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Mr. Seamus McCarthy (An tArd Reachtaire Cuntas agus Ciste) called and examined.

Business of Committee

Chairman: We are joined by the Comptroller and Auditor General, Mr. Seamus McCarthy, 
who is a permanent witness at the committee, and Ms Sinead Keane, senior auditor.  Are the 
minutes of 10 October agreed?  Agreed.

There are three categories of correspondence.  In category A, No. 2451, dated 10 October, 
and No. 2466 from Caranua are briefing documents and opening statements for today’s meet-
ing.  Is it agreed that we note and publish these?  Agreed.  Category B is from Accounting Of-
ficers and their Ministers in follow-up to meetings of the Committee of Public Accounts, and 
other items for publication.  The first is No. 2432 from Ms Katherine Licken, Secretary General, 
Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht, dated 4 October 2019 providing an update 
relating to the post-project review requested by the committee of the Pálás cinema project.  Re-
lated correspondence is No. 2465, also from Ms Licken, dated 15 October enclosing a copy of 
the mentioned post-project review.  We will note and publish this.  I brought along the periodic 
report No. 3 which the Committee of Public Accounts published in July 2018, in which there 
is a specific chapter, including timelines, on the Galway arthouse cinema.  We made a number 
of recommendations, including the need for a post-project review.  That is referred to in this 
report.  I have a number of comments to make on this post-project review but perhaps Deputy 
Connolly will comment first.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I was going to ask for this to be postponed.  I looked at it 
before but perhaps we could look at it in the next session.

Chairman: I understand.  We will hold it over.  I have comments on the specifics, which we 
will come to next week.

I have a general point on this post-project review process.  I am sure the members will agree 
with what I have to say.  This had to be published on budget day and it has come to us now.  I 
will not discuss the recommendations because they relate to the specifics of the report but the 
gist is that the culture section of the Department should learn lessons from what happened.  
This review was approved by that Department of Public Expenditure and Reform before it was 
published.  The scope of a post-project review for any project in future must include recom-
mendations from which the public sector can learn.  There are clear lessons to be learned from 
this that could have benefits across the public sector if they are implemented.  Everything in this 
report has a very narrow focus on this project and one section in one Department that should 
learn from what took place.  It is too narrow in terms of the scope of its recommendations.  All 
future post-project reviews must extract specific lessons and when they go to the Department 
of Public Expenditure and Reform, it must see what benefits can be obtained across the public 
sector.  This report displays a silo mentality and focuses narrowly on one project, one section 
and one Department.  All the recommendations are confined to that Department.  I suspect that 
because it is so narrow in its conclusions, there will be no learning process across the wider 
public service.  It will be deemed to be for a specific narrow area.  All spending reviews in 
future must have a section on learning lessons across the public sector.  Any report I see that 
does not have it in future will be seriously challenged by this committee as not being effective 
in terms of learning the required lessons.
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I will not get into the specifics.  I expect Deputy Connolly will have much to say about the 
matter on the next occasion.  It is a comprehensive report and we need to devote some time to its 
examination.  I am happy to postpone that examination having made some general comments.  
They pertain to more than just the specifics of the case.  This came from an earlier report of the 
Committee of Public Accounts and it is why we have a particular interest in it.  We will publish 
the reply and hold it over.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I welcome that it was published on the day of the budget.

Chairman: We note and welcome its publication and we will hold it over for a detailed 
discussion next week.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: This came up last week, albeit in a more abstract way, when 
we discussed the leases pertaining to the National Transport Authority and the Commission for 
Taxi Regulation.  That commission had a long lease on a building and the commercial lease 
now is nearly half of what it was.  We were told that another public entity gained from talking 
up the lease.  Who decides to carry out these reviews that measure public gain or loss?  Who 
can pull these together rather than having the issues siloed or fragmented?

Chairman: I do not think it is done.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Every Department has a responsibility to carry out appropriate 
spending and value-for-money reviews and account for that value for money in areas of ex-
penditure that they control.  It is a legitimate question to ask an Accounting Officer the Depart-
ment’s programme of reviews, how the elements are selected and when other spending priori-
ties will be dealt with.

Chairman: It is vague.  It is something we must take on.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: We could make the same argument about the Harold’s Cross 
property.  There have been a number of cases involving two public entities.

Chairman: It probably ties in with my earlier comment about broader lessons needing to be 
learned rather than trying to narrow the focus in that regard to one section in one Department.  
People like to keep things in silos as if they have nothing to do with the rest of us.  This has 
everything to do with every Department that spends taxpayers’ money.  This is a broad matter 
and we will come back to it.

No. 2434 is correspondence from Mr. Mark Ferguson, director general, Science Foundation 
Ireland, dated 8 October 2019, responding to our request for information regarding the laying 
before the Houses of the Oireachtas of the accounts and financial statements of Science Founda-
tion Ireland.  We were concerned about the late arrival of these accounts.  Mr. Ferguson advises 
that he has referred our query to the Department of Business, Enterprise and Innovation, which 
is responsible for laying the accounts before the Oireachtas and they will let us know the posi-
tion.  I wish to let people know that we are continuing to follow up on this.  The Comptroller 
and Auditor General has indicated separately that in the year to date there has been a continued 
improvement in parties submitting their accounts for audit within three months of the year end.  
We have made that a little part of our mission.  We will note and publish this item.

No. 2436 is correspondence from Mr. Gerard Dollard, chief executive officer, Irish Grey-
hound Board, dated 7 October 2019, providing information requested by the committee at our 
meeting on 19 September.  I will detail the types of matters included.  They comprise details of 
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animal welfare cases and the number of inspections of kennels, at approximately 500 per year.  
He lists catering, which was outsourced, and he was asked about a separate care fund estab-
lished by the Irish Greyhound Board for greyhounds retired from racing.  There was a question 
about the rehoming organisations for greyhounds and the grants given to various organisations.  
These are quite small, with several at €3,000, although there are one or two bigger examples.  
They are not major sums.  He also dealt with the foster care process.  It is good to know about 
this.

Mr. Dollard also dealt with the breakdown of consultancy fees for 2017 because the issue 
was raised at our meeting.  The €663,000 paid by the organisation in one year for those services 
is phenomenal.  Legal consultancy fees amounted to €138,000, taxation and financial advice 
amounted to €12,500 but there also different reviews taking in strategic and organisational 
restructuring totalling €227,000.  That comprised work by Preferred Results at €130,000, Tan-
dem Consulting at €12,000, Professor Dermot Duff at €4,800 and Power Economics Limited 
at €6,690.  We made the point here that there appeared to be four consultants examining the 
organisational structure within a relatively short period.  It defies logic to an extent.  There is 
also mention of public relations and marketing consultancy, as well as pensions and fees man-
agement and human resources consultancy fees.  The four different consultants involved with 
strategic and organisational restructuring being paid in one year seems extraordinary, and that 
is why we highlighted the matter.

We asked for details of travel expenses as they were not provided on the day.  The vast ma-
jority of people, or almost 90%, get less than €5,000 and they have to travel to race meetings all 
over the country.  That is not unreasonable.  We asked about the spend on welfare and the in-
formation is included.  There is also information on the impairment review summary for 2018, 
specifically asset and capital grant impairment.  It is quite technical.  There is also a section on 
organisational restructuring, which has some redaction as various individuals are mentioned.  
Generally, it is a comprehensive reply.

Deputy  David Cullinane: I will come back to the consultancy spend as we have raised this 
at a high level in the context of how much money the State or organisations funded by it are 
spending on consultancy.  It is similar to what we are doing with other matters and when we see 
consultancy spend we should seek a breakdown of what exactly the money is being spent on.  
We must examine this a bit more closely.  There is a lot of change management within the Civil 
Service.  I imagine that there is a great deal of commonality involved when change is taking 
place.  When money is being spent on strategic and organisational restructuring, that happens as 
a matter of routine across many Departments and organisation.  There are examples of it when 
very large changes are being made.  For example, in the context of technological universities, 
a lot of change management has to take place in order to merge two institutes to become a new 
university.  There were issues around the level of consultancy being used to fund all of that.  
However, there is a broader point about where lessons can be learned and how they can be ap-
plied.  There are also lessons regarding consistency, guidelines and in-house expertise.

The point we made at the previous meeting is that it is far too easy for organisations funded 
by the taxpayer to reach out to private consultants or to get consultancy firms to carry out some 
work before decisions are made.  However, it is the same firms doing the same work, often with 
the same recommendations.  There is a need to examine this in terms of whether we are getting 
value for money and if enough is being done by the line Departments that fund these organisa-
tions to ensure that better direction is given and that better guidelines are in place in the context 
of how transition and change are managed.  There is a lot of money involved.  The question I 
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asked on the previous occasion was whether it is possible to get a figure for, say, 2018.  How 
much did the taxpayer spend on consultancy?  The clerk to the committee is shaking his head.  
It might be difficult to get that figure but we should be able to get it.  Every Department should 
be able to come back to us and tell us how they fund the different organisations and what they 
spend on consultancy.  Is it listed in their accounts?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: It should be, yes.

Deputy  David Cullinane: It is a desk-top exercise for somebody.  As an exercise in good, 
prudent examination of how taxpayers money is spent, would it not be good to have a figure for 
how much the State spent, directly or indirectly, on external consultancy in a particular year?  I 
would say the figure would be frightening.

Chairman: We will try to do something on that.

Deputy  David Cullinane: It is not a case of trying.  We need to do it.

Chairman: We will do it.  The only issue is our definition of consultancy.  To take informa-
tion technology, IT, which is one of the biggest levels, we can have a consultant and sometimes 
that consultant’s work continues in terms of developing the system.  That is really IT develop-
ment.  Where does the consultancy stop and the carrying out of a project commence?  It is about 
getting our definition of where we stop and start.

Deputy  David Cullinane: We can agree the definition.

Chairman: That is the only caveat.

Deputy  David Cullinane: The secretariat might come back with a definition.

Chairman: The Comptroller and Auditor General might help us with a note on how he 
defines it.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Certainly, yes.  It is many years since we did it.  In 1994 or 1995, 
we compiled a report on consultancies and there is a definition in that distinguishing between 
contracting out of normal work.  One would often have that with the running of, say, an IT 
system but developing an IT system from scratch would generally be regarded as consultancy 
work-----

Chairman: Exactly.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: -----because it is a one-off function.  The difficulty in going down 
the route of making a definition and then forcing everybody to report in the context of that 
definition is that they will start from scratch, whereas in the governance statement attached to 
every set of financial statements now, they have a listing of consultancies so it is available for 
harvesting, so to speak.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Yes.  It is collating-----

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: It would be better to just collate the information they are already 
reporting.  Then, where there is a high level of spending, if the committee wants to probe it at 
that stage, it could apply more refinement in terms of categorisations of the consultants.

Chairman: Is that in the Appropriation Accounts?
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Mr. Seamus McCarthy: In the Appropriation Accounts there is a consultancies heading; it 
is one of the subheadings of administration spend.

Chairman: Mr. McCarthy spoke about governance.  Where is that shown?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: The governance statement is in non-departmental, non-Appropri-
ation Account financial statements.

Chairman: Would we start with the 41 Department Votes?

Deputy  David Cullinane: The Department could come back with that, absolutely.

Chairman: We will start with all the Votes-----

Deputy  David Cullinane: Let us say 2018 because some organisations will not have their 
accounts up to date any way, therefore, 2018 would be a reasonable year with which to start.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Given that we are nearly at the end of October, if the committee 
corresponds with Departments, by the end of the year it should be getting a fairly comprehen-
sive report from each one.

Chairman: We will start with all Departments.  We can talk about State bodies after that.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: I tabled parliamentary questions on that subject last week.

Chairman: The Deputy did so.  I thank her.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: I take the point that a one-off capital project is very differ-
ent but there was other information, for example, every year, an internal audit was put out to a 
consultant rather than-----

Chairman: External.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: There was then the general data protection regulation, GDPR, 
for several Departments.  It strikes me that is where we could obtain efficiencies and where 
there needs to be a joined-up approach.  There should be a building up of information and ex-
pertise within the public service that can be relied on instead of having to get external consul-
tancy.  That is the point I would like to examine.

It is useful to have got that correspondence, which was comprehensive.  However, when 
somebody gives us confidential information, we do not want to-----

Chairman: Not discuss it.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: We do not want to add to the issue on which we are going 
back to them.  If we consider that the amount of money for Sport Ireland and all the organisa-
tions is €60 million, the vast majority of those would not look for assistance by way of consul-
tancies because they are operating on very tight-----

Chairman: A shoestring.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: -----shoestring budgets.  That suggests to me that there is a 
good deal of financial scope within that organisation.  We have another increase in this budget, 
which is unbelievable.
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Chairman: Is the Deputy talking about the Irish Greyhound Board?

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Yes, I am.  I refer to the information it gave us on the rehom-
ing of dogs.

Chairman: Fostering.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: We got the information from its representatives when they 
were before us.  It is a very small number of the dogs that are bred on which this has any bear-
ing.

Chairman: Correct.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: I did not know, for example, that it was the Irish Coursing 
Club that is responsible for the stud book.  It might be worth sending some of that information, 
or even that document, to the Joint Committee on Agriculture, Food and the Marine; it will 
come under that Department in terms of welfare.  This is a wider welfare issue that is not in 
our remit but it is not getting to the totality of the animal welfare issue.  I have concerns in this 
regard and for that reason we should send it to the joint committee.

Chairman: The committee will also decide to send this to the Joint Committee on Agricul-
ture, Food and the Marine because it may be of interest to it.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I support that but I do not think we know the question yet.  I 
agree with the Comptroller and Auditor General that we need to tease it out.  He may not have 
used those words but he said we should not go down the road of a definition yet.  I agree totally.  
If we look at Caranua, for example, which is coming up later today, there is a jump of €43,000 
for other consultancy.  That is the same for every organisation.  Perhaps the answer is some-
where in one of the organisations mentioned - Preferred Results.  We get reports to give us the 
preferred results.  I am not saying anything against this organisation but the clue is in its name.  
We have the Grace case, on which we are awaiting the result from the commission of inquiry.  
How many reports were compiled in that regard?  How many Preferred Results consultancy 
reports were compiled in respect of the national children’s hospital?  There is a much larger 
issue here and the first step is collation to see the nature of the beast, to use a bad pun.  We do 
not know what are talking about at the moment in respect of the money spent on consultancy.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Deputy Connolly hit the nail on the head.  When we refer to 
money spent on consultancy, some of it will need to be spent.  We are not stating there is no 
place at all for spending on outside consultancy.  The volume and the repetition involved is a 
worry, however.  Leaving aside the definition of what consultancy work is, I imagine a shock-
ing amount of money is spent in any given year.  It would be far cheaper if a unit existed within 
the Department of Public Expenditure and Reform, or some other Department, to give these 
organisations the assistance they need, whether with change management, strategic develop-
ment or finance.

Chairman: That is fine.  A few points arise from this correspondence.  It has opened up the 
issue of consultancy services.  Is it possible, via the liaison officer, to pull the figures that were 
published in the appropriation accounts?  That would give us a starting point.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: That should be a very easy thing to do.

Chairman: The Comptroller and Auditor General’s office and the liaison officer will pro-
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vide us with that information.  We will then write to each of the Accounting Officers for a 
breakdown, including the categories and companies involved.  We might pick a figure greater 
than €5,000 or €10,000.  We will not get lost in the little stuff when there are such large amounts 
involved.  We will move on that list, when we get it, with the 41 Accounting Officers respon-
sible for the 41 different Votes.  We will start with all the Departments and move on to other 
State bodies.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: It occurs to me that there may be spending on consultants under 
other subheads.  That might be the question to be put to Accounting Officers.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: That is correct.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Let us take the example of an IT area.  Money spent for the de-
velopment of new IT would be a charge under an IT subhead, as opposed to the consultancy 
subhead in the appropriation account.  We will start with harvesting the figures that are on the 
face of the accounts.

Chairman: In our letters to the Accounting Officers, we can show what was included under 
consultancy, ask for a breakdown but also ask them to please-----

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: They should confirm whether there is any other expenditure.

Chairman: That is a good start.  The point mentioned by Deputy Catherine Murphy relates 
to this correspondence as well.  Some five weeks ago representatives from Bord na gCon were 
here and we asked for information, all of which we now have.  On the same day, I spoke spe-
cifically about the Irish Coursing Club.  It is intended that body will now register all new-born 
dogs.  That information will then be transferred to the Irish Greyhound Board’s database, if the 
dogs concerned are going to be involved in greyhound racing.

We inquired about the Irish Coursing Club.  The Department of Agriculture, Food and the 
Marine replied that it was nothing to do with it because it was a private organisation and did not 
get any funding from that Department.  I am amazed to hear that we are handing over that func-
tion to a private organisation that probably has charitable status and which has zero account-
ability to the Department or to this House.  We asked the Department for a note on whether a 
traceability system similar to that used for cattle or bovines was explored for greyhounds.  We 
also asked for a detailed briefing on the Irish Coursing Club, its role in greyhound traceability, 
Bord na gCon’s reliance on its system and the level of assurance provided to the Department 
regarding the process.

We asked the Accounting Officer of the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine 
for that information some five weeks ago.  We have not received it and that is not acceptable.  
It is fortuitous that representatives of that Department will appear before this committee next 
week as part of our work programme.  The answers to those questions will be the first item on 
the agenda, and it will be six weeks since we made the request.  While it is fortuitous that the 
Accounting Office is here next week, had he not been scheduled to appear, he would be coming 
in specifically to give us an answer as to why we have not received that information after six 
weeks.  I make this point to all Departments.  If they do not provide the information requested 
within four weeks, their representatives will be back here in week five to explain to the public 
why questions were not answered.  

The Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine is lucky.  Its representatives happen 
to be here next week.  I think my point is well made.  I am tired, as the Chairman, wondering if 
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we got replies to questions we asked five, eight and even ten weeks ago.  We should not have 
to wait that long.  Departments should be efficient.  If it was a case of a parliamentary question, 
there would be an obligation on a Department to answer it promptly and a request from this 
committee should be treated with the same sense of urgency.  We are obliging the Accounting 
Officers by giving them time to provide us with written responses.  They should come to this 
committee prepared to answer most questions in the first place.  The letter of invitation to all 
Accounting Officers states that they have to make someone available to appear before the com-
mittee.  That is so information can be provided to the committee during the hearings.  They 
normally run for a few hours.  We have taken a lenient approach by deciding to allow answers 
in writing in due course.  We are not, however, going to accept this delay of a month in future.  
I have said this before, but I think my point is well made now and we will follow through on 
it.  We will note and publish the correspondence received.  My other comments have been well 
noted regarding the situation with the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine.

The next item is No. 2440B from Mr. Derek Moran, Secretary General of the Department 
of Finance, dated 8 October 2019.  It provides an information note on the difference between 
the national debt and general Government debt.  I am going to summarise this for the public.  
We got a very detailed answer from the Central Statistics Office and the Department of Finance 
reconciling one to the other.

The gross national debt consists of Irish Government bonds and borrowing from the EU 
and the IMF, short-term borrowing from ministerial funds and State savings products, exclud-
ing the post office savings account.  That is the gross national debt, because those moneys are 
owed to all those people.  The national debt is the net debt derived from the gross national 
debt by subtracting cash Exchequer balances in respect of any liquid assets on hand, as well as 
non-liquid assets such as the Housing Finance Agency guaranteed notes, the Strategic Banking 
Corporation of Ireland, SBCI, term loans and credit support account collateral funding.  That 
is the net situation, consisting of the gross national debt minus cash and other resources that 
could reasonably be converted to cash.  That is managed by the National Treasury Management 
Agency, NTMA. 

General Government debt is a measure of the total gross consolidated debt of the State.  It is 
assessed by the CSO and takes into account the debt and liabilities of central and local govern-
ment and Government funds such as the Social Insurance Fund.  We have been provided with a 
detailed note on all this, but generally the gross national debt is how much we owe, the net debt 
is that figure, generally, minus the cash balances and perhaps assets held by the Strategic Bank-
ing Corporation of Ireland that could be made liquid fairly easily.  General Government debt 
is the measure of the total gross consolidated debt of the State, which includes other agencies 
such as local authorities.  I am summarising it and it is not 100% accurate, but it is as accurate 
as people will appreciate.  The full note is several pages long, giving a full reconciliation of the 
national debt to the general Government debt.  It is great reading and I encourage people with 
an interest to read it.  It is good to ask the question.

Deputy  David Cullinane: We should send it on to the Joint Committee on Finance, Public 
Expenditure and Reform, and Taoiseach.  It would be delighted to have it.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: This arose from a letter sent by the Department.

Chairman: A letter that was unclear.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: We highlighted that and this is the result.  Has that clarified 
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things?

Chairman: It is very clear.

Deputy  David Cullinane: It is also very detailed.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: We might go back to the original letter to see what it missed.  
Is the Department accepting that there was some lack of clarity?

Chairman: We did not ask it to specify.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: That is fine.  Confusion arose from the letter sent to us.

Chairman: It needed clarification.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: We have now been confounded with detail.

Deputy  David Cullinane: That has softened the Deputy’s cough.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I will have to go back and see what was the original misun-
derstanding.  There might be an apology somewhere or a clarification.

Chairman: There might be, but I did not see it.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I will look for that myself.

Chairman: The Deputy can come back on that issue.  The essential information is con-
tained in a one-page reply and then there is a second one-page briefing note showing the recon-
ciliation.  That is it and the rest is subsidiary material.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: When we read all this, we will know that we are really heav-
ily indebted, no matter which measure we use.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: We are.

Deputy  David Cullinane: That does not say anything.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: They are all big numbers.

Chairman: It is stated that at the end of 2018, the general Government debt was €206 bil-
lion.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: It is also costing us billions to service that debt every year.

Chairman: I suspect it will be about €5 billion in the coming year.  It is good to get that 
information and we have it now.  It shows that we will be on the case when we get an answer 
from a Department that is not exactly correct.  We got this clarification as a result of asking.  We 
will note and publish this reply.

The next item is No. 244B from Mr. Seán Ó Foghlú, Secretary General, Department of 
Education and Skills, dated 30 September 2019, providing a copy of a communication issued 
by the Higher Education Authority, HEA, to higher education institutions in respect of property 
acquisitions.  This was in regard to our request for a liaising or monitoring capacity in respect of 
capital acquisitions above a certain value by educational sector bodies to ensure the institutions 
were not competing against each other to acquire particular assets with taxpayers’ money.  Mr. 
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Ó Foghlú states that the Department has a liaison role and is asking organisations that are in the 
same geographic area to liaise with each other.  It does not have a legal role.  It will ultimately 
go back to the Department for sanction.  It was a good point for the committee to highlight and 
a circular has been issued to the various higher education institutes.

Deputy  David Cullinane: When are the Department and the HEA due to appear before the 
committee?  It has been a long time since we had them in.

Chairman: We will come to the work programme in a few minutes.  I do not think they are 
due to appear in the immediate future.  We will note and publish that correspondence.

The next item is No. 2447, dated 10 October 2019, from Ms Lorna Gallagher, appeals com-
missioner at the Tax Appeals Commission, responding to our request for an information note 
and further details on the ten highest value appeals in the bi-monthly progress report provided 
to the committee.  We asked the commission to identify the industry sectors of these high ap-
peals.  The commission states it cannot do so because that might identify the parties involved in 
the big sectors.  The level of debt at the tax appeals commission has been increasing.  The com-
mission was established in March 2016 and by the end of 2016 the quantum of cases on hand 
was €1.4 billion.  It then got €600 million of new cases, meaning that at the end of 2017 there 
was €2 billion in outstanding cases on its desk.  In 2018, it had five high value appeals which 
brought the debt to €4 billion.  Those cases had a value of €2 billion between them.  Obviously, 
if the commission were to identify the sector, it would make the organisations in question easily 
identifiable.  Of interest is that to date in 2019 the quantum of appeals closed by the commis-
sion has exceeded the quantum of new appeals received by €300 million, resulting in a current 
balance of appeals on hand of approximately €3.7 billion.  These are significant figures.  Obvi-
ously, five companies account for over 50% of the overall figure.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: When we last discussed this matter, I raised the issue of the 
categories into which the appeals fall.  For example, a dispute may relate to a pharmaceutical 
company writing off research and development expenses.  I read an article in The Sunday Busi-
ness Post  or The Sunday Times last week or the week before.  The article was a bit eye-watering 
as it outlined that the amount paid is 10% of the amount adjudicated.  For example, if there is an 
adjudication of €100 million, the liability will end up being €10 million.  I acknowledge that we 
do not need to see the individual cases, but we need some sort of profile of what the settlements 
end up being because while a figure of €3.7 billion is eye watering, it is a different matter if only 
10% of that is realised.  We need to get a better understanding of that.

Chairman: I will call the Comptroller and Auditor General in a moment to give his opin-
ion.  I am familiar with the article to which the Deputy refers.  The committee has highlighted 
a couple of matters.  First, only a fraction of the settlements published by the commission are 
paid.  Although a firm may be adjudicated as owing €1.4 million or similar, there is no indica-
tion of whether that amount has been paid in full or in part.  Sometimes it is paid and sometimes 
it is not.  We have asked for details of the amounts collected following the publication of the 
appeals.  We will receive those figures.  The percentage is relatively low.  It seems that the 
Revenue pursue the tax judgment to make a point.  It may be aware that it will not receive the 
money, but it wants to follow cases through.

Second, in the cases referred to by the Deputy, the Revenue faced a legal challenge on 
grounds of delay.  The Comptroller and Auditor General referred to this in his annual report.  
That means that we need to bring in Revenue quite promptly on this issue.  I ask the Comptrol-
ler and Auditor General to give his opinion.
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Mr. Seamus McCarthy: One of the chapters I presented this year looked at the area of the 
assessed liability, the settlement and the amount collected.  I made recommendations on how 
the commission might improve its reporting in that regard such that in the case of published 
settlements we find out whether that amount was collected and, if not, why not.  The case re-
ferred to in the Sunday newspaper is one that I provided as a case study.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: That is correct.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: It involved a delay on the part of Revenue that undermined its ca-
pacity to enforce the collection and, therefore, there was a settlement.  It happened to be one of 
the cases we examined because there was no other way of finding it.  It was by paring back that 
case and looking at how it evolved over many years and whether the amount had been collected 
that we found it had not been.  On published tax defaulters, there is a diagram that indicates per 
quarter how much of the money had been collected.  It outlines the payment rate at the end of 
May 2019 for the period from quarter 1 of 2017 to quarter 4 of 2018.

Chairman: Correct.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: There are quite significant amounts of money remaining uncol-
lected.  For example, with regard to quarter 3 of 2017, at the end of May 2019 60% of the pub-
lished amount was still outstanding for collection.

Chairman: Of the published judgments.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Yes.  Not all the judgments are published, for a variety of reasons.  
There are several matters arising from that chapter which should be discussed with Revenue.  
In fairness, with regard to quarter 2 of 2018, a year later only 29% of what was published was 
outstanding.  The variances are quite significant but there is scope for better reporting of these 
figures, and that is what I suggested.

Chairman: We need to see the trend because one high-value case can distort the quarterly 
figure.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: It can, but there are figures of 29%, 26%, 42%, 45%, 60% and 
50%-----

Chairman: Uncollected.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: -----uncollected up to a year or a year and a half later.

Chairman: After the event.

On the final issue dealt with in the letter, the commission states that the ten highest value 
appeals relate to a variety of areas of law and provisions of tax legislation, mainly in respect of 
corporation tax.  Some of these cases could end up in court during this process.  It is a matter of 
legal interpretation rather than a calculation of tax.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: The article has jogged my memory.  This issue is incredibly 
important because it these cases do not involve Joe and Josephine Soap.  Most of them relate to 
corporation tax.  We have a very generous corporation tax system and when that is in dispute, 
it brings it into disrepute.  The commission gave us a very graphic description of how it func-
tioned when it was set up first, making reference to computers going on fire and so on.  It was 
quite a shocking session.  Did that make a difference?  If something is going to be problematic 
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because of the length of time spent adjudicating on it, are we at a point such that we can see a 
difference in terms of the intervention being made by the commission?

Chairman: There are a couple of points on which we are clear.  This was addressed in the 
Budget Statement.  All members are aware that the Government totally underestimated the task 
before the Tax Appeals Commission when it was established on a statutory basis.  There was 
insufficient provision in terms of the number of appeals commissioners and other staff, as well 
as resources.  The organisation established by the Government was not fit for the task ahead 
of it.  When one sets up a new body, it will attract new interest.  It has been playing catch-up.  
There are some historic appeals.  Its funding has been significantly increased this year.  I think 
there was legislation to increase the number of commissioners the other day or I spoke on that 
issue somewhere recently.

Between 2019 and 2020 there were significant increases in resources to the Tax Appeals 
Commission for staffing and commissioners.  It is playing catch-up and I accept it did not get 
it right at the beginning.

I just want to make an observation on the consultancy issue.  I would like the Office of Gov-
ernment Procurement to come in on this at a later stage when we collate the information.  Take 
the case of the general data protection regulation, GDPR.  I suspect this is what is happening.  
There is a myriad of Government bodies and agencies which have to handle this.  They go to 
the Office of Government Procurement to get a firm of consultants to deal with it.  One could 
find ten different Government agencies ending up with the same company asking for a brief on 
how to handle GDPR.  Given that the company will have done the job for the first agency, all it 
has to do is change the cover and charge the full price for the next nine.  I have seen this happen 
before.  All the big firms know they will be called upon.  They have taken on big operations to 
deal with these queries.  Say the company charges €20,000 for a project.  Then another similar 
sized agency comes along.  All the company has to do is change the cover and the names on it 
and the job is 99% the same.  That is my concern.

I will be asking the Office of Government Procurement to look at categories of procurement.  
If there are umpteen agencies putting out a similar tender independently, is there any way of 
getting a reduced rate on the basis that one will get a similar project from ten organisations as 
opposed to a once-off?  I am only speculating but my instinct is that there is some of that hap-
pening.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Alternatively, we could build institutional capacity and not 
have to go outside.

Chairman: When there is new legislation, one cannot expect the existing public service to 
be geared up.  Sometimes if we pass legislation, the capacity may not be in-house.  I take the 
Deputy’s point, however.  It was just an afterthought I had.  We will note and publish this.  Is 
that agreed?  Agreed.

No. 2448 B is correspondence from Mr. Seán Ó Foghlú, Secretary General, Department 
of Education and Skills, dated 10 October 2019, providing a further update for the committee 
regarding property transfers and cash payments from religious congregations as contributions 
towards the costs incurred by the State in responding to residential institutional child abuse.  
This is specific to today’s meeting.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I welcome the updates.  However, it has taken this commit-
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tee and reports from the Comptroller and Auditor General on the redress scheme to follow up on 
this.  We have said it many times but it is important to say it again.  It should have not taken that 
much effort.  If an agreement was made, voluntarily or legally, it should have been followed up.

On a general point, for example, Lenaboy in County Galway, a former industrial school, 
was finally transferred after ten years.  The site had remained vacant in that time.  It has taken 
all this time to transfer it to the local authority.  Now it has an empty building that is derelict 
and that will cost the taxpayer a fortune, not to mention security.  I fought for and wanted it this 
transfer.  That is just one example of what has happened in this case of absolute mismanage-
ment and failure to follow up.

Chairman: The last phrase is correct.  I was on the previous committee and this question 
was often asked.  At one stage, there was one staff member working on this part-time.  It was 
neglected by the Department for years on end.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: In that context, one of the points made by the Comptroller 
and Auditor General in his reports was the lack of co-operation from the religious orders.  That 
is not acceptable.

Chairman: I genuinely believe it was the Committee of Public Accounts that dealt with this 
and no one else.  It should not take the committee to get these things sorted.  If it is the only 
way it will happen, we will do it.  However, this should not have to be the case.  We will do it if 
nobody else seems to be actively or publicly on the case.  We are probably helping the Depart-
ment in our own way by raising this matter publicly in terms of its work in dealing with various 
organisations as well.  Today’s main meeting will deal with this.  We will note and publish this 
item.   Is that agreed?  Agreed.

No. 2449 B is correspondence from Ms Marie Broderick, superintendent, An Garda Sío-
chána, dated 9 October 2019, in response to a request from the committee for further details on 
information provided by the Garda Commissioner at the meeting on 9 May 2019.  We will note 
and publish this item.  Deputy Cullinane requested information on this case.

Deputy  David Cullinane: I want to respond to the letter and the response we received from 
the superintendent on behalf of the Garda Commissioner.  This goes back to questions I put to 
the Commissioner on an individual.  Her name is in the public domain but I will not use it.  It 
concerns an individual who was arrested on suspicion of fraud relating to sick leave.  At the 
time, it was an extraordinary situation where proper due process was not followed.  There was 
no proper internal process followed where the person would have an opportunity to account for 
herself.  It seems it went straight to a criminal investigation.  A very strange arrest was made 
and then the case went to court where it was dismissed.

We asked the Garda Commissioner several questions on process.  I am not satisfied with the 
responses we got from the Garda Commissioner.  I have no problem with the first two responses 
because he cannot be across every detail of every case.  He was not aware that the individual 
in question had made a further complaint and he was not aware of a mediation process.  He ac-
cepted that when he was before us.

However, another issue concerns the exit survey the individual did.  My understanding is 
that she claimed bullying occurred.  We asked whether this was a pattern in this particular Garda 
station.  We asked for a breakdown of the exit surveys and whether any instances of bullying 
or harassment had been cited.  We asked that the response include a breakdown for Store Street 
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Garda station.  We were not looking for individuals’ details just the data.  The response is that 
An Garda Síochána has no record of any person citing bullying and-or harassment in an exit 
survey.  It is qualified, however, by stating that exit surveys are conducted by local management 
and there is no organisational policy in place in this regard.  That does not answer the question.  
It may well be that there are such instances but that they are not logged at a local level and the 
data are not collated.  We need to tell the Garda to go back to the superintendents in the Garda 
stations and local managers and have them provide the data.  If there is no structure in place for 
collating data, that is not our problem.  That is the Garda’s problem.

We also asked for information on the number of cases where civilians and members of An 
Garda Síochána were arrested for suspected fraud relating to sick notes.  The response is that 
between 2016 and 2019, three disciplinary investigations were undertaken to investigate al-
legations concerning the altering of medical certificates and the claiming of allowances while 
on sick leave.  We would not stand over any that if there were instances.  It does not answer the 
question, however, as to whether any of these cases led to criminal investigations.  I am taking 
from the reply that the answer is “No” apart from this one case.

Chairman: One was found to be not in breach, one we do not know about and the other is 
still ongoing.

Deputy  David Cullinane: No.  These were disciplinary investigations which is a different 
process.  The question we asked is whether there have been instances of people who were ar-
rested for suspected fraud.

The point is that this individual’s case is the only instance where there was an arrest and 
the person was brought before a court for alleged fraud relating to a sick note.  The case was 
then dismissed in court.  We asked were there any more instances.  This letter does not answer 
the question.  It talks about disciplinary processes.  My point is that there is no candour here in 
terms of giving the responses to the questions that have been asked.

More importantly, we asked about the related policy and practice in An Garda Síochána for 
dealing with suspected fraud relating to sick leave and the details of it.  The response noted that 
instances of non-compliance with sick leave regulations and falsification of records are reported 
to human resources.  It states the Civil Service disciplinary code may be invoked for serious 
misconduct.  In the case we raised initially, that did not happen.  Why?  That is the point.  In this 
case, the Garda seems to have bypassed its own processes and went straight to an arrest.  What 
we know is that the gardaí who arrested this individual were known to her.  That was an issue as 
well.  There are issues with process here.  It may well be that they are not for this committee to 
discuss - I do not know - but they came up in the course of an appearance of the Garda Commis-
sioner before the Committee of Public Accounts.  We need to go back to the Commissioner and 
get clearer answers to the questions we put.  The obvious ones concern the exit surveys, which 
I have cited.  Can he be clearer that there was only one case, as it seems there was, that led to 
a criminal investigation?  That should be very easy for him to respond to.  Furthermore, why 
was this issue not dealt with through the Civil Service disciplinary code, as per Garda policy?

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: I think we all recall the Garda Commissioner giving the in-
formation on this case.  The committee subsequently received a letter stating that there was an 
error in his response to us.  Whether he was before this committee or whether the information 
was given by way of correspondence, that certainly happened.  Obviously, the Commissioner 
did not get the correct information internally from the people who were advising him.  It strikes 
me - and this may not be a matter for this committee to discuss - that to carry out an exit sur-
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vey with one’s immediate supervisor is not the way to go.  We certainly have to ask about the 
process used in this regard.  If there is to be a change in culture, we have to make it possible for 
people to be honest and frank in exit surveys.  That seems very obvious.  If something is subject 
to a criminal investigation, the committee would have no business having a discussion about it, 
but we need to know if that is the case.

Gardaí are involved in a very dangerous job and some of them will be out on sick leave.  
One would expect to see that.  Let us say there are allegations that there are a small number who 
have altered medical certificates.  Would the various allowances apply while they are out sick?  
It is not at all clear what that would have amounted to in terms of the payments individuals have 
received.  In the Civil Service people are paid a certain amount, but with certain other grades, 
such as garda, soldier or whatever, very often allowances make up a large proportion of their 
income.  It would be useful to find out if people on sick pay lose their allowances.

Deputy Cullinane is right about separating out the reasons a disciplinary code would be 
used, when it is used and when matters go beyond the code.  That is not clear from this corre-
spondence.  I am not sure whether this is a matter for the committee to discuss but it is difficult 
to ask another committee to follow up on something on which we have opened up a dialogue.  
We should close that off before we decide what to do with this.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I agree with Deputy Cullinane on this.  This ends up becom-
ing a value for money issue because if the systems in place are there in theory but do not work, 
they end up costing money.  This is probably a matter for the justice committee as well.  The 
points have been made.  I recall the Commissioner’s appearance before the committee.  He 
came back and apologised or said he did not know-----

Chairman: That is correct.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: However, he also made the point that he did not have knowl-
edge of the question beforehand, which was not a great reason.

Chairman: Yes, I know.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: If one does not know, one waits, but he said he did not have 
foreknowledge of the matter.  This is simple.  Exit surveys should not be carried out if one is not 
going to learn from them.  The whole point of an exit survey is to learn from it.  A simple answer 
here would have been very helpful to us.  We asked a very simple question, namely, whether 
bullying and harassment were recorded in the exit survey.  Instead of responding that the Garda 
has a system in place and its analysis found that bullying and harassment did not come up, the 
response was that An Garda Síochána had no record of any person citing bullying.  That is not 
an answer to our question.  The next question we asked was very simple, namely, whether any-
one had been arrested in respect of fraud.  The answer should have been “Yes” or “No” and in 
the case of “Yes”, the number of arrests should have been given.  These are simple questions, 
so it is not reassuring to the Committee of Public Accounts to receive such answers.  Only two 
weeks ago, we had Garda representatives before us with their transformational presentation on 
their organisation and the justice committee.  We want to believe them.  I want gardaí on the 
street and in my community and I want to believe them, but answers such as these do not help.

Deputy  David Cullinane: I raised this case because it was brought to my attention before 
the Garda Commissioner appeared before the committee.  There was a value-for-money ele-
ment to it because there was an allegation at the time that due process was not followed.  That 
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led to a criminal investigation that cost the State money.  It went to court and the charges were 
dismissed.  Leaving aside that case, I have no problem with individuals within An Garda Sío-
chána who are falsifying records for the purpose of defrauding the State and the system being 
dealt with.  Of course they should be dealt with.  Nobody on this committee would stand over 
anything else.  The question, however, is what processes are in place to determine that.  When it 
is an issue of sick leave, it should be dealt with first by human resources and then the other sys-
tems, the disciplinary code and so on, kick in.  That is the procedure to be followed.  The point 
is that in this case that procedure does not seem to have been followed and there were a lot of 
question marks over the nature of the arrest and so on, all leading to the case collapsing in court.

There is, however, a more fundamental point, which Deputies Connolly and Catherine Mur-
phy touched on, about the exit surveys.  An Garda Síochána says there is no record of bullying 
being cited, but we need to know whether that statement is factual, in other words, whether it 
is based on the fact that An Garda Síochána does not have an organisational record or whether 
it has actually carried out the trawl.  There is a difference.  It would not be factually right to 
say there is no record.  There may be no records held, but that does not mean that in a local 
Garda station somewhere, when gardaí start to go through any exit surveys, there would not be 
a record of bullying.  If there is a number of records in one particular Garda station, that would 
create a problem because there could be a culture, which is what we were trying to establish.

Deputy Catherine Murphy’s point about the independence of exit surveys is also important.  
I do not think that is a matter for our committee, however, and perhaps we should refer it to the 
justice committee.  We should send our follow-up questions.  It would not be good enough for 
the committee to decide the answers to our questions were unsatisfactory.  We need to get clear-
er answers from the Commissioner and then perhaps we can decide how to proceed from there.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: The manner in which the investigations came to light will 
tell us something about the system in place for carrying out disciplinary investigations.  If these 
cases came to light through a total review of, for example, sick leave, as opposed to somebody 
making a decision to carry out an investigation based on a belief that something was incorrect, 
that would be a totally different thing.  Is a system in place to carry out a review?  We want 
people who are out sick, who have been injured on the job, to be above reproach.  If there is 
fraud in the system, it undermines that.  What is the system in place to identify this?

Chairman: I will make a few suggestions.  First, while the name of the person mentioned in 
this letter is in the public arena, we have not put it in the public arena, and I propose we redact 
the person’s name before we publish the letter.  The name is out there but it is not for us to put 
it out there.  The name is mentioned three or four times in the letter but it will be redacted when 
we publish it.  Second, I think everybody is clear that An Garda Síochána does not have an 
organisational policy in place for exit surveys, so it does not know.  That is the honest answer.  
If it does not have a policy, it could not have said there is no record.  We will, therefore, ask 
the Commissioner whether he will put a policy in place.  If he will, we will ask how it will be 
implemented, and if he will not, we will ask him for reasons.

I will move on.  I am taking a slightly different approach to this.  I see a distinction in this 
letter between the arrest and what we are talking about, particularly in the last paragraph, which 
states that where cases of fraud are suspected, they are escalated for criminal investigation.  
They have nothing to do with HR.  If someone in the Garda believes fraud has been committed 
by another member of the Garda, the matter goes straight to a fraud investigation.  The letter 
further notes that instances of non-compliance with sick leave regulations are reported to HR.  
Someone came to the conclusion that there was a suspected case of fraud here, but HR does not 
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follow up on fraud.  HR can do what it likes, but if the Garda suspects fraud, it must follow it 
up on a criminal basis.  These are two different, unconnected tracks.  One can follow the other, 
though it does not have to.  I have seen cases over the years of gardaí being prosecuted for al-
legedly taking €200 or €300 out of a station from money handed in for gun licences.  That is 
suspected fraud, which goes straight to a criminal investigation.  That does not only go to HR, 
because if the Garda believes there is fraud it goes off on that track.  That is the Garda’s job.  It 
has a second role as an employer and HR comes into that.  I see why one went-----

Deputy  David Cullinane: I would add a caveat to that.  I do not disagree with what-----

Chairman: Allow me to finish.  There is a complete distinction between suspected fraud 
and instances of non-compliance with procedures.  Suspected fraud cases mean a potential loss 
to An Garda Síochána as money would be paid out in a fraudulent manner.  Fraud is a criminal 
issue, not a HR issue.  Do members understand the distinction I am making?  I am not trying to 
muddy the waters, but rather trying to clarify.  We will go back to what the Deputy said.  I am 
not asking everyone to agree with me, but I see two different issues going on here which are 
independent of each other.  One does not follow the other.  I accept that this particular case was 
dismissed and was probably thrown out of court.  However, I can see why, if the Garda believes 
that one of its members is involved in suspected fraud, it would be a straightforward criminal 
matter rather than a HR matter.  I am just making that observation.

Deputy  David Cullinane: I do not think the Chairman is muddying the waters at all.  He 
is quite right to point that distinction out.  The second page of the letter refers to the three disci-
plinary investigations, which are the next step in the process.  HR proceedings come first, then 
the internal disciplinary mechanisms kick in.  The allegations in these three cases apparently 
related to altering medical certificates and did not get to the point of fraud, it would seem.  We 
asked about suspected fraud and arrests but the letter talks about the disciplinary procedures.  
In this case, I imagine that it should have gone through the disciplinary procedures, where any 
errors would have been captured, rather than going straight to an arrest and a court proceeding.  
There are a number of different steps in the process.

Chairman: We will send the transcript of this discussion to An Garda Síochána in order 
to give it a precise understanding of the issues raised.  We need clarification on whether these 
three cases are separate from the case about which we are talking.  It is quite possible that these 
cases were disciplinary and that the case to which we are referring is criminal.  I want to know 
whether the one we have been writing about is one of these three cases, as I do not know that.  
There are two different processes involved, namely, criminal proceedings if there is suspected 
loss of money, or HR intervention if not.

Deputy  David Cullinane: That is fair.

Chairman: We will send the transcript and put the questions to which members want an-
swers.  We will publish this letter, redacting the name of the person concerned.  That is noted 
and published with redaction.

Correspondence No. 2450B is from Mr. Tom Doherty, chief operations officer of Teagasc, 
providing an information note requested by the committee about the number of contracts that 
were non-compliant with procurement rules in 2018.  These were recorded in the statements 
of internal control or governance in its annual report.  This committee now has a policy of im-
mediately writing to an organisation for a detailed explanation, which can be put on the pub-
lic record, whenever we meet instances of non-compliance with public procurement.  Public 
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bodies will likely not want their details read out to that extent in future and so it will probably 
encourage them to deal with the issue and not let it recur.  The letter from Teagasc provides 
considerable details, much of them relating to the rollover of a Vodafone telephone account.  It 
seems to be dealing with the issues.  We will note and publish the letter.  Our point is well made 
on that particular issue.  Public bodies will have to give a detailed point-by-point full explana-
tion of the issue, the action taken, the value involved and the remedial action taken.  They will 
not want to be written to again next year.  Let us hope they act accordingly.  We will note and 
publish that.  Is that agreed?  Agreed.

Correspondence No. 2453B is from Mr. Ciarán Breen, the director of the State Claims 
Agency.  It provides information requested by the committee on the general indemnity scheme 
and clinical indemnity scheme, details of the type of cover provided and information regarding 
which legal costs are covered or not covered.  This is a follow-up inquiry for the purposes of 
our periodic report.  We have asked for details where we felt there were gaps in our information.  
We will note and publish that letter, which will feed into our periodic report.

Correspondence No. 2454B is from Mr. Michael Goodwin from the energy security divi-
sion of the Department of Communications, Climate Action and Environment.  It provides an 
information note on the National Oil Reserves Agency levy and its potential repurposing for 
use by the climate action fund, which will require legislation.  Deputy MacSharry previously 
raised this issue.  The Department states that legislation is required to achieve this goal.  It also 
clarifies, in response to the Deputy’s question from a previous meeting, that it is not in a posi-
tion to hand over the surplus in its accounts to the Government by way of a dividend.  It accepts 
that the levy is in excess of what it requires and it now wants it to be used for the climate action 
fund, which is Government policy.  The Government has published the National Oil Reserves 
Agency (Amendment) and Provision of Central Treasury Services Bill, which will provide for 
the surplus levies collected to be used for the climate action fund.  The letter goes on to say 
that legislation is currently being developed to amend the 2007 legislation and provide for the 
expansion of the purpose of future levy funds.  The letter has not answered the central question 
we asked about the existing build-up of funds, though we understand that future levies can have 
a new purpose based in the legislation.  This question will probably be debated in the Chamber 
during the passage of the legislation, whenever that happens.  The letter sets out the Depart-
ment’s position crystal clear.  We will note and publish this item.

Deputy  Marc MacSharry: We need the Department to set it out crystal clear, because I did 
so two weeks ago.  The reality is that that €250 million cannot be used for anything except that 
agency.  The other issue is that people are paying 1.5 cent per litre for the climate action fund 
on top of the carbon tax and being hit doubly, though I acknowledge that this is Government 
policy.  We will not get the benefit of that €250 million unless the Government stops levying the 
agency for a period and works down the funds.  Alternatively, as was suggested to me, it could 
buy an extra few days’ oil, which might use up the money.  I am glad to have exposed this issue, 
but I wish we could use the €250 million for other projects.

Chairman: It is interesting that, in this day and age, €250 million has essentially been 
locked into a State agency’s account.  It has no immediate purpose for that fund and there is no 
provision to pay it back to the Government by way of a dividend, so it is locked in.  We have to 
find a mechanism in order to use it for an appropriate purpose.  I thank Deputy MacSharry for 
raising this issue.  That is where it currently stands.

The next set of correspondence is category C, which is from individuals and other corre-
spondence.  Correspondence No. 2431C, dated 6 October 2019, is from an individual who has 
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queried information provided to the committee on whether profits from the student transport 
scheme are or could be used to cross-subsidise Bus Éireann.  This is a school transport issue, 
which was raised at a Committee of Public Accounts meeting on 28 Feb 2013.  The letter quotes 
Deputy Paschal Donohoe, who was a member of the committee at the time, from the committee 
transcript.  He was very concerned and wanted to verify that Bus Éireann was not using these 
funds for any purposes other than school transport.  The then Chairman, Deputy McGuinness, 
reiterated the same point.  I think many people sought clarification on it.  At this stage, we will 
request a note from the Department of Education and Skills on whether Bus Éireann’s auditors 
have satisfied themselves on this question.  As a member of the committee at that time, Deputy 
Donohoe wanted verification that this was the actual situation.  We will try to get that.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: As I reported in the special report, my understanding is that the 
auditors are giving an assurance that the estimate of cost has been prepared in accordance with 
the framework that was set down in 1973 or 1975.  They are not giving an assurance that there 
is no cross-subsidisation.  All they are saying is that it has been prepared as agreed.

Chairman: Okay.  Is there anyone else we can ask to try to give us that assurance?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: We can ask the Department again if the matter has changed since 
I reported.  That is my recollection of what I reported previously.

Chairman: It is vague.  We have not yet received a satisfactory answer.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: There is no assurance around cross-subsidisation.  All the auditors 
are saying is that the thing has been prepared the way it was supposed to have been prepared.

Chairman: Okay.  We are going to write to the Department to clarify this point.  Members 
can see that it is an ongoing issue.  It has been before this committee for a couple of years.  It 
was before the last Committee of Public Accounts as well.  We will note the correspondence.  
We will not publish it because it is from a private individual.  We will ask the Department to 
respond.  I think that under GDPR, we have to get permission from the person if we want to 
contact the Department on his behalf.

Next is No. 2435, from the Irish Thalidomide Association, dated 30 September 2019.  It 
relates to communication with the Taoiseach, the Minister for Health and the Minister of State 
with responsibility for disability services.  The association is looking for all-party support for a 
number of issues, including the lifting of the limitation period in the context of all thalidomide 
survivors, an acknowledgement of wrongdoing by the State and recompense for survivors.  
While we are all sympathetic and we all support the principle the association is talking about, it 
is not a matter with which the Committee of Public Accounts can deal specifically.  It has been 
referred to the Taoiseach, the Minister and the Minister of State for them to deal with it.  I sug-
gest that we note this correspondence.  This is really a matter to be dealt with in the Chamber.  
Members can show their support for this cause by asking parliamentary questions and raising 
it in the Chamber, but the Committee of Public Accounts cannot take it on.  Any change in the 
legislation in this area is a policy issue.  Any time limitations on the taking of cases are policy 
issues.  We will note the correspondence.  I ask members to support it as best they can and in a 
manner they deem appropriate.

Next is No. 2438, dated 7 October 2019, from an individual who represents a group that 
is raising the alleged misuse of resource allocations in schools.  The correspondence refers 
particularly to resources for students with special needs.  It lists a number of findings and 
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recommendations in relation to whole-school evaluations.  It suggests that the Department of 
Education and Skills has failed to deal with the educational matters raised.  In my view, this is 
a matter of public funds allocated for special education purposes.  It is alleged in the letter that 
funds are being used for school administration and other purposes.  If this means that money 
being allocated for special needs purposes is not being used for those purposes, the Commit-
tee of Public Accounts will want to know why funding being allocated to a vulnerable group 
is possibly being used for other purposes in the school.  I do not know whether it is.  I met the 
correspondent in person outside a committee meeting a couple of weeks ago.  He asked this 
committee to examine what he considers is the misuse of public funds in this case.

Deputy  Bobby Aylward: Surely it should be ring-fenced for whatever it is designated for.  
That is it.

Chairman: Can we agree to send this correspondence to the Department, accompanied 
by a request for a detailed response?  We do not want to hear what its policy is: we want to 
know what it is doing to ensure voted moneys that are set aside for children with special needs 
in schools throughout the country are being used specifically for such purposes.  It would be 
dreadful to think that this is happening on any significant scale.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: This is not the first time this kind of issue has been raised 
with me over a number of years.  I would be very surprised if it has not been raised with other 
Deputies.  What control does the Department have at individual school level?  Can we ask it 
specifically about this critical issue?  What inspections and controls are in place?  Is there a 
complaints mechanism?  What controls are put in place to ensure there is no abuse?

Chairman: We need to ask those questions.  I am not sure whether boards of management 
have to audit the income of schools, such as capitation grants and other grants.  Maybe mem-
bers can tell me whether they do.  I am not talking about teacher salaries because they come 
straight from the Department.  It goes without saying that all schools are tight on money.  I am 
involved in my local community employment scheme, which has to have two audits, one of 
which relates to its own fund.  The company that runs it has to have a second audit.  The ac-
counts of community employment schemes are audited to ensure the moneys that are paid for 
training, staffing, courses and materials are used for the purposes for which they are intended, 
as agreed with the Department.  An audit has to be done.  I do not know whether any audit is 
done in a school.  I am just not sure.  I am not suggesting that 4,000 audits have to be done in all 
the schools in Ireland.  I think there should be an annual return from the board of management 
of each school, showing how the money received from the Department under various headings 
has been utilised.  Maybe there is a need for some spot checks.  The issue this correspondence 
highlights is that when the money is sent out, that is the end of it.  That is not good enough.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: I think there is a difference where it is a staff resource.  We 
all know that schools are often-----

Chairman: Tight.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: They are under pressure to stretch a limited resource.  They 
often have to share a resource among a number of pupils.  We might have to differentiate be-
tween certain things.  I received a complaint about a laptop that was provided for a pupil, when 
in fact the pupil did not get access to the laptop.  That is the kind of thing that has been brought 
to my attention.  We might have to differentiate between those two things.  Most schools are 
trying to do their best to share out things that might not be specific to an individual student.  



22

PAC

Each school has to define who has the most need.  The resource in question might not cover all 
of the need.  Complaints can be made when there is an expectation that a shared support will be 
used in a certain manner.

Chairman: Okay.  We will ask the Department for a detailed response.  I know there are 
major gaps in whole-school evaluation reports.  If a school building is collapsing, it will not be 
covered in the whole-school evaluation report.  We will ask the Department to respond to what 
has been highlighted.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: I would like to refer to special needs grants in this context.  We 
know that every school in the State is under strain and stress because of shortages.  The Chair 
has indicated that we will ask the Department what process or mechanism it uses for auditing 
school grants.  Perhaps this is done through boards of management or through inspections.  
There is a need to ensure every single grant under every heading is spent in the right depart-
ment of the school in accordance with the procedures.  We should ask the Department how it 
supervises and inspects school expenditure.  Maybe it can furnish us with the relevant details.  
How many cases have been brought to its attention?  Did it investigate them?  What was the 
outcome?  If several cases were brought to its attention in the past, what has been done since 
then to ensure these problems have not continued?

Chairman: I thank the Deputy.  We will send a transcript of this discussion to the Depart-
ment with a covering letter in order to ensure it is familiar with the issues members have raised.  
We will note this item of correspondence and we will contact the Department directly on it.

Next is No. 2445, from Deputy Kate O’Connell, who is requesting further information from 
Bord na gCon regarding the post mortems that are conducted when greyhounds die on the track 
at its events.  I take it that the Deputy is happy for us to forward her letter to Bord na gCon for 
a detailed response.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Yes

Chairman: Okay.  We will do that.  It is agreed that we will ask for a detailed response.

The final item today is No. 2446, dated 10 October, from Deputy David Cullinane, who is 
requesting further information from the National Transport Authority.  We sent a detailed list to 
the authority arising from last week’s meeting.  The Deputy has a few other issues he wants to 
raise.  Is it agreed that those issues will also be sent to the National Transport Authority for its 
response?  Agreed.

Having dealt with the correspondence, the next item on the agenda is three sets of financial 
statements that have been laid before and listed in Dáil Éireann.  They will come up on the 
screen in a moment.  The Arts Council, the Dublin Institute of Advanced Studies and the Com-
mission for Aviation Regulation all received a clear audit opinion.  We will just note those and 
the fact that they have been laid before the Oireachtas.

The next item on the agenda is our work programme, which is on the screen now.  Caranua 
will be before us today.  Representatives from the Department of Agriculture, Food and the 
Marine will be here next week to discuss accounts and there is also a chapter in the Comptrol-
ler and Auditor General’s report on this matter.  The next item is our meeting with the Courts 
Service-----

Deputy  Shane Cassells: Has there been any indication yet as to whether that will be a sit-
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ting week?  If it is not a sitting week, will this committee sit anyway?

Chairman: We probably will not sit if the Houses are not sitting, in which case we will have 
to postpone that meeting.  It is up to members but if it is a sitting week, we should schedule a 
meeting.  If it is not a sitting week, the members can decide-----

Deputy  Shane Cassells: Is the Business Committee making that decision next week?

Chairman: I do not know.  Of course, it could make a decision and then be forced to change 
it, depending on events.  The point is well made and there is a question mark over that meeting 
because we are not quite sure what will happen.  If the Dáil is not sitting, will we take it that 
this committee will not sit?  If the Dáil is sitting that week, we will proceed with the meeting.  
Is that agreed?

Deputy  Bobby Aylward: That is agreed.

Chairman: I do not think people will come up if the Dáil is not sitting.  We understand 
where we are on that and the difficulty will be rescheduling.

The next item is a meeting with the Department of Employment Affairs and Social Protec-
tion followed by a meeting the following week with the Office of Public Works, OPW.  There 
are chapters in the Comptroller and Auditor General’s report on both.  We will meet the Chari-
ties Regulator on 21 November.  On 28 November the HSE will come before us, provisionally, 
to deal with its financial statements and the Comptroller and Auditor General’s report.  Follow-
ing that, on 5 December, we will speak to representatives of the National Paediatric Hospital 
Development Board.  At that meeting will be representatives from the HSE, the Department of 
Health as well as the new body, the name of which is-----

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Children’s Health Ireland.

Chairman: We want that organisation here that week because there is activity going on, 
outside of construction, which is under its remit.  I refer here to getting patient records systems 
in place and so on.  Children’s Health Ireland commenced functioning on 1 January this year 
but work was being done on that project prior to that.  That body has not been before this com-
mittee yet but it is a fundamental part of the national children’s hospital project.

We have suggested a meeting with Pobal for 12 December.  Last week we agreed to have a 
meeting on the carbon fund, fossil fuel levy and so on.  The CSO has produced a report and the 
Comptroller and Auditor General has a chapter in his report on this issue.  We know that well 
over €3 billion has been collected and the Comptroller and Auditor General has recommended 
that Departments be required to show how the money that has been collected under the name 
of the carbon fund has been utilised.  The CSO has reported on this and the ESRI has produced 
two reports on it which have been circulated to members.  One of the ESRI reports, published in 
October, provides a breakdown of the headings under the carbon fund.  We will not have a big 
discussion on it now but I am proposing that as the aforementioned two independent organisa-
tions have done much work on the carbon tax collected and how it has been spent, I propose one 
or possibly two meetings on this issue.  At one of the meetings we will talk to the CSO and the 
ESRI because they are independent of the Department and have done great work on this.  We 
are not going to redo any of their work but it would be very helpful for the public if we have a 
public discussion on the carbon fund.  There is a lack of transparency and the CSO and ESRI 
have done much work to try to get behind it and have commented on how the funds collected 
have been used and whether the spending has been detrimental or useful in terms of reducing 
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our carbon emissions.  Obviously, we will invite representatives from the Department of Com-
munications, Climate Action and Environment a fortnight later.  We do not have confirmation 
from these organisations but we will ask the secretariat in November to make the necessary ar-
rangements.  We will try to make sure the meetings are not too long because people are under 
pressure.  We should be able to do a nice piece of very important work on the carbon fund in 
terms of taxes collected and their use, in two meetings.  We will confine it to two meetings - one 
with the CSO and ESRI and the other with the Department.  It will be helpful to the public.  This 
is 100% under the remit of this committee.  Taxes have been collected for a specific purpose 
and we want to see how they were utilised in the context of environmental issues.  It is 100% 
under our remit.  Are we agreed that the secretariat will come back with the dates as soon as 
they are confirmed?

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: I asked some questions on this several years ago and was 
told that the Department of Finance does not ring-fence funds.  I cannot remember the exact 
terminology that was used.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: The Department cannot ring-fence.

Chairman: It is not ring-fenced but is in with general taxation.  It is not like the environ-
ment levy, which goes into the environment fund.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: That is correct.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: It went into the central fund.  That is what I was told.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Yes, the central fund of the Exchequer.  All funds form one fund.

Chairman: I do not have an issue with it going in per se but if €400 million in carbon tax 
goes in this year, I would like to see projects across various Department, adding up to €400 mil-
lion, that are related to carbon emissions reduction.

Deputy  Bobby Aylward: The Minister has guaranteed that the extra tax that will be col-
lected this year will be ring-fenced and used for environmental projects.

Chairman: No, what happened in this year’s budget-----

Deputy  Bobby Aylward: I thought he gave that commitment on budget day.

Chairman: No.  We will not get into the politics of this but what was achieved in the budget 
is that there will be transparency vis-à-vis the extra €90 million that will be raised in carbon tax 
this year.  What I, as Chairman of the Committee of Public Accounts, want to know, is how the 
other €400 million-----

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I am interested in the Chairman’s use of the word “achieved”.

Chairman: Yes I used that word.  I am not mentioning how it was achieved but it was 
achieved.  We have transparency on the increase in the carbon tax but nobody mentioned the 
bigger issue which is that we are already collecting €400 million in carbon tax every year.  Let 
us see how the funds already collected and those being collected are spent.  We have opened the 
door but this committee will try to shed further light on the issue.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: We talked about the Revenue Commissioners earlier-----

Chairman: The Revenue Commissioners will have to come before us soon because there 
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have been big issues around debt write offs by Revenue.

Deputy  Peter Burke: What about Sport Ireland?  What is the situation with regard to a 
meeting with that organisation?

Deputy  Marc MacSharry: I think Sport Ireland is due to appear before the Joint Commit-
tee on Transport, Tourism and Sport.

Chairman: Yes, it will appear before that committee shortly.  We will not set a date for our 
meeting with Sport Ireland until after the aforementioned joint committee meeting because we 
do not want to duplicate work.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Sport Ireland was due to appear before the Joint Committee 
on Transport, Tourism and Sport but then there was a delay in the publication of its report-----

Deputy  Marc MacSharry: There was a delay in the release of the report.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Yes and the joint committee-----

Chairman: I suggest we wait until after that committee has its meeting and then we can 
decide on a date, if appropriate, for us to invite Sport Ireland to appear before us.  I do not want 
to jump on the work that is currently being done by the other committee.

Deputy  Peter Burke: We have to deal with policy as well.  We have to deal with how 
money is spent and holding Sport Ireland to account in that regard.  It is a big organisation.  This 
has been raised a number of times at this committee.

Chairman: In terms of outstanding matters, we have NAMA, Enterprise Ireland and the 
Strategic Banking Corporation of Ireland.  The HSE will be coming before us, as will the board 
of the paediatric hospital.  Sport Ireland is an organisation that has been mentioned quite a lot 
here but we do not have a date for a meeting yet.  We will try to get a date, preferably on a 
Thursday.  We may find that one of our scheduled Thursday meetings is not a big one and we 
could do a two-hour afternoon session with Sport Ireland.  I am trying to avoid going back to 
Tuesdays if at all possible.  We have two meetings scheduled for two Tuesdays already.  We will 
try to keep them as tight as possible.  We will also have to deal with our next periodic report 
which should be published in November.  We will try to get Sport Ireland to come in for an af-
ternoon session on one of the Thursdays.  We will set a time limit whereby we finish one session 
at lunchtime and begin the next session immediately after the voting in the Dáil.  Otherwise, we 
will run out of dates.  We will ask the secretariat to work on that.

Before we invite the witnesses in, we must go into private session to deal with one or two 
items of correspondence.

  The committee went into private session at 10.39 a.m., suspended at 10.55 a.m. and re-
sumed in public session at 11.09 a.m.

Caranua Financial Statements 2017

Ms Rachel Downes (Chief Executive Officer, Caranua) called and examined.

Chairman: We are meeting with Caranua about its financial statements for 2017.  We are 
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joined by Ms Rachel Downes, chief executive officer of Caranua.  She is very welcome to this 
first meeting in her role as chief executive officer.  We are also joined by Mr. David O’Callaghan, 
chairperson, Ms Sinéad Dwyer, director of services, and Mr. Michael Fitzpatrick, director of 
finance and corporate governance.  From the Department of Education and Skills, we are joined 
by Ms Aoife Conduit, Ms Catherine Hynes, Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa and Ms Ann Gorman.  
I remind members, witnesses and those in the Public Gallery that all mobile phones should be 
switched off or put to airplane mode.  Merely putting them onto silent will still interfere with 
the recording system.  I advise witnesses that by virtue of section 17(2)(l) of the Defamation 
Act 2009, they are protected by absolute privilege in respect of their evidence to this committee.  
However, if they are directed to cease giving evidence on a particular matter and continue to 
so do, they are entitled thereafter only to qualified privilege in respect of their evidence.  They 
are directed that only evidence connected with the subject matter of these proceedings is to be 
given and asked to respect the parliamentary practice to the effect that, where possible, they 
should not criticise nor make charges against any person, persons or entity by name or in such 
a way as to make him, her or it identifiable.  Members are reminded of the provisions of Stand-
ing Order 186 that they shall refrain from inquiring into the merits of a policy or policies of 
the Government or a Minister of the Government or the merits of the objectives of such policy.  
While we expect witnesses to answer questions put by the committee members clearly and with 
candour, witnesses can and should expect to be treated fairly and with respect and consideration 
at all times, in accordance with the witness protocol.

I ask the Comptroller and Auditor General, Mr. Seamus McCarthy, to make his opening 
statement.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: The Residential Institutions Statutory Fund Board, better known 
as Caranua, was established in March 2013 under the Residential Institutions Statutory Fund 
Act 2012.  Caranua is responsible for overseeing the use of substantial funds pledged by a num-
ber of religious congregations to support the needs of survivors of residential institutional child 
abuse.  The Act provides that the funds received from the religious congregations were to be 
used to pay grants to survivors in order that they may avail of approved services.  The types of 
approved services for which grant funding is available are housing support services, health and 
well-being services and education, learning and development services.  The Act also permits the 
use of the fund to pay for expenditure incurred by Caranua in the performance of its functions.

The financial statements for Caranua before the committee today relate to the financial year 
2017.  At December 2017, cash contributions amounting to €101 million had been received 
into the fund.  Interest earned on deposits amounted to €321,000.  As at 31 December 2017, 
the status of the amounts received was as follows: €66.8 million had been paid out by way of 
grants to survivors of residential institutional child abuse; €7.6 million had been used to fund 
Caranua’s administration costs and there was a net balance of €26.9 million remaining in the 
fund.  Caranua’s expenditure in 2017 totalled just over €17 million.  Almost €15 million was ex-
pended in respect of grants to survivors.  This included €10.7 million on housing-related grants 
and €3.7 million on health-related grants.  Administration expenditure charged to the fund in 
2017 amounted to €2.06 million.

My audit report in respect of Caranua’s financial statements for 2017 draws attention to the 
statement on internal control, which discloses weaknesses in the board’s control over grant pay-
ments, which created a risk that in some cases grant expenditure might not be used for the pur-
poses intended.  During the audit of the 2017 financial statements, sample-based examination 
of the controls over grant payments found that: evidence was not available in respect of 56% 
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of the sample cases examined that required pricing quotations were received by the board in 
advance of grant payment; evidence was not available in respect of around 50% of the sample 
grants examined that required invoices and receipts had been presented following payment of 
grants and; evidence was not available in respect of 55% of a sample of housing support grants 
examined that claimants had provided the required proof of property tenancy or ownership.  
These grant control findings are similar to those of previous years’ audits, to which I had also 
drawn attention.  The statement on internal control sets out the steps being taken by the board 
to resolve the control weaknesses identified.  Fieldwork on the audit of Caranua’s draft 2018 
financial statements has been completed.  I expect that the financial statements will be certified 
in the coming weeks.

Ms Rachel Downes: I thank the Chairman and the committee for giving Caranua the oppor-
tunity to come before it today to discuss the 2017 financial statements.  Caranua was established 
in 2013 as the Residential Institutions Statutory Fund Board, under the Residential Institutions 
Statutory Fund Act 2012.  Caranua is responsible for the management of a limited fund to im-
prove the quality of life of people who, as children, experienced abuse and neglect in institu-
tions and who have received an award or settlement as referred to in the Residential Institutions 
Redress Act 2002.  To date, €106.9 million has been received from the religious congregations 
and an additional €1.38 million in interest.  There is just over €3 million outstanding in contri-
butions, which is expected to be received in full by December 2019.

Caranua commenced accepting applications in January 2014.  Since then, Caranua has re-
ceived applications from 6,543 people.  Of these, 5,987 were survivors who were eligible to 
apply for funding supports.  By the end of September 2019, Caranua had made over 54,000 
funding supports payments to the value of €91.3 million.  At 30 September, the highest area 
of provision of funding supports was home improvements at €65.1 million, followed by health 
at €24.5 million, education at €1.4 million and exceptional needs support at €0.28 million.  In 
carrying out its function, Caranua has tried to distribute the fund provided in the fairest way 
possible to all eligible survivors.  The legislation sets out that all operational costs must be met 
from the fund.  To the end of September, €11.5 million has been spent on operations.  The board 
of Caranua and management have worked determinedly to minimise operational costs and con-
tinue to do so during the wind-down phase.

As part of enhanced reporting, we have improved our accountability and transparency 
through our monthly updates on our website.  Our website has information on board minutes, 
monthly updates on applications and spend, information on complaints and feedback from sur-
vivors and other news items are published regularly.  Caranua has to strike a balance between 
working with survivors in a person-centred and compassionate manner and our obligations as 
a public body with regards to our fiduciary responsibilities.  While at times the process can be 
seen by some survivors as too bureaucratic, it has been necessary for Caranua to respond to the 
findings of the Comptroller and Auditor General.

Following recommendations of the 2017 audit, we invested a lot of time reviewing and 
improving our internal policies and procedures, aiming to combat the issues raised, while still 
focusing on delivering an accessible and person-centred service for survivors.  Since the begin-
ning of 2018, our internal controls are reviewed at every board meeting and actions are imple-
mented and updated at the following meeting.  Our risk register is also reviewed at every audit 
and risk committee meeting and updates are provided at each board meeting.  Since December 
2018, Caranua has been at 100% compliance with the code of practice for the governance of 
State bodies.  The board of Caranua has established a wind-down committee to manage the 
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orderly wind-down of Caranua.  This committee met the representative of the Department of 
Education and Skills tasked with drafting the wind-down legislation required.  The committee 
will continue to engage with the Department.

In order to combat discrepancies between the confidential payment system and the case 
management system, a complete change of practice was undertaken in 2018.  Monthly recon-
ciliations are now undertaken and a full report from 2018 shows the two systems are now fully 
reconciled.  Public procurement guidelines are complied with in all instances of purchasing 
goods and services since 2018.  For purchases prior to 2018, where the guidelines were not 
complied with or documentation was not retained, we have undertaken a process of market 
testing to ensure value for money.  As Caranua is currently in wind-down, a decision was made 
not to re-tender for the existing suppliers.  Since September 2018, we have introduced purchase 
requisition order documents.  Evidence of tax clearance certificates are now obtained for all 
relevant suppliers.  On travel and subsistence claims, supporting documentation is obtained for 
all claims made.  The rate of subsistence for staff is in line with Government circulars.

On prepayment documents, a simplified acceptable quotations document is provided to sur-
vivors so they are aware in advance of the standard of quotation required for audit purposes.  
We have also introduced additional internal checks to ensure the paperwork is of the required 
standard prior to payment.  We implemented a best effort approach with regard to post-payment 
requirements.  During the course of their application, the application advisers ask that survivors 
send in their receipts for all funding supports received.  In addition, we wrote to survivors re-
questing return of any outstanding receipts from 2018.  Caranua has received 66% of receipts 
from funding supports made during 2018.  While this may seem like a straightforward task, 
receiving the letters was upsetting for some survivors as they felt we did not trust them, which 
was not the case at all.  It can be a challenge to meet both the needs of survivors and the audit 
recommendations.

Our 2018 audited accounts are currently with the Comptroller and Auditor General and we 
hope to have them finalised in the coming weeks.  As Caranua operates with a limited fund, 
which is now nearly expended, we are nearing the end of our remit and are currently in the pro-
cess of winding down the organisation.  On 31 May 2018, the board of Caranua announced the 
decision to cease taking new or repeat applications from 1 August 2018.  As legislation prevents 
Caranua from making first contact with survivors, we were dependent on raising awareness of 
the cessation date through a variety of methods, including outreach events, poster campaigns, 
media advertising, word of mouth and working with survivor support and other stakeholder 
groups.  As a result of this work, Caranua received 289 applications between 1 May and 1 Au-
gust 2018.  After 2 August 2018, Caranua received 378 applications.  Except for in exceptional 
circumstances, Caranua has not provided funding supports to these survivors, but we have 
offered advocacy supports and some survivors have availed of them.  In the past 18 months, 
Caranua has adopted a targeted approach to outreach events by focusing on a number of specific 
survivor groups, including survivors who required additional supports in managing their appli-
cations and those who had received limited or no funding supports.  This targeted approach has 
proven to have excellent results, as survivors are provided with an opportunity to discuss their 
applications in person with their application advisers.

I will outline some examples of our outreach work.  More than 100 survivors have opted 
to come to Caranua’s offices for meetings with their application advisers.  Outreach days have 
been organised in conjunction with the Christine Buckley Centre for Education and Support, 
Right of Place, the Cork Deaf Association and in the UK with the Cáirde survivors group, the 
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Coventry Irish Society and the Disabled Survivors Support Network.  Caranua commenced a 
programme of outreach for survivors in prisons across Ireland.  In addition, 2019 marked the 
20th anniversary of the State apology to survivors and the tenth anniversary of the publication 
of the Ryan report.  I was delighted that the Christine Buckley Centre for Education and Support 
invited Caranua, along other survivor support and counselling services, to join the organising 
committee to plan two events to mark the anniversaries.  We organised a conference, Facing the 
future together - Ireland’s lifelong responsibility to the survivors of institutional abuse, on 11 
May in Trinity College.  In the afternoon, a celebration event was held for survivors.

Through our work, we have found that social isolation is an issue for a number of survivors.  
Many survivors contact Caranua on a regular basis for a chat as this communication is the only 
social contact they have.  Survivors outside of Ireland often mention that Caranua is their only 
link with Ireland.  We aim to assist survivors by linking them with survivor support groups and 
other organisations that may be able to offer support and befriending services in the longer term.

While working in Caranua, I have had the privilege of meeting and working with some of 
the most resilient and empowered survivors and I have also met survivors who are still very 
much impacted by their childhood experiences who will require supports for the foreseeable 
future.  Caranua will continue to work in support of survivors until our closure.  I thank the 
Chairperson and the members for their attention.  We are happy to answer any questions that 
the committee may wish to raise.

Chairman: I thank Ms Downes.  The speakers have indicated in the following sequence.  
The first speaker will be Deputy Connolly.  She will have 20 minutes.  The second will be Dep-
uty Munster and she will have 15.  The other speakers, Deputies Cullinane, Catherine Murphy, 
MacSharry and O’Connell, will have ten minutes each.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Cuirim fáilte roimh na daoine a bhí anseo cheana agus roimh 
Ms Rachel Downes, atá anseo don chéad uair.  Our guests are very welcome.  Ms Downes was 
not here before, but the board has been here.  I thank her for the briefing documents and the 
financial accounts.  I have read them all.  It was indicated on the risk register that money was 
still outstanding from the Christian Brothers.  Is that still on the risk register?  Yes or no.

Ms Rachel Downes: It is.  It will be downgraded.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: That is okay.  It is still on the risk register.  I imagine it is 
very difficult for the board to make decisions because it does not know how much money it 
has.  What has the Department said about when Caranua will get the money?  What is the total 
amount outstanding?

Ms Rachel Downes: Just over €3 million is due at this stage.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Is it exactly €3 million?

Ms Aoife Conduit: It is €3.3 million.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Was it due last May?  It was due at various stages.  When 
will it be handed over?

Ms Aoife Conduit: In November and December.  A schedule of payments has been agreed 
with the Christian Brothers.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Has Caranua come to an agreement?  Is it with the Christian 
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Brothers predominantly or is there anybody else involved?

Ms Aoife Conduit: No, it is just the Christian Brothers.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The sum of €3.3 million has been outstanding for quite some 
time.  Is it correct that the agreement goes back to 2009?

Ms Aoife Conduit: That is right.  Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: From 2009 to 2019 is a period of ten years.  Is it correct that 
Caranua has agreed a schedule of payments with the Christian Brothers and that will be done in 
November and December?

Ms Aoife Conduit: We received €3.6 million in the past six weeks and there are two further 
payments to be made, one at the beginning of November and one at the beginning of December.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Will that be it?  Will the Christian Brothers be paying more 
to Caranua than is needed in order to comply with the legislation?

Ms Aoife Conduit: That is right.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Is the excess going to the national children’s hospital?

Ms Aoife Conduit: That is right.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Is there something else as well?

Ms Aoife Conduit: The sum of €430,000 will be going to the children’s hospital.  Caranua 
can have an upper limit of €110 million plus the interest accrued.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I understand all that.  Caranua gets up to €110 million plus 
the interest.

Ms Aoife Conduit: That is right.  It is €1.38 million.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: And the other surplus from the Christian Brothers is going 
to the national children’s hospital.

Ms Aoife Conduit: That is right.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Why did it take so long?

Ms Aoife Conduit: The Christian Brothers had said that some of the money was contingent 
on the sale of lands at Clonkeen and there was a significant delay.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Did the Department discuss with the board the difficulties 
created by the fact that it did not have the total amount and could not plan?

Ms Aoife Conduit: Yes, the Department regularly meets the board under the performance 
delivery agreement.  There were three meetings this year.  Three meetings were held on an an-
nual basis.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I saw all that.  My question is how the board and the Depart-
ment handled that difficulty when they did not know how much money they had.  Caranua is in 
a wind-up situation and it is only getting the money now.
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Mr. David O’Callaghan: Perhaps I could assist.  As chairman of the board, I was directly 
involved in that.  It is true that there were moneys outstanding and I wrote to the Minister at the 
time in May 2018.  We were concerned at that stage but we have got reassurances since.  We 
never reached a situation where we ran out of money.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: That is okay.  I understand that.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: That is why I put it at the top of the risk register.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I am glad he did.  I have recognised that.  I have read the 
minutes.  I saw that it was discussed and that the board took it seriously.  It was a very sensible 
thing to do, but it is not a good way in which to have to run an organisation.  I am not getting a 
clear answer as to why the money was not paid over beforehand.  In any case, that is fine.

My questions to Ms Downes are not personal in any way.  The salary and administration 
costs are all set out.  Was there a period when two CEOs were being paid?  Can anyone respond 
to me on that?  Did it ever happen that two CEOs were being paid at the same time; the acting 
CEO and the non-acting CEO.

Ms Rachel Downes: There would have been a short period of overlap.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What period of overlap?

Ms Rachel Downes: It would have been for two months, from October to December.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: So for two months, two CEOs, one acting and one not act-
ing, were paid.

Ms Rachel Downes: One was on sick leave.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I am not going into the personal details.  I reassure Ms 
Downes of that.  This arose previously.  It is none of my business.  What is my business is value 
for money.  For a period of two months, two salaries were paid to two CEOs, one acting and one 
not acting, for various reasons.

Ms Aoife Conduit: Just to clarify, there was no additional salary being paid to the acting 
CEO during that period.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I did not ask that question.  I asked if two salaries were be-
ing paid.  Perhaps Ms Downes might come back to me when the confusion has been clarified.  
It is a very specific question about an acting CEO and a non-acting CEO.  I am not making any 
comment on it.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Again, perhaps I could offer to assist.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I want just a “Yes” or “No” answer that I require.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: We will send Deputy Connolly a note.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I want just a “Yes” or”No” answer as to whether two salaries 
were being paid for whatever reason.  It is very simple.  I am not going into the reasons.  The 
board can come back before the end of the session to indicate whether two salaries were being 
paid.  Mr. O’Callaghan might get that.



32

PAC

Ms Rachel Downes: We will come back.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Are there any board vacancies at the moment?

Ms Rachel Downes: Not at this time.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Was there a new appointment?

Ms Rachel Downes: There were two.  Mr. Michael Fitzpatrick is our new director of fi-
nance.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: How long has Mr. Fitzpatrick been in situ?

Mr. Michael Fitzpatrick: Eight weeks.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: He is very welcome.

Mr. Michael Fitzpatrick: I thank Deputy Connolly.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Was there a period of time with no financial director?

Ms Rachel Downes: Not since I have been CEO.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: After dealing with the board, I will move on to questions 
specifically relating to the accounts.  The board is in a wind-down situation.  I will come back 
to what that means in terms of accountability when I inquire about the accounts.  Perhaps Mr. 
O’Callaghan might clarify in due course if there will be a board to come before us for the 2018 
accounts and the 2019 accounts.  How do we manage that accountability?  When does he  envis-
age that the board will be gone?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I would say June 2020 at the latest, but I am perfectly happy to 
come back.  It is my duty to come back if asked by this committee to answer in respect of the 
2018 and 2019 accounts.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I thank Mr. O’Callaghan.  I appreciate that.  We might dis-
cuss it later, Chairman.  We need a board so we have accountability to ask about those accounts.  
Perhaps that is something we can decide.  Mr. O’Callaghan envisages the board being gone in 
2020.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: It was noted in the context of the accounts that it should have 
been a wonderful and positive news story that there was €110 million to give out.  I will not 
go back over that matter because I am here to discuss the accounts.  However, there have been 
many problems with the administration of the fund.  Does Mr. O’Callaghan accept that?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: There were problems in the early days.  There is no question 
about it, but I am very happy with the service we are providing.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Absolutely, but this was under legislation from 2012 and the 
first payments were only made from January 2014 onwards.  There were many difficulties in the 
administration.  Mr. O’Callaghan accepted that previously.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I have, yes indeed.  Does Deputy Connolly remember that we did 
not open for business until 2014.  I was not there at the time.
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Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Absolutely.  I have no interest in personalising anything.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: That is all right.  I know.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I am looking at a board administering €110 million, which 
is a very positive news story, and how that came to pass.  There were certainly major problems.  
Mr. O’Callaghan might not agree but he is agreeing there were certain problems.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: There were problems in the earlier days; there is no question 
about that.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Let me quote the Comptroller and Auditor General.  The 
background to this, of course, concerned the previous redress board and all the money.  I am 
subject to correction but I believe the estimated cost of the previous redress board and commis-
sion of investigation was €1.5 billion.  I am sure the Comptroller and Auditor General produced 
many reports but I am referring to the one from 2015.  My point is for him and also the Depart-
ment.  Page 11 of the summary sets out the setting up of a redress scheme.  It is stated that les-
sons learned should be identified, in addition to improvements that could be applied to any fu-
ture redress scheme.  Redress cost €110 million and we were supposed to have learned lessons.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: To what document is the Deputy referring?

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I am referring to the Comptroller and Auditor General’s 
chapter on-----

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: The special report.

Chairman: It is from 2016.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I am not going to quote it but about what was recommended 
as a learning exercise prior to what we are talking about.  It is stated the design of any scheme 
should be “to reduce litigation costs”, in particular.  Reference is also made to “accountability 
arrangements”.  This is very important and highlighted.  Reference is also made to “expendi-
ture forecasting methodology”, to which we will come back.  I am referring to the forecasting 
of expenditure over time.  Also mentioned is “effectiveness in meeting intended objectives and 
outcomes”.  Did anyone look at those recommendations at board level from day one to deter-
mine how improvements could be made?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: On the four recommendations, the first was to reduce litigation 
costs.  What were the others?

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Accountability arrangements, expenditure forecasting meth-
odology, and effectiveness in meeting intended objectives and outcomes.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I was not there at the start so I cannot answer the Deputy’s ques-
tion on whether they were considered in setting up Caranua but I can tell her litigation has been 
kept to a minimum.  There has been very little.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: How many cases are pending?

Ms Rachel Downes: None.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: No cases pending.  There is no notice of any litigation or 
letter to that effect.
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Ms Rachel Downes: No.  There is no litigation at all at the moment.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Has there been litigation?

Ms Rachel Downes: Most recently eight cases were taken against the independent appeals 
officer.  Caranua joined as a notice party because any outcome may affect its operations.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Is that case ongoing or finished?

Ms Rachel Downes: It would have been completed in May 2019.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: The judge found in our favour.

Ms Rachel Downes: It was in relation to the authority of the board to implement the 2016 
guidelines.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I understand that was a settlement.  I understand there was 
an agreement in relation to the-----

Mr. David O’Callaghan: There was a judgment.

Ms Rachel Downes: No.  There would have been a previous case, which concerned the in-
dependent appeals officer to Caranua.  Unfortunately, our only recourse under the legislation if 
we do not agree with a decision of the independent appeals officer is to take a High Court case.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What are the two cases?

Ms Rachel Downes: There was a case in 2017 in which Caranua appealed a decision of the 
independent appeals officer.  Following that, eight survivors took a case against the independent 
appeals officer and Caranua joined as a notice party.  That was resolved in May 2019.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Was the original case about the limit being set?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: And the payments prior to that limit being set were now be-
ing taken into the count.

Ms Rachel Downes: Correct.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: That had not been set out clearly at all in the criteria, accord-
ing to the appeals officer.

Ms Rachel Downes: That is what the appeals officer felt but when he actually looked into 
it and took legal advice, it was found that it actually was set out.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I am sorry but that is not correct. What is correct is that there 
was a settlement and the appeals officer acknowledged, under legal advice, that the previous 
payments had to be taken into account.

Ms Rachel Downes: I suppose that led to the next case, in which the judge found that was 
correct.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The criteria were not set out clearly for applicants.  When the 
cap was set, applicants were not aware of them, nor were they told at that point.  It is a matter 
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of accountability.

Ms Rachel Downes: I think the applicants would have been told.  As I said-----

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I think they were not.

Ms Rachel Downes: Every applicant, when working with Caranua, works with an applica-
tion adviser.  Applicants would have that relationship and that conversation would have been 
taking place all the time.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: This occurred prior to Ms Downes’ time.  What she said is 
not accurate.  There were many problems and the appeals officer was quite strong.  In the end, 
the matter was settled.  The point I am making is that accountability was absent in that clear 
criteria were not set out.  Mr. O’Callaghan is fully aware of this because it was dealt with on the 
last occasion, at the previous relevant meeting of the Committee of Public Accounts.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: The judge found in our favour.  The judge found that we were 
quite entitled to change the criteria.  That was the core item.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: First of all, the judge did not find it was in agreement.  I am 
not going into the specifics of the case.  The point I am making is that the appeals officer agreed 
with the board in the end, in an agreed settlement.  Before Ms Downes was involved, a cap was 
set.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: That is right.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Applicants were not told clearly that the previous payments 
would be taken into account.  That is the point I am making.

Ms Rachel Downes: That is why they then got a letter notifying them of that.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: With regard to letters Ms Downes mentioned, when letters 
are sent out to tell an applicant his or her application is valid or otherwise, is it set out clearly 
that there is an appeals mechanism?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes, every letter sets it out clearly.  Applicants also get an attached 
leaflet with information.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Let me ask the question.  Ms Downes will be aware of the 
background to this.  The reason I am asking my question is that what was described was not 
happening and caused great distress.

Ms Rachel Downes: There was a case in 2016, yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: There were quite a number of cases.  It did not happen so 
Caranua had to change its practice.  The practice has changed to the extent that every single 
person who applies and whose application is deemed either valid or not valid gets a letter set-
ting out that he or she can appeal the decision and how to appeal it.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I thank Ms Downes.

With regard to page 29 of the accounts, I wish to ask a few practical questions.  I am sure Ms 
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Downes will be able to clear this up quickly.  Cancelled payments recoverable comprise quite 
a sizeable sum.  Could Ms Downes explain what that means?

Ms Rachel Downes: This is one of the complexities of Caranua.  We provide numerous 
funding supports on an annual basis.  We find that, on average, about €2 million in funding 
supports actually come back to Caranua again, including through cancellation.  A survivor may 
choose not to go ahead with a certain supplier or may decide, for one reason or another, that he 
or she no longer wants the service.  It can also happen that the cheques provided go out of date.  
There is a huge-----

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Does Caranua have a breakdown of the cancelled payments?

Ms Rachel Downes: We have that.  We keep that on our system.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The Chair might get that for us.

Ms Rachel Downes: I will check what level of detail exists.  Obviously, some of the data 
are quite personal.  What level is required?

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The Chair might take a note of this.  We might come back to 
it and decide before the end of the meeting.

I am trying to establish the position on these cancelled payments.  Might they be where 
somebody got a cheque for €1,000 or €15,000 but did not spend it, for one reason or another?

Ms Rachel Downes: That could be the case, yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: How many of them died?

Ms Rachel Downes: I am not be aware of that.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Does Ms Downes have a breakdown?  It is a very sizeable 
sum and its not being spent should be a very positive story.

Ms Rachel Downes: To clarify, what usually happens is that the money goes back out 
again.  Most of the money, while it would come back to Caranua, would be reissued to the same 
survivor.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: It would be recycled.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes, to the same survivor or to another, depending on what is needed.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: No, let us be clear.  I am talking about the person who gets 
the money, not about recycling to somebody else.

Ms Rachel Downes: That would be usual as well.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Very good.  Ms Downes will have a breakdown for us.  She 
will be able to see how many people-----

Ms Rachel Downes: The information we could provide is what we call cancel-and-reissue 
information. Cheques are sent back to us for cancellation and then reissued.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: At this moment, can Ms Downes tell me how many-----
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Ms Rachel Downes: I do not have that information.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: If I said €400,000 or €100,000 was not spent, we would not 
know at this point whether------

Ms Rachel Downes: I do not have that information.  We could provide it, though.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: It is important, given the length of time it took to process 
applications.  Would that have been considered?

Ms Rachel Downes: Regarding the cancel-and-reissue cases?

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Yes.

Ms Rachel Downes: I will outline what we do to make sure that does not happen on a 
monthly basis.  Obviously, cheques go out of date on a six-monthly basis.  Every month, a 
member of our finance team looks at any cheques that have gone out of date and the survivor 
in question is contacted to find out why it happened.  We do that on an ongoing basis monthly.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The breakdown would be very important.

I have a practical question.  The 2017 accounts were signed off on 13 December 2018.  Is 
that normal?  Why did it take a year to-----

Ms Rachel Downes: There was a delay.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Why was there a delay?

Ms Rachel Downes: There was a combination of factors, the main one being sick leave.

Ms Rachel Downes: There was a combination; sick leave was the main area, to be honest.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: When would Ms Downes have expected those to come be-
fore the board as a matter of good practice?

Ms Rachel Downes: I can only speak for this year, in that the accounts were with the 
Comptroller and Auditor General by the February date which is assigned.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: That is what is important, is that right?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: We have the financial statements for 2018.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Where did the delay arise in respect of the December meet-
ing of the board approving it?

Ms Rachel Downes: It was not necessarily that it was delayed at board, I think it was just 
an internal delay, unfortunately.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Ms Downes will have to clarify for me.

Ms Rachel Downes: Sick leave unfortunately delayed the accounts for that year.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Again I do not want to go into a personal matter but the pre-
vious year, when did the accounts come before the board?

Ms Rachel Downes: I do not have that information in front of me.
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Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Does Mr. O’Callaghan have it?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: As far as I know, they were on time.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: They were on time?  What time was that?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I do not have that information.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Somebody should have it really, it is financial.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: It is obviously back in the office.

Ms Rachel Downes: What I can say is that we have acknowledged past mistakes in respect 
of that and we have worked extremely hard to ensure-----

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Just one second.  Would the Comptroller and Auditor Gen-
eral have any knowledge of this?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: I do not have the detail with me but I can certainly get it for the 
Deputy.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The delay was not on the side of the Comptroller and Audi-
tor General.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Partly it probably is because we do not get to all the financial 
statements when they are submitted to us.  Caranua has been providing us with the draft finan-
cial statements.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: So I am being a bit unfair.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: We only get to them in the second half of the year so there could 
be delays.  Once we carry out the audit fieldwork, if there are supplementary queries there may 
be a bit of to and fro while the matter is being dealt with.  Once we clear them, the financial 
statements go back to the board.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I thank the Comptroller and Auditor General.  That is clari-
fied.  When he is given the note, the Chair might clarify when the previous financial statements 
were presented to the board.

Ms Rachel Downes: Is the Deputy asking in respect of 2016?

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Yes.

Chairman: I would suggest someone here might look up the financial statements on the 
Caranua website now.  That question can be answered in five minutes.  Is there a staff member 
who can do that?

Ms Rachel Downes: We will find that.

Chairman: That can happen now in a few short minutes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: On page 5 of the accounts, at the bottom, it is stated that the 
board commenced a self-evaluation of board effectiveness, an evaluation review, in December 
2017, which was to be completed in 2018.  Was it completed, is it available and what was the 
cost?
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Ms Rachel Downes: There is no cost, it is part of the code of governance for State bodies.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The board evaluated itself.

Ms Rachel Downes: It is a self-evaluation as part of the code, yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Is self-evaluation part of it?  Did the board evaluate itself or 
was there an outside influence?

Ms Rachel Downes: There was not an outside influence.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Was there any cost?

Ms Rachel Downes: No.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: When was it published?  When was it completed in 2018?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is an annual piece of work that is done so-----

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Can Ms Downes just answer?  I am sorry but the Chair will 
be stopping me and I just want to ask a number of questions.

Ms Rachel Downes: No problem.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: It is stated here on page 5 that it was to be completed in 
2018.  When was it completed in 2018, is it available, what showed up on it and what did the 
board learn from it?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I am not sure when it was completed, it is just part of the normal 
governance of the board in accordance with the 2016 guidelines.  It is done annually.  I am not 
sure when it was done.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: This is an important thing, effectiveness and evaluation.  
Organisations do it and learn from it and highlight what is good and what is bad.  Caranua can 
share that with us.  Over the years we have seen different problems in terms of the adminis-
tration of the fund by Caranua.  In fact, the Comptroller and Auditor General in his opening 
statement refers to the weaknesses in internal control that recurred every year.  I am asking a 
very simple question.  Was the effectiveness of the board discussed at board level?  What was 
learned?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Certainly it would have been discussed at board level, I think 
under the heading of governance, which an item on the agenda of every board meeting.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: All right, that is not a good enough-----

Mr. David O’Callaghan: As Ms Downes said, we are now 100% compliant with the 2016 
guidelines on governance for State bodies.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Caranua may well be.  Every organisation that comes in here 
tells us it is compliant.  I am asking when it was completed, if it was discussed, and what was 
learned.  I am not getting an answer so I am going to just leave that for the moment and go on 
to page 7 of the accounts.  At the bottom of the page there is a reference to consultancy costs, 
which came up in the committee’s general discussion this morning.  The legal advice went up 
to €51,000.  Why was that?
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Ms Rachel Downes: There were two cases, one was an overhang from 2016, a judicial 
review that was taken against Caranua and the second one was in respect of the independent 
appeals officer, which I mentioned earlier.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The next heading is human resources.  In 2016 it was €80,000 
and then it went down to €16,000.  What was that?

Ms Rachel Downes: In 2016 Caranua received sanction to increase its staffing numbers 
from ten to 24.6, I think.  There was work done on that.  We did not have the same output into 
2017.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Does Ms Downes see that figure of €80,000?  Does that refer 
to extra staff in 2016 or to what does it refer?

Ms Rachel Downes: No, my understanding is that there was a review done to determine the 
number of staff required to give an optimal service to survivors.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I do not know what Ms Downes is saying, I am sorry.  What 
does €80,000 mean spent on HR?

Ms Rachel Downes: That was consultancy fees.  This was in respect of increasing staff 
numbers and a proposal for that.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Just to be fair, does that mean the €80,000 went to a consul-
tant or that it went to staff?  What does that figure mean?

Ms Rachel Downes: It was not to staff, it was external.

Ms Catherine Hynes: If I may intervene, as I have been around since before Ms Downes 
was CEO, when Caranua started its operations it was heavily reliant on agency staff.  That had 
issues in terms of very high turnover of staff, a lack of consistency.  There were some staff 
who were possibly only working there for a month at a time.  The quality of service that was 
delivered to survivors was not optimised.  Caranua commissioned a firm to carry out a study on 
workflows, application timelines and so on to see how they could deliver an optimal service for 
staff.  I think the human resources figure referred to for 2016 was that study.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The €80,000.

Ms Catherine Hynes: I think so.  I would have to verify that but I think that was the reason.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I would appreciate it if that could be verified.

Chairman: We might verify that with a note in due course.

Ms Catherine Hynes: We can verify it with a note.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Again it is down to €16,000 in 2017.  What was that for?  
Was it more consultancy?

Ms Rachel Downes: There was a small amount of consultancy work done and also an in-
ternal investigation piece of work that needed to be done which involved an external company.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Again, Ms Downes might get a list and breakdown of all this 
in due course.  I do not see it here.  What is business improvement?
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Ms Rachel Downes: This is a piece of work that was done.  The Deputy may remember 
that at the last committee, they were looking for improved and enhanced statistical reporting, 
so a piece of work was done on our case management system to allow that to happen, as well 
as some other small pieces.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I am thinking of the sum of €110 million that is there to go 
to the most vulnerable as a right once they have a valid application.  Then I look at the accounts 
each year.  I know Ms Downes is relatively new.  I see business money, I see public relations.

Ms Rachel Downes: I suppose it is one of those things where we have spoken about the dif-
ficulty of balancing.  At the last committee there was a lot of talk about enhancing our statistics, 
making statistics more available in our work.  This piece of work was done to enable that to 
happen.  It is the balancing between our operational costs and ensuring that the biggest balance 
goes towards services for survivors.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I want to get the details of that.

I will move on to outstanding cases.  The board is going to wind down and will be gone by 
June, is that right?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: June at the latest.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What contingencies have been made?

Ms Rachel Downes: We are still working with about 300 survivors at this time.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: How many survivors is Caranua working with?

Ms Rachel Downes: With 300.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Is it exactly 300?

Ms Rachel Downes: In the round.  It is about 320.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: We will give them a figure.  It is very important to be precise 
in relation to these-----

Ms Rachel Downes: Some survivors we are working with are not necessarily getting fund-
ing supports from Caranua.  We are providing advocacy services as well.  For some survivors 
who are working with us, we are looking at other supports they may need outside Caranua.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I ask Ms Downes to stick with me for a moment.  How many 
open applications are there to access what remains of the €110 million, plus interest?

Ms Rachel Downes: There are 317.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Are they all new applications?

Ms Rachel Downes: No, there is a combination.  Some have beem open since 2014; some 
are new.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What is the breakdown?

Ms Rachel Downes: The majority - probably about 95% - are initial applications.  Some 
are repeat applications, which means that the applicants have previously made an application to 
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Caranua and that they have come back with a second.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Some 95% are new.

Ms Rachel Downes: In the sense that the applications may date from 2018.  We stopped 
taking applications from 1 August 2018.  Anybody with whom we are working we were work-
ing with prior to that date.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I understand, but they are new applications.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes, they are not repeat applications.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Therefore, 95% of them have come forward for the first time 
to Caranua.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What is the oldest application?

Ms Rachel Downes: We have worked with people aged 26 to 99 years.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: No, the oldest-----

Ms Rachel Downes: The oldest is in his 70s.  I cannot give an exact figure.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: It is important to know because as time passes people are 
becoming more vulnerable.

Ms Rachel Downes: I agree completely.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I am sorry, but I was actually asking what was the oldest 
application.

Ms Rachel Downes: I do not have that exact figure, but I can find out.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: It is very important as we are looking at value for money 
from a limited fund.  We are looking for effectiveness and to have things dealt with quickly.  Of 
the 317 new cases, what is the oldest?

Ms Rachel Downes: To put it another way, given the nature of the group of survivors, we 
cannot rush their applications.  We need to give them time.  That is why there are people with 
whom we have worked since 2014.  They need that time and space in order to-----

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I agree totally with Ms Downes, but I am focusing on 
Caranua’s effectiveness.  I understand people need time and flexibility to a certain extent, but I 
have a difficulty with the Comptroller and Auditor General’s insistence on looking at post-work 
payments, receipts and so on.  Of course, flexibility is needed in that regard.  However, it is a 
simple question.  Of the 317 new cases, what is the oldest application?

Ms Rachel Downes: We can get that information for the Deputy.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What is the range of payments to date?

Ms Rachel Downes: In what way?
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Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What is the range of payments Caranua has made to each 
applicant?  Some receive €1,000, while others receive €100,000.

Ms Rachel Downes: The average payment is about €13,500.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I did not ask that figure.  I asked for the range of payments.

Chairman: What is the average payment?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is €13,500.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The average payment is €13,500, but I asked Ms Downes 
for the range of payments.

Ms Rachel Downes: I do not understand the Deputy’s question.

Chairman: What are the lowest and the highest payments?

Ms Rachel Downes: I am sorry.  They range from zero to €100,000.  Obviously, we have 
had some cases that have been overturned on appeal.  That drives up costs much higher than 
what we expected.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I am not talking about the cost but about the payments made 
to individuals, from the lowest to the highest.  What was the highest payment made to one in-
dividual?

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: It was €100,000.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What was the lowest payment?

Ms Rachel Downes: We are probably talking about a couple of hundred euro.  We are also 
looking at having a needs-based fund, depending on what a survivor needs.  That will dictate 
how the application will go.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Absolutely, it should be a needs-based fund.  That is why 
it was set up.  Unfortunately, at some stage the board decided for practical reasons to cap the 
amounts of money, but it was done mid-term with little consultation.  We have been through all 
of this before.

Ms Rachel Downes: There is a difficulty when one is working with people who have un-
limited needs and one has a limited fund.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I do not see a difficulty at all in working with people.  I see 
a difficulty in the administration of the fund as I have read all of the accounts and complaints.  I 
am not putting the focus on the people who are accessing the fund, rather I am putting the focus 
on what is in place in terms of accountability.  It seems that when the board was set up, it was 
obvious that there was a limited fund, a limited amount of time and that a limited number of 
people would come forward.  All of these decisions should have been made.  Going back to the 
chapter in the report of the Comptroller and Auditor General, there should have been learnings 
from the previous one and predictions about the expenses involved and what would be neces-
sary.  It seems that was not done.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: I will come in.  As Ms Downes was just saying, each application is 
individual.  Despite there being a cap in place, there is flexibility, depending on the survivor’s 
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individual circumstances.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The flexibility came afterwards, after many complaints had 
been received.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: My understanding is there has always been flexibility, but initially there 
was no cap in place.  Therefore, we did not need to look at exceptional circumstances.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: That is not my understanding from reading the reports of 
the appeals officer and the many representations we have received.  The cap was introduced 
arbitrarily because the board realised it had a limited fund and it applied a limit.  People were 
told, “You have got that amount.  You cannot get any more.”  There were all sorts of problem, 
as Ms Downes knows.  Letters were sent without explaining things to people.  How much is 
left in the fund?

Ms Rachel Downes: About €5 million.  The remaining fund will be about €8 million.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Will that €8 million be for the 317 new applications, plus the 
repeat applications?

Ms Rachel Downes: There is a combination.  The majority will go towards them, but we 
need to carry out a review.  In the piece of work we are doing we are looking at the needs of the 
people with whom we are working.  Our intention is that there will be no money left at the end.  
The remaining fund needs to be distributed.  That is something at which we will be looking also.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What is happening in the wind-down?  Is there a wind-down 
committee?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Who is on the wind-down committee?

Ms Rachel Downes: Who?

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Yes.

Ms Rachel Downes: Is the Deputy asking for their names?

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Yes.

Ms Rachel Downes: Patricia Carey chairs the committee which includes Francis Treanor, 
Frances Harrington and Katherine Finn.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: They are all board members.

Ms Rachel Downes: They are.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: They form the wind-down committee.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What is the vision in the winding down?  What is the plan?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is to ensure there will be a smooth transition.  We make monthly 
projections in looking at what is left in the fund and how it is being distributed to see if there is a 
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possibility to look at doing additional work with survivors.  As part of the work, we are looking 
at making exceptional needs payments.  A big piece is recognising that there are a number of 
survivors with whom we are working who will need long-term support.  As I mentioned in my 
opening statement, at this stage there are a lot of survivors who ring us just to a chat.  We are 
working with other groups, Alone in particular.  We are looking to having a project with it and 
link survivors with it.  Whether it is through the access services or the befriending service-----

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Caranua may well be doing all of that work, but its primary 
purpose is to administer the fund in a fair, just and equitable manner.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Having listened to Ms Downes and read all of the stuff, it 
seems that has not happened on a consistent basis.  We have received many representations 
and complaints about the fund.  I am still trying to figure out how Caranua is going to use the 
remaining funds in a fair, consistent and equal manner.  I have not heard a plan for the wind-
down.

Ms Rachel Downes: The Deputy is right.  Our remit is to distribute funding to survivors-----

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: In a fair, equal and consistent manner.

Ms Rachel Downes: Almost €91.3 million has been spent.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I have read all of that, but I am talking about the wind-down.

Ms Rachel Downes: As well as that, I appreciate the Deputy’s point about complaints.  It is 
something into which we have very much looked.  I think the Deputy will agree that the number 
of complaints has dropped and that the number of representations has also dropped.  We have 
tried very hard for the last couple of years in working with survivors to ensure improvements 
in our service.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I will come back to the complaints made in the second round 
of questions.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Perhaps I might come in to address the Deputy’s question di-
rectly.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Mr. O’Callaghan can do so.  Because I am about to be 
stopped, he might also speak about the issue of rent.  While he is addressing the previous ques-
tion, I ask him to clarify the position the position on rent, the nature of the agreement-----

Mr. David O’Callaghan: First-----

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Let me finish my question.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: First, on the wind-down-----

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Please let me finish my question.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I am sorry.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: When does the agreement Caranua has with the Office of 
Public Works come to an end?  If the board is out of business by June at the latest, when will it 
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stop paying rent?

Ms Rachel Downes: I will take the question about the Office of Public Works.  The OPW 
has the lease and we have an agreement with it.  We will need to give six months’ notice.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Has Caranua given notice?

Ms Rachel Downes: We have not, but we have met it and indicated.  We have also had a 
conversation in which it has been indicated that as our staff members are winding down, we will 
be happy to co-locate or move premises, as necessary.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I do not know which of the witnesses is answering my ques-
tion about the rent.  I have finished, but I would really like the two questions to be answered.  
Mr. O’Callaghan was taking a different one.  The specific question was about rent.  How much 
is Caranua paying in rent?  How much did it pay last year?  How much is it paying this year?  
When will it be leaving the premises?

Ms Rachel Downes: In total our rent payment is €279,402 per annum.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: It is €279,000.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.  As I said, we need to give a six-month notice period.  We had that 
discussion with the OPW, which is aware of our circumstances.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Has Caranua given notice?

Ms Rachel Downes: We have not given notice yet.  We have not needed to give notice yet 
but the OPW is aware.  We had a meeting with it to explain our circumstances.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: With regard to the wind-down, our objective is to make sure that 
we use up the remaining funds - the €8 million Ms Downes referred to - and make sure they all 
go to our survivors.  That is number one because our survivors are number one.

The other things that this committee is looking into are the nuts and bolts of winding down 
an organisation, such as redundancy of staff, the surrendering of the premises and archives.  
Things like that all have to be discussed and done in an orderly fashion.  As well as that, of 
course, the Department will be introducing legislation to wind down the body.  There is not a 
lot of experience of winding down a State body.

Chairman: Does that require legislation?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Yes.  I gather so.

Chairman: How long does that take?  That is another issue.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Sorry, I have confirmed-----

Chairman: It has nothing to do with Mr. O’Callaghan.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I share the Chairman’s views on the delay in legislation gener-
ally.  I have confirmed that there is nothing stopping us from spending the last of the money, 
surrendering the building and switching off the lights.  We do not have to wait for the legislation 
to do that.

Chairman: The average payment so far was approximately €8,000.
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Ms Rachel Downes: No, the average is approximately €13,500.

Chairman: How many claims has Caranua on hand?

Ms Rachel Downes: At this moment in time, we are working with just over 300 survivors.

Chairman: What is the figure?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is 317. 

Chairman: When we multiple €13,000 by 300, we get approximately €4 million.  Caranua 
will have €8 million in funds between now and its wind-down.  Based on the cases to date, the 
average payment is €13,000 per case.  Caranua has received 11,500 applications.  Some pay-
ments will be higher than €13,000 and some will be lower.  However, if the average remains 
roughly as it is, what will happen to the other €4 million?

Ms Rachel Downes: This is something we are looking at at the moment as part of the wind-
down committee’s work.  We are hoping to look at other survivors who may still need supports.  
Our intention is that we will not hand any moneys back at the end anyway.

Chairman: That is fine but Caranua is closed for applications.  Will it double the payment 
for the last applicants to use up the money?

Ms Rachel Downes: No.

Chairman: Of course not, but Ms Downes is not giving me an explanation.  Based on 
Caranua’s experience to date and its administrative costs, it should cost approximately €4 mil-
lion to deal with the final 300 cases if they are similar to the previous several thousand cases, 
which they should be.  Did Caranua close it off too late?  I will ask the chairman of the board.  
Let us say Caranua makes average payments in these cases and pays out €4 million.  If it ends 
up with €2 million unspent, where will it go?  Will it go to the children’s hospital?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I appreciate the point the Chairman is making.

Chairman: Mr. O’Callaghan can see it is very simple.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I can tell the Chairman that we have no shortage of exceptional 
cases - well-deserving cases - that we will revisit.  There are several hundred other cases.

Chairman: We are into a new situation.  Caranua has closed its files and has 317 cases left.  
It is clear, based on past experience, that it will not utilise most of the remaining funding.  Will 
Caranua re-advertise or reopen for applications?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: We have enough cases on hands of a deserving and exceptional 
nature.  We will go back and visit them.  Our objective is to spend every single cent on our 
survivors.

Chairman: We understand Caranua will write the cheques.  That has been said four times.

Ms Rachel Downes: We have received applications since we closed the fund on 1 August.  
Since then, 378 survivors have applied to us.  We have made some payments under that for ex-
ceptional circumstances.  This is the group we have also offered advocacy supports to.  These 
are survivors who have not yet availed of the fund and who have applied.



48

PAC

Chairman: Caranua has 317 live cases. 

Ms Rachel Downes: The figure is 378.

Chairman: It also has a big box with another 300 cases in it.

Ms Rachel Downes: We need to look at need.  We know now we have a very limited pot of 
money.  We now need to look at what we can provide to the survivors who are still remaining.  
We cannot say that one size fits all or we will definitely give X amount because do not know 
that yet.  We need to know what needs the current survivors we are working with may have and 
what we may be left with.  It will then be a matter of ensuring that the remainder of the fund is 
put to good use with the survivors who are still waiting for it.

Chairman: Caranua has 378 cases on file that are not live, open cases.  They are late ap-
plications.

Ms Rachel Downes: They are late applications.

Chairman: If, when Caranua winds up in June 2020 and the board is no longer in place, 
cases are taken against it or appeals are made and there is a tab to be picked up, will that cost 
fall on the Department?  As we all know, residual issues can arise.

Ms Aoife Conduit: Any assets and liabilities would revert to the Minister.

Chairman: Will it come out of the funding earmarked for the children’s hospital?  Will it 
come out of the moneys from the Christian Brothers - the excess moneys beyond the €110 mil-
lion or whatever the figure is - that are to go to the children’s hospital? 

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: There is no connection between these Caranua moneys and the 
children’s hospital money.  If there are any residual funds left over, it will be a matter for the 
Government and, I suppose, the Oireachtas to legislate for what will happen to that money.  The 
Christian Brothers’ excess money is earmarked-----

Chairman: It is going straight to the children’s hospital.  I would hate to think that would 
be clawed back if there are any residual costs to the Department.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: There is no connection between them.

Chairman: The Department will have to carry the cost.  Is that what Mr. Ó hAonghusa is 
saying?

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: The intention, hope and expectation are that Caranua will fin-
ish its work with no liabilities and no assets.

Chairman: The board is closing shop at the end of June.  We have never seen its annual 
financial statements completed on time.  Based on the experience of this year, last year and the 
previous year, Caranua’s final financial statement will not come until several months after the 
date on which it is expected to close.  I do not know how that will work.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: There have been a couple of examples of organisations that 
have closed down.  Without pre-empting what will be in the legislation that we are working 
on, usually some other organisation takes on the responsibility for submitting final accounts.  It 
could be another State body or a Department.  I presume, in this case, it is more than likely that 
it will be the Minister who would have to close off the final accounts and submit them in the 
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normal manner.  We have not yet got into that level of detail in the draft legislation.

Chairman: We are six months away.

Ms Aoife Conduit: The heads of Bill are under consideration at the moment.

Chairman: There is a big list of such Bills.  It is difficult to see the timeline being easily 
met because we do not know which Government will move the Bill next year.  I apologise to 
Deputy Munster for delaying her.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: In the annual report we received last night, under the heading 
of applications made after 1 August 2018, which was the cessation date, Caranua had received 
applications from 175 individuals.  Of these, 95 had been previously dealt with as such or had 
previously applied for funding supports.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: It appears these individuals were not satisfied given that they 
made further applications.  Caranua indicated that 54 of the remaining 80 individuals were not 
eligible and did not qualify, while four were exceptional needs cases.  This left 22 applicants 
who, I presume, were eligible for funding.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: Were it not for the cut-off date, would they have been eligible 
and entitled?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: I was curious when I read that.

Ms Rachel Downes: Can I explain what happens?  Every time an application comes in un-
der that process, it is reviewed.  This is how we identify the exceptional needs from it.  It is not 
that applications come in and that is the end of it.  They are reviewed.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: There are 22 eligible applicants but Caranua has not included 
them.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: Are they included in the figure of 317?

Ms Rachel Downes: No, that is separate.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: Previous speakers referred to Caranua’s duty of care.  Caranua 
hopes to use the remaining €8 million in funding by June but there may be a surplus.  It did not 
know for certain that it would use all this money, although that is its aim.  Given that Caranua 
has a duty of care and given Mr. O’Callaghan’s comments a few moments ago that “survivors 
are number one”, why would Caranua not have included those 22 applicants who were deemed 
eligible for funding?

Ms Rachel Downes: We did not know we had €8 million until very recently.  At the time 
of the applications, when this piece of work was done, we were working with 2,000 survivors.  
That work was done in terms of looking at the applications that we had on hand at that stage 
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and what the possible projected spend might be.  Only recently did we get to a position where 
we can get projected figures.  This is where we are now hoping-----

Deputy  Imelda Munster: Did Caranua flag it up with the Department that 22 individual 
applicants were eligible?  They came after the cessation date all right but they were eligible 
and perfectly entitled to redress.  That was their right.  That is the purpose of Caranua.  That is 
what it was set up for.  The body has not included them.  Ms Downes said Caranua was unsure 
whether it was because the body had enough in the funds.  Did Caranua contact the Depart-
ment?  Was the body concerned that there were 22 survivors of institutional abuse in this State 
who were not being taken on board?

Ms Rachel Downes: We have had regular engagements with the Department in respect of 
contributions.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: What did the Department say when Caranua made contact about 
those 22 applications?

Ms Rachel Downes: It would not necessarily have been in respect of the 22 applications.  It 
would have been about funding in general.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: Caranua did not think it important enough that there were 22 
victims or survivors of institutional abuse in this State who were entitled to, and eligible for, the 
supports.  The body set up for that purpose had a duty of care towards them but Caranua did not 
think it worthy to raise that with the Department.  Is that correct?

Ms Rachel Downes: That was not the case at all.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: So Caranua did raise it.  Is that correct?

Ms Rachel Downes: No, we raised the question of the outstanding moneys.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: We are talking about people here.  We are talking about 22 
survivors of institutional abuse.  My question to Ms Downes calls for a “Yes” or “No” answer.  
Did Caranua flag up with the Department that 22 people were going to be thrown to one side 
and that Caranua was not giving them money?  It was money they were entitled to.  The body 
set up with a duty of care to those survivors took the view that the Department need not know.  
Caranua should have made it known.  The body has a responsibility to make it known to the 
Department that those 22 people were getting zilch.  I am looking for a “Yes” or “No” answer.  
Ms Downes has said Caranua did not.  Is the answer “Yes” or “No”?

Ms Rachel Downes: We would have provided updates to the Department.

Ms Catherine Hynes: The redress board closed for applications in 2011.  That was eight 
years ago.  My most recent query relates to a survivor who was in St. Joseph’s School for the 
Deaf in Cabra.  The most recent query in terms of this person’s eligibility to access redress was 
within the past week.  Unfortunately, with everything, including all schemes of redress, there 
is a closing date.

Chairman: Was that an administrative date?

Ms Catherine Hynes: It is a statutory limit that was set in 2011.  The redress scheme was 
in operation from 2002.  It was supposed to end in 2005.  It was open for late applications until 
legislation was passed in 2011.  Between the period from 2005 to 2011 there were an additional 
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2,000 late applications.  Unfortunately, it is simply a fact that all schemes have an end date.

I agree with Deputy Munster, but we have to take into account that she is talking about 22 
survivors.  Let us consider the numbers.  A study was done on the possible number of people 
who were still alive who could apply to Caranua.  That figure was in or around 12,000.  Of 
that, approximately 50% of the people who were eligible to apply actually applied to Caranua.  
Caranua has conducted extensive outreach and publicity on its closing date.  Ms Downes may 
wish to comment on that.

It is an unfortunate fact-----

Deputy  Imelda Munster: It is not unfortunate.  it is shameful.

Ms Catherine Hynes: There is always going to be an end date for schemes.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: Ms Hynes made reference to outreach.  The Caranua report 
states that while it would have preferred to place advertisements in all relevant and national 
newspapers, it was mindful that all operational costs, including advertising, must come from 
under the fund.  Caranua had already spent €11 million on operations and administration.  Sure-
ly, the survivor comes first.  Caranua undertook to outreach to get to as many as possible.  It has 
a duty of care to each survivor.  Surely, Caranua should have held back on nothing to ensure that 
every survivor could be informed about the closing date.  It seems to me that Caranua cut back.

Ms Rachel Downes: We did major work on advertising the cessation date.  We went to all 
the Sunday newspapers in Ireland, the UK and America.  Unfortunately, advertising is cost-
prohibitive.  I completely understand what Deputy Munster is saying about operational costs.  
We have tried.  Many of our operational costs go towards survivors.  We have a free telephone 
service and a free post service.  We undertake outreach to ensure we get out to meet survivors.  
That is part of our work as well.  We tried to ensure that we used our networks, and a poster 
campaign was run.  That would have been in every general practitioner office, social protection 
office and Garda office.  We used as many extensive networks as we could to get the word out.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: Had it been more thorough, would Caranua have reached out to 
more survivors?  I have listening to what Ms Downes has said.  To be honest, I am still com-
pletely shocked.  I read a report last night about the responses to some of the victims two years 
ago.  They discussed how they were treated or how they perceived themselves to have been 
treated by Caranua.  I am in total shock that there are 22 survivors of institutional abuse and that 
Caranua did not see fit to inform the Department or flag it up at any stage that these 22 survivors 
were going to get nothing.  I will leave that with the witnesses.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I wish to come in.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: The fact is I asked the question.  The answer is that Caranua did 
not flag it up.  As an organisation, Caranua did not flag it up.  Caranua was fully aware that 22 
people were falling through the cracks and it did nothing about it.  I have asked the question.  
We have spent five minutes on it.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I do not think the Deputy has got the full information.  I do not 
think the committee has been given a proper answer.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: There are 22 applicants who were eligible and who have got 
nothing.  There were 22 applications of 175 after the cessation.
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Mr. David O’Callaghan: They are included in the figures that we mentioned to the Chair-
man.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: I have just asked the question.  They are not in the figure of 317 
open applications.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: They are not in the open ones pre 1 August, but they are in the 
second number of 378.

Chairman: They are in reserve.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Yes, they are in reserve.  It is Caranua’s responsibility to deal in 
the best way it can with the survivors.  We would not be going to the Department on any sort of 
regular basis about Caranua matters or to say that we have 22 people.  I misread where the 22 
survivors came from.  They applied late, but they are part of the 378 that we intend to revisit.  
There is no question-----

Deputy  Imelda Munster: In answer to Deputy Connolly, Mr. O’Callaghan has said 
Caranua is still working with 320 cases.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: That is right.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: A total of 317 are open cases.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: They applied before-----

Deputy  Imelda Munster: Caranua made no reference to that in the annual report.  It sim-
ply glazed over them.  The report said four cases were exceptional needs, 95 of the 175 had 
previously applied for funding, and 54 were not eligible.  The report glazed over the fact that 
there were 22.  Nowhere in the opening statement did the Caranua representatives say that it 
had included those in the other figures.  I have asked the question three times now.  They are 
not included.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: There is no question of Caranua casting aside 22 of our survivors.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: Caranua has not mentioned that in the annual statement.  It did 
not refer to the 22 who did qualify after the cessation date and say they will be included.  Why 
would Caranua not put that in the report if that was factual?

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: There was communication with anyone who applied after the cessation 
date.  It would have been their preferred method of communication, whether e-mail, letter or 
a telephone call.  Basically, we would have advised them that we had received the application 
post cessation.  We would have said that, in the interim, if we did not get the chance to review 
it within a week but if there was an exceptional need, then the person was invited to come back 
and contact us and we would review the case urgently.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: Of 175 cases, four were deemed as being of exceptional need.  
Seeing as the Caranua representatives said they would not leave them to go off without any sup-
port or anything else, did the body write to those 22 applicants and tell them that they would be 
part of the remaining group of open applications that would receive funding?

Ms Rachel Downes: No, because we are only at the stage now where we are in a position 
that we will know whether we will have outstanding funds available.
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Deputy  Imelda Munster: That was between August and December, so from December 
last year to October this year, Caranua did not write to them.  There are only 22 applications.

Ms Rachel Downes: No.  The Deputy has to remember we are working with 2,000 appli-
cations at the same time.  We are only now at a stage where we have 300 applications.  This is 
brand new this month.  Caranua has always worked with-----

Deputy  Imelda Munster: How many applications was it dealing with last December?

Ms Rachel Downes: I think it was 1,950.  It is always constant-----

Deputy  Imelda Munster: It did not get a chance to deal with the 22 since then.

Ms Rachel Downes: There was no point in raising false hope for people if the funding sup-
ports are not going to be available.  We need to be very careful.  We have made commitments 
to a number of people and we need to ensure-----

Deputy  Imelda Munster: Therefore, there is no guarantee that those 22 people will get 
anything because there are a number of people Caranua has made commitments to, and it is not 
sure or does not know.

Ms Rachel Downes: Unfortunately, when working with a limited fund, we are in a very 
difficult position.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: That was my point from the very start.  There are 22 survivors of 
institutional abuse who are not going to be dealt with in the way they deserve and have a right 
to, although Caranua, as a board, has a duty of care to them.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: That is-----

Deputy  Imelda Munster: I want to move on.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Sorry, Deputy.  We are not going to let 22 of our survivors-----

Deputy  Imelda Munster: I have asked the question three or four times.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: We have been in touch with them, as Ms Dwyer said.  We have 
written to all of them.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: Did Caranua tell the 22 applicants who were deemed eligible 
that they will qualify?

Ms Rachel Downes: No, because that is under review at the moment.  We are in a position 
where, as we do not have the funding supports, we cannot make commitments.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: They are left there.  In regard to the funding, the final fund was 
€111.38 million and as it is capped at €110 million, that leaves €1.38 million.  Is that €1.38 mil-
lion going to the children’s hospital?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is going towards operational costs.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: The Minister had said recently that €449,000 of the Christian 
Brothers moneys-----

Ms Aoife Conduit: Some €430,000 will go to the national children’s hospital.
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Deputy  Imelda Munster: The religious orders were not instructed to give over money to 
correct the injustices they were responsible for only for it to go to the national children’s hos-
pital.

Ms Aoife Conduit: It is set out in the legislation.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: It is set out in the legislation.  Even if it is legal, it is terribly 
wrong.  What is happening is that money is being taken from the mouths of survivors of institu-
tional abuse in this State and going, not to the national children’s hospital, but to a contractor to 
make up for the overrun and the Government’s incompetence.  That is what is happening here.  
Money from the mouths of survivors of institutional abuse is going to a contractor as opposed 
to going to the people it ought to go to.  That is a disgrace.  Did the Department ever flag that 
with the Minister?

Ms Aoife Conduit: That was a Government decision that was taken in 2011.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: Is it something that could be changed with an amendment to the 
2012 Act?  Could that simply be amended and that injustice corrected?

Ms Aoife Conduit: That was just putting into effect a Government decision.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: Did the Department ever recommend that the Government 
would amend that?  I would have no confidence that Caranua had asked that but would the De-
partment have said it is possible to change that so we could ensure that, for example, those 22, 
who it appears are getting zilch, get this money, if it were to go to the people who have a right 
to it instead of going to contractors for overspend?

Ms Aoife Conduit: I cannot comment on the 22 cases.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: No, but I want to know the Department’s position on an amend-
ment.

Ms Aoife Conduit: The agreement with the congregations following the Ryan report was 
that they would make a voluntary cash contribution of €110 million.  That is not like the terms 
of the legal indemnity that was agreed in 2002; this is a voluntary contribution.  The agreement 
at the time was that €110 million would be disbursed to survivors and any additional moneys 
forthcoming from the congregations would go to the national children’s hospital.  That was put 
into effect-----

Deputy  Imelda Munster: As I said earlier, just because it is legal does not mean it is right.  
It is terribly wrong.

Ms Aoife Conduit: That was the agreement, there was a Government decision and it was 
put into the legislation.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: The Department did not seek to amend that at any stage.

Ms Aoife Conduit: No.

Deputy  Imelda Munster: I am finished.  I am quite sickened, to be honest.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: To clarify, we are going to get our total of €110 million plus the 
interest, and there is no question about that.  I want to confirm that we will be reviewing all 
cases that we received after 1 August 2018.  We have communicated with them.  Obviously, the 
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way the fund is shaping up at the moment, there is a good chance-----

Chairman: That some will.  We know about the applications Caranua received up to Tues-
day, 1 August 2018.  However, 378 have come in since Wednesday, 2 August 2018.  I want to 
know how many came in that week, from the Wednesday.  For example, somebody might have 
sent a letter from England and just because the post arrived two days late----

Mr. David O’Callaghan: The Chairman can take it that we took a very benign view of all 
of that.

Chairman: That is great.  What we are asking is that Caranua demonstrates that.  I want to 
get an indication of the timing of the 378 that have been received since, for example, how many 
came in during August, September or the following month.  Ms Hynes said earlier that Caranua 
received an inquiry in the last week or two, so they are still coming in.  We have already estab-
lished that €8 million is probably significantly more than needed to deal with the outstanding 
cases.  At the end of the day, we do not want to find that there are, as the case may be, 200 re-
quests on file for funding from people who were abused, and because their application came in 
after Wednesday, 2 August, decades after they were abused, they were told they were a day late, 
a week late or a month late.  That would be a travesty when the process is over.  We have had 
many difficulties with Caranua.  We do not want a situation where there are 200 people we can 
do nothing for.  It is an issue that will not go away.  While it will probably be for the Department 
to take up, long before the wind-up we need an assessment or report from Caranua in regard 
to the cases where it has been notified, and also an estimate based on its experience as to how 
much it will cost to settle those cases.  If it is a question that the Department or somebody has 
to find perhaps another €5 million, €2 million, €6 million or €8 million, or perhaps no money, 
in the context that not just 22 cases but 378 cases have come in late, we cannot leave several 
hundred people out there.

Ms Rachel Downes: Chairman, if I could-----

Chairman: Does Caranua understand where we are coming from?

Ms Rachel Downes: I completely understand.  The survivors are people we are working 
with every day and we know exactly where the Chairman is coming from.

Chairman: Of those 378, I know 100 have come into the Caranua offices.  Many of them 
must be in a panic because they were a month late or whatever.

Ms Rachel Downes: Some 64% of those have applied to Caranua previously and they have 
previously received funding supports from us, so it is not that all 378 have not-----

Chairman: If it is 64%, about 120 of those are new people.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes, and that is something we are very mindful of, all of the time.  As 
I mentioned earlier, we do not want to be saying to a person, “You can apply for X, Y and Z”, 
if we know we cannot meet that.  It is about ensuring we are not going to a person and asking 
them to go to the trouble of getting quotes and doing all this work that we require to meet our 
audit requirements, and then coming back to them to say we have no money.  That would put 
them in a difficult position.

Chairman: We are going to ask Caranua to come back with some indication.  If it is plan-
ning to be gone in six months, it must be in the middle of its planning process at this stage.  I 
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am just doing the sums off the top of my head.  If there are 100 people out there and the aver-
age payment to date has been €13,000, that is €1.3 million, which is within the fund we think 
Caranua is going to have.  Maybe it cannot promise them anything but it should immediately 
start working on those cases in order to give people some indication.  I know Caranua has its 
live cases to process but it is clearly going to have excess funds.

Ms Rachel Downes: As Ms Dwyer said, we have contacted everyone.  Every time some-
body applies to us, we contact them, we ask them to raise exceptional needs and we ask them if 
there are any advocacy supports we can give.  It is not the case that applications are coming in 
and we are not doing anything.  We are definitely coming back-----

Chairman: Caranua should be able to give an estimate of the cost.  Will it be giving priority 
to first-time applicants or is it irrelevant that somebody has had a previous claim?

Ms Rachel Downes: Again, this is what needs to be reviewed.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: The priority is on need.  Ideally, it would be a first-time applicant but, 
because each application is individual-----

Chairman: Need is the priority.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: Yes.

Ms Rachel Downes: We also need to say that we are waiting for funding.  We cannot make 
commitments because, although we know the money is coming, it is not in our bank account.

Chairman: We are satisfied that the Department says that money will be coming very 
shortly.  Caranua will soon be in a very clear position and will be able to estimate what will be 
needed to deal with the cases on hand and what will be available.  I encourage it to get on with 
making its own estimate in order to avoid leaving people high and dry.  It is in the interests of 
Caranua for this to wind up on a good note rather than a sour one.

Ms Rachel Downes: I assure the Chair that we do that at every board meeting.

Deputy  David Cullinane: I will start with the Comptroller and Auditor General before 
moving on to Caranua.  In his opening statement regarding the 2017 statements, Mr. McCarthy 
drew attention, not for the first time, to “weaknesses in the Board’s control over grant pay-
ments”.  He cites a number of examples of such weaknesses in the context of pricing quotations, 
a lack of evidence of invoices or receipts and issues relating to proof of tenancy or ownership 
of properties.  These comments relate to 2017, had Mr. McCarthy reported on similar failures 
in the past?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: We had.

Deputy  David Cullinane: In what years?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: In 2014, 2015 and 2016.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Mr. McCarthy has been reporting failures, lapses or weaknesses 
in the board’s control for four years.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: I referred to weaknesses in the implementation of the controls that 
had been put in place.
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Deputy  David Cullinane: In his opening comments today he said, “The statement on 
internal control sets out the steps being taken by the Board to resolve the control weaknesses 
identified” for 2018.  Is that correct?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Yes, that is correct.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Were similar statements on internal control set out for 2014, 
2015 or 2016?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: I recall that there were indications that action would be taken.  In 
2014, the first year, and probably in 2015, because of delays in completing the audit, most of the 
subsequent year had passed before the board was in a position to address-----

Deputy  David Cullinane: I will deal with the examples in front of me, namely, those 
included in the opening statement.  Mr. McCarthy has categorised them into three areas.  He 
states, “evidence was not available in respect of 56% of the sample cases examined that required 
pricing quotations were received by the Board in advance of grant payment”, “evidence was not 
available in respect of around 50% of the sample grants examined that required invoices and 
receipts” were received, and evidence of the required proof of property tenancy or ownership 
was not available in respect of 55% of housing support grants examined.  Were the weaknesses 
in those three areas the same weaknesses that were flagged up in 2014, 2015 and 2016?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Yes, they were the same problems.

Deputy  David Cullinane: In the statements of control set out by Caranua, were the steps 
it would take to deal with those weaknesses identified?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: I do not have the statements for the previous years but my recol-
lection is that it was indicated that steps would be taken.

Deputy  David Cullinane: I will now come to Mr. O’Callaghan, who is the chair of the 
board.  When will Caranua be winding up?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: June of next year at the latest.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Mr. O’Callaghan still has to be held to account because the 
board has a responsibility to ensure that when weaknesses are identified, they are resolved and 
addressed.  It is not good enough that year after year we have to deal with issues of compliance 
with public procurement rules and failures of bodies to present accounts.  If a body is receiving 
taxpayers’ money and, having carried out his work very diligently, the Comptroller and Auditor 
General publishes a report identifying weaknesses in governance, and if the organisation, in its 
own set of internal control statements, sets out that it will take steps but fails to do so, it must 
be held to account.  One of the places where they can be held to account is at this committee.  
When, over the course of four years, the Comptroller and Auditor General pointed out lapses in 
controls in the organisation, why did the board and Mr. O’Callaghan, as chair, fail to deal with 
them?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I have to accept the Deputy’s criticism that it looks very bad.

Deputy  David Cullinane: It is not criticism; it is a fact.  I am not dealing with personal 
opinions here.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I know.
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Deputy  David Cullinane: I am dealing with facts.  The committee deals with factual 
statements and audited accounts from the Comptroller and Auditor General, not the opinion of 
myself, Mr. O’Callaghan, or anybody else.  The facts are that, over four years, Mr. McCarthy 
and his team set out failures.  Mr. O’Callaghan’s organisation said it would remedy them, but it 
failed to do so.  Why did it fail to remedy those weaknesses?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I will have to start off with 2014.  I have reported to the commit-
tee on this before.  Caranua was set up hastily.  The scope of its responsibilities and its remit 
were not fleshed out or specified in any shape or form.  Events have shown that it did not have 
enough staff or computer systems.  It had nothing.  There was pressure on us to open for busi-
ness.  I accept that in 2014, 2015, and 2016, our controls were not up to specification.  We have 
to accept responsibility for that.  It is not the case that we ignored any of the comments of the 
Comptroller and Auditor General.  We did the best we could.  Our approach is that we have to 
be very flexible with survivors.  They are a particular group and we accept-----

Deputy  David Cullinane: I must interrupt Mr. O’Callaghan.  I will not allow him to use the 
survivors as an excuse for the organisation and the board failing in their responsibilities.  The 
survivors have nothing to do with it.  There is-----

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Without the survivors, Caranua would not-----

Deputy  David Cullinane: The survivors have nothing to do with failures of controls in Mr. 
O’Callaghan’s organisation.  He should not suggest that the survivors or their needs are the rea-
son his board failed in its duty to correct the weaknesses the Comptroller and Auditor General 
outlined every year.  At the start of this response, Mr. O’Callaghan stated that the weaknesses 
lay in the way in which the organisation was set up.  That may well be the case.  It may well be 
the case that it was not staffed properly and that it was set up hastily, but the reality is that it was 
set up and was in place and, over the course of four years, failures in controls were identified 
but not dealt with.  Notwithstanding the failures in how it was set up, Mr. O’Callaghan has said 
that the board was not ignoring the Comptroller and Auditor General’s opinions, but it certainly 
did nothing to correct the issues he identified.  Why was that the case?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I am sure the Deputy will find that we improved the situation year 
on year.  We are a lot more compliant-----

Deputy  David Cullinane: Is Mr. McCarthy of the same view?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: I do not have the percentages for earlier years in all cases.

Deputy  David Cullinane: It must have been very high.  If the percentages for this period 
were 56%, 50% and 55%, they must have been very high previously.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: They were.  My recollection is that the percentages were similar 
in previous years.

Deputy  David Cullinane: The percentages were similar.  I am trying to understand why 
the organisation did not deal with those lapses in controls. That is what we are here to discuss.  
We are here to ask these questions.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: The Deputy will accept that no moneys have gone missing or un-
accounted for and that our accounts are in order.  We will definitely have to take responsibility 
for not pursuing receipts robustly.
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Deputy  David Cullinane: I will go back to Mr. McCarthy because I am not satisfied with 
this response at all.  It is completely disingenuous to respond that no money was misplaced.  
Nobody is suggesting that money was misplaced.

Ms Rachel Downes: May I respond?

Deputy  David Cullinane: I am sorry, but no.  I will return to Mr. McCarthy.  His job is to 
make sure that processes are robust, that money paid out is properly accounted for, and that the 
processes stand up to scrutiny so that he can say that money spent was spent for the purposes 
for which it was intended.  In these areas, he is saying that the processes were not robust enough 
for him to say definitively what happened.  Is that the case?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: There is not sufficient evidence that money was applied for the 
purposes intended.

Deputy  David Cullinane: He is not saying that money was not spent properly.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: No.  We have not found such a situation.  We could not do so 
because, without going to someone’s house, we would not know that improvements funded by 
Caranua had or had not been carried out.  We are not in a position to do that.

Ms Rachel Downes: The main area we are talking about here is the quotations received 
from survivors and the receipts received after payment support has been made.  I completely 
appreciate from where the Comptroller and Auditor General audit is coming.  We set out very 
stringent criteria.  If funding support is under €1,000, we look for one quote; if it is between 
€1,000 and €5,000, we look for two quotes; and if it is over €5,000, we look for three quotes.  
Where we have challenges is the number of survivors with which we are working and the dif-
ficulties they have meeting that criteria, complying with those quotations and getting three 
quotes.  There are a number of instances where we have made a decision that we will accept 
fewer quotes than we have set out in our criteria in order to facilitate that survivor availing of 
the service.  This is constant challenge that we encounter each year.

We have constant challenges between trying to work with survivors to ensure they can avail 
of the services with as little difficulty as possible.  It is very difficult.  We are asking survivors to 
meet the audit recommendations, to go to three different shops to get three different quotes and 
come back to Caranua.  They might then be told that the quotation is not correct and they need 
to go again.  We will hold our hands up, I completely get-----

Deputy  David Cullinane: Is Ms Downes saying that the Comptroller and Auditor General 
was unfair because he was not taking into account-----

Ms Rachel Downes: The Comptroller and Auditor General was doing his job.

Deputy  David Cullinane: -----that the survivors were not able to comply with the guide-
lines that are in place?  Is that what she is saying?

Ms Rachel Downes: The Comptroller and Auditor General’s job is to challenge the out-
comes of the service that we run and I do not think the Comptroller and Auditor General is be-
ing unfair at all.  His office is obviously going by the guidelines that are set and the guidelines 
we have set in Caranua to ensure compliance but there are challenges associated with that.

Deputy  David Cullinane: I have no problem whatsoever in accepting that we are dealing 
with very difficult circumstances here, with individuals who were victims of institutional abuse.
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Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  David Cullinane: In some or all cases, I understand there may be difficulties in the 
presentation of evidence.  I am saying that, in process terms, the percentage of cases for which 
evidence was unavailable was not 5%, 10%, or 20%, it was 56%, 50% and 55%.  That brings 
me to the point that Deputy Munster was making.  There are a number of survivors who may 
get nothing.

I come to those 22 survivors who applied outside the statutory timeframes, and I accept 
that, but that said, these are people who were the victims of abuse.  They got around to apply-
ing outside the statutory timeframes.  Mr. O’Callaghan talked about weaknesses when the fund 
was set up in the first place.  When we previously looked at this, there were issues on how the 
first tranche of money was spent.  Perhaps mistakes were made in how that money was spent 
because a small number of survivors got money very quickly meaning that the pot of money 
available for others may not have been what it should have been.  There were issues about that.

There have also been issues about lapses of controls in many areas, including the 56%, 50% 
and 55% to which the Comptroller and Auditor General referred.  We are now left in a situation 
where there are some people who may not get any compensation whatsoever.

Can I come back to these 22 people?  Mr. O’Callaghan said that Caranua will be reviewing 
all of these cases.  Can he tell me what that means?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: When we introduced the limit of 15,000 applicants, we did a 
forecast which took account of the number of cases that we had on hand.  That forecast showed 
that we had a deficit of money even if we got the entire €110 million.  That was from where 
we were coming.  It now transpires that we are going to have a surplus which will enable us to 
revisit the 378 applications we received after 2 August, including the 22 that the Deputy men-
tioned.

Deputy  David Cullinane: How much is the surplus?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: It looks as if it will be in the region of-----

Ms Rachel Downes: We do not know that for definite yet because we are still working with 
a number of survivors.  We do projections on a monthly basis.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Is that number of survivors more than 300?

Ms Rachel Downes: Pardon?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: How many cases are still being looked at?

Ms Rachel Downes: We are working with 312 people at the moment.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Are the 22 to which I referred included among that number, or 
are they a separate category?

Ms Rachel Downes: They are separate.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Exactly.

Ms Rachel Downes: At the moment, we are working with people who had their applica-
tions in to Caranua before 1 August 2018.
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Deputy  David Cullinane: Are those 312 people also dependent on the surplus money?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: No.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Is it that the surplus money might well be available?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Yes.

Deputy  David Cullinane: I am trying to figure out to what extent that money will be avail-
able.

Ms Rachel Downes: That is the question we also need to look at.  We take at face value that 
the 378 applications we received after 2 August are all from survivors but we have not done 
eligibility checks yet because we do not want to put people through that process if we were not 
going to have support available to them.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Okay.

Ms Rachel Downes: If we go ahead, the next phase in the process will be looking at those 
applications and seeing how many are eligible for Caranua services.

Deputy  David Cullinane: I will offer an opinion on this.  I appeal to the chair and to Ms 
Downes to look favourably on those 22 cases.  Caranua should do what it can for them.

Ms Rachel Downes: The Deputy needs to bear in mind that there are more than 22 cases.  
That total was to the end of 2018 and we have had more applications since.

Deputy  David Cullinane: However many there might be, I think that some discretion must 
be used.  If we need to come back and amend legislation in the Dáil, so be it, if that is necessary.

Ms Rachel Downes: I need commitment on that before I tell people they are definitely go-
ing to get support.  I cannot do that without commitment.

Deputy  David Cullinane: I am saying that, if that is needed, Caranua needs to tell the 
Department what is required so all victims actually get the supports that they need.  There is an 
opportunity for Caranua to make an argument here.  It may or may not be able to provide the 
necessary support through surplus funds but, if it is unable to, there is an obligation on it to say 
that it cannot.  The legislation would then have to be reviewed and it may be that more money 
is offered.

I want to come now to the issue of the overall funds.  Was €110 million the total amount that 
came from the religious congregations to be used for supporting survivors?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: That is correct.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Under law, any surplus money from the religious congregations 
would then go to the national children’s hospital.  I thought there was also a figure of €1.38 
million.

Ms Rachel Downes: That was interest that was made on the €110 million fund.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Does the Bill state that only the surplus money from the reli-
gious congregations should go to the national children’s hospital or does it state that interest 
earned on the money should also go to the national children’s hospital?
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Ms Rachel Downes: I will defer to the Department on that question.

Ms Aoife Conduit: The interest accrues to the statutory fund.  It does not go to the chil-
dren’s hospital.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Pardon?

Ms Aoife Conduit: The €1.38 million interest that has accrued goes to the statutory fund.  
It does not go to the children’s hospital.

Deputy  David Cullinane: It goes to the statutory fund.  What is the total figure that will go 
to the national children’s hospital?

Ms Aoife Conduit: Some €430,000 of the final outstanding contribution from the Christian 
Brothers will go to the national children’s hospital.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Does that mean that €1.38 million of interest will go back to 
survivors and the operation of the fund?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: I am not sure the interest is quite as much as €1.38 million.

Ms Aoife Conduit: It is.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: It is pretty near that figure.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Is it?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: The entire €111 million-odd will go to the survivors.

Deputy  David Cullinane: I am not disputing that, I am trying to get clarity on what will 
be the overall figure.  The figure of €110 million was the cap on whatever money would come 
in from the religious institutions.  That is to be spent on Caranua, supporting the survivors and 
their running costs, I imagine.

Ms Aoife Conduit: That is right.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Do we now have €110 million plus the €1.38 million in interest?

Ms Aoife Conduit: Yes.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: The €1.38 million is interest that was earned before Caranua 
was established so that money was transferred to Caranua on day one.  Caranua already has that 
money.

Deputy  David Cullinane: I am trying to establish if that €1.38 million is separate from the 
€110 million.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: It is.  The maximum amount that Caranua will have available 
to it is €111.38 million.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Okay.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: Anything over the €110 million goes to the children’s hospital 
and that includes the contributions from the Christian Brothers.
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Deputy  David Cullinane: That is the money from the religious congregations.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: That is correct.

Deputy  David Cullinane: That is what I am trying to establish.  The interest will go to the 
survivors and the organisation.  That is good.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: That amount has already gone to the organisation.  It went 
straight in back in 2013.

Deputy  David Cullinane: Our guests cannot tell me at this point how much the surplus 
will be.

Ms Rachel Downes: We cannot because we are still working on applications.

Deputy  David Cullinane: When will Caranua be able to come back to this committee with 
that figure?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: The Chairman has asked us to come back with regular reports.

Ms Rachel Downes: We will give updates on that.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: We will give regular reports on the number of applications.

Chairman: From a practical point of view, the 2018 audited financial statement will be laid 
before the Oireachtas well before Christmas.  That will only update the situation to the end of 
last year but we will ask, when that statement is laid before the Oireachtas, for an update.  It will 
not be an audited update but an updated briefing note from Caranua before Christmas when the 
accounts have been laid before the Oireachtas.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: I want to make a point.  Caranua talks about their survivors, 
but they are all of our survivors.  We have a role here as does the Comptroller and Auditor Gen-
eral.  Weaknesses in controls can have consequences.  That is why we pay particular attention 
to these.  I do not want to duplicate what Deputy Cullinane has gone through on the level of 
the sample and the numbers which have been repeated over several years.  However, take the 
consequences of not clarifying if a tenancy is a secure one.  For example, we could be spending 
money assisting some vulnerable people but they may get a short duration out of that benefit.  
Take the list of the housing supports in the briefing note.  Many of them are fixed such as the 
replacement of windows and doors, carpets, floor coverings, heating systems, roof repair and so 
forth.  Some of them such as white goods, wheelchair and walking aids would be transferable.

Has Caranua experience of where a tenancy has not survived long after a payment has been 
made?

Ms Rachel Downes: No.  The conversation we would have with a survivor would be as to 
whether they are a homeowner or renting.  If they are renting a property, we would not do struc-
tural work to it.  The issues arise where we have a homeowner and we have not sought evidence 
that they are the homeowner.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Is it to the disadvantage of people who are not homeowners 
in terms of level of payout?

Ms Rachel Downes: This is what we would have looked at as part of our 2016 work.  It was 
found quickly that survivors who were homeowners were receiving a substantially larger part of 
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the fund than people in private rented accommodation.  That was looked at.  This is where white 
goods and so forth would be available to people who were renting, as opposed to homeowners, 
because they can move them with them.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Is that where the lion’s share of the money was spent?

Ms Rachel Downes: It very much evened out after the 2016 guidelines were introduced.  
We found many more people were looking for white goods and furniture for their homes or for 
painting and decorating what they felt was to make the home cosy and warm around them, as 
opposed to actual structural work.  Definitely, it moved towards white goods after that.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: I have some concerns about that.  We all know how precari-
ous the housing situation, particularly the rental sector, is.  Even if people are in house for a long 
time, there is a limit on the length of time they can stay if they are given notice to quit.

Ms Rachel Downes: It is about empowering people.  While we take on board the Deputy’s 
point, if a person explains to us that they are renting and this is what they need or want, I do not 
feel it is our job to say they cannot have that because they may have to move home shortly.  It 
is about ensuring-----

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: There is a duty of care to the individual who needs to get 
benefit.  We do not want-----

Ms Rachel Downes: Somebody who loses out.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: -----the landlord getting the benefit from it.  That is some-
thing where there is a duty of care, particularly for people who are vulnerable to begin with.

On the sample of services provided under health supports, prescription medication and doc-
tor visits are listed.  Were they not all provided with medical cards?

Ms Rachel Downes: No.  I am not entirely sure of the percentage but there are survivors 
who do not have medical cards

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Was there not a commitment made in that regard?

Ms Rachel Downes: I know an area of great importance to survivors was an enhanced med-
ical card, similar to the one provided under the Health (Amendment) Act 1996.  Many survivors 
would love that area to be examined.  However, many survivors do not have a medical card.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: I am looking at this from the point of view of the funds being 
stretched, more people availing and duplication.

Some survivors have come to me with criticisms of Caranua.  Some of these were repeated 
in the work of another Oireachtas committee.  Complaints were reopened when third parties 
intervened.  There appears to have been some evidence that some of the survivors felt very 
dismissed.  That has been my experience with a limited number of survivors with whom I have 
dealt.

Ms Rachel Downes: I cannot speak for the time when I was not chief executive officer.  
Now we take complaints very seriously and I am proud our numbers have dropped every year 
since.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Would Ms Downes accept that was a feature, however?
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In terms of the response to prioritise urgent medical need, where did that factor into the 
work?

Ms Rachel Downes: Every survivor who works with Caranua has a dedicated application 
adviser with whom they work.  If an urgent need is identified as part of the application, for pri-
ority we looked at those over the age of 70 or if there were long waiting lists to avail of health 
services.  We did not necessarily pay for health services.  It depended on the circumstances.  We 
may have paid for somebody to meet a private consultant in order for them to be moved up the 
waiting list.  We also ensured they were linked in with services.

There was no point in Caranua paying for somebody to have an operation if there was no-
body linked in with them afterwards, such as a public health nurse.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: That would have been a criticism.  Did that change over the 
years or is Ms Downes satisfied that this applied reasonably well right through?

Ms Rachel Downes: I cannot comment prior to my time.  I can only comment on how we 
operate now.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Delays were experienced by some of the survivors.  How 
many are still ongoing?

Ms Rachel Downes: We have no waiting list at this time.  It was an area in which we had 
to work hard to improve.  At times, over 2016, 2017 and into 2018, we worked with over 2,500 
survivors at a time.  At that stage, we had 12 application advisers who were all carrying a casel-
oad of over 200 survivors.  There were lengthy waiting lists of eight months at times.  That was 
something we had to work hard to combat.

Since early this year, we have had no waiting list at all.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Is that only from this year?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.  It is only for this year the numbers have dropped below 2,000.

From the point of view of the best service to a survivor, if one person is trying to manage 
200, it is difficult to give them the best service.  That is why we had a waiting list.  We wanted 
to ensure that we were providing the best service possible.  As numbers decrease, we do find we 
are in a much better position to offer that personalised service.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Caranua had preferred suppliers.  Was it obligatory for people 
to use them?

Ms Rachel Downes: No, it was never obligatory.  The recent one we had was with the 
SEAI, Sustainable Energy Authority of Ireland.  We got the SEAI to do some work on behalf 
of Caranua.  What we found was that survivors would prefer to choose their own supplier.  We 
respected that.  It was a small number.  We went through works with the SEAI but we did not 
continue on with it.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: On the wind-down, what has been set aside for redundancies?

Ms Rachel Downes: Statutory redundancy is available for some staff who have been there 
for longer than two years.  There is a payment with that.  It is changed because we are winding 
down.  We have staff leaving all the time.  It is difficult to say what it would be until we get to 
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the end.  Then we will know what staff have been there and for what length of time.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: I am sure a certain amount has been set aside.

Ms Rachel Downes: I do not have the number with me at the moment.  We can provide that.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Yes.  I would appreciate that.

Ms Rachel Downes: All staff are on specified-purpose contract.  When Caranua finishes, 
staff will be looking for jobs.  Nobody has been seconded from anywhere else.  Everybody will 
be unemployed basically.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Obviously there were appeals and there had to be a degree of 
learning from them.  Were these documented?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.  A person would work with the appeals officer.  The toing and fro-
ing would come through one person.  It is documented on our case management system.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Were they written in all cases?

Ms Rachel Downes: The person looking after the appeals would meet on a weekly basis 
with Ms Sinéad Dwyer, director of services.  They would discuss the appeals, what comes back 
and how we can apply it.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: There is an unequal relationship between funders and appli-
cants, though the appeals mechanism is a control for that.  Has the Department ever considered 
conducting satisfaction surveys with applicants, or would it consider doing so for future learn-
ings?  That would take it a step outside of the organisation.  People sometimes feel there might 
be possible consequences to giving feedback, particularly given the group in question.  Would 
the Department consider doing that?

Ms Catherine Hynes: We would have some difficulty in doing that because we cannot 
access the survivors’ personal data.  We would have to do an open call asking people to come 
forward.  We have considered asking Caranua to conduct an exit poll or satisfaction survey, but 
we are hampered by the fact that we cannot access those people’s personal data.  We would have 
to overcome certain restrictions to do that.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: We hope there will not be many more large groups of survi-
vors, but that possibility cannot be discounted, given our history.  If we are going to learn from 
this, it is essential to have a body of information that is not from within the organisation and that 
will have value into the future.

Ms Aoife Conduit: The Department also carried out an independently facilitated consulta-
tion with survivors to discuss their ongoing needs, which was published earlier in the summer.  
Arising out of that, a survivors’ group will continue consulting the interdepartmental commit-
tee that has been set up to examine how best to link survivors into mainstream services across 
Departments and agencies.

Ms Catherine Hynes: We can provide the Deputy with a copy of the report from that 
meeting.  Survivors were asked for their opinions on their interactions with bodies such as the 
Residential Institutions Redress Board and Caranua.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: I ask the witnesses to supply me with that report, please.  
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One issue that is very important to people is making connections with family they did not know 
existed, as well as the work on genealogy, archives and so on.  Are there GDPR issues or other 
issues to be dealt with regarding the archive and where it will reside when Caranua no longer 
exists?

Ms Aoife Conduit: All Caranua records will come back to the Department for archiving.  
The Department also funds Barnardos origin service for survivors who wish to contact or be 
reunited with family members, which will continue to be funded.

Ms Rachel Downes: Caranua has met the Data Protection Commissioner to discuss these 
issues and ensure we are compliant with all data protection laws.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: I realise that Ms Downes has not been in her role for Caranua’s 
duration but she must have some understanding of the kind of difficulties that presented during 
its establishment.  What would she do differently if she were starting out now?  It is important 
to hear about that.

Ms Rachel Downes: One of the main issues was staffing and resources.  We did not have 
enough staff to deal with the number of applications that came in at the beginning, and unfortu-
nately that legacy carried on over a number of years.  It took us six years to get on top of that.  
While we have always done outreach, we can now invite survivors into our offices, so we have 
done much face-to-face and focused outreach work over the past 18 months.  That work has 
been invaluable and has also helped us develop relationships with survivors.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Ms Downes earlier accepted that there have been some fail-
ures in the controls and how the funds were dispersed.  Will she comment on that?

Ms Rachel Downes: As I said earlier, it is a challenge because we want ensure we are per-
son centred and survivor focused.  A big part of our remit is empowering survivors to make their 
own decisions and choices.  That does not always lend itself easily to working with a public 
body due to the fiduciary responsibilities and auditing requirements we come under.  We need 
to balance that.  It has taken us a while to get to that stage, though we are getting there.  We try 
to put the survivor first, and that is something on which we have really focused.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: I am not sure that was focused on right from the word go, 
though that may have been due to the workload.  Caranua’s opening statement drew attention to 
survivors who required additional support managing their application as well as survivors who 
had received limited or no funding supports.  It seems obvious that there was always going to 
be a cohort within this group-----

Ms Rachel Downes: The challenge is identifying who is in that cohort at the beginning.  
When opening up a scheme such as this one, survivors who can manage their own applications 
are probably the first people to contact us.  It has taken some time to identify the people who 
need additional supports.  Sometimes they are identified by other survivors.  As we build rela-
tionships with them, they might inform us that they have a sibling or friend or know someone 
else who needs support.  It is only through those relationships that we find out about people who 
need additional supports from us.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Would Caranua not have triaged some of that at the begin-
ning?  The people who are able to come forward will do so.  By definition, one would want to 
look at the people within the group who did not come forward.
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Ms Rachel Downes: That was due to a lack of staffing at that stage.  When Caranua opened, 
it received nearly 2,000 applications in the first two or three months, but only four application 
advisers were sanctioned.  The numbers were so overwhelming in the beginning that all they 
could focus on were the applications and ensuring that payments and funding supports were 
made.  As we have developed, we have been able to take a breath every so often and see what 
is or is not working and what we need to change.  In one way, it is a shame that we are only 
progressing, developing and putting improved practices in place as we are winding down.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: That is precisely the conclusion I have reached.  That is a 
criticisable failure.  I accept that there were staffing issues, that it was chaotic and that large 
numbers of applications and expectations had to be dealt with.  However, Caranua should have 
anticipated that this was a very vulnerable group.  We deal with people coming through our door 
all the time and one has to work harder with some groups if there are literacy issues, where they 
might need help filling in application forms, and so on.  They require more time but one should 
anticipate that.  It appears that the people who were more able to engage with Caranua, such 
as those who had done better in life and perhaps bought a house, as opposed to those in a more 
precarious position, did better out of the fund at the beginning.  That concerns me.

Ms Rachel Downes: The board recognised that quite early on, which is why the limit was 
put in place to ensure fairness for the survivors who applied.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: That was not very early on.  When one considers the money 
that was spent, the bulk of the money was spent on housing supports.  Ms Downes told me 
earlier that where there was a home ownership they were the people who were likely to end up 
getting more.

Ms Rachel Downes: At one stage that was the case, but that changed then.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: That is where most of the money was spent in the early part.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: So the learning happened when most of the money was spent.

Ms Rachel Downes: No.  It was not most of the money.  I cannot tell the committee exactly 
what the spend was at that time.  Once that was recognised by the board it took steps.  Obvi-
ously it took a while to implement a new scheme so it was not in 2016.

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Perhaps Ms Downes would give us a breakdown of what was 
spent-----

Ms Rachel Downes: Is it the spend at that time?

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: -----each year so we can see the breakdown.

Ms Rachel Downes: Is the Deputy looking for the total spend per year by category?

Deputy  Catherine Murphy: Yes.

Chairman: That is, the total spend up until the board changed the policy about putting in a 
cap.  Please show us how much had been committed by the time Caranua introduced the cap.

Depending on when the vote comes up, Deputy O’Connell may have some time now.
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Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I have not had lunch so I might be a bit cross.  Following on 
from Deputy Murphy’s questions, it is my reading that Caranua set up and then started to get its 
ducks in a row a long time afterwards.  That is my real concern here.  What year was Caranua 
set up?

Ms Rachel Downes: It was 2013, and we started taking applications in 2014.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Caranua is really only a young organisation, as such.  From the 
questioning here today I believe that it seems to have been a basket case from the genesis of 
it.  It did not have the staffing complement.  It has come to the fore that Caranua had not recog-
nised the complexities of the people who would be coming to it.  As Deputy Murphy has clearly 
outlined, Caranua appears to have been shocked that those who were most able seem to have 
been able to access the fund most in the initial period.  I believe this to be completely at odds 
with Caranua’s job in the first place.  These people, who are our people and a legacy of what 
has happened in Ireland, are all of our responsibility.  I am very disappointed that the system set 
up for people to engage has not been fair from the outset.  Does Ms Downes feel this is a fair 
charge today?

Ms Rachel Downes: As I said, I cannot speak for how things were set up in 2014, 2015, 
2016 and 2017-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Why not?

Ms Rachel Downes: I was not working there at the time.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Who was? Is there anyone here who was?

Ms Rachel Downes: No.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I was not there from the start, I am afraid, but I will address the 
Deputy’s question.  It was not quite a basket case, it was far from it in the early days.  There is 
no question about it-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Did Mr. O’Callaghan ever make any representation to anybody 
to say “I am Chairperson of this new organisation.  I really am concerned about its ability to 
deliver for survivors”?  Did Mr. O’Callaghan make any such representation?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I believe I did, at this committee or at the education committee.  
Getting back to an earlier question about a consultancy, yes we did get in consultants - I believe 
it was Mazars - just to-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Here we go again.  When did they come on board?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: It was a very focused study.  I am aware that “consultancy” is a 
dirty word but it was a focused study to look at the job we were given and the resources we had.  
They found that we needed a trebling of resources to deal with it.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Okay.  So how much money?  There was €110 million, and the 
interest which was lodged beforehand.  That was a total of €111.38 million.  Was any interest 
accrued during the period?  The money was held and Caranua needed access, so was there any 
interest on the €111.38 in the time?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is actually a negative interest rate at the moment, and for some time.
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Mr. David O’Callaghan: It is lodged in the-----

Ms Rachel Downes: In the NTMA account.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Is it lodged in a current account?

Ms Rachel Downes: With the NTMA.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: They are dealing with it.  Well, they do not seem to be too bad 
at that bit of it.

Ms Rachel Downes: There was a period when staff numbers were low and we were very 
reliant on contract staff-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: The witness keeps saying the staffing numbers were low-----

Ms Rachel Downes: This was a big factor.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: -----but the whole function of this was to help people, to provide 
supports and to try to compensate for the awful things that happened.  I am not sure-----

Ms Rachel Downes: Our remit was to provide funding supports for-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Yes.  Funding supports to help people.

Ms Rachel Downes: I do not think there was any question of not recognising the task 
ahead, or anything like that, but there was the question of whether the resources were there to 
do it in the best possible way from the beginning.  That presented a challenge.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Okay.

Ms Rachel Downes: There was a long period when we were very reliant on temporary 
contract staff, who were coming and going.  In 2016, sanction was given for proper staffing 
numbers and the staff we have had over the past couple of years have been invaluable.  They 
have been dedicated and person-centred.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: We will get back to the person-centred staff.  In her opening 
statement Ms Downes referred to “well-being”.  I do not like words like “well-being” because 
they are not scientific enough for me.  Looking at Caranua’s spend, there is a section on the 
sample of services provided in health supports.  With regard to evaluating who Caranua is get-
ting, for example counselling is the first item that struck me.  When counselling is paid for from 
the fund, does Caranua question if it is a qualified person or is it wherever the client wants to 
go?  I just want a “yes” or “no” response because I want to get through this.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: Yes we did.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: So then we come to massage therapy.  Was there someone who 
may not have had not the loudest voice who perhaps needed home nursing, immunisation or 
something else that was essential?  Were people getting money for massages when others were 
not getting money for a wheelchair, for example?  How can we be spending money?  I am aware 
there is value to massage but it is hard to quantify.  There are other items such as reflexology, 
acupuncture, chiropractic, osteopathy and pain management, which I find a bit strange consid-
ering there is prescription medication.  Is this a person coming in with a receipt for Solpadeine 
or something?  I am just wondering-----
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Ms Sinéad Dwyer: I can answer that.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: No.  I am not finished.  How do we evaluate the cost benefit of 
these?  I am not saying there is no benefit but I would hate to see somebody not getting dental 
treatment because somebody else got a massage.  How does Caranua balance that?

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: That is where we get into whether we all agree with a medical model or 
if alternative therapies are of benefit to people’s well-being.  If a person needs a course of ten 
sessions of massage, and if that is recommended by a GP for whatever reason-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Okay, so the prescription or recommendation for massage had 
to come-----

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: From a professional.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: From a doctor.  From who else would Caranua take direction?

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: It depends.  The person may be seeing a consultant for pain manage-
ment.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Not a consultant from Mazars obviously, it would be a medical 
consultant.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: I understand there is no one from there.  Definitely a professional rec-
ommendation is required.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Are all of the witnesses happy that this is a good use of the fund, 
which is everybody’s money?  Do the witnesses think it is good value?  Are they all comfortable 
with that fund being spent on items such as massage, acupuncture, chiropractic, osteopathy and 
reflexology?  We will not fall out over acupuncture because there is some evidence, but in terms 
of outcomes for spend the evidence for reflexology is fairly loose.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: I do not think we can compare what one person feels or what their need 
is as medically recommended.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: The problem is that, for a pharmacist for example, we try to not 
base things on feelings, it is more on-----

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: That is a medical model.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I am uncomfortable with the list as spent.  Was a medical card 
provided at some point to people who were survivors?

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: No.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Okay.  I thought that may have happened in the past.

I have a query for the representatives from the Department of Education and Skills.  There 
was an interdepartmental committee set up a year ago.  Is it the plan to take over from Caranua 
when it is wound down or has the Department nothing to do with it?  Will they run in parallel?  
What is the plan there?

Ms Aoife Conduit: The purpose of the committee is to bring together Government Depart-
ments and agencies to really look at the long-term needs of survivors and how they can access 
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mainstream and public services, and how to facilitate that.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Is that after Caranua is gone, or now?

Ms Aoife Conduit: It is working in parallel.  It was set up late last year.  It is continuing to 
operate; we consulted survivors during the summer and a report was published.  Arising from 
it, a survivors group is in place.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: What exactly is the remit of the interdepartmental committee?

Ms Aoife Conduit: It works to ensure Departments can look at how to best ensure survivors 
can access mainstream services for the rest of their lives.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: The Department must talk to Caranua a lot.

Ms Aoife Conduit: Yes, we talk on a regular basis.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Does Ms Conduit expect the interdepartmental committee to 
take over the role of Caranua when it is wound down?  What does the interdepartmental com-
mittee anticipate will happen?

Ms Aoife Conduit: The interdepartmental committee will have a different role.  It will look 
at the long-term needs of survivors, the public services available to them and how best to facili-
tate access to those services.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: The interdepartmental committee spoke to survivors over the 
summer.  As it does not have access to the data, how did it contact people?

Ms Catherine Hynes: We got two people to work as facilitators with the survival groups 
and survivors.  They held a series of meetings throughout the country and in the United King-
dom.  We provided them with lists of survivor advocacy groups to begin with.  However, as we 
cannot hold individual data, all we can do is supply them with the details of the groups.  They 
would have talked to people and through word of mouth they communicated with people.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Are the witnesses happy that that model of gathering information 
gives them a comprehensive view?  Does the word of mouth approach help in gathering real 
information?

Ms Catherine Hynes: Survivors seem to be clear on what their needs are heading into the 
future.  Those needs are set out in the report I mentioned to Deputy Catherine Murphy.  Survi-
vors say that as they age, they have a need for homecare, that they have a fear of institutionalisa-
tion and that they have health needs.  They seem to be clear on these matters.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I am sure though that it is not a one-size-fits-all model.  There is 
such a broad range of people, age groups and complexities.

Ms Catherine Hynes: One size never fits all, but we have to work as best we can with what 
we know from survivors.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: On engagement with survivors, the interdepartmental commit-
tee spoke to groups during the summer.  Is there any intention to continue this connection with 
survivor groups, as has just been described, into the future to inform the work of the interde-
partmental committee?
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Ms Aoife Conduit: There is a survivor group in place.  We have issued a request for tender, 
RFT, for a facilitator to work with the group to continue to link the views of survivors with the 
work of the interdepartmental committee.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Would Caranua do it in this way again?  Was it fit for purpose to 
help people with the remit it was given?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: That is a good question.  There will have to be a lesson learning 
exercise.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I am worn out by the lessons that have been learned.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: We should not have started in the way we did, but now we pro-
vide an excellent service for survivors.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Caranua has been in existence for almost six years.  For what 
percentage of that time does Mr. O’Callaghan consider it has been a functioning organisation?  
Was it for one of those six years?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: No, we started to get our act together in 2016.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Therefore, it was not fit for purpose for half of the time.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: There is no question but that we were struggling.  The big issue 
in the early years was the delay in responding to survivors, for which I have apologised at this 
committee in the past.  It was unacceptable, but we are now providing a good service.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: That has been mentioned a few times, but how has it been evalu-
ated?  Deputy Catherine Murphy also asked about feedback from survivors.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: We get positive feedback.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: How is it analysed quantitatively?  We have heard twice about 
the number of phone calls, when people ring for a chat.  Do we have figures in that regard and 
for the length of phone calls?  It seems there is a lot of loose language which concerns me.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I know.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I become concerned when I hear such loose language about lots 
of people ringing the organisation.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: We monitor the statistics for phone calls.  We do not have them with us, 
but we can get back to the Deputy with them.  We should be able to tell her how many phone 
calls relate to open cases or are from survivors who are just ringing for a chat, even when their 
applications have been closed.

Ms Rachel Downes: As part of our remit, to the end of September, we had made over 
54,000 funding support payments to survivors.  We have spent €91.3 million-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: How many people received those 54,000 payments?

Ms Rachel Downes: I will get that figure for the Deputy.  In the past few years the number 
of complaints has decreased, as has the number of appeals.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I would hope so, seeing that Caranua got its act in order-----
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Ms Rachel Downes: The number of active representations has decreased.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Things would be strange if it had not.

Ms Rachel Downes: The 54,000 payments were made to 5,695 people.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Caranua has dealt with 5,695 human beings since it started al-
most six years ago.

Ms Rachel Downes: We have worked with more than that number.  Some survivors with 
whom we have worked have decided that they do not want to continue with their applications 
for one reason or another or that they will move backwards and forwards to us.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: That is the number of people who received money, but it does 
not represent the number of applications.

Ms Rachel Downes: That is correct.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: What is the differential?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is a small number.  It runs to a couple of hundred.  Unfortunately, 
some people passed away before receiving a payment, while others have chosen not to continue 
with their applications.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: The entire running costs for Caranua, leaving administration of 
the fund out of it, amount to €11.38 million.  What is the total bill for staff and buildings since 
Caranua started?  I will have to leave to vote.

Ms Rachel Downes: To the end of September, we had spent €11.5 million.  We would 
need to give a breakdown because that figure includes all operational costs.  A lot of the money 
would have gone towards providing a freefone service for survivors.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell:  I have to leave to vote.  Are we coming straight back?

Chairman: One or two members have indicated that they would like to come back in a 
second time.  We will suspend the sitting until 2.30 p.m.  I hope the meeting will not continue 
for too long after that.

Sitting suspended at 1.30 p.m. and resumed at 2.30 p.m.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I return to the number of cases and people.  Some 5,695 people 
applied for and received money, having gone through the system, while others, for whatever 
reason, did not reach the end.  Has Ms Downes to hand the figure for Caranua’s total staff costs 
since it started?  I refer to the costs for regular staff, external consultants and-----

Ms Rachel Downes: We do not have that figure with us but we can find it.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Caranua might revert to us with the figure for the total spend.  
My question is how much Caranua spent administering a fund of approximately €111 million.

Ms Rachel Downes: Just the staffing costs.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: The total staffing costs.  I refer also to legacy bills, such as for 
redundancy payments due to staff if and when the organisation is-----
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Ms Rachel Downes: It will be the best guesstimate because we will not know until the very 
end, depending on-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Yes, but we can drag out the trajectory in that regard.

Chairman: To clarify, we will ask Caranua to revert with the figure for the total costs since 
it started.  I refer to the costs for staffing, the office, administration and everything else.  The 
Deputy is not just asking for the staff costs but the overall cost of running the organisation.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Yes.

Ms Rachel Downes: If we give a breakdown of operational costs as an overall-----

Chairman: The total cost of running the organisation.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I would like it broken down into staff and bills that will arise 
when the organisation winds down.  What will be outstanding in terms of money going out?  
What will be needed in the bank to pay people what they are due?  The Chairman referred to 
spend on rental property and any other cost to administer the service.  The percentage-----

Ms Rachel Downes: There is the breakdown in the 2017 financial statement.  Does the 
Deputy want the overall categories?

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: How much did it cost to run the organisation from the time it 
started until now?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes, from the same breakdown.  That is no problem.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: An aggregate cost.

Chairman: On what page of the 2017 financial statement is that?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.  If we use the same categories as a total-----

Chairman: What page is it on?  If we can put it up on the screen, it would be a help.

Ms Rachel Downes: It is on page 25.  The way it is broken down there-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I just want to see it on the screen.

Ms Rachel Downes: -----if we do that as a per-----

Chairman: That is €2 million for 2017.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes, so members are looking for the figure from the very beginning.

Chairman: Can we have that chart for each of the years?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.  That is no problem.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Can we could have it broken down yearly on a landscape page 
so we can read it?

Chairman: Yes, great.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Is there a figure for the head covering incidentals, expenses, 
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education and training in the most recent accounts?  I am trying to understand the amount that 
has been spent under that head.

Ms Rachel Downes: In the recent accounts, it was €33,958 for staff training and develop-
ment.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: That is not too bad.  I suppose it depends on the number training.  
That is fine.

When Deputy Cullinane was asking questions earlier I think Ms Downes mentioned the 
flexibility required when dealing with complex cases.  I am concerned about the weaknesses 
in the set-up and that the money may not have fed down to the people most at risk or unable to 
engage with the organisation.  That is my concern from listening to the evidence today.

Ms Rachel Downes: That was a big piece of work we undertook over the past two years.  
We very much engaged with survivor support groups.  That is what I was talking about-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: What were the findings from that?

Ms Rachel Downes: This is where we have increased our outreach.  We have deliberately 
targeted-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I am not talking about what Caranua has done since.  When the 
witnesses look back on what they had done, was there any evidence to show that the people 
who were more able had more access to the fund?  I am not asking what they did since then but 
what they learned from that.

Ms Rachel Downes: It is difficult because all survivors have needs, and that is part of what 
we are looking at.  We cannot talk about one survivor.  Their need was what we assessed at the 
time-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Absolutely.

Ms Rachel Downes: -----and that is what the funding supports were provided for.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I am concerned that the organisation was set up in a way that 
those who might have been the most vulnerable, if that is the word I should use, did not have 
access to the fund.  I am not saying someone’s depression is more worthy than somebody’s sore 
foot.  That is not what I am assessing and I do not believe it is within our remit.  I am trying to 
find out if the money went to the most vulnerable.  Were the systems in place where the most 
vulnerable people had access to the fund or was it just the smartest people, the people in the 
know or the people who met the right solicitor who had access?  How was the money-----

Ms Rachel Downes: Unfortunately, under the legislation, we were not able to make first 
contact with survivors.  We were reliant-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: That is not my question.  Ms Downes said she conducted an 
evaluation two years ago.  What did she learn then?  Was there a heavy weighting in that certain 
people received much more money and other people had not engaged?  What were the findings?

Ms Rachel Downes: No.  Some people received higher payments than others.  Across the 
board, the average is €13,500, as I mentioned earlier.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: In terms of outliers, say, somebody who got €100,000, does 
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Ms Downes look at that and say there is a good reason they got €65,000 more than this person 
because-----

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.  As the Deputy said, it depends on the individual circumstances.  
Someone’s needs at that time might have meant that work needed to be done.  It could be a 
housing adaptation or some other work that needed to be put in place for him or her.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: I can give the Deputy an example.  When we were doing outreach in the 
UK more than 12 months ago, we identified survivors who had zero to €5,000 of funding.  We 
contacted them and found that 50% wanted to meet us and there was a cohort of approximately 
20% who did not want to engage with the service for whatever reason.  That was a respectful 
decision after we assessed the reason.  We will always explore with what we have on hand but 
as Ms Downes said, the legislation prevents us contacting people directly.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Does Ms Downes believe there is any role for her to get an ex-
tension to Caranua’s remit?  Instead of moving to a different process, now that the organisation 
has got its house in order - not necessarily financially but in terms of the witness’ claims that 
they have sorted themselves out - does she believe it would be beneficial to survivors for the 
organisation to continue longer than was intended in light of its bad start?

Ms Rachel Downes: There is very much a recognition that many survivors have ongoing 
needs.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Yes.  That is my point.  It is not fixable.

Ms Rachel Downes: I believe that will be an ongoing area for survivors.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Has Ms Downes concerns about survivors being left hanging, so 
to speak, after Caranua ceases?  Where do they go then?

Ms Rachel Downes: I do not know if the Deputy was here earlier when I spoke about 
that.  It is a piece of work we are looking at currently in terms of trying to link survivors with 
other supporting organisations that will be about the long term, especially the survivor support 
groups.  I mentioned earlier that we have also done some work with ALONE.  We are linking 
survivors in with ALONE and it is offering services.  Befriending services is a key part.  Social 
isolation is-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: They are transitioning to a different service.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: With their unique needs, does Ms Downes believe that will 
work?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is difficult to say.  There are so many variations of survivors.  Some 
survivors are fully immersed mainstream services who will be absolutely fine.  Others may 
need supports to access mainstream services.  There can sometimes be a reluctance to do so and 
they may need that bit of encouragement and support to be able to avail of all services available 
to them.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Does Ms Downes believe that organisations such as ALONE are 
fit to do that in that it took so long for Caranua, whose very remit was to help people out with 
these complex situations, to do it?  Surely ALONE and whoever else will face the same chal-
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lenges it faced.

Ms Rachel Downes: The organisations are doing excellent work.  I cannot speak on their 
behalf as to their abilities.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: They are different from Caranua.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: They are, but what we are doing is working in partnership, so we are 
knowledge-sharing at the moment.  That is part of the winding-up process.  When we do an ap-
plication with the survivor, there is almost another needs assessment done regarding what has 
been achieved, what is missing, what we have not been able to provide, and what other services 
we can provide.  That would be part of the closing with us in respect of the wind-down for the 
survivor.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I spoke to the Chairman before lunch about the list of health 
supports.  Is it the case that these are the headings under which the witnesses can claim or is it 
the case that when the receipt is presented the witnesses slot it in and they might create a new 
category?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is a needs lend.  It depends on what the survivor asks.  It is what the 
survivor presents to us and whether it goes in, and we are very flexible when it comes to the 
grant.  Our approach is very flexible.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Regarding a value for money assessment, when Caranua spends 
X amount on a lease or housing support, does it follow up on that and decide whether, say, the 
insulation work helped or save on bills or is that just done and dusted in that moment?

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: Part of our closing of the application is getting feedback on the service 
provider and whether that has enhanced their life in any way.  That would have been part of the 
entire process.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: It is all qualitative.  Do the witnesses do a financial assessment, 
as such, on the spend?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is something we have looked at.  We just have not had the financial 
resources to spend on something to do with that because we do not have in-house capacity to 
do it.  It would involve a spend, and then we are very much in a position again of not spending 
money.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: We have come full circle back to our role here, which is scrutiny 
of taxpayers’ money-----

Ms Rachel Downes: Exactly, and the-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: -----or money spent.

Ms Rachel Downes: And it is coming from the survivors’ fund.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: It is money, and it is our people.

Ms Rachel Downes: It decreases the fund available for survivors so we are very mindful 
when it comes to costs.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Being mindful never gave the witnesses a clear audit.  Do they 
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know what I mean?

Ms Rachel Downes: That is why-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Mindfulness never set us free from audits.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: That is why the quotes in line with the Comptroller and Auditor General 
are the first starting point in regard to the work so that there is value for money and that there 
are two or three quotes on file.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Just because there are two or three quotes does not necessarily 
mean it is value for money.  The witnesses are saying that they have not been doing value for 
money assessments on the spend.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: In the sense that we go out to each and every applicant-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: What Ms Dwyer is saying is that when it is being closed, it is 
assessed.  What I was talking about was more qualitative.  Does Caranua do any financial as-
sessment?  Does it say that it gave Mary €60,000 and that it has had so many positive outcomes?  
Does it do any of that type of assessment?

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: We do not go out to properties after the works have been done but we 
have explored that.  The intrusion-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Caranua has never done that.  It has paid for work done on a 
building but no one has ever gone out to check the work was done.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: We ask for the builder’s report the end of the works.  That will have 
a-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Is there any auditing of invoices?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes, we have internal auditing.  It is audited by the Comptroller and 
Auditor General as well.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Some of the problems arose because there were no receipts.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: It was an invoice but not a receipt.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: The payment was based on a quote and the actual payment was 
not vouched at the end of the process.  That was one of the controls I found fault with.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: For example, let us say we want a new kitchen suitable for 
somebody with particular needs.  The builder gives a quote for €10,000 and the quote document 
comes into Caranua and it pays the money before the work is done.  Is that it?

Ms Rachel Downes: We cannot ask the survivors to pay the money upfront.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Does Caranua pay all the money or a deposit?  One would never 
pay a builder upfront.  Talk me through that.

Ms Rachel Downes: It depends on what the survivors want-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: We will just take the example of the €10,000.
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Ms Rachel Downes: There are two different ways.  We do this through cheques, but through 
to a third party.  Caranua is not listed on the cheques to protect the confidentiality of survivors.  
If it is for €10,000, we will probably do two or three cheques.  They are given to the survivor 
who would be in the process at the time.  The survivor can then pay the-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: A quote comes in for €10,000 for a new kitchen and Caranua ap-
proves it.  The builder wants to start so Caranua gives €2,000 or €3,000 until it reaches €10,000.  
Caranua never receives a completion notice for work done or itemised bills.

Ms Rachel Downes: We ask for receipts and an itemised breakdown of the quotes in the 
first place.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I thought the Comptroller and Auditor General said that we did 
not have receipts and that was a problem.

Ms Rachel Downes: Not for all the work.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Not for all the work.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: It was for more than 50%, though.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Yes, it was.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: All the time.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Yes, of the sample we looked at.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: That is another concern.

Ms Rachel Downes: It is one of the difficulties - that ask for receipts all the time from sur-
vivors.  Obviously, it is part of the process all the way through.  It would also be included every 
time a cheque or payment goes out.  We cannot compel or ask the survivors to pay for the work 
in advance.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I understand that.  It is the reason they need the grant.

Ms Rachel Downes: We pay the funding supports.  We ask the survivors to give us a set 
of-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Is it not very loose?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is trying to be person-centred and ensuring the survivors are not-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Between flexibility, being person-centred, reflexology and the 
whole lot, there are so many things where there is no control over money.

Ms Rachel Downes: This is the area we find very challenging.  For a survivor to get three 
quotes in first place, it is quite difficult.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I understand that.  That is not-----

Ms Rachel Downes: The quotes come into us and we do-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I cannot understand how anyone would administer money with-
out physical evidence that work was done, which Caranua clearly said it does not have, and 
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continue to write cheques without an official receipt from the person who got the money.

Ms Rachel Downes: We have to trust the survivors we are working with.  There is whole 
conversation taking place.  This is not just one conversation.  They are working with their ap-
plication adviser and that can be-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Caranua does not seem to have much concern about reconciling 
its accounts, with invoice in, money out, job done-----

Ms Rachel Downes: It is not that we are not concerned about it.  We have implemented a 
lot of controls to try to improve that.  From this year, as mentioned earlier, we have more than 
€2 million in funding supports that are due to come to us on an annual basis.  We are now look-
ing at the more of a staggered approach.  We give a payment for a piece of work, and when the 
receipt comes in, we give the next tranche of payment.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: This has been going on for years, which is clear from the Comp-
troller and Auditor General’s report.  There have not been receipts.  Did Caranua ever do a snap 
audit?  Did it ask if the money was going to the wrong place?  Did it ever examine payments of 
€40,000, €10,000 or €4,000?  Did it do an audit to see if there was any falsification?

Ms Rachel Downes: Are we talking about falsification of quotes?

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Yes, or falsification of invoices.  Did Caranua ever delve down?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is something we have looked at.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: What does “look” mean?

Ms Rachel Downes: We have done that and reported some cases to the Garda.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Is it widespread?

Ms Rachel Downes: No, survivors are not out to-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: It is not the survivors issuing the invoices; it is building people.

Ms Rachel Downes: If it is a supplier, the survivors will tell us and we will have to follow 
up on that.  On one occasion we helped a survivor report somebody to the Garda.  It was a very 
small amount.  I do not want the committee to think-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: In what Caranua looked at-----

Ms Rachel Downes: That was what was reported to us or what we felt was fraudulent be-
haviour.  It is a very small amount.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: Does Ms Downes believe it is good governance not to check up 
on the ultimate destination of money paid and the actual work done in terms of just basic ac-
counting?

Ms Rachel Downes: It would have be great if we could have employed somebody to go out 
and check work but the resources were not there.  An ideal situation would have been to have 
somebody on staff to do initial assessments or the follow-up work afterwards.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: They could have done spot checks.
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Ms Rachel Downes: I know staff are trained to check to see if somebody’s insulation has 
been done.  I do not have building staff.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I find it very concerning.  I am not saying it is all the witnesses 
fault but there seems to be a common thread of not having enough staff and saying it is not our 
fault, we did not start off as we should have and we sorted ourselves out halfway through but 
now that we have sorted ourselves out, we are going to wind up.  It all seems like a bit of a 
merry dance.  Hopefully, survivors-----

Ms Rachel Downes: Again, I need to come back----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I am sorry but I am not finished.  Hopefully, survivors have ben-
efited, which was the whole point of this.

Ms Rachel Downes: That is the case.  We are ensuring survivors were empowered.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: How does one measure empowerment?  What is its metric?

Ms Rachel Downes: Conversations, talking to people-----

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: It is also giving them a choice.  The resilience that we have seen-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: How does one measure resilience?  An awful lot of things spo-
ken about today are unmeasurable.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: I am not sure how one would measure empowerment.  It is a personal 
feeling.  For the survivors, that empowerment may be that they can only provide one invoice, 
that they found this process is difficult or that they have benefited from this process.  I am not 
sure how one would measure empowerment but if the Deputy knows, please let me know.

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I sure will.  I thank the Chairman.

Chairman: To wrap up that particular point, from what I hear, there is risk that Caranua 
may have paid €2,000 or €,3000.  Caranua is not invoiced for the work because it deals with the 
survivor and not with the contractor employed by the survivor.  Caranua cannot get an invoice 
made out to it under any circumstances.  It does not come to Caranua but it goes through the sur-
vivor.  The obvious question is, where these stage payments have been made, how does Caranua 
know the work was ever done?  To put it bluntly, we live in the real world just like the witnesses.  
If I ask for a quote for €10,000, I can say I will take a cheque for €5,000 and I will give the other 
person a cheque for €5,000 and we are all happy.  That happens.  The second thing that happens 
is that I receive a quote for €10,000, the job is done for €5000 and we split a difference.

Ms Rachel Downes: Maybe I am more trusting of survivors.

Chairman: I have total empathy and I would not agree with the Deputy-----

Deputy  Kate O’Connell: I was not questioning survivors integrity.  I am questioning the 
integrity of builders and people doing work.  I want to make sure that is clear.

Ms Rachel Downes: That is why we get three quotes.

Chairman: We are near the end of road at this stage.  We understand the need to protect 
the anonymity of the survivors who were allowed to commission the work themselves.  I am 
not saying anything went wrong but we cannot be sure of that.  There is a question mark there.
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From Caranua’s contacts, it knew of the genuine cases.  All these people had been through 
the other redress schemes to start with.  Caranua would be aware of the bona fides of the people 
it is dealing with.  This gives a level of comfort as to whom one is dealing with, even though it 
is not a verifiable assurance.  There was something of a risk there.

Ms Rachel Downes: That is part of the reason we get the three quotes.  We arrange to do 
a cost comparison, which is what we ask for.  It is not just quote but it is a breakdown of the 
works.  We are looking to see if there is a commonality across the three quotes and a similarity 
of price.  If one builder’s price is much higher, something is not quite right there.

Chairman: Does Caranua have any clerk of works rather than administrative staff who 
have a concept of what to install such as a stove?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: A quantity surveyor.

Ms Rachel Downes: No, we have never employed a quantity surveyor.

Chairman: I am not saying the quantity surveyor or clerk of works would be there to in-
spect premises.  These exact claims come into local authorities for disabled persons grants for 
work on a house such as a stairlift, work on windows, gutters or doors, an extension, or down-
stairs toilets.  They engage somebody who knows the cost of installing a walk-in shower, for 
example.  Let us make up a figure of €5,000 while it is €8,000 in another area.

Ms Rachel Downes: We will develop that.

Chairman: Such a person would have been able to say that a stairlift costs €7,000, not 
€12,000.  They could say-----

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: That it looks reasonable.

Chairman: It would be a check of how reasonable it is, not an exact check.

Ms Rachel Downes: Considering the number of quotes coming into us daily, there is a lot 
of commonality, so that is something we have learned very quickly without having a quantity 
surveyor on staff.

Chairman: Or even a traditional clerk of works or a site foreman who would have a little 
practical knowledge.  We are all more on the administrative side.  We are not talking about 
checking every job.  There would be a bit more practical-----

Ms Rachel Downes: We looked at preferred suppliers previously because this was one of 
our concerns.  Listening to survivors, they want to choose their own and do not want people 
going into their houses.

Chairman: It is about dignity for the person.

Ms Rachel Downes: It is a matter of trust.  Sometimes when we go to a survivor and ask 
him or her for more information, that survivor feels mistrusted.  That can sometimes cause a 
breakdown of the relationship between us and the survivor.  We do not want that to happen.  We 
want them to still avail of their funding supports.

Chairman: We agree with that.  There is a little independence as well.  That would diminish 
their well-being-----
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Ms Rachel Downes: Yes, if they feel they are not trusted.

Chairman: Being able to place an order and get a job done in the house contributes to a 
person’s well-being, which I understand.  Perhaps not everyone in this room fully understands 
that but many of us do.  The point is made and we will move on.  I call Deputy Connolly.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Does the Department of Education and Skills have a special 
unit?

Ms Aoife Conduit: That deals with the redress?

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Yes.  Is the Department winding that down?

Ms Aoife Conduit: No.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What is the Department’s plan for that?

Ms Aoife Conduit: There is outstanding work to be done on redress outside Caranua.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What work is left to do with Caranua?

Ms Aoife Conduit: We are considering the heads of Bill to dissolve Caranua.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The Department is considering heads of Bill.

Ms Aoife Conduit: It has not yet gone to Government.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Where is it?

Ms Aoife Conduit: We have the draft heads of Bill.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: When is the expected date of publication?

Ms Aoife Conduit: It is on the legislative programme for the autumn so it has to go to 
Government.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Is the delay on our side as legislators or with the Department 
of Education and Skills?

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: There is no delay.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: So it is ready to go?

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: No.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I hear that the board is going to wind down by June at the 
latest.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: We have started the planning work for a draft Bill but it is still 
very much at a preliminary stage.  It is a long way from Government, legislative drafting or the 
Oireachtas.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: We will get the legislation at some stage and do our job when 
it comes before us.  In the meantime, the board will be wound up without legislation.  Is that 
what the witnesses envisage?
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Ms Aoife Conduit: No.  I envisage that the legislation will have passed by the time the 
board is wound down.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: That would be the intention.  Based on what the chairman, Mr. 
David O’Callaghan, said, it will be next June or thereabouts before Caranua has finished its 
work.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The board has a job to do and is doing it as well as it can.  
We as legislators have a job to do, as does the Government.  We need this important legislation 
to wind down this process.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: I imagine it will be a short Bill to deal with whatever issues 
are left to be dealt with.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What does Mr. Ó hAonghusa envisage will be left?

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: It may be to provide for whatever residual assets are left over 
and any possible liabilities.  There is a standard template for legislation.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Does Mr. Ó hAonghusa envisage residual assets being left 
over?

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: We do not know.  Time will tell.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Does Mr. O’Callaghan envisage residual assets being left 
over when Caranua winds down?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I do not think so.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Am I correct that Caranua’s intention is to use all of this 
money for the benefit of survivors?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: That is correct.  There may be €1.99 or so left in the kitty.  There 
may be some technical issue but our intention is to use it all up.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Are there plans to do a post-project review of Caranua, as we 
are so familiar with having just received one from another Department about the Pálás Cinema 
in Galway?  Has it begun?  Do the witnesses see any issues?

Ms Aoife Conduit: I do not envisage doing a review.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: A review should be carried out urgently because the Depart-
ment and Government were supposed to learn lessons.  I started off by quoting from this docu-
ment.  I do not want to personalise anything but I do not see any lessons that have been learned 
about this.  Perhaps I am wrong.  Please argue back and tell me where I am wrong.

Ms Catherine Hynes: I think the Deputy is referring to the Comptroller and Auditor Gen-
eral’s special report on the cost of the child abuse inquiry and redress.  The lessons that are 
supposed to be learned from that will apply to redress schemes in the future.  It could be argued 
that Caranua was not a redress scheme.  A recommendation from the Comptroller and Auditor 
General was that the Department would carry out a post hoc evaluation of the redress scheme, 
which we are in the process of finalising.  In doing that, we look back at the original estimates 
of the cost of redress and the actual projections of how many people would be involved.  We 
expect to have this finalised shortly.
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Deputy  Catherine Connolly: That is okay.  I understand that is a mammoth task, given the 
number of people involved.  The general points made were presumably for all types of schemes.  
Any Department would-----

Ms Catherine Hynes: I think they were mainly to look at redress in the future.  I could be 
wrong.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Is this scheme not a form of redress?

Ms Catherine Hynes: It could be argued that Caranua is not a form of redress.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: We could argue on the top of a pin.

Ms Catherine Hynes: We can of course.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The report states that a scheme is designed for Caranua, 
including measures to reduce litigation costs.

Ms Catherine Hynes: Can I point out-----

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I will give the four bullet points.  There are accountability 
arrangements, since there have been serious deficits over the past years.  The third is expendi-
ture forecasting methodology, which had serious flaws.  In 2016, three years after the scheme 
was ostensibly set up, criteria were brought in for a cut-off point.  The fourth point is effective-
ness in meeting intended objectives and outcomes.  Those are not just points for one specific 
scheme but learning points.

Ms Catherine Hynes: Yes, but that report came out in 2016.  Caranua opened its doors for 
business in 2014.  Caranua attempted to look at the projected number of people who would 
avail of it.  It carried out an actuarial study of the number of survivors estimated to be around at 
the time.  When Caranua saw where moneys were being spent it took corrective action.  It was 
accountable under the code of practice for the governance of State bodies from 2009 and, after 
that, the 2016 version.  There was accountability for Caranua all along.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Perhaps there was accountability on paper, and certainly in 
what this committee saw.  I have read the documentation and minutes.  There were significant 
gaps.  I think Ms Hynes and Mr. O’Callaghan would accept that, prior to his time, there were 
gaps in accountability and in the way things were done.  I think Mr. O’Callaghan has accepted 
that in the past.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: There were certainly gaps in the way things were done in the 
early days.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Caranua’s position today is much improved.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: At what stage did Caranua look at the projected number of 
people coming forward?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: As Ms Hynes said, an actuarial study was done in, I think, 2016, 
which found that the potential population would be 8,000 or 9,000.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: Some 12,000.
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Mr. David O’Callaghan: Some 12,000 originally but I think the-----

Ms Rachel Downes: It was approximately 16,000.  The study took into account the pos-
sibility of survivors that may be deceased since they received redress and it was estimated at 
approximately 12,000.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: At that stage, we had to rethink our approach and forecast.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: All the information was available from the redress board re-
garding the number of people who went forward - between 14,000 and 16,000 - and the number 
who received it is set out in this report at more than 15,000.  That was potentially what Caranua 
was facing.  Some died.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Life would have been an awful lot easier if we had written to 
each of the individuals who had come through the redress scheme to tell them that Caranua had 
opened and that they were to let us know what their requirements were.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I want to take the focus off the survivors as they have had 
to cope with enough.  I do not even like the word “survivor”.  I want to talk about the account-
ability of Caranua.  Approximately 15,000 people who went to the redress board were potential 
clients for Caranua.  Is that right?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Good.  There would have been some natural loss through 
deaths and people being ill and not coming forward, but Caranua knew the numbers it was fac-
ing.  It did not, however, rise to that expectation and ask itself how it would cope with the finite 
sum of €110 million.  It did not ask what its plan would be or how it would do it in a fair, just 
and equitable way.  Mr. O’Callaghan may say I am wrong, but if it did act in the right way, it 
certainly is not jumping out at me from the documentation.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: As I was not there in 2014, I am not sure what the thinking or the 
background was.  As I said, the scope of the challenge was underestimated, but we got to grips 
with it in 2016.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I have read the documentation and it should not have been 
like this.  The report shows that it was underestimated and highlights the division between the 
Government and the religious organisations which agreed to pay €128 million each, but the 
final bill was over €1 billion.

Ms Rachel Downes: We need to take into account the numbers who have applied.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I will let Ms Downes speak, but I do not want to be distract-
ed.  I want to sort out the problem of governance and the question of a plan and objectives.  The 
Comptroller and Auditor General laid out four bullet points.  Surely the board looked at them at 
some stage and decided how it was going to proceed.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: That is the learning point to which I was trying to draw attention 
in 2016.  As the representatives of Caranua said, it was already up and running at that point.  
Perhaps I was coming too late with those points.  They were there in 2002 or 2003, as was the 
underestimation of the payments that would be made, the number of beneficiaries and so on.  I 
was trying to set out the learning the system needed, as a whole, not just in the Department of 
Education and Skills but in all Departments where such systems were being contemplated.



88

PAC

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: That information has been available since 2016.  A sensible 
board would have looked back and tried to see how it would have tackled it in a fair and just 
way.

Ms Rachel Downes: Which is what was done.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Does Ms Downes think so?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: In fairness, if Caranua, the Department or whoever else was 
setting the parameters in 2013 or 2014 had taken the €110 million and divided it by 15,000, it 
would have come out with a totally wrong figure.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I did not suggest doing that.  I do not know who suggested 
it.  As it was the potential figure Caranua had to meet, it needed to plan around it.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: If we had planned on the basis that there would be 15,000 appli-
cations, we would have been way off the mark.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: By leaving it open-ended, it was the firstcomers who claimed and 
were awarded.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: Sin ceist eile.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: If Caranua had divided the €110 million by 15,000, it would have 
come up with a smaller amount.  It could have then gone back in and recycled the figures to 
have a second bite.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: That would have been very complex.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: I do not think so.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: If we had gone back for more money-----

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Sin ceist eile a dúirt an finné, agus is ceist thar a bheith 
tábhachtach í.  Even now, looking back, Mr. O’Callaghan is justifying the system under which 
Caranua gave more to the people who applied first and less to those who applied later.  Is that 
right?

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I am just trying to speculate on the thinking in 2013 and 2014 
when Caranua was being planned.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I am not asking Mr. O’Callaghan to speculate but to learn 
as he goes along.  He was new on the board, but he has now been there quite some time, as has 
Ms Downes.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: We did learn, which is why we introduced the limits in 2016.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I want to come back to the questions about rent and the con-
tingency plans.  With what contingency plan has Caranua come up for outstanding appeals or 
court cases and findings of the Ombudsman?  How many appeals are outstanding?  How many 
cases are in the Ombudsman’s office and what provision has Caranua made for them?

Ms Rachel Downes: Caranua is working on 15 appeals and the estimate is that €400,000 
will be required.
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Deputy  Catherine Connolly: They are with the appeals office.

Ms Rachel Downes: No.  The decision has been made and Caranua is working on them.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Are the decisions in favour of the clients?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: An estimated €400,000 is due in those cases.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Are there outstanding appeals in which there has not been a 
conclusion?

Ms Rachel Downes: That information is with the independent appeals office.  My under-
standing is there are 24 appeals, but that figure would need to be clarified.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What provision has Caranua made for those appeals?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is part of the balancing out of decisions that may be made.  We try 
to guesstimate the value if decisions in cases are overturned.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: That is what I am asking.

Ms Rachel Downes: We will do it as a piece of work.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: When will that lovely piece of work be done?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is done every time we receive notification of an appeal.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What is the contingency sum?  What figure has Caranua set 
aside for those appeals?

Ms Rachel Downes: It is €385,000.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Along with the €400,000.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Are there other possible legal cases?

Ms Rachel Downes: Not that I am aware of.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: There are no contingency plans for any such case.

Ms Rachel Downes: No.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Is any with the Ombudsman?

Ms Rachel Downes: I believe there is one case with the Ombudsman.  There were two, but 
none of the complaints was upheld.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I am asking about contingency plans.  Are there financial 
consequences or are they procedural cases?

Ms Rachel Downes: There are no financial consequences, of which I am aware.



90

PAC

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Caranua is winding down.  How is it doing it?

Ms Rachel Downes: We have reduced staff numbers from 29 to 20.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Has Caranua decided that it only needs 20 people to do this 
work?

Ms Rachel Downes: At this time, yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Nine have left.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: How many of the 20 are agency staff?

Ms Rachel Downes: Two are agency staff.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Why is that?

Ms Rachel Downes: We were unable to find staff who were suitable for the job through an 
open competition.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The positions were advertised.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: There were over 300 cases remaining in 2018.  Were they 
new cases?

Ms Rachel Downes: Not necessarily.  Some were opened in 2014.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: What is the total figure for the cases with which Caranua 
still has to deal?

Ms Rachel Downes: There are applications we are working on and applications which were 
made by survivors post-cessation.  I cannot give the Deputy a definitive figure because we do 
not know if all of them are eligible to apply for services.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I understand people applied after the closing date.  I missed 
the earlier discussion, but I will look at the transcript.  I am talking about people who have made 
a valid application.

Chairman: The total is 317.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Is that the total figure on Caranua’s books?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.  Are some of them repeat applications?

Ms Rachel Downes: A very small number of them are but the majority are first-time ap-
plications.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I still do not know the breakdown.  Of the 300 plus, what is 
the breakdown?

Ms Rachel Downes: We can supply those figures to the Deputy.
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Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Does Ms Downes have them now?

Ms Rachel Downes: No, I do not have them with me.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I ask the Chairman to take note of the issues on which 
follow-up is required.

Chairman: The secretariat is taking notes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: In regard to rent, what is the arrangement in regard to that 
and the figure Ms Downes gave me earlier?

Ms Rachel Downes: The OPW holds the lease and we have an arrangement in place with 
the OPW.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Is the OPW the leaseholder to a landlord?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Caranua has a special arrangement with the OPW.

Ms Rachel Downes: We are required to give six months’ notice to the OPW.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Caranua has an arrangement with the Office of Public Works, 
in respect of which there is payment involved.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Am I correct that initially no rent was payable?  There was 
no rent in question for the first few years.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: I do not think we paid any rent.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: No rent was paid, which was the issue.  Caranua moved 
from a no rent liability to a massive rent liability.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: That was not of our-----

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I am not putting the blame for it with Caranua.

Ms Rachel Downes: My understanding in regard to the office in which we were located in 
North Frederick Street was that initially there was no rent charged but the expectation was that 
that was a short-term arrangement.  The lease for the building as a whole was due to expire.  
Again, the OPW was the leaseholders of that building.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Ms Downes has given me the figure.  There were fit-out 
costs as well.  What were the fit-out costs and what was involved?  Perhaps the witnesses can 
provide a follow-up note on that as well.

Ms Rachel Downes: It was €67,000.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Is €67,000 the total fit-out cost?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: On what was the money spent?
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Ms Rachel Downes: It was the cost of fitting out two offices, the relocation of a kitchen 
from an old area into the new area, because there was no kitchen there, and an area where we 
could facilitate one-to-one meetings with survivors.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: At six months’ notice Caranua will vacate that building and 
there will be no penalty.

Ms Rachel Downes: No.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Will there be a penalty if six months’ notice is not given?

Ms Rachel Downes: We met recently with the OPW and it is very aware of our situation.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Will there be a penalty if the six months’  notice is not given?

Ms Rachel Downes: No, there is no penalty.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Good.  Caranua is not then really tied to a six months’ notice 
timeframe so it could leave sooner if it had to.

Ms Rachel Downes: This forms part of the discussion we had with the OPW.  We discussed 
the fact that as we are winding down our staff numbers we are happy to move to a smaller prem-
ises if the OPW has one available or we are happy to co-share with another organisation as well 
to reduce costs.  The OPW is aware of that and it is looking into the possibilities in that regard.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: When did that discussion commence?

Ms Rachel Downes: We had that conversation about two months ago.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Ms Downes might provide follow-up details on the rent.

Chairman: What is the annual rent?

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: The witnesses gave that figure this morning.

Ms Rachel Downes: We did.

Mr. Michael Fitzpatrick: It is €279,402.

Chairman: That is the figure inclusive of service charges?

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: And VAT.

Ms Rachel Downes: I apologise but I am unclear on what additional information the Dep-
uty is seeking in regard to the rent.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Am I correct that the figure provided is inclusive of VAT?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Chairman: It is inclusive of VAT and service charges.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Theoretically, the notice period is six months but Caranua 
can vacate the building at any time without penalty.  That is good.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes but we have every intention of giving six months’ notice.  As I said 
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earlier, we have already engaged with the OPW on the matter.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: I am concerned now with how the money can be used most 
effectively with the least amount of administration costs.  I have never been happy with the rent 
but that has been debated many times.  If Caranua could rent cheaper, more suitable alternative 
accommodation there would be more money for those who need it.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Ms Downes might indicate when that is likely to happen and 
if, following on from the discussion of this matter with the OPW some two months ago, the 
OPW has come back to Caranua with any possibilities.

Ms Rachel Downes: Not yet.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Caranua needs to do that to save money.

Ms Rachel Downes: I know and that is why we raised it as a point in the first instance.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Ms Downes sees a need for it.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.  We are always trying to minimise operational costs.  We are 
mindful that the operational costs come from the fund and decrease the amount of supports 
available to survivors.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: On the two CEO payments, was that clarified in my absence?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes, for three months, there were two payments.

Chairman: What was the cost?  Ms Downes mentioned there was no extra person so what 
was the reason for the additional cost?

Ms Rachel Downes: I will have to provide that information in a follow-up note.

Chairman: There was a CEO in position and another person was acting CEO.  Is that cor-
rect?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Chairman: In regard to the person who was acting CEO, was it a person who was already 
in the organisation?

Ms Rachel Downes: I was the acting CEO, so it was a very minimal cost.

Chairman: The cost was minimal because the two people concerned were already on the 
payroll.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Chairman: When Ms Downes was acting CEO, the knock-on effect was that somebody 
else was acting up in regard to her role.

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes and it was somebody already in the organisation as well.

Chairman: Were additional staff recruited as a result of the upward movement in roles?
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Ms Rachel Downes: No.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: If there is an overlap it is marginal.

Chairman: There was no additional cost because the personnel involved were already on 
the payroll.

Mr. David O’Callaghan: That is correct.

Chairman: The witnesses might provide some follow-up information in that regard.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Empowerment was mentioned.  The best way to empower 
people is to ensure an organisation is effective, transparent, efficient and mindful of the reason 
it exists.  That is the best way, in my opinion, to empower people.

Ms Rachel Downes: I agree and that is why we have worked extremely hard over the last 
two years to meet those requirements.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: That may well be.  I want to return to a point made earlier by 
Deputy O’Connell in regard to checks and so on.  Have people complained that the construction 
work was deficient?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: How has that been dealt with?

Ms Rachel Downes: We have given information to the survivors on how to make a com-
plaint and we have supported them making complaints.  In other cases, we have met with sup-
pliers to have problems rectified.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Has Caranua met the construction companies?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: How many times and with how many are involved?

Ms Rachel Downes: We have met one construction company twice.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: In this country?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: It produced defective work.

Ms Rachel Downes: No.  The matter is being investigated.  Where information has been fed 
back to us we have had a conversation with the construction company and it now has to come 
back to us to let us know if it is or not.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: In two situations?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Have the problems been rectified?

Ms Rachel Downes: The matter is ongoing.
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Deputy  Catherine Connolly: For how long has it been ongoing?  Is it a month or two 
years?

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: I do not have with me the information in regard to individual cases.

Deputy  Catherine Connolly: Ms Downes might also provide a note on it.

Ms Rachel Downes: To clarify, in some cases it could have been work that was carried out 
earlier on but it has only come to our attention now in that something has happened with the 
work.

Chairman: I have a few questions for the witnesses.

On the 317 cases on hand, what we need from Ms Downes is information regarding the 
dates on which they were received.  It was mentioned that some of them have been to hand for 
several years.

Ms Rachel Downes: And they will probably be with us until the end.

Chairman: How can some applications be four years on file before being closed?  I ask the 
witnesses to explain why if a person contacted the organisation in 2014 with an issue four years 
later it is still not addressed.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: There are various reasons for it.  People can sometimes dip in and out 
of the process because it may be difficult in terms of the previous trauma that they have expe-
rienced.  Given the purpose of the organisation, they may feel that it brings up many issues.  
Other reasons include that survivors may have been in and out of other institutions, hospitals 
and prisons and personal reasons, such as family, a death in the family and so on.

Chairman: I get the picture.  In regard to the winding up process, how does Caranua pro-
pose to deal with these cases?  What approach will it take to these intermittent contacts?  Will 
they be a matter for the Department?  The legislation refers to the tying up of outstanding assets 
and liabilities that might arise from the work of Caranua.  Who will estimate that?  Will it be 
taken on by the Department?

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: This will be part of what we call our targeted outreach.  We will attempt 
numerous times to contact those survivors that may be having difficulties or may be on low 
funds with a view to organising outreach.  For example, we recently engaged in prison outreach 
because when we reviewed cases at the start of the year we identified 51 survivors who were in 
prison on low funding.

Chairman: What does Ms Dwyer mean by “on low funding?”

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: They have received nothing from the fund and their cases may have 
been open since 2014.  Of that 51 applications, 19 had received some funding and 32 have 
received no funding.  So we have been out and about in quite a lot of the prisons and have 
managed to get more than 32 people through the application process.  We have about 12 more 
people to see who have received no funding.

Chairman: So Caranua’s case workers help people get over the line.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: Yes.  At the end of this, as we become closer to winding down and as 
are hitting survivors who have found the process more difficult for various reasons, we are ac-
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tively engaging project teams within the adviser team that are aimed at certain survivor groups 
or populations.

Chairman: There is one thing I do not get from what I have been hearing so far.  It has been 
said that of the 317 outstanding cases, 95% or thereabouts are first-time applicants.  Caranua has 
made payments to about approximately 6,000 people.  I see in the annual report how Caranua 
has made payments of €11,500 to survivors to date.  This means that on average, 6,000 people 
got two payments.  Obviously, some got one payment while others got three or four.  Could the 
witnesses explain these figures?

Ms Rachel Downes: No, it is €11,500 for one year.  That is just 2018.  The overall payments 
are-----

Chairman: Caranua has made payments to-----

Ms Rachel Downes: The average payment is about €8,000 per survivor but I would need 
to look at it.

Chairman: Is Ms Downes telling me that they are just cheques, three of which could have 
been to the same person?

Ms Rachel Downes: Yes.

Chairman: That does not come out.  Ms Downes understands that figure but nobody other 
than whoever wrote that could get that impression from that.  When I see €11,500 under pay-
ments made to survivors, I would assume that there are 11,000 different cases but they might 
have all been a series of stage payments.  That figure does not mean what I thought it meant.  
That is fine.

Caranua will give us some information on oldest cases - just numbers - because we would 
hate to see people being told the scheme is now closed and they should have come back earlier.  
Caranua wants to avoid that.

Ms Sinéad Dwyer: Yes.

Ms Rachel Downes: That is part of what we were talking about earlier.  We are review-
ing all those applications.  Until recently, we were waiting for clarification for the outstanding 
contributions.  All we needed were people to be here.  We could not make any commitments so 
this is all part of our review.

Chairman: I see in the accounts, and it will be the same next year, that everybody who 
joined Caranua will be part of the single public service pension scheme because they all joined 
after 2013.  At the end of the day, the Department will take over liability for all those pensions 
when Caranua is gone.  Will a figure be put on that in this wind up or will it just get paid when 
people retire, as is the case with the rest of the public service?  Will a figure for that liability be 
taken into the Department or will it just be taken and paid as it goes, as is the current system?  
How is this being done because the heads of a Bill have been produced?  This issue must have 
been addressed.  It stands out in the accounts.  Pensions will be absorbed by the Department.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: I think the way the single public service pension scheme works is 
that it will be paid out of Vote 12 when the time comes.

Chairman: Pay as you go.  So in other words-----
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Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: Obviously, Caranua will have to do a piece of work before it 
is dissolved to tell us exactly how many staff it has who have the required level of service.  My 
understanding is that as administrator of the single public service pension scheme, it will be 
the Department of Public Expenditure and Reform that will probably take that over with some 
input from our Department.

Chairman: The note to the accounts said such liability in the wind up of the Residential 
Institutions Statutory Fund Board will transfer to the Department of Education and Skills for 
payment.  So Mr. Ó hAonghusa is telling me that this note is not correct and that liability will 
essentially go to the Vote for pensions and salaries under the Department of Public Expenditure 
and Reform Vote.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: A piece of work must be done to resolve all that because-----

Chairman: When I read the note in the financial statements, it was clear that liability was 
going to the Department of Education and Skills.  Mr. Ó hAonghusa is now telling me that it 
will not go to the Department of Education and Skills.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: That must be crystallised.  We are in a unique situation.  This 
body was set up after the single public service pension scheme came into effect and is now 
being dissolved.  I suspect that has not happened before so we must work this out with our col-
leagues in the Department of Public Expenditure and Reform.

Chairman: By the time the Department of Education and Skills signs off on the 2018 ac-
counts, that will not have crystallised.  Could Mr. Ó hAonghusa have a look at the note to flesh 
it out to see if it is going to go to a different Vote rather than the Department of Education and 
Skills Vote?  As the note stands, the Department of Education and Skills is assuming liability 
but I am hearing that it might go to the other Vote.

Ms Aoife Conduit: I will have a look at that.

Chairman: The witnesses from the Department get the point I am making.  With regard to 
my next point, it will not necessarily affect the 2018 accounts because Caranua is in existence 
for 2019 but when we come to the 2019 accounts, knowing that it will be wound up within six 
months of year end, it cannot possibly prepare them on the basis of a going concern because it 
will not be a going concern for the following year.  The accounts being prepared by Caranua in 
two months’ time for the end of this calendar year cannot be prepared on the basis of Caranua 
being a going concern.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: Because there is a fall back and the expectation of a transfer of all 
assets and liabilities, Caranua would be prepared as if it was a going concern rather than a wind 
down where it would have to net out its assets and liabilities.

Chairman: That must be stated in the accounts.

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: It will be explained.

Chairman: That note on the going concern must be fleshed out substantially when that time 
comes.  These are just small points.

My next two points are more for the Department of Education and Skills.  From what I 
have heard here as Chairman of the Committee of Public Accounts, Caranua was set up without 
adequate resources and an adequate estimate of what was involved and as soon as it was estab-
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lished, it was snowed under with regard to the number of staff processing applications never 
mind doing the work it would have liked to have done and with which it is probably dealing.  
Who in the Department of Education and Skills advised on what was necessary to set up this 
organisation?  I have been critical of the Department.  Whoever did it failed to properly estimate 
the work rate as evidenced by everything we have seen with Caranua.  It has been said year 
after year when Caranua has been in front of the committee that it is snowed under.  The matter 
is broader than the Department of Education and Skills.  The Committee of Public Accounts 
found the same thing in another Department that set up the Tax Appeals Commission.  It did not 
set it up.  We have seen how when setting up new agencies, Departments get it woefully wrong 
in terms of estimating the work, staffing, resources and workload.  I have cited two examples.  
There is a lesson for the public service, which is why we are the Committee of Public Accounts.  
I am not just directing it at the Department of Education and Skills.  I am sure that if I worked 
my way through some other new agencies that were set up in recent years, it might be the same.  
I do not want to personalise it but Departments consistently undersell and underestimate the 
problem.  It is probably easier to convince us in the Oireachtas and Ministers that something is a 
small thing and that it will be easy to get it through and will not require much funds.  If they got 
a fuller picture, we might have been better off and Caranua might have been better resourced 
from day one and might have provided a better service.  The fact that it did not get adequate 
resources was not its fault.  I put it back to the parent Department, although it is not unique to 
that Department.  Other Departments make this mistake.  It is systemic.  We saw it this morning 
with a different item about a post-project review relating to a cinema in Galway that involved 
the Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht.  Again, mistakes were made involving 
overruns and underestimating.  They talked about training within the section within the Depart-
ment.  This happens across the board in the public service.  We need learning across the board 
instead of pigeonholing it and putting into the particular box where the problem arose.  Some 
Department will set up some other new agency next year or the following year and I advise it to 
look at the mistakes that other Departments have made in setting up new agencies.  Sitting here 
for the past three years, I see no evidence yet of an organisation being set up properly.  Perhaps 
I am being a bit severe.  It is not directed at the witnesses.  It is across the board.  This is what 
the Committee of Public Accounts must take on board.  We would say Caranua was financially 
handicapped from the beginning.  

Ms Rachel Downes: We are very happy to share our learnings.

Chairman: It is unusual that there is a wind up.  Be that as it may, let there be lessons from 
it.  There have been other wind ups and some third level institutions have merged and amalgam-
ated with others.  I hope this lesson is well learned across the public service.  Does the Comp-
troller and Auditor General have anything to add?

Mr. Seamus McCarthy: The Chairman’s point is well made.  There are general lessons to 
be learned and I hope that the Department of Public Expenditure and Reform is taking a view 
with regard to that.  It is the one that is best placed to consider resourcing, structural and legal 
implications.

Chairman: To conclude on a good note, I am pleased with the letter we received from Mr. 
Seán Ó Foghlú about the property transfers and cash payments from religious congregations as 
contributions towards the costs incurred by the State in responding to residential institutional 
child abuse.  It would be remiss of me not to put this on the public record.  As Chairman of this 
committee, I point out that we have been on this case with the Department for the last couple of 
years.  This issue has been going on for 17 years at this stage and there appeared to be a lack of 
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drive in terms of getting it over the line, but we have seen a considerable effort being made in 
the past year or two.  We have been getting quarterly reports on it.  In case the people watching 
are wondering if it all vanished into thin air, I want to put this information on the record and 
would ask the witnesses to comment.  I will read from the aforementioned letter because it is 
important for the public to see that the Department has been following this well.

Properties are being transferred in respect of the 2002 indemnity agreement, as are those 
offered voluntarily by congregations under the 2009 agreement.  Since the last quarterly report, 
a number of transfers have been completed.  The former primary school at Westport in County 
Mayo has been completely transferred, and the transfer of St. Anne’s, Lenaboy, in Galway, and 
of lands at Cahir, County Tipperary, have also been completed.  Three properties have yet to 
be dealt with and are referred to in this report.  One is at Ballyjamesduff involving the Sisters 
of Saint Clare.  The note on this says that the Chief State Solicitor’s office is awaiting clos-
ing documents from the congregation’s solicitor prior to the transfer being in a position to be 
completed.  Communication is ongoing between both solicitors and transfer is expected to be 
completed shortly.  That transfer is earmarked for the end of this year and it is hoped it will be 
included in the report early next year.  Do the witnesses want to add anything to that?

Ms Aoife Conduit: In terms of the 2002 agreement overall, 58 out of the 60 have fully 
transferred.

Chairman: That is great.

Ms Aoife Conduit: One of them is very near completion.  Unfortunately, we cannot give 
the committee a timeframe for the completion of the other one at Mounthawk because there are 
outstanding litigation issues.

Chairman: In terms of the 2002 agreement and Mounthawk, Tralee, County Kerry, there 
is a title related issue that is not connected to the Department.  It is not possible to give a time-
frame because of that but the Department is hopeful that it will be resolved soon.

Ms Aoife Conduit: The property is in use as a school.

Chairman: Yes, the property is already in public use and that should be put on the record.  
We are talking about the title.  The Sacred Heart property in Waterford is also in use.  The is-
sue is that it was never registered previously.  The certificate of title is expected to be received 
shortly from the Property Registration Authority to enable the transfer to be completed.  That 
is progress and we are pleased about that.  The Department is also pleased with the progress.  
Maybe it is not the job of this committee to keep after this but we are getting there and that must 
be acknowledged.

On the 2009 agreement and the National Rehabilitation Hospital lands in Dún Laoghaire, 
ministerial consent will be sought shortly and then the consent of the Charities Regulator.  Re-
garding the Blaithín childcare facility, Gracepark, Drumcondra, on receipt of the Minister’s 
consent, regulatory authority will then be sought from the Charities Regulator and the estimated 
timeframe for completion is the end of the year.  I ask the witnesses to explain what ministerial 
consent means and what happens after the Minister gives consent.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: Ministerial consent is required in situations where the Chari-
ties Regulator needs to approve a transfer.

Chairman: Okay.
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Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: Under our 2012 legislation, ministerial consent is required at 
the start of that process.  Once that consent is forthcoming, it goes to back to the solicitors who 
send it to the Charities Regulator.  The 2012 Act allows the regulator to approve transfers.  The 
regulator does not need to conduct any investigations, so that clears the way for the charity, in 
this instance the congregation, to complete the transfer.  After that, it just goes through the last-
minute closing process in terms of the provision of documents and whatever else is needed.

Chairman: That is good.  The Minister in question is the Minister for Education and Skills.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: And the Minister for Public Expenditure and Reform.  Two 
Ministers must give their consent.

Chairman: I presume the Department of Education and Skills is moving it on as quickly 
as possible.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: Absolutely.  Once it comes in, we move it through our system 
and send it on to the Department of Public Expenditure and Reform to go through its system.

Chairman: Straight away.  That is good.  The reason I am taking time to read this is that 
progress is being made.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: No grass grows under any of this.  Once we get the consents 
in, we ship them on as quickly as we can.

Chairman: We are happy to see it moving.  In fairness to Mr. Ó Foghlú, he refers to a num-
ber of meetings he held on 24 May at which he met various parties.  That was a busy day for 
him but it is achieving results and I want to put that on the record.

Finally, I want to put on record information regarding cash contributions.  Again, I am 
reading from the aforementioned letter, which says that contributions from the congregation 
of Christian Brothers in September and October amounted to €3.3 million.  That is important.  
The total amount of cash contributed by the congregations now stands at €106.9 million.  These 
contributions, plus added and accrued interest of €1.382 million, have been received by the 
Department and placed in an investment account established under the National Treasury Man-
agement Agency, NTMA.  We know that interest transfers to Caranua.  The letter also says that 
the Christian Brothers have also committed to completing their outstanding cash contribution of 
€3.5 million by the end of the current year.  Did Ms Conduit mention that earlier?

Ms Aoife Conduit: Yes, that is expected by late November or early December.

Chairman: The Department expects that €3.5 million to be in the account.  We mentioned 
the extra funds adding up to €8 million earlier.

Ms Aoife Conduit: A small portion of that goes to the children’s hospital.

Chairman: Yes.  As the letter says, €3.07 million of this cash is required to achieve the 
statutory maximum contribution of €110 million for Caranua, as provided in section 43 of the 
Act.  Any additional contributions will go to the children’s hospital.  At this time, the amount 
in question is €430,000.  The Presentation Brothers have advised the Department that an ad-
ditional voluntary cash contribution totalling €1 million will be paid during 2020 and 2021 and 
that will go to the children’s hospital.  Is that definite?

Ms Aoife Conduit: Yes, as far as we know.
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Chairman: The Department is reasonably confident.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: This is a long-standing offer made by the Presentation Broth-
ers five or six years ago in response to a Government call on the congregations to increase their 
contributions.  They were the only congregation that offered additional money specifically for 
the children’s hospital.  They have indicated that they will pay it in two instalments in 2020 and 
2021.

Chairman: That is fine.  It is all needed.  How many properties did Ms Conduit say were 
involved under one of the agreements?  Was it 58?

Ms Aoife Conduit: I said that 58 out of the 60 properties covered by the 2002 agreement 
are done.  One is very nearly done and 15 out of 18 of the properties under the 2009 agreement 
are completed.

Chairman: There are 78 properties under the two agreements.

Ms Aoife Conduit: Yes, and they should all be completed by the end of 2019, with the ex-
ception of Mounthawk, on which we cannot give a timeframe.

Chairman: We understand that.  Out of the properties offered, how many were not accepted 
by the Department, with cash being accepted instead?

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: I think four of the original indemnity properties were rejected 
over time and we got the cash in lieu of them.

Chairman: I ask Mr. Ó hAonghusa to send us a note on the four properties in question

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: Okay.

Chairman: We want to know the original offer, the cash offer and the reason for the rejec-
tion.  One property is in my area and I suspect there were issues around title deeds, which meant 
the transfer could not be done.

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: Yes, that was the problem in the case of those four properties.  
In each case we got cash to the value of the properties but we can confirm all of that for the 
committee in writing.

Chairman: Has that gone in under the cash contributions instead of under property?

Mr. Aongus Ó hAonghusa: No that was done under the 2002 indemnity, so that is part of 
the redress scheme.  That went into meeting awards of the redress board.  That was nothing to 
do with Caranua.

Chairman: It was extra cash in lieu of property but was not part of Caranua’s funding.  I 
ask the Department in its next report to include a note on the cash taken in lieu of property just 
to complete the circle.  They probably dropped off the list because they went for cash but we 
would like to complete the picture.  I wish the Department the very best in completing that 
work.  It will be good to get to the end of that particular road as soon as possible.  These matters 
often take longer than they should but that is life.

I thank the witnesses from Caranua and the Department of Education and Skills for their 
attendance.  I also thank the Comptroller and Auditor General and his staff for being here to-
day.  The clerk to the committee will follow up on any information requested and carry out any 
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agreed actions arising from today’s meeting.

At our next meeting we will discuss the 2018 appropriation accounts with the Department 
of Agriculture, Food and the Marine and Chapter 10 of the Comptroller and Auditor General’s 
2018 report on forestry grants.

The witnesses withdrew.

The joint committee adjourned at 3.49 p.m. until 9 a.m. on 29 October 2019.


