissions) and following her discussions she asked her daughter

about the toilets. At Depositions p.303 line 16 she stated that the mother of Z had told
her about the toilets being a place and that they had been to Peter’s house, however she
was not informed of any specific allegations. However, her evidence is clear that she
did not put any specific allegations to her daughter (D p.308-304/12). Some days later
she was having a bath with her daughter, which was a regular occurrence; she asked her
daughter what it was like at Peter’s house or words to that effect (Trial p.111 line 1). S
told her mother that she had had a bath with Peter and then began to wash her mother.
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Evidence of what occurred in the bath and what was said is covered in the Depositions

p.311 and also at the Trial. At Depositions p.311 the mother of S stated:

“She told me that she had had a bath with Peter and she began to wash me, I
said did you wash him and she started to wash me, she then volunteered 1
washed Peter’s diddle and he washed mine and I said how do you feel about
that. She said I don’t know, what do you think about it and I said I don’t
know, what do you think about it. She said on one hand it is good because

diddles need to be washed and on the other hand it is bad because it was

private parts. It should be on my notes. I asked her wh ened thefa
she said she rode Peter’s horse.” :>\; S

At Trial p.111 line 11 the mother of S stated: @ @

“As to what [S] did with me i
was talking and she started w:
not casual, she was increa$ittgRk
doing and she also started N

at I have seen since, giving
v around the bath a lot so she

ke it didn’t hurt her and she just

en [’ve had a bath with her, it was scary. She

in_ 2mgthodical way. She made some comments about
§ happened next and she climbed up astride sort of
.% h and I said where was Peter’s penis and she sort of

and was moving her mouth up and down just above my genital area
{1 guess that I just didn’t want to believe what I was seeing and I haven’t
anted to sort of acknowledge that....”

As regards S’s disclosure to her mother about urination, at Depositions p.311 line 15 she

stated:

“Q. Recall anything mentioned about poohs or wees prior to that?
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A.  The first thing [S] said that was significant to me was we were talking
in the car and she said Peter said if you do that you will have to drink
the wees and poohs but he didn’t mean it and it took me about 12
hours to even hear I just... ”

It is clear from the mother’s evidence that this was not a case where concepts were

being put to a child which were being adopted by that child; rather the child was

providing independent detail of matters to which the mother no knowl . Itis
clear that information was volunteered by the child (Trial p. ): @
“Q. The information that was provided to c&our davghterwas that
information volunteered or a respo Q direct eoific leading
questions?

A. Most of the time it was volu

Further, if the mother did not h
mentioning them then it cannQtbe)suggeste

into her daughter’s mi@spect

No.

@2 Q. What about touching children with needles or sticks prior to when

saying anything?

; 3 gg@hat about Ellis putting his penis into children’s genital parts?

A. No and she has not talked about sticks.

Q. When talking to your daughter can you tell the type of questions you
asked? What happened next, that kind of thing?

A. 1tried to ask open questions or just to say back to her what she said to

2

me.
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It is also important to note that much of the detail of the abuse was not known to the
mother until after the trial.- Like-all-the-other-parents,the-mother-of-this-child-did-not—

have access to the detail of the abuse until after the trial.

Attending at Official Meetings

The mother of S did not attend the December 1991 meet@&ns @ne 12).
ressio;l geting was that

1
She did attend the Knox Hall meeting and her imp fr
there were some concerns (Depositions p.3 @
Parent/Child Contamination ;i@

Having regard to S’s Y5 yea s Was able to provide independent detailed
evidence about cyrfed. apswers she gave do not amount to merely

responding to oe t conversation.

!;er arose §t§ context of this family relating to the preparation of the

Q “The detail of the books and how the story is told would be at her initiative.
Some of the writing is mine and some is hers. I wrote something in the
book because she would tell me what to write. Some of the drawings are

mine. I would do a drawing and she would do a drawing generally but she
would tell me often what to draw.”

S had already disclosed and the books were simply a mechanism to help the child deal
with the issues. The books were referred to at Trial and the mother was cross-examined

about them. They did not contain any detail.
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Accordingly, the jury was aware of the books, what they contained and how they came
e i0t0 £Xistence. It was-therefore-a-matter properly-before-the-jury-and for-them-to-assess—————
the significance of the books in the context of the evidence. The jury in this case, as

with others, was careful in respect of the verdicts it returned.

Child/Child Contamination Q&
It is accepted that S did have contact with other chih@ular@@vever, this

needs to be viewed in light of the chronology o disclosur rial p.113 line 35
Z’s mother stated that: g% @
“As to what contact [S] has h§ 6@ the Creche, prior to
. 3 S B 1 1
N

with her friend [Z] and
he\ did “have contact with a non-

. st \lprview is in May. The contact
about eight months, I am guessing, it was a long
1 sws she has had contact with [Z]. As to
fietviews>the first contact was with [Z] I can’t
3 % down, can I get them out as I have a poor
June. From 7 June until the time of the
t [Z] and [S] played together I think on two

éen out with the Social Worker on one occasion.
ew they have continued to have contact.”

Accor ;E regard to the interview that formed the basis of the charge upon
L/ 1lis was convicted), there was no contamination from other children. It is
ted that prior to the third interview there was contact with another child (Z) and

at Z and S did discuss Peter Ellis. However S was extensively cross-examined about

O)

those discussions and in the end the jury returned a verdict of not guilty.

Media Contamination

The mother of S was not cross-examined about whether or not her daughter had seen
any of the media coverage in respect of the suspension of Peter Ellis or subsequent

matters.
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