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(v) CHILDREN “U” AND “W”

Child U was interviewed on six occasions between 18 June and 7 October 1992. Child

W was interviewed on two occasions on 16 and 23 July 1992.

U’s evidence, was the basis for counts 14 and 15. W’s evidence was the basis for count

13, @ &
In respect of all counts relating to these two com & r El charged
pursuant to s347 immediately following the completion™Qf the §p aifjants’ evidence

at Trial. @
As a consequence, the complainant’ @%o @nae at Depositions, did not

ety

give evidence at trial.

Impo t%&ar @t was cross-examined regarding contamination issues.
The subfuission in_respectof these complainants is that the allegations stand alone as
ts of ¢chi ual abuse free from any suggestion of contamination of any

4% is made to the direction to jury (No. 2) and direction to jury (No. 3) of Justice
1

mson dated 5" and 6™ May respectively. Those rulings set out the reasons for the

@347 discharges. By way of summary, W was just four years old at the time of the trial

and in her evidence said that allegations she had made in the evidential interview were

wrong or in the words of Justice Williamson

“perhaps more correctly she has just not been capable of giving evidence
about these matters in Court”.
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As to U, His Honour concluded that there were aspects of U’s evidence which appeared

to indicate substantial confusion on her part about times and places as well as the extent

The first the complainants’ mother heard about the inquiry was at the end of 1991. Her
husband attended a public meeting at that time. (Depositions p.599, line 33).

At that time neither parent felt they needed to do anything further. They did nojconsider

the investigation had much relevance to them. They were b @\g ho
Both parents attended the meeting at the Knox Hall (% ns 60 .
v, C iE

After that meeting the complainant’s mothef/sp
as a result made a connection betwee DTE

creche inquiry. (Depositions p60 :i ’s mother requested an interview for her

children because she felt (Depaog

S
0, i
:: l‘!\i!%l line

f complainant P and

“ ply_told t we were going to talk about the créche and anything
@ y wa 1 these people it was okay and it was up to them to just be
@%ﬂ)port Group Meetings

The complainant’s father went to one parent support meeting. Their mother did not

attend any. (Depositions p.600, line 35).
Contact with Other Parents and Sharing Information

It has not been suggested that this family had any contact with ’
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There has been no suggestion that these parents shared any information with any other

“Between June 1992, the first of the disclosure interviews, through to
October 1992 my children have had no contact with any of the complainants
on the list. In fact I have had very little contact. I have had two telephone
conversations with parents and that is the total contact”.

Attendance at Official Meetings

The father attended the initial meeting in

meeting at Knox Hall in February 1992

Parent/Child Contammats@

These parents did
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concluded th 1d mounts continued to disclose things to their

mother ( 4). But they did not talk about it very much.

\
@»

suggestlon that these complainants spoke with any other complainant

r indeed each other, regarding the allegations.

Summary

This family had extremely limited contact with any other complainant families. There
was not and could not have been any suggestion of contamination in respect of these

two complainants.



