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Introduction
Background

Amwm&wo(m—cﬂmm»ﬁmdum-ﬂ
imdustrial schools, and & mumsber of mdividual attaticns 1939 10 196" has boen prepared cn
behalf of the Commission 10 Inquire imo Child Abme (“Whe Commission”). This report, by
Mazars (“the Mazars report”™) considers both the gemeral financial position of the reformatory
wnd indetial schooks and specific schools inchuding St Vimcent's Industrisl School
Goldentridge (“Coldenbridge™)

My instructions
1 have been imsructed by Andur O'Hagan, solicilon for the Satens of Merey, 10 comment oo
the repoet prepared by Mazars. bn pesticelar | have been asked to do the followisg:

¢ Review the report prepared on behad! of the Commission by Mazan and look specsfically at
the financisl mformation & relation to Wige.

o Review of all financial data available for Goldenbeidge and assess its finances throsghot
the period reviewed by Mazan, being 19551969 and wssess the validity of Mazars
conchasions; mnd

o Perform independent rescarch om possible sources of formation on the sufficensy of
funding svailable %o the GoMenteidge institution during the period 1955-1969 and eritically
assess the findings of Mazars i relation to this issee.

1 have also reviewed the information provided in the Mazars report on ofber schools, and the
w—bﬁwthWDWWmde
made by Mazars which are geosral in nature

My report
I have based my repoet on the records and evidence provided 1o me by the Sisters of Mersy m

well 58 my own independent research.

In particular | was provided wish four folders of documentation which bad boen compiled by the
Solicitors for the Sisers of Mercy, | wderstand Sat all of the information which 1 kave seen
has been provided 1o the Commmistion msd consequently would have been mvailable to Mazars.
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Where | refor 10 spesific documents In my report, | have referenced them by way of foctsote.

Where the docement has not already boen referred 10 by Mazars | have attached a copy of the
document 1o this report.

1 have been assisted @ the preparation of my report by a team of qualified chartered accountanty
who have worked under my direction sed sspervision. They have reported 10 me oo the work
ey have done, which | have reviewed. However, the opinions expressed are my owa.

| report s an expert witsess of opision, not & witness of fact. Where | set out my undentandimg
of factun] matvers, this is merely 10 set out sy opisons in comtext 2nd 10 explain the basis upon
which | have serived at my conclusions.

| have not andited or otherwise independently verified any of the information which has beem
provided 50 me. ‘Whilst | believe the factual content of my report 9 be comect, | reserve the
right to amend my reporet ia respect of any further information which may wubsequently become
wvailable. My report is intended only for use in connection with this Inquiry and may not be
dischovod to wmy thisd party of used in any other connection without my prioe written consent,

Declaration
1 dechare that:

(8) | understand that my overriding duty i to the Commsission, and in preparing this seport |
have complied with that duty;

(1) | have set out i my report what | understand from those imstructing me to be the questicas
in respect of which my opindon as s expert is roquived;

(c) | Bave doee my best, in peeparing this coport, to be accarate and complete. | have
mentioned all matters which | regard as relevant 10 the opmions that [ bave cxpressed. Al
the matiers oo which | have expeessed an opinion Be within my field of expertise:

(d) 1 have drawn 10 the anention of the Commission all masters of which 1 am aware which
might sdversely affect sy opinion;

(=) Wherever | have no perscmal knowledge, | have indicated the sowve of the material factual
mformation;

Seicrly privae sad confidomat Priviioged 2
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() | have not iscluded anything in $as roport which kas been suggesied to me by anyooe,
inchoding the lawyers mstructing me, withowt forming my own independent view of the
master,

(2) Where, in my view, there is a range of ressonable epinion, | have indicated the exient of
that rarge in my report.

(B) At the time of signing this report, | consider it 10 be complete and accurste (subject 10 the
qualifications meationed herein). | will notify those instructing me if, for any ressen, |
websoguently comider that the report requires any material correction or qualification,

(i) 1 understand that the repoet will be the evidence | will give, subject 10 any correction of
qualification | may make;

(i) 1have smenmarised my instructioas in 1.2 above; and

(k) | believe the facts | have stwted in this report we troe (where these aee within my
knowledge) and that the opinicas § have expreased are correct,

My position

With regards 1o my experence and crodentials, | have a BA (History and Economics) from
UCD and qualified as a Charsered Accowntast in 1978 | have been o Parner in the firm of
KPMG since 1958 and am currently Head of Andit for the fiem, and Business wsa leader for
KPMG Fisancial Services Aadit peactice. | have recently beon apposated managing partner of
KPMQ Ireland with effect from | May 2007,

I am responsible for some of the firm's largest andin clients in the private, livied and sermni-state
secion amd have significent experience in providing expert and indopendent ovidence in court

In 200472005 1 was the President of the Institute of Charterad Accountants m Irelasd (“ihe
Imstitne™) and have previously served as an elected Council member, and Quality Assurance
Committoe Chairman for the Jodtinne. | was also the Institure's nossisce o the government
sppointed Expert Warking Group om improving public fisance stmiements (1598) and the
Tinatsse's Audit Review Growp (2000).
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Structure of my report
hmld-,mlmwmnﬁ-ﬂlmm%ﬂlmt—w
upon = Sollows:

Section 3 - Roview of the Reformatory and Industrial School Systess
Section 4 - The Capitation System
Section 5 - St Vimcents Indastriad School

Section 6 - Other schools and comparative anslysis
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Executive summary

Inherent limitations in the evidence

It i very important 1o appeeciate at the outset that » financial review covering the peviod 1939 10
1969, will slmont certainly be adversely impacted by the fact that all evidence may no longer bo
wvailable.

| am aware that in the case of Goldenbridge, the Sisters of Mercy have made efforts & obtain all
relevam fimancial information, but that no information was availsble at all in relation %o the
peciod 1939 1o 1950, for some yesrs there was osly infoemation for € months out of 12 and
there was certain other mformation which was not availsble'

Even whese financial information is avallable, | would expect that this wosld need to be
supplemented by explasations of the varlous figeres costained i the necounts from Bose who
were operating the institutions # the time, This is because the financial documents themaclves
cannot always give a full explanation. In the case of Goldenbridge, | undentand that the
Resident Manager who was respoasible for the 1939 %0 1950 financial information has died.
Even if this wan not the case & iy imscvitsble that e passage of time will impact oa bow much
mdividuals are able to remember i relation 1o the financial information which is avadlable.

1 sdeo mote that there are instances where it is not possible to follow a tmil of comespondence o
#s conchision because there & imsuflicient documentation, for example | have seen no clear
evidence of the remsons why the Department of Edocation abandosed the 1946 scheme 1o
supplement the capitation grants with am additional | Shilling per week payment, or full details
of why the proposed Inquiry into Schools in 1941 was sbandoned.

Because of Bose inherent limitations, it &, i my view, very importast to take care in arriving at
conc lusions, particularly given the seriousness of the maters under consideration. | have taken
the approach that | have sought 10 rely on the evidence which is available and where possible o
rely on the contemporansous information available.

¥ The oner nfarmmasion which condd net be fonnd is demaiind o page 17 of the Maswn roport.
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Mazars report
1 have a number of significant concerns about the findings of the Mazas report which can be
summarised ns followy:

o Mazars' analysis of the financial Wfoemation i respect of Goldenbridge comtaing basic
arhmetical crroes which underssines most of the financial analysis of Goldenbridge which
is contained in the report(See Section 5.2 below);

. Mqolﬂn:‘m@i&dmﬂoummmwhm.ﬂcil
have seen. As st out in Section 3.4 below, the evidence | have seen does not seppont
Mazars” conclusions that the Ovders sought to prosect thewr autoncay and that, implicit =
thix, sty have been the desire to safeguard e property sssets attaching o the Schools.

o Similarty, he documentary evidesce peovides little or no support for the allegation that the
Residontial Managers opposed schemes or actions for additional funding because of a
reluctance %o peovide financial information 10 the Department of Education. In fact, on
every occasion between 1944 and 1964 where the Department of Education sowght
additicoal financial infocmation, it wis peovided,

o  Muzars' oversll conchesion that the capitation grant was safficient is not supporied by ther
muum«mmmuu——w«w
gant is flawed, since they have chosen benchmarks which wre not comparable, whilst
ignoring the most obviows comparison, being the level of payments 1o similar Schools in the
UK. This benchmark is the only cae examined by Mazars which shows thet Schooks m
Irelamd may have been eaderfanded, but #t is ignored,

o The reasons given for ignoriag this comparison are, in my view casily romedied and # &
significant Sat the compatison with e UK s the one which was most aofien discussed in
the comtemporsnecus documents which | have seen, N would appear that ths evidence
suggesss that the Schools in Ireland received approximately 300% - 400% less funding than
UK Schools, although the cost of living differestial was caly ST%;

o There xo ofher obwious comparators which have not boen sought, for cxample the costs of
Boseding Schools in the period, the current costs of resideatial child care and the costs ot
Maziboeough House. | bave obsained some evidence of the current costs of residential child
care, which seems to me to sspport the comention that fending for the Schools i the period
was msufficient by comparisen with modern expectations, but mformation on the other
costs is nol availsble 10 me adbough | would consider that it could be usefully obtsined by
e Commission.

Because of these concemns and other tovees discussed in the remadnder of this report, | do not
consider that the Mazars report of s conclusions shoold be relied upon by the Commission.

Sty priswe and confdentis Priviegad 6
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My own conclusions

It appeses %0 me that based on the evidesce which | have seen, that thers was & fairdy general
acknowledgement on sl sides in the peried 1939 to 1969 that the level of Capitation Geant was
ot adequate 1o meet the requircments of the children in the Industrial and Reformatory Schools.
I s wonth quoting from the Kennedy Ropost:

“Thas the Mamagers in charge of the schools were fuced wirk the rask of rimning the institutions

on @ totally inadeguate finmciol provicion and were forced fo supplement their fncomes by
whatever means possible fo emable thedr work to confimue.

What war worse was that the services avallable 40 children were, of necessity, of @ rather
limited matare  When the cost of necessitier bhad been destuctod there was Mitle if avy left over
Jor provision of those extra compensatory facilitier which are considered necessary for the

rehabilitation of deprived children’”

The obviess comparison o assoes the sufficioncy of the grast is the capitation grast available in
e UK. My analysis shows that whilss the “standard of Fviog” in the UK sppean (0 have been
Botwesn 40% and 110% higher thas i kreland, and on average about 57% bigher. Based on the
limited evidence | Bave scen to date it appenrs that at certuin times the level of capitation grant
in the UK was J00% - 400% of that paid in lreland.

In my view this provides fairly clear evidence that the level of gramt in Ireland way unlikely o
be sufficien 10 provide facilities which were in any way comparable with Bose i the UK. The
finct that the capitalion grast was increased by 100% in 1969 must also be seen as recognition by
the State that the grant up %o that point was inadequalte, sisce § have seen no suggestion that the
inceease was accompanied by any additicaal cost burden om the Schools. It can caly be taken to
tean that the grant, peior to the (ncrease was at Jeast half what it showld have boen.

This must have placed & burdon oa Schools who were forced 10 react by redeciag costs as far as
possible. The fact that there weee often delays in capetation grants being incressed and delays in
receiving the funds granted, only added to the financial burden faced.

Becawse the schools had a high fixed com base (ie they iacured & large percentage of their
costs, regardless of pupil numbers), the method of paying by reference 1o cernified munbers of
pupils would have camed additional problemss. In effect the level of revenus was dependent on
the mumber of pupils, and this was %0 2 great degree out of the comtrol of the Schools. Schools

¥ Doument 1

Strwcaly provets and confidemeal Provileged ?

© 2R LIV et AT i



237

ABCD
Report on fimancial mavers rebectag b ) Vimcese's dndwatrial

Acheol ot Goldewbrrdye

A repers o the Commuson prepured by Terence O 'Rowrke, o
Parveer n KFMG

Forenne

Devember 206

woeld have had no cenaisty thet their fimwe income would be sufficient 1o cover fheir comt
bane.

In the case of Goldenbridge, e finsncial information which s avallabde is incomplete, but doss
suggest that in the period for which sccousts are langely available 1951 1o 1969, the School did
masage. Bt it was always at or abost beeak even point, snd whilst it had an overall surplus in
e period analysed (subject 10 the froviso that sccounts are ot availoble for wo years within
this period), this largely sccrued from the mid 1960's when pupil members increased asd the
100% increase in capitation grant i 1969 had » beneficial impact,

Price 10 that, the pictire s of small surpluses, suggesting that it was operating around about
tecak oven level, which sugpests that # was masaged within the financial constraints imposed
by the level of grast.

Stratly provelr aret ooelidestal Prvdeged i
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Review of the Reformatory and Industrial School System in
Ireland

Introduction and summary

I this section | have set out my comments on Section 3 of the Mazars report, asd in particelar |

have detailed & number of coocerns which | have with their appeoach and conchasions.

In summsary these concerts are that:

o Mazars appear 10 have commented oo matiers which were not within the scope of their
engagement of expenence;

o Some of Mazan® cosclusions are in the mature of generalisations and do not appear 10 be
relevent 10 every school | have identified & sumber of these which are not relevant to
Gobdenbeidge; and, i my view, most seriously

®  Many of the conchasions deswn appear 10 be ut odds with the contempurancous evidence
which | have seen,

1 adso have some reservations about the opimion of Mazars that the relationship between the
State and the Ovders was & form of “outsourcing”™.

1 have expanded on each of these areas in the followity sections.

Matters outside the scope of Mazars’ engagement or experience

| have soen 1 copy of the proposal foe the Mazars engagement which was provided 10 the
Commission om 11 January 2005, Tt appears 10 me, hased on the scope as described in the
proposal, that it was not imtended that Mazars engagement should Include either a review of

o Quality of Industrial Training in Schools, discussed in Section 3.6.1 of their report (i any
case the comments made appear 10 relate only % the trainieg received by boys),

o Liaklity for isjery, discassed in Section 1.5.6 (where the conclmion appears to be based on
& teview of caly two instances, one i the 1950« and one in 1971)

1n additson to the fiact that these mattors appear 1o be ostside the scope of Mazars' engagoment,
1 is not clear what expertise Mazars has to comment on these matters.

sy privex o conddentnl Provdeged °
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Generalised comments which do not appear relevant to Goldenbridge
At Section 3 4 of their repoet, Mazars make the comment that dere is “a suggesrion b the fifes”
that, by 1939, the Ordors may have wished fo contimue 10 run the school because there was &
possibility of geserating a cash surplss which could be applied %o ofber activities. This
stalemont, which could be viewed as a serlous allegation in relation 1o the Schools, is followed
by & quote from the submission of the Rosminiss Fathers o the Commission, as follows:

“t meseat be kept i mind that the two Indistrial Schools were only part of the financial burden
o the Province that wiso had ro provide and mattain howses for students who were called on
1o foire the Inminge and who did not pay amy fees for thelr traleing. From 1945 onwards, the
Province had @ further call on ity limied financiol resowrces when &t wer reguired 0o provide
for the travelling expenses. health care and much wore, of the members who west on mission o
Africa.”

There i a0 reference i Section 3.4 10 any other evidence supporting the allegation that the
Ovders may have wished to contines %0 run Be schools 10 generate a caal surplus, and | am
therefore umable 10 accopt that the allegation is justified on the ovidence provided, sisce | can
see nothing in this quotation which suggests that the Order was generating cash from the
Schools, or than this cash was wed 1o fund other activities. The quotation seems 10 me % be
simply deawing attesion %0 the fact that the Schools were one of a number of calls oo the
resowces of the Order.

In addtion there was very limde financial information svailable %o Mazars for the years
immedissely following 1939 in relation 10 the schoods run by the Rosminian Fathers which they
examimod, or for the Province, with no finencial information for the schoal st Upton for 1940
1949, none for the Province before 1952 and only two sets of accounts for Fermyhouse School
for years before 1951 (1941 and 1947)".

In their conclusions on the Rosminian Fathers | note that Mazars have stated’ that it s Mazany'
view that whilst theru is evidence that the Schools were & set contributor 8o the Provinge: * . baf
that the yoar on year contribution war mof syfficlent to yield the Order @ significant rurplus™.

¥ Soe Page 9 of (he Mutars repont
* Puge 16 o0 the Musses Repont
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| therefore consider that the allegation that the Orders may have wishod 1o continue 10 s the
schools because there was a possibility of gencrating a cash surplus which could be applied 10
other activities is not supported by any evidenco which has been produced.

thuuMhhMﬂﬂ;&thqm-ﬂ
Goldenbridge.
Shil-lyllm-”lluhndtdmhamhw
Wyhmwdha-nhb«‘hh-lmmﬁgh
not directly relevant to Goldenbridge which had very limited farm activity. [ have & any case
some concerns sbout the walidity of this allegation as it relates 8o the other schools which |
discuss in Section 6 below.

At Page 7 of their report, Mazars list four factors of # financial nature (which are draws from
their mmalysis in section 3 of their report) which they say are common 1o the majority of the
Schools coverd in the report and see important from the point of view of usderstanding the
finsncial position of the Orders.

1 believe that all of these are either incorrect oe are not eelevant in the case of Goldeabeidge:

o “The Relighoas Orders generally hod delt free access 10 facilities sufficient 10 house rhe
schools. Typically, these focilities had been provided by way of charisabe donation”.
Whilst the school buildings st Goldenbridge may have been deb free, it 3 kmportant so sote
that they were eriginally built in the mid 1o late 19 Contury and would therefoee have &
significant requiremsent for capital expendure sod repain

o “The Religions Ovders hod sfficient manpower awailable to operate and manage the
schools . The Sisters of Mercy was ot centrally managed and therefors had no central
resource from which o obtain sdditional staff.

o “The Religious Ovders had in the form of Captiarion Grast and Priwary Grant, sufficient
MDWMMGMMMJ&MWJM
might be termed aw “ordinary family"". The suggestion that the fundisg was sufficient is 4
key conchesion of Mazars, and | havo discussed the reasons why | think that it is wreag =
Section 2 shove and 4 below. The comment at Page 7 should also be clarified 1o make
clear that the Primary Grant wis paid 10 teachers directly and not o the Ovders, althosgh it
is acknowledged that it may have been passed by the teachers 10 the Orders;

o “Often, the Religioss Orders had access 10 @ farm ami, 10 @ lesser extent 10 trade workskope
fo supyhesent the provisions aveilable fo the schood and the anached Religiovs Communiny”
GoMenteidge had limited farm activities, althosgh there was some bead making iscome. |

Sarbedy privare and cosfidemtal Provieged 1"
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* 1 have also seen o evidence that Goldenbeidge was regeired by the Sistens of Mercy to
make & “retwn on resources comwitted”, &5 described by Mazars in point 3 on Page 7. Nor
have | seen any evidence of this requirement in the evidence produced in relation to the
other schools covered in the Mazars report.

Conclusions which appear at odds with the evidence produced
Desire of Ordery to prodect awtonomy

It is one of the main conslusions of Mazaes in section 3 of thelr report that the Orders sought to
protect their satonomy and that, implict in this may have been the desire 10 safeguard the
property assets attaching to the schools’ 1 do not believe that Mazars have produced conviacing
evidence in relation to clther aspect of this conclusion.

Even if ovidence wore available, | am not sure what relovance this has,

The only evidence of a desire 1o protect peoperty assets which | can identify within the Mazars
report is &t page 31 where they refer %0 claims that the Residentisl Mansgens Association
opposed the short-dived 1946 schome which provided an exim shilling per week per head for
capital purposes.

Muzars have also concladed that & appears that the Orders were “reluctan (o provide dhe
necensary finmeial bgormation fo help the Department of Education bwild o strong care fiv
Sanding imcreaser™ and that: “the filey evailoe 2 sy sugpest that very litife information was
forthcoming™,

They go on 1o sxy that the Residential Managers opposed schemes of actioms that might have
provided additional funding for fear of loss of independence and refer agaim to the 1946 scheme
wnd % a later proposed Inter-Departmental Commitiee 10 investigate how the Schools might be

I Appendix | | have provided a semmary of extracts from the comrespondence which | have
soen rolating 10 these throo matters. | have divided the Appendix mto three arcas:

o Table | - Requirement for Acoounts 10 be provided by the Orders

* Section 1.7 of Mz repect
* Both quamtions wre takan Som Pags 31 of $ae Mazan spon

Sty privaie sad confidentat Privikged 12
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o Table 2 - The proposed temporary capital grant scheme in 1946
*  Table 3 - Proposed Inquinies mto Schools

Requiremvent for Accounty

In rolation 1o the Requirement for Accounts to be provided by the Orders, the evidemce which |
have seen, as set out in Tuble | of Appendix |, demoestyases that ln every Instance in the period
1944 to 1964 where the Depastment of Education scught additionsl fisascial information from
Schools, i was provided.

There may have been somie discusson &5 10 B¢ form of information required, for example in
carly 1954, but this was rosolved amicably with the Department of Education with the Minister
agresing 10 accept the information in whatever form it was submitied.

1 believe that Mazars conclusion that “lnfe bytrmation was forthcoming™ i totally at odds with
the ovidence summarined i Table | of Appeadix, all of which would presumably have been
avadlable to Mazars during their investigation,

1946 Scheme

Similarly m relation % e 1emporary capital grant scheme i 1946, | believe that the soggestion
that the Schools opposed the 1946 capital grast scheme on the grounds that it might have
affected their indepondence is not consistent with the cvidotcs a4 set out i Table 2 of Appendin
I

| would deaw particular atiention 10 the respoase of Goldenbwidge to the proposal:

“We are very gratefil 1o the Minister for ks kindness in emdeavoaring to belp ur as prowised
and the increased grant will be & very welcome addition o the funds, Provision shosld be
made, however, In the scheme for those who have already incarred heavy debes as a result of
repairs and improvements carried onf n their schools  This & the case In Boorersiown and
Rathdrym™

In geseral the documents referred %0 in Table 2 of Appendix | suggest » constrective attitude
from e Scheols o the Department's progosals, althosgh theee were some concerns expressed.
In fect @ appesss 10 me that the suggestion that the additional funding being by way of a |

Sarwaly pervats and confudereiat Priviskged 13
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shilling per week payment rather than a singlo fund, may have come from the Schools rather
than Be Deparment

1t does appear that the scheme was withdrawn shortly afer liunch and the Department refers 1o
it not being acceprable 10 somme of the Schook', but there is insufficient ovidence avadlable to
e %0 fully enderstund what the issoes mised were, or which Schools had raised them. Certainly
the documents | bave seen do not suppoet the comment, af page 39 of Mazaes report that Shere
was “rirong resistance 20 the scheme™. One caly bas to look st Document § 1 see mamerous
examples of strong support from a large number of Schools, including Goldenbridge.

In any case, sisce the smount which had bees provided via the scheme was diverted into an
increase in the capitation grant by the Department, the result was that any issues raised by any
Schools had o impect on the resources provided 10 the children under their care, This meam
that this could not be viewed as an example of the Residential Masagers actions prejudicing e
receipt of additional funding as the Mazaes repoet implies.

Rexponse to propesed Ingwiry

Table 3 of Appendix | shows that there were two time periods when an Inquiry was suggested,
1951 and 1967,

In the case of the proposed 1951 Inguiry, the docemonts | have seen suggest that the Schools did
have concerns but that these wese primarily about the scope of the Inguiry. For example in o
leter dated 6 May 1951" the Association of Resident Managees stated that the Assoclation had
beld “lomg and earmest comideration”™ 10 proposals for an Ingeiey into schools but the
Association “resvained anallered in their opinion that the terma of reference of the enguivy are
00 wide and inclwde radjects which they do mot consider relevant 1o the question at buwe™.

It goes on to sy that whilit opposed 10 the Eaquiry the Association bas “no sdfection to any
asthortved officials of Govermment Departments wiriting the Schools in order to mabe
themelves aoguaninted with the factwal comditions existing in thew™

T Docasert 4
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However the trall of coerespondence ends in May 1951 s0 | am unable 1o fully undorstand what
happened.  Nevertbeless | do sote that in March 1952 the Department of Education granted
additional fmding ca the basis of the request mads by the Schools i the peior year'',

Gives that s increase was awanded | cannot currenily sec sy basis for the suggestion that this
it an example in sepport of Mazany” allogation that “the Resident Mamagers oppesed schomer or
actions that migit bave provided additional fanding for fear of loss of independence'™. | would
also noto that the Minister specifically advised the Orders that the Ingeiry was sot insended 10
extend the State’s role'’, 50 it would seem ilogical for the Orders © have believed that
independence was s bssue at this time,

In any case, | cam soe no reason why the Institutions would not wish to retain and safeguard
their independence in respect of property rights and I am ueclear why Mazaes have raised this a
2 point of significance. | understand thas this was & commeos feature of all bevtintions, sech as
hospitals and education in the community, which were rum by religious bodies af that time.

Alleged imcemtive w heep children in Schows

Al page 36 Mazars refer %0 the capatation grant being an mcentive for Residont Masagers to
keep children when they had a suitable home 10 go to. However | understand that the decision
as to whether 1o release a child lay with the Departmest of Edecation not the school, Therefore
while the opinion of the school would be taken isto accoust the Department would make e
decision,

Maxzaes has provided no evidesce 10 support this seggestion that schools kept childres for
financial reasons despite them haviag a seitable home to go 10, which, | would suggest, is quite
a serioos allegatscn.

In fact | note that the 1936 Cussen Report stated that: “Ju same Indsstrial Schools children are
resained o the sole expense of the school beyomd the age of 16 years — the present age for
discharge - 30 @1 to undergo special courses of training’”.  This would seem difficult %0

Sty privee wnl coofldentinl Priviieped 15
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reconcile with the implicht suggestion that Resident Managers placod the resention of the
capitation grant above the best interests of the child.

1 understand that e solicitors for the Sisters of Mercy have provided the Commission with
detalls of the numbers of childres who were discharged before the expiry of their detention
period, and that this is a relatively high percentage.

Respovesiblliry for penviony

1 was surprised 1o read Mazars' conclusion at page 47, suggesting that: “pension enitlements
aned 30 on fill 10 be dealr with by the Orders™, given el comments at pages 37 and 38 which
acknowledge the complexity of this issee, and the evidence Bt individeal lay teachers soem 1o
bave beem comsidered for pensians by the Stage.

hm»u&ﬁb-“d&mm-mm-mﬁhhmﬂ
peneral peemsine that the State “outsourced”™ the rusning of the schools to the Orders, in spite of
the fact that thero & evidence chsewhere in their report which potentially conrmdicts this.

The description of an “outsourcing™ arrangement
Sectiom 3 of the Mazars report concludes by describing the relatiomsbip between the Stule wd
the Individual Orders a5 a form of “outsowrcing”™.

Whilst 1 have o particular issue with the use of the phrase “outsourcing”, | weuld note that it
covers & large variety of arangements and s not, of leself, particularly illuminating. What is
vital in understanding smy outsouecing arrangement is the detall of the allocation of duties and
libiliti

Certainly | would not accept Mazars contention that there are “a muwber of things [which]
might be deemed to follow™", from their sealysis of the relationship as mm ocatsourcing
mrangsment.

in particular | have slrsady commented sbove that their conclusion that pemainn entitiements fall
10 be dealt with by the orders i 0ot suppocted by the evidence which is inclodod within thew
Teport.

" Page 47 of S Maars rpott
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1 would also point out that Mazars views oo the approach 1o the treatment of the property of fhe
Orders, which is also based on this assumgtion that there was an “outsomrcing™ arrsngement, is
not conskstent with the evidenco which | have seen. As | discuss further in Section 4, | have not
woen any evidence that there was over a cloar agroement on the respective respossibiiities of the
State and the Ordees n relation 10 peoperty assets used in the Schools, bet there i certainly hile
doubt that the State dxf make coneributions to the capital costs associated with property.

In the case of pession liabilities and property siscts, it seems 0 me that Mazars have drawn
conchusions which mre not supported by the actual evidence.  They appesr 10 be using the
concept of “outsrescing”™ 10 justify these conclusions in the face of contradictory evidence, but
“outsourcing” covers wech & variety of arrangements that | do not believe their conclusions on
these matters o valid

Steuctly provete snd conlidential Privileged 17

© 3% B bt A0 rghn -t



.12

413

a4

ABCD
Kot om flawmcinl mariers refstiag 0 S Vinoear's Indusirial
Schaol ot Goddenbridpe
A repwet 3o e Comminnion propared by Torence O 'Rewrle. ¢
Parteer e KFMG

Foremax:
Devember J006

The Capitation System

In this section | have set cat my comments on the Section 4 of the Mazars repoet where they
consider the adequacy of the capitation rates paid 10 the Schools. This coasiderstion ncladed a
comparison of the capitation rate against a number of benchmarks.

I do not accept that the evidence | have soen sspports the conclusioas of the Mazans repoet,
which is that the capetation grant was sulfickent over the period 10 maintsis a child or s & follow
on iowe that the capitation prast was sufficient for the Institutions.

In my view the flawed conclusion that e capitation grant was safliciess, combined with the
penerad acknowledgement that the Schools were efficiently run, could only lead & reader 10 the
conchusion that the Owders chose 10 beoefit themselves at the expense of the childeen placed =
their case. Whillst this 3 never explicitly stnied ia the Mazars report it is the clear implication
which | draw and ooe which | would see as very serioss. Gives this seriousness | woald have
expocted a sigeificantly Mgher standard of evidence to have been provided.

1 detail the reasons for my disagreomont with the conslusion below but in summary 1 believe:

o Ty Woking st the position in summary over a long time period, Marars report has the effect
of ignoeing significant changes within that period which would have impacted oo the

o Mazs assume that capital capenditare was pot 1o be fnded from the capitation grant, but
this assumpeion sppears 10 be highly dubloes;

o The benchmarks which have been used 10 axsess whether funding from the capitation grant
was adoquate &re not apgeopeiate. The most appropriate benchmark and the one which is
wsed most frequently (n the comempormmecss documentation @ a comperison with the grant
in the Unbed Kingdom. The sesults shown by this obvious compermor, which shows that
the capitation grant in Ircland was significantly underfunded by comparison, has been
ignored by Mazaey;

e Mazars conchesion that the capitation grant was sdequate i not supported by a proper
review of the relevant evidence and it & also inconsistent with comemporaneoss evidence.

1 have also briofly commented on some other potential comparators which might shed light on
the adequacy of the capatation grast, and which, based cn the limited evidonce 1 have boen able
to obtads on them, yuggests that they are worthy of further mvestigation by the Commission.
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Use of summary data over the time period
| have concerns wnder this beading in relation to three areas examined by Mazaey:

o The cashfiow requirements of the School;

o The growth in capitation grants; sed

o The comperison of capitaton grast growth with inflatie.
1 deal with each below.

Delgyed cashflow

1 do not beleve that the Mazars report grves seflicient weight W the problems which may have
been faced by the Schools in tetma of their cashflow. Whilst the report notes' that there were
delays in the provisson of funding by the local authorities, # is apparent from the evideoce that |
Bave seon that tis was a very significant issve.

To explain this in comtext, whilst & st of Accounts may show a swplus of mcome over
expenditure over the course of the yoar, the School would only be “in funds™ if all of the income
were received. 1f the funds were not roceived thes the School faced the chokee of cuming cosn
oe incurring debe o suppliers.

As esely as 190 | have soen evidence of the problems cassed by the slow payment by local
autheritios and in a memo from the Association suggesting that the Governmsent should pay the
full grant and them itself soek the relevant fusds from the local sudorities”’,

1 have also seem a document from 1949 which sets out the level of debts of various schools™. |
note in particular St Goldenbridge had debts of £1,138, which would be equivalest 10 about
€40,000 in current terms’".

In 1950 the Assecistion soted™ that in the previous year 37 Schools were “wnable fo pay thele
wity” (this is presumably a combimation of insdequate capitation grants asd slow payment). It

" Page 49 Mazses repon

' Deocwaenn 3¢

" Docwment 13
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points out that whilst some Schood were able %0 avold » deficit this vimply meant they bad cut
costa.

Capleation gramt growth
Mazars note” that capitation grants increased oo an irregular basks.

They go on % say that this reflected the adversarial nature by which mncreases where made. |
think this reference 1o the adversarial nature potentially oversimplifies what sppears to me to bo
a mach more complex situstion, and would note that Mazars themscives have noted elsewhere
that the Department of Edecation wes supportive of the case for increases, somctimes in
opposition %o the Department of Finance.

For example in 1951 & Department of Education note referred 10 the Minister's desire for an
Inguiry at that time being prompied by his “sersggle for an increvae of gront”™ because he was
sot prepaeed 1o leave matters, where the Schools had only obtained half the grants requested™,

I would also note that over a period of thirty years, there would have been a nusber of different
Ministers of Fducation ssd of Finance, each of whom would have had &iffering sttinudes (o the
Schools, and differing relaticnships with each other. Mazars comments abost an adversarial
relationshap must be a somewhat simplistic geaeralisation of a complex set of relationships.

1 have notod numeross examples of the Schools suffering long delays in geting inceeases
swarded For example im 1951 shere is reference t a wait for a decision of over one yesr™ sad
 letter fram the Association to the Minister of Education in 1964 refers 1o the fact that no
increase had boen swarded since 19587

Whatever the reasces, it cao be seen that the level of gramt did not increase steadily and again |
believe this will have had significant implications for Se Schools.

Reading the correspondence available 10 me it appears that whilst there was some recognition in
Government that the Schools were seffering financially, it was often necessary for the Schools

= Pags 54 of Muzan repor

= Pags 30 of Muzan report
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1w demonstrate this before funds could be provided, and this need for evidence of hardship
forss the backidrop to the issue of the request for accounting information, svidenced in Table |
%0 Appendix | sbove.

This may have had the result that the Schools had to demenstrate the need for additional funds,
which were then provided 10 2 level sufficient 10 meet the bistoric deficit. In the mesntime, of
course, costs would have comtioued 10 fise 50 thet, once again, the School was in deficit and so
on.

1t mest also have been difficult fe Schools %0 plan expenditure against the backdrop of kag
wummhwmuwmﬂmwm
be provided.

Capitstion versus inflation -
Exhibit 2 to the Mazars repoet™ shows that it was sot sntil 1957 shat the rale of change in the
capitation grant exceeded the rte of change in the general price level.

I note also the significant increase i 1969 which Mazws are unable %o explaia”. 1 understand
that the season for this increase was that it was & the time when the Kennedy Report was being
complied (1967 ~ 1970) which was widely expected to be critical of the lovel of fending ™

This may have bees cecognition s this time that the amount of the grast was inadequate and an
attempt o anticipste the findiags of the Kennedy Report which recognised that the financial
peovision had been “totally inadeguate™.

It shoukd be emphasised that the fact that the rate of change from 1957 exceeded inflation,
should not be taken 1o mess that the flnmacial situation setomatically improved.

Fiewtly, it would take some time for the Schooks 10 overcome the probloms caused by a number
of years when the capitation grant trailed general price rises. Figures are not avallable pre-1939
but Exhibit 2 10 the Mazars report does show that there were 17 years between 1939 and 1957 10
effectively cach sp foe

™ Page 33 of the Muzars repert

" Page 34 of the Mazan repert
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Secondly, | understand that from the Iate 1950°s the sumbers of pupils was fallieg i toaal
scross all schools. This would mean that whilst the capitasion grant was mcreasing, St would
be offset for some institutions by & decline m numbers ssch that their mcome woshd oot have
grown al the same e as the increase (n the capitation grant.

The documentation t the time demonstrates what a serious issue this was for Schools, bat it &
cne which is not given sy sigaificant consideration by Mazars. From the late 1950's e
impact of falling pupil nemsbers in the context of a capitaticn grunt system had boen identified as
20 issue by the State and the Schools themselves™.

There were discussions sound this issue and e cvidesce suggests that the Schools were
mmnmm‘. As | mentioned in Section 2, it i perhaps surprising
bmﬂnnm&.‘ntﬂ-‘mwunh“hpﬂudugm
sumbers had been identified.
hwmh““mp“npﬂ“nnh*”m
falling would bave had the effect of coustering any beosft in inflationary increases and this is
not, in ey view, given emough weight in Maxars mnalysis.

I sections of their report they stress the advantages 10 the schoels of “economies of scale™ but
they {24l 1o draw attention %o the contrary Impact as sumbers fell

Exclusion of capital expenditure from copltation granf

Mazars have considered the issue of who was respoasible for capital expenditure at the Schools
in several mreas of their roport, and it appears to be their conclusion that:

“Ir is owr understanding that the application of fo lodping emcomparies maltenance
and repalr conts but not sigifican? capiial 2

For the reasons set out below | find thix conclusion difficult to comprebend

in accounting feemy it is often difficeRt 10 decide at what point malstenance and repaies should
be considered capital in patere. To 204 a further uncertainty (as Mazars peopose), in the form of

" Docaments 16, 3. 41 and 4S5
" Soq for sxemple Docamest 4}
" pags 67 of Masars report
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uwuuwwuwmmmm
meaningless.

This conclusion s also inconsistent with the appeoach which Mazars have taken when sclecting
beachmarks % determine whether the capitation grant was adequate, Al pages 51 and 52 of
Mmﬂhyﬂmck&ik.ﬂ-ﬂﬂdﬁ“hqu
expendiee i not inchadod mmm—tthqﬂwd
oven an invigaificant nature.

Mﬁmm.mmhumwwmm
contemporaneous evidesce which 1 have seem. It secmss 30 me that whilst there was some
discuision abowt the soed for specific capital gramts, in the sbsence of thews and without
mmmwwummuwhmw
Mu»mudummum.tﬁ-—muhm
come from.

The 1946 scheme was described 3% being for the “provision of gramts for building i
Md[ummm-ﬂnpﬂdammd
provision of equipmest for vocational training™"

mmaum—am»mmuumnw”muu
MM“DWWW‘MW”W
training. As an accowstant | would definitcly comsider both of these #ems 10 be inherently
wwmuwwmhmmwmnﬁ-
o impeovements to assets rather than the upkeep of existing assets.

MMbTﬂZdMl.*&thdﬁhhm&
amount which had been provided by the schems was subsumed into the capitation grant. The
Clrcular which snnounced this change stated:

* Docerers 2 and 9
* Dacwnwent 9
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“Thiz dncrease Is being given on the clear waderstanaling that the School Managers shall accept
lighility for any building and repalr works amd the provision for equipment for vocoional
MM*MWW)'MMM

The cedy implication to be drawn from Bis sppean %0 me 1o be that the capitation grase,
certalnly from this point on, was intended 1o include funds for whatever capital expenditure the
Mimister of Education determuned was necossary.

This view is farther strengthoned by e fact that many of the requests for mcreases in the
capitation grant by the Associstion and other documents refer 10 the roquiroment for what 1

In addition 10 the evidence provided by thel946 Scheme, Mazars themsetves sote”” that the
Siate Authorities themselves permitiod capitation grants 10 be appliod derectly to capital costs or
to the discharge of borrowings for capttal perposes in other cases.

1 nm therefore oatircly snable 10 understand how Mazars coald be of the view that capital
expenditure was not inchuded within the capstation graat.

1 would also note that 1 flad their suggestion™ that since the besefle of the capital expeaditure
sccrund %o the Orders, even after the Schools were chosod, then the Stase should not have funded
all or indeed nmy Capital Work, o be sémplistic.

Fiently it was only late i the period that the Schooks or the State would have been aware that the
Schools were fikely 1o close, and secondly | would question whether the provision of funding
for mprovements %0 2 School would be of sny long term beaefit 10 the Order in any cave after
the School chosed. In the case of Goldentridge foe example the building was demolished sflcr it
ceaod %0 be wed as 3 school.

The expendinere incerrod # Goldendeidge had been extensive and inchuded invtallation of
central beating, improved kitchen facilitics and splitting the School into units, bt the Sisters of
Mercy obtained no beaefit for this expenditure on clovee of the School.

" Decwmen 13

* See Doosaets 15, 14, 275, 2K, 4, 316 and 47
™ Page 52 of Mazars mpon

" pupe 52 of Maaary repont
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Selection of benchmarks

Mazan bave used four beachmarks i support of thelr conclusion that the capitation grast was
adequate for the noeds of the children. These are:

o Average Household Income;

o Child Sspport Payments;

o Unemployment Benefit; wad

o Typical household expenditure ca chidd mamtonance.

For reasons set out below | do not baliove that any of these provide the best comparstor for the
capitetyn giast.

Mazars have included information cn the level of capiation gram in Britain, bet they consider
that this may not bo s appropriale comparator due to differing economic conditions between
Beitain and Ireland, snd poteatial differences in the management ssructure of Schools. 1 believe
thet e potential tswee of differing econoesic conditions is casily ovescome, and consider that
the rosel provides e moat obviows s transpareet beachmark. It was certainly e benchmark
which was most often cited in the contemporansous docemests which 1 have soen, a5 discussed
further in 4.1.46 below,

1 s also aware that the Staines report, commissioned by the Commission™, specifically
addrowad the isue of the health status of children tn the Irish Industrial Schools, pastly by
reference 10 a compartive study of chikdren in Irish Industrial Schooks with English children in
the same age beacket.

Similaely [ understand San solicions acting for the Sissers of Mercy have asked the Commission
%0 slarify why certam other comparators, which they believe (o be refevant, were sot appareatly
considered. These inchade:

¢  Boarding Schools m lreland in the period 1939 10 1969;
o Modern resideatial child care facilities; or

Mo An wonssent of The ek stanes of chilin detained & Irish Induatrial Schooly 19401990
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. mm&uwummummw.m
care for childres st @he same tme as Goldenbridge:

1 would agres that cach of these potentisl comparaton wosdd bave been valuable and would in

mh“wﬁdm&m“““hm-ﬂbmw

Mazars.

The cely information which | have boen able 1o sbtsis in relation to these potential comparson
concemns the cost of modern residential child care facilition. This information -

o An lrith Times seticle daned 12 October 2006, which indicates that the average cout of
maintaining & young person at St Joseph's School i Clonmel was betweoen €151,000 snd
233,000 depending on average capacity™;

o Information provided by the Sisters of Mercy"' which shows that the cost of 11 childres in
residential care within the North Wostern Heal® Boasd during 2002 cost €2 Amillicn, which
would eguate 1o approximately €218,000 per child,

. MW&MS&!MM‘“M“W&VW!C&M
Care Centre had total costs in the year ended 31 December 2002 of €5.175million, which
covered 43 children who were in occupsacy spproximately 51.6% so 56.6% of the time,
This equates 10 a cost per full time resident of €212.000 so €231,000.

Thés suggests that » figure a litthe over €200,000 is the current cost of maimaining & child = 2

residential facilny.

[ caleulate that this woold equate to €16,260 in 1969 purchasing power or €4,400 in 1939, In
comparison the capitation grant for those years for an Industrial School was €344 per anmum i
1969 and €41 in 1930%

Alematively wiig the capitation grant as af 1968, which was €5.24 per week (or €272.48 per
anmem) and expressing It In curreat valoes would give s figwre of €3,633 per msnum as at 2005,
as compared o the actual cost of malataining a child in a residentinl faciltiy which exceeds
€200,000"

* Dozt 39

* Decwosem 00

“ Decursent 61

“ The Prnchwsing Power of €1 31 2003 ix oqarvabest b €0 022 in 1939 snd €0.081 n 1969, O put anethe way, e
2008 €1 seads w bw avided by 6.4 % give the 1959 cpevalent of 123 %0 give the 1965 aquiveient. Soe Muchasng
Powet indes & Dostment 67

* Figures for Cupiathon Gran tikoen ar 52 thees the woeklly smousss shewn on Page |59 of the Mazws rgon

S esE wadue s 7 Sent of 2005 valee. Thenctos the 1968 valac soods 1 be sadtiphed By 1007 3 ar 1330
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Whilst these cakeulstions we dbased oo limited evidence, they raise weflicient inferest mad
concern to sugges! that additional evidesce could usefully be sought by the Commission co
these seggested arcas of comparison,

Average Household Income

The fiest henchmark discussed by Mazars is the average household income per head whese
Mizars conclude that “cpiiation payments were comparadie 10 the likely available lncome per

Before examining whether s is an appropriste benchmark | do not accept than this conslusion
Is an accurute reflection of the calculations performed by Mazars.

Exhibit 3 of the Mazars report which sets out Mazaes cakulations (which | have sot been sblke 10
check at this stage) shows that for 29 of the 31 yeses for which data is provided the Income per
Capita exceeded the Capitation Grant © an fsdustrial School.  The comparison shows that
Reform School capitation was somowhat higher than that for Indestrial Schools. The caly years
when the position wes reversed for Industrial Schools were 1957 sad 1969, The reasoos for the
improvement i 1969 are dncussed elsewhere and in my view it can be ignored.

In the graph below | bave shown the data taken from Exhibit 3 of the Mazars report for the
period 1939 10 1968 snd with an expanded scale 1o the graph 1o allow the reader %o e the
rosults more clesely, This highlights the almost contineous shortfall between the capitation
grant fior Indsstrial Schools and average hossehold income.

* Page 88 of Massrs repont
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Whillss not explicitly acksowledging the implication that Exdéba 3 i not consistent with thelr
conclusion, Mazars do provide two suggestions”’ which could be wsed 10 forestall any criticiem
by statieg that the capitation amount shoeld be more Shan adequate as:

*  Aduls would conseme and spend more than children: and

o That sisce the children in the Instintions woald be from lower secio-economic groups then
the capitation payments would be likely 10 exceed their living stesdacds price to going imo
the Institution.

Na actual evidence is provided in seppoet of efther of these contenticns.

In summary the statistical evidence produaced by Mazars in Exhibit 3 does not support their
statod comclusion.  As the graph sbove shows the Industrial School capitation grant was
sgnificantly lower than the amosst Mazses have cakulated a5 household income per head.
Their conclusion could only be justified on the basis of two sasmptions for which they have
produced no evidence.

In any cxse | do not believe that the we of this beochmark is valsd.

T Page 19 of the Masens srpont
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The comparisom fails to take scoomst of the fact that in a “nocmal’ househoM the primary care
givers (o the children are the parents and that supervision of the childeen is provided free of
charge. In addition %o this, the children who were in these Intitutions were often troobled and
would therefore have roguired a higher level of care than the average child. 17 those costs had
been factored nto the calculation thea the level of capitation for Industrial Schools wosld lag
the lovel of howsehold expenditure even moee than shown in the graph above.

Child yuppors payssents

Mazars themselves acknowledge™ that child support payments are an mcome sipplement sd
wo not intended 1o meet the full maintenance costs of a child.

| cannot therefere undentand why they have considered them as & compearator,

Given that the c¢hild suppoet payssent wes sever intended 10 deal with 2 large vember of the
costs 10 be covered by the capitation grant # would be no surprise if Exhibit S to the Mazars
report showed that the capitation grant was higher. However it sppeary that Exhibit § does mot
nctually show the level of child support, but rather the level of unemployment benefit.

i can be seen from Page 156 of the Mazars report that the level of Child Suppoet wa
significanely Jower than Unemployment Benefit for all of the years 1939 to 1952 sad therefore
Exhibit § is significantly misleading as &t stands.

The corren rate of child wpport payment in Ireland is €150 4 month for the flrst child (and
second child and €185 2 month for the thied child,™ (equivalest to €1 800 - €2,220 per anwem)
In my epinion this could not be considered in amyway adequate o lodge, clothe and foed a child
quite apert from the other coats that the capitation amount had %o cover. As | have discussed In
4.3.8, the current level of costs for childeen in state care appesrs 1o be in the order of €200,000
per asnum,

“ pPages 89 of Mazan repont
* Unenployment Beneflt wan 158 times ¢ level of Cheld Sopport i 1959, fslling o twice the level by 19350
* Chnid Soredit rate Sroem Apest 2008

Strictly provete and confidetal Provikeged 2
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| also noee that the level of both family allowance sad the dependents allowance which is added
10 sneeployment and other benefits m respect of the first child = the UX (“child dependants
benefit”) were sigaificantly kower than the level of capitation grant paid™. For example:

o Document 16a shows that in 1950 the capiastion grant m Approved Schools was £5-4-9 per
head por week in England and Wales and £4-15-0 la Scotland. The rate of family allowance
in the UK ot this time was £0-5-0 snd the child depeadants beaeflt was £0.7.6;

o Document 35 shows that in 1957 Schools in Northern lreland recelved £4.8.0 and that
scheol buildings were provided out of public funds. The rate of family sllowance in the UK
! this time was £0-8-0 and the child dependants bonefit was £0-1 1-6;

o  Document 51b shows that the rate pald 10 Schools in Northemn Iroland was €11-18-1 in
Jarmary 1967, At this time the rate of family allowance in the UK was £0-8.0 and the child
dependants benefit was £1-2-6; and

o Document 56 soggests that the rate paid 1o Schoals in Northern Ireland by October 1967 had
incressed o £1696. The rwe of family allowance i the UK £0-8-0 and the child
dependants benefit was £1-10.0.

The sbove figures show that the lovel of capitation payment in the UK was hugely in excess of
the level of child sepport equivalent payments. This suggests that child suppeet s not
approgriate comparison, and that, if Mazars analysis demomstrates a close correlation in Ireland,
thes that suggests that the kevel of capitation grant was not adequate.

For the reasons set out above | do not think that this comparator is of sny relevance,

Unempioyment benefit

Mazars then compars the capitation grant 10 unemployment benefit. | would suggest that this s
not & reasonable comparaior,

The same considerations which | have discussed above in relation 1o the average family income
woakd apply 10 this compuriscn, 1t fails to take iato account the natere of the costs implicit in
russing the institution, partcularly the child core aad recreational costs.

" Docuent 63
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In additica those entithed % unemploymest beoefit may have been eatitled other benefits, for
example medical care m later years,

1 have a0 compared the Jevel of unemployment benefit in the UK during the period with the
Sevel of capltation grant pald theee. Clearly |f Maznrs are comrect in believing the comparison
with unemployment besefit 10 be & good one, thes # would be expecied 80 apply to the UK =
well

In fact the level of unemployment benefit in the UK" was significantly less than the capitation
grant paid 10 Industrial schools. For example:

¢ Deocument 162 shows that in 1950 the caplation graet in Approved Schools wes £5.4-9 per
head per woek in Exgland and Wales and £4-15-0 in Scotland. The e of unemployment
benefit Sor 2 single porson af this time was £1-6-0;

¢ Document 353 shows that in 1957 Schools in Northers Ireland received £4-8-0 and thae

school buildings were provided out of peblic fends. The rate of unemploymest beoefit in
the UK for & siagle person af this thme was £2.0.0,

o Document S1b shows that Be raie pakd 1o Schooks is Norderm beland was £11-18-1 in
Jwmuary 1967 Al this time the rate of snemployment benefit @ the UK for a single person
was £4-0-0; and

*  Document 56 sugpests that the rate paid 10 Schools in Northern Ireland by October 1967 bad
increased 10 £16-9.6. The rate of wsemployment benefit for a single person was £4-10-0,

All of the above comparisons demonstrate (o me that the comparison of wsetnployment bonofit
with capitation grants is not valid The fact that Mazars analysis shows a close correlstion
botwoen the two in Iroland, provides clear evidence to me that the level of capsation grast was
modeguate. The UK evidence indicates that the capitation grant there was & multiple of seversl
themes the ssemployment bosef# level.

Unemployment benefit cannot, i my view, be a valid comparisom % the capitation gram which
was provided to the Institutions to cover all elements of & child's care Including fll time care
conty

Sty private ssd (onlidentind Priviegel k1]
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Expenditure vn Child Maintemance

Mazars compare the capitation grant 1o expesditure on child maimenance based on the 196566
Household Budget Survey and on a similar CSO Hosschold Budgst Survey in 1951752 The
conclusion belng that as e Jevel of child mastenance in a typical homchold is less than the
capitation grant then the level of capitation grant is adequate.

In commen with the other benchmarks | have discussed above this analysis draws no distisction
between the cost of rassing a child in a typical howsebold and the costy of running sa Institution
1o care for the chiddren. This benchmark is theeefore, i my opimion, also flawed

In addition | have concerns sbout the calculations which sspport Mazars' conchusions.

The underying deta for e first part of the compariscn, the Houschold Budget Survey for
1965766 raises isvoes in iself It is based on & relatively small sample of howseholds and,
perbaps because of the vagaries of the semple, it throws ep some weusuad results. For example
the Survey shows that families composed of two adults ssd three children spead less in sl
than families composed of two adults and two childres.

I have not found it possible 10 verify Marzars' calculations but | understand that they have
selected cortain of the costs acluded in the Survey and excluded others which they do sot
coasider relevant 10 the comparison. Whilst this makes sense 1 would nose that one of e jlems
which is included is education, but | cansot believe that the amount mcluded in the Howchold
Budget Swrvey, which would be the amount spent by the sample population divectly om
education, would equale (o the full costs of education incurred by the Schools.

Sumilarly it s not possible 1o verify the acoumacy of Mazars' calcelations or the validity of
which coss have been incloded and which excloded in celstion to the 1951/52 Survey
summarised in Exhibit B | have soted however that in selecting the appropriate benchmark,
Mazars wsed $he bouscholds with seven or more members, rather than the average of all
households. | calcwbste that had they used the later figere the level of expendinere would be
In any case, the table st Page 159 of the Mazars report shows that the average expenditure per
person which has been cakulated is higher than the capitation grant for the whole of the period

= Doswment 41
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from 1939 until 1964, The scale of this gap is cortainly not immediately apparent from the
Geaphs at Exhibit 3a snd $b. Both of these graphs appear to show that the level of capitation
preet rose above the level of average expenditure per persom prior to 1964, so | can ocaly
conchude that the Graphs are incorrect.

Covwparison of capltation grant bn Ireland to capitation grant in the UK

4343 Mazans inchede™ & comparison of the capitation grant in Ireland 10 Shat i England and Wales
and that in Scotland.

4344 Whilsr this shows a sigaidfican gap between the grant in Ireland and those in the other countries,
Mazars have dismissed fhin s 2 valid comparative on the basis that leeland was a poorer
economy.

4345  In my opinion this comparison is far more valid then the other benchmarks wsed by Mazan
which | have discussed above. [t is the only comparator where thero can be confidence that
similar costs are being covered

4346 | also note that it was a comparison which was made throughost the period under review by the
Assoclazion and by the State. In the Table below | have ssmmuarised the comparisons which [
Bave noted:

Table 4.1: Comparisons made with capltation in UK / ather countries
Decument Date Comparises made

hrw 1950 Captusion gran s 19 Shilings. Haglond and Waler £5-4-9 snd Scotland
4154 In privie wolustary schools o Englaad & s £2-13-4 (Refkronce
o Noethers belund cannet be scen on the copry bebl)

July 1947 Assocstion bs secking e ncroase of £2 10 £3.10 per woek. Northern
relend gets £4-5-0 phas schood budding are provided there out of peblic
fards

Sopt 1957 Rafers 1o UK noes for Approved Schooks which s s e onder of (567
por work ootnpioed 10 & praposal 10 inaseese [ridh nies 1 approncenandy
o

My 1965 Rofers 1 S rates Being “scamtdly prowsind™ coerpared w0 UK end NJ
redd et “The grants arv misevabls whew compored with thane pasd by the Wesrers
Luropean cswecrier” - aldoagh it noses e complalan se bmsed O the
soniee hoys schoos and a few of the 00w sbools.
“The low prantr grves %o there motinions compare rery snfinosrub) w ik
e given in mont. | et ol edher Enrupean commrier™
e Jen 19T Compared 0 Northern Ireland. Masntesance & £3-7-4 compuend t £33
181 in Northom beland and b sldition Norfhern Ireland recotves & laege
ravher of vther bovefits

P OF Ry

" Pages 64 124 64 Masans report
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b Owwober  Nowhern Ireland pets £165.6 per bhead Beland £3-7-4 per bead
1987

I have seem 0o evidence of amy other comparison 1o the capitation grant being offered in the
coatemporaneous corvespondence.  Nor have | seen asyone rejocting the comparison on the
grounds proposed by Mazars

In ceder o take accouwnt of the difference in living standseds | have compared the weekly
Indestrial carnings for lreland as set out in Exhibit 3 on page 5% of Mazses repont, with $e
weekly average groes weokly earnings for a male employed in masual labow in the UK™. This
shows that over the period 1940 to 1968 (1939 and 1969 not svailable), that UK camings were
botween 40% aad | 10% higher than those in lrekand.  On average the UK carnings were $7%
Bigher. My calcalations are set out in Appondix 2.

1 have not been provided with the back-up 10 Exhibiz 9 of the Mazsn roport 5o am saable &
peovide ma accarme calcslation of the gap between the figures for Ireland and for Esglasd and
Wales and for Scocland. But | note St Mazars scknowlodge at page 66 of thelr repoet that eves
from 1939 1 1947 there was & gap with Ireland and Scotland being about $0% of those for
England and Wales. They soto that the gap between Irelasd snd the UK opened up from 1948,

Cloarly the gaps between average carnings i Ireland and the UK s sowhere near as large as
the discrepancies between the capitation grasts noted in Table 4.1 sbove which see s the order
of 300% or more.

Invalid conclusion
It & clear from my comments above that these is significant evidance which contradices the
findings of Mazars that the capitation grant was sufficiont %o maintain a child.

1 sl find it surpeising that Mazars bave reached such a conchesion when there is so much
costemporssocus evidence which suggests that the capitation grant was inadequate.

I have seen many examples of the Schools or the Association complaining of the isadoquacy of
the grant and this being supported by representatives of the State. A semmary of thess

Saricaly privase s oos Odevial Provideged 34
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references in amached at Appendix 3. This is supporied by the evideace of Schools numing up
significant debts.
For example in 1951 the Minister had not been prepared 1o accept an increase s the capitation

of the Dopeartment of Finance face o foce with the roalities in the Schools

Similarly i 1963 an intenal Department of Education sote states ia relation 8o the recent
increase that the Minister felt it fell shoot of what was required snd wenl on o sote that: “¥ i
the opinion of the Minister that these schools are remdering @ service 1o the community which
wmerits & much greater state sadvestion than is currently provided™

In her testimony %o the Childcare Commission, Ms Bridget McMass, Secectary General 1o the
Department of Education states”

“The Kennedly Report in 1970 accepted that the residentiol mamagers were foced with the sask
of ruwing the bestitwtions on an inadequate flnanchal provishon.  This level of financial
prevision had 10 be a factor bn the quality of care provided

Ms McManus quotes from a Department Officials note 50 the Minister in 1967 who had stased
that the Department of Educetion was!

“In mo peition to defesd ity ackiewments a1 for ax the size of gront goes "

Ms McMasss thes stases:

“there would have been @ fall acceptance that we fell @ higher level of fanding was justified
The Kennedy repor itsedf stased

“Thus the Managers in charge of the schools were firced with the sask of running the (nstirations

on @ totally inadeguate financial provision and were forced fo sapplement their Incomes by
whatever means porvidie so enadle thelr work to contimue.

1 harve boen able 1 evasbCinh from the aebwrtion provided b me that Masary cxlcalation ot Iabidi 1 s bassd o0

;&mmummmm—numumumun-
»
* Putise tranacript of evidenss of My Bridget MeMames © the Comentasion 10 baquire iets Onld Abuse, 12 Jase
2004, £3:29
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What way worse was that the services avallable 1o children were, of necexsity, of @ rather
Imised matwre. When the cost of mecessivies had been deducted there was latle if any et over

Jor provivion of those extra compensatory facilities which are considered mecessary for the
rehabilitarion of deprived children ™ =

In is understood that the large increase in the prant in 1969 was a recognition by the State afier
many years that the position had to be rectified.

1f one nccepts that the rate which was agreed in 1969, which represented a 100% increase, was
bused on a reasonable assessment of the amount required at that time then & must be the case
Wt in all earlier years the capetation grant was wholly inadequate.

Given evidence that the Ststz recognised that the grant was not sufficient sad that the Kennedy
report of 1969 came to the same view in forthright serms | find Mazars conclusion that the gram
was adoquate is difficult 10 reconcile with the evidence wivich | have seen.

* Documers 38
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St Vincent's Industrial School - Goldenbridge

Background ~ information available

In Section 2 | noted that the sbsence of information and the fisct that there is no-one 1o shed light
on what information & available, will inevitably cause problems in peodecing meaningful
financial ssalysis,

In the case of Goldenbridge, | have noted that not all financial information has been abde 1 be
recoverod. In particular, income and expenditure accounts are only available from 1951 w0 1969
and for four of those years (1957, 1960, 1968 and 1969), accounts are oaly svailable for 6 of the
12 months.

1 am also not certain on what basis the accounts were prepared, and this & very important,
Nommally accounts are pespared 0o what is called the accruals dasls, which mesns Bat e
accounts show all of the incomse earned sad expenditure incurred in & period, whether or sot the
cash amounts were received of pad within the period. The alernative to this is cash accounting
which would kave been common smongst non-commercial organisations in $e period. It
appoans more lkely to me that the Goldenbridge accounts are cash accoumss.

This has impoetsst implications Sor an analysis of whether funds were acssally svailable st any
point in time, becaune if accomty show a surples, it i sportant %o know whether that translated
mio a cash surplus in the poriod, or whether some of it represented income carsed bt not
necessarily paid. Given that the late payment of grams by local sutheeities was s ssue which
has boen referred to as cousing problems, it would be important 1 have establishod e position
s far a5 Goldenteidge wis concersed but this has not proved possible.

I also note that there is only limited information available in respect of bead making, and the
information that s available makes #t difficult in my view 10 deaw flem conclusions.

Because of the atsence of full infoemation, it & very importast St any review makes clear that
the conclusicas are based on limited information sod mvest therefore be illusarative at best.

Stnaly privete and coefideatal Provileged 17
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Basic errors with Mazars analysis

My review has highlighted & number of fundamental probloms with the ssalysis presented by
Mazars, the most important of which is that it simply does not add wp.

The table at 7.3, which shows 2 surples over the period 1951 1o 1969 of €42,008, cannot be tied
10 the detxiled summary of income and expesditure at Appendix XIV of their report. The
Appendix actually shows a surplus of €4.756, However if ane thes ries 10 check the accsrscy
of Appendix XIV a number of fether orroes are identified which render it completely
unreliable.

Fintly, the figures shown in respect of the individual items of expenditure in cach yoar do ot
8dd up 1o the total expenditure shown in any year.

Secoadly, Mazers have adopied an (Bogical and flawed approach w dealing with these years
where only sis month results aee svailable.  For two of the years, 1957 and 196K, they have
wcloded only the six month results, bet for the other two years, 1960 and 1969, they have taken
the six month results and doubled them.

1 am not satiafied that there is any logical resson 10 scoume that the Ralf year figurss can be
doabled 10 give the full yoar figeres, sod | cam see n0 reason why Mazars took two differont
approaches. My ows view would be that the correct approach is 10 inchade only the actual six
month figures provided bet note that the results for these four periods are incomplete.
Antached m Appeadix 4 &5 a calculation which my staff have prepared which shows the KPMG
calculation of the income and expeaditure together with that of Mazars.

Because of these basic eevoes in Maxars analysis, it Sollows that their tables of aalyses st pages
FEL 002, 115 s 116 soe sscorrect and cannot be relied upos.

1 have also been wmable to find evidence which supports Mazars calculation of the level of
capital expenditure at Goldenbridge which they stz 10 be €164,134. | have only been able w0
identify spproximasely €130,000 of capite] expenditure,
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Other issues with Mazars' conclusions

[ nddizion to the fact that many of the conclesions resched by Mazars are based oo flawed dats,
| atuo believe that some of their conclusions do not give & complete picture of e rituation &t
Goldenbridge. For example, they refer 10 & surplus over the period but do not ook to identify
when that surplus arose.

Whilst | recognise that sy ows findings are subject to the potentaal impact of the sciual results
in the two yesey (ie four times six meaths) for which sccousts we not available, Appendix 4
suggests that She bulk of the serphes arose during the lattor half of the 1960's. with the net
cumulative surphas from 1951 only rising above €10,000 in 1965, In earlier yoars there was 2
pattern of small swpluses which sugpests that the School was oporsting arcund bteeak even
level,

If it is belioved that the capitation grant was isadoguate, this must mean that the School was
taking action to “cut its cloth sccordingly”™.

T aboshd also point osn that seither mry analysis nor St of Mazses is clear oo what the opening
position was in 1951 and this is clearly important, since the existence of a bwge accummlated
surpdus or deficit would be of relevance. The only evidence | have soen is the reference to
Goldentridge having debes of £1,138 i 1949,

The mprovement in Se latter part of Bhe 19607 appeans o be due to e fact tat School
numbers imcreased which sook the School sbove break-even.  This appears 10 have beem
contrary to the trend across the coentry and | have not established why this was, or whether it
would have provided the School with confideace that this would continee.

Bead Making income

Mazars have undertaken sn analysis of the limited information available 10 the Commission in
relation %0 bead making income o Goldenbridge. The main mfiemation has come from eae of
the two companies for whom the beads were prepared oo a contract basis,

In sddition 1 tat sformation, Mazarm have reforred W ovidence fom the School resident
manager that cheqee of £50 were received by the school froes this activity and that this may
indicase a possible weekly level of camnings.

Sirietly privete endd confidestial: Privilegnd 9
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| assume that Mazars consider that the evideace i relation 1o these cheques supports thekr
conclusion that the income muy bave been £2.500 per ansem but | cannot see say hasis for
Mazars concluding that the £50 chegue was a possible weekly level of camings, s opposed 0
moathly or even foresaghtly.

Mazars have calculated a range of possible anausl incomes which range from £358, if 30
children were lavolved, up 10 £3,432, if 120 children were lnvohved | usderstand from the
Sisters of Mercy that they consider it more likely that the iscome was af the lower end of the
runge as bead making took place in one of the chassrooms which would place a limit on the
sumber of chaldren involved.

It sppears to me that Mazan” calculations ignore the following:

o | have bees advised by the Simers of Mercy that there wese quality Issues with the beads
peoduced and that the company wrote to the Sisters of Mercy in 1963 indicating that up o
50% of those produced were imoormect. The suggestion of quality issues is sepported s pert
by a dettor reforred to by the Commission™. Clearly any improperly propared decades would
Bave 10 be reworked and e Order would not receive sy payment for incorrect decades;

*  The assumpeion that the childrem mvolved worked 5 days a week, 52 weeks a year and
prodeced 60 decades a day ignores the holiday periods. 1 am advised that evidence will be
produced that the children would not work on bead ssaking for most of July and Asgust
when childres would cither be ot home or M Rathdrem, and that they &d sot make them ot
Christmas either. However there may have boen cocesions when they worked for six days
per week rather than five,

As previously nosed, | believe it is difficult to produce meaningful financial analysis due to the

lack of information, and that certaimly applies to the calculation of bead making mocme.

I do not believe thae the estimate made by Muears of £2.500 lncome per annum s reasomable

hased o0 the evidence which i available. The evidence from the Sisters of Mercy that caly one

classroom was available would load me 10 the view that perhaps 30 10 40 childeen would have
boen involved and that say figures calossted would need to be reduce 10 take acoount of the
queality issues and the periods of holidays.

If the figure of £358 represents 30 children working at full capacity, five days per wook, then it
might be reasoonble to roduce this 0 £500 to £700 10 take sccount on thewe other issues. This
would be oquivalent spproximately 2.5% 10 3.5% of the typical expenditure incurred by the
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School, and | note that there is evidence that the amounts ralsed, o least in the carlier years, was
used 10 fund the purchase of the holiday home ot Rathdrum.

Other matters raised in the Mazars report
From the records available 10 us we have not been sble %0 ascerain what the payments to the
Reversnd Mother wese for. Based on owr review sod discussion with stalf ot the Sisters of

Mercy wo have boen provided with several possible explanations for the payments:

e Price 10 the mplementation of the primary gram system it is likely that some of the
payment could have bees for teaching services provided by the nuns from the coavent;

e | understand that & comson theme in Be scconts of other mstingtions was that
individual sall momberns at e Institutions, yoch as cooks, were ofien paid i cash by
the Reveresd Mother and pant of Sese payssents could be 1o cover this, This would
explam the classification of Bhe smounts some months = wages In the accousss of

Goldenbridge;

o The other explanation for the puymsent is Bat price o chefs being brought into the
Institstions nuss would bave helped in the kischen and part of this money could have
been to pay for their services.

The Sisters of Mercy peechased & holiday home in 1954 Rathdrem for the use of the childres
who did sot have homes %0 go % in the schools bolidays. | snderstand that srosmd 50% of the
chakdren had nowhere to go home 10 during the bolidays.

T understand that woek wis required 10 make the home safe for the children and 10 decoeste.
This could explain why 1953 and 1954 were poak years for wages as referred to at page 114 of
Mazars report as this work woeld regesre extra payments to tradesmen.

I my opinion it ts mportant to make clesr that the boliday home at Rathdrum was perchased
for the benefit of the children of Goldenbeidge and 1o enhance their overall standard of care by
providing a boliday home for those children who bad no home %0 go 1o,

* 1 the Commnission”s bmar 30 Anfar O Hagen dued T Noversber 2006
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Other schools and comparative analysis

Scope of my review
I have vadortaken a review of the information contained in the Mazary ropoet for:

*  Christian Brothers — Artane
¢  Rosminian Fethers - Upton and Ferryhouse

o 5t Conleth's Reformatory School — Daingean

My review has caly been based oo the information peovided by Masurs and | have not been able
0 hold ssy dscussion with representatives of asy of the Ondery, unlike the situstion in relation
1o Goldenbeidge.

Christian Brothers - Artane

This appears 1 be the school for which most flsancial information was svailable, including »
fell set of income and expenditure accounts for the School for the period 1940 10 1965 and for
the House,

I summmary the School accomnts show a deficit over the whole of the period of €70,51 8 whilst
the House showed a surples of €335,724,

In the case of e School the resslts om an sanual besis showed, in the main, small swrpluses or
deficits of arovad €10,000, with the exception of a small sumber of years where the deficits
(1962, 1963 mad 1964 ) or surpluses (1952, 1949 aad 1965 ) were more sigaificane

Heowever, Mazars bave taken the view that Se matmer i which the Order prodeced its financial
statements over the period may not have given a true view and $hat in order to obtain an overall
view of the financial position it is necessary 10 aggregate the School aad House. They have
undertaken this excecte and tes results in thelr conclusion™ that: “if & owr opinion that the
Christion Brothers Ovder showed o surplus from the operation of the Induatrial School af
Artane betwean 1939 and 1969,

* Page 9 of the Mazary repert
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My own view is that # may be dangerous to stlempt 10 restate or relmterpret the financial
information that is available, so long afler the event, particularly if yoo are usable 10 discuss this
restatement with anyose who was ivolved in the masagement or accounting for the Schoal &
the time. | would be interested in discovering whether the Order itsslfl acoepts this rostatement
& being reascaahle,

Mazars bave also attempted to mterpret the financial informetion provided in ceder 10 extract s
income and expenditure sccomnt for the farm operated by the Scheol.  They have taken the
amounts bsted as faem Income and faem expenditure in the School income and expenditere
Bocounts 10 arrive ot an oversll feem seeplus of €79,271 over the period.

However they draw atteaticn™ o the fact that their results appesr incomststent with other
contemporaneous evidence in two years.

These ducropancies may be evidence of some flaw ia the approach w the extraction of this
information from the School income and expeaditure accounts, which again suppeets my view
of the need to proceed with castion whes restating o secking 10 imerpeet the resulty without the
benefit of discussing & with anyose with knowledge of how Be infoemation was collected sad
put 10gether in e fiest place.

Mazars overall conclusion on farm sad trade iscome is that the contribution made was very
significant sad was sot fully captured by the fisancisl nccoonts™.

My own view s that the farm weplus of €79.271 was equivalent 10 only 3.3% of the soeal
income of e Community.

| would also note that | would not expect the contridution 10 kave been captured i the financial
sccounts.  The mcome and expenditure asccounts which were propared wose very simple in
sature and, as 1 have indicated in Secticn above, may well bave been parely a record of cash
income and payments. To bave expecied the Orders 1o uadertake cakculations 10 impue valee
o work done by the farm or trade and inchade Bs in the fiaancial accounts woukd, i my view,
be 2 complex exercise which would have sddod Eatle if any value 10 the Orders st the time.

“ Page 75 of the Masaes report
“Page 76 of the Masars sepon
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Rosminian Fathers — Upton and Ferryhouse

The analysis sodertaken by Mazars i relation so these Schools has been severely hampered by
a lack of financial infoemation. Thers Is practically no inforssation prioe 1o 1950 sad for the 19
years from 1950-1969 they only had access to finsacial information for 9 years in the case of
Upton and 13 & the case of Farrybouse, They also had 9 years financial information for the
Province

1 can see no basis om which Mazars can senidly conclude thae .

“l iy our view that the Schools were, when the entire period is viewed. a net comribaror 1o the
Province, bt that the year on pear contribution war not syfficlent 10 yield the Ovder o
diprificant perplu”

The period referred %0 &s 1939 10 1969 and | do net believe that i can be reasonable o attempt 1o
deaw any conclusions om the fnancial position of the Schools and the Province if you caly have
information coverimg 9 of the 30 yoars the period (in the case of Upton and the Province) o 15
yoars (in the case of Ferrybouse).

St Conleth’s Reformatory School - Daingean
Financial information is avaslable for this school for all years from 1940 to 1969 and this shows
an overall deficit of €17,706, which acose from 1960 10 1965,

The overall impression is of a school which was operating sround beesk cven point throughout
the period, which would suggest that, lke Goldentwidge, it cut is cloth sccording o its mesns.
This would be supporsed by e evidence quoted o page 134 of e Mazars rport from the
Oblate’s Discovery fike:

“The Income defich, plus the capiral starvation for dullding profects, pw @ severe strain on
Oblate mamagement thronghout the fiftier ami sicties. The Oblater were in mo position fo
provide cash Infections from other fumds ™
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Despite this evidence Mazaes state™: *._aithough the School raw in defickt during the 1960
this cannos necessarily be Interpreted to svean that the financiol consequence 1o the Order ay @
result of ravening the Reformatory School was one of foss .

1 would have to say that the evidence produced by Mazars 10 support this claim is fairly Neited:

®  The Puyments made 10 the Ovder of €78,022 over the 30 year period (equivalent 1 €2,600
per annum) might ressonably be seen in the context of the non payment of any salasies to
brodhers and fathers who worked in the School;

*  The existence of benefit accruing to the Order from the annual sale of work is anly
suppeeted by a couple of quotations s page 124, which would not, in my view support the
conclesicn that “a reasomadly sipnificant amows of momey was ralred™

o [ would make the same comments shout the relability of farm sccounts dersved from the
income and expenditure sccounts of e School as | made in relation to Artane - see
paragraph 6.2.6 above;

*  The items referred to s being sot necesaarily for the diroct benefit of the boys, coasists of
paymants for turf in 1946 and 1947 ssd some petty cavh expenditers of €9,604 during the
1960"s the parpose of which, Mazars themselves state is not known™;

[ would therefore conclude that the svailable cvidonce does suggoest that the finascial
consequence of rusning the School for the Order was ome of loss.

Comparative analysis
| have briefly reviewed Section 9 of the Mazars repoet which deals with a comparative analysis
of the Schools and inclodes a break-even analysis.

I do ot believe that any substantial points are raised by this analysis, which have st been
covered elsewhers in this report

In relation to the analysis mself, i appears W me 10 be of limited valee in sy event, due 1o the
fact that mformation was not avallable for all of the Schools for the whole of the periad. For
example the comparative calcefution of the break eves point at page 149 in the case of Uptos s
based on two years and for Ferryhooss coly four years.

Is the case of Goldenbridge, as noted in Section §, there are significant probloms with Mazary'
salysis and calcelations. As noted at paragraph 5.2.6, the amalysis in respect of Goldenbridge
a a stand alone unit camsot be relied spon, 10 | do not believe that the comparstive analysis

* Page 140 of dhe Masars repont
** Page 122 of e Masans repon
* Page 120 of dee Masasy seport
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which inchedes Goldenbridge can be relied apon cither, since it is based ce Incorrect expenses in
every year and takes inconsistent approaches to those periods whete only six months accounts
are available in a year,
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