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CAJ’s Deputy Director recently testified at the US

Congress Foreign Affairs Committee’s sub-committee

on International Organisations, Human Rights and

Oversight.  Below are excerpts from that testimony.

A full version of the testimony can be accessed at

http://www.internationalrelations.house.gov/111/gil09

1610.pdf 

“The Good Friday Agreement put human rights and

equality at the heart of peace-building efforts.  In

many ways, Northern Ireland provides a role model

for elsewhere on how a deeply divided society, and

seemingly intractable conflict, can be moved forward

when human rights and equality are put centre stage.

Much has been achieved in the peace process and

Northern Ireland is now a very different place.  While

a lot of progress has undoubtedly been made, CAJ

would caution against the rhetoric of recent times that

the devolution of policing and justice is “the final

piece of the jigsaw” in terms of implementation of the

Agreement; thus implying that the peace process is

now complete.  We seek to highlight that this is not

necessarily the case, and to urge continued vigilance

and support for the protection of human rights and

equality in Northern Ireland as a means of

embedding and sustaining peace.  There are 3 key

issues in particular that need to be addressed. 

The first is ongoing inequalities and socio-economic

disadvantage in some of the areas most impacted by

the conflict.  The peace process has seen much

investment and development; however recent figures

show that the historically poorest areas in Northern

Ireland are in many cases no better off, and in some

cases are relatively worse off, than they were during

the conflict.  Inequality in deprivation is also

apparent, with Catholic areas featuring

disproportionately.   We note the extent to which the

deprivation is concentrated in areas that bore the

brunt of the conflict in terms of the highest number of

deaths and injuries.  

These statistics tell us two worrying things – the first

is that the prosperity that has been experienced in

Northern Ireland from the late 1990s has bypassed

these poorest sections of our society.

Continues on Page 4...

CAJ testifies at US Congress

Our AGM will be held in

November this year. Notice will be sent

to members in October.

After last year’s AGM, an EGM will

adopt changes from CAJ’s old

constitution into the company

documents of CAJ Ltd. 

This will be followed immediately by the

AGM. Members will receive proposed

new memorandum and articles of

association later this month.

The EGM/AGM 

will be held in

The Boardroom of CAJ’s Office

Sturgen Building

9 -15 Queen Street

Belfast, BT1 6EA

All members will receive 

papers towards the 

end of October.
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Amnesty laws have often been described as a form of ‘legal forgetting’. Indeed, the word amnesty has the

same roots as ‘amnesia’. But this conception of amnesty laws as closing the door on the past paints a

misleading picture of the effects amnesties have on public remembering of past crimes.

Firstly, granting amnesty does not deny that crimes took place, nor does it retroactively annul the criminal

nature of the acts concerned. Rather an amnesty recognises that crimes have been committed.

Secondly, although in the past granting amnesties often meant that crimes would not be investigated, today

amnesty is increasingly associated with truth seeking. The association follows as a result of the high-profile

truth commission in South Africa, which was empowered to grant amnesty to individual political offenders

who fully disclosed their crimes.

The possibility of allowing individuals who are responsible for serious crimes to escape punishment for their

actions is understandably repugnant for many people. In particular, victims may find the suggestion of

amnesty painful and disrespectful. However, depending on how an amnesty process is designed it can

bring benefits, not just for the combatants, but also for victims and society as a whole.

Firstly, in many transitional or post-conflict societies, shrouds of denial can hang over certain issues, such

as disappearances, internal security actions within paramilitary groups, and the relationship of the state to

paramilitaries. Combatant testimony can undermine this denial and can provide information that is not

available from other sources.  This can bring great solace to family members and victims. 

Secondly, if combatant testimony is provided in hearings in which victims are allowed to participate, the

process can provide space for victims and their representatives to ask questions that are important to them

about how or why the crimes were committed and to explain how the crimes harmed them. Even if

discussions between combatants and the truth recovery body are held in private, victims can still participate

by working through the commission to ask questions.

Thirdly, in divided societies, images of combatants admitting to their actions can help each community

recognise what was done in their name and to acknowledge that other communities suffered also. This

could facilitate shared empathy on which to base an inclusive political community.

Finally, if the amnesty process provides space for combatants to talk not just about the facts of a particular

crime, but to also describe what led to that crime, who gave the orders, what were the rationales for the

targets, this can help cast light on institutional responsibility and reveal the organisations and networks that

helped to support and sustain the violence.  Addressing these wider forms of responsibility is important for

both for deepening understanding of what happened during the conflict, and for improving the legitimacy

and accountability of public institutions.

In Northern Ireland, the South African experience inspired the Consultative Group on the Past’s

recommendation that statements presented to the Legacy Commission be ‘protected’ from criminal or civil

proceedings in order to facilitate information recovery. Unlike South Africa, these proposals do not grant

amnesty to individuals, but rather they provide that statements given by combatants cannot be used to

incriminate them. In this way, immunity is used to protect the rights of those persons who are requested or

compelled to testify against themselves. However, if combatants fail to testify or further evidence of their

involvement in criminal acts comes to light they remain liable for prosecution. Although amnesties for

serious human rights violations have become deeply controversial under international law, providing

immunity for testimony is looked upon more favourably by international bodies such as the United Nations.

Although there may be significant challenges to encouraging combatants to participate in truth recovery

processes, particularly where there is little threat of prosecutions, even small numbers of combatants can

play a significant role in truth recovery processes. Their testimony can help to undermine walls of denial

that have been erected by the combatant factions and can provide valuable information for victims’

relatives. In addition, combatant testimony can contribute to public debate on the causes of the conflict and

how society should move forwards.

Louise Mallinder, Lecturer in Human Rights and International Law, Transitional Justice Institute

Amnesties, Immunity and Truth-Seeking
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“The work being done by the Seven Towers Residents is important in getting progress, but also enables us

to learn more about how communities at a local level can use standards developed at the UN to hold

government to account for realising their right to adequate housing.  I hope to visit Belfast in the future to

learn more about their work and until then I will follow their progress with interest.”

-Raquel Rolnik, UN Special Rapporteur on the Right to Housing- 

On 24th June 2010, residents from the Seven Towers working with the Participation and the Practice of

Rights Project (PPR), held a major event entitled: The Right to Housing: A People’s Inquiry in Grosvenor

House, Belfast. The Inquiry was the third international event held by the residents since they began

monitoring progressive realisation of the right to housing in the Seven Towers and wider north Belfast in

2007.  During their first round of monitoring (2007-08), residents achieved modest but important

improvements through their monitoring, campaigning, and engagement with duty bearers – such as the

replacement of the sewage systems and re-housing of families into adequate housing – both which had

been unresolved, or dealt with unsatisfactorily, for years. The residents also formed the Seven Towers

Monitoring Group – a unique human rights based structure with Ministerial commitment, which was

convened quarterly to ensure the residents housing rights indicators and benchmarks were being

progressed.

However despite positive movement, serious problems remain – for example core housing violations such

as levels of dampness, inadequate security and inefficient heating. The most immediate problem facing

residents was the Northern Ireland Housing Executive £7m proposal to put a PVC ‘rain-screen’ around the

exterior of the Towers to protect the structure – a move which would be high on cost but extremely low on

improving residents’ living conditions.  With these factors and lessons in mind, residents went through a

process of identifying housing rights concerns, researching the issues through quantitative and qualitative

research, and established a new set of indicators and benchmarks which were launched at the People’s

Inquiry.

As at previous Hearings, an International Panel was convened to hear testimonies, consider and deliberate

upon evidence, and develop recommendations on what measures can and should be taken by government

to achieve progressive realisation of the right to housing, especially in the context of the current recession.

The panel for the Inquiry was comprised of Leticia Osorio, a Brazilian housing rights activist and lawyer,

and member of the international panel since 2007, and Ann Blyberg, of the International Human Rights

Internship Program with a specialty in budgeting and human rights. Patricia McKeown (UNISON) and

Aideen Gilmore (CAJ) were the co-chairs of the event.  Additionally, messages of support were received

from Mary Robinson, Raquel Rolnik (UN Special Rapporteur on the Right to Housing), Thomas

Hammarberg (Council of Europe's Commissioner for Human Rights), Miloon Koolthari (fomer UN

Rapporteur on the Right to Housing), Prof. Monica McWilliams (NI Human Rights Commission), the

Scottish Human Rights Commission, and other groups working with the PPR Project. 

As well as testimony provided by residents, a number of speakers presented evidence to the International

Panel on themes related to the work of the group.  Prof David Ormondy and Prof Geoff Green outlined the

benefits of the Health and Housing Standard Rating System used in England and Wales to achieve health

outcomes from housing improvements. Mark Hackett (Co-Director, Forum for Alternative Belfast) provided

evidence on urban design and technical advice on possible alternatives to the PVC ‘rain-screen’ which

would, most importantly, address some of the residents’ issues identified.  In addition to international

expertise and Seven Towers residents’ testimony, residents from other communities outlined human rights

concerns they faced in their housing and their interest in working with the Seven Towers and PPR Project in

advancing housing rights. The International Panel are currently in the process of developing

recommendations which should be released in early 2011.  In August, residents from the Towers and the

PPR Project had a positive meeting with Social Development Minister, Alex Attwood, who agreed in

principle to meet with the residents following the release of the panel’s findings, and importantly agreed that

spending £7m on a PVC ‘rain-screen’ should be looked at if there was a possibility of progressing residents’

housing rights through alternative schemes.

Dessie Donnelly,  Strategic Development Officer, Participation and the Practice of Rights Project 

http://www.pprproject.org

The Right to Housing: A People’s Inquiry 
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The second is that if the areas which experienced the worst levels of violence are not feeling the benefits of

the peace process - at least in social and economic terms – this is not a recipe for long term stability.

Opportunities exist to do something about this.  There has been much focus in recent times on economic

investment in Northern Ireland. What has been missing – and what is needed – is accompanying analysis

on how that investment can best be used to target social need.  If the people in our most disadvantaged

communities do not feel the economic benefit of the peace process, they will feel left behind.  CAJ fears

what the cost of that isolation could be.  

The second issue is the need to develop a mechanism to deal with our past.  The publication of the Bloody

Sunday report and the subsequent debate has made it clear that Northern Ireland’s past remains to be

addressed.  It has become clear that a line cannot be drawn under the past - too many people have been

affected by it and too many have unanswered questions.  The approach to date has been piecemeal and

unsatisfactory, leaving many victims of the conflict from right across the community feeling left behind.

Some mechanism will have to be developed to deal with our past if its horrors are not to undermine our

future; the debate simply cannot be abandoned.  Leadership is required - by government, by political

parties, by all of us in Northern Ireland, to grasp the nettle of the past if we are truly to build a better future.

Your support in encouraging this leadership would be invaluable.

The third and final issue is delivery on a specific Bill of Rights for Northern Ireland.

The protection of human rights and the commitment to a Bill of Rights to reflect the “particular

circumstances of Northern Ireland” were fundamental parts of the Agreement and central to efforts of

building a shared and peaceful future in Northern Ireland.  Regular polling shows consistently high levels of

support from the two main communities for a strong and inclusive Bill of Rights.  In the history of our divided

society, rarely have there been such high levels of agreement right across the community, and this is an

opportunity that needs to be seized.

The new UK government has said that they will not legislate for a specific Bill of Rights for Northern Ireland;

rather they will consider incorporating additional rights for NI within a section of a wider British Bill of Rights.

This approach is deeply problematic for a number of reasons.  The Irish Minister for Foreign Affairs has also

clearly stated that “the Irish government is strongly of the view that a specific and substantial Bill of Rights

for Northern Ireland is a central and crucial element of the Good Friday Agreement.”  Overall the approach

of the UK government is seen by many as a retrograde step that risks undermining existing and hard-fought

human rights and equality protections from the Agreement.  

In closing, Northern Ireland is a very different place and that so much has been achieved cannot be

questioned.  The support and encouragement of America has been a crucial factor in getting us to where

we are today.  This support needs to continue to ensure that peace is maintained and sustained.”

Deputy Director, Aideen Gilmore, testifying at US Congress
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CAJ monitored an application for judicial review (taken by Brian and Paula Arthurs) of a decision of the

Director of Public Prosecutions (DPP), to issue a certificate pursuant to section 1 of the Justice and

Security (Northern Ireland) Act 2007, determining that a criminal trial should be conducted without a jury.  In

submitting that this decision was ultra vires, the applicants argued that the decision contravened Article 6

ECHR.  Under this legislation, the DPP can issue a certificate in relation to any trial on indictment of a

defendant (and anyone tried with that defendant).  He has the discretion to certify a case, if he suspects

that certain conditions have been met.  Among other conditions these include a suspicion that the

defendant is or has been a member of a proscribed organisation, or that the offence was committed on

behalf of a proscribed organisation and if he assesses that there is a risk that trial by jury might impair the

administration of justice. The applicants argued that there was no reason to suspect that the offences were

committed on behalf of a proscribed organisation and there was no evidence to suggest that persons

associated with such an organisation might seek to frustrate the administration of justice, if there was a jury

trial. 

The applicants highlighted the limited scope to challenge the issue of a certificate on grounds of dishonesty,

bad faith or other exceptional circumstances as set out in section 7 of the Justice and Security (Northern

Ireland) Act 2007.  It was argued that the decision of the DPP was procedurally unfair, substantively flawed

and contrary to Article 6 ECHR.  It was submitted that the decision to remove the right of a jury trial should

be subject to scrutiny by an independent Court and not the prosecutor to ensure adherence to the

procedural guarantees of Article 6(1).  The applicants delineated the Court of Appeal guidance set out in R

v T [2009] 3 AER 1002, regarding section 7 of the Criminal Justice Act 2003, which deals with the discharge

of a jury where suspected jury tampering is alleged.  In submitting that the right to a jury cannot be

removed, without establishing beyond reasonable doubt that the statutory conditions are met and in arguing

that there is a need for special procedural safeguards, the applicants referred to the dicta of Lord Judge in

this judgment:

“The right to trial by jury is so deeply entrenched in our constitution that unless express statutory language

indicates otherwise the highest possible forensic standard of proof is required to be established before the

right is removed. That is the criminal standard.”

The applicants also outlined the approach taken by the courts in relation to the review of control orders,

imposed on those suspected of involvement in terrorism, under the Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005. They

highlighted the COA decision in SSHD v MB [2007] QB 415 which ensured that the decision to impose a

control order is not made solely by the Secretary of State and that there was sufficient judicial scrutiny of

the process by which control orders were imposed to satisfy ECHR Art 6(1).  The applicants contended that

Article 6 ECHR was engaged as the determination of the mode of trial was part of the determination of the

criminal charge and the Director’s certificate, under section 1 of the 2007 Act, affected the applicants’

reputations and therefore engaged their civil rights.   It was also argued, that given the deeply entrenched

right to a jury trial, regard must be given to the principles of common law fairness. The DPP and Secretary

of State both challenged this position, arguing that the Director’s decision does not in fact “determine” a

criminal charge or civil right and is an ancillary or interim decision relating to the procedure to be followed. It

was submitted that Article 6 does not apply to procedural steps which do not involve the determination of a

charge. In support of this, they relied upon the Divisional Court case of Re Shuker [2004] NI 367 which

challenged the refusal of the Attorney General to de-schedule offences under schedule 9 of the Terrorism

Act 2000. In that seminal judgment, the court rejected the argument that depriving the applicants of trial by

jury beached the right to a fair and public hearing.  Judgment in this case was handed down on 30 June

2010. In dismissing the application, the court held that Article 6 (1) was not engaged and adopted the

reasoning in Re Shuker in support of this.  The court stated: “the right of a defendant to a fair trial before an

independent and impartial tribunal cannot be abrogated as long as the Human Rights Act is in full force.

But, as we have seen, this does not mean that the trial must be before a jury.”

We understand that an application for certification and leave to appeal to the Supreme Court has been

made in this matter.  Given the long deprivation of the right to jury trial in Northern Ireland, its restoration is

an important factor for the strength of the rule of law itself.

http://www.courtsni.gov.uk/en-GB/Judicial+Decisions/JanJune10/j_j_gir7890final.htm

Challenge to non-jury trial
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The PILS Project was established in May 2009 to advance human rights and equality in Northern Ireland

through public interest litigation (PIL).  PIL, which refers to strategic cases taken in the interests of minority

or disadvantaged groups, or the broader public, has a relatively long history in Northern Ireland.

Throughout the conflict PIL was used by individuals, NGOs and the legal profession to tackle issues such

as conditions in detention, prisoners’ rights and the investigation of alleged state killings.  Whilst the context

in which public interest challenges are made has significantly changed over recent decades, the ability to

pursue PIL continues to be vital for those whose rights have been violated.

A number of NGOs in Northern Ireland already use strategic litigation in their work as one tool in a wider

strategic approach to the advancement of equality and rights.  CAJ, Law Centre (NI), Children’s Law Centre

and Housing Rights Service for example all currently use PIL to complement and progress their policy,

research and campaigning work.  Many other organisations have begun to consider the potential value and

positive impact litigation could have on their work.

The role of the PILS Project in this context is to encourage and facilitate the engagement of a wider range

of NGOs in PIL.  The Project does this by convening a Stakeholder Forum of NGOs working on human

rights and equality issues, in which members have the opportunity to discuss developments and share their

issues, experience and knowledge in order to build their capacity to engage in PIL.

For members of the Forum, financial and legal assistance may be available to support eligible cases which

for reasons of costs, expertise etc may not otherwise be pursued.  Support may cover, for example, funding

a legal opinion, an expert report, a third party intervention, or for representation in those tribunals where

legal aid is not available, but all applications for support are decided on a case-by-case basis by the PILS

Project Board.   Funding is generally not provided in cases where legal aid is available, however, or where

the Human Rights or Equality Commissions or the Children’s Commissioner may provide funding, in order

to avoid duplicating the work of those statutory bodies.

The range of public interest issues coming before the courts in Northern Ireland is diverse and continues to

expand.  In the past year in Northern Ireland there have been a number of significant cases concerning, for

example, disability discrimination, forced marriages for children and the allocation of resources by public

authorities. Within the recent wider UK context PIL has successfully challenged the wide ranging stop and

search powers of the police, unequal pay for hundreds of female workers and the fast track system for

deporting asylum-seekers.  

The scope and nature of such legal challenges is adapting to the changing social and economic climate.

Tightened government spending set amidst widening patterns of economic disadvantage may provide

significant potential for public interest litigation.  The Fawcett Society in England has demonstrated this in

their recent High Court challenge to the Coalition Government’s first budget, on grounds that it

disproportionately adversely affects women.

It is clear from discussions within the PILS Project Forum that there is a wide range of public interest issues

in Northern Ireland that may benefit from litigation as part of a wider strategy to secure improvements for

disadvantaged groups.   These include, for example, ongoing concerns about the effective implementation

of Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act, the allocation of limited resources, discrimination in the provision

of insurance, benefits and other services, and the availability of public funding that is intended to provide

access to justice.  While the PILS Project has not currently identified priority areas for litigation, it has

already granted assistance in a small number of cases and anticipates that applications for support will

increase as more NGOs start to incorporate PIL into their work.

Marieanne McKeown, Development Officer, PILS Project, http://www.pilsni.org/

Public Interest Litigation Update
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The Public Interest Law Alliance (PILA), a project of FLAC, the Free Legal Advice Centres, was established

in June 2009. PILA works with different people to facilitate and promote public interest law in Ireland. 

One of the ways PILA goes about doing this is by matching the expertise in the legal profession with the

legal need NGOs and their service-users have. To achieve this we have created a register of lawyers who

will give their time and expertise pro bono. Individual lawyers have already signed up to the register and we

are also engaging with law firms to form what we hope will be a structured delivery of pro bono services. 

At the same time we work with NGOs to identify the legal need they and their service-users face. Different

types of legal need exist in organisations e.g. legal education for staff and service users, organisational

legal need, assistance with a law reform submission and casework. 

By working with NGOs in this way we hope to identify together, with the assistance of lawyers working pro

bono, the systemic issues which may require a test case or a law reform campaign. PILA has made a

number of referrals to the register so far, particularly around the area of legal analysis and advice on

systemic issues that NGOs are campaigning on. We have also organised training sessions on social

welfare and housing law and plans for other sessions on various areas of law e.g. family, immigration and

employment law, are on-going.

A second area of PILA’s work is the barriers to public interest litigation. In our view these include costs;

standing rules; the doctrine of mootness; the lack of class actions and the non-justiciability of socio-

economic rights. To date, no protective costs order has been granted in the Republic of Ireland. PILA has

set up a working group on protective costs orders and in the Autumn will issue a report on costs and public

interest litigation which considers ways in which lawyers can work to overcome that particular barrier.  A

means of ensuring that public interest law mechanisms will be effectively used in the future is by working

with today’s law students. To that end PILA is working to support clinical legal education in Ireland by

engaging with Universities and the professional Law Schools to raise awareness of the importance of

clinical legal education and instil in law students the value and potential that their legal skills could have on

the lives of others.

Another main objective of PILA is to create a comprehensive public interest law website that we hope will

be a significant resource to lawyers, NGOs, academics and students as well as raise awareness and

initiate discussions on public interest law. The website - www.pila.ie - contains research on the barriers to

public interest litigation, information on clinical legal education and community legal education in Ireland

and internationally and useful information and resources for NGOs. 

As with our website PILA uses seminars and conferences as a way in which to raise awareness, initiate

discussions and provide resources on public interest law. We held a conference entitled “Public Interest

Law in Action” in April and held two educational seminars on human rights law and mechanisms for

practitioners and NGOs. Our next seminar on public interest litigation will be held on October 29th.  Further

details to follow in the PILA Bulletin and on our website.

Finally, the PILA Bulletin is a bi-monthly bulletin emailed to members, containing information on cases,

developments and events in public interest law. We have received great feedback on the bulletin and

currently have over 700 members. If you are interested in receiving it please sign up by emailing

bulletin@pila.ie 

It has been exhilarating being involved in the first year of PILA, in the various means by which we have

engaged with the different people working in public interest law in Ireland. FLAC and the PILA team look

forward to equally exhilarating times ahead in the coming months and years where we hope to see the use

of law in the public interest reaching its full potential.

Lianne Murphy, PILA Project Officer, Public Interest Law Alliance, http://www.flac.ie/

Public Interest Law Alliance – 

facilitating public interest law in action
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Civil Liberties Diary - August
4th August

The First and Deputy First

Minister urge a community

response to the executive’s long

awaited anti-sectarian strategy.

The document – the Cohesion,

Sharing and Integration strategy

– outlines government plans to

tackle sectarianism and promote

cross-community interaction. 

The Northern Ireland Council for

Ethnic Minorities sets up a

migrant centre in Belfast.

Director, Patrick Yu, said the

centre will provide a one-stop

shop where people from ethnic

minorities can report hate crime

and discrimination in

confidence. 

The Guardian newspaper prints

a letter from Theresa May, the

Home Secretary and Equalities

Minister, warning the Chancellor,

George Osbourne, that cuts in

the budget could widen

inequality in the UK and ran a

“real risk” of breaking the law.

She feared that “people ranging

from ethnic minorities to women,

to the disabled and the old,

would be disproportionately

affected.”  

10th August

The Parades Commission gives

the go-ahead to allow an

Apprentice Boys parade to pass

by the Ardoyne shops in Belfast.

13th August

The finding of an original RUC

investigation into the death of a

12 year old girl killed by the

British army in 1976 has been

supported by the HET.  Majella

O’Hare was shot in the back on

her way to church.  Private

Michael Williams was charged

with manslaughter but acquitted

in court. 

The Office of the First and Deputy

First Minister announce that key

aspects of the draft Public

Assemblies, Parades and

Protests Bill will be amended. 

Eamon Heatley has his legal

action against the security forces

partially dismissed in the High

Court in Belfast.  He was the

victim of a loyalist gun attack in

1988 and claimed that he was

targeted by former British agent

Brian Nelson. 

19th August

Research published by the

Chartered Management Institute

finds that it will take another 57

years for the wage gap between

men and women to finally close.

The report also found that the

recession had hit female workers

harder. 

In Belfast, seven staff members of

Revenue and Customs are

sacked for racially abusing non-

nationals who claimed child

benefit.  The staff were also found

to have tampered with computer

records to ensure a number of

people from ethnic minorities did

receive the correct benefits. 

24th August

Monica McWilliams announces

that she is to step down a year

early as Chief Commissioner of

the Northern Ireland Human

Rights Commission. 

25th August

Northern Ireland Secretary of

State announces that the British

government is profoundly sorry

that the victims of the 1972

Claudy bombings had been

denied justice.  A report from the

Police Ombudsman’s Office

revealed that a police

investigation into a Catholic

priest suspected of involvement

was stopped after senior officers

conspired with the government

and Church to protect him. 

26th August

A report by Prison Ombudsman

Pauline McCabe reveals that a

prison governor had to push the

wheelchair of a terminally ill man

in Maghaberry because prison

warders refused to do so.  Her

investigation into the death of

George Armstrong highlighted

problems with health policies at

the prison.

27th August

Elizabeth Quigley is awarded

£45,000 after her employer

refused to organise her

maternity pay and unfairly

dismissed her.  Her employer

listed her as a part-time worker

and asked her to lie to the Social

Security Agency. 

Compiled by Mark Bassett

from various newspapers


