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CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO THE REMOVAL 
FROM OFFICE m; Tllfi MEMBERS OF THE 

DUBLIN FEVER HOSPITAL BOARD. 

Introductory. 

The Dublin Fever Hospital Board was established by the
Dublin Fever Hospital Act, 1936. Until the election of the Board 
in 1937, the Fever Hospital at Cork Street, Dublin was under 
private management. It was founded by members of the Society 
of Friends in 1804 to provide treatment for any sick poor person 
irrespective of the disease from which the patient was suffering. 
Section 8 of the 1936 Act prov,ides: 

The hospital board shall consist of-
(a) seven members (in this Act* referred to as city mem-

.< bers) elected, in accordance with this Act by the 
- Corporation, 

(b) three members (in this Act* referred to as board of 
health members) elected, in 'accordance with this 
Act, by the board of health, 

(c) seven members (in this Act referred to as extra
ordinary members) elected, in accordance with this 
Act, by the extraordinary members electorate, and 

(d) three members (in this Act referred to as appointed 
members) appointed, in accordance with this Act, 
by the Minister. 

The Dublin Fever Hospital Board (Extraordinary Members) 
Electorate was established by Section 4 of the Act which provides : 

(1) There shall be established, on the date (in this section 
referred to as the said date) appointed by the 
Minister under Part II of this Act for the holding 
of the first election of extraordinary members, a 
body (in this Act referred to as the extraordinary 
members electorate) to be known as the Dubl~ 
Fever Hospital Board (Extraordinary Members) 
Electorate to fulfil the functions assigned to it by 
this 'Aet. · 

(2) The extraordinary members electorate shall consist of 
a number of members equal to the number of 
trustees o:I the body corporate on the said date. 

• In the Act of 1936 the Corporation means the Right Honourable the 
Lord Mayor, Aldermen and Burgesses of Dublin, and the Board of Health 
means the Dublin Board of Public Health. · 
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(3) The first members of the extraord'inary members 
electorate shall be the persons who are the trustees 
of the body corporate on the said date. 

( 4) The term of office of the first members of the extra
ordinary members electorate shall commence on the 
said date, and the term of office of ever)r other mem
ber shall commence on the date of his election. 

(5) Every per!:lon who is a member of the extraordinary 
members electorate shall hold office until his death 
or re~ignation whichever first happens. 

(6) Whenever a member of the extraordinary members 
electorate dies or resigns, the extraordinary mem
bers electorate shall, within three months after his 
death or resignation, elect such person as they think 
fit to be a new member of the extraordinary ·mem
bers electorate in place of the member so dying or 
resigning, and if a new member is not so elected the 
Minister may nominate such person as he thinks fit 
to be a new member of the extraordinary members 
electorate, and the person so nominated shall be 
deemed to have been elected by the- extraordinary 
members electorate. 

(7) The extraordinary members electorate may act not
withstanding any vacancy in its membership. 

(8) The extraordinary members electorate may regulate 
its own procedure. 

(9) The extraordinary members electorate may appoint a 
person to act as its secretary. 

(10) Any expenses incurred by the extraordinary members 
electorate under this Act shall, to such extent as 
may be sanctioned by the Minister, be paid by the 
hospital board and shall be deemed to be part of the 
establishment expenses. 

The Fever Hospital (generally known as Cork Street 
Fever Hospital) was originally provided with the assistance of a 
Parliamentary Grant and up to the year 1932 it received assistance 
from State funds. Subsequently the Hospital benefited to the ex
tent of £58,000 from Hospital Sweepstakes held prior to the passing 
of the Public Hospitals Act, 1933, and subsequently to the extent 
of £6,108. In 1933 the Committee of Management of the Fever 
Hospital applied for a grant from the Hospitals Trust Fund of 
£711,700 for the purpose of providing a new fever hospital to 
accommodate all cases of infectious disease occurr.ing in DutJlin 
City and County. The Fever Hospital at Cork Street has been used 
by the Local Bodies for the City and County of Dublin for the 
treatment of persons in these areas suffe1i.ng from infectious 



diseases. The income of the Dublin !<~ever Hospital Board has been 
derived mainly from payments made by the Corporation of Dublin 
and the Dublin County Council. An indication of the extent to 
which the Hospital is dependent for funds upon these loeal authori
ties is given by the figures for 1944-45, when out of a total estimated 
expenditure of £52,761 the total amount demanded in accordance 
with the provisions of the Act of 1936 from the Dublin Corporation 
was £35,335 and from the County Council £7,570 . 

.IOINT REPORT TO MINISTER BY THREE MEMBERS OF 
THE BOARD. 

On the 3rd August, 1944, three members of the Board, Mr. 
:M. 0 Foghludha (one of three members appointed by the Minister) 
and Messrs. F. H. Litton and M. O'Leary (members appointed by 
the ::\linister to represent the Dublin County Health District upon 
the removal from office of the members of the Dublin County 
Council and Dublin Board of Public Health) intimated to the 
Minister that for some time past the administration of the Hos
pital had in their view been far from satisfactory and that they 
were forced to believe that the conduct of affairs relating to the 
Hospital left much to be desired. They submitted the following 

· ~oint report: 

Exterior Painting. 

(1) At a Board Meeting some months ago the Medical 
Superintendent stated in his report that the exterior iron 
and woodwork of the Hospital Buildings, including the 
Nurses ' Home, were in need of repainting. 

During discussion on the matter it was elicited that only 
a few years ago the painting, which was included in a 
General Repairs Contract, had been sublet by the Con
tractors without the sanction of the Board but apparently 
with the knowledge of certain officials of the Hospital, 
and that owing to the use of inferior quality paint by the 
Sub-Contractor the work had now to be done again. On 
the question being raised as to why the present work could 
not be done by the Board's permanently employed 
painters, the ::\Iedical Superintendent stated there were no 
long ladder'! available. 

A specification for the work was prepared and tenders 
invited: when the e were being considered it was men
tioned that two members of the Board had seen suitable 
ladders on the premi es which would enable the Board's 
painters to do the work, but the plea was then put forward 
that no scaffolding was available. 

Of the Tenders received one of about £975 was from 
M rs. Jones & Co., whilst the lowest was from J. Warren, 
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Painting Contractor, at about £560. It was stated that 
Warren could not do the work properly for the sum he 
quoted, but the proposal to enquire into his professional 
capacity and reputation before deciding the tenders was 
rejected, and by a majority vote the tender of Jones & Co., 
was accepted though 75 per cent. higher than Warren's, 
and though Warren's tender contained a clause to the 
effect that the necessary Bond would be given for the 
proper execution of the work. 

As well as this, we think it right to mention in connec
tion with the General Repairs Contract referred to above 
that a firm tender less by some hundreds than the one 
accepted by the majority of the Board was turned down, 
and also that the Contractor whose higher tender was 
accepted was permitted to add an Emergency Prices 
Clause to the tender after it had been accepted by the 
Board. This was the firm who sub-let the Painting por
tion of the work. 

New Roof on Stores. 

(2) During lVIarch, 1944, a Visiting Sub-Committee 
recommended that a new roof be put on the Stores. We 
inspected this roof and were strongly of opinion that 
painting and minor repairs would suffice. Painting was 
so clearly needed and so long overdue, although the Board 
has two permanent painters, that the obvious neglect is 
evidence of the lack of much needed supervision. 

Visiting Sub-Committee. 

(3) Early in February, 1944, a Sub-Committee con
sisting of foUT members of the Board inspected the 
grounds and outbuildings and reported very adversely 
and at some length on the Jirt, rubbish and mi cel
laneous material accumulated in certain places, and th~ 
evident lack of supervision. 

An extra porter was temporarily engaged for ix 
months with the object of trying to cope with the result 
of the long continued neglect, and some improvement is 
since noticeable in the more conspicuous parts of the 
.grounds. In a recent inspection it was observed that 
there was still considerable untidiness, that the accumu
lations at the back of the boiler hou e were even 
greater than formerly, and that the tores nearby wa 
more choked than ever with a big collection of miscel
laneous objects. 

We were driwn to the conclu 'ion that no really seriou 
<lr sustained effort is being made to remedy the state of 
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things as revealed by the Sub-Committee's Repo1t 
referred to . 

This monthly Visiting Sub-Committee, had it been 
continued, might have been of some value in compensat
ing to a certain extent for deficient supervision; after 
:March, however, owing to the practically unworkable 
manner adopted by the Board for selecting its members 
it has not functioned. 

Scales-Nurses' Pay. 

( 4) Without any instructions from the Board (or 
even request from the Nursing Staff) the Medical 
Superintendent presented to the Board a Statement 
showing the scale of wages paid at Clonskeagh Fever 
Hospital, and a War-time British Scale of Pay for 
nursing staff, and a proposed increase in the existing 
Cork Street scale to approach that of the British. 

A Sub-Committee of the Board appointed to look into 
this matter rejected the basic idea of setting up as a 
headline for an Irish scale what happens to be in force 
in a foreign country . The fact is, however, that an 
unasked for proposal based on such idea discloses, in 
our opinion, a regrettable tendency to set up as an ideal 
foreign standards without due regard to the conditions 
prevailing in this country, and is not to the advantage 
of the Hospital generally. 

Clerical Staff- Overtime. 

( 5) Again without discussion at or direction from the 
J3oard or any request from the clerical staff, the Medica~ 
Superintendent put forward a proposal to the Board that 
all the clerical staff should be paid for overtime, stating 
-though he is not directly concerned with the clerical 
staff-that there was frequent overtime. 

During the discussion of the question, the Registrar
who is directly concerned in the matter-stated that 
.overtime was only occasional, and confirmed this by a 

ubsequent report. This contradiction would indicate 
not only an unfortunate disposition to make ill
considered proposals but also suggests a lack of 
co-op ration in the management. 

Auditor and " Private Patients." 

(6) In his report in April, 1942, the Auditor stated 
,that medical fees were payable to the :Medical Superin. 
tendent as to 25 per cent. of fees from private patients, 
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and noted that fees were also paid him in respect of 
patiE-nts from Local Authorities, &c. 

The Auditor stated as his opinion that too wide an 
interpretation had been placed on the expression 
" private patients ", and that a clearer definition was 
required. He mentioned that a statement was produced 
by the Medical Superintendent signed by the Extra
ordinary Members to the effect that " it was the practice 
of the former Committee to pay fees in such cases " to 
him. 

We are in full agreement with the Auditor's sugges
tion and think it very desirable that a decision on this 
matter should bE' given by the L. G.D . and the position 
clarified . 

Students' Fees. 

(7) ln his report of April, 1942, the Auditor stated 
" it would appear to have been contemplated by th~ 
former Committee" that of fees received from Students 
two-thirds should. be retained by the Medical Superin
tendent and one-third by the Board, but no fees under 
tills head appeared in the accounts of the Board. H e 
went on to say that the Medical Superintendent produced 
a statement signed by the Extraordinary Members to the 
effect that it was the practice of the former Committee 
to permit him to receive ,in full without deduction all 
such fees. 

In our opinion this is a highly unsatisfactory arrange
ment, and a clear, definite, and authoritative decision as 
to its propriety is desirable . 

Food Costs. 
(8) The Auditor also drew attention to what he con

sidered the undue expenditure on food stuffs, both as to 
quantity and quality, and recommended the adoption of a 
dietary scale. 

The cost of food keeps at about 2/7 per day per l1ead of 
the Hospital staff, which is notably higher than that pre
vailing in other Dublin Hospitals. It was decided that 
present conditions were not opportune for starting a 
dietary scale, but from remarks made at various Board 
meetings we have formed the opinion that unnecessary 
expe11se is incurred in the selection of certain foods. 

Hospital Laboratory. 
(!J) f:lome months ag-o a complaint was formally made 

to the Board by the }ledical :::iuperintendent _re~ardin9 

/ 
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Dr. Rannigan; it was alleged that Dr. Hannigan taking 
advantage of the fact of his being a member of the Board 
had been making use of the Hospital Laboratory and 
materials therein for his private benefit. 

No proof whatever of this was forthcoming and when 
Dr. Hannigan endeavoured to reply and refute the 
accusation, requesting that Dr. O'Callaghan who is in 
charge of the Laboratory should be called to give his 
version of the alleged incidents, he was shouted down in 
an offensive and aggressive manner by certain of the 
Extraordinary Members of the Board and his request 
refused. 

'L'his hostile attitude adopted in regard to a perfectly 
reasonable request indicates a situation that is far from 
promoting any efficient and harmonious working of the 
Board. 

Petrol Supplies and Emergency. 

(10) As any want of petrol for ambulances might well 
have disastrous consequences in regard to transport of 
patients to the Hospital, it is obvious that the rationed 
allowance should be restricted to the purpose for which 
it was intended. 

Yet from the Stores Summary of petrol issues it was 
noted that whilst 1,651 gallons and 1,599 gallons were 
issued to ambulances, 32 gallons and 115 gallons were 
issued to the ~fedical Superintendent during the years 
ending :March 31st, 1943, and March 31st, 1944. 

When an explanation of these figures was asked for it 
was disclosed that about four · years ago, when supplies 
of petrol were fairly normal, the Board permitted the 
:Medical ~uperintendent to purchase petrol from the 
Hospital stock. The fact that this arrangement was 
allowed to continue since then without seeking renewal 
of auction shows, we think, an indifference and a 
failure to appreciat(' the actual situation of emergency. 

Dismissal of Mr. and Mrs. Delaney. 
(11) From the manner in which the dismissal of Mr. 

and llr~. Delaney, gate-lodge keepers, was effected 
without their ca~:~e having been fairly and calmly 
examined, we think that no rea onable and fair-minded. 
per on could come to any other conclusion but that the 
attitude taken by tho e members of the Board who voted 
for their dismis al was marked by a callous indifference 
in regard to the right of the per ons concerned, and 
di played a mo t undesirable manner of dealing with 
employees. 
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Dr. Roche's Resignation. 

(12) The Medical Superintendent having reported to 
the Board the resignat ion of Dr. R oche, R. M.O., and 
having praised in the hig hest possible terms his valuable 
work in the Hospital, t he Board deputed Mr. Micheal 
O'Foghludha to in terview Dr. Roche with a view to 
ascert aining whether improved conditions of service 
would cause him to reconsider his resignation. 

Mr. O'Foghludha's report subsequently presented to 
the Board disclosed that there had boon, over a period, 
:serious disagreements between Dr. Roche and the Medical 
Superintendent which led to an intolerable situation which 
was by no means conducive to the best working of the 
medical side of the Hospital. 

In our opinion it is a case calling for full investigation 
in the interests of the Hospital, and cannot properly be 
~nsidered merely a case of a passing quarrel or dispute 
between two individuals with which the Board could not 
concern itself. 

General Management. 

We are strongly of opinion that it would be to the ad
vantage of the Hospital that the activities of the Medical 
'Superintendent should be confined to the purely medical 
"Side thereof, and that the internal general management 
should be entrusted to a non-medical officer under the con
trol and direction of the Board. 

A copy of the joint report of the three members of the 
:Board was submit ted by them to the Fever Hospital Board. The 
following extract from the minutes of the meet ing of the Board 
()n the 17t h August, 1944, refers : 

A letter was read from Mr. Litton enclosing copy of 
a joint report regarding the administration of the Hospital 
submitted to the :Minister for Local Government and 
Public Health and signed by Messrs. 0 Foghludha, Litton 
and O'Leary. It was proposed by Mr. Wigham, seconded 
by Mrs. McKean and agreed " That Mr. Litton be thanked 
for sending a copy of the letter." 

DIRECTION TO HOLD SWORN INQUIRY. 

On the 26th eptember, 1944, a letter in the following terms 
was addressed to the Dublin Fever Hospital Board : 

" With reference to the Minutes of Proceedings of the 
Dublin Fever Hospital Board on the 17th ultimo relatiYe 
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to a Joint Report on the administt·ation of the llospilal 
signed by three memhers of the Board, I am dir •cted by 
Dr. Ward Parliamentary ~ecretarv to the :\linister for 
Local Gov~rnment and P~1blic Health, to state that he I 
directed an inquiry to be held into the performance hy th 
Board of their duties. A further communication will I 
issued in regard to the date of the inquiry ". 

ORDER REMOVINC MEMBERS OF BOARD FROM OFFICE. 

A Sworn Inquiry into the performance of their duties by 
members of the Board was held by Ministerial direction, at the
offices of the Board 011 the 13th November, 1944, and subsequent 
days. On consideration of the swom evidence at the Inquiry the
Minister decided to remove the members of the Board from office
and an Order to that effect was made 011 the 27th April, 1945_ The
terms of the Order are set out below: 

DUBLIN FEYER HO PITAL ACT, 1936. 

WHEREAS the Minister for Local GoYernment and 
Public Health (hereinafter referred to as ' the Minister') 
ordered a local inquiry into the performance oi their
duties by the Dublin FeYer Hospital Board (hereinafter· 
referred to as 'the hospital board'): 

AND WHEREAS under sub-section (2) of Section ~ of 
the Dublin Fever Hospital Act, 1936, as adapted hy the 
Dublin Fever Hospital Act, 1936 (Adaptation) Order, 
1944, the hospital board is deemed to be a local authority 
within the meaning of Part IV of the Local Government 
Act, 1941: 

AND WHEREA,' the said inquiry has been duly held' 
and the Minister is satisfied after the holding of the said 
inquiry that the duties of the hospital board are not heing 
duly and effectually performed : 

NOW THEREFORE, the 1\Iinister, in exercise of the 
powers vested in him by sub-section (2) of Section 38 o · 
the Dublin Fever Hospital Act, 1936, adapted a aforesaid,_ 
and of all other powers in this behalf enabling him, by
this his Order, orders and directs as follows:-

1. As on and from the day upon which this Order shall 
come into operation the member of the hospital 
board shall be and are hereby removed from offiee.. 

2. James l\IacLysaght, B.L., of 72 :Merrion Road. 
Dublin, i hereby appointed to he Commiss.ioner 
for the ho pital board. 

3. This Order may be cited as the Dubliil Ji'e 
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llospital Board (Removal of Members) Order, 1945, 
and shall come into operation on the day immedi
ately following the date of this Order. 

niVEN under the Official Seal of the ::\Iini
ster for Local Government and Public 
Health this 27th day of April, One 
Thousand Nine Hundred and Forty-fiYe. 

(Signed) F. C. WARD, 
Parliamentary ~ecretary to the 
:Yiinister for Local Government 

and Public Health. 

LETTER TO COMMISSIONER. 

The following letter was, on the 27th April, 1945, addressed 
to the Commissioner appointed to exercise the powers of the Board, 
in relation to defects in administration which the evidence at the 
Inquiry disclosed: 

Roinn Rialtais AitiUil agus Slainte Poibli, 
(Department of Local Gov•ernment and Public Health) 

Teach an Chustuim, 

A Chara, 

(Custom House) 
Baile Atha Cliath. 

(Dublin). 
27th April, 1945. 

With reference to letter of this date and to the Order 
transferring to you the powers and duties of the Dublin Fever 
Hospital Board, I am directed by Dr. Ward, Parliamentary Sec
retary to whom the powers and functions of the Minister for 
Local Government and Public Health under the Dublin Fever 
Hospital Act, 1936, have been delegated, to draw your special 
attention to the defeets in the administration which the evidence 
tendered on oath at the recent Inquiry* disclosed, and in par
ticular to the following matters referred to in the memorandum 
submitted to the Minister on the 3rd August, 1944, by 1\'le srs. 
M. 0 Foghludha, F. H. Litton and ~1ichael O'Leary, members 
of the Board, viz., expenditure by the Fever Hospital Board on 
exterior painting of the Hospital buildings, including the Nurses' 
Home, the condition of the roof of the stores, the inspection of 
ground and out-buildings by the Visiting ub-Committee, cales 
of salary for nursing staff, overtime to certain clerical staff, fees 
payable to Medical Superintendent in respect of private patients' 
and students' fees, food costs, use of hospital laboratory, petrol 

• The Inquiry was held on 13th • ·ovemher, 1944, and 8Ub equent days. 
The minutes of evidence are being printed and will he put on 831e. 
P rice 2/6. 



12 

supplies and petrol issues to Medical uperintendent, dismissal 
of gate lodge keepers, resignation of Dr. Roche, Resident Medical 
Officer, and a suggested change in the internal general manage
ment of the hospital. Other matters dealt with at the Inquiry 
related to the payment of an honorarium to Consulting Engineers 
before sanction was sought, carrying out of works at 1 East James' 
Str t, equipment supplied to Ringsend Auxiliary Hospital and 
purchase of x-ray plant without sanction. 

ResignatiAYn of Dr. Roche. 

At the opening of the Inquiry the first matter investigated was 
the resignation of Dr. Roche. In the memorandum referred to 
it is stated as follows:-

" The Medical Superintendent having reported to tne 
Board the resignation of Dr. Roche, Resident Medical Officer, 
and having praised in the highest possi,ble terms his valuable 
work in the hospital, the Board deputed Mr. Micheal 
0 Foghludha to interview Dr. Roche with a view to ascertain
ing whether improved conditions of service would cause him 
to reconsider his resignation. 

Mr. 0 Foghludha's report subsequently presented to the 
Board disclosed that there had been over a period serious dis
agreements between Dr. Roche and the Medical Superin
tendent Officer which led to an intolerable situation which 
was by no means conducive to the best working of the 
medical side of t he hospital. 

In our opiruon it is a ease calling for full investigation in 
the interests of the hospital and cannot properly be con
sidered merely a case of a passing quarr el or dispute betwe~n 
two individuals with which the Board could not concern It
self." 

At the commencement of the evidence Dr. Roche was called and 
in the course of his examination correspondence which passed 
between Dr: McSweeney, Medical Superintendent, and Dr. Roche 
was produced. The first letter was one addressed on the 3rd 
March, 1944, by Dr. McSweeney to Dr. Roche in which he stated 
as follows :-

" I am reluctantly compelled to inform )'OU that the duties 
of Assistant Medical Superintendent to this Hospital have 
been carried out during the past several weeks in a manner 
which leaves much room for improvement. On occasions for 
many hours at a time during the day I have been virtually 
without the services of a deputy ". 

It appears that Dr. Roche was given permission by Dr. 
McSweeney without the authority of the Fever Hospital Board to 
ab ent himself from his duties and to attend D.P.H. Course at 
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University College, Dublin. In the letter referred to Dr. 
McSweeney also stated :-

"Not the least of my worries at the moment is the realisa
tion that the present arrangement which is working out so 
unsatisfactorily is completely unofficial; is in flat contraven
tion of rules laid down by the Board and in spite of your in
formal talk with Mr. Lang is absolutely devoid of the sanction 
of the Minister". 

Dr. McSweeney then proceeds in that letter to recount failure~ 
on the part of Dr. Roche to carry out certain duties :-

(a) that Dr. Roche had not given any account of the condition 
of the patients in the wards for several weeks while he 
is obliged by the terms of his appointment to do so 
daily, 

(b) that several nurses recently recruited to the staff were 
due for x-ray of the chest and tuberculin testing, and 
that had not been done. · 

(c) that he (Dr. McSweeney) saw a case in the top fever ward 
who had not been <Hagnosed and that examination could 
not be regarded as complete without an x-ray of the 
chest, and that had not been done, 

(d) that he (Dr. McSweeney) sent him a memorandum concern
ing certain missing books from the Hospital Library. 

(e) that Dr. Roche had taken certain action in regard to a 
patient-which had the effect of countermanding an 
order of Dr. McSweeney's. 

On the 8th March, Dr. Roche replied to Dr. McSweeney 's le1 ter 
of the 3rd March stating that he felt very keenly that Dr. 
McSweeney should have considered it necessary to write to 11im in 
the terms he did. It would appear that when Dr. Roche was f{i 1·en 
_permission by Dr. McSweeney to attend lectures Dr. Roche was 
to provide a proper substitute to do his duties, but that tho.! onl~
arrangement made by Dr. Roche was with Dr. Galvin, who was one 
of the temporary resident officers on the staff of the Hospital Board. 
Dr. Roche in his reply apparently satisfied fully Dr. McSween p~· 

as regards the x-ray work. The existing arrangements fc e . .t'··ray 
did not lend themselves to expedition in the x-ray of per•<>'Jns and 
the time involved in such work was very considerable. He also 
explained why the boy for whom an x-ray was required was not 
x-rayed. It appears that the boy had a temperature and that he 
did not consider it desirable to get him out of bed for the (•xamina
tion. Dr. Roche also explained the position as regards the patient 
-and his explanation appears to have been fully accepted 
by Dr. McSweeney. His explanation as regards library hooks was 
also accepted. Dr. Roohe expressed the hope that their future 
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relations would continue as amicahl as the:· had <ohm;.·-; ht>t'n in 
the past. 

In a reply sent by Dr. :McSwceuey to Dr. Roe:hc on tl_l: Bt h 
March (manuscript note), Dr . .Me weeney tatetl that d Dr. 
Roche felt unhappy about pre ent relations would he ple>ase> e>e>aHe> 
to do so. In a further letter to Dr. Roche on the 9th l\Iarch he> 
states ·that up to then Dr. Roe he made no attempt to find 11 

substitute, that the arrangement made with Dr. GalYin ju.3t tli!l 
not work-that during the last few weeks again and again he wa~; 
the first to see seriously ill patients late in the momings and 
sometimes even in the afternoon. Dr. Me weeney asked in that 
letter that the whole affair be wiped clean out of mind as if it 
ha1.l never happened and the letter ends in the following terms:-

(' This communication is longer than I meam it to he. H 
it is tedious to struggle through please make allowances on 
the score that it is meant to dissolve once and for all any 
difference that may have arisen in our relationship. I know 
and shall always give testimony to what you have done for 
Cork Street. 1 readily admit that loyalty such as you have 
shown to me I have not ever before experienced in Ireland. 
I only want this to continue ... " 

In a letter of the 11th March, 1944, which Dr. McSweeney· 
sent to Dr. Roche it was stated as follows : 

" Thank you for letting me know the present state of 
your D.P.H. commitments. The arrangements you suggest 
for the remainder of the current term are hereby approved. 
I note that Doctor O'Herlihy will not require sleeping accom,. 
modation in the hospital until the advent of the summer 
term. In respect of this, yesterday evening I gave pre
liminary instructions to Sister Phelan that the Epidemic 
Observation "Ward was to be reserved for a locum tenens 
medical officer at the time mentioned. I should be glad to be 
told, in due course, the precise date when this accommodation 
will be required. Incidentally, I would ask you to take any 
precaution that occurs to you to keep this arrano-ement 
strictly private. I do not want to be ta.."<ed with it also at Board 
meetings by certain critics of the administration of this hos
pital. They would make far better capital out of any other 
unofficial arrangement of thi kind made without reference 
to them, than hitherto they have succeeded in doing with 
procedure fully reported to the Board. I do not know how 
!hes im~lacable enemie of all you and I stanil for get their 
mformah?n. They k~ow everything that happens here, and 
tontrast It-to our d1 advantage-with Clonskeagh, which, 
they assert, is the future hub of fever hospital practice-and 
yet, their ignorant comments make it clear (at least to me) 
that no member of my medical or nursing staff ha any 
eontact with them." 
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ln a Iurthcr letter from Dr. McSwcency to DT. Roche on the 
16th an·h, 19±4, Dr. 11cSweeney states-" the interim arrange
ment m:1dc (hy Dr. Rochc) with Dr. O'Herlihy seems to be 
working very ai.i faci.orily · '. 

On the ~30i.h April, 19±4., ii. is recorded there wa!' a letter from 
Dr_ Rorh,.. to D1. McHweency in which Dr. Roche states that he 
had a ('Ommunication from a firm of solicitors asking him to 
.:report on two cases in top fever ward. Dr. l\TcSweeney replying 
to Dr_ Roe he on this matter stated: 

., I don't mind your sending report'l about the two Para .. 
B. cases but I do not want a preeedent established in this 
eonnection." 

On the 3!·d June, 1944, Dr. MC.Sweeney wrote to Dr. Roche 
:alating .that he had .been informed that Dr. Roche had been 
making r.epeated efforts through some firm of solicitors to re
~e with Dr. C. H. Mcl\1ahon a patient whom he (Dr. 
JlrSweeney) sent to this Hospital on the 5th ultimo and dis
-elluged on the 25th ultimo (May) with a recommendation of 
e:ne munth 's convalescence, and he proceeds as follows:-

... •. for you (Dr. Roche) to re-examine with Dr. McMahon 
.and report further on a patient of mine whose case I dis
-enssed fully a few days ago with the same doctor 1s, of 
..murse, unethical and disloyal in the extreme. May I remind 
_you that access to any patients admitted to this hospital is 
~njoyed ·by you solely by virtue of your tenure of a full-time 
·JI&lary post which precludes you from undertaking any work 
t>n behalf of an extraneous authority. I shall be glad to have 
your explanation of this unpreeedented behaviour." 

Dr. Roche replied to this letter repudiating the charge, but the 
21111Jaequent evidence would go to show that Dr. :M:cSweeney did 
DOt accept Dr. Roche's assurance of non-interference. Later in 
'tile Inquiry Dr. McMahon (the doctor referred to by Dr. 
JleSweeney) appeared in evidence and corroborated Dr. Roche's 
praentation of the case. At the time Dr. Rochc had an inter
~ with Dr. McSweeney, and in the course of his examination 
by Counsel, Dr. l\IcSweeney state as follows:-

~At this interview in June you did say to Dr. Roche: 
"The trouble between us is that you are too long here?" 
-I did. 

:.157-Did you amplify or add to that in any way~-1 probably 
did. 

ID the course of hi further examination the following que -
tioDs were asked :-

-471-Were your feelings tho e of burning indignation when 
you wrote that letter (3rd June) T-No, I would deny 
that. 
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472---It is an indignant letted-lt is not. 
473-Is it a kind letter?-lt is a strong letter. The situation 

called for strong dealing. 
474--Did Dr. Roche not come to see what the quarrel was.. 

wbout?-No. 
475-And the reason you state was" because you are too long 

here ''?-That is a eompletely wrong misrepresentation 
of any conversation I had with Dr. Roche. 

476-You used the words " too long here "?-Yes. In the 
course of a friendly ·conversation. 

In the course of his examination Dr. Roche stated that it was 
because of friction between him and Dr. M'c.Sweeney that he left. 
the hospital. 

242-Witness (DR. RocHE): Mr. Fitzgerald during cross
examination asked me of an interview I had with Dr. 
McSweeney in his office subsequent to that interview with 
Mr. O'Donovan. I actually had told Dr. McSweeney that 
I had been with Mr. O'Donovan on the previous day and 
had intimated to Mr. O'Donovan if the appointment was 
still available in Loughlinstown I would take it. It was 
on that occasion that he informed me of the cause of the 
friction when he said that I was too long here. Dr. 
McSweeney-was aware on that day that I had been with 
Mr. O'Donovan on the previous day and intimated to him 
that I would take the .position in Loughlinstown. 

243-THE INSPECTOR: So we may take it that that remark had 
nothing to do with your leaving-that remark of Dr. 
McSweeney?-1 had made up my mind--

244--THE INSPECTOR: That is a straight question and I want to 
know?-The receipt of that letter about the Iiisurance 
cases, it was that that finally made up my mind. 

2-15-THE INSPECTOR : I want an answer from you. The remark 
of Dr. McSweeney, " that you are too long here ". Had 
that remark anything to do with you leaving?-! had 
already been with the Commissioner. 

246-THE INSPECTOR: Therefore, that remark had nothing t; d'o 
with you leaving Cork Street?-No. 

247-THE IN 'PECTOR : It had nothing to do with you going to 
the Commissioner; you had already been to the Commis-
ioner. You told Dr. l\IcSweeney the next day that you 

were going and he then made that remark. I thought 
you gave the impression in your evidence earlier that 
it had something to do with this feelingY-It certainly 
did not help my feelings. 

248-THE INSPECTOR: You had made up your mind to go before 
the remark was made~-I had. 

249-THE INSPECTOR: I was undei; a different impression only 
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you just told me that now~-I remembered this at lunch 
and I thought it better to say it. 

Upon re-examination by Counsel Dr. Roche stated as follows :-

627-You heard Dr. ~icSweeney say that he is not satisfied with 
your explanation yet¥-Yes. 

628-Have you told the Inspector everything that occurred~
.Yes. And I am very glad that Dr. McMahon came here 
to bear it out. 

629-Did you make repeated efforts to try and examine these 
patients ¥-No. That statement is untrue. 

630-Had you an interview with Dr. l\IcSweeney on the subject 
matter of this letter ¥-Yes. 

631- And this interview was on the 5th of June~-Yes. 
632- What did you tell him?-I told him it was in connection 

with the letter. I asked him if he >vas satisfied with my 
reply and he plainly told me that he was not. He said 
that he would not have written to me in those terms if 
he was not sure of his ground, or words to that effect. 

633-Did he state that he had been instructed to examine these 
other two patients by their solicitor ?-To be perfectly 
honest I lost all interest in reporting on the patients 
after I found that Dr. McSweeney had examined them. 

63±-ls it then that you made up your mind to resign ?-1 had 
made up my mind as soon as I got the letter from Dl'. 
.McSweeney. It was actually that letter that made me 
leave the service of the Boaru. 

d.t this point .it is 11ecessary to Tefer to Dr. Roche's application 
towards the end o£ 1942 for the post of flfedical Officer, Lough
linstown Hospital. Dr. Rochc was recommended for this post by 
the Local Appointments Commissioners on the 20th April, 1943, 
but owing to one of the conuitions of the appointment requiring 
him to reside within one and a half miles o£ the hospital he 
hesitate([ to accept the post. Dr. Roche stated he had hoped to 
resiue in DUn Laoghaire and build up a private practice. He 
thought there was little prospect of any private practice if he had 
to reside in the Loughlin town district. When this condition 
woulU have to be obsened Dr. Roche did not apparently desire 
to accept the appointment at Loughlinstown. 'f'he Commissioner 
for· the Rathdown 13oaru of Assistance then renewed his applica
tion to the IJocal Appointments Commis ioners. When the fl"ic
tion developed acutely between Dr. 1\fcSweeney and Dr. Rocbe 
over the request for the ex11mination of the Para. B. eases, Dr. 
Roche appear to have approa hed the Commi sioner with a view 
to taking up the Loughlinstown appointment which up to Jun~>, 
19±4, had not been filled. The Commissioner then withdrew his 
further application to the Local Appointments Commissioner>', 
and Dr. Roche was appointed as from the 1 ·t Heptember, 1944. 
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· \Vhen Dr. Roc,he tleclinecl the Loughlin~:>town post in 19-!3 he 
appears to have been eont~mplating entering [or the D.P.H. 
Course in L:"niversity C'olleg-e in the following Autumn. Jt was 
recorded in eYiclence that Dr. Rochr did not sit for the D.P.H. 
examination in 1944. 

Vfhen Dr. Roche's intended rrsignahon was brought before the 
Fever Hospital Board by the Medical Superintendcnt the Board 
appointed ~Ir. 0 Foghludha to interview Dr. Roehe. According 
to Mr. 0 Foghludha 's evidence he agreetl to inteniew Dr. Roehe 
with a view to retaining his services with the Board and also 
to express the appreciation of the Board of his services during 
his period of office. It was at this interview (12th July, 1944) 
that Dr. Roche disclosed for the first time the friction which had 
recently existed between Dr. McSweeney and himself. A report 
horn Mr. 0 Foghludha on his interview with Dr. Roche was read 
at a meeting of the Cork ~h·eet Fever Hospital Board on the 
20th July, 1944, and after a discussion it was proposed by the 
Chairman and seconded by Mr. Allen and carried b~· 9 votes to 4. 

·'That having considered the report of Mr. 0 Foghludha 
on his interview with Dr. Roche regarding the latter's 
resignation-the Board Cleciclecl to take no further action 
in this matter." 

Messrs. 0 Foghludha, F. Foley, O'Leary and Litton dissented. 
- At their next meeting of the Board there is a Notice of Motion 
by Mr. 0 Foghludha to the following effect:-

'' That my report of the 12th July, 194.4, as set out below 
of my interview with Dr. Roche, R.M.O., be included in the 
Board's Minutes for the following reasons, etc.'' 

When this Motion came before the Board it was ruled out· of 
order. It was not discussed apparently by reason of a Standing 
Order which laid down that " anything that was once settled 
could not be brought up within six months.'' 

The evidence of the Chairman of the Board (Mr. Pearson) who 
ruled 1\Ir. 0 Foghludha's Motion out of order, stated he had seen 
hoth Dr. McSweeney and Dr. Roche and explained the position 
to the Board and the Board expected a report on that matter. 
Apparently it \\·as only a verbal report. His evidence as regards 
the assignment of Mr. 0 Foghludha to see Dr. Roche is of interest 
by reason of the interpretation of it. 

278-May I take it that the Board by Resolution appointed MY. 
0 Foghludha as spokesman or ambassador to interview 
Dr. Roche to see if he would reeonsider his resignation? 
-I say the Board's chief reason in sending Mr. 
0 Foghludha to see Dr. Roche ·was to vvish him well in 
his new appointment and to thank him for the work he 

had done in the hospital. That was the primary reason. 
279-I take it you signed your name to the minutes of the 
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meeting at which Mr. 0 Foghludha agreed to interview 
Dr. Roche with the vie\Y of retaining his services with 
the Board, and also to express the appreciation of the 
Board of his services during his period of office. Do you 
say that is an incorrect record of the Board 's intention 
in passing that Resolution appointing Mr. 0 Foghludha 
to interview Dr. Roche ?-If it was done in that way it 
is incorrect. The chief wish in the mind of the Board 
in sending Mr. 0 Foghludha to see Dr. Roche was to 
·wish him " Good luck '' in his new appointment. 

280-Is it not clear from the minute that 1\Ir. 0 Foghludha 
agreed to interview him with a view to retaining his 
services with the Board, and also to express the appre
ciation of the Board of his services during his period of 
office. Is it not clear from that that the object in sending 
Mr. 0 Foghludha was to endeavour to persuade Dr. 
Roche to remain in the services of the hospital ?-Part 
of it. 

281-And to express their appreciation ?- Yes. 
282-And the idea of some members of the Board was merely 

that Mr. 0 Foghludha should express their appreciation ? 
-It was part of it. 

283---'Chiefty ?--'There were two reasons. 
284-Was not one of the reasons in sending him there to try 

and persuade him to remain?-Yes. 
285-I take it that you wished him to remain ?-I did. 
286-You found that there was going to be serious trouble to 

the hospital ?-R e was a loss to the hospital. 
287-A serious loss to the hospital ?-Yes. 
288-A serious loss to thP hospital ?-Yes. 

In the examination b.r Counsel of Dr. ::\Ic 'weeney concerning his 
relations with Dr. Roche, he stated:-

406-Were you ever disgruntled at him taking the time off?
No, I arranged informally when he first asked me about 
the D.P.H. I said that it was a rule of the Board that 
a man holding a medical post here could not do his 
D.P.H. I did not say this to him, but I felt that this 
man was so good I thought I would try and get over the 
point. l said l was willing to make an informal arrange
ment to allow him to do his D.P.H. H e was to appoint 
a Deputy, but he did not do o. 

448-Do you still rPfuse to accept Dr. Roe: he's explanation of 
what happened ?-1 was informed by Dr. McMahon--

449-You still re.fu e to accept Dr. Roche's explanation?-On 
the facts as I know them. 

450-You ay that the corre pondence which started in [arch 
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with this first long memorandum end u on a friendly 
note and was closed and nothing occm-r d after that . Do 
you think that letter was most hurtful to your assistant? 
-I don't think so. 

451-Could you not see that it was hurtful-could you not se<' 
it from his point of view ?-I am afraid our opinion!:' 
differ . I saw my assistant trying to report on patients 
of mine--

In the course of further examination by Counsel Dr. :McSweeney 
gave evidence as follows :-

550-In this letter you wrote to Dr. Roche on the 11th of 
March, 1944, which was read this morning you stated:
" Incidentally, I would ask you to take any precaution 
that occurs to you to keep this arrangement strictly 
private. I do not want to be taxed with it at Board 

meetings by certain critics of the administration of this 
hospital. They would make far better capital out of any 
unofficial arrangement of this kind made without 
reference to them, than hitherto they have succeeded in 
doing with procedures fully reported to the Board. I do 
not know how these implacable enemies of all you and I 
stand for get their information." Who are the 
·'implacable enemies "?-Certain statements that were 
made at the Board that were not in accordance with the 
facts. Certain members made serious criticism of the 
administration-existing administration-and this is a 
letter between me and my deputy and I wrote it in good 
faith. 

551-I am not questioning yDur good faith. I am asking you 
who are " the implacable enemies of what you, Dr. 
McSweeney, and Dr. Roche stand for" ?-Certain 
members of the Board criticised the administration of 
the Hospital. 

552-Criticised your administration ?-Yes. 
553-You did not think it right?-The explanation I gaYe was 

not accepted. 
554-You regard certain members of this Board as your 

"implacable enemies "~-Not of mine. Nothing per-
sonal. 

555-It is just as well to know that. Nothing personal~-":\.;. 
556-And if they did not accept your view they did so believill)r 

that they did so in the best interests of the hospital~-
Certainly. 

557-Were these the specific members" that I appear for-nh·. 
0 Foghludha, Mr. O'Leary and Mr. Litton~-They are 
the gentlemen that are opposed to what I stand for. 
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558-Tell us what they are opposed to that you stand for?-It 
is very difficult to put that in words. 

559-Put it in as few words as you can ?-They mostly con
sidered the hospital from their point of view alone and I 
had to consider the other members. 

The Inquiry brought to light a very serious admission by Dr. 
~fcSweeney in the administration of the Fever Hospital and that 
is the granting of permission, without the authority of the Board 
to Dr. Roche, Resident l\Iedical Officer, to absent himself from 
duty in the Hospital while attending post-graduate lectures. 1 ou 
will note that Dr. ::\IcSweeney adopted this course deliberately that, 
in fact, the arrangement was made between Dr. i\lcSweeney and 
Dr. Roehe on the understanding that it would not be brought to 
the notice of the Board. Dr. McSweeney's own evidence indicates 
the grave results which might have resulted from the prolonged 
absence of the R~sident Medical Officer. In the letter of the 9th 
::\larch, 1944, to Dr. Roche, Dr. l\IcSweeney stated that up to that 
time he (Dr. Roche) made no attempt to find a substitute, that the 
arrangement made with Dr. Galvin did not work, and that during 
the last few weeks again and again he (Dr. l\IcSweeney) was the 
first to see seriously ill patients late in the morning and sometimes 
even in the afternoon. 

It may be inferred from the evidence that during Dr. Roche·~ 
absence at lectures during the winter months of 19-:1:3 similar con
ditions may have prevailed. Dr. l\IcSweeney's conduct in this 
matter is rendered still more reprehensible by the written injtJnc
tion given by him to Dr. R{)che to take any precaution that 
occurred to him to keep the arrangement strictly private, becam;e 
he did not want to be taxed with it at Board meetings hy certain 
critics of the administration of the Hospital who would make far 
better capital out of anything of this kind made without reference 
to them that hitherto they had succeeded in doing with pro
cedures fully reported to the Board. Such conduct on the part 
of the Chief Executive Officer of the Board calls for strong COl: · 

demnation and severe censure. The :Medical uperintendent must 
also be reprimanded for permitting Dr. Roche to absent him 'elf 
from duty without the permission of the Board and for allowing 
a Medical Doctor to discharge duties in the Hospital without prior 
sanction to his employment being obtained. 

Painting Contract. 
The next matter which was the subject of investigation was the 

arrangement made for the paintina of the exterior woodwork of 
the Hospital and Nurses' Home. In l\Iay, 1944, tenders for paint
ing the exterior Hospital building wer received from two con
tractors. One of the tender amounted to £566 and tb other to 
£944 5s. 3d. The Board then decided to obtain further tenders, 
but iDBtead of readverti ing the work they invited quotations from 
five other firms. three of whom ubmitted tenders. On furthet' 
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conside1·ation they then decided to accept the tender foP 
£94.! 5s. 3d. When they were requested to submit the reasons 
why the firm which submitted the lower tender of £566 could not 
carry out the work properly, it -..vas stated by the Board that the 
decision was taken on the advice of a member of the Board who 
was of opinion that, in order to carry out the work for the price 
quoted, it would be necessary to use paint of an inferior quality. 
The ·main facts which emerged from the evidence at the Inquiry 
was that the Board sought quotations from firms which had made 
no response to the public advertisement inviting tenders for the 
work. That course was very irregular. Such a practice if 
generally adopted would undermine the basis of competitiw 
tendering. When the Board were not satisfied with the tenders 
originally received and further quotations were required the work 
should have heen readvertised. .Mr. Litton in his evidence stated 
that when it was intended to give the contract to the higher 
tenderer he proposed that it should be deferred so that, before 
accepting the higher tender, the Board could at least make 
inquiries as to the capacity and reputation ot the contractor whose 
tender was the lower. It appea1·s from l\Ir. Litton's evidence that 
his proposal was turned down although he states that there is no 
record of his proposal in the minutes of the Board. 

When the proposal of tlie Board to give the contract to the 
higher tenderer was not sanctioned, the Board finally accepted 
the lower tender. On the evidence zmbmitted at the Inquiry the 
Fever Hospital Board did not act properly in accepting the higher 
tender in the first instance. Had full discretion in this matter 
rested with the Board it is evident that the funds of the Board 
would have had to meet an extra charge of approximately £370. 

In the case of a contract for general maintenance work which 
was also investigated at the Inqui,ry the Board selected the second 
lowest tender. There were apparently no steps taken to as{)er
tain whether the contractors who submitted the lowest tender 
would carry out the 'vork at the amount specified by them. It 
was stated in evidence that they had omitted to provide for cer
tain works and had not included a sum for contingencies. None 
of the tenders obtained by the Board had reference to priced 
bills of quantities. A schedule of prices only was required in 
connection with the work and in the circumstances it was improper 
for the Board to proceed to the acceptance of a tender without 
ascertaining whether the contractors who submitted the lowest 
tender were prepared to carry out the works for the bulk sum 
specified by them. 

The position was Iu.rthel' aggravated by the fact that the con
tractors whose higher tender· was accepted were allowed an 
addition of 10 per cent. to their tender to coYer increases in cost 
?f materials. If such a concession was sought by one contractor 
It should not have been granted without first ascertaining 
whether or not the contra{)tors who submitted tenders would 
demand a like addition. The Board's action was improper. A 
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in the ease already referred to, the Board showed a disposition 
to allocate work to a particular firm without due examination. 
Moreover the evidence showed that in addition to the allowance 
of 10 per cent . granted by the Board to cover increase in cost of 
materials the contractors were asked to undertake extra works, 
some on the basis of time and -cost of materials, with the result 
that the total expenditure exceeded the original contract amou.nt 
by a bout 50 per 'Cent. 

Roof on Stores and Visiting Sub-Committee. 

In the course of the Inquiry e.-iclence was given in relation to 
the condition of the roof on the stores and the appointment of a 
Visiting Sub•Committee. 

In January, 1944, a &lotion was put before the Fever Hospital 
Board proposed by :Mr. F. Foley and seconded by ~Ir. F_ 
:M:cKay:-

" That a Visiting Sub-Committee of, say, three membem of 
the Board ·be appointed from month to month to Yisit and 
inspect the various buildings and premises (other than the 
infectious diseases wards) under the control of the Board and 
furnish periodical reports of their Yisits to the Board for 
-consideration.'' 

An amendment to the Motion for the appointment of a Visiting 
Sub-Committee of three members to serve for a period of three 
months, etc., was rejected in favour of the original Motion. 

The Suh~Committee appointed for the month of February, 1944, 
consisted of Messrs. Litton, Wigham and Dr. Hannigan. The 
Report details the conditions which exist in regard to the 
storag-e of fuel, etc., and then proeeeds to describe conditions in 
the stores as follows:-

'' The stores, formerly old engine-house, appears to have 
become merely a dump, and is so choked up with miscel
laneous articles that it cannot be kept clean and in a proper 
manner; in any tase it is not so kept. There are, for instance, 
a number of empty jam-jat·s, soda water syphons, empty tea 
chests, empty petrol tins, chair frames, ends of bedsteads 
stacked up w:ith various other articles diffi.eult to identify 
owing to the accumulation. Some of the.·e mio-ht well be sold 
whilst others either made serviceahle again or scrapped. 
These stores require to be thoroughly cleaned out ancl put 
into order but this could not be suitably don until the 
material has been sorted out and that not wanted got rid of. 

Boiler House.~Between the boiler house and b undary 
wall of the grounds there are numerou piles of dirt and 
rubbish on top of which 1mwanted materials, bits of iron, 
shaped timber, steel drums, etc., have been promiscuously 
thrown and are evidently there since a long time. A W.C. in 
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one corner is dirty and in a most unsatiBfaetory condition. 
There is also a long disused disinfecting chamber (cast iron) 
the door of which ,was so rusted up that it could not be 
opened. If this is no longer required it should be sold as 
scrap for which there is at present good demand. 

Nurses' Home.-In the small yard at rere there is an 
accumulation of rubbish, broken crockery and a few alumi
nium kettles and other small scrap. This yard is in a dirty 
and negleeted condition. 

GeneraL-The grounds generally leave much to be desirecl 
in the matter of cleanliness. Small piles of rubbish, apart 
from those we have already referred to, are lying around, 
particularly along the left-hand side entrance gate as far as 
the laundry; we noted pieces of timber scantling thrown 
around, some decomposed vegetable matter, tar macadam as 
used for paths . Alongside the passageway near mortuary 
entrance an old and dirty \Y.C. pan had been left in a 
conspicuous place in full view of visitors. On entering the 
main gate on left up against the bacon factory wall is an 
extensive irregular-shaped mound; as it is overgrown with 
grass, an indication of the length of time it has been left 
there, it could not be ascertained whether it was of earth 
clumped from elsewhere or of rubbish or of both, except by 
digging, which was not done on the occasion of our visit. 
It is unsightly and untidy. There is, in our opinion, com
plete lack of proper supervision by a responsible person who 
would have authority to see that the men employed in and 
about the grounds 1J,ttend to keeping the premises in a state 
such as one would expect to find around a hospital, especially 
a fever hospital. 

-Signed Messrs. Joseph Hannigan and F. H. Litton. 

·with the exception of some verbal alterations and the con
cluding paragraph I agree with this report. I think the 
concluding paragraph unjustified and impertinent in that it 
expresses an opinion that only the Committee of Manage
ment, now the Board, are qualified to express. 

-Signed W. R. Wigham." 

The report of the Visiting Committee for the following month, 
March, 19±4, is as follows:-

,, The Visiting Sub-Committee inspected the Hospital 
buildings on the 28th instant, and report as follows :-

Buildings.-The fabric of the buildings on the whole 
appears to be in good condition, but there are a few loose 
lates and broken panes of glass that need attention. The 

exterior woodwork of windows and doors and the iron 
balconies will soon need repainting, and it is suggested the 
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Board should consider the advisability of inviting tenders 
for this work, which will cost more if deferred. The 
{'Orrugated iron roof of the store is in bad condition and 
leaks. Mr. Good reported on this roof on several occasions, 
but the Board decided not to spend money on it. The sheets 
eould probably be patched to make it watertight, or the roof 
('Ould be resheeted with asbestos cement sheets. 

Roads.-The road at the south end of the Epidemic House 
is badly worn. 1'his was not tarmaced when the other roads 
were done, and it is suggested that this work should now be 
.carried out, as the condition of the surface is dangerous for 
bicycles and might lead to an accident claim. 

Grounds.-The grounds are not in as tidy a condition as 
une would like to see them. This is mainly due to stacks 
of turf and timber which are inevitable under present con
ditions. Without wishing to anticipate the report of 
another Sub-Committee it is obvious that on account of the 
vorters having to spend so much of their time carrying fuel 
to the wards, in addition to their ordinary work, that the 
Board cannot expect the grounds to be kept in proper order 
unless a groundsman is engaged . As the motor lawn mower 
cannot be used, the cutting of the grass and hedging and 
weeding of the roadways alone would, in our opinion, more 
than fully occupy the time of one man. The Committee 
were given every help in their inspection by the Medical 

uperintendent and O'Reilly, the head porter. 
-Signed R. Allen and A. Pearson ." 

The e reports disclose conditions that would be very objection
able i11 proximity to any occupied dwelling, but are entirely 
inexcusable in the immediate vicinity of a Fever Hospital. 

The y~tem of monthly inspection appear to have b1·oken 
down until Heptember, 19-:1:4. 

A to the condition of the roof on the store the evid nee 
shows that in 1942 Mr. Good, who wa then a temporary con
sulting archited employed by the Board, reported a follow :-

" tores at back of laundry and disinfectina shed.-These 
huilclings have a corrugated iron roof. which i old and 
ru. ted in place , this i leaking and the badly-rusted sheets 
would require to be taken ofl' and renewed, and the entire 
roof would require to be painted. Portion of the cave. 
gutters are mi ing and would requir to be overhauled and 
replaced; cave gutters ancl rainwater require repainting '. 

At that time it appear the Board d cided not to p nd mon y 
in repairin the corrugated iron roof. The Yi iting • ub- om
mittee's rE.>port of March, 1944, ·i ned by M r . Allen and 
Pearson, refere to thi matter. The report mad p cial reference 
to the unsati factory condition of the ground . It al o ugge ted 
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that the roof on the stores could probably he pntdwd to make it 
watertight or that it coultl he re!<heetrd with nshe~los erment 
sheets . lt appear from the e\·i<lence that when the matter came 
up before the Board in June, 194:4, it wap, stated that it would 
be too costly. ~[r. Pcarson, in his e.·amination, stated as 
:follow. :-

308-Is it really worth ·while spending money on it ?-There is 
no use p:Uttin~ paint on it when there are holes in the 
corrugatecl iTon. 

309-TheTe is only one thing to do and that is to ]lllt on a new 
roo:f?-Yes. 

In the course of ~Ir. 0 1<-,oghludha ·s examination h~· Counsel he 
gave evidence as :follows:-

185-And did the Committee defer doing anything with it :from 
1942 onwards?-That is rig"ht. You han~ not all the 
minutes there. 

1 6-I have not ?-As a result o:f one of the visits of the 
Committer there was a report recommrnding a new roof. 

187-And :\Ir. Pcarson's Yiew was that it '''ould be too expen
sive and the Board agrerd ?-You arc too earlY. I said 
that was this .\·eaT, in April. \\' c asked for an estimate 
and the lowest was £93 and it was decider[ not to carry 
out the work. :\Ir. Litton and other!' thought that it 
should be painted. 

188-'l'hat wa agreed in 19±2 ?-It was brought up again in 
19±4. 

189-It wa considered bv the Board :from time to time and 
deferred '?-It was 'considered earlier on, and on 1\Ir _ 
PearP.on's recommendation the Board decided to defer it. 
The next time it was up it was decided to get an estimate 
and t lw e timate came in in April or ~lay of this year. 
The lowest estimate we got was £93. 

190-.\nd when the !JUeo;tion arose it wa suggested that 
repainting and patching would do . Do you say that 
repainting and patchin~ would ha\'e heen good enou~h? 
-I do. 

191-You disagree with ~Ir. Pearson's view then ?-Yos. I 
vi,;ited the place . 

Th Board neglected to take steps to remedy the defects in the 
roof of the t-itorrs whrn they were advised a to their condition in 
N o,·rmbrr, 19±2, hy the temporary Consulting Architect. The 
reaRo11 giYrn, namely, the expemliture involwd i not convincing. 
Th re is no evidence of what the cost would haYe been in 1942. 
:\Ir. Go?d wa::. appar ntly not asked to prepare any ,_peci:lication 
of repall"s . The need :for repairs was quite obviou at the time 
and would apparently have involved an expenditure le s than 
£100 if as appears from ~Ir. 0 Foghlmlha's statement the tender 
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received in 19±4 was about £93. The action of the Board in regard 
to matters of this kind is in strange contrast with their decision 
to accept a higher tender for }Jainting works which involved 
appl'oximately £370 more than the amount of the loweT tender. 

rrhe Visiting Sub-Committee's report of February, 1944, 
reflected very adversely on the conditions prevailing in the 
exterior premises of the hospital , even making due allowance for 
the fact that it was 11ecessary to stack therein large stocks of tmf 
fuel. The Board should not have allowed such conditions to have 
arisen and the Medical Superintendent, who must have been 
aware of the position, cannot be excused for his failure to have 
drawn speciaL attention to ihe matter in making his periodical 
reports to the Board. 

It is evident that there is immediate need for action if the 
present unsat~sfactory conditions are to be remedied and the 
extl:'rior grounds of the hospital kept in proper order. 

Scales of Pay-Ntbrsing Staff. 

The Memorandum submitted to the Minister by three members 
of the Board set out that the Medical Superintendent without any 
instructions fTom the Board (or even request from the Nursing 
Staff), presented to the Board a statement showing the scale of 
wages paid at Clonskeagh Fever Hospital and war-time British 
scale of pay for nursing staff, and a proposed increase in the e..-,:ist
ing scale in the Dublin F'eYer Hospital to approach that of the 
British scale. 

According to the evidence the l\Iedical Superintendent sub
mitted a report to the Board at a mee6ng on tlie 6th April, 194±, 
on nurses' salaries jn which he stated that it was becoming 
almost impos~nole to get 11urses either trained or for training, 
adding that unless this country substantially increased the 
salaries and emoluments of nurses it would soon he impossible to 
maintain an efficient nursirug system. A new scale was put for
ward tentatively for discussion. The Chairman made a marginal 
note that the Medical Superintendent's proposals for the revision 
of the salaries payable to members of the nursing staff be circu
lated to members. A special meeting of the Board was held on 
the 12th June, 1944, to consider the proposals. At that meeting 
Mr. O'Leary and Mr. Litton objected to the irreg·ular manner in 
which the proposals had been brought forward and left the meet-
in~ . . 

Mr. Litton in cross-examination by Co ms I stated as follows :-

141-As I understand, the grounds of what I call charge 
against Dr. McSweeney ai'e that he was not authorised 
to bring this u:raft of proposed salary scales 
before the Board for consideration and that the rates of 
pay in Great Britain should not have been taken as a 
comparison. These were the two objections ?-They were. 
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142-I put it to you that at the Board meetings prior to the 
6th April this question of the nmses' pay wa di cussed 
although there is no record in the minutes. I put it to 
you that it was discussed on several occasions ?-I would 
not agree with you. I would say there was an informal 
talk. 

143-I put it to you that you were well aware that the members 
of the Board, if not the Board as a whole, were asking 

Dr. McSweeney to bring forward a scale of remunera
tion after due consideration between himself and the 
Matron?- I am not aware of it. I am aware that there 
was general talk. 

Mr. 0 'Leary, in his evidence, stated as follows:-

'' I dissented because I did not agree that that was the 
way the Board should decide on that issue. I thought it 
would be very much better and more satisfaetory if we got 
in touch with several hospitals in Durblin and after that 
appoint representatives so that the matter could be fully dis
eussed and if then it was thought by the .Committee that 
advances should be given then I would be agreeable to Lhat. 
I felt also that if we were to act here as a Board and take 
that decision to give increased salaries that were suggested 
we would be agreeing to salaries that would create a head
line for all hospitals in Dublin. I would like to make that 
clear. That was my principal reason for dissenting as it 
appears here in the Minute. I should also like to mention, 
Mr. Inspector, that at a meeting of the Board where this 
matter was mentioned informally Mrs. MeKean mentioned 
that she could get all the nurses she wanted for the Dublin 
Union. That was an informal statement. iit is not recorded 
in the Minutes. I heard it stated at the meeting.'' 

There is no recorded evidence that any direction ·was given by 
the Board to the 1\Iedical Superintendent to investigate and suh
mit proposals for the revision of salaries of nurses. If the ques
tion had been informally discussed by the Board then the matter 
was of sufficient importance to justify it being specially referred 
to a Committee for examination in the first place, with power to 
submit proposals to the Board. 

Clerical taf! Ore1·time. 
The evidence submitted in this case bears out substantially the 

statements contained in the 1\Iemorandum submitted to the Mini
ster. It appears that the lledical Superintendent put forward 
his recommendation without having previously conferred with the 
Board's Registrar as regards the staff under his control. Dr. 
Me weeney stated in evidence that, when the Registrar intimated 
that his staff wa not in favour of it, he had no hesitation in 
suggesting to the Chairman that the matter should be deferred. 
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Private Patie11fs' and Students' Fees. 
It was stated in evidence that Dr. McSweeney was unanimously 

selected for appointment to the post of l\Iedical Superintendent at 
a salary of £675 per annum, rising by £25 per annum to £800, 
with an allowance for a house of £75 per annum (if no accommoda
tion available) and other allowances, students' fees and private 
patients' fees. During the audit of the accounts of the Fever 
Hospital Board from its inception in January, 1937, to the 31st 
:March, 1940, the question arose as to the interpretation to he 
placed on the expression " private patients " . On attention being 
drawn to the matter at audit the Resident Medical Superintendent 
produced a statement signed by the Extraordinary Members of 
the Board to the effect that it was the practice of the foTmer Com
mittee of Management to pay the fees in respect of patients sent 
to the Hospital by local authorities, railway companies, etc., and 
that this practice obtained in the case of the former Resident 
~Iedical Superintendents. A statement signed by the Extra
ordinary Members that it was the practice of the former Committetl 
of Management to permit the Medical Superintendents to receive 
in full, without deduction, all fees payable by medical students 
and post-graduates was also submitted. In consequence of a dis
cussion which the Medical Superintendent had with officers of the 
Department of Local Government and Public Health he intimated 
in his report to the Fever Hospital Board on the 25th February, 
1943, that it was his opinion that his private fees should be calcu
lated on the basis of 25 per cent. on all fees obtained from soure~s 
other than rate or State-aided sources, and from :\IesS!'S. Guinnes~. 
This was noted and approved by the Board. 

On the 6th March, 1943, the Medical Superintendent intimated 
to the Board that he proposed that his fees should be calculated 
in future not on any increased weeldy scale but on the original 
rate of £2 9s. Od. which obtained when the Dublin Fever Hospital 
Act came into operation on the 1st Januaty, 1937, and he asked 
the Board to accede to his request. This was agreed to by the 
Board. 

It was stated in evidence at the Inquiry that, h.r a resolution 
of the Extraordinary l\Iembers Electorate, dated tl1e 2nd April, 
1941, the practice of the former Committee of :\lanagement in 
apportioning 25 per cent. private fees payable to Dr. ~IcSweene~· 
-Minute 13, of the 20th September, 193-!-was to exclude only 
those fees recoverable from rate-aided authorities and other 
authorities with which the Committee of )[anagement had con
tracts or agreements, and all other patients including those from 
Grangegorman ::\fen tal Ho. pi tal were regarded as prh·a te patients 
within the meaning of Minute 13 referred to. 

'fhP evidencP did not establish conclusivelv the basis for the 
calculation of fees payable to thE' l\Iedical·. uperintendent in 
respect of moneys paid to the Board by private patient for main
tenance and treatment. According to the eYidence, the Medical 
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'Superintendent is paid 25 per cent. of th~ total sum~ recciv.cd 
from patients, including maintenance. Th1s matter w1ll rcq~urc 
fuller examination . The Medical Superintendent also rece1ved 
fees :from students attending medical lectures. 

Food Costs. 
This matter was raised by the Auditor in his report date(l 7th 

July, 19-±3. It was stated in the report that the hills for 
groceries contained items not usually supplied in hospitals whose 
accounts he had audited. It was also stated that the diet was 
high both in quality and quantity and the view was expressed 
that the time was not opportune to introduce dietary scales. 

In the course of the Inquiry the following evidence was given 
by the Matron of the Hospital :-

128-I want you to come to the method of ordering the food 
for the hospital staff. Are the menus first compiled by 
the kitchen superintendent ?-Yes. There is one 
Kitchen Supervisor in charge of the hospital kitchen, 
and one in charge of the Nurses' Home Kitchen . 

129-How often are the menus made out ?-The menus are 
made out at least once a week in advance, and the 
menu books are taken each Monday to the Lady 
Superintendent for her approval. 

130-That is you?-Yes. 
131-And you inspect them ?-Yes. 'I'he Kitchen Supervisors 

hand me the menu books each Monday. 
132-Who does the actual ordering of the food supplies ?-The 

ordering, in accordance with the approved menus, is 
done by the Kitchen Supervisors. The Kitchen Super
visors' oTder is countersigned by me and then pas~ed on 
to the Storekeeper, who checks it in respect of 
quantities. 

133-Ha\e you a staii dietary scale?-Yes. There is a staff 
dietary scale of allowances of all usual food require
ments. Extras, not included in the staff dietary scale, 
are ordered for the medical staff and the Senior Nursing 
~taff, at the discretion of the futchen Supervisors. The 
orders are countersigned by me. 

134--Have you prepared a staff dietary scale for all allowances 
-a daily diet allowance?-Yes. The following are the 
particulars :-M:ilk, one pint per person per day; bread, 
1 lb. per person per day; butter, t lb. per person per 
week : tea (or coffee), ! lb. per person per week; sugar, 
1 lb. per person per week (including cooking sugar): 
.fresh meat, t lb. per person per day; bacon, 2 ozs. per 
per on per day; eggs, 1 per person per day; potatoes, 
1 lb . per person per day; fresh vegetables (cooked), 2 
ozs. per person per day; fresh fruit, 1 p01·tion per person 



31 

per week; cooking fruit, 2 ozs. per person as required; 
fish, 1 lb. per person as required; jam or marmalade, 1 
oz. per person per day; sausages, 2 per person 
(approximately 2 ozs.) as required; mixed pudding, 2 ozs. 
per person as requi1ecl; milk ]JUdding or other pudding, 
1 portion per person as required. Items not specified, 
e.g., condiments may be ordered when necessary. 
Quantities in respect of tea, sugar and butter are now 
supplied on a ration basis, in accordance with Govern
ment rel]Uirements. Jam, marmala<:le and other com
modities are sometimes obtainable. 

135-You have also a Requisition and Receipt Form?-Yes. 
136-'l'hat shows the clifferent diets ?-Yes. 

137-'.l'here is some suggestion that on some occasion there 
was Rahnon ordered ?-Yes. lt was ordered. There was 
not more than 9 lbR . ordered at a time for the Senior 
Nursing ~taff and :Medical Staff. Speaking from 
memory, 3/- a lb. was the cost . 

138-Did ;·ou Her buy salmon at 7/- or 8/- ?-Not to my 
knowledge. l woulil not pass an order for salmon at 
7/- a lb. There "·as one oc:c-aRion when fish was ordered 
that cost -±/- and when l was asked for approval I said 
definitely to get the cheaper fish. 

139-Do you keep an eye 011 the cost of the food ?-Yes. 'l'he 
weekly cost list is sent up to me and J go through it. 

140-Did you ever order any food tuff out of ~eason ?-Not 
to my knowledge. l would not pass that . I would con
sidt>r it e.·travagani. "Prrhaps I ought to ay that on 
coming here elHen years ago 1 was told that the Board 
feel their staff well and 1 11evrr had that order altered. 

141-1 think you had the toial cost of food }Jer patieni worked 
out and it cam<' to 1/7 per day?-Yef', and staff 2/ll and 
2/7 per day. 

142-Can you give the ln pec·tor ::;ome as"iRtance for the rea ·on 
for the differencr hrtw<>en the two?-, 'cyeral points have 
a bearing on that. Patient;; that come in here come in 
for short or long periods. :->ome would bt.> as .hort as 
t\vo day and more would go up to ten days. They are 
limited to a fluid diet only and it <ll-pemb on thr <li. case 
whc·n they (·an ['"et c·onYulrscencc diet. ('onvalt'scence 
diet is graclecl-bn'ad and hutter, and 1-'0 on. .\ lwalthy 
pc>r.·on could not P.Xist 011 that diet. Anoth<'t' factor 
that brar on it i: that w1• alway: haY<' <t ('hihl popula
tion of two ypar. und m11.ler. Tlwy ncYf'l go on th 
c·onvale 'cence <liet. They are ou a impler diet. 

143-Did you hear the figur<'s that were given for , t. 
Laurenc '~ Hospital? Thr patient co t 1/7 and the 
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nurses 1/7i ?-Yes. 1 would like to know thr number of 
meals and what they consist of. I con ld not offer an 
opinion unless I knew that. 

In the course of his evidence the Rtorekeeper submitted 
statistics of the diet scale for Sligo Mental Hospital and Change
gorman Mental Hospital and of the actual consumption of foods 
in the Dublin Fever Hospital for a period of four weeks beginning 
on the 17th September, 1944, and ending on the 14th October, 
1944. The statistics were incomplete in certain re pects and no 
proper deduction can be made from them. 

The following statements were also made by the ;:4torekeepe:r
in reply to questions addressed to him :-

226-Did the Board direct you to cany out the suggestions of 
the Auditor? Did they give you any directions from the 
7th of April, 1943, until this Inquiry ?-I cannot 
recollect. 

227-In other words, they did not ?-I don't TCcollect any 
specific instructions from the Board. 

The following further questions were asked the Storekeeper:-
230-It was important to you and the Board or somebody con

nected with the Hospital to see that the directions of the 
Auditor received some sort of consideration ?-I can say 
definitely that I implemented what the Auditor desired. 

231-In other words, you did what the Auditor said you were 
to do?-Yes. 

232-What did you do ?-I queried the items and if I thought 
there were unreasonable demands I would refer theDl 
back to the officer who requisitioned them. 

233-You always did that ~-Yes. 

23~You did not change that since the 7tli of April, 19431-
Perhaps I tried to be a little moTe strict. 

235-Perharps~-I think I did. 
The evidence shows that the Fever Hospital Board failed to 

t~ke effective action to investigate the ,position when their atten
t~on was specially_ drawn to the matter in the report of the Lo_eal 
(Tovernment ~nd1tor. The main responsi,bility for the ordermg 
of food supphes appears to have rested with the 1\Iatron. The 
pos~tion requires immediate attention and pending the fixing _of 
a dletary scale a system of control over the orderino· of supplies 
should be devised. This will also serve as guidance f~r the Store
kee?er in the_ ruse:harge of his duties. It is requested that tbe 
action taken m this matter be submitted as early as possible. 

Petrol Supplies . 

..,.· Accordin? !o the evidence the Medical Superintendent w_as 

.,Iven perffilss10n by the Fever Hospital Board to obtain supplieS 
of petrol from the Hospital stores. It would appear that be 
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obtained supplies of petrol in excess of the ration for medical 
practitioners. For instance, the evidence shows that Dr. 
McSweeney obtained supplies of petrol from the Hospital store 
supplies during the months of April to August, 1944, as follows:-

April 
May 
June 
July 
August 

Gallons 
17 

8 
16 
11 
14 

The Storekeeper in the course of his evidence stated as follows 
1n reply to a question addressed to him in referenee to the 
quantity of petrol supplied to the Medical Superinte~dent in the 

· years ended 31st March, 1943, and the 31st March, 1944 :-
42-The number of gallons obtained by Dr. McSweeney in 

1942-43 was 32 and in 1943-44 the number was 115. 
Between these two periods was there a cut in doctors' 
allowances generally~-Yes, there w;as, and our own 
ambulances were cut. 

Dr. ~IcSweeney in the course oE his evidence states as follows 
in reply to questions addressed to him:- . 

53-1\lR. FITZGERALD, R.c.-Did you ever hear tell of an 
ambulance running short of petrol ~-No. I have no 
information that our ambulances ever ran short of petrol. 

54-You were given authority in 1941 to get petrol when yoP 
were on hospital business. You live in Clonskeal?h '?
Yes. Any petrol I got I paid for. 

55-You were to obtain the petrol if you could not get it any 
where else?-Yes. 

56-You have no 1·esidence here?-No. 
57-You are entitled to a car on that basis?-Yes. 
58-That takes eight gallons'!-Yes. 
59-In addition do you have to at times go on llospital lmsi

ness?~Yes. 

60-That involves consultation when there i. a surrgestion of 
infectious disease?-Ye . 

61-Have you ever used your car for any purpose rxcept in 
going from the hospital to see an infectious cas - o. I 
never used the car for any other purpose. 

62-Do you draw such p •trol as you r quire for that pmpos 
and that purpose only.-Ye . 

63-When drawing th' petrol h re for th hospital what do 
you do with th coupon. -1 hand th m to 1r. ahill 
and he turns them into p trol in th month. 

64-.\nd he keep that petrol there in ea of an emerg ncy !
Yes. 
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65-And the following month again you gi,·e him the coupons1 
-Yes. 

66-You never drew any petrol here until 1!14-2 '!-·1 To. It is 
only in the la.st three years that J got it here. There 
was a number of epidemics in tlw year 19-12--+3-cnding 
March, 1943. I drew 32 gallons that year. 'l'here was 
a lot of infantile paralysis and I had to go around a lot. 
The next year ending 1944 there was a big number of 
cases of enteritis up to September and then there was 
para-typhoid. I had to leave the Hospital on many 
occasions to hold consultation with other doctors all over 
the place. In one day in the last six months I had to
make a long trip to Dundalk to examine a suspected case
of smallpox. I used threequarters of my month's supply. 
I had to go. It was an urgent matter. 

67-MR. CosTELLO, s.c.-You heard Mr. Litton's evidence?-! 
did. 

68-You will probably agree that it is reasonable that some 
explanation be given 1-Yes. 

69-You understand that the figures show that you were issued 
with petrol from the stores-with 32 gallons in 1942-43, 
with 115 gallons in 1943-44 and with 75 gallons during 
the last five or six months?-Yes. 

70-For that reason they asked for an explanation~-Yes. 
71-Would you explain for my own personal satisfaction .w~Y 

you have to pay for it ?-Because I would pay for It m 
any case. 

Dr. McSweeney, whose terms of appointment are referred to on 
page 29, would not be entitled to receive suppliese of petrol from 
the Hospital Store Supplies and the permission which was gi~en 
by the Board in 1942 was given irregularly and should be With
~rawn. The position was, moreover, abused by the Medical Su~er
mtendent by purchasing quantities of petrol from the Hospital 
Stores over and above the petrol ration allowed to membe:r6 of 
the medical profession, and which he apparently used when 
en?aged as consultant. This aspect of the matter is more appro
'{mate for investigation by the Minister for Supplies. An extract 
from the evidence at the Inquiry in relation thereto has been 

·referred to the Department of Supplies. 

Hospital Laborat01·y. 

Dr .. Hannigan, a member of the Board, desired to use t~e 
Hospital Laboratory. He was studying for the Diploma in Public 
Heal~h.. He told the Medical .Superintendent that he had the 
perm1sswn of Dr. 0 'Callaghan to use the Laborato1·y. 

,on the 6th March, 1944, Dr. McSweeney, having consulted D~· 
0 Ca~aghan, sent a copy of the following memorandum to D · 
Hanmgan:-
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Front the Medical Superintendent to the Di1·ector of the 
Hospital Labomto·ry-Use of tl1e Hospital Labomtory by 

D.P.H. Students. 

" It has been brought to my notice that the Hospital 
Laboratory has been used, though not at your invitation, by 
-certain D.P.H. students, as a subsidiary means of preparing 
for Part I of the D.P .H . Examinations which are due to be 
held in U.C.D. this month. Whilst I am always most anxious 
to encourage and facilitate keen students in every way, I am 
a little troubled as to what an L.G.D. Auditor would have to 
say, if he discovered that slides, stands, microscopes and 
centrifuge, etc.-not to mention the time of the technician
which are provided out of the rates of the City and County 
of Dublin for the infectious sick, were used for this irregular 
purpose. If the post-graduate students concerned wish me to 
do so, I shall put the definite proposition to the Board at 
their next meeting, and if the Board approves, the proposal 
will be put before the Minister for his sanction. I should 
rather like to grant this facility, and to know that this 
Hospital is not entirely unconnected with the teaching of 
bacteriology, believing as I do that we have one of the best 
laboratories in Eire, but an important question of principle 
is involved for, presumably, if it is permissible for two D.P.H. 
students to use the Laboratory the whole 40 members of the 
class should be allowed to do so. 

Will you please let me know if the students concerned 
wish me to put this matter up to the Board and the Minister 
in time for next Board meeting, which will be held on t he 
9th instant. 

You will naturally understand that no restriction of any 
kind, subject to your own direction, ought to be placed in 
the way of any members of my own medical staff who wish 
to use the laboratory ". 

According to the evidence, Dr. Hannigan demanded an inter
view with Dr. Me 'weeney. The intel'\'iew wa at 5.30 p.m. on 
the 6th March, 1944, and at the interview, according to Dr. 
McSweeney's statement Dr. Hannigan' attitude was mo t 
aggressive. At 5.40 p.m. Dr. :Me, weeney vi ited the laboratory 
to see the technician about a report in which he was interested 
and Dr. Hannigan and another D.P.H. stude11t were there with 
the technician, obviously preparing to do bacteriological work: 
according to the evidence, Dr. Me 'weeney a keJ Dr. Hannigan H 
he was clefying th ruling in hi memorandum pendin, the 
deci ion of the Board and it is record d that Dr. Hanniga.n repli d 
violently and was truculent in his attitude. . 

Dr. Me wecney further reported that on the th Iar h at 4.20 
p.m. he wa informed by the laboratory technician that Dr . 
.Hannigan used the Hospital Laboratory again. 

Dr. Hannigan in the course of hi examination, ref rred to 
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what happened at the meeting of the Board when thr mntt<'r 
came up for consideration. He wanted Dr. 0' allaghnn, the 
Bacteriologist, to be given prrmi ·sion to come in and give 
evidence. Dr . Ha.nnigan wanted to substantitltl' that he had Dr. 
O'Callaghan's permission to go into the laboratory. fi<' admitted 
he was hot in his remarks, hut he did not ag;rC'e with the statement 
in the memorandum by .Messrs. 0 Foghludha, O'Lear)' and Litton 
that he had been shouted down. 

In reply to a question during his eYidcnce at thr Inquiry, he 
gave the following answer :-" They may feel because there was. 
some hard hitting at the meeting that I was bC'ing shouteq. down 
and did not get an opportunity of malring an explanation,'' and 
to the further question:-" If they do give that evidence that ~·ou 
were unfairly treated or thought that you were unfairly treated 
what will you say~-I disagree with that." 

It appears from the evidence that Mr. Litton got into telephonic 
communication with Dr. Hannigan as to the terms of the state· 
ment put into the memorandum to the Minister and when ques
tioned in reganl to the · telephone conYcrsation, Dr. Hannigan in 
his evidence stated:-

" He (lVIr. Litton) had several conversations with me on the 
telephone and indicated on one particular occasion over the 
telephone what his views were on this particular incident: l 
was not very well at the time and it did not occur to my v1eW· 
point that what he expressed would form the basis of an 
Inquiry." 

To the further question-" You agreed ·with l\lr. Litton over that 
telephone conversation that that was a correct account of what 
had taken place, Dr. Hannigan replied-! did not." 

And when asked-" Did you disagree? "-he replied-'·' I re
gaTded it as Mr. Litton's own opinion." 

~fr . Pearson, in his examination stated the Board did not 
think it necessary to bring in Dr. O'Callaghan and to the sug
gestion that there was a heated argument going on all round the 
pla~, Mr. Pearson replied-" No. I think that is rather 
inaccurate. I conducted the meeting as calmly as possible." 

)1r. Litton, in the course of his examination by Counsel, stated as 
follows:-

186-You heard Mr. Pearson's recollection that there was 110 

shouting clown?- I did. They did not all yell at the 
top o:f their voices-one certainly dicl. They were talk
ing confusedly. 

187-A lot of people talking at the same time ?-Yes. ~0 
much so that Dr. Hannigan could not get a word in_ edge_-
1Vays and when he asked for permission to bring J1l DJ · 
O'Callaghan he was Tefused . . 

The ~arliamentary Secretary considers that while the action ~f 
'"he Medical Superintendent was appropriate in the circumstanceb, 
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Ille manner in which the matter was considered by the Board left 
1nuch to be desired. 

Internal General Management of the Hospital. 
In the Memorandum submitted to the Minister by the three 

members of the Fever Hospital Board they expressed the opinion 
that it would be to the advantage of the Hospital that the 
activities of the Medical Superintendent should be confined to the 
purely medical side thereof, and that the internal general 
management should be entrusted to a non-medical officer under 
t he control and direction of the Board. 

Mr. 0 'Leary in his evidence set out the objeds which he and 
l1is two colleagues had in mind in putting forward thei'r proposal. 
He stated as follows:-

'' Speaking in full accord with the other two members that 
signed the document I would first like to mention the present 
duties of the Medical Superintendent are : Management of the 
Hospital and medical and nursing staffs, examination and 
lecturing of sh1dents, private consultations, regulation of 
medical supplies, etc. There are many duties but I think these 
are the more important that I have mentioned. In addition 
to these duties ·which I have probably omitted to mention he 
has to carry out other duties relating to the hospital, inelud
ing all matters that are discussed so regularly in the carrying 
out of his ordinary duties. such as the control and distribu
tion of food, stores, carpenters, painters-in fact everythmg 
connected with the Hospital. The medical duties are onerous 
enough for any man without being saddled with the respon
sibility and also the duty of carrying out the administering 
of the other affairs uutside the medical affairs of the Hospi
tal. In saying that I would like to comment and a1<>o give 
expression to the opinion of the other members that we are 

completely satisfied that Dr. l\lcSweeney has given great ser
vice to this Hospital, and the reputation of Cork , treet has 
gained a very high opinion since he took over responsibility 
and direction of affairs on the medical side. We have no 
complaints. We emphasise that it i not our intention or 
was it ever in our minds to criticise any duties he has carried 
out here as medical officer. I would also like to pay tribute 
to those associated with him-the modi al frat mity as well 
as the nursing fratemity. The traditions of the Ho. pital ban 
been maintained and ar heing maintained in a high degree. 
I ·would also like to cxpr ~s at this moment that i:t' on occa
sions we differed, as it must happen with members of a nonril 
if they don't se eye to eye in administration, it has alway9 
heen my custom, and the cu tom of tho e a. sociated with me,. 
to recognise the fact that everybody is entitled to e..xpress 
their opinion, and if we have expres ·cd our opinion at any 
Board meeting it does not nece sarily mean that our action 
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would indicate that we were implacablt- cnt-mie of what 
doctor stood for. We have only one idt-a in our minds and 
that is that this Hospital and the work in this Hospital should 
be done in such a manner that those who were employed 
worked in it in any manner should find that their work was 
congenial and happy and s~ure. I feel it my duty 
emphasise that because on a previous occasion it was 
gested that our action was such that we were llll'Dtacau'"' 
enemies to the way or the ideals that the doctor had in 
mind. I will pass from that and come to what we have 
our minds. We have set out in this paragraph that 
internal management should be entrusted to a nun-Lut:•uo;cn 

officer under the control and direction of the Board. 
that it should be under the eontrol of a layman who 
have a business training and be accustomed to administra
tion. I don't mean that he should be a eivil servant. In fact 
I would emphasise that we do not desire to have a 
servant. They art' .good in their own way but I do not 
them as perhaps I should as administrators. In conclusion 
I would say that both the Medieal Superintendent and the 
Manager, if such a man is appointed, should be both subject 
to the Board in all respects. That covers, I think, 
that I have to say. 

In the course of his evidence, Dr. 1\lcSweeney 
follows:-

" Under the 1936 Act it was laid down that the Medical 
Officer, who is the only officer named in the Act, should 
responsible for the whole of the entire internal ad:mll!ll81>n 
tion. That meant a very material change in the duties. 
meant that the procedure was entirely altered in order 
conform with Local Government procedure. It is, no 
necessary that the procedure be adopted by ~,..,, .... ,t& 

hospital. I think that I have succeeded in ui~;t:wm•J;,~to 
responsibility to the Board by seeing that 
Hospital is administered efficiently. In spite of the 
proceedings for the past seven or eight days, I am 
satisfied that I have in the main discharged my duties 
that Section as efficiently as they could be discharged. 
true under the new Act a great volume of new work has 
my way. I had to assume responsibility for the whole 
st~tf and their work and assume responsibility for 
thtngs as. well and this necessarily took away from the 
I could gtve to other purely medical matters. It is 
to say ' make a clean break between the medical and 
medical matters' and say this duty or that duty or ~be 
d~ty should be delegated to a non-medical man, but 1t 
~dficult in practice to do it. There is so. much 
~ the ~ervices of a hospital that a clean break-1 
mg Wtth twenty years of practical experience 
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administration of a fever hospital behind me-is quite impos
sible. The work of the porter that transports fuel to the. 
wards, the work of the porter who transports patients to 
the wards, the work of the ambulance driver dealing with the 
transport of patients and the work of the storekeeper deal
ing with the food and its quality all have direct medical 
implications. The non-medical management :finished at 5 
o'clock in the evening and 1 o'clock on a Saturday, but the 
work of the hospital went on night and day for the twenty
four hours. Dual control-! am sure about this, dual control 
is fatal to efficient administration. Whether you talk about 
it in business or whether you talk about it in a hospital, 
dual control of any kind meant friction, quite independent of 
personalities. Two saints in dual control would, in my opinion, 
quarrel. There must be one head and I think the head of a 
hospital should be a medical man. I believe that is 
axiomatic. It is the result of my practical experience of the 
running of a fever hospital, which is more extensive than any 
other person in the country without exception, that I say 
that there should be one head and that head a medical man. 
'fhere are a number of questions that arise such as fuel, 
which may have something to do with the heat and tempera
tures of the wards, food, direct welfare of the patients, 
porters transporting patients or transporting oxygen and 
other matters that should all be under the control of the 
Medical Superintendent. That is one of the matters I My J 
wished to refer to." 

In reply to the question-" It has been suggested that the 
grounds are in an untidy condition and the stores badly kept in 
the last few years, have you any observations to make on thatY"
Dr. 1IcSweeney said:-

" I see a good deal of the grounds several times a day and 
I would say that the grounds of this Hospital are as well 
kept as they ever were with this exception that the nece ' ·ary 
dumping of fuel which has taken place in the emergency 
has caused a certain amount of disfigurement in the same 
way as in our own houses. Apart from that, I say tl1at the 
grounds are as well kept to-day as ever they were." 

To the follo·wing further que tions by ~enior Counsel, Dr. 
McSweeney replied as follows :-

17-Is there anything el e, doctor,-! would like to add this. 
There are a number of time-taking detail· of administra
tion that I sometimes think I would like to be relieved 
of and which I think, with profit, could be delegated to 
a foreman. As far back as 1939 I recommended to the 
Board almost the same suggestion. The man I have in 
mind was one who would be paid £.1) or £6 a week and 
who would ha,-e a knowledge of engineering-a man who 
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would understand the boiler and the machinery -plant
and who would be responsible to me for the work in the 
laundry and the boiler house and for the work of the 
porters and the ambulance drivers and so on-in :fact, all 
the male staff in the Institution. That arrangement wa>~ 
followed with success in most of the Institutions in which 
I have had experience. 'The man I have in mind is a 
foreman mechanic who would he · rei'ponsible for looking 
after the general repairs in the Hospital and he ultimately 
responsible to me. It would ~aYe me a great deal ot the 
detailed work which takes up my time at present. 

18-Do you find that a good deal of your time is taken up in 
the filling up of forms and the initialling of forms in the 
office?-There is a great deal of extra clerical work, hut I 
don't complain of that. I think that is necessary. I 
don't think there could be any change made in that. 

19-You don't see any solution for that?-No. I don't see any 
solution. 

When asked during cross-examination to give the Inspector the 
benefit of his views on the ~>·uggestion of taking him away from the 
job of filling up forms, Dr. l\lcSweeney replied :-

" I would say, if I spent any appreciable time .supervisin!! 
the grounds and the fabric of the building, the answer would 
be yes, but I will gi>e you an example as to why I cannot be 
relieved of this work. There are a number of slips relating 
to the demands of the patients which come into the doctor. 
:i\!ames, addresses and ages are relevant factors. In addition 
to that you have notifications that are purely medical that 
have to be attended to. In addition to that you have com
munications making inquiries about the condition of patients. 
There are also slips that have to go to the Registrar· for cl1arg,~ 
purposes, there are overtime slips and requests such as this. 
that a porter is required at 2 o "clock and the ambulance is 
required at 3 o'clock. In all these things there is a medical 
interest and )t is only the 1\Iedical Superintendent or a 
medical man who could check them. I cannot be relieved of 
these duties." 

. The evidence clearly indicates that there are manY Hospital 
matters requiring closer supervision than has been O'iYen. This 
applies to the control of the staff the O'enm·al controt of expcndi-
t h 

, 0 • 

me, t e care of the grounds of the Hospital, the cvntrol of worK-
men, and the purchase and distribution of food. 

Ringsend Attxiliary Hospital . 
. _ ?£ the other matters which were investigated at the Inquiry 
~t IS only necessary to refer to the transactions which took place 
m co~ection "'i!h the supply of equipment to Ringsend Au.--dliary 
Hospital, when 1t was opened by the Committee of Management 
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cf Cork Street :B'ever Hospital on behalf of the Dublin Corporation 
towards the end of 1936 as an Auxiliary Fever Hospital. 

The evidence submitted at the Inquiry shows that the new equip
ment purchased in connection with the opening of the Ringsend 
Hospital was largely retained at the time in the Cork Street Fever 
Hospital and that other equipment which had· been for some con
siderable time in use at Cork Street Fever Hospital was sent to 
the Ringsend Hospital. 

The total cost of the equipment was £1,408 and the Corporation 
:paid to the Dublin Fever Hospital Board, in l\Iay, 1937, a sum of 
£354. A further payment of £1,054 was made in January, 1940. 
In July, 19-!0, correspondence took place between the Corporation 
and the Fever Hospital Board in regard to discrepancies as 
between the quantities of various articles of equipment in stock and 
the quantities for which payment was made by the Corporation. 
At this time the Ringsend Hospital had been closed. The cor
respondence between the Corpor<ttion and the Fever Hospital 
Board proceeded on the basis that the equipment at Ringsend 
Hospital would he taken over by the Fever Hospital Board. A 
sum of £-!93 18s. 7d. was first mentioned as the basis of f.ettlement, 
but in November, 19-!0, this amount appears to have heen subse
quently revised to £:553 19s. 3d. About this time the accounts of 
the Corporation were under revie'l\" by the Local Clo>ernment 
Auditor. Upon full examination of the several transactions, and 
cf the pa)-ments made by the Corporation to tl1e Fever Hospital 
Board. it became clear that most of the new equipment pmchasecl 
in connection with the opening of the Hospital at Ring-send was 
not inlitalled in that Hospital hut was retained for use in Cork 
Street Fevet· Hospital and that equipment which had already been 
for some time in use in Cork Rtrcet Fever Hospital was sent 
instead to the Riugsend Hospital. • To indication had been given 
to the Corporation at the time as to tl1e disposal of the new equip
ment, although the Fever Hospital Board claimed and ohtained 
irom the C01·poration the full co~t thereof, the final pa~·ment heing 
recPived h~· the Board f1·om the Corporation in June, 19-!0. 

The e\-idence at the Jnqniry sets out the representations which 
were made hy the }linbter for Local Oowrnmcnt and Puhlic 
Hea11h to the Pever Ilospital Board in· regard to this matter on 
the 12th }larch, 1 9-!1, and the terms of the Boa1·d ·~ reply dated 
26th ::\Iarcb, 19-!1. It \\"as not, however, until thr Local novel'll
ment Auditor decided to disallow the expenditure hr the f'orporH
tion on CIJUipmcnt which was retained in the Fewr Hospital in 
Cork Htt·ept, that the Ft>YCJ' no~pital Board agn~ed without fmtht•t· 
question in Octo her, 19-1:1, to refund to the C'orporation a sum. of 
£910 2s. lld. suhject to the equipment in Rin~nd Ho ·pital, the 
property of the Fever llospjtal Board hcin~ tak u over hr the 
eo ....... oration at an a"'reed valuation. This valuation ·was suhse-

~J' ~ • 
quently carried out. and the amom1t payahll' to the Fever H sp1tal 
Board was fLwd at approximately £216. 
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The evidence shows that the financial t t·ansuctiom; "hit•h took 
place between the two bodies were not in accordance with the 
arrangements actually made for the equipment of the .\uxiliary 
Hospital; that the Corporation were wrongl'ull~· rcquired to make 
payment to the Board for equipment which was retained for use 
in the Fever Hospital, Cork Street, and generall~- that the correct 
position in regard to the equipment was not full~· ascertained until 
the matter came under review at audit. While the actual financial 
transactions which took place in the first in tance hetween the two 
bodies were in favour of the Fever Hospital Board, it i evident 
that there was lack of proper co-operation among the staff of the 
Hospital from the very inception of the scheme. The liedical 
Superintendent must have been aware of the retention of the new 
equipment in the Fever Hospital, Cork 'treet, yet he stated in 
evidence that, as regards the financial arrangement of this whole 
matter, he had nothing to do with it and he added that when it 
was raised in 1941 it was the first he heard of it. 

Dismissal of Gate Lodge Keepers. 

The evidence indicates that the conditions of appointment of 
Mr. and Mrs. Delaney as Gate Lodge Keepers in 1937 were not 
properly defined. The decision taken by a majority of the Board 
at a meeting on the 11th November, 1943, not to continue their 
employment as Gate Keepers, did not appear to be based upon 
that full and proper consideration of the case which might 
have been expected in view of the nature of Mrs. Delaney's. 
illness and of the faet that Mr. Delaney, within a short time
previous to the 11th November, 1943, had been reported to the 
Board in connection with the delay in admitting an ambulance 
'"rith a patient to the Hospital on the 20th October, 1943, and had 
been exonerated from blame by reason of the fact that he had 
been summoned at the time to carry out other duties in the 
Hospital and could not, therefore, be in attendance at the Hospi-
tal gate to admit the ambulance. There appears to have been a.. 
clea>age of view amongst members of the Board on the question 
of terminating the employment of the Gate Lod.,.e Keepers. and 
the ~ttitude adopted by a majority of the me;;_bers precluded 
considerate action being taken. 

The following evidence of :Mrs. McKean, a former memhee of 
the Board, is of particular interest as it indicates the absence of 
tha: harmony and co-operation amongst members of the Board 
~vhi?h ~re o necessary to achieve the efficient management of an
m h~uhon and shows that there was considerable opposition at 
meetmgs of the Board when efforts were bein"' made to curb
e:xpendihlre and improve the administration:-"' 

1914-You did not offer any evidence of the difficulties of the 
Board or the difficulties you had as a member of the 
Board in carrying on the business here a few years before
this Inquiry was instituted ?-That has nothing to do. 
with this Inquiry. 
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1915-You heard .Mr. 0 'Lem·y give evidence of the difficulties 
he had 1-That he had~ 

1916-He told us of the difficulties he was having in connection 
with the bloc vote on the Board and matters of that 
kind ?-ii heard him. I never saw any bloe of voting. 
There was a blo·c of votes on both sides. There was a 
bloc on more sides than one. 

1917~Do you say that you never saw any signs of that1-
It was on both sides. 

1918-Would it be true to say that you yourself made the 
charge against a certain section of the Board that for 
six years you had to suffer vilification and abuse at the 
hands of certail'l members of the Board. Would that be 
true ~-It would not. · 

1919-Did you ever write on the 13th November, 1942, a letter 
to Mr. 0 'Donovan in which you used these words?
Which words? 

1920----<Did you write this to him: '' We, Appointed Members 
by the Minister, have had to endure almost six years' 
vilification and wbuse at the hands of a bitter section of 
the Board, mainly due to our efforts to curb expenditure 
and improve the administration of the Hospital "?-I 
did not think that was six years ago. 

1921-You forgot that. Do you accept that you wrote that?-
I don't think that has anything to do with it. 

1922--Do you accept that you wrote that letter?-Oh, yes. 
1923-And you forgot about it?-I did. 
19'2~Do you now want to ehange your evidence that you gave 

to the Inspector, that you knew of no bloc voting or 
anything of that kind and that you had not to put up 
with this for six years¥-I say that that has nothing to 
do with bloc voting. I don't think it has anything to do 
with the last six years. 

:MR. EARLY: On a point of order, I would like to a k--

1925-MR. CoSTELLO, s.c. : I am cross-examining the witness and 
she has admitted writing this. I am asking her abom 
this particular sentence. That letter was written by her. 
(To witness): That letter is in your handwriting?-It is 
not in my handwriting. 

1926-Did you sign itY--

Ma. EARLY: Put the letter into her hand. 

1927-MR. CoSTEI"Lo, s.c. (To witne ·): Do you agree that you 
wrote the sentence that I have read out to you? You 
" had to endure almost six years' vilification and abuse 
at the hands of a bitter section oi the Board, mainly dtte 
to our efforts to curb expenditure and improve the 
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administration of the Hospital "?-That is riglit. I 
don't agree that it was in the last six years. 
l\'lR. EARLY: On a point of order--
1\fR. CosTELLo, s.c. : This has nothing to do with you. 
WITNESS : I stand over that if I ever said it. 
M.R. EARLY: I suggest that the letter be given in full. 

1928-MR. CoSTELLO, s.c. : I am putting the one sentence of the 
letter for the purpose of dealing with the evidence she 
has o·iven and nothing else and she admitted that she 
wrot: that particular ~entence. (To witness) : Y on 
wrote that?-Yes. It was not for six years. I admit 
the rest of it. 

1929-Roughly six years ?-Yes. , 

1930-I take it, therefore, that your relations with the Hospital 
were not happy during that period ?-With some of the 
members oi the Board, yes. 

1931-Do you think that sort of thing is likely to improve the 
administration of the Hospital ?-1 never saw a Board 
yet that could not have disagreement. 

1932-" Six years of vilification and abuse at the hands o£ a 
bitter section of the Board "?-That is right. 

1933-You did not offer to give this evidence here to the 
Inspector until I put it to you?-Why should I? There 
are a lot of other things here that I could say, but I 
would keep the Inspector here until after Christmas. 

1934-The InspectoT is inquiring into the administration of 
the Board and into the truth of the allegations and I 
would expect you to come forward and tell him all you 
know, but instead of that you only want to deal with 
the Delaney case ?-I don't want to keep the Inquiry 
going for the next six months. I could tell a number of 
things about the Board, but I am sure the Inspector does 
not want to hear them. 

1935-Your object was to give the complaints against 
Delaney ?-Yes. 

1936-Complaints about everybody ?-I would not say I com
plained about everybody. 

1931-From Delaney to the nurses ?-I never complained about 
the nurses. 

1938-.Y ou never made any complaints about the nurses ?-No. 
l!l;~9-You never made a complaint to anyone ab,out the nurses, 

to the l\Iatron or anyone else ?-No. Why should I? 
ln hi;; evidence at the Inquiry the Chairman of the Board stated 

a· follows as regards the joint employment of Mr. and Mrs. 
Delmwy as Gate Lodge Keepers:-

1634--The arrangement made on the 9th of December, 1937, 
was ~~at she was to relieve her husband during his " off 
duty . Do you agree that that is not the same as 
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your theory that both lw on duty all the time ?-'l'he 
idea was that they were both on d~ty. 

16:35-lt is clearly stated there that the wife was to re lie Ye 
the husband when he was off duty. Does that not 
clearly indicate that when one is on duty the other is 
o:ff?-No. I don't think so. 

1G36-Are you serious ?-Yes. It is a joint appointment. 
When Delaney left the ga.te--

1637-I am asking you the meaning of that document there 
and not what was the intention of the Board ?-When 
Delaney and his wife were appointed in 1937 the idea 
was that if Delaney was taken away from the gate to 
other duty Mrs. Delaney has to attend to the gate. 

16±2-MR. ~oE, s.c. (To witness) : Were ,rou aware that they 
were m the habit of taking Delaney away from the gate 
to carry pahents from one ward to another?-Yes, from 
time to time. · . 

1643-They did that with your approval ?-Yes, if it was 
necessary. 

1644-You think the gatekeeper should be taken away from 
the gate and brought up to the Hospital to give a hand? 
-He is not the only one who does it. That was only 
done when there was nobody else available. 

1645-Were you aware that he was brought up from the gate 
when any of the electric fuses went wrong?-Yes. 

1G±G-Were you aware that he was sent to check petrol ?-Ye,-. 
lG±'i'-Did you know that he was sent for to bring fuel up to 

the wards ?-Yes. He did a lot of odd jobs. 
1(;48-Do you consider all these things are proper employment 

for a gatekeeper?-Y cs, in certain circumstances. 
Anybody else would do it. lie was not the only person. 

1G±9-When Doctor Galvin ent in his report on the 28th of 
October stating that the ambulance had been delayed 
you did not think Doctor Galvin had acted improperly 
in sending for Delaney ?-:Xo. 

1650-.\nd the only person you t•ensurcd was :\Irs. Delanc~· 
that you knew hacl not hr<'n well ?-It was unfortunatt> 
that she was not fit to do hN part of the duty. 

1G.Jl-At the time you were ime tigating the matter you did 
not arrive at a deci ion ''·ith the knowl dgr that :;he was 
unlit?-No, because we had no rertificate. 

1652-Because you did not inquire. Did you ask :\lrs. Delan y 
for any explanation ?- No. l-Ir . D('laney <lid comc-

lli53-Did you ask her for any explanation ?-~o. 
16.54-In that letter ent by Doctor Me weeney on the 2 th o£ 

October 1943, thirteen days before the 11th of Novem
ber-ha~e you any record of a complaint again t either 
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of the Delaneys between the 28th of October and tiH' 11th 
of November, 1943?-Yes. The 7th of October. 

1655-Between the 28th of Octobrr and thr 11th of NoYrmbH? 
-No. 

1656-Then there was the decision that the matter be left to 
yom;-self and Doctor Me weeney and Doctor Me. weene~· 
wrote to Delaney on the 28th of October: '' I am bound 
to point out to you that should there be any further 
complaint about the mode in which the duties of joint 
lodge-keeper are carried out the question of terminating 
your services will be raised immediately" ?-Yes. 

1657-And you concurred in sending that ?-Yes. 
1658-What was the justification in saying that when you dis

missed him without any further complaints being 
received ?-I have given you my reason. 

1659-Can you justify it, when on the 28th you told him if you 
got any more complaints you would consider dismissing 
him and then on the 11th of November without getting 
any further complaints and without warning or notice 
you dismissed him Y-In the meantime Mrs. Delaney 
came to see Doctor M:cSweeney and made allegations of 
" torturing ". 

1660-Was that the reason?-No. Following that and the 
discussion with Delaney when he was in before the 
Board. Mainly his attitude at the Board. 

1661-You had both of them at the Board ?-No. We asked 
M:rs. Delaney, but she did not come. 

1662-The position is that you agree that after the letter oi 
the 28th of October that was sent to Delaney in ordinary 
justice without · having fresh complaints you would do 
no more about that?-Yes. 

1663-You did not get any further complaint but you thought 
it fair to dismiss the two of them on the 11th of 
November because Mrs. Delaney complained to Dr. 
McSweeney?-And owing to the fact that the two of 
them could not act as joint gate keepers. 

1664--You did not tell Delaney that day-the 11th of 
November-that you were eonsidering dismissing him 
be('ause his wife could not open the gate~-No. 

1665-I£ you were going to put this family out of the house 
surely _in ordinary justice you should have told him the 

. ('Omplamt or the reason for doing it ?-He was. 
1666-Wo~ud I b~ correct in saying that you did say that 

durmg the mterview you said that the Board was not 
sati~fied wi~h his service. Was it stated at any time 
d_nrmg the mterview that you were terminating hisser
VICe because his wif~ could not open the gate?-No. I 
don't think so. 
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1667-Wa he entitled in rll'<linar·y ,justice and fair-play to 
he told that ?-We are always entitled to consider the 
Hospital. 

166 -\Vas Delaney in any sense of fair play and justice not 
to be told that the motive was that his wife eould not 
answer the gate '?-It would haw been better to tell him 
that. 

1669-The charge against the members of the Board is that it 
was an outrageous injustice? And that we did not giYe 
it fair consideration. 

1670---Do you agree "·ith me that it was an injustice to dismiss 
Delaney w·ithout telling him the motive of your Board 
was because his wife could not open the gate~-That was 
one of the reasons. 

1671-You say it was one of the main reasons in your mind?
One of the reasons. I gave five. 

1672--Do you agree that it was an injustice to Delaney to 
dismiss him, if that was amongst the other reasons, with
out telling him what was in your mind ?-No. I would 
not agree. 

1673-Your opinion is that it was fair play to dismiss Delaney, 
because his wife could not open the gate, without telling 
him ?-I say it was fair play to dismiss beeause the 
Board was not getting satisfactory service from the two 
of them. 

1674-0n the 28th of October you dealt with the matter-the 
matter why Delaney was not at the gate!-Yes. 

1675-And you gave him a warning through the lledical 
Superintendent that if there were any more complaints 
he would be dismissed?-Yes. 

1676-The question of his dismissal would not ari, e unless 
there were more complaints ?-Yes. 

'fhe Parliamentary ~eeretary sets out the Iollowi11g con
-clusions and direction:; for your con:;ideration and nece sary 
~ction :-

1. The :Medical :-;uprrintPndent hould lw reprimande<l for 
permitting Dr. Roche to absent himself from duty with
out the permission of the Fever Ho pital Board and for 
allowing a ~Iedical Doctor to di charge dutil's in the 
Hospital without sanction to his appointmen~ . bein~ 
obtained. He should be notified that any repetttJOn of 
such conduct will lead to hi suspem;ion from duty. 

2. In a letter writt~>n by the Medical :-4upE'rintendt>nt to Dr. 
Roche he refers to certain members of the Board as 
implacable enemie. of all that he and Dr. Rochr stand 
for. It is most reprE'hewible for an officer of the Bo~rd 
to speak or write in such Dn unwarranted and offensn c 
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manner of members of the Board, and it should he mauu 
clear to the l\Iedical Hnprrintenclrni that su<'h l·ontluc 
will not be tolerated on tlw pnrt of nny oftieial. 

3. As regards the carrying ont of vn l'ious coni md 1rork~ iu 
the Hospital, the Fever Hor.;pital Hoard did noL act 
properly in accepting in tlw first instanl'<' <t higher 
tender for painting work. Had ~:>uch a decision been 
allowed to stand the funds of the Board would lHl 1 e had 
to meet an additional charge of approximat<'l~· £~70. In 
connection with a previouR contract for gcm·ral main
tenance work the Board also dicl not take proper action 
to safeguard their funds, while a concession which wa. 
made to the selected contractor in respect of expcndittuc 
upon materials after the tender was accepted without 
ascertaining from other competitors whether or not they 
would make such a claim was entirely opposr1l to the 
principles uhderlying competitive tendering. 

4. There was neglect on the pal't of the Fcvet· Hospital 
Board in ·postponing the carrying out of repairs to the 
roof of the Stores, and in the maintenanee of the 
grounds of the Hospital in a proper condition. Th 
Sub-Committee's report for Febl'uary, 194-!, sets out that 
the Stores, formerly old engine house, appears to have 
become merely a dump and so ehoked up with miscel
aneous articles that the l)llilding cannot be kept clean 
and that in any case it is not so kept. The reporL pro
ceeds to state that there arc a number of empty jam
jars, soda-water syphons, empty tea chests, empty petrol 
tins, chair frames,• ends of bedsteads, stacked up witlt 
various other articles difficult to identify owing- to the 
accumulation. Between the boiler house m1cl boundary 
wall of the grounds it is stated that there are numerous 
piles of dirt and rubbish on top of which unwanted 
materials, bits of iron, shaped timber, steel drums, etc .• 
have been promiscuously thrown and are evidently 
there a long time. In the small yard at the rcre of the 
Nurses' Home it was pointed out there "--as also an 
accumulation of rubbish, broken crockery, aml a few 
aluminium kettles and other small scrap. The yard was 
reported to be in a dirty and neglected couditimL These 
reports disclose conditions which would be very objec
tionable in close proximity to any occupied dwelling. 
hut are en~irely inexcusable within the precincts of a. 
~ev~r Hospital. The evidence at the Inquiry does not 
md1e.a~e that effective action was taken to remedy sueh 
conditions and the position should receive your earliest 
consideration. 

5. As. regards remuneration of nurses, there is no recorded 
evidence that any direction was given by the Board to 
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the l\Iedical Superintendent to investigate and submit pro
posals for the revision of salaries of nurses. The matter 
should have been specially referred to a <!ommittee of the 
Board for examination in the first place, with power to 
sUJbmit pro,posals to the Board for their consideration. 

u. The evidence did not establish conclusively the basis for 
the calculation of fees. paid to the Medical Superintendent 
in respect of moneys paid to the Board by private 
patients for maintenance and treatment. According to 
the evidence the Medical Superintendent is paid 25 per 
cent. of the total sums received from patients, including 
maintenance. This matter will require fuller examina
tion by you. The Medical Superintendent also received 
fees from students attending medical lectures. 

7. The Fever Hospital Board failed to take effective action 
to investigate the position as regards food costs when 
their attention was specially drawn to the matter in the 
report of the Local Government Auditor. The present 
position requires immediate attention and pending the 
fixing of a dietary scale a system of control over the 
ordering of supplies should be devised. 

8. As regards petrol supplied to the Medical Superintendent 
from Hospital Stores the pernnsswn which was 
improperly given by the Fever Hospital Board in 1941 
should be withdrawn. 

9. The use of the Laboratory by a medical member of the 
Board who was studying for the Diploma of Public 
Health was also the subject of investigation. While the 
action of the Medical Superintendent was appropriate in 
the circumstances the manner in which the matter was 
discussed and considered at a meeting of the Board left 
much to be desired. 

10. As regards the internal arrangements for the manage
ment of the Hospital, the evidence clearly indicates that 
there are many Hospital matters which should recei>e 
closer supervision than has been given to them. This 
applies to the control of the staff, the general control of 
expenditure the care of the grounds of the Hospital, con
trol of worlrmen and the purchase and distribution of 
food. 

11. The supply of equipment to Ringsend Auxiliary 
Hospital upon its being opened as an Auxili~ry 
Fever Hospital was not in accordance With 
the arrangements contemplated. The Corporation 
of Dublin were wrongfully required to make 
payment to the Board of the full cost of the 
new equipment obtained when the greater part of 
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it was retained for use in the Fever Hospital, Cork 
Street. It is evident that there was lack of proper 
co-operation in regard to this matter amongst the staff 
of the Hospital from the very inception of the scheme. 
The ~Iedical Superintendent should have been aware of 
the retention of the new equipment in the Fever Hos·· 
pital, Cork Street, but in evidence he stated he had 
nothing to do with the financial.arrangements and added 
that when the matter was raised in 194:1 it was the first 
he had heard of it. The matter was suhse<1uently 
regularised following upon action by the Local Gov!:'rn· 
ment Auditor. 

12. The termination of the employment of the Gate Loilge 
Keepers \Vas somewhat abrupt and created dissatisfac
tion among members of the Board. After it was 
decided not to Htend the employment of the Gate Lodge 
Keepers they were retained with the assent of the Board 
from week to we!:'k, oYer the period from the 11th 
No\'ember, 19-±3, to July, 1944·, when the new Gate 
Lodge Keepers took up their duties. As regards the 
control of visitors to the Hospital, the evirlencr shows 
that the supenision was unsatisfactory. 

13. The eYidence of ~Irs. McKean, a former member of the 
Board, clearly indicates that there was for a long period 
a marked absence of harmony and lack of co-operation 
among t members of the Board upon se1eral important 
matters affecting the administration of the Hospital. 
As already pointed out, there was a sharp ·cleavage of 
view r!:'garding the termination of the employment of 
the Gate Lodge Keepers. It is clear that impartial 
admini tration could not be attained under the con(1i
tiom; which lHe\·ailed. It is difficult to avoid the 
conclusion that the ~Iedical 'uperintendent shared in the 
antagonism which existed between members of the 
Board. The eYitlence shows that he was bitterly opposed 
to the members whom he desrribeil as implacable 
enemies of what he stood for. 

J. )l\cLYS.\f:UT, E. Q., 

~Iif'-e, le meas, 

(~igned) J. HUR 'ON, 
Runai. 
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