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About monitoring of compliance   
 
The purpose of regulation in relation to designated centres is to safeguard vulnerable 
people of any age who are receiving residential care services. Regulation provides 
assurance to the public that people living in a designated centre are receiving a 
service that meets the requirements of quality standards which are underpinned by 
regulations. This process also seeks to ensure that the health, wellbeing and quality 
of life of people in residential care is promoted and protected. Regulation also has an 
important role in driving continuous improvement so that residents have better, safer 
lives. 
 
The Health Information and Quality Authority has, among its functions under law, 
responsibility to regulate the quality of service provided in designated centres for 
children, dependent people and people with disabilities. 
 
Regulation has two aspects: 
▪ Registration: under Section 46(1) of the Health Act 2007 any person carrying on 
the business of a designated centre can only do so if the centre is registered under 
this Act and the person is its registered provider. 
▪ Monitoring of compliance: the purpose of monitoring is to gather evidence on which 
to make judgments about the ongoing fitness of the registered provider and the 
provider’s compliance with the requirements and conditions of his/her registration. 
 
Monitoring inspections take place to assess continuing compliance with the 
regulations and standards.  They can be announced or unannounced, at any time of 
day or night, and take place: 
▪ to monitor compliance with regulations and standards 
▪ following a change in circumstances; for example, following a notification to the 
Health Information and Quality Authority’s Regulation Directorate that a provider has 
appointed a new person in charge 
▪ arising from a number of events including information affecting the safety or well-
being of residents 
 
The findings of all monitoring inspections are set out under a maximum of 18 
outcome statements. The outcomes inspected against are dependent on the purpose 
of the inspection. Where a monitoring inspection is to inform a decision to register or 
to renew the registration of a designated centre, all 18 outcomes are inspected. 
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Compliance with the Health Act 2007 (Care and Support of Residents in 
Designated Centres for Persons (Children And Adults) With Disabilities) 
Regulations 2013, Health Act 2007 (Registration of Designated Centres for 
Persons (Children and Adults with Disabilities) Regulations 2013 and the 
National Standards for Residential Services for Children and Adults with 
Disabilities. 

 
This inspection report sets out the findings of a monitoring inspection, the purpose of 
which was to monitor ongoing regulatory compliance. This monitoring inspection was 
un-announced and took place over 1 day(s).  
 
The inspection took place over the following dates and times 
From: To: 
17 August 2016 10:00 17 August 2016 00:00 
07 September 2016 12:00 07 September 2016 19:30 
 
The table below sets out the outcomes that were inspected against on this 
inspection.   
 

Outcome 01: Residents Rights, Dignity and Consultation 

Outcome 05: Social Care Needs 

Outcome 06: Safe and suitable premises 

Outcome 07:  Health and Safety and Risk Management 

Outcome 08: Safeguarding and Safety 

Outcome 11. Healthcare Needs 

Outcome 12. Medication Management 

Outcome 14: Governance and Management 

Outcome 17: Workforce 

 
Summary of findings from this inspection  
This was a follow up inspection carried out to monitor compliance with the 
regulations and standards and to monitor the implementation of agreed actions from 
the previous inspection which was conducted on 4 May 2016, and at which there was 
found a high level of non-compliance with the regulations. 
 
Following the permanent granting of an order under Section 64 of the Health Act 
2007 the responsibility for operating this designated centre was transferred from St 
Patrick Centre (Kilkenny) Ltd to the Health Service Executive (HSE) in October 2015. 
 
How we gathered our evidence: 
This inspection was conducted over two days, the first day in the original on-campus 
locations and the second in location where residents had been temporarily located in 
response to fire safety concerns. As part of the inspection, the inspectors spent time 
with seven residents. Inspectors observed residents going about their daily routines 
and were present when meals were being served on both days of inspection. 
 
The inspectors also met staff members and managers including the person in charge. 
The inspectors observed practices and reviewed documentation such as personal 
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plans, medical records, accident logs, policies and procedures and investigation 
reports. 
 
Description of the service: 
The centre provided accommodation for 19 residents with intellectual disabilities over 
two sites. The first site which was visited on the first day of the inspection, was a 
series of campus based bungalows. The second site was a in a nearby temporary 
location to which residents had recently been relocated in response to safety 
concerns previously raised by HIQA. 
 
Overall findings: 
Inspectors found that a series of improvements had been made since the previous 
inspection and there was evidence of improved governance and oversight of the 
centre by the HSE. 
 
However inspectors found that the premises in both locations were inadequate to 
meet the needs of residents. They also found that some residents had limited 
opportunities to participate in activities of interest to them or to engage with their 
local community. 
 
The provider had not put adequate arrangements in place to safeguard residents as 
allegations of abuse had not been managed appropriately to ensure the on-going 
safety of all residents. 
 
Improvements were identified in areas such as: 
 
• improved social care and activities for residents (Outcome 5) 
• risk identification and risk management (Outcome 7) 
• safe management of medications (Outcome 12) 
• continuity and consistency of staff (outcome 17) 
 
The inspectors found that that found that further improvement was required in the 
following areas: 
 
• residents’ rights and their privacy and dignity not being promoted by staff on a 
daily basis (Outcome 1) 
• the management of healthcare needs (outcome 11) 
• investigation of allegations of abuse (Outcome 8 and 14) 
 
The reasons for these findings are explained under each outcome in the report and 
the regulations that are not being met are included in the action plan at the end. 
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Section 41(1)(c) of the Health Act 2007. Compliance with the Health Act 
2007 (Care and Support of Residents in Designated Centres for Persons 
(Children And Adults) With Disabilities) Regulations 2013, Health Act 2007 
(Registration of Designated Centres for Persons (Children and Adults with 
Disabilities) Regulations 2013 and the National Standards for Residential 
Services for Children and Adults with Disabilities. 

 

Outcome 01: Residents Rights, Dignity and Consultation 
Residents are consulted with and participate in decisions about their care and about the 
organisation of the centre. Residents have access to advocacy services and information 
about their rights. Each resident's privacy and dignity is respected. Each resident is 
enabled to exercise choice and control over his/her life in accordance with his/her 
preferences and to maximise his/her independence.  The complaints of each resident, 
his/her family, advocate or representative, and visitors are listened to and acted upon 
and there is an effective appeals procedure. 
 
Theme:  
Individualised Supports and Care 
 
Outstanding requirement(s) from previous inspection(s):  
Some action(s) required from the previous inspection were not satisfactorily 
implemented. 
 
Findings: 
An agreed action relating to residents’ privacy from the previous inspection had been 
addressed, but the inspectors were concerned that this had not translated into the 
privacy of all residents being respected. 
 
For example, inspectors observed that personal and intimate care of residents could be 
observed from the staff room area. This issue was rectified during the course of the 
inspection by the addition of contact material to a window of a bathroom area. 
However, this had not been recognised by the service as an intrusion of privacy prior its 
identification by the inspectors. 
 
Inspectors observed that there was an excessive amount of signage relating to staff 
practice in the homes of residents. For example there were prominent posters on some 
of the front doors at the entrance to the homes relating to the five moments of hand 
hygiene instructions. There was a staff notice board in one of the kitchens in the 
residents’ home on which was displayed various staff notices, including a collection for a 
member of staff, and a social event, despite there being a staff office in the home. 
 
There was a large red ‘no smoking’ sign in one of the kitchens which did not promote a 
homely environment. When further questioned by the inspectors staff felt that this 
would have to be referred to the health and safety committee, but could provide no 
further rationale for this sign in residents’ home. There were also various notices 
including a list of phone numbers, safe handling principles and instructions for the tv, 
none of which the residents had the ability to read. 
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Inspectors on the previous inspection had concerns about bathroom privacy, and the 
agreed action was that thumb locks should be put on bathroom doors. This agreed 
action had not been implemented. 
 
However, some progress had been made in relation to the communication needs of 
residents. Appropriate referrals had been made, for example to speech and language 
professionals and the introduction of the recommendations from such referrals were 
evident. For example there had been some progress made towards using objects of 
reference for residents. 
 
On the second day of the inspection, in the other location where residents were being 
temporarily accommodated, the inspectors found rights restrictions relating to activities 
for residents. For example, activities for a resident who required the support of a staff 
member to administer rescue medication for epilepsy was curtailed because 
appropriately qualified staff were not always available. This is further discussed under 
outcome 5. 
 
The inspectors noted that there was evidence of referrals to the services’ human rights 
committee in relation to the rights of each person to both live in a community and not to 
be moved from their current home at short notice. This showed evidence of good 
practice. 
 
Judgment: 
Non Compliant - Moderate 

 

Outcome 05: Social Care Needs 
Each resident's wellbeing and welfare is maintained by a high standard of evidence-
based care and support. Each resident has opportunities to participate in meaningful 
activities, appropriate to his or her interests and preferences.  The arrangements to 
meet each resident's assessed needs are set out in an individualised personal plan that 
reflects his /her needs, interests and capacities. Personal plans are drawn up with the 
maximum participation of each resident. Residents are supported in transition between 
services and between childhood and adulthood. 
 
Theme:  
Effective Services 
 
Outstanding requirement(s) from previous inspection(s):  
Some action(s) required from the previous inspection were not satisfactorily 
implemented. 
 
Findings: 
Some improvements had been made in the provision of meaningful activities, and in 
personal planning since the previous inspection. For example there was a clear 
improvement in outcomes for a resident identified as having unmet needs on the 
previous inspection.  However improvements were still required in personal planning to 
ensure that all relevant information was included. 
 
Personal plans were in place for each resident, and these plans were structured and 
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indexed so that information was easily retrievable. 
 
Assessments had been completed on various aspects of physical and healthcare needs, 
for example in relation to swallow care and epilepsy. However, some significant pieces 
of information were not included, for example the personal plan for a resident with a 
visual impairment made no mention of this. In addition, there were no assessments of 
social care needs, or plans in relation to maximising residents’ potential, as required by 
the regulations. 
 
Personal plans included a person centred plan for residents, and goals had been 
identified for some. One resident had meaningful goals, which were broken down into 
smaller steps, however there was no evidence of achieving these goals, or of progress 
towards them. Another resident had goals relating to communication needs, but these 
steps had not been broken down, had not been reviewed within the required year, and 
the suggested communication passport had not been developed. 
 
There was an improvement in the provision of activities for residents since the previous 
inspection. One resident who had been identified on the previous inspection as not 
having social needs met now had a schedule of activities, replaced equipment and was 
on an outing on the day of the inspection. 
 
Activities had improved for other residents, and a record of all activities was kept. On 
the second day of the inspection, inspectors were shown a small activity room which 
had been set aside to meet the specific needs of a particular resident. However the 
activities for one resident were curtailed because of the requirement that they were 
accompanied by a staff member qualified to administer rescue medication for epilepsy, 
and that such a staff member was not always available. 
 
 
Judgment: 
Non Compliant - Moderate 

 

Outcome 06: Safe and suitable premises 
The location, design and layout of the centre is suitable for its stated purpose and meets 
residents individual and collective needs in a comfortable and homely way. There is 
appropriate equipment for use by residents or staff which is maintained in good working 
order. 
 
Theme:  
Effective Services 
 
Outstanding requirement(s) from previous inspection(s):  
Some action(s) required from the previous inspection were not satisfactorily 
implemented. 
 
Findings: 
While the majority of residents were located in campus-based buildings, some residents 
were temporarily residing in an alternative setting in response to safety concerns. 
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The campus based facility comprised three bungalows each of which accommodated six, 
three and two residents respectively, and a further two interconnected single storey 
homes, accommodating a further eight residents. Each resident had their own room, 
and there were sufficient numbers of bathroom facilities available. Each of the 
bungalows had a kitchen dining area and adjacent sitting area. 
 
Within the constraints of the current facilities inspectors observed that staff had made 
efforts towards ensuring that the bedrooms of residents were personalised, and that 
rooms had been set aside for the individual use of residents. For example an area had 
been set aside for the personal use of a resident to listen to music. 
 
Inspectors were not satisfied that appropriate accommodation was provided for a 
resident with particular needs that were currently being met by the use of a modified 
room. There was no evidence that the actions taken following the previous inspection 
were meeting the needs of the resident. A hoist had been requisitioned and was seen by 
the inspectors. However it was situated at the end of a narrow corridor, and there was 
no evidence that it was actually in use. Staff engaged by the inspectors reported that 
they had not been trained in its use. 
 
Inspectors observed that there were broken and unsafe toilets in two of the bathroom 
areas, and requested confirmation that these issues were dealt with immediately with 
photographic evidence of this. Photographs confirming that these issues had been 
addressed were received from the person in charge two days after the inspection. 
 
The inspectors were assured that a housing profile for each resident had been 
developed, however there was no documentary evidence available at the time of the 
inspection. The inspectors requested that this documentation should be sent in to HIQA, 
but did not receive these documents as requested. 
 
The second day of the inspection took place at the second temporary location of the 
designated centre. Seven residents were accommodated within the building, which had 
its own separate entrance. 
 
There were two shared rooms which accommodated four residents, but inspectors were 
not satisfied that they were adequate to provide sufficient storage space for residents, 
or to maintain their dignity and privacy. In addition there was no evidence that residents 
had chosen to share rooms. 
 
There was a small dining area for residents which had been converted from bedroom 
accommodation, and could only accommodate half of the residents. Another bedroom 
was in use as a small activity room, and there was a small sitting room available to 
residents. 
 
The second alternative building, while comfortable, was not appropriate setting in which 
to meet the long term needs of residents with disabilities. 
 
 
Judgment: 
Non Compliant - Major 
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Outcome 07:  Health and Safety and Risk Management 
The health and safety of residents, visitors and staff is promoted and protected. 
 
Theme:  
Effective Services 
 
Outstanding requirement(s) from previous inspection(s):  
Some action(s) required from the previous inspection were not satisfactorily 
implemented. 
 
Findings: 
There was a system of recording accidents and incidents, including medication errors, 
however not all documentation had been fully completed. One of the records examined 
by the inspectors included both detail of the incident and a description of appropriate 
follow up. However, some of the incident records did not include this information. In 
addition the review of the record relating to a medication error did not include 
information to inform learning from the incident Accidents and incidents were reviewed 
at management meetings, and a record was kept of these meetings to inform learning. 
 
A risk register was in place which included various risks such as choking, transport and 
behaviours of concern. This risk register included a list of centre specific risks in relation 
to the environment. Detailed risk assessments were in place in relation to individual risks 
to residents. 
 
There was a personal evacuation plan in place for each resident and all fire equipment 
was appropriately serviced. Fire drills had been conducted at least twice a year, and in 
the first location of the inspection there was a system in place whereby staff from 
nearby centres on the campus were summoned to assist in an emergency. Records of 
the fire drills identified any areas which required follow up. A range of doors within the 
units at the first location of the inspection required replacement with fire doors, for 
example doors leading from corridors to bedrooms. However, the provider is giving 
consideration to alternative accommodation, and undertook to conduct a risk 
assessment in relation to postponing further works pending any moves. 
 
A health and safety audit had been conducted which included areas such as escape 
routes, fire training and the testing of any portable appliances. 
 
 
Judgment: 
Substantially Compliant 

 

Outcome 08: Safeguarding and Safety 
Measures to protect residents being harmed or suffering abuse are in place and 
appropriate action is taken in response to allegations, disclosures or suspected abuse. 
Residents are assisted and supported to develop the knowledge, self-awareness, 
understanding and skills needed for self-care and protection. Residents are provided 
with emotional, behavioural and therapeutic support that promotes a positive approach 
to behaviour that challenges. A restraint-free environment is promoted. 
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Theme:  
Safe Services 
 
Outstanding requirement(s) from previous inspection(s):  
Some action(s) required from the previous inspection were not satisfactorily 
implemented. 
 
Findings: 
The inspectors were not satisfied that allegations of abuse had been managed 
appropriately. 
 
There was insufficient evidence that allegations of abuse had been managed according 
to best practice. An investigation report relating to allegations submitted to the 
inspectors during the course of the inspection were not detailed, and inspectors 
requested further information to be submitted. Information was not initially submitted 
within the agreed timeframe, and inspectors again requested follow up information. 
 
Further information was submitted to HIQA, but the inspectors were again not satisfied 
that this was adequate to ensure the safeguarding of residents, and were not satisfied 
that there was sufficient evidence to uphold the findings of the investigation. The record 
submitted did not provide sufficient evidence to support the findings. There was a 
further allegation which was outstanding and had not been investigated. 
 
A review of the organisation’s ‘whistle blowing’ policy dated 25 May 2015 was 
undertaken by the inspectors who were further concerned by the following phrase : ‘It is 
expected that staff will raise issues internally rather than disclosing information to an 
external body ...’ It was unclear that staff would be supported to raise concerns as 
required by the regulations. 
 
The inspectors reviewed the behaviour support plan for a resident who was the subject 
of the allegations of abuse and found no reference to the management of the 
behaviours described in the allegations as requiring management. An agreed control 
measure following the allegations was that all staff should receive an update in training 
in relation to the protection of vulnerable adults, but inspectors could find no evidence 
of this having been implemented. 
 
A further review of the management of behaviours that challenge was undertaken by 
the inspectors. There was insufficient evidence to support the use of restrictive 
interventions that were in place as follows: 
 
There was a document relating to behaviour support for one resident which included 
some information relating to their assessment of needs, and a behaviour support plan 
dated January 2015. However, this document had several pages missing from the 
template in use, and referred to the use of ‘as required’ medication, with no further 
information as to the circumstances under which this medication should be 
administered, as further discussed under outcome 12. On further examination of the 
documentation the information was available in a different part of the resident’s record, 
but the guidance for staff was not clear, and had not been reviewed within the year 
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required by the regulations. 
 
Guidance in another behaviour support plan for a resident directed staff to ‘watch out 
for cues’ but gave no information as to what the cues were. 
 
Various restrictive practices were in place, but there was insufficient information in place 
to guide staff. For example doors were routinely internally locked so as to prevent 
residents from leaving, but there were no risk assessments to support this decision. 
During the inspection a resident was clearly indicating to an inspector that they would 
like to go out, by taking their arm and leading them to the door. Whilst staff 
immediately supported them to leave there was no record of this restriction and no 
report to HIQA that this was in place, as required by the regulations. Staff engaged by 
the inspectors could not identify any risk to this person related to their leaving the 
home. 
 
A restrictive lap strap was utilised for one resident but there was no risk assessment or 
guidance document to direct staff in its use, and therefore no evidence of alternatives to 
the practice having been considered. 
 
Intimate care plans were in place for residents. On day one of the inspection in the first 
location these plans were vague and did not include sufficient detail as to guide staff. 
On the second location on day two of the inspection intimate and personal care plans 
were detailed. In this location there was also a clear rational documented for restrictive 
interventions. 
 
 
Judgment: 
Non Compliant - Major 

 

Outcome 11. Healthcare Needs 
Residents are supported on an individual basis to achieve and enjoy the best possible 
health. 
 
Theme:  
Health and Development 
 
Outstanding requirement(s) from previous inspection(s):  
Some action(s) required from the previous inspection were not satisfactorily 
implemented. 
 
Findings: 
Some improvements had been made in the management of healthcare since the last 
inspection, but not all the required areas for improvement had been resolved. Issues 
relating to institutional practices in the way that meals were prepared and offered had 
not been addressed. 
 
While there were some systems in place to manage the healthcare needs of residents, 
improvements were required in the accuracy of guidance for staff, and in the 
management of healthcare issues previously identified by inspectors. 
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A health check assessment had been introduced, and had been conducted for all 
residents whose records were examined by the inspectors. Each resident had an annual 
health check conducted by their GP. 
 
There were now healthcare plans in place for all aspects of healthcare examined by the 
inspector. Staff were knowledgeable about the needs of residents, and of the guidance 
in the plans.  A sample of plans of care was examined by the inspectors and it was clear 
that improvements had been made in the information in the plans, and in the 
accessibility of the documents. Detailed plans of care were in place for various 
healthcare needs which included both the management of issues, and the prevention of 
recurrence. The information was clearly indexed, and easily retrievable. 
 
However, some improvements were required in the detail of the plans of care. For 
example, the plan of care for a resident with mobility needs stated that they ‘must be 
supported by staff to be more mobile’. There was no guidance as to what this meant, no 
recording of interventions and no baseline on which to base an assessment of ‘more 
mobile’. The personal plan for another resident made no reference to their visual 
impairment. 
 
There was a detailed plan of care relating to epilepsy for a resident, which included 
guidance relating to both the prevention and the management of the condition. 
However, the documented guidance for staff as to the actions to be taken when 
supporting a resident during a seizure was not in accordance with best practice. 
 
The management of skin integrity had been highlighted on the previous inspection 
whereby inspectors were not satisfied that an appropriate referral had been made. 
Inspectors found a similar issue on this inspection. Staff reported that an email had 
been sent to the relevant healthcare professional, and a reply received to say that there 
were no concerns. However there was again no evidence of an appropriate referral or 
consultation. 
 
However, other changing needs of residents were followed up appropriately, and 
residents and were regularly reviewed by their general practitioner (GP). There was an 
out-of-hours GP service in place. 
 
Inspectors on the previous inspection found institutional practices regarding the 
preparation and serving of residents' meals. During this inspection there was no 
evidence of any improvement. Residents' meals in both locations were prepared in a 
centralised kitchen away from the centre and brought to the unit in heated containers. 
Residents did not participate in the preparation of meals, and there was no evidence of 
the actions agreed following the previous inspection. Amongst those agreed actions was 
that food preparation would be built into person centred plans and times would be 
allocated to support residents to participate in the preparation of light meals and snacks 
in the centre. This had not been implemented. 
 
There were records kept of referrals to healthcare professionals for residents in relation 
to their nutritional needs, including referrals to a dietician or speech and language 
therapist. Staff engaged by the inspectors were knowledgeable about the 
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recommendations of these healthcare professionals, and could describe their 
implementation. Records of nutritional intake were kept for these residents. However 
there was no regular record of the nutritional intake of other residents as required by 
the regulations, other than occasional comments in the daily records, such as ‘had a 
good supper’. These records were only commenced following a deterioration in a 
resident’s condition. 
 
 
Judgment: 
Non Compliant - Moderate 

 

Outcome 12. Medication Management 
Each resident is protected by the designated centres policies and procedures for 
medication management. 
 
Theme:  
Health and Development 
 
Outstanding requirement(s) from previous inspection(s):  
The action(s) required from the previous inspection were satisfactorily implemented. 
 
Findings: 
Prescriptions for regular medications contained all the required information including 
instructions  for crushed medications,  and had been reviewed appropriately. However, 
information in relation to ‘as required’ (p.r.n.) medication was not sufficient to guide 
decision making. 
 
For example, protocols in relation to medication to relieve the potential cause of self 
injurious behaviour for one resident was not adequate, and the prescription for the 
administration of oxygen for another resident did not give any detail as to the 
circumstances under which it should be administered. The inspectors were concerned 
that this would lead to subjective and inconsistent decision making. 
 
Medications were stored appropriately, and daily stock checks were undertaken. A 
monthly medication audit was conducted which included issues such as management of 
medication trolleys, dates of opened medications, and a stock check. However, as 
discussed under outcome 14, the audit did not result in a clear action plan or any follow 
up to ensure appropriate improvements. 
 
 
Judgment: 
Substantially Compliant 

 

Outcome 14: Governance and Management 
The quality of care and experience of the residents are monitored and developed on an 
ongoing basis. Effective management systems are in place that support and promote the 
delivery of safe, quality care services.  There is a clearly defined management structure 
that identifies the lines of authority and accountability. The centre is managed by a 
suitably qualified, skilled and experienced person with authority, accountability and 
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responsibility for the provision of the service. 

 
Theme:  
Leadership, Governance and Management 
 
Outstanding requirement(s) from previous inspection(s):  
Some action(s) required from the previous inspection were not satisfactorily 
implemented. 
 
Findings: 
Although there had been improvements since the last inspection in the area of auditing, 
further progress was needed. 
 
A suite of audits had been introduced, and audits had been conducted in health and 
safety and medication management. However the medication management audit did not 
result in a clear action plan against which to monitor the completion of required actions. 
 
Six monthly unannounced visits had been conducted on behalf of the provider in both 
locations, and areas including rosters, personal plans and risk were examined during 
these visits. The resulting document included required actions and identified the person 
responsible for the actions. Some improvements had been made following these audits, 
for example the efficiency of recording of activities for residents had improved. 
 
A person in charge had been recruited since the previous inspection and the inspectors 
found this person to be appropriately skilled, qualified and experienced to undertake the 
role. 
 
 
Judgment: 
Substantially Compliant 

 

Outcome 17: Workforce 
There are appropriate staff numbers and skill mix to meet the assessed needs of 
residents and the safe delivery of services.  Residents receive continuity of care. Staff 
have up-to-date mandatory training and access to education and training to meet the 
needs of residents. All staff and volunteers are supervised on an appropriate basis, and 
recruited, selected and vetted in accordance with best recruitment practice. 
 
Theme:  
Responsive Workforce 
 
Outstanding requirement(s) from previous inspection(s):  
Some action(s) required from the previous inspection were not satisfactorily 
implemented. 
 
Findings: 
While staffing levels appeared to be adequate to meet the needs of residents, and were 
based on an assessment of need, improvements were required in the skill mix. 
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One of the residents required the support of a staff member qualified in the 
administration of rescue medication for epilepsy, but this was not always available. 
There was frequently only one nurse on duty who could not accompany the resident on 
outings, and no staff other than nurses were qualified to administer rescue medications. 
Under these circumstances the resident could not go out. 
 
Staff training was up to date for the most part, however, training had not been provided 
in the administration of rescue medication for epilepsy as agreed following the previous 
inspection, and this was leading to negative outcomes for at least one resident. 
 
Some improvements had been made towards ensuring continuity and consistency of 
staff. There was a bank of relief staff which were known to the residents. While 
unfamiliar staff were sometimes required, this was mostly for night duty, and there was 
always at least one familiar staff member on duty. 
 
While a schedule of eight weekly supervision of staff had been developed, supervision 
had not yet taken place. 
 
Staff engaged by the inspectors were knowledgeable about the needs of residents. 
Interactions observed were appropriate and respectful, and staff spoke fondly of 
residents. 
 
 
Judgment: 
Non Compliant - Moderate 

 
 

Closing the Visit 

 
At the close of the inspection a feedback meeting was held to report on the inspection 
findings. 
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Provider’s response to inspection report1 
 

Centre name: 
A designated centre for people with disabilities 
operated by Health Service Executive 

Centre ID: 
 
OSV-0005450 

Date of Inspection: 
 
17 August 2016 

Date of response: 
 
 

 

Requirements 

 
This section sets out the actions that must be taken by the provider or person in 
charge to ensure compliance with the Health Act 2007 (Care and Support of 
Residents in Designated Centres for Persons (Children And Adults) With Disabilities) 
Regulations 2013, Health Act 2007 (Registration of Designated Centres for Persons 
(Children and Adults with Disabilities) Regulations 2013 and the National Standards 
for Residential Services for Children and Adults with Disabilities. 
 
All registered providers should take note that failure to fulfil your legal obligations 
and/or failure to implement appropriate and timely action to address the non 
compliances identified in this action plan may result in enforcement action and/or 
prosecution, pursuant to the Health Act 2007, as amended, and  
Regulations made thereunder. 
 

Outcome 01: Residents Rights, Dignity and Consultation 

Theme: Individualised Supports and Care 
 
The Registered Provider is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement in 
the following respect:  
Residents' privacy was not maintained in bathroom areas. 
Excessive non person-centred signage did not promote respect for residents dignity. 
 
1. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 09 (3) you are required to: Ensure that each resident's privacy and 

                                                 
1 The Authority reserves the right to edit responses received for reasons including: clarity; completeness; and, 
compliance with legal norms. 
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dignity is respected in relation to, but not limited to, his or her personal and living 
space, personal communications, relationships, intimate and personal care, professional 
consultations and personal information. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  

 

Outcome 05: Social Care Needs 

Theme: Effective Services 
 
The Person in Charge (PIC) is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement 
in the following respect:  
Assessments omitted various areas of need for residents, and did not include an 
assessment of social care needs. 
 
2. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 05 (1) (b) you are required to: Ensure that a comprehensive 
assessment, by an appropriate health care professional, of the health, personal and 
social care needs of each resident is carried out  as required to reflect changes in need 
and circumstances, but no less frequently than on an annual basis. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  

Theme: Effective Services 
 
The Person in Charge (PIC) is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement 
in the following respect:  
Lack of goal setting did not support the maximising of residents' potential. 
 
3. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 5 (4) (b) you are required to: Prepare a personal plan for the resident 
no later than 28 days after admission to the designated centre which outlines the 
supports required to maximise the resident’s personal development in accordance with 
his or her wishes. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  
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Outcome 06: Safe and suitable premises 

Theme: Effective Services 
 
The Registered Provider is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement in 
the following respect:  
The premises were not appropriate to meet the needs of residents. 
The needs of residents were not met by the use of modified rooms. 
 
4. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 17 (1) (a) you are required to: Provide premises which are designed 
and laid out to meet the aims and objectives of the service and the number and needs 
of residents. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  

Theme: Effective Services 
 
The Registered Provider is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement in 
the following respect:  
Bathroom areas were not in a good state of repair. 
 
5. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 17 (1) (b) you are required to: Provide premises which are of sound 
construction and kept in a good state of repair externally and internally. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  

 

Outcome 07:  Health and Safety and Risk Management 

Theme: Effective Services 
 
The Registered Provider is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement in 
the following respect:  
Not all incidents were followed up appropriately. 
 
6. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 26 (2) you are required to: Put systems in place in the designated 
centre for the assessment, management and ongoing review of risk, including a system 
for responding to emergencies. 
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Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  

 

Outcome 08: Safeguarding and Safety 

Theme: Safe Services 
 
The Registered Provider is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement in 
the following respect:  
Restrictive interventions were not implemented in accordance with best practice. 
 
7. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 07 (4) you are required to: Ensure that where restrictive procedures 
including physical, chemical or environmental restraint are used, they are applied in 
accordance with national policy and evidence based practice. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  

Theme: Safe Services 
 
The Person in Charge (PIC) is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement 
in the following respect:  
The management of allegations of abuse was not robust. 
 
8. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 08 (3) you are required to: Investigate any incident, allegation or 
suspicion of abuse and take appropriate action where a resident is harmed or suffers 
abuse. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  

 

Outcome 11. Healthcare Needs 

Theme: Health and Development 
 
The Registered Provider is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement in 
the following respect:  
Healthcare plans were not all adequate 
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9. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 06 (1) you are required to: Provide appropriate health care for each  
resident, having regard to each resident's personal plan. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  

Theme: Health and Development 
 
The Person in Charge (PIC) is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement 
in the following respect:  
Not all appropriate referrals had been made. 
 
10. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 06 (2) (d) you are required to: When a resident requires services 
provided by allied health professionals, provide access to such services or by 
arrangement with the Executive. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  

Theme: Health and Development 
 
The Person in Charge (PIC) is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement 
in the following respect:  
Residents were not involved in the preparation of their own meals 
 
11. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 18 (1) (a) you are required to: Support residents, so far as reasonable 
and practicable, to buy, prepare and cook their own meals if they so wish. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  

Theme: Health and Development 
 
The Person in Charge (PIC) is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement 
in the following respect:  
Inadequate records were kept of some residents'' nutritional intake 
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12. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 18 (2) (b) you are required to: Provide each resident with adequate 
quantities of food and drink which are wholesome and nutritious. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  

 

Outcome 12. Medication Management 

Theme: Health and Development 
 
The Person in Charge (PIC) is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement 
in the following respect:  
Guidance for the administration of p.r.n. medications did not include sufficient 
information to ensure safe administration. 
 
13. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 29 (4) (b) you are required to: Put in place appropriate and suitable 
practices relating to the ordering, receipt, prescribing, storing, disposal and 
administration of medicines to ensure that medicine that is prescribed is administered 
as prescribed to the resident for whom it is prescribed and to no other resident. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  

 

Outcome 14: Governance and Management 

Theme: Leadership, Governance and Management 
 
The Registered Provider is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement in 
the following respect:  
Not all audits resulted in appropriate actions. 
 
14. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 23 (1) (c) you are required to: Put management systems in place in 
the designated centre to ensure that the service provided is safe, appropriate to 
residents' needs, consistent and effectively monitored. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
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Proposed Timescale:  

 

Outcome 17: Workforce 

Theme: Responsive Workforce 
 
The Person in Charge (PIC) is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement 
in the following respect:  
There were not sufficient staff trained in the use of rescue medications for epilepsy to 
meet the needs of residents. 
 
15. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 16 (1) (a) you are required to: Ensure staff have access to 
appropriate training, including refresher training, as part of a continuous professional 
development programme. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  

Theme: Responsive Workforce 
 
The Person in Charge (PIC) is failing to comply with a regulatory requirement 
in the following respect:  
While a system of staff supervision had been proposed, it was not yet in place. 
 
16. Action Required: 
Under Regulation 16 (1) (b) you are required to: Ensure staff are appropriately 
supervised. 
 
Please state the actions you have taken or are planning to take:      
 

 
 
 
Proposed Timescale:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


