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“This is my first column for the newsletter. I 
would like to start by thanking in the warmest 
and most complimentary terms, Malcolm 
Johnson, who stood down from both the 
executive, and as co-ordinator of ACAL at our 
AGM at the end of October 2011, so that he 
could concentrate on his business. On behalf 
of the executive and membership, I would like 
to wish Malcolm every success. I am sure he 
will continue his lecturing on behalf of ACAL 
at the joint annual conference with APIL each 
year, and that we will all see him soon. I 
certainly hope so. 
 
Malcolm is the longest standing member of 
the committee. It was his original idea back in 
the dark primitive days of 1997 to set up 
ACAL as an Association of Claimant Lawyers 
in order to improve the quality of client 
representation at a time when child abuse 
was novel, unbelievable to most citizens, and 
a very difficult area of law to any practitioner, 
who was around in those days, like myself. It 
was Malcolm’s drive and enthusiasm, helped 
considerably by Lee Moore, who provided the 
survivors perspective, that is responsible for 
the well respected Association that we now 
have, and can be proud of. 
 
Over its 15 year history (that has just occurred 
to me, we must have a celebration of sorts) 
ACAL has been t the forefront of the many 
developments in this exciting and challenging 
area of law. Many of the  members have been 
responsible for taking cases to the various 
Appellate Courts and shaping the law in the 
satisfactory state that it is today. We cannot 

President’s Report 

 forget Lister v Hesley Hall Ltd (2003), which 
is responsible for a sea change in vicarious 
liability, and Young v Catholic Church, which 
David Greenwood will tell you was nearly 
the death of this type of law in 2006, only to 
be overturned in 2008 by the House of 
Lords, who revolutionised Child Abuse 
Limitation law by allowing Claimants to sue 
their own abusers personally outside the 
Limitation period for the first time in Legal 
History. 
 
We have been through 3 versions of the 
Website, the most recent being in the 
process of being updated, and launched in a 
much clearer professionally designed state, 
previous versions having been amateurishly 
crafted by my own fair hands. A big thank 
you to James Finlayson for all his hard 
work. Members will notice that a lot of the 
old material is no longer there. Over the 
next 6 months, I hope to have all the old 
material back on line, but it is an enormous 
copy and pasting job for me when I am 
meant to watching the telly at home. 
 
We would also like to welcome new 
members of the committee in the shape of 
Alan Collins, who is probably best known for 
his work on the Jersey Haute Garenne 
Institutional cases. He is another solicitor 
who was there with me right from the 
beginning. David Lane joins us as a Social 
Care Expert, who once again redresses the 
balance of predominately solicitor exec 
members. All contact details are on the 
website. 
 
I will close now, as I also have a business to 
run, but not before warmly welcoming Sue 
Monteath as our new administrator, who 
replaces Malcolm. Sue has much 
experience of helping administer various 
organisations in a most efficient manner, so 
if you ring up on Tuesday or Thursday it is 
Sue that will answer the phone. If you come 
to any of our 6 monthly meetings you will be 
able to meet her.” 
 

 

  

  

  

By Peter Garsden 
President, ACAL 
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A call by Clergy survivors support groups 
and specialist lawyers for a public inquiry 
into Church Child Abuse has received 
overwhelming support from interest groups 
and survivors. 
 
Why do we need a public inquiry ? 
 
Members of church organisations 
hold influential and highly respected roles 
within the community and have had 
unquestioned access to children and the 
trust of the public.  
 
We are aware of over 68 priests (Roman 
Catholic and C of E) who have been 
convicted of serious sexual offences in the 
recent past. Police investigations are 
ongoing. Church organisations have 
persistently ignored and in many cases 
covered up complaints of abuse. We have 
seen clear evidence of cover-ups and we 
believe these are the tip of the iceberg. 
 
The culture of denial and cover up is deeply 
embedded in these two churches. There is 
now overwhelming evidence that they are so 
compromised by their own failure to police 
themselves effectively that the only way to 
address the scandal of sexual abuse in the 
RC and C of E churches is through a 
comprehensive public inquiry, and we urge 
ministers to order this without delay. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Further information is available from 
David Greenwood, chairman of STOP 
CHURCH CHILD ABUSE 
 David.greenwood@jordanssolicitors.co.uk.   
(Tel: 01924 868911) 
Or from :- 
Richard Scorer, Pannone LLP  
Richard.Scorer@pannone.co.uk – 
0800 840 4929 
Anne Lawrence (MACSAS) 
 anne1mary@hotmail.com - 020 7269 7980 
Sue Cox - suecox@smart-uk.com  
 
 
The call for a public enquiry is supported 
by:  
Ministry and Clergy Sexual Abuse Survivors 
(MACSAS),  
Association of Child Abuse Lawyers (ACAL). 
National Association of People Abused in 
Care (NAPAC),  
The Lantern Project,  
Survivors Voice-europe.org, 
National Secular Society,  
Esther Rantzen   
Medical Secular Forum  
Survivors West Yorkshire,  
William Chapman (Barrister), 7 Bedford 
Row,  
Susannah Johnson, Barrister, 7 Bedford 
Row,  
 
 
 
 

STOP CHURCH CHILD ABUSE 
 

(A call for a Public Inquiry into abuse of children and vulnerable  

adults by Clergy in England and Wales.) 
 
 

All interested lawyers  
and/or their clients are invited to attend the 

 

CAMPAIGN PRESS LAUNCH 
 

 – Thursday 19th April 2012 - 2.00 pm 
 

Conway Hall,  

25 Red Lion Square, LONDON, WC1R 4RL 

mailto:David.greenwood@jordanssolicitors.co.uk
mailto:Richard.Scorer@pannone.co.uk
mailto:anne1mary@hotmail.com
mailto:suecox@smart-uk.com
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EL V THE CHILDREN’S 
SOCIETY [2012] EWHC 365 
(QB) 
 
FACTS:- 
 
The Defendant ran a children’s home, where a Mr 
and Mrs D were housemaster and matron. They had 
a son X who was 15 when they moved into the home. 
The Claimant was born in 1944 and he was put into 
care from May 1949. In mid 2008, he alleged that he 
had been sexually assaulted by X, who was arrested. 
X admitted that he had been involved in masturbation 
with three boys at the home but he denied the most 
serious of the Claimant’s allegations. In 2010, the 
Claimant issued proceedings against the Defendant 
and X. X committed suicide in July 2010 and his 
relatives settled X’s claim for £10,000.  
 
HELD:-  
 
Mr Justice Haddon-Cave said that there were three 
issues for determination.  
 

1) Limitation 
2) The extent of the abuse 
3) Vicarious liability 

 
Haddon-Cave J considered the law on vicarious 
liability and referred to the following cases:- 
 

 Bernard v The AG of Jamaica [2004] 
UKPC 47 

 Lister v Hesley Hall Ltd [2002] 1 AC 215 
(HL) 

 Various Claimants v Catholic Welfare 
Society and the Institute of the Brothers 
of the Christian Schools [2010] EWCA Civ 
1106 

 JGE v The English Province of Our Lady 
of Charity and the Trustees of the 
Portsmouth Roman Catholic Diocese 
[2011] EWHC 2871 

 
 

 Viasystems (Tyneside) Ltd v Thermal 
Transfer (Northern) Ltd [2005[ EWCA Civ 
1151 

.  
The underlying principles for making A vicariously 
liable could be summarised as follows:- 
 

1) The underlying rationale for making A 
vicariously liable for the torts of B, where A 
has employed B for his own ends, is one of 
‘inherent risk”. If A gave B the opportunity to 
commit an unlawful act connected to, or  

2) arising from a risk inherent in the enterprise, 
A would be liable for B’s actions if the risk 
was one which experience showed was 
inherent in the nature of the business.  

3) Secondly a two stage inquiry was required. 
The first was to examine the relationship 
between the Defendant and the tortfeasor. 
The second was to examine the connection 
between the defendant and the act or 
omission of the tortfeasor in question.  

4) Vicarious liability was not only confined to 
relationships of employment or paid business 
relationships. It could exist in other types of 
relationships, such as between members of 
unincorporated associations or partnerships.  

5) If the tortfeasor committed an action outside 
his authority, that was not necessarily a bar 
to the existence of vicarious liability.  

6) It was not sufficient that the employment by 
the Defendant merely afforded the tortfeasor 
the opportunity to commit the tort.  

 
The Claimant argued that Mr and Mrs D had 
entrusted the running of the home to their son, X 
which included putting the children to bed and taking 
them to church. However the Claimant had not 
mentioned X as having any supervisory role when he 
first raised his complaint, nor had his letter of claim 
said that the Defendant was his employer.  
 
Haddon-Cave J examined what X had done within 
the home. The Claimant’s evidence about X being in 
charge was not particularly compelling and there 
were no evidence in any of the Defendant’s records 
of X having ever been employed in any capacity at 
the home.  
 
There was a witness from the home, an assistant 
who was now 85. She had actually left the home after 
making a complaint about Mr D’s violent temper. 
There were two witnesses who had been children at 
the home. One said that X was something an 
authority figure because he was the son of Mr and 
Mrs D, and the other said that he was sometimes left 
in charge of the home.  
 
Haddon-Cave J referred to the Children’s Society 
Handbook 1959, which set out the Defendant’s 
structure. A senior employee of the Defendant also 
gave evidence. She confirmed that X had never been 
employed by the Defendant.  
 
Haddon-Cave J said that the Claimant’s arguments 
on vicarious liability failed for a number of reasons. 
Firstly he was not satisfied on the evidence that X 
was ever left in charge of the home, when his parents 
went out. Whilst his parents had authority engage a 
suitable person in the home, there was not evidence 
that their son would have been regarded as a 
suitable person or in fact that he was ever engaged. 
Finally the abuse took place when X’s parents were 
in the house, and consequently it did not take place 

Case Summaries 
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when X was engaged as a temporary relief. The 
evidence did not begin to satisfy the fact-sensitive 
tests of vicarious liability.  
 
Haddon-Cave J then considered the issue of 
limitation. In this case the primary limitation period 
expired on the 11

th
 February 1965, and the present 

proceedings were filed on the 21
st
 February 2011. 

The claim was therefore 46 years out of time. 
Haddon-Cave J considered the terms of Section 33 
of the Limitation Act 1980 and referred to the 
following cases:- 
 

 KR v Bryn Alyn Community (Holdings) Ltd 
[2003] QB 1441 (CA) 

 A v Hoare [2008] AC 844 (HL) 

 B v Nugent Care Society [2010] 1 WLR 516 
(CA) 

 Cain v Francis [2009] QB 754 
 
Haddon-Cave J applied the following principles:- 
 

1) The court should consider each of the 
circumstances listed under subsection 
33(3)(a) to (f) of the Limitation Act 1980, but 
that list was not exhaustive. 

2) Key considerations were the reasons or 
excuse for the delay and the effect of the 
delay on the Defendant’s ability to investigate 
or defend the claim.  

3) The length of the delay was not of itself, a 
deciding factor.  

4) The Court had to consider whether the 
Defendant had suffered any evidential or 
other forensic prejudice by reason of the 
delay and whether the Defendant would have 
a fair opportunity to defend himself against 
the claim.  

5) The basic test was whether it was fair and 
just in all the circumstances to expect the 
Defendant to meet this claim on the merits, 
notwithstanding the delay.  

6) Each case depended on its own facts.  
 
Counsel for the Defendant took no point on the 
Claimant’s reasons for not having come forward 
earlier with this complaint. Haddon Cave J said that 
this was the correct approach. However the facts in 
this case were very different from those in B v 
Nugent Care Society. In that case, the perpetrator 
was the husband of the house mistress who had a 
formal role as an “escort officer” and they were 
referred to as joint house parents. Vicarious liability 
was not seriously challenged.  
 
Counsel for the Claimant also argued that this claim 
would have been impossible prior to Lister and A v 
Hoare. Haddon-Cave J would reject this ingenious 
argument. It was always open to the Claimant in law 
to bring the claim earlier.  
 
There was also the effect of delay in the context of 
the vicarious liability issue, which was fact sensitive. 
Only two members of staff from the Defendant could 

be traced. Mr and Mrs D and their son, X were no 
longer alive. The few witnesses from the care home 
who were still alive were now elderly and the half 
century elapsed had inevitably affected their 
recollections. Whilst basic records from the home 
existed, it was likely that there would have existed 
more detailed contemporaneous documents and 
account throwing light on the home. For these 
reasons, the Defendant would be seriously 
prejudiced. Haddon-Cave J would decline to waive 
limitation.  
 
There was an issue as to the extent of the abuse. 
The Claimant’s memory had faded in many respects 
over the passage of time, and there were 
inconsistencies, but Professor Maden concluded that 
the Claimant was a good and credible historian. X 
had admitted to the police that acts of masturbation 
involving the Claimant probably did take place, but he 
had not engaged in anal intercourse with the 
Claimant. Haddon-Cave J said that after fifty years, a 
fair trial of this issue (the extent of the abuse) would 
not be possible. Therefore he would have declined to 
exercise his discretion under Section 33 in any event, 
even if he had not found against the Claimant on the 
vicarious liability issue.   
 
 
_________________________________________ 
 

 
XVW & YZA v GRAVESEND 

GRAMMAR SCHOOLS FOR GIRLS 
AND ADVENTURE LIFE SIGNS LTD 

[2012] EWHC 575 (QB) 

 

FACTS:- 
 
The Claimants were two students who set off on a 
school trip to Belize in 2005, and were raped by a 
local man who was the apparent joint owner of the 
farm/resort where they had been staying. They sued 
the school and the second Defendant, a specialist 
company which helped organise the expedition.  
 
On their arrival in Belize, there was a change of plan. 
The group were recommended to a company called 
Maya Walks run by a man named Jimmy Juan and 
his son, Aaron who was a guide. The company was 
checked by the leaders of the Second Defendant and 
they carried out a written risk assessment. In return 
for work done at the resort run by Maya Walks, the 
group would be given free accommodation.  
 
The group were invited to swim in a local swimming 
pool. During this time, members of the group 
witnessed Aaron exhibit inappropriate behaviour and 
make sexual remarks. After the pool trip, the group 
attended a local bar, which they left at 10.30 p.m.  
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During the night, Aaron entered one of the cabins 
occupied by the Claimants and offered them rum. 
After some harmless socialising, he raped them and 
left the cabin.   
 
JUDGEMENT:- 

Mr Justice McKay said that the planning for this 
expedition had taken two years, and each of the 
participants had to accumulate the cost of the holiday 
through their own exertions. The students who went 
on this trip were aged between 15 and 17 and were 
all intelligent well educated young women, who were 
given a high degree of responsibility for the trip. 
There was a teacher on the trip and two ex soldiers 
with substantial experience of this type of trip. 

The first argument relied upon by the Claimants was 
that the Defendants were vicarious liable for the 
actions of Aaron. McKay considered the following 
cases:- 

 Lister v Hesley Hall Limited [2002] 1 AC 
215 

 Bernard v AG of Jamaica [2011] EWHC 
2871 QB 

 Viasystems v Thermal Transfer (Northern) 
Ltd [2006] QB 510 

 JGE v The English Province of Our Lady 
of Charity and another [2011] EWHC 2871 
QB 

 EL V the Children’s Society [2012] EWHC 
365 QB 

McKay J said that the issue of vicarious liability was 
fact sensitive. Aaron was owner or joint owner of the 
land and the person who had the power to licence 
the girls to stay on the farm, but the leaders of the 
Second Defendant had the direct supervision. In the 
judgment of McKay J, these facts fell short of a 
vicarious liability situation.  

McKay J then considered direct liability. The 
Claimant adduced expert evidence from a former 
headmaster with experience in this area. He pointed 
to the 1998 good practice guide issued by the 
Department for Education and Employment entitled 
Health and Safety of Pupils on Educational Visits. 
This recommended one adult to ten pupils, although 
this group had twelve students and three adults, one 
of whom was a teacher. The Claimant’s expert 
thought that two teachers would be enough, although 
the teacher on the actual trip gave evidence to the 
effect that a second teacher would not always be 
better. The managing director of the second 
Defendant gave evidence to the effect that the usual 
practice was to have one teacher per ten pupils and 
one leader per eight.  

McKay J said that the Claimant’s expert’s suggestion 
of two teachers was not realistic and certainly the 
omission of a second teacher could not be described 
as a breach of the school’s duty of care. No 

complaint was made as to the approach to this 
expedition, its organisation, training, equipment or 
any other feature of it.  

Both Defendants agreed that they owed a duty of 
care in tort to these Claimants, and in the case of the 
Second Defendant in contract, all of which could be 
best described as an obligation to take such 
reasonable care to ensure the safety of the pupils on 
this trip as would be taken by a reasonably careful 
parent, in whose place they stood. McKay J referred 
to the following cases in relation to the existence and 
scope of the duty of care.  

 Dickinson v Cornwall County Council 
(unreported; Steel J) 10

th
 December 1999 

 Dorset Yacht v Home Office [1970] AC 
1004 

 Caparo v Dickman [1992] AC 605 

 Mitchell v Glasgow City Council [2009] 1 
AC 874 

 Smith v Littlewoods Organisation [1987] 
AC 241 

 X and Y v LB Hounslow [2009] EWCA Civ 
286 

In Mitchell, the House of Lords said that for a 
Defendant to be held responsible for the criminal acts 
of another, it must be readily understandable that the 
law should regard the Defendant as under a 
responsibility to care to protect the Claimant from that 
particular risk. McKay J said that he understood that 
to be no different from a statement that the imposition 
of a duty of that scope on the Defendant in those 
circumstances had to be fair, just and reasonable in  
the Caparo sense, no more and no less.  

The Claimant’s counsel argued that the prior 
behaviour of Aaron was such as to put the leaders on 
notice that he was grooming the Claimants as 
potential victims. However McKay J said that he was 
satisfied that none of the comments made at the pool 
were heard by the teacher or the leaders of the 
Second Defendant. It was not alleged that Aaron had 
any kind of criminal record, which went undiscovered, 
or that Belize had any such system. Indeed a female 
police officer from that country had given him a good 
reference. The party was constantly supervised by 
three highly responsible and experienced adults. 
Short of posting a guard on the door of each cabin, or 
instituting some system of watch keeping, there 
would not have no way of preventing the assault. The 
checks made were reasonable and proportionate, 
and the leaders of this expedition were not given any 
reason to foresee this terrible event. The claims 
would be dismissed.  
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Articles 
Should criminals be forbidden to claim 
compensation?  
 
In the Houses of Parliament on 30th January, the 
Justice Secretary Ken Clarke announced plans to 
prevent most convicted criminals from gaining 
Criminal Injuries Compensation (CICA), arguing it 
was "perverse" that those convicted of crimes had 
been able to claim for injuries and psychological 
damage. He said the proposals were an "intelligent, 
radical reform to sort out a system that isn't working 
well" - true it is not working well, but these proposals 
will make it a lot worse. It also ignores the plight of 
the victims of child abuse who are my primary 
concern. 
 
Under the present scheme (Para 13) there is a CICA 
penalty points system, which prevents most criminals 
who have unspent convictions from applying for 
compensation arising from a crime of violence. The 
government have decided that criminals simply do 
not deserve compensation. For example, a period of 
imprisonment of 30 months attracts 10 penalty points 
which equates to a reduction of 100% compensation, 
whereas a fine of £250 up to 2 years after the 
conviction will reduce compensation by 15% 
 
The CICA scheme was introduced in 1964 in order to 
ensure that the victims of crimes of violence could 
receive compensation from the government, 
particularly where the perpetrator did not have the 
funds to pay. This contrasts with compensation paid 
to the victims of car accidents by the blameworthy 
car driver's insurance company. It was thought that 
only those who did not transgress the law deserved 
to apply. 
 
The case of the victims of child abuse is clearly 
different, as is recognised by the current scheme. 
Provision is presently made for the CICA to ignore 
criminal convictions in appropriate cases. The 
obvious question is, "What sort of criminal record did 
the child have at the time they were abused?" 
 
For example, it is not unusual for the victim to be 
abused at the age of 15 by, say, an older male care 
worker, and then tell no one what happened to them, 
out of shame, for 30 years. Moreover, so great is the 
shame, and so deep is the hurt, that they resort to 
drink and drugs as a form of emotional anaesthetic. 
How shameful would it be to confess that you have 
been assaulted in a homosexual encounter with an 
older male care worker? Acquisitive crimes to feed 
the drink and drug habit then frequently follow. 
 
Thus the argument is, that any convictions which are 
caused, in any way, by the abuse in childhood should 
be ignored, even though the rules strictly disqualify 
the applicant. Similarly, the victim of abuse who goes 
onto commit offences related to the abuse of 
children, where the abuse caused in some way the 

later offences, can argue that his/her convictions 
should be ignored. Needless to say, statistics do not 
show, that victims of abuse go on to be abusers.  
 
I can find no provision in the new proposals for any 
account to be taken of the plight of the victim of child 
abuse, which, in my book, is appalling. It seems that 
these proposals are simply about saving money with 
little regard for fairness or justice. 
 
Should there be a one size fits all? Should all 
criminals with convictions be prohibited from claiming 
criminal injuries compensation? The point is that all 
cases are different. In none of these cases under the 
new system, will a claim be permitted. Some are 
deserving, and others not, dependent on the facts of 
the case eg. 
 
Not Deserving (arguably) :- 

1. A gang member who is shot in a drug/gang 
related attack resulting from non-payment of 
drugs.  

2. A burglar who is injured by a householder 
during an attempt to burgle a domestic 
dwelling.  

3. A passenger in a vehicle stolen by a thief 
who is drunk and has an accident.  

4. Unwilling members of a gang that are 
assaulted by a gang member because they 
refuse to participate in a crime  

Deserving (arguably) :- 

1. A career criminal goes straight, starts up a 
charity to help ex-offenders, but within the 
period covered by the unspent conviction, is 
assaulted by a stranger, causing severe 
injuries and a loss of earnings.  

2. A girl is caught smuggling drugs and given a 
fine or community service. A year afterwards, 
whilst in full time employment, she is raped, 
sustaining severe injuries.  

3. A victim of child abuse goes onto commit 
sexual offences clearly caused by the abuse. 
He/she tries to put in a claim for CICA for the 
original abuse after helping the police by 
giving evidence against the paedophile.  

4. A criminal is assaulted and paralysed whilst 
in police custody. Whilst he can make a civil 
claim against the police, he is prevented from 
pursuing a claim for CICA.  

Ironically there are two separate systems. A prisoner 
, who is a victim of child abuse, is not prevented from 
pursuing a claim against his abuser personally 
through the civil courts because he has a criminal 
record. This depends upon his abuser, however, 
having enough money to make a claim worthwhile. 
The same prisoner, however, because of his 
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convictions, cannot bring a claim under the CICA 
scheme, where, for example, his abuser is 
penniless. This is divisive and unfair. 
 
I have been campaigning on this issue for many 
years. As long ago as 1997, one of our CICA Appeal 
cases called GB, RB, and RP, established the 
principle that even though victims of abuse from 
children's homes had criminal records, they could still 
make a claim. Sadly, regulations made since, and 
certainly the recent proposals cleverly promoted as 
"intelligent and radical" are likely to do injustice to 
some of the most vulnerable members of our society. 
Letters to MP's may be a way of protesting. Let us 
hope that the proposals do not come into force. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Peter Garsden is senior partner of Abney Garsden 
McDonald Solicitors (www.abneys.co.uk) of Cheadle 
Hulme in Cheshire. The firm has the largest 
dedicated child abuse compensation department in 
the country (www.abuselaw.co.uk). They run several 
group actions. The firm were the winners of a Claims 
Technology award in 2010 for most innovative use of 
Legal Software, Personal Injury Team of the Year 
2010, and Small Firm of the Year (Manchester Legal 
Awards) 2011. 
Email peter@abneys.co.uk.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Erratum: 

An error was printed in the article ABB AND OTHERS V MILTON KEYNES COUNCIL [2011] EWHC 

2745 (QB) in the December 2011 issue of the ACAL quarterly newsletter for which we apologise. 

The fourth paragraph under ‘Negligence’ should read: 

Judge Hampton proceeded to comment on the quality of the expert evidence. She said that whilst both 
experts had considerable experience in the field of social care, Ms. Ruegger had experience in the field as a 
social worker whereas Professor Payne had no experience of acting as a local authority social worker on a 
day-to-day basis, nor as a Guardian in Children Act proceedings. Professor Payne did not accept any criticism 
of the Defendant’s practice, although Miss Ruegger accepted good practice where she found it. 

Membership information: 
Keep up to date with the latest news items and ACAL postings by subscribing to our new 
email service. 
 
Sign up by simply logging in to the members’ area of the ACAL website (www.childabuselawyers.com)  and then 

clicking on the email icon  listed under the ‘Keep up to date’ section. 
 
A subscription choice will be offered from the following range of categories: 
 

Subscribed Categories 

Select / Unselect All  

ACAL 

Care Homes 

Cases 

Cases » Causation 

Cases » Costs 

Cases » Liability 

Cases » Limitation 

Cases » Misc 

Cases » Quantum 

Legal 

Members 

News 

Newsletter 

Press Releases 

 

http://www.abneys.co.uk/
http://www.abuselaw.co.uk/
mailto:peter@abneys.co.uk
http://www.childabuselawyers.com/
http://www.childabuselawyers.com/
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THE ASSOCIATION OF CHILD ABUSE LAWYERS 
The Association of Child Abuse Lawyers (ACAL) provides practical support for survivors and 
professionals working in the field of abuse. Formed 14 years ago, ACAL maintains a 
telephone help line and web site presence to sign-post survivors of abuse to lawyers who 
have the expertise and experience to assist them in obtaining the redress to which they are 
entitled. ACAL also campaigns in this area, and provides training, a mentoring service for 
members, access to data bases and an information exchange to members to assist them in 
their work. ACAL’s membership is made up of solicitors, barristers, psychiatrists and social 
work experts who are all specialists in this field. 
 
Student Member 

 Cost: £40.00 

 Benefits: Website, AGM, Workshop, Newsletter 
 
Non-practicing member, e.g. Experts 

 Cost: £85.00 

 Benefits:  Website, AGM, Workshop, Newsletter 
 
 Barrister Member 

 Cost: £85.00 

 Benefits:  Website, AGM, Workshop, Newsletter, Database, Experts Register 
 
Sole Practitioner Member 

 Cost: £85.00 

 Benefits:  Website, AGM, Workshop (3 CPA Hours), Newsletter, Database, Experts 
Register 

 
Small Firm (5 partners or under) Practitioner Member 

 Cost: £100.00 

 Benefits:  Website, AGM, Workshop (3 CPA Hours), Newsletter, Database, Experts 
Register 

 
Other Practitioner Members 

 Cost: £150.00 

 Benefits:  Website, AGM, Workshop (3 CPA Hours), Newsletter, Database, Experts 
Register 

  
Phone:  020 8390 4701 
ACAL website:   www.childabuselawyers.com 
E-mail:  info@childabuselawyers.com 

 
 
Disclaimer 

This material may not be reproduced in any form without the prior permission of ACAL. 
The material cannot stand on its own and is not intended to be relied upon for giving advice in 
specific cases. 
 
ACAL cannot give advice on the law in relation to particular cases. 
 
To the extent permitted by law, ACAL will not be liable by reason of breach of contract, 
negligence, or otherwise for any loss of consequential loss occasioned to any person acting 
omitting to act or refraining from acting in reliance upon the material arising from or connected 
with any error or omission in the material. 
 
Consequential loss shall be deemed to include, but is not limited to, any loss of profits or 
anticipated profits, damage to reputation, or goodwill, loss of business or anticipated 
business, damages, costs, expenses incurred or payable to any third party or any other 
indirect or consequential losses. 


