Review of the Administration of the Magdalen Laundry Restorative
Justice Ex Gratia Scheme

Preliminary Assessment of Mary O’Toole S.C.

Re theapptcaion o [N
Date of Birth : _

I, Mary O’Toole SC having been appointed by the Minister for Justice and
Equality to carry out a review in relation to the administration of the above
scheme, have reviewed the application of the above named
in circumstances where the length of stay claimed by Ms. was
assessed as being shorter than the length of stay claimed by her, with a view to
identifying and considering any available relevant evidence that may not have
been taken into account in the assessment and with a view to recommending
any changes to awards arising from any revised assessment of length of stay.
Having carefully considered Ms |Jlfs application, and directed any relevant
further inquiries as necessary, my preliminary assessment on review 1is as
follows:

Background:

Ms .’s claim is in resiect of her length of stay in the laundry at -

In her Preliminary Expression of Interest form [PEIF] submitted in _

Ms -rccallcd that she entered _ and that her

date of exit was on_ bcmg a length of stay of 8 to 9 years
in the laundry. She sets out that she was attending the national school in Co

rior to her entry to [JJJJJl and that the Parish Priest and ]
rought her to the laundry. She says that on discharge she went to

work in Her PEIF states that she does not have
records from_and that she had not previously received compensation
for time spent in an institution.

In her subsequent Application Form, submitted in __gives
her length of stay in [N lllas between I and I period of 7 years,

stating that she worked in the laundry from the age of [J}years and did not




attend school. She gives her address prior to entry into the laundry as an

address Co. ||| G

Disputed Period:

Ms s very clear that her entry date to the laundry in [[|vas
shortly after

are to the effect that she did not enter the laundry there until the
Her exit date is recorded by -as ;
Ms -is not disputing her exit date, which is supported by her Department

of Social Protection [DSP] records. The dispute in this case therefore is only in
respect of Ms s date of entry to the laundry in

In the Department of Justice and Equality [the Department]
assessed Ms ’s length of stay in as being a period of 2 years
and 6 months, based on the records of appealed that
decision and following an internal review in the Department’s
assessment was upheld. Ms -complained to the Ombudsman, and
ultimately that complaint was not upheld.

Submissions made on behalf of Ms -

Ms [l was assisted in the review process by the Justice for Magdalens
Research group [JFMR] They made two written submissions in and
B 2018 and provided me with research that they had carried out on
behalf of Ms to assist her in substantiating her account that she was in |.
B om and not [Jllas her records suggest. 1 also had the benefit
of meeting Ms and members of JEMR in -2018 when I had a
meeting with Ms o discuss her review.

I have carefully considered the discussions with Ms [Jjjat my meeting with
her and the wide ranging and detailed submissions made on her behalf. I have
taken them into account and refer to specific points made by Ms nd in
the submissions in arriving at this preliminary assessment of Ms s length
of stay.

Ms -’s Account

Ms - in addition to her PEIF and Application form submitted other
documents to the Department setting out her account of her length of stay in .




-’s. By letter of_she sets out that she was in || Gz

from [N to ' She says that she entered after her confirmation in

when she was [l years old. After ||| she s2ys that the Parish

Priest and took her to the laundry. She says that she was in
school prior to her entry into the laundry. She states that she has sought her
school records but was informed that they had been burnt in a fire. She recounts
that her step-sister was born in and that she was not at home for her birth.
She also recounts that her grandmother would tell her step sister that she would
be put into the laundry also if she did not behave. She says that her brother
recalls her being in #for the length of time claimed. She recalled being
taken to-m olidays from the laundry and going there at least 8 times.

She also sets out the names of other residents, and religious who lived in or
attended the laundry while she was present there.

Attached to Ms -’s letter of _is a supplemental letter to

the Department which lists the names of 17 nuns Ms [Jjjjjffsays were present in
the laundry during her time there. She also in that letter sets out the names of
the clients of the laundry, including listing a number of hospitals, and stating
that all the schools, colleges and hotels were clients of the laundry.

Ms [l also says in that letter that there were 4 girls in || N

Orphanage She names 3 of them ranging in age from
11 years to 2 years, she says that she would see them in Church. In that letter
she also sets out a more extensive list of other residents she recalls as being in
the laundry with her, although many of the names on this list are first names
only of these residents, as might be expected. Elsewhere in the file, and in Ms
B s mecting with me in |[JJJlsbc savs that the children in [l
I v c:c her cousins. She recounts that she asked to be allowed to speak
to them, but was told that this would not be permitted. There is also a note from
Ms [ or the file to say that her brother recalled going to visit her with her
grandmother in -while she was in

Affidavits Sworn by Ms -in the course of her Application

Ms [} in the course of her application and her appeal of the Department’s
assessment of her length of stay, was represented by a Solicitor and swore 2
Affidavits of and setting out the factual
circumstances of her length of stay. At that stage Ms was in receipt of
her school records (discussed in detail below) and her Affidavits also address
her school records.





































































