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SEANAD ÉIREANN

————

Déardaoin, 28 Deireadh Fómhair 2010.
Thursday, 28 October 2010.

————

Chuaigh an Cathaoirleach i gceannas ar 10.30 a.m.

————

Paidir.

Prayer.

————

Business of Seanad

An Cathaoirleach: I have received notice from Senator Brendan Ryan that, on the motion
for the Adjournment of the House today, he proposes to raise the following matter:

The need for the Tánaiste and Minister for Education and Skills to put the appropriate
structures in place to make sure SR Technics workers benefit immediately from the €7.4
million EU Globalisation Adjustment Fund, EGF, once final approval has been received
from the European Parliament and, given the delay in providing additional information for
the European Commission, to indicate whether the 24-month implementation period for the
use of the fund begins from application or approval stage.

I have also received notice from Senator Dominic Hannigan of the following matter:

A iarraidh ar an Aire má tá sí ar an eolas faoin ngá atá le Gaelscoil nua I Ráth Tó, más
rud é go mbeidh sí cothrom le data mionsonraithe ar an staid reatha a thabhairt maidir le
Gaelscoil Ráth Tó, lena gá le haimeantas, áitreabh agus maoiniú.

I have also received notice from Senator Cecilia Keaveney of the following matter:

The need for the Tánaiste and Minister for Education and Skills to look at undertaking a
joint initiative to host career advice seminars for areas that have seen a significant decline
in traditional sources of employment to promote new and broader approaches to creating
employment opportunities.

I have also received notice from Senator Jerry Buttimer of the following matter:

The need for the Minister for Community, Equality and Gaeltacht Affairs to outline the
Government plans to tackle the growing number of heroin users.

I have also received notice from Senator Brian Ó Domhnaill of the following matter:

The need for the Minister for Health and Children to provide a precise update on the
proposed north-west radiotherapy centre at Altnagelvin hospital in Derry.

I regard the matters raised by the Senators as suitable for discussion on the Adjournment. I
have selected the matters raised by Senators Ryan, Hannigan and Keaveney and they will be
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Order of 28 October 2010. Business

[An Cathaoirleach.]

taken at the conclusion of business. The other Senators may give notice on another day of the
matters they wish to raise.

Order of Business

Senator Dan Boyle: The Order of Business is No. 1, statements on the macro-economic and
fiscal outlook, to be taken at the conclusion of the Order of Business and to conclude not later
than 3 p.m., if not previously concluded, on which spokespersons may speak for 12 minutes
and all other Senators for eight minutes and Senators may share time, by agreement of the
House, with the Minister to be called upon ten minutes before the conclusion of the debate
for closing comments and to take questions from leaders or spokespersons; and No. 1a, state-
ments on the child care inquiry report, to be taken at 3 p.m. and conclude not later than 4
p.m., on which Senators may speak for five minutes and may share time, by agreement of the
House, with the Minister to be called upon five minutes before the conclusion of the debate
for closing comments.

Senator Liam Twomey: I welcome the statements on the child care inquiry report. As one
who deals with social workers on child care issues, I fully understand this area can be extremely
emotional, especially when there are family problems between parents. It can be very stressful
for both the social workers and the families involved and is fraught with ethical and legal
problems. Rather than the House merely having a discussion about this report and the inquiry
and what went wrong in regard to this family, the Minister for Health and Children, Deputy
Harney, should come to the House and give a detailed overview of social work services. Con-
cerns have been expressed in other parts of the country that there are not enough social
workers or back-up services to provide other psychological supports to young children at risk.
We need the presence of the Minister to discuss the broader issues around this report and what
is happening throughout the country.

I also welcome the debate the House will have on the economy and hope the Minister for
Finance, Deputy Lenihan, will be able to attend and provide a more detailed report as to what
will happen in the weeks before the budget is announced. There is a great deal of fear among
the public about what may be coming down the tracks. They need to know the facts soon.
There is no point in continuing the charade of having big announcements on budget day. We
must prepare the people for the severity of the cuts that are coming and they need to know
what these are now.

Senator David Norris: I welcome the debate we will have and the questioning of the Minister,
Deputy Harney, but I respectfully disagree with my colleague in Fine Gael. It was quite clear
from what Mr.Geoffrey Shannon said today that the situation came about, not because of an
absence of social workers or of legislation, but through dereliction of duty complicated by
serious and unwelcome interventions. I am not unique in this House in my absolute abhorrence
and repulsion at the sexual, physical and emotional abuse of children. We all share these values.

It would be helpful if we had copies of the report. I have not received one yet although the
media have. I welcome that they have and do not begrudge them it because it is important
they should be allowed to comment. That said, we should have it too in order that we can
discuss these matters with a degree of detail which, as it stands, will be missing.

Mr. Geoffrey Shannon also stated there had been undue deference to family support and
parental rights. It is clear the social services and the interests of the children were neglected
because they were bullied by what were described as right wing, Catholic, pro-family groups.
These people acted in betrayal of all the decent Catholic people in this country and of Catholic
social principles. It is time they were held to account because, as a result of their intervention,
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these unfortunate children were exposed to further, continuous, systematic, sexual, emotional
and physical abuse. I take my hat off to the eldest of those children, in particular, who used
money given to him by his relatives, not to buy incidentals like sweets but to store up tins of
long-term food in order that he could exercise a proper parental interest in his siblings by
ensuring that when they were being starved, he could at least arrange for them to be fed.

I wish to know whether it is true such people intervened and who they were. I want an end
to these people who describe themselves as standing for some notional idea of the family and
used that in order to sustain systematic abuse of children. In 1991, the Child Care Act, which
is being revised, passed by this House. I secured a very significant amendment that introduced
for the first time the guardian ad litem clause which came about in Britain after a similar case
in which Maria Colwell was returned to an abusing family and murdered. I do not believe that
clause, which is in law, was invoked. I am very proud of that amendment and that I stood side
by side by my colleague, Senator O’Toole, when we were more or less lone voices calling for
the implementation of the Stay Safe programme in schools to prevent the sexual and physical
abuse of children. We were vilified and reviled by similar organisations which claimed to be
standing for the rights of parents. The children must be central to the issue regarding this case
of abuse which, shamefully, continued. This is not an historical situation but one that continued
into our own century. There must be an end to this.

Senator Alex White: Senator Norris is right in every point he made except one. I believe he
will accept that he and Senator O’Toole, although they were correct in what they said, were
not actually lone voices calling for the Stay Safe programme to be implemented in schools and
regarding much other legislation and best practice proposals across the system.

Senator David Norris: I accept that but we were well battered for it.

An Cathaoirleach: No interruptions.

Senator Alex White: Perhaps this is not an occasion for that level of debate about who was
what or where and who said what, where. In regard to the overall legal context of what has been
reported upon in the Roscommon case, there is a clear relevance to the children’s referendum. I
agree with Mr. Geoffrey Shannon that if the wording of the referendum had been implemented
and entered into the Constitution this year, it would not have made any difference, unfortu-
nately, to the situation that pertained in this case. It may be difficult to point to any specific
case on which a change in the Constitution would impact in the direct way some people expect.
That said, it would change the constitutional atmosphere in which people work.

One issue we debated for more than a year in that committee was the threshold of inter-
vention. When and in what circumstances the State should be entitled to intervene in a family
where there is risk to children is a controversial point. There is an argument abroad that this
entitlement should be greatly curtailed and maintained at a very restricted level, as it is cur-
rently in our law. That is one outcome a change in the Constitution might achieve. It would
have a practical effect for social workers and care managers across the system because, from
what I observe, there is a level of uncertainty and sometimes even fear on the part of prac-
titioners and their managers as to what they are entitled to do in any given situation. As is
natural and human, they tend to hold back from an intervention if they think are legal con-
straints and they err on the side of caution and non-intervention when it may have been appro-
priate for them to intervene, acting in accordance with their better professional instincts. There
is a legal and constitutional context to this that must be addressed at the level of the Consti-
tution, and that should be done.
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[Senator Alex White.]

While many are involved in the debate, which is as it should be, there has been silence so
far on one side of the debate, namely, those who argue we should restrain and restrict inter-
vention. What do they now think in regard to the Roscommon case? Do they believe the
threshold of intervention should be as high as it is or do they accept it should be changed?
There is no point in saying these were exceptional circumstances. Every time there is a case
such as this, people say it is exceptional. There are far too many so-called exceptional situations
and cases. We need to change the law and the Constitution. I welcome the debate.

Senator Denis O’Donovan: Will the Leader to convey to the Cabinet the urgent need not
only for a debate on the Roscommon case but for a referendum? We should reflect that in
1999 the then Minister, Deputy Frank Fahey, who had the portfolio of responsibility for chil-
dren, wrote to the then chairman of the Joint Committee on the Constitution, Deputy Brian
Lenihan, to ask it to carry out a constitutional review to discover whether it was possible to
improve the rights of children as contained in the Constitution. That all-party review was
undertaken in 2003 and came to the unanimous conclusion after 18 months of public consul-
tation and meetings with scores of groups that the right of the child within the Constitution
was not protected adequately. I am disappointed that almost a decade later this referendum
has not taken place. Another committee has looked at this issue and made a further report. It
is essential that we move on and hold this referendum. I ask that it be held on its own, a stand-
alone referendum, to highlight the importance of this issue and that it not be held with other
referendums to muddy the waters. If at all possible, it should be held next year. The
Roscommon case is appalling, but it is not unique. There was the Kilkenny incest case and
several others in the past ten or 15 years. Progress, to date, has not been satisfactory. I express
my support for Senator Norris in his condemnation of the right-wing group which, for whatever
reason, supported the parents in this instance. I was listening to a radio programme on my way
here and somebody texted the programme to say, in effect, “Fair play to this right-wing group
for its great work in intervening when nobody else did.” Let us call a spade a spade. Its inter-
vention to support a family in appalling circumstances allowed a continuation of the horrendous
treatment, neglect and abuse of the children involved for a decade or more and its support
should be highlighted for what it is. There should be a full investigation to discover where it is
coming from and from where it is getting its funding.

Senator David Norris: Hear, hear.

Senator Denis O’Donovan: It is time we stopped shilly-shallying and bowing our heads to
these right-wing extremists who are worse than the Ku Klux Klan.

Senator David Norris: Well said.

Senator Eugene Regan: I draw the attention of the House to a number of Bills that have
been enacted during the years, the first of which is the Companies (Amendment) Act 1990
which was introduced by Albert Reynolds on examinership to benefit one individual in part-
icular, namely, Mr. Larry Goodman, and his group of companies. Section 19 of the Finance
Act 1994 was introduced by Deputy Bertie Ahern when Minister for Finance and a tax con-
cession to one individual, Mr. Ken Rohan, in relation to his art collection. The Markets in
Financial Instruments and Miscellaneous Provisions Act 2007 was introduced by the Taoiseach,
Deputy Cowen. Again, it was introduced following lobbying by one individual, namely, Frank
Fahey.
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An Cathaoirleach: I have cautioned on a number of occasions about the naming of individ-
uals. I do not know who was involved in making changes and do not want to hear names.

Senator Eugene Regan: These are matters of public record. The latter Act was specifically
introduced at the instigation of Frank Fahey and designed to increase his pension
entitlements——

An Cathaoirleach: Is the Senator referring to Deputy Frank Fahey?

Senator Eugene Regan: Yes. It is incidental that these Acts benefited other individuals during
the years, but the reality is that they were introduced to benefit specific individuals and at their
instigation. Given the tradition of Fianna Fáil Ministers for Finance to introduce legislation to
benefit specific individuals, I believe Deputy Fahey, when Minister with responsibility for fish-
eries, found it quite acceptable in the circumstances to introduce a scheme to benefit two
individuals in his constituency. I am talking about the lost at sea scheme——

An Cathaoirleach: Is the Senator looking for a debate on the matter because, to be
honest——

Senator Eugene Regan: That is what I am coming to. The Ombudsman has issued a report
on the scheme. She has found that it was flawed and ringfenced to benefit these individuals.

An Cathaoirleach: Is that matter not before a joint committee of the Houses which has made
a decision on it? That is my understanding of the matter.

Senator Eugene Regan: It is for this House to take a decision on it and I am calling for a
debate. I ask the Deputy Leader to accede to my request. The matter has been examined. The
last time it was discussed in the House it was referred to the Joint Committee on Agriculture,
Fisheries and Food which has decided that the Ombudsman’s report should be rejected.
However, it is for the House to decide on its position. It is important not only in terms of the
Office of the Ombudsman, but also in terms of the Oireachtas committee system that Deputies
and Senators can act in an independent, objective and non-partisan manner.

An Cathaoirleach: The Senator’s time is up. I call Senator Keaveney.

Senator Eugene Regan: I ask the Deputy Leader to agree to hold a debate on the scheme
when time allows.

Senator Cecilia Keaveney: I add my voice to those which have expressed sincere regrets that
the family in question were subject to such trauma. It is important, however, that we do not
add to their burden, recognise the abuse that happened, learn from it and hold people account-
able. We do not need to nitpick over the details in such a manner. It is important that we
expedite the holding of the referendum. In that regard, I ask for a debate on the status of the
Child Care Act to find out to what extent its provisions have been developed and implemented.
For example, where parents are unable to cope with children, there is provision for the teaching
of parenting skills and other interventions, with social workers being on hand in particular
cases. I am not referring directly to the case that will be before the House this afternoon, but
rather to the implementation of the Child Care Act in general. Have we seen full intervention
by the agencies which can help to support children because, unfortunately, this is not an isolated
case? There are various forms of domestic violence and next month for a period of 15 days we
will seek to increase the level of awareness in that regard. I want to pre-empt this by saying
we need to hold a debate on the issue. It is important that we learn from what went on, find
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[Senator Cecilia Keaveney.]

mechanisms to fully implement the provisions of the Child Care Act and hold the referendum.
Nothing we do today should add to the personal trauma of the family involved.

Senator Feargal Quinn: As I gather we are to have a debate this afternoon, this is not the
time to raise the issue. However, I would like to address one particular point that has been
made on a number of occasions. This right-wing group in question has referred to as a “Catholic
right-wing group”. It cannot, in any sense, be held up as a Catholic right-wing group.

Senator David Norris: Hear, hear.

Senator Feargal Quinn: It is very definitely, however, a right-wing group. Senator O’Donovan
mentioned that someone had telephoned a radio programme this morning to compliment the
group on the help it had given to the family. It did not help the family, rather it helped the
parents to the detriment of the children.

Senator David Norris: Well said.

Senator Feargal Quinn: We need to be very careful in the words we use on this occasion.

Next week we shall all be sad at the loss of the extra hour of daylight in the evenings. I am
sorry for repeating myself, but this is an old topic of mine. One of the reasons we have not
changed is that the British have not changed and we do not want to have different times in
Dundalk and Newry or Dublin and Belfast. The good news, however, is that it was announced
this morning that a Bill would be introduced in the British House of Commons on 3 December
to do exactly what I have been proposing for 15 years, that is, that we follow central European
time and have that extra hour of daylight every evening the whole year around. The benefits
will be immense and I hope this will be the last time we will put back the clock. I also hope
the Minister for the Environment, Heritage and Local Government, Deputy Gormley, is paying
attention to what is happening not just here but also in Britain and that we follow whatever
changes are made there. Senator Harris said there was good news coming through. Let us
ensure in this case that it will be good news rather than bad.

Senator David Norris: We shall see if he has his eye on Senator Quinn.

An Cathaoirleach: Please, no interruptions.

Senator Jim Walsh: I do not want to say much, as Senator Quinn has said, as the debate on
the child abuse report will take place this afternoon. We should bear in mind that the children
involved have made it very clear that they do not welcome the fact that the focus has been
placed on them and that it is adding to the trauma they have suffered. However, we need to
be mindful of a few aspects. It has been stated by those who have studied the report closely
and are familiar with the case that the holding of a referendum would not in any way have
assisted in the prevention of the abuse. There was, undoubtedly, terrible abuse of the children
involved, but it also involved a dereliction of duty by individuals within the public service.

Senator Frances Fitzgerald: Hear, hear.

Senator Jim Walsh: There has to be accountability; we can no longer continue to hide. At
the time I was critical of the Government for failing to take action against those who were
culpable and criminally negligent in the HIV scandal. People died as a consequence of the
gross negligence of individuals within the service and there should have been accountability.
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Another aspect of the case which is a concern — this has arisen in other inquiries we have
examined in the House, such as the Dublin-Monaghan bombings — is the failure of people to
keep proper records. There has been criticism in this instance that the inquiry had tremendous
difficulty getting any details on the records of social workers and the management of social
workers within the system. That is intolerable when we have all sorts of management pro-
cedures in place. People in the public service are extremely well paid now, so the lack of
performance in this area, or any area of the public service, is no longer acceptable.

11 o’clock

I would like an earlier debate than is proposed on the Croke Park agreement and suggest
we could debate this on a weekly basis. Last week, I raised the issue of lecturers and professors
within our universities who are paid in excess of 50% more than their counterparts in Britain.

It is on the public record of these Houses in recent times that many of them
only lecture for six hours per week. I know they do research and spend time on
preparation, but these conditions bring into focus the amount of money being

paid and the lack of value we receive for it. I would like to highlight that the Chief Justice in
Ireland receives €130,000 a year more than the Chief Justice in the United States.

An Cathaoirleach: The Senator’s time has concluded.

Senator Jim Walsh: Supreme Court justices here are paid €100,000 more than their counter-
parts in the US.

An Cathaoirleach: That is public knowledge.

Senator Jim Walsh: We cannot continue to pay these kinds of salaries. When I listened to
the Dáil debate yesterday, I heard Ministers focus on what people in the public service who
earn less than €100,000 get, because it was a good soundbite, rather than focus on the real cost
of our public service.

An Cathaoirleach: The Senator’s time has concluded.

Senator Jim Walsh: We need to tackle this and I call for a debate on the Croke Park agree-
ment as a matter of urgency.

An Cathaoirleach: The Senator’s time is up. I ask the Senator to resume his seat and have
some respect for the Chair.

Senator Paul Coghlan: I agree wholeheartedly with Senator Quinn. He has been through it
in his time and is right about the move to central European time. Hopefully, the Government
will move on that in line with the move Britain is about to make as outlined by the Senator.

I understand the four-year economic plan, which is to be approved by Brussels and the
European Union, is to be finalised and published by mid-November. Can the Deputy Leader
clarify the timetable for that? Given it will happen then, would it not be appropriate that the
budget, which is such an integral part of the first step of that four-year process, would be taken
in conjunction with the publication of that plan? We should do this in order to regain the
confidence of the markets and secure our future funding. Does it not make sense to do both
together if we are to have the necessary housekeeping money to sustain and keep our public
services going at the proper level? This would better establish the certainty we know is neces-
sary and would, in addition, secure what all sides and so many of our colleagues spoke about
yesterday and encourage spending from the billions of euro of savings we have. If this happens,
it will help us regain the confidence we need in our future. I would like to hear the Deputy
Leader’s opinion. These areas are all bound up together and there is a great case to be made
to deal with and have done with the issue so we can move forward.
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Senator Terry Leyden: I welcome the fact we are to have a debate at 3 p.m. on the report
drawn up by Norah Gibbons of Barnados and thank the Leader for arranging this. The report
is comprehensive and a copy of it has been sent by e-mail to all Deputies and Senators from
the HSE this morning. It is unfortunate that it is being termed the “Roscommon” case. I know
the area involved, but will not mention it. The report suggests there should be careful debate
in this regard because the children, four of whom are in care and two who are now adults, are
making progress. The High Court should study the findings relating to its refusal of the HSE’s,
or western health board’s, application to rescind the order restraining it from placing the chil-
dren in care. It is important to examine this because a friend of the family intervened at the
time to try and obtain help. Other relatives were also conscious of the situation and made
efforts to bring the children into their care. Neighbours also contacted the western health board
on the issue. It is a complex and sad case. The report is comprehensive and I am delighted it
will be discussed later today.

Senator Eoghan Harris: I support Senators Norris and Walsh in their belief that the funda-
mental problem in Roscommon was a dereliction of duty by public servants. There have been
other reasons adduced and there is much merit in Senator Alex White’s belief that in the
background a certain amount of foot-dragging was caused by the constitutional protection
afforded to the family. This certainly causes people to look over their left shoulder at the
Constitution. Perhaps public servants are now looking over their right shoulder at the Freedom
of Information Act. Many journalists informally agree that the Freedom of Information Act,
which was meant to illuminate large policy decisions and protect the public purse, may be
inhibiting public servants from making decisions they should make. Nevertheless, that does not
excuse the failure of the will, what the Greeks called akrasia, a failure to do one’s duty. In that
respect, I wonder what kind of training public servants now get in the culture of decision
making, of integrity and of standing up and having some basics of moral courage. Parnell said
that the Irish people had huge respect for moral courage because it was such a scarce com-
modity in Ireland. There is a lot of truth in that in the public sector.

Mention has been made of a right wing organisation supporting the children. It calls itself a
Catholic organisation, but I think that is a travesty of Catholicism. It is just a fundamentalist
family organisation. Its support reminds me of Lenin saying the Communist Party should sup-
port the bourgeoisie. The organisation in question supported the children as a rope supports
the hanging man.

Senator Lisa McDonald: I too welcome the efforts of Norah Gibbons and her committee in
publishing the report and commend the bravery of the children of the family in supporting the
publication of the report in the hope that this will never happen again. We have had the
McColgan report, the Kilkenny incest report and now we have another report. I just wonder
how much work has been done over the past three or four years since the beginning of the
term of this Seanad. The Minister of State with responsibility for children said in his press
release last night that he would meet with the HSE to hear its proposals on how it will
implement the main recommendations of the report. This causes me concern, because here we
have just another example of HSE failure, systems failure and people failing young children
and society. I do not know how the HSE can do what is necessary.

I have heard people say that public servants have let these children down, but we, as poli-
ticians, have also failed. Senator Harris spoke about the moral courage of public servants.
There is little moral courage here when we look into our hearts to see how much we have done
to protect children or how much we have done to ensure this will never happen again. I hope
we will not be here in another five or ten years looking at more reports and wondering when
this will happen again. We need to bring this issue to the forefront. It is swept under the carpet
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on every possible occasion. I do not want to go over the nitty gritty of this particular case, as
that would not help at all. However, we can see clearly that people have failed in their duties
and heads need to roll.

We have seen a similar failure in the banking area and in the various economic crises fac-
ing us.

An Cathaoirleach: The Senator’s time is concluded.

Senator Lisa McDonald: This brings me to a second point, relating to NAMA.

An Cathaoirleach: The Senator’s time is up. My hands are tied.

Senator Lisa McDonald: The people of this country do not seem to want people to be pun-
ished for their crimes. We are very capable of punishing people for some crimes, but not white
collar crimes. I support Senator Walsh’s call for a debate.

An Cathaoirleach: Time, Senator, please.

Senator Lisa McDonald: Can I just——

An Cathaoirleach: No. My hands are tied.

Senator Lisa McDonald: I listened to everyone else. I have been only speaking for one
minute in comparison with others who spoke for five or ten minutes.

An Cathaoirleach: The Senator has been speaking for two and a half minutes.

Senator Lisa McDonald: The procedure was not followed earlier, which is unfair to speakers
coming in at the end.

An Cathaoirleach: The group leaders have three minutes and every other Member has two
minutes. I ask Members to respect the rules of the House.

Senator Lisa McDonald: I support Senator Walsh’s call for a debate on the Croke Park
agreement.

An Cathaoirleach: Senator McDonald has made her point. I call Senator Buttimer.

Senator Jerry Buttimer: I thank the Deputy Leader for allowing time today for a debate on
the Roscommon report. The fundamental question that has not been addressed is when we can
expect people to be held to account and to accept responsibility. A lack of accountability and
acceptance of responsibility have been at the core of Fianna Fáil in Government for the past
13 years. It has been a failure.

Senator Harris can talk about moral courage, public servants and dereliction of duty, but
there must be responsibility and accountability at all levels. I agree with Senator McDonald
that if we as politicians want to have moral courage, we should ensure the referendum on
children’s rights is held and that these rights are enshrined in the Constitution.

Senator David Norris: Hear, hear.

Senator Jerry Buttimer: I accept that had this been done, it would not have stopped what
happened in this instance. Let us do it, none the less, and let us forget adversarial partisan
politics. I am not a lawyer and do not have a legal mind but we could, with political will, obtain
the consensus needed to ensure the children’s rights referendum is passed in the morning. That
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[Senator Jerry Buttimer.]

takes moral courage, not people going on “Morning Ireland” or other radio programmes to
get media outings to get this done. Let us do it.

Senator David Norris: Hear, hear.

Senator Jerry Buttimer: Let us have a debate on that. Does the Deputy Leader agree with
the remarks made in Poland by former Taoiseach, Deputy Bertie Ahern, about his handling of
the economy and his intention to run for the presidency?

Senator Niall Ó Brolcháin: I am a proud Member of Seanad Éireann today. In the middle
of the difficult economic times in which we find ourselves, it is right and proper that Senators
from all sides of the House would highlight the issue of child care in the manner they are doing.
It is a much more important issue than the economy and is fundamental to the bedrock of
our society.

I commend Senator O’Donovan on his remarks on the necessity to hold the children’s rights
referendum. I call on the Minister to set a date today for the holding of this urgent referendum,
although we do not need to hold it tomorrow or to do so in haste. Consensus can be found on
this issue. While we have used the word “consensus” a lot recently, I believe there is broad
consensus on this issue. We have had years of appalling failures in respect of child care. We
are no longer prepared to accept dereliction of duty.

I take issue with the comment that had the referendum been passed, it would not have
impacted on this case. The key issue in the referendum is that the voice of the child be heard.
My understanding of this report is that had the voices of the children been heard to the extent
they should have been, this abuse may not have occurred. While I accept there was a dereliction
of duty, we need proper checks and balances, and these are not currently in place. I believe
that when, not if, we have this referendum debate, we will have in place better child care
structures because they will be underpinned by legislation attaching to this referendum. We
need to have this debate. I call on the Minister to set a date today for holding the referendum.

Senator Ivana Bacik: I, too, welcome the debate on the Roscommon abuse report. Like
others, I am appalled and saddened by the terrible failures of the State it discloses. It does not
bear thinking about that for 25 years, from when the family concerned first came to the atten-
tion of social services in 1989 to 2004 when the HSE finally took some of the children into
care, these six children were subjected to such horrific abuse. I know we all feel that way.

Senator McDonald is correct that it is not just that there were failures during that lengthy
period by individual social workers or the health care system but also that there was a failure
by the political system to provide the legal and constitutional framework within which this
family would have been treated differently and within which, as Senator Alex White stated,
there would have been a different threshold for intervention. The children’s rights referendum
is essential because it would provide that different culture or legal or constitutional framework
within which social workers and the HSE would be able to operate and intervene at a different
and earlier stage to prevent this type of appalling abuse from happening.

Other Members referred to the Kilkenny incest report and the Sophia McColgan case. Many
brave individuals, young adults, who were abused as children have come forward in order that
this would not happen to other children. We owe it to them to ensure we change the framework
to ensure this does not occur again. I urge the Government to set a date for the holding of the
referendum. There has been much debate and work done on the wording. We are all agreed
that it is essential the rights of the child come before the rights of the marital family. Unfortu-
nately, there is undue deference in our Constitution to the rights of the marital family, enabling

290



Order of 28 October 2010. Business

the type of sinister intervention we saw in this case to have occurred by a right wing organis-
ation. That, too, must be investigated.

I welcome the Leader’s announcement yesterday that a debate on prisons will take place in
the House next week. That debate will provide us with an opportunity to discuss reducing our
over-reliance on prisons and, as a result, saving money at a time when that is important in
terms of the Exchequer.

Senator Marc MacSharry: I join others in condemning what is outlined in the recently pub-
lished Roscommon report. I agree with other speakers that there are many reasons for failure
but no excuses for it. While I understand Senator Ó Brolcháin’s reference to the pride he feels
in terms of the unity among Senators in their condemnation, we all share in the shame of the
inaction of many years. I believe everyone shares the frustration expressed by Senator Buttimer
and others at the pedestrian nature of change which seems only to take place over many years.
I welcome that we will debate that report.

The yields on Irish bonds widened considerably this morning to above 7%. This has hap-
pened for three reasons, namely, the collapse of Portugal’s budget discussions, the shortfall in
Greek tax revenue which has reignited concerns about peripheral European economies, and
the suggestion by Bloomberg yesterday that investors were losing faith in Ireland’s plan to
lower its deficit as spending cuts threatened to undermine economic growth. This should be a
stark reminder to us all as we contemplate what is to be part of the four-year budgetary process
and the budget which will be introduced in December that it will take innovative and creative
suggestions from all Members of both Houses to give confidence to the market that we are
prepared to display a level of bravery and leadership that has been alien to us over recent
generations, a level of flexibility and an ability to improvise and adapt quickly which has been
alien to our public services. We will also need to focus on some of the sacred cows, namely,
senior public servants, politicians, the Judiciary and those in the higher echelons of the public
service in academia and other sectors who are highly paid. Clearly, we will have to re-examine
the Croke Park agreement. We may well have to enter into a new benchmarking process that
benchmarks our salaries and positions not with those in the private sector but with those in
other countries throughout the world.

Senator Fidelma Healy Eames: Much has been said about the Roscommon abuse case. I am
truly appalled by the lack of care for children in difficulty in this State. What is the point of
the lessons of the past 20 years, to which Senator Bacik referred, if no one is held accountable
for this horrid abuse and neglect? Is this just today’s news? Is this just today’s story? What
progress has been made in implementing the recommendations of the Murphy and Ryan
reports? I do not have confidence that anything is changing. Let us mean what we say. If this
House did nothing else but ensured a date was set by the end of this year for the holding of
the children’s rights referendum and that there was accountability in terms of neglect of the
voiceless and timid in our society, we could be proud of having achieved something. However,
I am not convinced that anything is changing.

Last week I raised the issue of the hundreds of young unemployed teachers in this State. A
total of 400 graduated from St. Patrick’s College this year but only 30 are employed. The issue
I want to raise, however, is that of probation. A teacher used to spend five years in probation
here but that has been cut to three. I spoke to the Minister, Deputy Coughlan, last night and
it is clear she does not have a notion what I am on about. She said there was a shortage of
inspectors but if that is the case the probation period should be lengthened. Young teachers
are telling me they can emigrate but they cannot emigrate if they are not probated because
they cannot come back and get a post here.
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An Cathaoirleach: The Senator’s time is up.

Senator Fidelma Healy Eames: I ask the Deputy Leader to intervene for me on that issue.

Senator John Hanafin: First, I agree with previous speakers who spoke on the issue of child
abuse and the lack of care and dereliction of duty. There is no question that as public represen-
tatives our message to the public officials is clear. They should do their duty without fear or
favour and without consideration of any care other than that which has been entrusted to them.
In the case of child care, it is all the more important that they continue to do their duty. Sadly,
even though we may legislate and change the Constitution, if individuals are not prepared to
stand up for what they have to do and do it straight through, this will happen again. That
should be the message that goes out this morning. They should do their duty at all times.

Second, I ask again for a debate on the way we are handling the current crisis, in particular
with regard to the media representation. I am not talking about political representation but
representation of the difficulties in the economy. Unless there is a belief that we can deal with
our own problems the public will not have faith and if the public do not have faith in them-
selves, it will not be possible for them to succeed. We must help them, as public representatives,
to believe that we can succeed and get through our difficulties.

Senator Rónán Mullen: I am not sure that today is the day to debate this important report.
It seems to me to be an exercise in window dressing because I wonder how many of us will
have had an opportunity to give it the scrutiny it deserves. If we were operating in a mature
fashion we would be debating this report early next week, having had an opportunity to con-
sider it properly. Instead, we will have bland statements to the effect that the Seanad discussed
it and were we not wonderful but that is no substitute for genuine concern for children’s rights
and welfare.

We are being invited to believe by some that if we had passed the proposed constitutional
referendum we would have less of this kind of abuse. I found Geoffrey Shannon’s intervention
on “Morning Ireland” this morning to be deeply cogent, very clear and wonderfully passionate.
Nothing I have heard here today was any substitute for the clarity and the depth of knowledge
with which Mr. Shannon spoke. He made it very clear that it is no excuse to invoke the absence
of better constitutional protection for children’s rights. I am open to that debate and if we can
give extra constitutional impetus to the need to intervene in favour of children’s welfare, by all
means we should do so but we should not cover up or make excuses for people who were in
radical dereliction of their duty——

Senator Ivana Bacik: Nobody is doing that.

Senator Rónán Mullen: ——by trying to use this to gain some political leverage for a consti-
tutional referendum proposal which needs to be debated on its merits. There is a certain denial
about the failure of people to simply do their duty. Red herring no. 1 is the Constitution. It is
not an issue. The law was in place. People in this House have been quick to condemn the
Church, and rightly so, for not coming up to the moral mark even when the law was not as
clear as it should be about what needed to be done in the area of reporting yet they are making
excuses for people who did have a clear legal mandate——

Senator Ivana Bacik: Nobody is making excuses, Senator.

Senator Rónán Mullen: ——to act in the context of social welfare. There was a clear legal
mandate to act and they did not do it.

Senator Fidelma Healy Eames: That is a red herring.
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Senator Rónán Mullen: The second red herring is invoking the intermeddling family, the
right wingers, as they are called.

An Cathaoirleach: Thank you, Senator.

Senator Rónán Mullen: I do not care if they are left wing or right wing. They were no more
than bar room chums in terms of the access they had to the courts. They had no standing.

An Cathaoirleach: Please Senator. Your time is up.

Senator Rónán Mullen: Their role is of irrelevance.

Senator David Norris: It is not.

An Cathaoirleach: Please. No interruptions. The Senator’s time is up.

Senator Rónán Mullen: The issue here was the failure to take action and we should stop
making excuses for the people who failed to take action——

Senator Ivana Bacik: Nobody is making excuses.

Senator Rónán Mullen: ——by seeking to propose other agendas.

Senator David Norris: These people should be exposed.

Senator Ivana Bacik: On a point of order, nobody is making excuses. Senator Mullen is
misrepresenting——

An Cathaoirleach: That is not a point of order. I call Senator Butler.

Senator Ivana Bacik: ——a very serious debate that is due to take place later in this House.

Senator Larry Butler: I call on the Deputy Leader to raise the issue of mortgage arrears and
default in mortgages which has now become a very serious problem. We must start to deal
with that problem. I have been waiting on the Government report — we are getting bits and
pieces of it — on what it intends to do about the problem. It has laid down some ground rules
such as the one that someone cannot be removed easily from their house but that will not solve
the problems we have with these people. Over 300,000 people are in negative equity but only
40,000 of those are finding it difficult to pay their mortgage. I suggested in the report that went
to the Government that we should ask the banks to take at least 25% of the equity of people
who are having difficulty paying their mortgages. That would reduce their payments and defer
the negative equity until such time as the house was sold. That is an important point.

Matthew Elderfield suggested that we should examine the current position for debt forgive-
ness and so forth and also our bankruptcy laws, which are outdated. If one files for bankruptcy
here one is bankrupt for 12 years. The period in America is three years, which allows people
get back into business again where they may be able to pay their debts. Once someone is
bankrupt in this country they can never pay their debts.

It is important that we have a special meeting to deal with these issues and approaching
budget time is the right time to have it. If we do not have that these people will be passed over
again and we will find a difficulty during the coming year, and that will become more serious.
The problem will not go away. I ask the Deputy Leader to have a special meeting in that regard.

Senator Paul Bradford: I support the request by my colleague, Senator Regan, to reflect
further at the earliest possible opportunity on the lost at sea report, the special report by the
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Ombudsman. We should not fail to underscore the significance of this report by the Ombuds-
man. It was a special report, only the second occasion an Ombudsman produced such a report
for presentation to the Oireachtas. The agricultural committee of the House reflected and
deliberated on it but, unfortunately, divided on the matter. However, it is an issue that must
come back for significant debate in this House and I ask the Deputy Leader in particular to
take an interest in having a full debate here on the lost at sea scheme, which was described by
a former member of the Cabinet, Deputy Jim McDaid, as one which stank. That is something
upon which we should reflect.

I support also Senator Walsh’s request that we continue the debate on the Croke Park
agreement.

A Senator: Hear, hear.

Senator Paul Bradford: As far as I am aware the debate adjourned rather than concluded
last week. I believe we can have a worthwhile, mature debate and not one that condemns
public servants but with a view to ensuring that we have a public sector which works in the
public interest, with fair play for all including fair salaries. It is a sector which the taxpayer is
funding and on behalf of the taxpayer we must recognise that significant reforms are necessary,
and in that respect we have a duty to debate further the Croke Park agreement.

The Roscommon abuse report is both shocking and scandalous. I listened to what Senator
Mullen said. We will debate it this afternoon but I ask the Deputy Leader that we adjourn
rather than conclude the deliberation this afternoon because many people——

Senator Ivana Bacik: That is a good idea.

Senator Paul Coghlan: Hear, hear.

Senator Paul Bradford: ——would be in a better position to speak with some degree of
accuracy next week or the week after if we had an opportunity to study the report in greater
detail. That suggestion might be taken on board and we would adjourn the debate with a view
to resuming it next week.

Senator Dan Boyle: Many Senators, including Senators Twomey, Norris, Alex White,
O’Donovan, Keaveney, Quinn, Walsh, Leyden, Harris, McDonald, Buttimer, Ó Brolcháin,
Bacik, MacSharry, Healy Eames, Hanafin, Mullen and Bradford, mentioned this afternoon’s
statements on the child care inquiry report and the wider issues involved. The proposal of
Senator Bradford that the debate be kept ongoing should be given consideration, and I will
examine whether the Order of Business needs to be amended during the course of the day.

With regard to the contents of the report, I urge Senators to beware of the context. It has
been mentioned this morning that the young people concerned are wary of further attention
being directed upon them. There is also the issue of court cases. Even references to the geo-
graphical location of the case have been frowned upon because they may help to identify the
young people and the family concerned. I ask Members to be aware of those constraints when
addressing this.

Because we only have an hour today, the discussion will be concerned with the narrow issues
dealt with in the report. Many Members have mentioned the wider issue of resources for child
care. The report is quite emphatic in stating that the problems were not the result of a
deficiency in legislation or resources but rather neglect of duty with regard to the children.
There are wider issues in child care that need to be discussed in the House, and we will have
an opportunity of doing that.
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There were calls for a debate on the children’s rights referendum. This is something this
House can and should revisit. The process has been going on since 2003 in various Oireachtas
committees, and there is a need for the Government to bring it to finality by mentioning a date
for the referendum. An Oireachtas sub-committee recently produced a useful wording for the
referendum, although there is concern that it may not be sufficiently legally watertight. There
is an onus on the Government to clear up any confusion that exists as quickly as possible. My
hope is that we can resolve this within a matter of months and that the people will have an
opportunity to vote early next year.

The subtext of the delay over the years has been a political fear of unleashing the issue of
individual legal rights for children. It has been shied away from for far too long, and until we
are prepared to address that issue, the idea of having a proper debate among the people and
seeking to change the Constitution to fill the lacuna that exists in the rights of individual
children is something to which we will return again and again. Instead of trying to address
the needs of children in a proper legal and constitutional way, we will end up discussing the
issue incessantly.

Senators Regan and Bradford mentioned the lost at sea scheme. In the past, we have been
restricted from examining this issue further because it was being dealt with by the Joint Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Fisheries and Food. We had a brief opportunity, on the presentation of
the report, for a debate in the House. The Senators’ points were well made. The committee’s
report bears further examination, and if there is an opportunity for a further debate in the
House, we should avail of it.

Senators Walsh, McDonald and Bradford mentioned the Croke Park agreement. There is a
need to review progress made under the agreement but also to question whether the underlying
figures are valid for the next number of years. We have had a debate in the House, but we
should have a continuing debate to review and question the process, and I will see that further
time is made available for this.

Senator Quinn, supported by Senator Coghlan, spoke about the ending of daylight saving
time this week and asked whether we should move to central European time. There are signifi-
cant economic and environmental advantages to doing so. We are linked in the current time
zone with the UK, and any changes there would force their consideration here also, although
it is not unusual for neighbouring jurisdictions — for example, Spain and Portugal — to have
different time zones. Senator Quinn has proposed a useful debate.

Senator Coghlan asked about the four-year programme and the question of an earlier budget.
It is my understanding that the programme will be made available in mid-November, which
will allow a three-week window for further debate and discussion on the contents of the prog-
ramme and the contents of budget 2011. This is necessary. As of now, the budget is pencilled
in for 7 December. If it was to take place on the traditional day of the first Wednesday in
December, it would be on 1 December. I am not sure whether the budget might be presented
over a matter of days, but the interval of two to three weeks between the presentation of the
four-year programme and that of the budget is important.

Senator MacSharry spoke about the erratic behaviour of the bond market today and the
increase in bond spreads to over 7%. This is of major concern, but it also underlines the fact
that we must have cohesion in our approach to the four-year programme and the budget in
order to send out a message about how we as a nation are tackling these economic difficulties
and how we can engender confidence among the international community. I ask Members to
bear that in mind, particularly in the context of this afternoon’s debate.

Senator Healy Eames asked about the question of unemployed teachers and the difficulty
they are having in serving their time in probation. I am not clear about the reason the pro-
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bationary period has been shortened from five to three years. There may have been good
reasons for doing that, but I will undertake to get that information to Senator Healy Eames.

Senator John Hanafin asked for a debate on the representation of the economy and economic
issues. This has been a theme of discussion in the House on a regular basis, including the extent
to which confidence can be engendered among the people in general. I will see whether time
can be made available for such a debate.

Senator Buttimer asked about comments made by the former Taoiseach, Deputy Ahern, in
Poland. I did not hear those comments so I am afraid I cannot speak on them. Finally, Senator
Butler spoke about the growing number of families that are in difficulties with mortgage
arrears. It is my understanding that the report on mortgage arrears will be available in a number
of weeks, and that will provide an opportunity for the House to debate the issue. There have
already been some initiatives on foot of the earlier report, and the indications are that a number
of significant new measures will be introduced in advance of the budget to allow it to take
account of this problem.

Order of Business agreed to.

Macro-Economic and Fiscal Outlook: Statements

An Leas-Chathaoirleach: I welcome the Minister of State, Deputy Mansergh.

Minister of State at the Department of Finance (Deputy Martin Mansergh): Four weeks ago
on 30 September I addressed this House as my contribution to statements on the economy on
a day that I described as being critical in our recent development. On that day, the Financial
Regulator announced the total capital requirements for the restructured financial entities and
the Minister for Finance issued a statement on the matter. The Minister stated that the overall
cost of State support to our banking system remains manageable and can be accommodated in
the Government’s fiscal plans in the coming years. He added that it is imperative to remain
focused on our major challenge, which is to ensure that our public finances are returned to a
stable and sustainable path. Today, I propose to comment on our economic situation, but more
particularly on the scale of the adjustment needed in the public finances over the coming four
years, the reasons such a large adjustment is needed, what the Government proposes to do to
meet its consolidation target by 2014 and why we cannot delay making considerable progress
towards this target in December’s budget for 2011.

Four weeks ago, I devoted most of my contribution to making the case that the considerable
amount of negative, sometimes even defeatist, comment about the economy at the time was
overdone and that there was much that was positive in recent economic data and developments.
I do not intend to repeat in detail these comments, but it is useful to refer to the main points.
Following the most severe economic downturn in the history of the State, the most recent
national accounts figures, while somewhat lower than expected, nevertheless pointed to a stabil-
isation of activity in the first half of this year. Export performance was robust in the second
quarter of the year and, encouragingly, the range of exports was shown to be broadening.
Yesterday, the Irish Exporters Association released figures that showed the value of goods and
services exported in the third quarter was 9.3% higher than in the comparable period last
year. This strong export performance reflects the considerable improvement in competitiveness
through a fall in pay costs and prices. I also pointed out that the labour market, which has
been severely affected by the downturn, was also providing evidence of stabilisation in employ-
ment and unemployment. There has been a substantial underlying fall in unemployment in
September and, on this basis, it is reasonable to expect that the outcome for this month will
also be favourable.
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In the following week, clear evidence was provided that the Government’s efforts to stabilise
the public finances are having a positive impact. The Exchequer returns of revenue and expen-
diture, covering the period to the end of September, showed that the overall Exchequer posi-
tion was in line with target. Other positive features of the figures were that total tax revenue
was exactly in line with profile, expenditure was almost €1.6 billion down year-on-year and the
underlying general Government deficit this year is expected to be broadly in line with the
budget target.

It is no accident that the public finances are stabilising: Ireland is now into the third year of
a difficult process of consolidation and the Government is fully engaged in formulating its
consolidation plan for the next four years. The Government’s record since the middle of 2008
demonstrates a sustained, politically courageous and determined commitment to bring the
public finances under control in circumstances that could be hardly less ideal.

I shall briefly summarise the main steps taken by the Government over this period. In July
2008, a range of efficiency and savings measures was put into effect, including a 3% reduction
in payroll costs for all Departments, State agencies and local authorities. Budget 2009, which
was brought forward to October 2008, included a tax package to raise almost €2 billion in
2009. Against a backdrop of sharp downward revisions in the global economic outlook, the
Government set out a multi-annual fiscal consolidation plan in January 2009, with the objective
of bringing the overall deficit back within the 3% ceiling in a credible manner. Further prog-
ramme and payroll savings of the order of €3.5 billion were announced in the first half of 2009,
of which the main element was the introduction of a public service pension-related pay
deduction. The supplementary budget in April 2009 continued the process begun by these
earlier savings measures, consolidating the expenditure reductions through a range of prog-
ramme savings.

Budget 2010 continued the process of implementing our multi-annual plan, with an expendi-
ture reduction of €4 billion delivered through a combination of payroll, social welfare and other
programme reductions. The special group report, published in July 2009, made a contribution
of central importance to the expenditure strategy in budget 2010 with savings of some €2.1
billion in 2010 arising from the report to date. In all, these measures have amounted to €14.5
billion.

Despite adjustment on this scale and of as much again to be done, the Irish economy has
proven to be resilient and is set to emerge from recession. It has been a formidable achievement
to secure these savings, but the hard reality is that as much again and a bit more must be
secured over the next four years. Specifically, the Government has decided that a total budget-
ary adjustment of €15 billion over the next four years is needed to achieve the target deficit of
3% by 2014. Two key reasons make this necessary. The first is that there has been a sharp
increase in the interest demanded on Irish debt. The second is that even with a resumption of
steady economic growth, expected to average 2.75% over the four years to 2014, this will not
be sufficient to generate the revenue to meet the present level of public expenditure.

The pattern of adjustment will not be the same for each of these years because some front-
loading in 2011 will be needed. Also, in order to protect the basis for economic growth as much
as possible, the balance of the adjustments will favour expenditure cuts over tax increases. The
Government’s decision to front-load the adjustment in 2011 was made in full awareness that
this approach is likely to dampen economic growth in the short term. However, the greater
imperative in the short term is to secure the confidence of the markets so we can continue
funding our public services. The options facing us therefore are not appealing and the choices
to be made by the Government, or any party in these Houses, are not easy.

297



Macro-Economic and 28 October 2010. Fiscal Outlook: Statements

[Deputy Martin Mansergh.]

In the face of the current state of the economy and the public finances and the compelling
necessity to secure the confidence of the markets, we stand at a critical time for our country.
It is our responsibility as representatives of the people to do our utmost to decide what is in
the best interests of the country and to act accordingly. The correct decisions will safeguard
Ireland’s long-term economic prospects, but the wrong ones could cost us dearly and it is not
necessary to spell out why.

Following the Department of Finance’s briefing of the Opposition spokespersons and leaders
on the state of the public finances and the economic outlook, all parties are now clear as to
the size of the task facing us over the next few years. We are in a position of great economic
uncertainty, but equally it is vital that we act quickly and decisively to demonstrate a credible
commitment to restoring stability to our public finances.

I am encouraged by the acceptance by the main Opposition parties of the target to reduce
the deficit to 3% of GDP by 2014 and I have stressed this positive factor on recent visits to
the ECB in Frankfurt and to a think-tank attended by leading economic commentators in
London. This development will enhance the confidence of those watching from abroad that
Ireland is committed to appropriate fiscal adjustment and that Ireland can return to a path
leading to sustainable public finances and sound economic growth under successive
governments.

The scale of the adjustment needed in the public finances is such that, in order to achieve
stability, it is unavoidable that almost everyone in this country will need to make some contri-
bution towards achieving it. Therefore the Government is determined that one of the key
principles that will underpin its four-year plan will be that of fairness. Although perceptions of
fairness can be subjective, I am confident that the Government can succeed in this regard.
When they are convinced that the burden they have to bear will be shared equitably, the people
will accept it.

From what I have just outlined about the challenge facing the Government to meet the 3%
of GDP deficit target by 2014, it is obvious that proposals to achieve it must be clear, compre-
hensive and credible. This response will be presented in the Government’s four-year growth
and fiscal consolidation plan by mid-November and will be presented to the Oireachtas. There
have been some criticisms by the Opposition in the Dáil that not enough figures have been
presented to them. I want to assure Members of this House that the Government will do its
utmost to ensure that, when published, the plan will contain as many figures as can reasonably
be provided. The plan will be a wide-ranging document and, using the most up-to-date econ-
omic and fiscal data, it will set out clearly the revised annual headline targets and the necessary
adjustment to adhere to a credible deficit reduction plan over the medium term. In addition,
it will also map out the path of the economy and the public finances towards recovery over the
years 2011 to 2014 with special emphasis on the adjustment required in budget 2011.

The plan will not be just about correcting the imbalances in the public finances; it must also
include a strategy to underpin and encourage sustainable economic and employment growth
over the medium term. In order to ensure the fiscal targets which we set are delivered, the
four-year plan will also feature reforms to the budgetary framework. Structural reform will be
an important element of the plan. Structural reform is about making the public and private
sectors of the economy work better. If we simply confine our efforts to sorting out the public
finances and ignore structural reforms, we will not be able to achieve the basis for strong
economic growth over the long term. In summary, we have to ensure that no part of the private
sector or public sector will be a drag on the economy. Structural reform measures often take
several years to have full effect, but including them in the plan will make an important contri-
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bution to demonstrating its credibility. I should add in this context that Ireland will submit an
initial draft of its national reform programme under the EU 2020 strategy to the European
Commission in November. This document, which will be consistent with the four-year plan, will
contain the key structural reforms which can be implemented most quickly with greatest effect.

Addressing the challenge of stabilising the public finances is formidable, complex and will
take hard decisions over several years. Nobody in this country relishes the task ahead, and it
is therefore not surprising that there are some who in good faith are saying that we do not
have to act now and that we should delay doing so for one or two years. The reality is, however,
that we have no choice but to act now on the commitments that we have made to the EU
Commission, EU Ministers and the ECB, even in the unlikely event that the markets would
allow delay. On the positive side, by taking action now, not just to stabilise the public finances,
but also to make the economy work better, we will in a short time secure the basis for sus-
tainable growth and a fairer and better society for ourselves as well as enabling our young
people to attain the potential of their talents and ambitions in their own country.

Senator Liam Twomey: The Minister made an interesting speech today when one considers
the speech made by the Minister for Finance, Deputy Brian Lenihan, 11 months ago. I sat in
the Dáil and listened to him make his Budget Statement last December in which he said we
had turned the corner, although we appear to have run straight into a big cement truck. Today’s
speech is a completely different outlook from what was outlined last December and there is a
need to explain to the people of Ireland what has gone wrong.

The tax take predicted last December is more or less as expected. Projected growth rates for
the next couple of years are lower, although not massively so, while the global outlook has
probably improved. That is evident from our export figures which have increased by 9%. There-
fore, what has gone so dramatically wrong in this country in the last 11 months? One of the
main problems was the Minister’s mismanagement of the banking crisis. Two years ago, the
Minister for Finance told this House that he envisaged the bank guarantee would not cost the
taxpayer anything. Instead, it has cost us €50 billion in two years. Two thirds of the tax take of
each of the last two years has, essentially, been spent on bailing out the banks, even though
the Minister thought two years ago it would not cost us anything. As we progressed through
2009 and 2010 the Minister either did not know or was unable to ascertain how much the
banking crisis would cost. That has led to a shocking loss of confidence in this Government,
both at home and abroad.

The other accusation that can be made is that the Government is drip-feeding bad news to
try to lessen its impact. However, it is only compounding the problem. People are constantly
getting mixed messages that somehow we are turning corners and seeing green shoots and then
that things are absolutely terrible. Did the Government suffer from some form of wishful
thinking that our problems would go away or has there been a deliberate cover-up of the facts
over the last number of months?

What has brought us to this point where there appears to be a greater sense of realism on
the part of the Government compared with some of the words spoken at the beginning of the
year? What has shattered the illusion that the Government was in control of the situation was,
I believe, a front page article in The Irish Times by the European Commissioner, Olli Rehn,
which appeared either at the end of September or the beginning of October. The Government
is now doing everything he advocated in that article. He said the adjustments might need to be
higher and that a four-year plan was required. The Government is now doing that. I believe
this was a game-changing event.

There is a strong necessity for the Minister to start answering questions clearly and concisely.
There has been much talk in the Seanad over the last couple of days about the €80 billion or
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€90 billion of savings in Irish banks which people are refusing to spend. Why would anybody
who has money in the bank spend it now, when they do not know what will happen? They do
not know whether there will be pay cuts, tax increases, if there is more bad news coming down
the tracks or whether we will have problems with international investors. The reason they will
not spend their money is their lack of confidence in the Government’s ability to run this
country. People do not know what is happening.

I have listened to commentators discussing whether we should stretch this process out over
four or six years. It does not matter. The only thing that matters is what we do this year and
next year. The Government will go to the international investors in March — I believe it is
covered for January and February — to borrow money again for the Irish economy. Another
€20 billion must be borrowed next year. If it borrows at the interest rates announced today, it
will drag the country back even further. We need that money to pay our civil servants, pen-
sioners and social welfare recipients. There is a need for the Minister to give answers to the
House now. We cannot wait for weeks as it only adds to the fear and lack of confidence in the
economy. He must outline where the cuts will occur and make it quite clear what impact cuts
or tax increases will have on growth. We must have an honest debate and the Minister must
explain to the Irish people what will happen.

12 o’clock

We also must know about the status of the Croke Park agreement. Let us be honest, the
implementation of that agreement so far is an abysmal disaster. It is not having any impact
whatsoever in controlling the public finances. Some Departments are basically doing nothing

while some are making an effort but, overall, the agreement is not having the
impact we expected. If that is the case, the Minister should say as much and not
waffle by saying this, that or the other might happen. The problem is that there

are many people like the Government who do not wish to see the reality and face up to how
bloody awful things are at present. Until we explain where the country is and where it could
go quite quickly, there will be less inclination to make these changes. The history over the last
number of years is of the two benchmarking processes and the former Taoiseach, Deputy
Bertie Ahern’s, legacy of everybody protecting their own patch and not expecting to take a hit
in terms of accountability, reform or changing work practices. We must break that mindset
down, and quickly, before the economy goes completely pear shaped. I do not get that sense
of urgency or hear that type of straight talking from the Minister for Finance or the Taoiseach,
and they are the people who matter now. They must point this out.

There is also a need for the Minister to explain the role of the European Union. I have met
people who believe it is positive. Indeed, they would nearly prefer if the EU took over com-
pletely because they do not believe the Government has the ability, whether that is because
the Government deliberately misleads them or is clearly incompetent at doing the job. There
is no doubt that the EU has a greater role and the Minister must explain to people what that
role is and why it is so concerned and involved in what is happening in this country.

The Minister must also explain a number of other issues that are also having a huge impact
on the economy and its ability to recover. There is the issue of the National Asset Management
Agency, NAMA, and how it is progressing. NAMA is seen by many commentators as distorting
the market. Since it controls such a huge part of our economy, what it does or could potentially
do in the next months and years will have an impact on property prices.

There is a need for clarity, otherwise the Minister will continue with his policy of death by
a thousand cuts in the context of the construction sector and property prices and the ability of
that sector of our economy to recover.
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Clarity is also needed on what is happening with Allied Irish Banks. When the Minister
announced that €50 billion would be the cost of bailing out the banks, he tried to make it seem
that the bailout was complete. Given all the other concerns raised in the meantime, such as the
state of our public finances, we have forgotten about the banks. NAMA has raised the threshold
at which it will accept loans from banks to €20 million from €5 million. The agency’s officials,
therefore, realise that many small problems are still floating around in the banking sector and
they do not have the ability to deal with them at this time. However, this may indicate the
banks have still to deal with a significant number of bad loans. There is a feeling that Bank of
Ireland may be able to deal with this problem but it is possible AIB will need further bailouts.
We have heard nothing about this or whether the Minister is happy the issue has been
addressed. Last December he was happy that the banking crisis had been dealt with but then
it cost another €30 billion this year. The equivalent of the entire tax take for 2010 will be spent
on the bailout of the banks.

Recently I watched the movie, “Rogue Trader”, and it occurred to me that the Minister for
Finance is the best rogue trader in the country. He completely miscalculated the bank bailout
and he has spent €30 billion in one year on it. He took gambles, the outcomes of which he
does not know, and he clearly did not understand them. They are costing us a bloody fortune.
The Minister still has a little credibility with the public, unlike his Government, but it is fading
quickly. He needs to be more honest about what is going on, tell us what we need to know and
give us clear answers on the economy.

Government Members constantly remark that when Opposition Members make their contri-
butions, they must be measured because everybody is listening to what the Opposition is saying.
International investors could not give a damn what we are saying. They want action and clarity.
They want to know what the Government will do in the upcoming budget and in next year’s
budget and they want to be sure the Government has the bottle to follow through on what it
says it will do. In addition, they want to be sure the figures the Government gives them are
real. It is our job in opposition constantly to hold the Government parties to account. The
attempt by the Minister for the Environment, Heritage and Local Government to seek a con-
sensus whereby we would all pretend we were working together was half baked. Such a consen-
sus would spook international investors rather than give them confidence. We all understand
our responsibilities and nothing we say is intended to undermine the country. However, the
Government needs to give up on its wishful thinking, stop deluding itself that it knows what is
going on, start working hard to solve the problems we face, tell the people what will happen
and, more important, tell them why it must happen. The only way we can give hope to the
people is if we are honest, however painful it may be.

Senator Marc MacSharry: I join Senator Twomey in welcoming the Minister of State. He is
a regular visitor and while we love to see him, it would be nice if the Minister for Finance
could make it from time to time. I am sure he would be with us if there were not other
important functions to attend to.

I do not propose to go down the line of indignation again like Senator Twomey. As Senator
Boyle said last week, we are suffering from debate fatigue on the economy. Many of us have
used the Punch and Judy cliché over the past number of months and it needs to be dispensed
with in favour of discussion on the tangible ideas Members have about where they feel savings
can be made, taxation increased and structural amendments made that will contribute in a
meaningful way to the four-year plan. That is what I am interested in and I would like to make
a few personal suggestions as opposed to making suggestions for party political reasons. Many
of them may be determined to be unfounded or hare-brained but nevertheless we must have
such an exchange. Senators Ross, Harris, Regan, Twomey and others have life experience,
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particular expertise and ideas and they can outline ways they think we can navigate what clearly
will be a difficult course ahead. That is how the debate will best serve us.

In due course, there will be a general election and people can exercise their franchise in the
way they see fit and if that is influenced purely by anger, then so be it but, in the meantime,
as the Minister for Finance said, anger is not a policy. It is incumbent on us all to come up
with the specific policies that will get us out of the current mess. Throughout yesterday’s debate
in the Dáil, Fine Gael’s position was to criticise the Government for not announcing the specif-
ics of the budget. However, governments cannot do that. Fine Gael Members have been in
power and they know the announcement must be reserved for budget day. Unlike Deputies
Gilmore and Burton, who at least came up with some suggestions, Fine Gael chose to reserve
its position and asked for more detail before it would come up with tangibles. I am sad that
Senator Twomey has opted for the old set piece blame game by expressing indignation over
what got us into the mess and the difficulties that have resulted.

The Minister of Finance announced earlier this week that the Government will make a fiscal
adjustment of €15 billion over the next four years, which is a colossal amount. As the Minister
of State said, we have all committed to achieving the deficit target of 3% of GDP by 2014.
That can and will be done. During debates on our economic difficulties over the past number
of years, I have stated on occasion that from a monetary policy point of view, the fact we are
not in a position to adjust our interest rates has contributed to those difficulties. On one
occasion the Minister of State corrected me because he thought I was advocating that Ireland
should leave the euro, which I would never do. However, if the Stability and Growth Pact
dictates the debt to GDP ratio of member states, we also need to consider guidelines for
governments that are in surplus. The Joint Committee on Finance and the Public Service in its
report on the macroeconomic and fiscal policy contribution to our problems stated that since
Ireland constitutes less than 1% of the eurozone and interest rates are based on the inflationary
outlook of the entire eurozone, interest rates will not be at the optimum position to help our
economy. We experienced that difficulty when interest rates were running at 2% while our
growth rate was 8%. That did more to fill the punch bowl than take it away.

The four-year plan will be announced next month. It will not only outline budgetary adjust-
ments to be taken over the next four years but it will also provide a plan for structural reform
of the economy, which the Minister of State mentioned. That is significant and necessary but
at times the pedestrian nature with which we pursue change is frustrating. Senator Twomey,
myself and others mentioned the Croke Park agreement on the Order of Business. It was
designed more than a year ago having been negotiated in partnership with the unions. It is
always welcome when agreement can be reached with the unions in the context of coming up
with plans to solve our problems. However, the pedestrian nature with which we are achieving
the deliverables under that plan is simply unacceptable. It has been more than one year and
there have been no identifiable deliverables. We have seen the implementation plans from
some Departments and there is a suggestion that we will realise the deliverables by January.
That is simply disgraceful. As someone with a business background, I am aware that when a
business decides to change things, they change overnight. We must start to introduce a level of
flexibility and agility to our public services and to the way we do our business, whether in
Government or whatever aspect of the public service, and we must do so immediately.

In this context the Croke Park agreement must be revisited. I welcome the fact that the
Minister, Deputy Brian Lenihan, has stated that we must seek more savings there but I am
unsure whether the area of public sector pay can be ignored. There can be no sacred cows and
while I do not cherish the potential for my salary to go down the reality is these are difficult
times. Let us consider health as an example. Some 70% of the entire health budget of €16
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billion goes on pay. It is simply ridiculous to suggest that we will not cut pay at all and that we
should cut the 30% that goes to front line services. This is simply wrong and we must engage
with the higher paid public servants, especially those above the €60,000 mark, including
Members and all senior civil and public servants. We have a limited period to determine if we
can survive on a little less and it is vital that we can do so. While the Minister, Deputy Brian
Lenihan, has stated that is not the intention at this stage, we need to consider it. If we announce
now that we will not touch public sector pay we could be back at the table in another six or
eight months and have to revisit things again. These are personal views.

The British Government took a brave decision last week to cut its public service staff by
almost 500,000 in the next four years. We do not need to cut our numbers to that extent and I
realise that through the moratorium we have saved in the region of 12,000 places so far.
However, realistically we may need to have a voluntary redundancy scheme to bring that figure
closer to 30,000 people. These are painful measures which no Government would wish to
contemplate. However, given the economic crisis we are in these are the measures that must
be considered.

Another measure that could be interpreted as political suicide — we are way past political
considerations and vote winning measures at this point — is the concept of a property tax. It
would be very difficult to administer a property tax but in 1977 Fianna Fáil was in Government
and abolished domestic rates. At the time the domestic rate was calculated in an unfair way
and it needed to be tweaked but by abolishing it we stifled the ability of the regions to develop
on their own steam, whereby local authorities could have substantial budgets and bank their
own capital projects. We must consider this area in the interests of sustainable local government
funding. I do not propose that any of these measure should be focused on the less well off and
vulnerable. There could be an appropriate waiver scheme were something such as this to be
introduced. There was also speculation that the levy on second homes could be increased and
this should be considered as well.

There have been suggestions from the Opposition parties and on our side of the House
concerning the potential to sell some State utilities. An examination of the sale of either Bord
Gáis or EirGrid may be possible but I would not seek to sell both. A substantial stimulus is
required in terms of employment. There is approximately €4 billion in cash in the National
Pension Reserve Fund and it must be invested wisely on behalf of the people to cover the
pension liabilities of the future. The best investment of that money would be a scheme to take
equity in the SME sector not by way of grants or giving out money or unmeasured expenditure,
but to have a robust evaluation system which could be done quickly. It could involve someone
good on the accountancy and legal sides and it could allow SMEs to come forward and the
State could take equity of between 20% and 30%. Perhaps this could be bought back within a
five or ten year period. That would be a good and wise investment on behalf of the people of
the money in the National Pension Reserve Fund and it would give a much needed stimulus.
An injection of €4 billion would have a significant impact at this time.

Another aspect that should be considered is comprised of an amalgamation of suggestions
made by Social Justice Ireland, IBEC and the Union of Students in Ireland concerning a
national internship programme. There have been suggestions to link this to people in the public
service. Given the large numbers of unemployed and pending a recovery in employment to
some extent, there may be a way to get substantial numbers of people off the dole queues. A
pilot scheme was run under a Fianna Fáil-Labour Government or a Fine Gael-Labour Govern-
ment in the 1990s whereby if one was qualified in a given profession, work would be found,
one would be paid the hourly rate in line with that profession and one would work a number
of hours up to the equivalent amount of the dole payment at that time. This would have the
potential to create between 50,000 and 60,000 temporary and part-time jobs and could contrib-
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ute greatly to people’s dignity while, at the same time, increase national productivity at a
difficult time. Such a measure could be usefully examined.

Education is another political hot potato. Should those who can afford it pay education
fees? Universities constantly strive to compete and increase their position among the top 100
universities in the world. Of the top 100 universities, how many are non fee-paying? How many
allow middle class and wealthy people to go to university for free if they are in a position to
pay for it?

I realise none of these measure is vote-winning but we must face up to them. There is no
way to package the measures that must be taken if we are to meet our guidelines and convince
the bond markets of our intent. Today, on the back of substantial occurrences in Portugal with
a breakdown of the budget negotiations there and the shortfall of tax revenues in Greece, we
have seen the Irish bond spread increase to more than 7%. One could argue that the announce-
ment of the €15 billion target in the coming four years played a part in this as well but, clearly,
international sentiment is rather fragile.

We must not be content to resign ourselves to the Punch and Judy show and the blame game
rather than focus on the tough, innovative and creative decisions, no matter how painful. We
should completely shelve the concept of votes or elections and unless we do that we will not
convince the international markets that we are sufficiently in control, that we have taken the
bull by the horns, that we will achieve the €15 billion target and that we are being sufficiently
innovative by putting €4 billion into our SME sector by investing in it and taking equity rather
than simply spending money that will give no return. Otherwise we will have difficulty come
January or February when we return to the bond markets. Clearly it is not sustainable to
borrow at 7% levels.

The Minister referred to some positives. Exports are strong as is foreign direct investment,
the motor car scrappage scheme has gone well, our competitiveness has been improving and
labour costs are falling.

An Leas-Chathaoirleach: I call on the Senator to conclude.

Senator Marc MacSharry: There are positives and every opportunity should be taken by all
Members to put forward some measures, however unfounded Ministers or others may, right-
fully, declare them to be. Some of the measures I have suggested may be unfounded but at
least I am putting forward my tuppence worth and have referred to areas where I believe
savings can be made and where revenue can be created. If all of us do this, we may have some
chance of striking the right balance.

Senator Shane Ross: I wish to share time with Senator Harris in a proportion of nine to three.

An Leas-Chathaoirleach: Is that agreed? Agreed.

Senator Shane Ross: I was interested in the last paragraph of what the Minister had to say
because he appeared to touch on a change in attitude which is the first encouraging thing I
have heard in his speeches. He admitted two things. He drew attention to the power of Europe
and the markets. In both cases he tipped a forelock to those two powerful elements. That is
realistic and a reflection of what has been happening in the past few months. By implication,
he acknowledged a mistake made in the past in coyly referring to the tasks that lay ahead and
the need to do things immediately, saying “there are some who in good faith are saying that
we do not have to act now and that we should delay doing so for one or two years.” That is
interesting. The Minister of State is a little coy, but it is obvious about whom he is talking. He
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is talking about the ESRI and Mr. David Begg, the head of ICTU. I am delighted to see the
Minister of State and the Government are beginning to acknowledge the reality that the Euro-
pean Union is dictating the remedies, that the markets are stronger than the Government and
that it is time we told the unions to jump in a lake. That is in major contrast with what we
have had in the past ten years. The last Minister for Finance, Deputy Cowen, referred to taking
every measure after consultation with the social partners. He did this in speech after speech; it
was the sine qua non of every speech made by him before a sensitive audience. That was one
of the problems as pointed out by some of us. The Government deferred to the public service
unions at every possible opportunity. That is what landed us in the first phase of benchmarking,
a plot between the Government and the public service unions and in which IBEC and others
capitulated. Now the figure of 8.9% awarded in 2002 must be rowed back on. We must say we
made a mistake because of the power of the public service unions. The Government placed
the favoured sons and daughters on the benchmarking body. Cronyism decided the matter and
it gave power to the public service unions. We are now paying the price.

I am delighted the Minister of State is saying those guys are and were wrong, even if it is
being said in a yellow-bellied and cowardly way, and that we will not listen to them as much
as we did in the past. The reality is that this is a case of force majeure and the Government
cannot listen to the public service unions. Let us say goodbye to the old days when the oligarchs
could come in and dictate budgetary policy. They have a major responsibility for what hap-
pened, not in the banking sector but to the nation’s finances. Now we must tell them it is time
to row back and that we will not listen to them anymore. They must play their part in adminis-
tering the remedy because they benefited so much in the good times.

That is one of the points the Commissioner for Economic and Monetary Affairs, Mr. Olli
Rehn, must make when he comes over soon. Peculiarly, his agenda includes a meeting with the
Government which he does not need to meet because he meets the Minister for Finance,
Deputy Brian Lenihan, every week. He is the only man who can delay a Cabinet meeting at
Farmleigh by holding the Minister in Brussels. Even though it is the supposed reason for his
coming over, he does not need to meet the Minister. He is meeting the Opposition to read it
the riot act and is supposedly meeting the social partners, I presume at the instigation of the
Government which has asked him to tell these guys a few home truths. That is encouraging
and, at least, we will tell them to go to hell, to get back in their box and that they do not have
any longer the powers they usurped from the democratic bodies in these Houses. That will be
a benefit gained from this economic crisis, for which the social partners hold great responsi-
bility, as the Minister of State in his roundabout way has conceded in the last paragraph of
his speech.

I do not know who is right or wrong about the figures, nor does anyone else. Deputy Noonan
said in the Dáil yesterday that one could pick a growth rate and work backwards. Davy stock-
brokers has given a completely different growth rate figure to the ESRI. A major benefit from
this economic crisis could come in the form of what the Minister called structural reform. I do
not know what he means by that term, but I presume it is Civil Service code for public service
pay cuts. Structural reform refers to permanent changes in work practices in the public service.

I also hope there will be structural reform in the semi-State bodies. There should be radical
reform and thought about this. Today in the Dáil the Tánaiste said she would change FÁS and
that there would be a new training agency. If that amounts to a fundamental and forensic
carve-up of the old FÁS, it is welcome, but if it amounts to rebranding and having a new name
because it is embarrassing to use the name FÁS, she should forget about it. I could be forgiven
for being sceptical because we have heard such promises in the past and nothing has happened.
FÁS is rotten, as are masses of semi-State bodies.
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Why is there so little talk about selling semi-State bodies? Would it be a sin to put the ESB
up for sale? We might receive €3 billion, €5 billion, €6 billion or €8 billion. The reason we
have these assets is not just to protect the electricity supply, an idea that is outdated, but also
in order that we can sell them when the rainy day comes. Why do we not put the DAA up for
sale? It is inefficient and structurally flawed, to use the words of the Minister of State. It would
do it good to be put up for sale in order that it would be able to compete elsewhere. It is a
monopoly. These semi-State bodies and An Post are worth money and could produce money
for the Exchequer in our hour of need and I would not mind if some of it was used to fund
current spending. Ideally, it ought to be used to reduce the debt, but when one is broke, one
must feed oneself. Some of it could be used in the short term to fund current spending, with
other measures. I would rather see An Post being sold than those on social welfare benefits
suffering real hardship.

In the European context and in view of the forthcoming visit from Mr. Rehn, has the Govern-
ment considered cutting corporate taxes? The obsession with keeping the rate at 12.5% is
laudable because it is necessary to attract multinational companies, but why do we not go the
other way? The Minister of State should not reply that we need the revenue. The vibrant part
of the economy which has saved us in recent times and provides employment and energy is the
multinational sector. The other vibrant part is the IFSC which offers a similar parallel tax
concession. Why does the Government not propose to cut the rate to under 10% to attract
more multinationals, foreign investment and create more employment?

Senator Eoghan Harris: I welcome the Minister of State, Deputy Mansergh. Senator Ross
has stolen all my thunder. There are only a few little lightning bolts left. The Minister of
State indicated:

the Government is determined that one of the key principles that will underpin its four-
year plan will be that of fairness. Although perceptions of fairness can be subjective, I am
confident that the Government can succeed in this regard.

I wish I could share that confidence but I do not. I also wish I could share Senator Ross’s belief
that the public sector will be reformed in this great crisis but I do not believe that either.

I have been struck, astonished and baffled since I came into this House in 2007. In the very
first speech I made I said that reform of the public sector was my main passion. That was
because I had spent so long in the public sector and in the private sector. Never the twain shall
meet in terms of what a hard day’s work is like. I soon learned that the days of Whitaker were
long past and the days of patriotic public servants living frugally and performing their duties
in the national interests were long past. I came into a world of grab and benchmark and
selfishness.

I cannot believe the Government has got this far and is actively contemplating leaning on
the welfare class and the private sector class for taxes and not taking the fat from where it can
be found best, namely, the middle and upper echelons of the public sector, by which I partic-
ularly mean the Health Service Executive, the Electricity Supply Board and all the other ancil-
lary groups who are battening on the public purse such as the Judiciary. The other day I
downloaded the wage rates for the Health Service Executive. It was mind boggling because
it was clear that the anecdotes about health executives rushing through hundreds of middle
management promotions coming up to midnight when the health boards were abolished were
well founded. The bottom line is that this is the world the Government faces. There are 2.1
million people at work in this country. Approximately 400,000 of them provide service in the
public sector. Another 400,000 are unemployed or unemployable.
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It is like a war. In a war one looks after the people who have to fight on the front line. One
looks after the productive fighters, namely, the private sector workers. The people of Britain
went on short rations to keep their fighting men in the air and on the seas. The Irish people
are now being asked that the people on the front line, the soldiers of the private sector — the
only place where wealth is generated — should be taxed more while the unemployable and the
unemployed are to be crucified as well but the layabout uncle in the attic who goes out to put
the odd bet on a horse and is kept as a kind of indigent relative is to be looked after and
allowed to batten on the household. It is like a household where one man is going out to work
and killing himself while he is carrying a sick brother and he has a layabout uncle in the attic
who gets up in the middle of the day to go out to the bookmaker’s shop and comes back home
for the rest of the day. If one thinks that is unfair to the public sector one should read through
the reports, listen to the anecdotal evidence and to what the President says. She has always
had her finger on the pulse. Any President who shops in Arnotts is a woman who knows what
is going on. Everyone knows that the public sector is not fit for purpose. Everyone knows it is
overpaid. What angers the public is not so much the pay gap — I do not wish to touch public
sector pay at the moment — but the constant spectacle of exodus from the public sector by
middle managers grabbing their pensions and running. It is the pension that really drives the
private sector mad.

I do not believe for a second that the Government proposes to take on that minority class.
It is afraid of the public sector unions. It is afraid of those people it thinks can paralyse the
country when in fact it should tell them to do their damnedest and face them down. The
Government is afraid of the public sector. What baffles and astonishes me as a spin doctor and
political strategist is what a Fianna Fáil and Green Party Government which by common con-
sensus is facing destruction at the polls has to lose by taking on that minority. Why does it not
take on that minority in the interests of the majority, the 1.1 million productive workers who
go out to work every morning, who are the only source of wealth in this country? They are not
sexy. They are not attractive. They do not have special access to RTE and The Irish Times or
other public sector or semi-public sector mentalities. They are the lost people. The people who
drive this country are the multinationals, the financial services sector and small and medium
enterprises. They are the only sources of wealth. They are the fighting troops. They should be
looked after in this budget, but no, the Government is craven.

As long as I have been in the Seanad I have watched the Government and all the other
political parties — Fine Gael and Labour are no different — and heard the emollient speeches
and the failure to crunch the numbers in the Labour Party. Deputy Bruton has promised that
there would be a Minister for public service reform. What I want to know is how many public
sector workers the Government will fire. Why should there be voluntary redundancies? Why
should there not be involuntary redundancies for people who do not do their day’s work?
There are such redundancies every day in the private sector. Why is there one law for one class
of Irish people and a different law for another class? Why is the Government and the political
class so afraid of them? What are they afraid of? There are only 380,000 of them. Half of them
are badly paid and should be looked after but the other half of the public sector is sitting fat.
One can download their wage rates. One can earn €100,000 a year for six hours teaching a
week. People are retiring on pensions of €155,000. What world is the Government living in
that it is looking after such people?

Senator Dan Boyle: I am tempted to ask for a deferment of my speaking slot. There is not
a lot with which I can disagree in terms of what has just been said. However, there are a
number of realities. As a country we have come through a period of irrational exuberance. It
has not just been about the private sector or public sector or even the political class. I remember
an article written by the editor of one of the national newspapers who boasted in 2005 that we
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could teach the Germans a thing or two about running an economy. That sense of arrogance
ran through us collectively as a people.

We had a successful economy from the mid-1990s until 2001. Then there was a second phase
from 2003 onwards where the growth in the economy was utterly false. It was an inflated
economy brought about by access to easy credit based largely on property values on which we
borrowed money and on which our tax base was utterly reliant, and whose asset values have
plummeted. It cannot be argued that in the 2007 election all political parties made the one
argument. My party was a bit more pessimistic in its projections. We suggested tax increases.
All political parties were facing the electorate saying that we could have continued high levels
of growth, we could continue to spend more and we could continue to tax less. That never
made sense. We are now paying a price for that. The inflation that was brought about by that
type of economy resulted in higher levels of pay in the public sector. It also resulted in higher
levels of social welfare. When one compares both public sector pay and what is paid in welfare
payments to our European neighbours, we are hugely out of step. What we are going through
as a country will require a massive adjustment. Senator Harris is correct in the need to prioritise
that and put a programme together on who gets adjusted to what extent, when and to what
amount. Every single person in society will be affected by the decisions being made, not only
in this budget but in the three budgets that are to follow it.

There is some merit in the argument that we are too much in thrall to market forces. The
growing spread in the bond markets today seems to be for totally opposite reasons than the
reasons that recently got us into difficulty. There was a fear among some investors that we
were not able to get our act together or be prepared to make the necessary decisions and that
we would fall short. Now it seems that there is a better sense among all political parties and a
commitment from the Government to make the decisions that are necessary. The judgment is
being made by some that the scale of the existing problem cannot be met in any case. With the
markets it seems that one cannot win in any case. We have a responsibility in terms of getting
the economy right and doing so quickly.

I welcomed much of what was stated in a similar debate yesterday in the Lower House. I
also welcomed some of the commitments given by the two main Opposition parties in terms
of how they believed the problem could be addressed. While some of the proposals made
marked the beginning of a journey, particularly on issues such as water charges and necessary
changes such as the reduction in rent allowance to try to reduce rent payments for social
welfare recipients, the overall balance of how much we need to remove from current and
capital expenditure figures and what we need to raise by new taxation measures is not properly
understood in the context of understanding the nature of the problem. When I participate in
these debates, I regularly state the tax base remains too narrow and needs to be widened, as
others in society should contribute more. However, maintaining a 50:50 balance between cur-
rent and capital expenditure cuts and new taxation measures would be deflationary and impact
on whether we could achieve growth to get out of the situation in which we find ourselves.
New taxation measures could only account for approximately one third of what we need,
amounting to €5 billion of the €15 billion required over a four-year period. It would also mean
spending €10 billion less. How that figure is divided between areas of current expenditure
requires political consensus. An even balance is necessary. If we do not take important
decisions on current expenditure, it will be read negatively internationally and not give the
markets confidence.

Regarding where we should make cuts in current expenditure, the three Departments which
spend the most are the Departments of Health and Children, Education and Skills and Social
Protection, which on its own accounts for 40% of spending. It can be said much of this expendi-
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ture is on wages, but it also includes direct payments to many people in society. Therefore,
getting the balance right is important. I agree with Senator Harris, that we should try to effect
as many changes as possible in the four-year period through reducing public sector numbers
and wages. However, we will not be able to avoid some of the unpalatable decisions on direct
payments. No economic programme to deal with the deficit during the period in question would
be able to do so.

When the four-year programme is announced, it will refer to reducing public sector numbers.
The debate might be on whether the number is high enough, compared with the recent decision
in the United Kingdom to let go 500,000 public sector workers. The equivalent figure here
would be 35,000, or close to 10% of the number of public sector workers. Given the sentiments
expressed and the fact that decisions must be made and that there is a need to match and
explain, we must think in these terms. Cuts in numbers, however, do not always result in direct
savings. Owing to the Croke Park agreement and the practices that have developed during the
years, someone leaving the public sector and entering the world of unemployment will have a
favourable pension arrangement, resulting in an additional cost to the State. We must put our
heads together to see where savings can be made in the short term to achieve the long-term
savings we require.

While we are obsessing about trying to deal with the short-term effect, the real changes that
must be made — I welcome the Minister of State’s comments, in particular — are structural in
nature. People with whom I attended college in the 1980s did not see a future for themselves
in this country and most chose to leave. It is dispiriting, therefore, to hear the same arguments
being made again 25 years on. However, many of the lessons of the 1980s have not been lost.
As the decisions necessary at the time were avoided and delayed, the recession was longer than
it needed to be. Given the seriousness of the situation in which we find ourselves, we have an
opportunity to avoid repeating the mistakes and to build the basis of a better and fairer econ-
omy. The real question we need to ask is what have we done to avoid a recurrence. Many
Senators who have contributed to the debate are correct, that we have been the authors of our
own destruction and allowed vested and individual interests to dominate the national interest.
If all we do in this process is inflict great pain on many citizens to arrive at the conditions that
will allow these circumstances to recur, it will be an even worse betrayal.

We must face the debate in the coming weeks with seriousness. We must understand €15
billion is a real figure, that we must strive to meet the four-year target through all necessary
means and that the effect will be real pain following the announcements to be made in the
coming weeks. We can choose to beat ourselves up, curse the darkness, demand removals and
suggest change, but our circumstances will not change. That said, I am confident that should
there be a proper acceptance with the degree of leadership required to get this essential mess-
age across, the country can and will get out of this recession. There is so much that is right and
good, on which we can build, but our future depends on a mature and honest reflection on
where the economy stands and the kind of country this can be.

Senator Alex White: I agree with many of Senator Boyle’s comments in the context in which
he made them and the tone of his statement was acceptable. As the Minister of State is aware,
the Labour Party has stated it adheres to and agrees with the objective of reducing the deficit
to 3% of GDP by 2014. I also accept that it is not enough for us to assert this and that we must
face up to the consequences of achieving this objective. One cannot have one without the other.
One cannot rhetorically say something is a good idea without facing up to the consequences of
how it is to be done. We will face up and are facing up to the specifics of what is entailed.

The Minister of State will excuse not just the Labour Party but all of the community for
pausing for a moment to come to terms with the shock; it is ten days or so since the figure of
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€15 billion leaked out before being confirmed yesterday. That figure is precisely double the
amount we understood the adjustment would be some few months ago. It is not enough for
the Government to tell the Opposition parties or anyone in the community that this is the
position everyone must accept. It must allow the people to absorb and understand what is
involved. It must allow them space in which to question how there could be such a disparity
between what it told us six months ago about the implications of reaching a figure of 3% of
GDP by 2014 and what it is now telling us. The figure of €7.5 billion was considerable. The
Minister of State listed the reasons for the drift, but they are astonishing. People have difficulty
in comprehending the reasons for the disparity between the original figures and that which we
must face in the next three or four weeks, namely, the adjustment necessary to reduce the
deficit to below 10% of GDP next year.

Two substantial but different figures have been mentioned. It has been suggested by the
ESRI that a figure of €4 billion is required to reduce the deficit to single figures in 2011. That
is a psychological factor all of us can understand as a useful objective. However, there is a
suggestion abroad that in the Department’s view a figure closer to €7 billion is required. I
make these points about a big global figure to illustrate the genuine difficulty people, including
politicians, economists and expert commentators, have in getting their heads around precisely
how we can reach our objectives within a short time, as we must. If the Minister of State is
fair, as I believe he is, he will accept there is a level at which, rather than demand the Oppo-
sition parties come forward with their proposals, the Government must demonstrate, precisely
and not in a press release, the provenance of the figures. It must give its forecast for growth
for next year and make clear the main economic indicators that underlie the decisions it will
take. The Minister of State agrees the Government has not yet made these decisions but faces
having to make them in the coming weeks. Therefore, it is a bit rich for it or anybody else to
demand that the Opposition parties should have the answers within a short period when it has
not come forward with its own figures.

That said and without resiling from my point, we all have a responsibility to look at the
implications and possible consequences of the onerous requirement that essentially has been
dictated to us. There is a view that a requirement has been dictated to us and that we have no
option but to adhere to and accept it. We must look at how we can achieve this.

I did not hear all of the debate, but I heard what Senator MacSharry said, to which I shall
return. If we look across the board at what needs to be done, obviously there are limits in
terms of categories. It is inevitable that capital spending will have to be reduced again. My
party believes a reduction of the order of €3.5 billion in the next three years would probably
bring us to a capital spend of just under 3% of GNP which would bring us close to the level
of the average European spend or the eurozone average, as we understand it. However, there
will have to be compensatory mechanisms. I was interested in what Senator MacSherry had to
say about the use of the National Pension Reserve Fund which chimes with what the Labour
Party has been stating about the leveraging and usage of some of the funds through a strategic
investment bank. There is a role for a strategic investment bank in order that we could have
a form of State intervention and investment to support small business and achieve growth.
Unfortunately and regrettably, the capital programme is one that must be looked at in the
context of the budgetary plan.

I would like the Minister to address a related point. I understand the rationale for making
contributions to the National Pension Reserve Fund, but surely that rationale must be revisited.
We are now borrowing at a rate of 6% or 7% on the international markets to obtain funds to
be placed in the NPRF. At the very least, there is an irony in that we are borrowing money at
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a very high rate in order to put it into the NPRF. Surely, there is a case to be made for
suspending that practice, at least for the period of the four-year plan.

I agree with a point made by Senator Boyle that others may have expressed. We must get
away from what Deputy Gilmore described yesterday as lurching from budget to budget, when
during a period of several weeks leading up to a budget we look at what we can grab. There
was much talk about grabbing low hanging fruit and so on, although there is very little fruit to
grab. There is a danger that when the pressure is on, decisions will be made that will not be
right in the long term. I agree strongly with what Senator Boyle said and what the Minister of
State said on structural reform. I wish the Government would tease out in greater detail what
it means by this. In this day and age is it necessary for us to have an annual budgetary exhibition
that lasts three, four or six weeks? Surely, if we are addressing the budgetary situation of the
country, future public spending, where savings can be made and taxation measures and stra-
tegies, this should be a year-long practice. I know the Department of Finance has a section
which deals with these matters all year round, but there should be ongoing public debate on
the proper budgetary strategy to be adopted, especially when it comes to public expenditure.
Rather than it being a matter of asking what we can cut, we must try to engender a debate
within the community and in the political system on the services we wish to provide. Perhaps
we should go back to the beginning and ask what are the services and payments we want to
provide and make. We might ask, for example, what was the point of child benefit. I do not
propose we remove this benefit in case there is anyone who will jump in immediately and claim
the Labour Party wants to talk to people about their child benefit being removed. I am simply
trying to illustrate my question as to whether we could start again from scratch and evaluate
and assess each item of expenditure and ask what are the services we want to provide across
the system in education, health and welfare.

I have no doubt that if the Croke Park agreement is pursued and those responsible for
ensuring it is implemented get on with it, substantial savings can be achieved in the public
sector. This should be done. I advocate and agree with it, in case anyone thinks I am jumping
around the point. It should be driven forward. It is a matter of regret, therefore, that, as we
heard from the Minister of State’s colleague, there has been such slow progress in that regard.
All that appears to have occurred is that a national body was set up, while each Department
has set up its supporting committee. The process must move forward. Otherwise we will again
have a clamour from some quarters that reform of the public sector means swooping in and
cutting pay. Sometimes there is a case to be made for cutting pay, but that is not tantamount
to public service reform. These are different matters. Reform is not designed to take money
from people who work. I understood we were talking about work practices, flexibility, transfer-
ability, possible mergers of tasks or tasks being done more efficiently in different ways. It is
regrettable that we have returned to this cycle again as we approach the budget in which people
claim that what they mean by public sector reform is a smash and grab to reduce pay.

I have made the point ad nauseam in this House on reform. It should not come as a great
surprise that 80% of the health budget, if my figures are correct, goes on pay. Why would that
not be the case? Doctors, nurses and administrators are the people who run the health service.
What happens when someone goes to hospital? He or she sees people with expertise and
training who are in place to look after him or her. The process is labour intensive, as is edu-
cation. Therefore, this should not be a source of surprise. If we can reduce costs and still
provide the service we do, that will be fine. However, let there not be a ringing of hands and
complaints that 80% of the health budget goes on pay.

There is scope for a voluntary redundancy scheme in the public service. We can identify
areas in which there is overstaffing, as many have, anecdotally and otherwise. I agree with
those who say there is still scope in the health budget, for example, to address the issue of
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generic drugs. An estimate my party has seen which I believe is that of the IMO indicates a
potential saving of €300 million. An bord snip nua estimated that GMS fees, a slightly different
aspect of the same argument, could be reduced to the order of €370 million.

1 o’clock

What has been done as regards that in the year and a half since that report came out?

As regards tax relief on pensions, I am certainly in favour of a curtailment in that area. We
believe there could be a saving in the order of €500 million. We should limit the amount of

relief that may be claimed by any individual. There is still scope for money to be
saved on the property based tax reliefs. People say that area is less impressive
now as a source of revenue, given the way the property market has gone, but I

still believe there are options in that regard. Last year we proposed a new tax rate of 48% for
people earning more than €100,000. Department of Finance figures estimated that such an
initiative would yield €355 million, and my understanding is that the valuation on that now
stands at €410 million. That certainly should be addressed.

There is room in relation to the tax on second homes to be addressed. I do not believe, if
we are serious about broadening the tax base and re-ordering the Revenue base in the medium
term, that this can be done without a property tax. We shall have to address that and people
who argue it can be off the agenda for all time are naive. If we are talking about figures of the
order of €15 billion in four years and people are serious about broadening and re-ordering the
tax base, property tax must feature in that.

As regards the sale of State assets and so forth that Senator MacSharry referred to, we seem
to have spent most of the last two years taking assets into public ownership, for example as
regards the banking system, rather than the other way around. Hopefully, a time will come
when we shall be able to off-load some of those assets, which we should remind ourselves will
essentially be State assets before too long. I do not believe we shall find too many buyers for
Anglo Irish Bank, but perhaps in due course we may be able to get some return from the sale
of AIB back to the private sector.

This is a useful debate. There is much to concern us in the coming weeks and months and it
is important to have the opportunity to address these issues.

Senator John Hanafin: In supporting the Government’s policies I am cognisant that in 1986
we had a budget deficit of 13%. Some elements of the media keep pressing the issue to the
effect that we will not be able to manage our finances, and nothing could be further from the
truth. Historically, we were in much more difficult situations in the 1980s, where today only
17% of Government income goes on servicing the national debt. In those days it was 33% but
within the two years, 1986-88, the deficit had been reduced to 3.3% of GDP. Take the current
situation and remove the once-off payment for the banks. In the context of the banks we had
a situation where there was a very low debt-GDP ratio, so we were in a position to take on
the burden of the banks, put this onto the national debt and still be below 80% of debt as a
percentage of GDP. Therefore, of course it is possible to manage, given the will and under-
standing that exists. Those who wish to see what can be done should just look at the last two
years, where we took €14.5 billion out of the economy to improve our finances. We now need
to take approximately another €14.5 billion out over the next four years.

I am very cognisant that if this type of money is taken out of the economy, the latter needs
to grow at very strong rates. However, we have positive news too. Look at the UK, one of our
strongest trading partners, which is looking at 2.8% growth this year. Ireland exports more to
the UK than the exports of Brazil, Russia, India and China combined to that jurisdiction. We
are major trading partners, and Britain is not in recession. It looks as if the rest of Europe will
continue with a positive outlook. The outlook for the United States too is sanguine, despite
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the fact that some quantitative easing might have to be done, with the possibility of the dollar
remaining low. This is something we must be conscious of, because Irish exports are up strongly
in light of the strong dollar in recent times.

While most Opposition Members act responsibly, not all parties do. I have in mind the
Labour Party in particular in saying this. If I was to be re-elected to this House in the next
session and happened to be in Opposition, the one position I would seek is that of spokesman
for committees to look into things. The spokesman for committees to look into things will be
the busiest person in this House if we are in Opposition. Anytime one asks a Labour Member
what he or she will do on specific issues, taxes or cuts one is told the party is going to set up a
committee to look into it. Again, I am cognisant of the fact that in Government one cannot
just say that a committee will be set up to look into something. One has to take responsible
action, and I believe this Government——

Senator Eugene Regan: It set up a lot of committees over the years. It was the standard
practice of this Government to have a committee for everything.

An Leas-Chathaoirleach: Senator Hanafin, without interruption.

Senator John Hanafin: I honestly believe the context that was I referring to was specific to
making decisions and nobody can say this Government baulks from making strong decisions,
and we are heading in the right direction. The public service is getting a very bad press. It is
well paid, but the adjustments that had to be made were made. Let us not forget the value the
public service gives and the absolute integrity of many of its workers in providing a better
service, as they have successfully done in the past. From the 1960s onwards the Government
and public service ensured that Ireland moved forward as a country and put the right policies
in place, from which we are now benefiting. Already in the public service there has been an
11,000 reduction in staff. I welcome the Croke Park agreement because it allows for redeploy-
ment, which will be rapid. In the context of staff redeployment further natural reduction will
come about too to ensure there is industrial peace, which is very important when adjustments
of some €14.5 billion have to be made.

In the context of where our resources might be accurately and effectively used, the fact the
EU Commissioner for Research, Innovation and Science is Irish is an indicator as to where
Ireland could position itself. We have positioned ourselves at the highest end of the information
technology and biotechnology sectors and can have a positive outlook as regards innovative
suggestions from the public. My colleague, Senator Butler, will deal with the Spirit of Ireland
group, which many of us support very strongly. The group is intent on putting in green energy,
thereby displacing imports and providing jobs in the supply of services, while ensuring income
for the State.

Do we need to look abroad for specific funding or can we source the banks for cash? Specific
projects offering high added value should be ringfenced for a return by the banks to enable
them to issue bonds with the specific purpose of putting funding in place for these projects,
especially where the Spirit of Ireland, for instance, has a guaranteed market for the energy it
can produce. There are other items I believe could help. One of the first things we need to do
is to get the message out to the public about the budget. Too much fear is being engendered
in certain sectors of the media about the budget. There will be €4 billion in cuts in a very large
economy, but as things stand most sectors believe they will be cut again. This has led to a high
level of savings in the economy. The retail sector, which is very important to the economy, is
suffering and the sooner we get clarity and the sooner the budget is published, the better. We
need to regain confidence and to get people spending again. At this stage we need strategic
partnerships. I am thinking specifically of ideas such as that of Siemens offering to install water
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meters. If it offered to take on that investment, we as a nation should consider that offer. No
doubt, there would be a return on it. Perhaps a similar offer could be considered in the area
of broadband if there were companies willing to invest for a specific return.

We must be innovative where cuts are necessary because we need to grow the economy
when we are taking so much out of it to balance the books. We can do it and have done it
before. Where we need to be innovative, we must think correctly, do what we need to do and
act on that. I expect the Government will do what it must do. I do not expect it to be easy for
the Government to make cuts, but I expect it to do what is necessary. Internationally, whoever
is in government, whether they be the government of the left of President Obama in America
which won out over the right or the government of the right in Britain which won out over the
left wing government of Gordon Brown, will suffer because the difficult decisions must be
made. Regardless of the consequences, however, the duty of our Government is to do what is
right. That is what I expect it to do.

Senator Eugene Regan: We are all agreed on the objective that must be achieved in terms
of getting our public finances in order and that this is a prerequisite to restoring confidence of
consumers and investors in the economy. We know the economy is in a perilous state and
know the dangers we face and the risk to our sovereignty and that is the reason we are all
resolved to work together to deal with the problem. There is quite a measure of consensus on
getting agreement that we must reduce our budget deficit to 3% by 2014, whatever the size of
the adjustment that is required. This is important politically. There is also consensus on the
front-loading of the adjustment which must be made in order that we can identify the problem,
deal with it and move on. There is also consensus — this emerged from the Minister of State’s
speech — that there needs to be structural reform. We need to use this opportunity to make
the structural changes necessary to provide a sustainable economy for the future.

While there may not yet be agreement, there is debate on the balance of the taxation
increases and expenditure cuts required. Fine Gael believes the balance should be 20% tax
increases and 80% budgetary cuts, while the Labour Party believes it should be a 50-50 balance.
It is important for the Government, if it is serious about structural reform and providing a
basis for economic recovery, to clarify, elaborate and explain what the balance will be in the
forthcoming budget. The Minister of State made the point in his speech that in the Dáil the
Opposition complained that not enough figures had been presented to it. He assured us that
the utmost will be done to ensure the plan, when published, will contain as many figures as
reasonably can be provided. The Government must try to bring people along with it, and having
the figures given out on budget day is a most unsatisfactory way to proceed. Given that every-
one is trying to understand more fully the problem we have and the basis for the figures the
Government has come up with in terms of the €15 billion adjustment, it is only reasonable that
as much information as possible is provided to the Opposition and the public before the budget
on 7 December.

This information is important because of previous figures we have received. We had defini-
tive estimates figures and data provided by the Government on NAMA that it would make a
projected profit of €4.8 billion, but that was revised subsequently to a possible loss of €800
million. We had projections on the capitalisation of our banks which were way off initial fore-
casts, especially the costs for saving Anglo Irish Bank which were totally and utterly off the
radar. Therefore, when we ask for information and figures on the Government figures, we are
asking on the basis that serious mistakes have been made by the Government, the Department
of Finance and its advisers on projections regarding the current economic crisis. It is a mistake
on the part of the Government not to be forthcoming with those figures.
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We all agree on the objective and I have no doubt we can get out of the current economic
crisis. It has been said that we have been here before in the 1980s and that the situation was
resolved. We see some light at the end of the tunnel in terms of our export performance,
which is remarkable in the current circumstances. However, we have seen the dramatic drop
in investment over the past two years and in consumer demand over the past year. The only
basis on which this can be reversed is if we get the public finances in order. People will then
know where they stand in terms of their taxation position and their ability to purchase goods
and services. It is only in circumstances where investors have confidence that the Government
is managing the economy in a responsible manner that investment will resume.

We are all agreed that the prerequisite for this is to deal with the public finances, but the
question is how we should deal with them. In many ways the Government has tied its hands.
It has also resiled from a number of decisions that were part of the budget stabilisation process
agreed a year ago, for example, when the budget reversed the decision relating to pay for
senior civil servants. It has also postponed pension reform proposals which were to be intro-
duced sooner. There is also the Croke Park agreement. While it has many good elements, the
problem is whether they will ever be implemented. One example of a provision in the agree-
ment concerns parties agreeing to the redeployment of staff within and across each sector. We
had an example recently where the IDA needed extra staff, but there was no question of
transferring staff from Enterprise Ireland, which has a surplus of staff given the cutbacks in
that area, because of the difficulties of making those transfers. Instead of redeployment, we
went back on the decision of limiting new appointments. The Croke Park agreement has tied
the hands of the Government. This brings us to the issue of fairness and means that these types
of decisions lead us to a situation where the focus switches to those dependent on social welfare
and the education and health areas. If we are to have real structural reform and to ensure the
cutbacks are fair and reasonable, and seen to be so, the ad hoc decisions in regard to pay for
senior civil servants and pension reform cannot be taken out of the context of the overall
objective to be achieved.

Acting Chairman (Senator Fiona O’Malley): I must ask Senator Regan to conclude as his
time has expired.

Senator Eugene Regan: The Minister for Finance, Deputy Brian Lenihan, said in October
last year: “We will achieve a return to growth in the early part of next year; that is why I say
we have turned the corner.” When speaking in the Dáil in July of this year, he said:

Our plan is working. It has brought this economy out of recession. The worst is over.
Economic activity in this country is turning the corner.

Those types of statements, which have been proven so wrong, are the reason we need proper
scrutiny of the information, proposals and figures coming from Government. We have no basis
for having confidence in the Government’s projections. I must emphasise that it is in the
Government’s interests to be more forthright in relation to that information.

Senator Larry Butler: I will focus on the energy sector as many of the other sectors of the
economy have been dealt with. The energy sector could provide us with a major boost in terms
of ensuring extra liquidity into the economy over the next five to ten years.

In terms of energy, we are reliant on imports of gas and oil at a cost of approximately €7
billion per annum, a substantial amount of money. While we are making substantial in-roads
in terms of our development of green energy and of reaching our admirable quota of 20% in
this regard, we need to ensure greater progress in this area which is part of the smart economy,
the greening of our economy and has the potential for job creation into the future.
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We will spend approximately €70 billion on gas and oil imports over the next ten years. Our
natural resources have been identified and companies such as Airtricity, the ESB and Bord
Gáis are changing their approach in terms of the delivery of a greener economy, which is good.
A new group, Spirit of Ireland, presents us, through the use of its wind and hydro energy
system, with an opportunity to harness 80%-90% of our wind energy as compared to the 30%-
35% we currently harness. It is important this is borne in mind. It has been proposed that a
station be built along the west coast, which is from where we harness most of our wind energy,
as it is a geologically suitable location for hydro systems. This would result in the creation of
2,000 jobs in the early part of construction and design. It would take three or four multinational
companies to create that number of jobs. The cost of construction per station would be approxi-
mately €1.9 billion, of which we would require four to deliver the energy we need to run
the country.

The next issue for consideration would be how we would go about exporting this energy.
The Government has not made the decision to be an exporting country of energy. The Soviet
Union could at any time decide to turn off our gas, of which we have only six months’ supply
and in respect of which we have no back-up plan in place. It is important we address these
issues. We could, over a ten year period, save ourselves close to €70 billion in Exchequer
payments. When one considers that it costs €1.5 billion per annum to service our debts, we
would be left with a surplus of €5.5 billion every year. Some 2,000 jobs would be created from
the building of only one of the four stations required.

While wind is great, it is, as we all know, intermittent. Currently any wind we harness is fed
directly into the system as we have no facility to store wind. The Spirit of Ireland group has
put forward a proposal in regard to how we could harness this wind and, in turn, export it. Not
alone would we be saving money in terms of not importing energy, we would be making money
on exports. It is important we move away from oil and gas energy, of which there is a limited
supply. Once we have built these stations, our raw material is free. It is a no-brainer. We must
build these stations now.

The retrofit strategy has been a great success, with 6,500 people directly involved. However,
it is a ten year plan that I believe should be reduced to a five year plan. In five years, we could
employ a further 6,500 people. We have not included double glazed windows in the retrofit
plan. There is no point in having a well insulated house with single glazed windows through
which 25%-30% of heat will be lost. The installation of double glazed windows will save that
percentage of heating. This strategy presents us with an opportunity to increase our workforce.
Jobs are important.

It is important that in this budget we identify our strengths in the economy. A recently
established solar print company in Sandyford Park has created 80 new jobs in this area. It is a
world leader in its field. Another renewable company is currently building a wind energy plant
in County Clare, resulting in the creation of 300 new jobs in construction. These new jobs will
result in extra taxes for the Government. We can take people off the dole queues and get them
working for the country. It is vitally important we do this. Our development lies in the smart
economy and energy sectors. If we improve how we do things in this country, in terms of green
energy, we can achieve savings of €7 billion per annum? It is a no-brainer. We must do it.

Senator Feargal Quinn: The Minister of State is welcome. It is an interesting time to have
this debate but it is also an essential time. An recent article in The Economist entitled “Grow,
dammit, grow!” referred to the need for the world economy to grow. We must be ready for
that growth when it happens. By January, when the Government has to start borrowing again,
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we need to have done enough to convince the bond investors that there is a credible to plan
to bring down the deficit to 3% by 2014, and this is the time when we have to do it.

The obvious question concerns the amount of adjustment that will need to be made in the
upcoming budget. Deputy Michael Noonan has suggested a figure of €7 billion, and given that
the Government has indicated to the European Union that the deficit would hit 10% by the
end of next year, that seems a realistic figure. Most of those in the media, however, continue
to insist on a lower figure of €5 billion. That does not seem to make much sense if we are to
meet the required targets.

We need a straight answer. Will the Government cut the widely circulated figure of €5 billion
by December and then cut another, say, €2 billion, a few months later? Given the position with
the rising cost of subsidising Anglo Irish Bank, a cynic might say the Government is to some
extent hiding the real figures or not being upfront with them. I hope our openness in the past
week has done something to correct that and that the debates in the Dáil yesterday and today
and this debate will help. Perhaps that makes sense if we are in a much worse situation than
most of us know and that we do not further alarm the international markets and the inter-
national community in general. People need to know where they stand to allow them better
plan for the future.

I was struck by Pat Leahy’s comment in last Sunday’s edition of The Sunday Business Post
to the effect that “within three months, we will know whether the country has a future as a
fiscally independent state”. That is an horrific term. We have no choice but to take the tough
decisions, and we must take them now.

The ESRI says that the an bord snip nua report:

. . . remains the most comprehensive overview of what might be done. Given the scale of
what we now face, it may be necessary to explore whether or not the scope of that exercise
is adequate to the current situation.

That report is now 18 months old. The institute warns that: “it is important to recognise that
the quality of the decisions we make in relation to the cuts will have a bearing on the rate of
our long-term recovery”.

We have shown that we are a nation that can avail of the world economy. We can tap into
it. We must become an export nation and, listening to previous speakers, including Senator
Butler, it is clear we have that opportunity as long as we are able to hold our own in that
situation, but the rate of that long-term recovery will be important.

The savings in the an bord snip nua report were related to the cutting of numbers in the
public service. Senator Ross and Senator Harris spoke vehemently about that issue. Why are
the semi-State companies so immune from significant cuts as well? We must reconsider the
Croke Park agreement. We should examine also the sweeping cuts in the United Kingdom
where cuts were imposed in every area, including welfare and defence and even the Queen’s
budget and the BBC. A total of 500,000 public servants will lose their jobs over the next three
to four years. How many public servants have lost their jobs here? The only genuine cuts the
Government here has made have been to capital spending. Those are my concerns.

Looking at the positives, we are still one of the wealthiest countries in the world. As a
percentage of national income our debt was significantly higher back in 1987, interest rates
were far higher and our economic base was far less developed than it is now. We are also one
of the lowest taxed countries in the developed world. We can get out of this crisis and, one
hopes, in the process we can create a much more efficient and equitable society. We must set
ourselves on the road to recovery by making the tough decisions, perhaps by increasing our
tax income. It was interesting to hear Senator Ross say how we could do that.
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A point that cannot be made often enough is that sometimes by reducing the rate of tax the
income can be increased. We should not forget that. We have seen it here before. I recall when
the then Minister for Finance, Charlie McCreevy, came into this House and said he was reduc-
ing betting tax from a rate of 20% to 10%, we all howled and told him he was looking after
his friends in County Kildare. He came back the following year and said he made more money
from the 10% rate than he did at 20% and that he intended cutting the rate again to 5%. He
made more money at the 5% rate than he did at the 10% rate. That is a reminder, and I say
this as a grocer, that when one cuts the price one can often make more money than charging
a higher price. We must give some consideration to the tax models in future.

I want to talk about reform of the public sector and cite the example of Jack Welch. I met
Jack Welch of General Electric three years ago. We spoke at two different conferences and
got to know each other quite well. If we were to raise taxes, which realistically we have no
choice but to do, and I am not talking about tax rates particularly, we must give the taxpayer
the confidence that their taxes will be put to good use, yet there is little sign of the public
sector being reformed. Many jobs in the public sector are overpaid. The reward does not match
the performance, although I do not want to quote that too frequently.

In that regard I want to talk about Jack Welch of General Electric who had more than
300,000 employees worldwide. In 1981, Jack Welch became the chief executive officer of
General Electric and immediately began implementing his philosophy and changing the face
of the company. One of the issues Mr. Welch tackled was the dilemma of dealing with
underperforming employees. Mr. Welch’s idea was to purge the company every year of the
bottom 10% of his employees. They did not mean they had to be under-performing but in the
bottom 10%. That company was in a comparative market, as we are, and if someone knew
they were in the bottom 10%, they had to go. He pushed the managers to perform but he
would reward those in the top 20% with generous bonuses and stock options. That notion,
however imposing, is an assured way of not only evaluating the company but also motivating
the employees to perform better. It works well because it forces employees to work harder in
fear that they will lose their jobs. That fear can be incredibly motivating and in turn can increase
the productivity of the company as a whole.

Most of us in business did not like the thought of that but we should look to what happened
to Jack Welch. Some critics say the system is cruel and that companies should not engage in
that approach. However, Mr. Welch’s ideas present the argument that it is cruel to keep the
bottom 10% around and hold down the company. By only keeping the employees who are
driven to perform well, the company will operate at a much higher level. The system is deliber-
ate, straightforward, easy for anyone to understand and provides constant feedback to its
employees. No employee is ever left in the dark. He or she always knows the level they are
operating at and whether they are in danger of being a part of the bottom 10%. The critical
point of that ideology is that it communicates to the remaining employees at the end of every
year that they are doing a good job and should continue to do so in the subsequent year.

Another argument against the critics is that those in the bottom 10% who lose their jobs will
benefit as well. Employees know that the reason they no longer have a job is because of a lack
of performance on their part. Everyone in the bottom 10% understands that they need to
perform at a higher level if they are to keep their jobs. That lesson, however hard it may be,
is beneficial and will help those employees in the future.

Welch’s public philosophy was that a company should be either No. 1 or No. 2 in a particular
industry or else leave it completely. General Electric had 411,000 employees at the end of 1980,
and 299,000 at the end of 1985, yet its productivity massively increased in the years that fol-
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lowed. In 2010, Forbes ranked General Electric as the second largest company in the world.
The company had reduced the number of employees and made more money.

Given that there are so many underperforming employees in the public sector, are there
lessons to be learned from Mr. Welch and the experience of the private sector companies like
General Electric? I am not saying Mr. Welch’s system is right or wrong but would it be objec-
tionable to remove those people from public sector jobs who are not performing? Would that
not be beneficial to both parties?

I seem to be tagging on to the same theme used by Senator Harris and Senator Ross earlier
but the benefit for the community as a whole is there to be won. We must look at this option.
It may be tough and may seem cruel but it is tough love that will help get us out of the problem
we face.

Senator Terry Leyden: I welcome the Minister of State, Deputy Mary White, and wish her
continued success in her position. I am sure she will find it an interesting challenge. I commend
Senator Quinn on his good contribution.

I am delighted we have an opportunity to discuss this issue. We are where we are. There is
a sense of shared responsibility coming to the fore with the decision by the Labour Party and
Fine Gael to accept the target of reducing the deficit to 3% of GDP by 2014. This is a positive
decision, and I commend the leader of the Green Party, Deputy Gormley, on bringing it about.
It was his initiative and he deserves great credit. It has been adopted and supported by the
Government as well and the Taoiseach and the Minister for Finance enthusiastically endorse
this approach.

It is about time we forgot about the past and dealt with the issues before us, but I remind
people that in the 2007 general election the manifestos of all parties, which I have looked at
carefully, spoke about further growth in the economy and greater investment. In fact, the Fine
Gael Party decided it would spend the €25 billion from the National Pensions Reserve Fund,
which would not have been a progressive step given that without that fund we would now be
in worse trouble than we are.

It must be remembered that the economy and the country benefited from the investments
that were made. I suggest to the Taoiseach that each Department take out space in the national
media to publish the projects that were completed and funded between 1997 and 2010. People
would be quite astonished by the size of the investment in the road from Dublin to Galway,
for example. All the national primary routes have been built. These are a great investment and
will bring crucial benefits to the country in the time ahead. Let us consider what was achieved
during that period. The Department of Social and Family Affairs should publicise the achieve-
ments with regard to pensioners and the disabled, and every Department should do something
similar. This may be seen by a political act by Departments; so be it. It would be difficult for
political parties to provide the funds for this type of advertising. I suggest to Departments that
they should try, one way or another, to get the facts out.

I will give an example. The General Register Office, which deals with births, marriages and
deaths, has been decentralised to Roscommon. It has been installed in a new, state-of-the-art
building in the town and is providing massive employment and associated benefits in the area.
We built Castlerea Prison, which is commercially beneficial owing to the number of prison
officers there. As chairman of the Western Health Board, I signed the contract for a state-of-
the-art accident and emergency unit at Roscommon County Hospital, which was funded from
moneys raised through levies and stamp duty on buildings. We also built a new swimming pool
in Roscommon town. I am sure the Minister of State could list all the projects that were
achieved in Carlow-Kilkenny during the same period of growth between 1997 and 2007, roughly
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a ten-year period. I would ask people which project they would have preferred not to have
gone ahead during that time or which was not worth the investment. It would be worthwhile
to bring to the public’s attention where the money went.

We can talk, rightly, about the responsibility of the bankers, and for every irresponsible
lender there was also an irresponsible borrower. Many developers provided substantial employ-
ment, however, something which is not recognised today. Developers seem to be the bogeymen
as far as Ireland is concerned. I know one developer, Bernard McNamara, who developed the
Shelbourne Hotel but also completed projects in Kerry, Galway and elsewhere. They were all
fantastic projects that have provided employment.

I will give an example of how people are investing. Tourism is a priority at the moment. The
Leenane Hotel is packed out this weekend and during the week because it is offering good
deals. Many hotels in Dublin, including the O’Callaghan group, are flooded with Canadian and
American tourists. There are great opportunities to bring more people into the country.

I have long been promoting the idea of a national solidarity bond, which was adopted in the
2009 budget. I mooted this, and the Minister accepted the proposal. A total of €255 million
has been invested by 11,500 private individuals in the national solidarity bond since it was
launched five months ago. A not dissimilar scheme, that of prize bonds, had raised around €1
billion by the end of 2009. This is of benefit as it means we do not have to borrow this money.
There is an indication of strong loyalty in the State which is expressed in a willingness to invest
in such schemes. It is estimated that people have about €90 billion in savings at this time. Along
with the €10 billion left in the National Pensions Reserve Fund, this means there is a total of
€100 billion in the State, which is a considerable sum of money. I encourage the Government
to consider promoting the national solidarity bond abroad. There is no reason we cannot pro-
mote it in the USA or the UK. There are 40 million Irish Americans with great loyalty to
Ireland. I am not saying it would solve all our borrowing requirements, but it would certainly
reduce them if we could borrow directly from the public in the USA. It is simple to do this
using the technology of on-line banking.

Saving is fine, but we also want to encourage people to spend. To create an incentive for
spending, we should attach to the national solidarity bond a discount card, to be known as the
Cáirde card. This card would allow the user access to reductions in hotel and possibly airline
prices as well as in shops. Individual traders would sign up to the project. I am making this
suggestion in the House today and I want the official from the Department of Finance to bring
this to the attention of the Minister because it has potential. It is innovative and different.
Everyone who participates in the solidarity bond scheme, whether he or she has invested
€10,000, €50,000 or €100,000, would have a Cáirde card, and this would stimulate spending and
indirectly create jobs. We want people to spend. I have further details about this proposal,
which I will circulate to the House, and I will say more about it later. As someone said to me
last night, the Department should also consider removing the deposit interest retention tax on
national solidarity bond investments as a further incentive to invest in the scheme. I thank
Members for their time. We have a lot of opportunities here and we should avail of them.

Senator Ciaran Cannon: We had a rather passionately drawn analogy a few moments ago
from Senator Harris, who compared the nation to a family and described the public service as
an uncle living in the attic who goes out every lunchtime to place a bet on a horse. I would
like to continue that analogy, which is an appropriate one. The State is like a family — a family
in which one or possibly two of the income earners have become unemployed and, as a result
of the consequent loss of income to the household, has had to cut back on spending. Any
normal family in such a crisis would do two things. First, it would pare back its budget and try
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to survive on less each week. It would also try to secure employment for one or both members
involved. That is where the Government is failing miserably. Our credibility in going to the
bond market in February or March to try to secure money to keep the show on the road would
be adversely affected by the failure to address this other side of the economic equation. While
we have heard many suggestions in the course of debate, until Senators Butler and Leyden
stood up there was no discussion by any other Member on the Government side of how we
might begin to create jobs again. A very real fear in the international investment market is that
the proposed austerity measures, rather than setting Ireland on the road to recovery, unless
they are coupled with genuine job creation measures, will send it into an ever-downward spiral
of deflation.

The credibility of any four-year fiscal plan will be dependent on the likely growth path to be
followed in the coming four years. The Government now projects that higher debt servicing
costs and lower growth — now expected to be an average figure of 2.75% — will force it to
double its estimates for spending cuts from the previous figure of €7.5 billion to €15 billion.
However, there are better possible outcomes. Recently the ESRI outlined a high growth scen-
ario involving a figure of up to 4.5%, which, if it were to materialise, would necessitate a
smaller package of fiscal measures in order to reach the 3% target by 2014. Therefore, Fine
Gael believes we should relentlessly put the focus on the ways by which we can support growth
and jobs as the country repairs the public finances. Any fiscal plan must operate in parallel
with a credible growth and jobs plan to reverse the current downward vicious spiral to an
upward virtuous one.

When the Taoiseach opened the debate in the Dáil on the economy and the budgetary
measures that must be imposed, in his 30-minute speech he made little or no mention of the
other side of the equation: how we, as a nation, might begin to support enterprise and create
jobs once again. Last week in a debate on how we might do this, I outlined a number of
measures that needed to be taken by the Government to keep that other side of the equation
alive and active. It is important to outline them again this afternoon.

The bedrock of our recovery needs to be the private sector, as Senator Harris mentioned. It
needs to be a private sector completely supported and unhindered by the Government in its
efforts to help stage our economic recovery. Three years ago the Government promised to
reduce the unnecessary cost of business compliance to the private sector by €500 million. In
today’s fiercely competitive business environment that is €500 million business cannot afford
to spend. To date — we have moved past the halfway stage in that programme — savings of
only €20 million have been achieved. Cutting unnecessary red tape must be a key part of a new
Government agenda to make the business environment competitive again. When the promise to
reduce the cost of compliance by €500 million was made, anyone involved in business would
have been heartened, but a few years later only 4% of that promise has been delivered on.
The Government cannot blame the recession for its failure to deliver on that promise; it is part
of what was recently branded as a “chronic implementation deficit disorder” from which the
Government suffers.

The Government also suffers from chronic implementation deficit disorder when one con-
siders its action in recent years on the air travel tax. Facing an unprecedented drop in tourist
numbers, more than two years ago the Government established a tourism renewal group, com-
prising people with a wide knowledge of tourism, which was asked to prepare a report on what
could be done to restore tourist numbers. One of its key recommendations was the removal of
the €10 air travel tax which was also supported by the Government’s own Commission on
Taxation, citing that the country was losing more money than it was earning because of it, but
the Government chose to ignore its advice.
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As I said, there are two sides to the equation in our economic recovery, one side of which
is implementing the very painful austerity measures needed, but we will not and cannot restore
the confidence of the people which I argue is far more important than that of any bond market
and those in the bond market from whom we hope to secure funding early in the new year,
unless we actively pursue both sides of the economic recovery equation, of which creating jobs
must be a fundamental part.

Senator Fiona O’Malley: I welcome the Minister of State. I was not planning on speaking in
this debate because I had spoken on a related subject last week and the previous week and
thought there was only so much I could say. However, given what other speakers have said, I
have been tempted to make a contribution.

The situation is fluid with regard to our fiscal problems and, unfortunately, the deficit figures
continue to rise. We are now all agreed on an adjustment figure of €15 billion and that we
need to produce a four-year plan. Last weekend I travelled with a former Member of the other
House. That man in his retirement is earning far more than he ever did when he had a full-
time job here and we have a problem in financing this. Whatever about the public sector pay
bill, the Government must tackle the issue of public sector pensions. We were all delighted
when the Croke Park agreement was reached because we could see the benefit in having
security. I believe public sector workers recognise that having job security is to be valued in
this day and age. However, the economic reality is that we cannot really afford it. I recognise
that people do not want to speak about this until we first secure recognition that we need
reform and a process of reform is under way. However, we need to get a grip on public sector
pensions. I know people have rights and entitlements and that the law is there to protect all of
us, but there comes a time when we must consider what is affordable in the national good. We
need to recognise that we have allowed ourselves to be rewarded, particularly when it comes
to public service pensions, in a way that is no longer affordable. We need to be brutally honest
and say that while people have rights and entitlements, the position has changed utterly.

2 o’clock

We do not have any easy options.

In this game of politics the current Government must take responsibility for the finances and
where the axe will fall. Unquestionably, there will be pain in every household. If we do not

pass the next budget, and it could well be the case that it might not be passed,
there will be a general election. This will elect another Government that will have
to introduce an equally harsh budget. The economics do not change just because

the politics do. Politicians would do well to recognise that. The people will not be fooled for a
minute if politicians resile from a difficult situation. In that context I pay tribute to the Fine
Gael Party. Its members are being far more measured in their deliberations and assessment of
the situation. Credit is due in particular to Deputy Michael Noonan who is showing a great
deal of restraint and responsibility in his role as Opposition spokesperson on finance. If the
tables were turned in a few months, should the next budget not be passed and he is in charge
of the Department of Finance, he knows how tough that job will be. There was a period in the
1980s when three budgets were introduced in quick succession and I can envisage us returning
to such a situation. That is not good for the country. We must bear in mind what is good for
the country rather that what is good for one’s brand of politics.

Very harsh measures must be taken. There is a certain amount of scope within the higher
echelons of the public sector, especially in the semi-State sector where we can no longer afford
to pay people such wages. There is a desire throughout the country for a sense of solidarity.
Who wants to be the person, either retired or working in one of the semi-State bodies, on an
income that is triple or quadruple the salary of the Taoiseach of the day, to stand over cuts to
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old age pensions or social welfare payments? People do not want that. When the public service
levy was imposed last year, judges were excluded from it. They should examine what they are
doing as well. People who are very well paid from the public purse must recognise that while
they signed a contract to earn a certain amount of money, there are other Irish people who
have a great deal less. Can they really in good conscience continue to take their salary as if
immune to the challenges the Government is facing? I do not believe they can. We need to
appeal to people who are earning a great deal of money to consider how the country can make
the required savings and ensure all resources are targeted at those who need them most.

The trouble is that when we were wealthy and had plenty of money, rather than deal with
problems and progress change we threw money at them. We are reaping the dividend from
that now but we simply cannot afford it. I wish good luck to the Government in preparing for
this budget. It is the toughest budget any Government has had to face. Very difficult decisions
will have to be taken but this must be done. I have a preference for cutting public expenditure
rather than increasing taxes. As Senator Quinn said, when we have kept taxes low it has created
incentives to make more money. The black economy is the only thing that will grow if taxes
become unfair. We face a very challenging time. We all must examine our own situations and
households to see how we can make a difference in order that the money we have is made
available to the people who need it most.

Senator Paul Bradford: I am glad we are having this debate. Over recent weeks Members of
this House have led the way politically with regard to encouraging debate, discussing the
options and trying to project where the country should go politically and economically over
the next crucial months. I listened with interest to Senator O’Malley’s comments on the number
of budgets and Government changes that took place in the 1981 to 1982 period. There is much
to learn from reflection on that period. The political gamesmanship that took place between
1981 and 1983 was very bad for the economy. People will recall that tens of thousands emi-
grated in the immediate aftermath. There were huge difficulties with high levels of taxation,
massive current budget deficits and so forth as well as the difficulties which all the political
parties experienced due to their failure to grasp the economic nettle and to take the neces-
sary decisions.

There is one interesting political lesson from that period, although I do not have sufficient
time to go into the history and the political lessons. My colleagues will recall that the budget
introduced by Garret FitzGerald’s first Government, the famous footwear and clothing budget,
resulted in the fall of that Government. The Government had presented a harsh budget which
was rejected by the Dáil. This led to a general election and there was an expectation that night
in Leinster House, in the media and across the country that the outgoing Fine Gael-Labour
Party Government would be wiped out and Fianna Fáil would somehow sweep to power. What
happened is a lesson to us today. Over the course of the election campaign the public was
given an explanation of the purpose of that tough budget and people clearly saw we were not
living in cloud cuckoo land and that tough decisions had to be made. Admittedly, the outgoing
Government was defeated in the election, but only by a very narrow margin. There was a
positive public response to a difficult set of financial measures introduced by Garret FitzGerald
and John Bruton. We can all take a little consolation from that because it shows the public is
ahead of, not behind, the politician in regard to the economic and political situation.

Senator O’Malley wondered whether the forthcoming budget will be passed. I hope for
Ireland’s sake — and “Ireland first” is the slogan we should work under for the next few weeks
and months — that a budget can be agreed and I hope my party will play a constructive,
engaging and important role in presenting policies which the Government will be mature
enough to take on board. No political party has all the answers. If there were such a political
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party, there would be no problems. We all have a role to play and I would be very despondent,
disappointed and concerned for the future of this country if a small number of Independent
Deputies, for whom their constituency is all and their country is secondary, decide what will
and will not pass in a budget next December. That would be a recipe for economic and social
disaster in this country. When the Opposition engages with the Government over the next few
weeks and when, it is hoped, probably for the first time in the history of the State, the Govern-
ment will be willing to engage genuinely with the Opposition and take on board some of its
suggestions, I hope we can arrive at a political truce, as I called it some weeks ago in the
House, whereby a set of budgetary figures for the December budget and a general economic
outlook for the next four years can be agreed on an all-party basis. That is crucial for the sake
of this country.

We cannot recoil from the fact that over the next weeks and months the Government, regard-
less of its political composition, must beg and grovel before the bankers and the markets in
order that they will deliver to its economic satchel the €19 billion required to keep the country
ticking over next year. The money to pay teachers and nurses, keep hospital wards open, pay
social welfare recipients, provide medical card coverage and so forth will come from foreign
bankers and we must show the colour of our economic plan to secure that money. These are
crucial weeks and months, not just for Ireland today but for the future of the country.

All Members of this House have been in the political game for some time but we have never
faced such challenges. Conversely, neither have we ever faced such opportunities. The people
recognise for the first time ever in a clear, concise and precise fashion that the economy is
broken and in urgent need of repair and that neither old economic policies nor old politics will
work. We need something different, radical and new. The beginning of that new project will
be co-operation between all politicians on the basis of putting our country first.

I listened in awe to the speech of former Taoiseach, Liam Cosgrave, in the Mansion House
a fortnight ago when he launched David McCullagh’s book about another former Taoiseach,
John A. Costello. As I listened to a 35 minute speech par excellence by Mr. Cosgrave, I kept
thinking of his election campaign slogan when Ireland faced a different but profound difficulty
in 1973, which was “Cosgrave puts the country first”. Now is the time for every political party
to put the country first, which means we have to park traditional political bickering, fighting
and back-stabbing and put forward a set of policies appropriate to the Ireland of today.

The budget deficit is causing the taxpayer, not the Government, to borrow €400 million every
week and that is not sustainable. We all recognise painful adjustments will be required. We
have to plead that they will be fair and balanced and everybody will pay his or her fair share.
There is a massive need for political reform to provide for more accountability to the Dáil and
the Seanad for the collection and expenditure of Exchequer revenues and to point out the
different political and economic options available.

We can build a spring time of hope from Ireland’s winter of discontent by looking at the
bigger picture and accepting the need for huge political leaps of faith and courage and new
politics, which includes new ways for the Dáil and Seanad to work together and for co-oper-
ation between Government and Opposition. We will have our political battles over the next 12
months and a general election will be called. I do not intend to annoy my Fianna Fáil colleagues
but they will suffer hugely, as is only appropriate, for the decisions they have taken over the
past 13 long years. In the interim, I want all of us to work together to turn around this ship of
state to stop it from sinking and then get it back to safe waters. We can agree on a formula
but that will begin and end with co-operation and I hope we will all be big enough to recognise
the scale of the problem and the possibilities for solving it.
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Senator Paddy Burke: I welcome the Minister of State at the Department of Enterprise,
Trade and Innovation, Deputy Calleary. I am grateful for the opportunity to contribute to this
important debate.

Our finances are in a terrible state. The Minister of State at the Department of Finance
stated in his opening contribution that, “The reality is, however, that we have no choice but to
act now on the commitments that we have made to the EU Commission, EU Ministers and
the ECB . . .”. The Minister for Finance must have made several commitments to them to
which we must stick until we reach our target in 2014. There will be a new way forward. The
Government is treating the Opposition differently from the way it has been treated over the
past 13 years. Fine Gael, led by Deputy Kenny, will play a positive role in putting forward our
own plans over the next number of weeks.

In most of the speeches made by the Minister of State, Deputy Mansergh, over the past
three years in the House, he referred to 1997 when Fine Gael and the Labour Party were last
in government. He always mentioned the allocations it made to various projects and Depart-
ments at the time. Senator Harris made interesting comments about the Opposition earlier but,
for example, he did not commend Fine Gael when it was the only party to oppose bench-
marking, which played a huge part in bringing us to where we are. It was the architect of where
we are because wages in the public service increased significantly and there was a corresponding
increase in personal indebtedness. Senator Harris does not seem to have any problem cutting
wages but the greatest problem the country faces is personal debt. That is why our current
scenario is more serious than that which we faced in the 1980s and it will be much more difficult
to address this because in the 1980s people did not have the same level of personal debt. When
wages were increased, people took out loans to put their children through college, upgrade
their homes and buy new cars and that helped to put them in this mess.

I would have preferred if the Minister of State was more specific and spelt out in detail the
effect of different cost cutting measures on the economy. For instance, how much would be
saved by the removal of 10,000 staff from the public service payroll? If the wages of public
servants were cut by another 10%, what would that mean in the overall economic context? A
few weeks ago, the Minister for Enterprise, Trade and Innovation promised the creation of
300,000 new jobs. What effect will those jobs have on economic growth? How quickly will they
come on stream? When Fine Gael published its NewEra document, it forecast the creation of
100,000 jobs. The Taoiseach and the Minister for Finance rubbished the document, yet the
Minister for Enterprise, Trade and Innovation was able to come with a proposal for 300,000
jobs months later. I hope even at this late stage the Government will take our document on
board. There is no timeframe for the creation of jobs proposed by the Government and it does
not outline how they will be created. Reference is made to attracting foreign students, increas-
ing tourist numbers and more funding for research and development. Apart from that, I cannot
see how the Minister will create 300,000 jobs.

The Minister of State also said in his opening contribution that the adjustment in the fiscal
deficit will be €15 billion. Yesterday, the Taoiseach stated this was a forecast but the Minister
of State clearly said there would be a budgetary adjustment of €15 billion based on annual
economic growth of 2.75%. Economists in London and elsewhere in Europe have made various
predictions about Ireland over the past few weeks. However, Dr. Peter Bacon, an economist
who advised the Government on housing policy, NAMA and other issues over the past ten
years, has forecast the economy will not grow by more than 0.75% annually over the next
number of years. The Government has relied greatly on him in recent years but he has stated
economic growth annually will be between 0.5% and 0.75%. Earlier, the Minister of State
predicted an economic growth rate of 2.75% annually. This prediction is significantly higher
than that of Dr. Bacon and were we only to realise growth closer to Dr. Bacon’s prediction of
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between 0.5% and 0.75% then the €15 billion figure would greatly increase and we would be
in an even greater whole. The Government and the Minister for Finance in particular must
give us more figures on growth targets in the various areas and this is why I am somewhat
disappointed with the Minister’s speech. The Minister could have provided a little more detail
on the reductions that could be found or, if reductions were made in a different area, what the
cost of these would be to the economy. For example, we have not heard from any Minister in
recent debates about getting rid of quangos, other than the amalgamation of the VECs and
their reduction in number from 32 to 16. There is no doubt that this side of the House will not
be found wanting when the plans are put on the table. I welcome the fact we are holding this
debate and I hope we can all pull together to get out of the situation we are in.

Senator John Paul Phelan: I welcome the Minister of State, Deputy Calleary. Not much has
been said either by Government or Opposition Senators that I disagree with and I do not have
much by way of original thought because much of what I intend to say has been said already.
Nevertheless, I will air my views.

Earlier, Senator Regan remarked about the need to reform the way the budget is carried
out every year and I have referred to this in recent debates on this topic in the House. The
days of the Minister for Finance coming in on budget day to present figures while Deputies
wait around all day to vote on motions until into the early hours of the morning should be
over. This difficulty we are in is, in a sense, an opportunity to reform the way we put together
budgets. This has been under discussion for a long time. On budget days in the past and on
other occasions, Deputy Richard Bruton has made the point that we must change the way the
budget is put together and that we must hold a real discussion about it in the Oireachtas. We
hold a debate in this House after the budget is announced in the other House but we have
little input. Constitutionally, we are not mandated with a direct involvement in budgetary
matters. However, there is very little discussion about the content of the budget, although this
year we will have some discussions beforehand. From an Opposition point of view, one tries
to be constructive on issues. However, if one has no direct input into what comes out on budget
day then it is very difficult for the Government to expect the Opposition to be in any way
supportive of what is presented.

Senator Bradford struck a chord in his contribution earlier. Politically, the people have
moved past the blame game at this stage. They know where the blame lies and the Government
will discover this whenever they have the courage to face the electorate. However, the people
want solutions and from this perspective Fine Gael will not be found wanting in terms of
putting forward ideas.

Deputy Michael Noonan has correctly pointed out several times that the Government must
not only resolve the banking difficulties and improve the public finances, but provide some
stimulus. Yesterday in the House we referred to between €90 billion and €95 billion in private
savings in the country as well as €10 billion in the National Pension Reserve Fund. That rep-
resents a vast pot of money and the Government must be imaginative in the budget and must
try to find ways of getting people to spend a fraction of that money. That would provide a
significant stimulus to the economy and it would not cost the Government much money at a
time when it does not have much money to invest directly in its own stimulus packages.

I agree with much of what Senator O’Malley said earlier about the need for reform of the
public service, especially reform of entitlements and pensions. However, I will be somewhat
political with this point. I spent five years as the Fine Gael finance spokesperson in this House.
Fianna Fáil and the various parties with which it was in Government, as well as Independents,
won elections by throwing money at the public sector in such areas as pensions and general
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public service numbers. This approach was used very politically, especially in the time of
Deputy Bertie Ahern, to garner support at election time. I agree with what Senator O’Malley
said about the need for reform and Deputy Richard Bruton will publish a document next week
in this regard.

Reference was made to the Croke Park agreement and there is little in it with which I can
disagree in terms of the objectives but we were promised those same objectives before through
benchmarking and other initiatives.

For years there was a process called social partnership in this country. We have never needed
social partnership more than now but we had it at the height of the Celtic tiger and it was
simply money for old rope in many cases. The promises of reform of public services and the
public sector which we were given did not materialise as part of that social partnership process.
They were not delivered. Now we have reached the disastrous situation where they simply
must be delivered. The Croke Park agreement still has the potential for significant savings in
terms of the cost of running our public services. I understand from talking to people involved
in the public sector and those involved in the negotiations that up to €1 billion per annum
could be saved.

The Government must ensure we see not only rhetoric, but real results. I heard the leader
of the implementation body on radio recently. I cannot remember his name but he was less
than inspiring in his comments about the possibility of real progress being made and of
delivering reform of the public service. The Government must be extra vigilant in this area.

Senator Paddy Burke referred to the difference between this recession and that of the 1980s
and the level of public debt, as I have done previously. I am somewhat annoyed having listened
to Labour Party remarks on this matter, its view of what constitutes being well off and who
should shoulder the burden. Let us consider a couple with a joint income in excess of €100,000
who are in their 50s, who have paid the mortgage and who, perhaps, bought a house for €10,000.
Such people might be well off. However, what about a couple in their 30s who have two
children, who earn the same amount of €100,000 per annum and who bought a house for
€500,000, which is not worth €250,000 now even if they could sell it? Are such people well off?
Where does one draw the line? What is the comparison? How does one decide who will be
taxed? The Labour Party has nailed its colours firmly to that particular mast. This is something
which did not work in the 1980s and it will not work now. I agree with Senator O’Malley and
others that the balance must be in favour of reducing expenditure rather than significantly
increasing tax rates.

I call on the Minister of State to address one further point in his closing remarks. There is a
wide variation between what the Government purports, a €15 billion adjustment, and what
others maintain. Some economists estimate the figure could be €30 billion, based on potentially
negative growth figures in the coming year or two.

I am unsure how the Government will arrive at a final figure and a final projection for
growth next year. I have heard some people maintain that the adjustment could be as little as
€9 billion — if one could term €9 billion as little — if one uses a different set of economic
growth figures. The variation in the projections we have heard is vast. A relatively minor
adjustment in the growth figures could significantly impact the overall adjustment and could
produce an overall deficit figure. There is an element of guesswork in this regard.

Yesterday’s announcement by the Taoiseach that the €15 billion figure is simply a forecast
was interesting. Perhaps he meant to say something else, but it did not inspire confidence when
he said he felt the final adjustment figure would be €15 billion. There is significant agreement
across the political parties on what we must do and the difficult measures we must take. The
public is willing to accept fair adjustments, but we must start at the top, including with Members
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of the Houses who must be seen to take their fair share in the adjustments to be made in
the budget.

Minister of State at the Department of Finance (Deputy Dara Calleary): I thank Senators
for their remarks in the past few hours.

In the past two years we have seen the most severe economic downturn in the history of the
State, with crises emerging in both the public finances and the banking system. Recovery in
the economy is uneven and has slowed somewhat this year, but it is important to note there
has been a stabilisation in the economy. We experienced growth in the first quarter of the year,
after a severe downturn in 2009. Recent data indicate the economy has stopped declining,
following the deep recession of last year. The Government acted decisively and swiftly at all
times to deal with the crisis as it emerged. This has resulted in stability being restored to the
banking system, while our competitiveness has also been restored somewhat. While we all
welcome these positive movements, the fall-out of the economic downturn has been severe. It
is estimated that in 2008 and 2009 GNP per head fell by over 16% and a further decline is
forecast for this year.

The rate of interest demanded on Irish debt has risen and is set to remain high, unless further
decisive and credible action is taken soon to stabilise the public finances and establish the basis
for sound economic growth in the years ahead. In the light of this and the fact that growth in
the economy will not be as robust as previously forecast, the Government has announced its
intention to produce a credible four-year plan that will set out how savings of €15 billion can
be made in the period to 2014. All parties now accept the need to return to a deficit figure of
3% of GDP by 2014 and all of us agree the target has to be achieved without having an adverse
impact on the capacity of the economy to return to growth. This involves many finely balanced
judgments. This is the task in which the Government is engaged. The plan, together with the
targets for each year, will be published in the first half of November. Its main objectives are to
show in a detailed and credible manner how we can correct the imbalances in the public
finances, while showing a pathway to sustainable living standards, as well as demonstrating to
the markets that we have the vision and capacity to address our public finance problems and
resume economic growth. Accordingly, as part of the budgetary plan, we will set out a strategy
for underpinning and encouraging sustainable economic and employment growth in the
medium term. We will only achieve the necessary targets through adopting policies that will
enhance our economic growth and job creation prospects and improve our competitiveness.

People have argued about and questioned the 2014 date for restoring the public finances. It
is important to stress that if we procrastinate, it will cost us more. There is a wide gap between
what we are spending and our income and such a gap is not sustainable. What we spend on
public services must be funded by having an efficient tax system. In the medium term we cannot
borrow to fund day-to-day services. For every €1 billion we put off addressing, we must borrow
€1 billion every year and pay interest on it. Job creation requires that the public finances be
put back on a sustainable path. We know from what happened in the 1980s that unless busi-
nesses are confident about the Exchequer’s long-term position, they will not create new jobs.
There is a need to face the figures with a sense of realism and continue to bring expenditure
and revenues towards a sustainable balance.

All EU countries have benefitted from EU membership through access to a sizeable market,
Structural Funds receipts and agricultural fund receipts. However, these sizeable financial and
economic benefits entail significant responsibilities which Ireland has always taken seriously.
Accordingly, since the economic crisis began to emerge in 2008, the Government has continu-
ally kept our fellow EU Ministers, as well as the European Commission and the ECB, fully
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briefed on significant economic and financial developments. We have provided extensive details
of our consolidation plans, the measures they include and the results they have achieved. Only
last Monday the Minister for Finance updated the Commissioner, Mr. Olli Rehn, on the current
economic position and the progress being made in preparing budget 2011. As a result of this
constant dialogue with our colleagues, we are confident they have a clear and detailed under-
standing of Ireland’s position and what we intend to do about it. As the Minister for Finance
stated, the endorsement of EU Ministers, the Commission and the ECB will be of key import-
ance in demonstrating to the markets the soundness and credibility of our plan.

Many Senators have asked why the adjustment amount has increased to €15 billion. Growth
in the economy will not be as robust as previously forecast. Forecasters have revised downwards
their forecasts for growth in the next few years. These revisions reflect softer than expected
data for the global and Irish economy. In particular, projections for domestic demand have
been marked down amidst ongoing deleveraging by households and businesses in the wake of
the credit boom. This means future tax revenues will not be as buoyant as previously expected.
In addition, targets for the deficit expressed as a percentage of GDP will be harder to attain
because GDP will be lower. Economic growth has been stronger this year which is reflected in
the export figures released today for the third quarter. The growth figures projected for future
years are lower than previously expected. This relates to the prospects for growth in both the
Irish and international economies.

Sentiment towards Ireland in the financial markets has deteriorated in recent months,
resulting in increased borrowing costs for the State. The markets are looking for a degree of
front-loading the necessary four-year fiscal adjustments to bring Ireland’s deficit into more
manageable territory sooner. It should be noted that under our initial stability plan, a saving
of €4 billion was targeted for 2011. This was revised to a minimum figure of €3 billion when
the period of the plan was pushed out to 2014. The CSO has performed a downward revision
of the 2009 GDP figure for technical reasons. Also, nominal GDP figures have been lower
owing to lower than expected price levels. This, combined with the technical revision in 2009,
has fed into the need for a higher adjustment.

Increased interest payments arising from the bank rescue will add to spending costs next
year and increase the national deficit. It is important to note that the cost of the bank rescue
accounts for less than 10% of our annual borrowing requirement and, as stated by the Governor
of the Central Bank, is manageable. The argument that the banks are the source of all our
problems is simply wrong. If we never had an Anglo Irish Bank, we would still have a fiscal
crisis. The bulk of our budgetary problems reflect the large gap between revenues and State
spending on public services, which we must address. The borrowing costs in fixing the banking
sector amount to €1.5 billion per year, whereas we are borrowing €19 billion per year. Countries
across Europe and the world are identifying steps by which they can reduce their budget deficits
and bring their finances into order. Ireland is no different. The Government’s focus is on
securing the adjustments required on which we must deliver in budget 2011. In all public
comment since September we have drawn attention to the fact that the rate of global recovery
was sluggish and to the difficulties caused by a number of crises.

Reference has been made to the Croke Park agreement. I recall the comments I made here
three weeks ago. The implementation plans have since been submitted and dialogue is ongoing.
For those who want to see one of the plans, the Department of Health and Children has
published its plan on its website. It shows how the Department is planning on transforming its
operations. That is the level of detail we want other Departments to match. All of the imple-
mentation plans produced will be published. The choir which is suggesting we should throw
out the agreement without giving it a chance to bed down is incorrect. It should engage with
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the process which an implementation body is driving. Politically, we will continue to drive it
forward at full speed ahead.

The cost of public services is far higher than the amount generated by tax revenues. On its
own, economic growth will not deliver sufficient revenue to close the gap for some years to
come. This means the difference between what we are spending and what we collect in revenue
has to be met by borrowings. A Government must close this gap to a sustainable level to ensure
a prosperous future for Ireland. This means there will have to be cuts in public expenditure
and higher taxes. As the Minister for Finance stated, even though those measures will be
painful, we will continue to enjoy many of the substantial increases in living standards that
were gained in the past ten years or so and they will provide the basis for regaining what we
have temporarily lost.

Some have argued that the correction could be delayed. They argue that it would be easier
to put off the hard decisions which this action involves until economic growth has become
established. We must act now. If we delay action, the problems will not only remain but will
get worse and the necessary decisions will become even more difficult to make and will have
a worse impact. The increased borrowings will eat into our ability to provide public services,
which will have a long-term impact on our country. We cannot and will not backtrack on
the commitments we have made to the European Commission, EU ministerial colleagues and
institutions worldwide. In summary, in the real world in which we live, it is neither a credible
nor a viable choice to defer the action we must take.

An Cathaoirleach: As the next business has been ordered for 3 p.m., I ask the Acting Leader
to propose the suspension of the House.

Senator Terry Leyden: I propose that the House suspend until 3 p.m.

An Cathaoirleach: Is that agreed? Agreed.

Sitting suspended at 2.40 p.m. and resumed at 3 p.m.

Child Care Inquiry Report: Statements

An Leas-Chathaoirleach: I welcome the Minister of State, Deputy Barry Andrews.

Minister of State at the Department of Health and Children (Deputy Barry Andrews): I
share with the HSE a deep regret about the circumstances described in yesterday’s report and
acknowledge the bravery of the children of the family concerned who so bravely presented
themselves to the inquiry and Mr. Justice John McMenamin. I also commend Ms Norah
Gibbons for an extraordinary report which was published in a timely fashion.

Senator David Norris: Hear, hear.

Deputy Barry Andrews: It restores some of the faith people might have lost in the manner
in which we are capable as a country of accounting for ourselves when we fail to reach mini-
mum standards.

In opening this debate on the report on the child care inquiry published yesterday I am
mindful of the judgment of Mr. Justice McMenamin in granting the permissive order paving
the way for publication. Having consulted all of the children, he carefully weighed the further
hurt for the children that would accompany publication with the public good and the hope
publication might prevent tragedies of this nature recurring. On balance, he ruled in favour of
publication, but he gave clear guidance on how matters should be reported. I am in no doubt
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that Senators will share my concern for the children and seek to avoid causing further hurt in
this debate. I note, in particular, Mr. Justice McMenamin’s comments that the children should
not be asked to relive the experience. In his words, “the children want it understood that they
are normal young people.”

In the first instance, the children were failed by their parents, their primary care givers, and
subsequently by State services when signs which pointed to the need to remove them from
obvious risk were ignored. It is a damning indictment that a proper decision on the appropriate
care for them was not taken until one of them actually asked to be taken into State care. A
child knew that the lack of care, or, more correctly, neglect, was abnormal, yet trained pro-
fessionals did not identify the warning signs. Yesterday the HSE gave an unreserved apology
for its failure to protect the children. I apologise to each of the six for the fact that the State
did not intervene in time to remove them from such horrendous circumstances. The immediate
concern is for their welfare. It is imperative that all measures be taken to preserve their anon-
ymity and allow them to get on with their lives. I ask all involved in the matter to accept their
responsibilities in this regard and not to add further to the children’s hardship.

The report on the matter up to 2006 highlights the tragic consequences of what happens
when children are failed by people in authority. The children’s voices were not heard at a time
when their needs were significant. It is imperative that the lessons around encompassing
children’s voices in child protection policy are learned. I took receipt of the report yesterday
afternoon and it will be the subject of close study and assessment. However, my initial reaction
is that the failures identified cannot be attributed to a lack of resources or legislative or consti-
tutional gaps. The report has found that important child protection concerns were not identified
and acted upon, notwithstanding the involvement of a range of professionals.

The report raises many questions, not least of which is why concerns of ongoing neglect did
not lead to decisive action at an earlier stage. The report has found that, with one exception,
the children’s needs were not subject to a formal assessment, staff were not sufficiently alert
to indicators of ongoing neglect and reports of neglect to the HSE did not trigger an appro-
priate response. It has found that the statements of the parents were accepted at face value
when evidence to the contrary was evident. I am particularly concerned that the views of the
children were not listened to. In the main, the inquiry has found that the deficits were in the
area of social work practice. I note also the report’s findings on the failure of social work
management to manage the legal aspects of the case during a crucial period. The report indi-
cates that, despite the good intentions of staff, appropriate and necessary actions were not
taken at key points, which is a matter of deep concern. At this point, I acknowledge the work
done by social workers who work in difficult and emotionally challenging circumstances and,
unlike other health professionals, their intervention is often resisted. As everyone knows, it is
not an exact science.

Recent studies in the United Kingdom have examined why previous reforms in the context
of social services did not delivere expected improvements in the context of social work. They
have found that social workers needed to improve their use of professional judgment, while
bearing in mind that there was no guarantee of certainty where parents deliberately misled
professionals involved in assessment. However, it is important that the development of social
work skills and capacity through improvements in training is ongoing and I note the report
makes many recommendations around a variety of measures aimed at improving social work
capacity and staff retention, including recommendations on training, management and pro-
fessional development.

The report highlights that changes need to be made in the way we do our business. Reform
of our child protection services is necessary to ensure, in as far as possible, the likelihood of
such events occurring is reduced.
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Regarding child protection, a number of specific steps are being taken in the context of the
Ryan implementation plan. Although the recommendations made in the report are of a more
detailed nature than those made in the Ryan report, there are a number of shared recom-
mendations which are being addressed. These include recommendations on the education,
training, induction and supervision of social work staff, provision of management and super-
vision training for managers and implementation of Children First.

The Ryan implementation plan spans a four-year timeframe and is deliberately ambitious in
what it sets out to achieve. In setting clearly identified actions with ambitious timescales we
are challenging ourselves to improve standards and reform services. That we are doing this in
a time of extreme economic difficulty only serves to highlight the commitment of the Govern-
ment to improving services for children in the care of the State. The allocation of an additional
€15 million in the current year further reflects the Government’s commitment in this regard.

Successive public debates on child protection have indicated that our policy and legislative
framework is sound but that implementation and service delivery must be overhauled. What
the Ryan implementation plan sets out to address is the reality that, despite this strong legislat-
ive and policy base, service delivery for children in need and at risk is not sufficiently co-
ordinated, is unevenly distributed nationally and must be improved. In addition, social workers
need to be aware of the impact and long lasting effects of chronic neglect and act accordingly.

One of the principal commitments in the Ryan implementation plan is the need to ensure
all children are safe and that those in care have an allocated social worker and a care plan.
This will contribute to ensuring children’s voices are heard. To this end, the Government has
committed to filling 270 HSE social worker posts by the end of next year and to the front-
loading of this initiative in 2010 with the filling of 200 posts. This initiative is designed to target
resources at front line services in order to ensure the HSE fulfils its statutory obligations. The
Oireachtas has voted that the necessary finance be provided. the filling of social work posts
has been exempted from the public service moratorium on recruitment and replacement of
staff and there is an explicit commitment in the HSE service plan for this year, as laid before
the Oireachtas, that these posts will be filled. I met with senior HSE representatives today to
review the progress being made in this regard and they reassured me the 200 posts will be filled
by the end of December. The HSE has also informed me that where any of these child protec-
tion posts were filled from other areas of the HSE, these vacancies are also being back-filled.
The recruitment of these additional social workers is critical in terms of progressing the imple-
mentation plan, ensuring the allocation of a named social worker to each child in care and the
availability of care plans for all of these children. I have been assured by the HSE that the
matter is being afforded the highest priority.

Much more needs to be done to build a strong and responsive service for children and
families. It is my view that a fresh approach is required within the HSE to deliver the change
we all wish to see. In the course of my ongoing discussions with the HSE, I raised the need for
the appointment of an individual at a national management level who has a proven track record
in the reform of children and family services. The process of recruiting this person is nearing
completion and I hope an announcement will be made in the very near future. The creation of
this new position is a logical development and very much consistent with the emphasis on
strengthening management so children and family services get priority within the HSE. The
appointment is being accompanied by the restructuring of the service at national, regional and
local level in order to strengthen front line delivery of services. Managers need to know what
is going on locally and regionally in order to ensure that a good quality of children’s services
is applied consistently across the country.
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The HSE has also developed standardised business processes in order that children regard-
less of geographical location receive a good quality of service. This and the national child care
information system, a national ICT system which will provide a basis for collecting and
reporting on the delivery of front line services, will strengthen accountability within the HSE.

Another key priority for me as Minister of State with responsibility for children and youth
affairs was the commitment to publish a revised Children First guidelines. The original guide-
lines, first published in 1999, were revised and placed on the departmental website in December
2009, in line with the commitment in the Ryan implementation plan. A number of amendments
have been made in the interim to take on board, for example, recommendations from the
Ombudsman for Children and the recent guidance provided by HIQA to the HSE with regard
to the deaths of children in care and serious adverse incidents. Arrangements for the printing
and dissemination of the guidelines are being finalised. In addition, legislation is to be drafted
to provide a duty to comply with Children First for all bodies in receipt of State funding.

I will bring proposals to Government before the end of this year setting out a comprehensive
implementation framework, including a particular emphasis on strengthening the audit and
inspection framework. This is to ensure the guidelines are implemented more effectively and
correctly across all sectors working with children.

Yesterday, I stated publicly I remain fully committed to the holding of a children’s refer-
endum. I noted that in the discussions Mr. Justice McMenamin had with the children involved
in this case they, too, were determined there should be a referendum on children’s rights. That
should redouble everybody’s resolve in this regard, namely, to put children at the centre of our
Constitution which would contain a stand-alone and explicit expression of children’s rights.
However, we in this House must be honest when we speak to the public. To suggest that if a
referendum had been passed, the children at the centre of this inquiry would have been saved
from the trauma and horror inflicted at the hands of their parents is incorrect. There were
sufficient powers conferred on social workers under the Child Care Act 1991 to take children
into the care of the State when risks were identified and there was evidence of parental failure.
There was no legislative gap. The problem, according to the report, was that the health board
failed to pursue and effect a care order. It should also be noted that when the health board
pursued care orders in the correct manner in 2004 there was no legal or constitutional impedi-
ment to taking them into care.

The Oireachtas special rapporteur on child protection, Mr. Geoffrey Shannon, made this
very point earlier today on “Morning Ireland”. He said very clearly that although he had
campaigned for a children’s referendum for the past ten years he could not argue that the
Constitution prevented or hampered these children from being taken into State care. His
words were:

All of the legislation was there and I heard yesterday people making reference to the
fact: if we had a constitutional referendum, this case would have been decided differently. I
respectfully disagree. The Child Care Act of 1991 allows for an application for what is called
a supervision order.

The Ombudsman for Children made the very same point when interviewed on “The News At
One” today. She stated that although we should aspire to constitutional change no constitution
could prevent children from being abused.

There are 5,836 children in care today. Care orders were applied for and sought in respect
of many of these children. My point is that the Child Care Act is employed weekly in the
District Courts as the statutory tool by which to take children into care. I have conducted
roughly a dozen town hall meetings around the country with social workers during the course
of the last 12 months. I routinely ask them whether the Constitution limits them in making
care order applications. Their response is that it does not.
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Senators will be anxious to hear the exact status of the current proposal on the children’s
rights referendum. I presented a copy of the third and final report of the Joint Committee on
the Constitutional Amendment on Children to Cabinet in early March. The Cabinet decided
that, in view of the complex nature of the issues involved, all Ministers and Departments, as
well as the Attorney General, should consider the report and examine the implications of the
proposed wording for their individual areas of responsibility. I know some Senators have voiced
alarm that the Cabinet would ask each Department to examine the proposed wording.
However, to do otherwise would be irresponsible in the extreme. We cannot introduce far-
reaching changes to the Constitution without asking senior civil servants the likely con-
sequences for Departments and what likely costs might arise. This is part of a due diligence
exercise that must be gone through by a Government regardless of shape or colour.

I listened to Ms Gemma Hussey speak a couple of Sundays ago about the terrible problems
caused by the wording contained in the 1983 referendum. The language was too vague and it
took four subsequent referendums to try to clarify the situation. We cannot repeat those mis-
takes. A range of unintended policy and resource implications were identified and, in view of
these difficulties, I presented to Government the policy objectives for the referendum and was
granted Government approval to develop revised wording for an amendment, in co-operation
with the Office of the Attorney General. New wording, which takes into account the proposals
put forward with carefully constructed consensus by the committee, is being drafted by the
Attorney General’s Office with policy support provided by the my office. I intend to bring a
memorandum to Cabinet very shortly that will contain wording which, while differing from the
committee’s proposal, seeks to maintain the full range of policy goals as set out by the commit-
tee. The matter is receiving my full attention. In addition to Cabinet discussions I have had
meetings with the Taoiseach, the Tánaiste, the Attorney General and the Minister for Justice
and Law Reform with a view to moving the proposal forward.

I wish to thank the inquiry team, in particular, the chair, Ms Norah Gibbons, for the tremen-
dous work in producing a report of this nature. This report is a template for future work in
ensuring transparency in children’s services.

Senator Ciaran Cannon: I welcome the Minister of State, Deputy Andrews. When we first
read details of the litany of abuse these children were subjected to we had a terrible sense of
déjà vu. This is another in a long line of reports that outline the plight of utterly defenceless
children who felt helpless, that there was nobody they could turn to, that they were unable to
seek the support of the State or rely on it for their protection. As the Minister of State did, I
wish to commend the courage of these children, not only in standing up for one another as
siblings but in having the courage to allow for the publication of this report. Mr. Justice
McMenamin stated that he very carefully weighed in the balance the further hurt for the
children that would accompany publication against the public good and the hope that publi-
cation might prevent tragedies of this nature occurring in the future. I genuinely hope the hurt
that has been caused to these children by their parents and the hurt the publication inevitably
will visit upon them does not go in vain. All of us need to sit back for a moment and consider
the value system we have as a State and what underpins everything the Government does to
protect our children and our vulnerable people.

Every healthily functioning and meaningful democracy requires an underlying ethos. Mr.
Geoffrey Shannon pointed out that even had there been a children’s referendum with a
resulting amendment in place in our Constitution the children involved would not have been
afforded any extra protection. I agree with him. We need a philosophy. The philosophy of a
democracy is always contained within its constitution. Such a philosophy would guide us in
making decisions that affect the lives of citizens.
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It is now almost a year since publication of the proposed new article in the Constitution by
the Joint Committee on the Constitutional Amendment on Children and I am glad to hear the
Minister of State is actively moving on the issue of holding a referendum. If we are to have a
value system that will underpin everything society does, this article needs to be included in
the Constitution.

Ireland has proved that it is well capable of moving swiftly and decisively when emergency
legislation is required. In September 2008 we sat into the early hours of the morning to enact
legislation to guarantee bank deposits, yet to date we seemingly have proved incapable of
affording the same priority to the protection of children. The Children First guidelines referred
to by the Minister of State were published 11 years ago and have yet to be placed on a statutory
footing. The number of social workers in Ireland is currently one for every 1,800 persons, while
in Northern Ireland it is one for every 660. Again, I welcome the Minister of State’s commit-
ment to address this shortcoming. I hope that when there is momentum and the first of the
new recruits are in place, we will continue to try to recitfy the imbalance in social worker
provision between this jurisdiction and Northern Ireland.

The Minister of State has said the Roscommon report raises many questions, not least of
which is why concerns about ongoing neglect did not lead to decisive action at an earlier stage.
He has also said he is particularly concerned that the views of the children were not listened
to, a recurring theme in the report. The children themselves asked why no one had listened
to them.

I always find it disheartening to read the reports from the ISPCC each year on the level of
activity in its Childline service. Last year 800,000 telephone calls were made to the service,
probably by children in similar circumstances. Of the 800,000 calls, 300,000 went unanswered.
That is an appalling indictment of us as a society. The ISPCC states it is working towards
ensuring all calls will be answered within the next two years. It will cost in the region of €1.5
million to €2 million to put such a service in place. That is not the cost of recruiting people but
rather of training the volunteers who will man the system and provide the infrastructure for
the ISPCC to enable it to answer that number of calls. As a gesture by the State to the children
of Ireland, I ask the Minister of State to ensure we play our part in fast-tracking that process
in order that we will not have to wait two years before every call to Childline is answered.
With minimal investment by the State, combined with the efforts made by the ISPCC, the
system could be in place early next year. As a symbolic act, to convince children in desperate
circumstances that when they ring Childline, they should be assured there will be somebody
on the other end of the line to whom they will be able to talk. I ask the Minister of State to
address this shortcoming.

Senator Mary M. White: I thank the Minister of State for his apology, on behalf of the State,
that it did not intervene in time to remove the children concerned from such horrendous
circumstances. It was so perverse that it was like Nazi Germany’s treatment of human beings.
In the first instance, the children were failed by their perverted parents and then by incom-
petent State services when signs that pointed to a need to remove them from obvious risk were
ignored. It is a damning indictment that a proper decision on appropriate care was not taken
until one of the children actually asked to be taken into care. A child knew that the lack of
care, or, more correctly, neglect, was abnormal, yet trained professionals did not identify the
warning signs.

Yesterday the HSE gave an unreserved apology for its failure to protect the children, but,
with all due respect to the Minister of State, people will have to be held to account for what
they did. Judgment must be passed on their incompetence.

The findings of the Roscommon child care inquiry report detail how once again the State
and its legal system spectacularly failed to protect our children. The report clearly shows that
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the parents of the children successfully blocked the State in intervening to protect them by
citing their constitutional rights as a marital family. The Constitution does not grant individual
rights to children within marital families. Critically, the parents’ right to be heard was not
matched by an equal right to give consideration to the wishes and needs of the children. The
inquiry team highlights the fact that the voice of the children was virtually silent, both in the
court proceedings and the HSE conference notes. This highlights once again the need for
constitutional change to give children in vulnerable circumstances a voice.

The report focuses on the role of the HSE which, without doubt, failed in its duty of care to
protect the children. The report also highlights the concerns raised consistently by relatives and
neighbours to draw attention to the plight of the children. This is hard to credit, given all of
the reports we have received in recent years on the exposure of the treatment of children by
the State and its servants. I cannot understand how the professionals who dealt with the chil-
dren were so incompetent as not to be able to open their mouths and protect them. It is clear
that there must be constitutional reform as a matter of urgency to ensure children are protected.
Hundreds of children are living with unapproved carers, a matter I have raised before. It is
spine chilling. Social workers are unable to respond to the thousands of cases of suspected
abuse and neglect. More than 100 young people in care or who were in contact with social
services died from neglect or a drug overdose; we do not even know whether they were
murdered.

Childline receives 2,000 calls a day from children, but only 62% of calls are answered owing
to a lack of resources. The backlog of applications for Garda vetting has reached crisis point.
Around 60,000 applications are being processed by the Garda central vetting unit, with a turn-
over time of between ten and 12 weeks. According to the Children’s Rights Alliance which
represents about 90 voluntary organisations dealing with children, we are reaching crisis point.

I cite the most important words of Mr. Justice John McMenamin that the children should
not be asked to relive the experience. In his words, the children want it to be understood they
are normal young people and should not have to bear a further burden as regards the way they
have been treated by their parents and the State services.

Senator David Norris: I welcome the Minister of State. Members on all sides have called for
a debate such as this, but it was unusual to receive such a rapid and practical response. I am
very grateful to the Government for providing us with this opportunity.

Each of us shares a natural revulsion at the abuse of children, whether it is physical,
emotional or sexual. In this case, all three were combined. It is extraordinary that so many of
the children were abused, and that the oldest son in particular was routinely sexually molested
by his mother. That is a deeply tragic and worrying circumstance. I understand that because so
many Members want to contribute there may not be an opportunity for questions. Therefore,
I will front-load some of my questions. One of the most disastrous elements of this case is that
an attempt was made by the social services to intervene, but it was frustrated by a legal action
taken by the parents with the encouragement of a group that has been described as right wing,
reactionary, Catholic and pro family. I would challenge that. I do not believe the decent
Catholic citizens of Ireland wanted this and do not regard this group as pro family. Can the
Minister confirm this happened and the exact circumstances? Who are the people or organis-
ation in question and what exactly did they do? Can this be prevented in future? I believe that
there is a vicious, small group of people who intervene in these cases to protect what they see
as the notional identity of the family and the rights of parents and who assert these disastrously
against the interests of children. I and every other Member of this House believe that in these
matters the rights of the child should be made paramount.

This morning, the Minister of State relied heavily on Mr. Geoffrey Shannon. I concur with
Mr. Shannon, who was perfectly clear and who is one of those who has campaigned for a
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referendum on the rights of children. That referendum should be held. There has been all-
party agreement in committee that it should be held. It should not be further delayed. However,
this case is not germane to the referendum and should not be clouded with these extraneous
issues. When the Minister of State said there is no legislative gap, he went a step too far. The
preface of the report states that because there is no reference whatever in the Guardianship of
Infants Act 1964 to the emotional welfare of children in the definition in section 2, that Act
should be amended and such a definition should be included. Ms Norah Gibbons says an
amendment such as this would help to strengthen the recognition of the importance of a posi-
tive emotional environment for the healthy development of children and strengthen the ability
of the statutory services to seek the protection of children suffering emotional abuse. Is the
Government contemplating an urgent examination of the possibility of introducing such an
amendment?

The Minister of State said in his speech that some people have expressed concern that the
Cabinet has referred the question of the referendum to all departmental heads and responsible
Ministers. He says this is being done because we cannot introduce far-reaching changes into
the Constitution without asking senior civil servants what are the likely consequences. That is
fair enough, but will he put a timeframe on this process? When can we expect the process to
be completed, because there is an awful aura of procrastination about? I recognise that we are
in the midst of a major financial crisis and that much of the expertise in all Departments is
focused on that, which could cause a delay. Therefore, will the Minister of State give us a time
line, something to aim for which can be reviewed if not met?

The report raises a number of serious matters. There is provision for the seeking of super-
vision orders from the courts, but this was not done. What was the reason given for this? The
recommendations are clear. The authorities should not anticipate failure when making a
decision on such matters. The report found that another devastating factor was the virtual
absence of any detailed description of the accounts of the children. Nothing happened until
that heroic young man reported the situation. I do not know how he found the courage or how
he was able to look after his siblings and take on the role of a parent when just a child. I
remind the House that we are bound by the European Convention on Human Rights and the
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. The Minister of State has been able to
announce additional funding of €15 million in this area and that is very welcome in these
difficult times. He has also announced the appointment of a national director for child and
family services. However, I point him also towards the recommendations in the report to the
effect that this should be supported by a clinical team of professionally qualified and experi-
enced social workers and other suitably qualified staff to drive and support practice in child
welfare. There should also be a test carried out within the HSE for compliance with the conven-
tions and the HSE should be proofed as a matter of course against them.

The Minister of State referred in his opening paragraphs to the right to privacy of a child.
The children in question must rebuild their shattered lives and must not be intruded upon.
There is a grey area in this regard between the necessary giving of a victim impact statement
and possible intrusion. We also need a national policy of audit and review of the neglect cases
in this area. Finally, this matter was muddied by ignorant and malign busybodies with a political
agenda. They supported the very devious parents and used the law to do so. The recommend-
ation must be taken seriously that third parties who express concern should be interviewed.
The rights and views of the parents should be taken into account, but they should be tested
against all further external evidence available. I thank the Leas-Chathaoirleach for his
indulgence.

Senator Niall Ó Brolcháin: I welcome the Minister of State to debate this difficult issue. This
is an important debate which should not be overshadowed by any of the other issues going on

337



Child Care Inquiry 28 October 2010. Report: Statements

[Senator Niall Ó Brolcháin.]

currently. I welcome the report and would like to read part of the first paragraph of the
conclusion:

The Inquiry team concludes that the six children of the A family were neglected and
emotionally abused by their parents until their removal from the home in 2003 and 2004.
Some of the children have spoken of severe physical abuse by their parents. Some of the
children were also sexually abused. There is no evidence that either parent understood or
sought to consistently meet their children’s needs.

This is always an extremely difficult issue to discuss. I accept the point made by the Minister
of State that we do not want to discuss the particular issues of this case rather than look at the
overall picture. I respect the anonymity of the family in question and their wishes in that regard.

A number of policy changes were recommended in the report, but the key one for me is the
one referred to by Senator Norris. The report recommends that the HSE ensures that all
appropriate policies and procedures are compliant with the requirements of the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of the Child and for children to be heard in all matters that concern
them. That is the key point. The Minister of State said the proposed referendum on children’s
rights would not have materially affected this particular case. I accept that. However, an issue
that consistently arises in all child protection matters is that the rights of the child to be heard
are not covered in legislation or by our Constitution to the extent many people feel they should
be. We need to enhance the Constitution to get the balance right. Currently, the views of
parents and of the family overall are given primacy.

I accept that no matter what legislation we provide, there will always be some level of child
abuse in society and it will not always be possible to sort everything out through legislation. I
accept the report’s conclusion on the dereliction of duty and the fact that local people did not
do their job properly. I welcome that the Minister of State has apologised on behalf of us all
to the family in question for what occurred.

It is always said in this type of debate that we must ensure this can never happen again,
which I do not believe is 100% possible. Nevertheless, we must do the maximum possible to
ensure we prevent what happened in this case from recurring. Having read the report and
listened to what the Minister of State had to say, I believe there should have been earlier
intervention in this case. There are things that should have been done that were not done. I
know the Minister of State will try to ensure this matter is rectified. It is obvious structural
changes will need to made in this area. We need to learn the lessons from this case and to
tighten up procedures.

The first recommendation of the report deals with organisational change and states that the
post of national director for child and family services should be supported by a clinical team,
professionally qualified and experienced social workers and other suitably qualified staff to
drive and support practice in child welfare and protection services and ensure national stan-
dards are set, monitored and delivered. The key word in this regard is “delivered”. It was the
fact the staff did not act as they should have, rather than a lack of staff, that was the problem
in this instance.

Victim impact statements are important. Guidelines regarding the preparation and presen-
tation of victim impact statements and the rights to privacy of children in care should be issued
to HSE staff. We need in this particular case to be as unemotional as is possible and to respect
the right to privacy. I do not believe a debate which is emotional and over the top is good. The
family, rather than the State, is the best care giver for children. It has been suggested that we
should return to the type of intervention we had in the 1940s and 1950s and consider taking
children into State care. We all know what happened in that situation. We must get the balance
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right, which is not what happened in this particular case or in respect of the institutional care
provided in the past. It is difficult to get the balance right.

The Minister of State said that the answer to this particular case is not the holding of the
children’s rights referendum. I accept Senator Cannon’s point that we need to set a date for
the holding of that referendum because its context is something the people of this country
believe to be important. We need to set a date for the holding of the referendum before
Christmas. I do not mean that we can reasonably hold the referendum before Christmas but
that we need to set a date before Christmas for the holding of the referendum. People are
losing patience in relation to this referendum and it is time we got on with it.

Senator Alex White: Ms Norah Gibbons and her colleagues, Mr. Harrison, Ms Lunny and
Mr. O’Neill have done the community and State a great service in terms of their preparation
of this report which I have only had an opportunity to skim through and note during the course
of the day. From what I have read, the report is cogent, does not pull punches and clearly sets
out the issues involved and where the problems lie. It makes no bones about it and deals
specifically with management failure and failure of practice. It lays the blame where it lies. We
tend to avoid the use of the word “blame” but it is often necessary to use English in the way
it was intended to be used. The authors of the report have gone straight to the nub of what
occurred and identified the issues and problems in an admirably clear and cogent fashion.

There is often a paradox in public debates about social workers and the social work pro-
fession. In our neighbouring jurisdiction the main line of attack on social workers, which is
often used in this jurisdiction as well, is that they are too quick to intervene, that they want to
take children away from families unnecessarily and too quickly, and that they are excessively
interventionist and play God. This is an unjustified, over-the-top, excessive, ill-judged and ill-
informed level of criticism of social workers and the social work profession.

The criticism in this report is criticism of the opposite kind. It is, unfortunately, identification
of a failure to intervene where intervention was necessary. I invite those who are so quick to
criticise social workers and the social work profession for its excessive zeal to consider what
happened in this case, the care with which this report has been prepared and the conclusions
contained therein. If they did so, we might have a more balanced debate on what we expect of
social workers, the social work profession and its management.

The Minister of State was correct to acknowledge in his speech the extraordinary work done
by social workers throughout the country, very often in extremely difficult circumstances, in
particular where, as identified in the report, the family, especially parents, actively mislead
social workers who visit their home. We all need to pause for a moment to work out what it is
we expect social workers to do when repeatedly told manifest lies which they cannot go behind,
so to speak, without either intervention of the most rigorous kind or remaining in the home
and observing what happens. Is that the level of intervention we want? It is not enough for us
to say what they should or should not have done. While I am not resiling from what I said
about the report, which I believe is strong, none the less what do and should we as a society
expect from social workers? We all need to examine our conscience on the level of intervention
we believe is appropriate in different circumstances. This is often a matter of professional
judgment. For this reason the report is correct in identifying the need for training, professional
development and strategies to be employed by professionals in the field. The report is very
helpful in this regard.

I did not hear the interview on “Morning Ireland” with Mr. Geoffrey Shannon, whom I
greatly admire. He has been invoked several times during the day in this Chamber and else-
where. It is probably an exaggeration for any colleague to suggest that Mr. Shannon believes
or said, or that anyone could reasonably believe, this issue is wholly unconnected with the
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children’s rights referendum or that the issues we dealt with in preparing the wording of the
referendum are somehow on a separate track. They are not; they are intimately connected.

The Minister of State has formed the preliminary conclusion that the failures identified
cannot be attributed to a lack of resources — I suspect this bears further scrutiny — or legislat-
ive or constitutional gaps. The Minister of State will be aware that one of the topics debated
by the committee during its deliberations was the proper threshold of intervention and whether
the current threshold is too high and needs to be addressed, if necessary by way of consti-
tutional change. This is germane to the issues in this case. I will not go so far as to say that had
we done what the committee proposed in terms of constitutional change, this abuse would
never have occurred. It would be absurd to suggest the abuse would not have occurred or that
the delayed intervention which resulted from deception on the part of the family would not
have otherwise occurred. We need to address the threshold of intervention, which is one of the
things the constitutional amendment sets out to do.

The Minister of State said he held town hall meetings with social workers, none of whom
saw the Constitution as an obstacle. I draw his attention to the second last paragraph on page
39 of the report where a social worker in reply to questions — this is when the injunction was
applied for in 2000 and was not resisted — states: “I think the element of family was highlighted
in that affidavit [in other words, the application to court] and I would have thought it was
probably out of constitutional concerns for the protection of the family.” That seems to be the
basis upon which the application was made, and it was not resisted. I do not know if the
Minister stated it in his contribution earlier but he said yesterday, and he is right——

Deputy Barry Andrews: It was an ex parte application——

Senator Alex White: It was an ex parte application——

Deputy Barry Andrews: ——but it was not resisted.

Senator Alex White: It would appear from my reading of the report that that ought to have
been opposed. They should have come back to court.

An Leas-Chathaoirleach: I ask the Senator to conclude.

Senator Alex White: I will finish on this because it is an important issue. That order should
not have been allowed stand. It should have been contested.

We can rail all we want about right wing groups, small groups and so on. I find those groups
getting involved equally annoying but we do have free access to the courts. I do not suppose
anybody is advocating that we prevent access to the courts and sometimes these bodies, be
they big or small, weird or otherwise, will assist people to go to court.

The test for us as a society, for the Health Service Executive and all of us is that we recognise
when these kinds of applications ought to be contested and not try to stop people bringing
them. Lawyers are often asked if somebody can go to court. Plenty of people can go to court.
The question is whether they can succeed if it is contested. That is what should have happened.

Senator Maria Corrigan: I join colleagues in welcoming the Minister of State. The speedy
way in which he made himself available to the Seanad and the amendment to the Order of
Business this morning to accommodate this debate sends a powerful message.

Like the Minister and other colleagues, I have not had the opportunity to read the report
in-depth but I have read parts of it and, to put it bluntly, the report is devastating. It is devastat-
ing to read about what was endured by children and the efforts at intervention throughout the
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years, to be aware of the State’s knowledge and that of agents of the State and the efforts that
were being made by relatives to try to protect these children.

I accept fully the point made regarding the children that there is no desire to cause further
hurt to them or retraumatise them in any way. I will try to be conscious of that in what I say
but throughout every sentence of the report I managed to read one aspect stood out. This
report will shake child protection services throughout the country to the core because the one
thing that came to my mind is whether the State has knowledge of other children in similar
circumstances with whom it is trying to intervene. The Minister might clarify that.

There is talk of a national audit of vulnerable children. We need to do two things. First, we
need to make sure that any child we have knowledge of is as safe as we can make him or her
at the moment. Second, we must ensure that procedures and mechanisms are put in place
because we cannot prevent abuse. We can try education, awareness and improving parenting
skills but, as the Ombudsman for Children said at lunch time today, there is nothing, not even
constitutional change, that will prevent abuse of children taking place. We must make sure,
therefore, that we have some measure in place whereby if children are abused we will become
aware of it as quickly as possible and act to ensure the safety of those children as quickly
as possible.

I am conscious that we are talking about children but the Minister of State will be well aware
that I have major concerns for the vulnerable adults in our society who may be victims of
abuse. Can we please keep them in mind in terms of any step we take to shore up safety in
that area? I welcome that the new sub-committee for the protection of children was established
and held its first meeting last week.

We must take the opportunity to dissect this report in detail. Because of what we have been
asked to do in regard to the children involved I ask that the report go before the new sub-
committee on the protection of children. I am disappointed it is not a committee on the protec-
tion of children and vulnerable adults, but I ask that this report go before the new sub-commit-
tee, if necessary in private session, and that the HSE come before the sub-committee to discuss
the way in which it will apply the lesson to be learned from this report, and we must learn
from it. The report is clear, strong and to the point. It does not pull any punches and therefore
there is a great deal to be learned from it.

Something that comes across strongly in the report is that there seemed to be concern at all
stages about the threshold for intervention and that if the HSE went to court it would not
succeed in getting a care order. That uncertainty exists everywhere and some of it has its origins
in the fact we do not keep records and make available the applications to court for child care
orders. It was one of the recommendations of the all-party committee on the proposed refer-
endum on the rights of the child that we would set up something that would not compromise
the anonymity of the children for whom the care orders were being sought but we need to
know about the circumstances in which those care orders are being applied for and the circum-
stances in which they are granted. We must have evidence. We cannot always come back to
either anecdotal evidence or to those cases that make it to the High Court. I ask the Minister
of State to consider that.

I welcome the commitment the Minister has given today regarding the referendum on the
rights of the child. I understand the point he is making. He wants to make sure the wording is
as robust as possible. I believe the concern is that we would have a timeframe on that and that
it would not go on indefinitely. None of us wants a wording that is not fit for purpose.

There is a glimmer of hope in the report in the fact that relatives consistently tried to seek
intervention. Often there can be cases of abuse where nobody ever comes forward. In this
instance relatives were coming forward, and there is a glimmer of hope in that for us all.

Acting Chairman (Senator Ciaran Cannon): I call the Minister of State to respond.
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Senator Paddy Burke: On a point of order, it was suggested this morning that there might
be a roll-over of this debate. I appreciate the Minister coming into the House at short notice
but there is a number of other Senators who wish to contribute to this very important debate.

Acting Chairman (Senator Ciaran Cannon): I have no option but to dictate that we conclude
at 4 p.m. There was no amendment to the Order of Business on that this morning.

Senator Paddy Burke: I ask that the Leader may consider rolling over this debate.

Acting Chairman (Senator Ciaran Cannon): Unfortunately, our hands our tied. There is no
option but to call on the Minister of State to respond. We must conclude by 4 p.m.

Minister of State at the Department of Health and Children (Deputy Barry Andrews): I
thank the Seanad for allowing me the opportunity to have this discussion with Members with
such speed after the publication of the report yesterday.

Senator Cannon referred to the constant negativity in this area, and Senator Corrigan
summed up the reason for that constant negativity. She said there are no positives possible to
put in the public domain to weigh against all those negatives because under the child care
legislation we cannot report the good things that happen, and it is an invasion of privacy to
have put any of this information in the public domain.

We have 5,800 children in care. The vast majority of them are being cared for in a loving
family by foster carers, in residential care or elsewhere. Very good interventions are being
provided to them but the general public does not know anything about that because of clear
and well-grounded reporting restrictions in the child care legislation.

As Senator Corrigan said, one of the recommendations of the committee of which Deputy
Mary O’Rourke was the chairman was to put a reporting structure similar to the one Carol
Coulter carried out for the Courts Service in regard to child care District Court order appli-
cations, and that is work we are undertaking. I want to congratulate her also on her initiative
regarding the sub-committee set up to deal with children specifically. That is long overdue, and
I look forward to co-operating with that sub-committee in the future.

An issue raised by Senator Mary White was that of accountability. The report refers to the
good intentions of the people who were dealing with this family over the many years, and the
many interventions.

It states resources were not an issue. In fact, too many resources were probably being used
in dealing with the family, but the issues were never dealt with in a coherent way, although
they represented a clear warning to the system that something was fundamentally wrong.

4 o’clock

One of the aspects of the report that jumped out at me was the description of a believing
management — those involved believed what was being represented to them. It struck me as
being similar to the Monageer case, in which social workers dealing with the family concerned

saw children sitting on their parents’ knees and a general image of family soli-
darity. The same impression was given by the family in the case under discussion.
The fundamental horror of the children’s treatment was not seen by professionals

whose duty it was to unpick the tapestry presented to them by people who were very
manipulative.

Senator Alex White talked about the High Court injunction sought to prevent an informal
arrangement that had been proposed to the family. As the injunction was ex parte, it was open
to the health board to go back to court to vacate the order in the normal way and seek to
enforce its duties under the Child Care Act 1991. It is clear, from this perspective, that there
was no impediment in law or the Constitution to doing this and the children were eventually
taken into care. There are 5,800 children in care, many of them on foot of court orders. We
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talk about the threshold for intervention, but it is clear that there is no major impediment to
taking children into care under the Constitution.

The report underlines that what was profoundly lacking was good practice — knowledge of
the law and the powers available, as well as the ability to piece together the jigsaw and use
professional judgment. We are rightly concerned about processes and figures: how many chil-
dren have an allocated social worker and how many have care plans? However, they are the
inputs; the outputs are different. What is the quality of the relationship between a child and
his or her social worker? Is there continuity of care? For how long has the social worker been
dealing with the child and how is she or he getting on? Do social workers have the power to
exercise professional judgment and is the risk involved shared with management? Is it properly
supervised? These are the real issues raised. Sadly, they have been raised a couple of times
before and will be raised again. We cannot eliminate risk; we can only minimise it.

I remind people that they must weigh the negatives against the positives. This is a very
different country from what it was 15 years ago in terms of the interventions and therapies
available. Through early intervention and provision for a free pre-school year, we are identi-
fying delays in development and language acquisition and intervening to divert children away
from the criminal justice system better than ever before. However, much of this work does not
get into the public domain which prevents people from being more positive about the good
things that are happening.

I would like to talk about this more, but we are pressed for time. I reaffirm my determination
to hold a referendum, even though this is a slightly different issue from the one under dis-
cussion. The children in this case have made it clear that they want this to be done. It is
encouraging for them that we are having this discussion. We recognise that they are utterly
blameless and acknowledge their courage. We wish them happy and long lives, in spite of all
the bad things that have happened to them. If there is a need for the report to be discussed
further at a committee, whether privately or otherwise, I will be happy to co-operate.

An Leas-Chathaoirleach: When is it proposed to sit again?

Senator Maria Corrigan: At 2.30 p.m. on Tuesday, 2 November 2010.

Adjournment Matters

————

Employment Support Services

An Cathaoirleach: I welcome the Tánaiste and Minister for Education and Skills, Deputy
Coughlan.

Senator Brendan Ryan: I also welcome the Tánaiste and the approval by the budget commit-
tee of the European Parliament of €7.4 million from the European Union Globalisation Adjust-
ment Fund to 850 former workers at SR Technics. Nearly 1,200 highly skilled workers lost their
jobs in 2008 and have been waiting since for assistance in getting back to work. I do, however,
have serious concerns. The Government was slow off the mark in applying for assistance from
the fund. It waited until October 2009 to make its initial application and when additional
information was sought by the European Commission, it waited until May this year to send it.
As a result, nearly two years have passed since the SRT employees lost their jobs. Why did it
take so long for the initial application to be sent and why was all of the information required
not included? It is not as if it was the Government’s first experience of making such an appli-
cation. In December 2009 Proinsias De Rossa contacted the Commission which informed him
it was still awaiting additional information from the Government. Why did it take until May
this year for this information to be sent?
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I also have grave concerns as to whether the former workers will be able to benefit in the
fullest possible way from the use of the funds before the implementation period expires. After
making inquires to the Department of Education and Skills yesterday, I was informed that the
implementation period in which the services funded under the SRT fund could be used was
from 29 October 2009 until 9 October 2011. Any moneys not spent within this period will be
sent back to the European Commission.

A former SRT worker from my local area is attending All Hallows College on Grace Park
Road, which is part of DCU. He is taking a BA degree course in adult learning. DIT Bolton
Street cancelled a similar course owing to the unavailability of the EU globalisation fund
money. All Hallows College, however, decided to allow the students to take the first year of
the course on the basis that the money would follow. About 60 other former SRT workers are
in the same predicament. They are doing a four-year course but will not be allowed to continue
after this year unless the EU money becomes available. They are very angry that no application
was made until October 2009, despite the fact that they were laid off in April 2009.

The Minister should have known from her experience with Dell that the application should
have been made straightaway. The former workers fear that any unused money will have to be
returned to the European Union in November 2011 and believe the money should be used to
pay for their entire four-year course until 2013. It should be noted that on top of the €7.4
million from the EU fund, another €4.1 million will be provided by the State. It goes without
saying that if part of the EU fund must be returned, part of the €4.1 million will also not be
spent. One could be forgiven for thinking that the prospect of saving at least some of the
money may have been a key motivator for the Government in delaying the application process.
It would be absolutely devastating for former SRT employees if any part of the fund was
returned because of the delays.

The final stage of the process is for the funding to be approved by the European Parliament
and the vote has been scheduled for 11 November. This will not present a problem. However,
if the Government is really serious about helping former SRT employees, it is high time it
proved it. It needs to establish the appropriate structures immediately to make sure the funds
will be utilised in full within what is left of the implementation period. Because time is not on
our side, it must liaise directly with former SRT workers immediately to address their employ-
ment needs. An initial briefing took place last week, but reports have indicated that it was
unsatisfactory.

The funds are of the utmost importance, as they will provide funding for career guidance
services, training, third level education and the development of business skills, but the Govern-
ment must act quickly. Workers at SRT have been treated badly by the State and have waited
far too long for action. The Government must act now to put the essential processes in place.
The lessons from past mistakes with Dell and Waterford Crystal must be learned; no money
must be returned. I am reliably informed that as of 10 June, only €2 million out of a total of
€22.8 million for Dell workers had been spent. Obviously the rules of the scheme must be
adhered to, but there must be as much flexibility as possible to allow the redundant workers
achieve their goals. As the Tánaiste will be aware, many are in their 50s and every week
is critical.

A report compiled by MEPs who visited Dell made the following findings. The Government
was too late in getting measures started for workers. Officials admitted to finding it difficult
even to identify eligible workers. There was poor communication with workers which led to
mistrust and misunderstandings. Workers were confronted with measures they did not need or
want and felt left alone. There were concerns over the level of administration being put in the
way of workers. The Irish system was incapable of responding flexibly to the fund. The Euro-
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pean Commission needs to follow this up more closely for the workers’ benefit. We must not
repeat the mistakes and must learn from them.

Tánaiste and Minister for Education and Skills (Deputy Mary Coughlan): Ba mhaith liom
mo bhuíochas a ghabháil as ucht an deis a bheith agam chun freagra chuimsitheach a thabhairt
don Seanadóir. On 22 September 2010 the European Commission announced its approval of
an application from Ireland for European Globalisation Adjustment Fund co-financing assist-
ance in support of redundant workers formerly employed at the SR Technics aircraft mainten-
ance facility at Dublin Airport. The Council of Ministers subsequently approved the Irish appli-
cation on 26 October and it is understood the European Parliament will make its decision on
the application known in plenary session towards the end of November.

The EGF application is for a total of €11.46 million of which the EU contribution sought is
€7.45 million. The remaining 35% of total costs will be met by the Government from Exchequer
and national training fund sources. The Government has not been waiting around in the interim
until all component parts of the tripartite EU approval mechanism are in place. As soon as it
was clear that major redundancies were to occur at SR Technics, the national training authority,
FÁS, went to the facility to provide guidance and advice to all workers who wished to avail of
it. To date, FÁS estimates that 850 former SR Technics workers have availed of its guidance
services and 800 training course places have been provided. In addition, approximately 100
workers have availed of vocational education committee and third level educational supports.

A range of enterprise supports is available through Enterprise Ireland and the city and
county enterprise boards. Former SR Technics workers may avail of a wide range of supports
for which EGF co-financing assistance has been sought, including occupational guidance, train-
ing, educational opportunities and enterprise supports.

In terms of complementary programmes, the Government last month completed a process
whereby all SR Technics apprentices were offered the opportunity to complete phases 5 and 7
of their apprenticeship with the Air Corps. This is an innovative approach not undertaken
before in the State and a number of apprentices commenced their on-the-job placements in
Baldonnel Aerodrome in the last week of September.

An information meeting was held at the ALSAA complex in Dublin Airport on 20 October
2010 for redundant SR Technics workers to inform them of the supports being provided with
anticipated EGF support. A large range of service providers were present and it is estimated
that several hundred redundant workers attended the event.

The Department is seeking to complete a public procurement process to establish a national
co-ordinator for EGF implementation commencing with the SR Technics co-ordination. In the
interim and until this process is completed, all State agencies and relevant educational bodies
involved in service provision for redundant SR Technics workers are co-operating to ensure
appropriate supports continue to be provided.

Any delay in this application being approved to date was outside the control of the Irish
authorities and there was no lack of urgency on Ireland’s part. A comprehensive application
was made last October and it was not until January 2010 that the European Commission sought
additional information centring on the potential relocation of some SR Technics facilities else-
where in the EU, namely, Malta. The Irish authorities subsequently made every effort to
reassure the Commission that there was no direct relocation of Irish jobs elsewhere in the EU,
which such intra-EU transfer runs contrary to eligibility under the EGF. This was done in the
context of the commercial company in question having relocated outside Ireland. Discussions
continued with Commission officials culminating in a meeting in Dublin in late March. In early
April the Irish authorities formally responded to the Commission’s further information request
in a manner which subsequently saw the Commission approving the application last month.
The EGF approval process has, from experience, taken considerable time — between six and
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eight months — to be finalised, but in the interim, measures of the type I have outlined con-
tinued to be provided to SR Technics workers. I was Minister for Enterprise, Trade and
Employment at the time and the Minister of State, Deputy Calleary, on my behalf, met the
Commissioner to expedite the application.

With regard to the question of the time period of EGF assistance, the EU regulation govern-
ing the fund stipulates this to be 24 months from the date of submission of the application. I
agree with the Senator that this mechanism presents difficulties for member states in that there
is an emphasis on them to front-load funding without guarantee of reimbursement to specified
limits from the fund. This is particularly so in the current adverse economic and financial
climate. A number of member states, including Ireland, have made their difficulties with the
current mechanism known to the European Commission. While the Commission is reviewing
the EGF regulation next year, it is not anticipated that amendments will be made quickly, if at
all, in this context to the benefit of the redundant workers from SR Technics.

I will pursue the matter with the Commissioner and with a number of our MEPs with a view
to providing a fairer opportunity for people in the continuation of further education and I will
evaluate the matter with my colleague, the Minister of State, Deputy Haughey. While I appreci-
ate there is angst, fortunately some of the former SR Technics workers have been re-employed
in Dublin Aerospace and in other new opportunities, and the Air Corps has taken the appren-
tices. I appreciate the Senator’s views on long-term programmes of third level education over
three or four years and I will keep a close eye on the matter for him.

Senator Brendan Ryan: I thank the Tánaiste for her response and for coming to the House
to respond to the debate. The key matter to be learned is that there needs to be flexibility in
everything we do. We need a can-do approach rather than highlighting the barriers preventing
us from doing things. We must have no repeat of the failings that occurred elsewhere. Regard-
ing the delays, I believe the average for such fund applications across the EU is approximately
eight months and as this has now taken 13 months, it is well overdue. The Tánaiste referred to
some aspects of that delay. Given the need for speed on these matters it is unsatisfactory that
we are taking four or five months longer than the EU average.

An Cathaoirleach: Is it agreed that the third item be taken next? Agreed.

Employment Action Plan

Senator Cecilia Keaveney: I thank the Cathaoirleach for selecting this matter. I have met a
number of people who either left school in the past year or two, could be just coming up to
their leaving certificate examination or have been ten years working on construction sites and
now find themselves back in County Donegal unemployed and on jobseeker’s allowance or
some other social welfare payment. A person recently told me they had done a construction
studies course and were looking for an apprenticeship with the support of FÁS. When I asked
the person as to why they were interested in pursuing construction at this time when the
construction industry was in a negative dip, the person said their friends, their older brothers,
uncles and other relations had all done the same sort of course.

There is a traditional concept of how people are employed in places such as Donegal in areas
such as fishing and farming. For females Fruit of the Loom was one of the traditional
employers. In recent times the construction industry has been a major employer. Many people
might think of career guidance as people going on to do career-oriented academic courses in
university. While many people are making their decisions on college applications and will be
completing CAO forms leading up to Christmas, many will not take that route. They are people
who are good with their hands and want to be outdoors doing something that is non-academic.
Will the Tánaiste arrange for the careers guidance personnel within her staff and, in the
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enterprise sector, business people who have initiated businesses that are outside the box, as it
were, to hold seminars in places such as Inishowen, Letterkenny, Donegal town and the sur-
rounding areas? These seminars would examine the alternatives for people who only ever have
seen a traditional route in employment. When I was doing my leaving certificate I was told by
the careers guidance teacher that as I was studying music I should continue it. I was never told
there were alternatives. If I had been a stronger character I might have done something differ-
ent but I ended up spending seven years studying music in university. When I left I became
a politician.

People would appreciate guidance in opening their eyes to opportunities such as window
cleaning, gutter repairs or anything involving outdoor work. The people who approach me
about this have, for example, worked for the council and been laid off because they only had
temporary contracts. They want hands-on jobs but no one is telling them in what areas there
is business, thereby opening their eyes to the potential.

I am aware that FÁS retrains people. Many of its courses are based on computers and many
people appreciate that. People who thought they did not have an aptitude for computers are
learning and developing those skills. Significant work is going on through the Further Education
and Training Awards Council, FETAC, and there are locations, especially in Buncrana, for
adult education. Undoubtedly, there are many training opportunities. My specific request is
that people who think outside the box would hold a few seminars and open up opportunities
to people on the live register who are seeking alternatives to traditional roles such as construc-
tion, fishing and farming, although I do not wish to encourage people to leave the land. Females
should be included in this. While the Donegal County Enterprise Board is doing tremendous
work to support women in business, it is the triggering of the imagination that must happen.
There is a great opportunity in that regard to link the education, employment and skills training
aspects of various Departments.

Deputy Mary Coughlan: Ba mhaith liom mo bhuíochas a ghabháil don Seanadóir as ucht an
ábhar seo a chur inár dteannta. A wide range of career guidance services are provided by a
number of agencies across the job search support, training and education sectors under the
aegis of the Departments of Education and Skills and Social Protection.

FÁS employment services provide a range of services and supports to all job seekers who
can register at one of the 63 local FÁS employment service offices nationwide for on-site
career guidance and job placement services. The services include guidance interviews with an
employment services officer for job seekers, including those in the sectors where employment
has declined and to whom the Senator referred. The services also include curriculum vitae, CV,
preparation and job search skills, a job seeker pack, referral to training or education courses,
input of CVs onto the FÁS database to enable employers to contact an applicant directly,
financial supports and other options which may lead to employment, and a national freefone
call centre. FÁS also provides a fast-track response to company closures and major redundanc-
ies with provision of a range of flexible and customised job-seeking supports and training.

The FÁS website links to the European Employment Services network, EURES, job
mobility network and database which provides access to job vacancies in 31 countries, as well
as practical information such as necessary documentation for those seeking employment within
Europe. In addition to this, in 2009 and 2010 FÁS and EURES held public careers advice and
employment events in a number of locations throughout the country which were well attended.
Under the national employment action plan, the Department of Social Protection refers per-
sons in receipt of unemployment payments to the national employment service or to education
or training courses. The Department of Social Protection works closely with FÁS on the acti-
vation profiling case management project in such areas as customer profiling, client referrals
and case management.
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Careers guidance is also provided in post-primary schools and colleges of further education
nationally, with 700 guidance posts approved for this purpose. The guidance programme in
schools includes providing information on subject and programme choices and their career
implications, enabling students to make an objective assessment of their own interests and
aptitudes and to relate these to further education and training and career areas, promoting
study and self-management skills, career investigation, job search and interview skills, as well
as using the ICT tools available to support guidance. Schools develop a range of links with
further and higher education and training institutions, encourage visiting speakers and work
experience programmes, and provide opportunities for students to attend events such as college
open days, careers exhibitions, employment fairs and visits to employers.

There are also 40 adult education guidance initiative, AEGI, services nationally which are
designed to serve the needs of adults who are considering or participating in vocational training
opportunity schemes, VTOS, or adult literacy, community education or back to education
initiative programmes. The AEGI services also assist former residents of designated insti-
tutions. Each locally based service has developed a referral network, and works in partnership
with organisations such as FÁS, local employment services, the HSE, community groups and
the Department of Social Protection offices to address the needs of adults who wish to return
to education to increase their job prospects and opportunities. The objective of the referral
networks is to share information, ensure an integrated approach to the delivery of area-based
services, make other services aware of the AEGI and ensure agencies in a position to identify
adults in need can refer them to an appropriate service.

The National Centre for Guidance in Education, NCGE, collaborates closely with FÁS in
the delivery of guidance supports to schools. Both NCGE and FÁS are designated national
centres for sharing information with other member states of the EU on guidance in education
and vocational training respectively. Career directions developed by FÁS provide information
on the requirements of different occupations and the career paths and qualifications which lead
to them as well as being a tool to help students identify the types of careers which may match
their interests and abilities.

The FÁS database also provides information on the courses available in each region. This
material is supplemented by www.careersportal.ie, a web-based guidance tool developed in the
private sector and made available free to schools and learners generally. It provides a self-
assessment tool which will help learners identify their interests and potential career avenues,
labour market information on different sectors, career profiles and interviews across a wide
range of occupations, and searchable links with the Qualifax course database. Both CareersPor-
tal and Qualifax have portal links to the services provided by FÁS. The FÁS website gives
access to www.jobsbank.tas.ie which enables job seekers to post their CVs to the website and
access jobs or training. It also enables employers to post their vacancies on the site and to
search the CVs which have been posted by job seekers.

This work is supplemented by the careers services in higher education institutions which help
students with information on education, training and job opportunities, facilitate employer
presentations, site visits and interviews, and help with job placement. The main focus of guid-
ance services in the education sector is to serve the needs of clients enrolled on programmes
or considering enrolment. The main focus of the FÁS employment services is to serve the
needs of job seekers and the unemployed.

It will be seen that while the various guidance and employment services have developed in
an incremental and fragmented way, they are working together, locally and nationally, to pro-
mote an integrated area-based response to needs, to cross-reference as appropriate and to share
guidance tools. They each focus on different client needs to avoid overlap and duplication.
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The re-structuring of FÁS services will provide further opportunities to advance an integrated
approach in this important area.

I again thank the Senator for giving me the opportunity to outline the current position in
this regard. As part of our activation measures which have gone to the private sector, there is
a new innovative process which, if it works well as a pilot project, could be considered for a
national means of providing a new career-integrated jobs path and career guidance which I
believe might be of benefit.

Senator Cecilia Keaveney: I thank the Tánaiste for her reply. Much of it was about careers
guidance which is the subject of the matter I raised. Triggering entrepreneurship as opposed
to offering a job vacancy is an issue in which I have great interest. How do we get people to
develop their own ideas as opposed to reacting to vacancies that exist? If possible, could the
Minister provide me with a list of where the FÁS and EURES events were held? If an event
has not yet been held in east Donegal, perhaps she would facilitate one being held there either
before the end of 2010 or in the beginning of 2011. It would be much appreciated.

Scéim Tógála Scoileanna

Senator Dominic Hannigan: Ba mhaith liom fáilte a chur roimh an Tánaiste chuig an Teach.
I Ráth Tó le roinnt blianta anuas tá tuismitheoirí ag iarraidh gaelscoil áitiúil a bhunú. Tá fás
tagtha ar a lán sa bhaile seo thar na 15 bliain anuas. Sna 1990aidí bhí sé mar sráidbhaile beag,
le b’fhéidir 800 daoine ina gcónaí ann. Anois, tá 8,000 daoine ina gcónaí ann. Tá áiseanna
curtha ar fáil don bhaile agus is áit an-taitneamhach é le caighdeáin maireachtála maithe ann.

Tá scoileanna an-mhaith i Ráth Tó agus tá caighdeán oideachais an-ard á chur ar fáil do
leanaí. Níl aon Ghaelscoil áitiúil i Ráth Tó, áfach. Cosúil le háit ar bith in Éireann, bheadh go
leor tuismitheoirí an bhuíoch a bpáistí a chur tríd oideachas trí mheán na Gaeilge.

Tháinig na tuismitheoirí le chéile i Ráth Tó agus mheas siad go mbeadh na céadta acu sásta
a bpáistí a sheoladh chuig Gaelscoil áitiúil, dá mba rud é go raibh ceann ar fáil. Cheap siad go
mbeadh siad in ann scoil a bhunú dá bhfaighfeadh siad cabhair ón Roinn Oideachas. Ach ansin
thuig siad go raibh sé níos deacra ná mar a cheap siad. Bhí siad i dteagmháil leis an Roinn
Oideachais agus Scileanna. Fuair an Roinn amach go raibh neart spáis ann i scoileanna Ián
Béarla i Ráth Tó agus de bhrí sin, dúirt an Stát nach raibh gá ann chun Gaelscoil a bhunú. Bhí
ionadh ar go leor daoine a fháil amach nach mbeadh an Stát in ann cabhair a thabhairt chun
scoileanna nua a bhunú chun páistí a threorú in a dteanga náisiúnta. Ní raibh na tuismitheoirí
sásta agus lean siad ar aghaidh. I Meán Fómhair na mbliana seo, bhailigh siad airgead chun
múinteoir a fhostú ar feadh bliana agus thug lucht gnó na háite trealamh don scoil.

Thug mé cuairt ar an scoil coicís ó shin. Tá sé bunaithe ar an gcéad úrlár san ionad phobail
áitiúil. Tá deichniúr páistí ann agus múinteoir amháin. Is sampla iontach de chumhacht an
phobail áitiúil í an scoil ar chonas dul i ngleic leis an bhfadhb seo, ach tá brú ar na tuismitheoirí
agus na daltaí. Tá níos mó na 100 mac léinn a bheadh suim acu clárú i scoil amárach da mbeadh
an seans acu. É sin raite, tá cead ag an scoil fanacht san ionad phobail go dtí go mbeidh 30
páistí ann, ach ansin beidh orthú bogadh go suíomh atá níos mó. Tá fhios acu go bhfuil suíomh
níos mó ann, ach sar a dtarlaíonn sin, tá sé tábhachtach go n-aithníonn an Roinn an scoil seo.
Is cóir an seans a bheith ag tuismitheoirí a gcuid bpáistí a chur isteach i nGaelscoil más mian
leo. Mar a dúirt tuismitheoir amháin ar bhord bainistíochta na scoile liom le deanaí, is cás
cearta teanga é. Tá dhá cheantar Gaeltachta i gContae na Mí agus tá an Ghaeilge beo bríomhar
agus flúirseach sa chontae ríoga. Tá an tAire ábalta cabhrú leis an teanga a neartú leis an scoil
seo, má thugann sí tacaíocht di.

Deputy Mary Coughlan: I dtús báire ba mhaith liom buíochas a ghabháil leis an Seanadóir
as an cheist seo a tharraingt anuas mar go dtugann sé deis dom cuntas a thabhairt do ar na
nithe reatha a bhaineann le haitheantas do scoileanna nua go ginearálta.
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Faoi mar is eol don Seanadóir b’fhéidir, tá athbhreithniú ar súil ag an gCoimisiún um Chóirí-
ocht Scoile i láthair na huaire ar na nósanna imeachta um bunú scoileanna nua. Nuair a d’fhóg-
air an tAire Oideachais deireanach an t-athbhreithniú, dúirt sí nach mbunófaí aon bhunscoile-
anna nua roimh chríoch an athbhreithnithe agus roimh nósanna imeachta leasaithe a cheapadh
ach amháin in áiteanna mar a bhfuil gá le scoileanna nua de bharr fás sa daonra. Foráileann
na socruithe eatramhacha d’aitheantas do scoileanna nua le linn an athbhreithnithe; cuirfidh
cathaoirleach an Choimisiúin um Chóiríocht Scoile comhairle orm i gcásanna ina léiríonn breis
is pátrún amháin spéis i scoil nua a oscailt in áiteanna mar a bhfuil gá le scoil nua chun freastal
ar ardú daonra. Táim ag súil le tuarascáil an choimisiúin go luath agus nuair a bheidh sé
agam breithneoidh mé cursaí beartais agus na socruithe riachtanacha mar aon le haon nósanna
imeachta leasaithe a bheidh riachtanach.

Rinne an rannóg pleanála don todhchaí sa Roinn staidéar ar an tír iomlán féachaint céard
iad na háiteanna ina mbeidh gá le cóiríocht bhreise suntasach sna blianta romhainn, de thoradh
athruithe daonra. Tar éis na mionanailíse sin ba léir dom go mbeadh sé stuama dul i mbun
pleanála do scoileanna nua a thiocfaidh ar an bhfód i mí Mheán Fómhair 2010 chun freastal
don mhéadú ar éileamh in áiteanna sainaitheanta. Chuathas i gcomhairle go mion sa bhliain
2009 le gach pátrún maidir leis na háiteanna i gceist. Faoi mar is eol don Teachta b’fhéidir, bhí
Ráth Tó ar cheann de na háiteanna sin i dtús báire. Scaipeadh eolas ar gach pátrún scoile sa
bhliain 2009 mar gheall ar na háiteanna ba mhó an fás ar dhaonra agus mar gheall ar an méadú
dóchúil ar líon na ndaltaí. Tugadh cuireadh do na pátrúin tograí a cheapadh i leith leathnú na
scoileanna atá anois ann chun freastal don mhéadú ar líon na ndaltaí nó go deimhin iad féin a
chur ar aghaidh mar phátrún d’aon bhunscoil nua a bheadh de dhíth.

Bunaithe ar mhionanailís ar an méadú i líon na ndaltaí don bhliain 2010 agus ar na spásanna
sna scoileanna atá anois i Ráth To, agus ag cur san áireamh eolas a fuarthas ó fhorais phátrúna-
cha maidir le Ráth Tó, bhí an Roinn sásta go bhféadfaí freastal do líon na ndaltaí nua sna
scoileanna atá anois ann agus nach mbeadh gá le scoil nua sa cheantar do Mheán Fómhair
2010. Athbhreithneofar an staid maidir le cibé an gá soláthar breise a dhéanamh i gceantar
Ráth Tó i mí Mheán Fómhair 2011 i bhfianaise na riachtanais agus tar éis dul i gcomhairle leis
na forais phátrúnachta. Más amhlaidh, tar éis anailís na ranna pleanála don todhchaí ar riacht-
anais scoile sa todhchaí, go meastar go mbeidh gá le cóiríocht shuntasach bhreise i Rath Tó,
rachaidh an Roinn i gcomhairle le gach ceann de na forais phátrúnacha, faoi mar a rinneadh
sa bhliain 2009, maidir le conas a bhféadfaí an chóiríocht bhreise sin a sholáthar.

Ar deireadh, ba mhaith liom a dhearbhú go bhfuil ról ríthábhachtach ag bunscoileanna i
dtaobh caomhnú agus leathnú a dhéanamh ar an chéad teanga oifigiúil. Aidhm thábhachtach
de chuid Rialtas na hÉireann riamh anall ab ea an Ghaeilge a chur chun cinn agus a háit sa
chóras oideachais a chosaint. Is léir sin sa líon Gaelscoileanna a aithníodh le blianta beaga
anuas — 17 san iomlán sa bhliain 2005. Uair amháin eile, gabhaim buíochas leis an Seanadóir
as an deis a thabhairt dom cuntas a thabhairt don Seanad ar an suíomh maidir le bunú scoile-
anna nua.

The Seanad adjourned at 4.35 p.m. until 2.30 p.m. on Tuesday, 2 November 2010.
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