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BORD SLAINTE AN IARTHAIR 

WESTERN HEALTH BOARD 

2nd December, 1971, 

To : Each Member of t h e Board . 

Dear Member, 

In connection with our forthcoming Meeting on Priorities, 
1 enclose, for your information, the following which may be of 
interest: 

(1) Summary of the Health Services;- 6 copies; 

(2) Report on the Consultative Council on the General 
Hospital Services outline of the future General Hospital 
System. 

Yours sincerely, 

E. Hannan, 
Chief Executive Officer. 

The County Engineer went on to say that conditions were apparent in the 

building which in his opinion and that of his staff would preclude 

the County Council from taking over the Unit as works satisfactorily 

completed in accordance with the prepared plans and specification. 

He listed the following factors as influencing this opinion:-

(1) Unsatisfactory drainage. 

(2) Dampness rising generally through the floors. 

(3) Dampness apparent internally on stone faced gable walls. 

p.t.o. 



BORD SLAINTE AN IARTHAIR 
P r i v a t e & Conf ident ia l 

Western Health Board 
Not for p u b l i c a t i o n 

ADMISSION AND TREATMENT UNIT 
before Board Meeting on 

ST. MARY'S HOSPITAL, 
3rd January , 1972. 

CASTLEBAR. 

(44 Beds) 

To: Each Board Member. 

In June, 1963, tenders were received for the erection of a new Admission 

and Treatment Unit at St. Mary's Psychiatric Hospital, Castlebar. The 

Consultant Architect on the project was Mr. J. F. McCormack, 27 Sydney 

Parade Avenue, Dublin 4. The tender of Messrs. Kelly & Sons, 

Builders" Ltd., Westport, was accepted on the recommendation of the 

Architect in the sum of £60,711.77, and sanctioned by Department of H^aitn 

on the 4th September, 1963. 

On 16th June, 1967, the Consultant Architect wrote to Mayo County Council 

stating that he had certified that the building was in a satisfactory 

condition for occupation and that he had instructed the Contractor to 

hand over the keys to the Council. On 19th June, 1967, the County 

Manager directed that the County Engineer should attend to the taking ov** 

of the building with the Consultant Architect. On 30th August, 1967, 

the County Engineer reported that he had made a detailed inspection of 

the building and he submitted a list of defects found. He stated that 

in his opinion it would not be advisable to take over the building until 

such time as all the defects listed had been attended to in a satisfactory 

manner. 

The County Engineer went on to say that conditions were apparent in the 

building which in his opinion and that of his staff would preclude 

the County Council from taking over the Unit as works satisfactorily 

completed in accordance with the prepared plans and specification. 

He listed the following factors as influencing this opinion:-

(1) Unsatisfactory drainage. 

(2) Dampness rising generally through the floors. 

(3) Dampness apparent internally on stone faced gable walls. 



(4) Internal dampness around windows later found to be associated 

with the presence of paper packing and other foreign materials 

in the walls around the windows. 

The financial position in relation to the unit at that time (August 1967) 

was as follows:-

Contract sum: £60,711.77 

Amount certified by 
Consultant Architect: £59,500.00 

Balance Due: £1,211.77 

During 1968 several discussions took place between officers of Mayo 

County Council, the Consultant Architect and the Department of Health 

but before the unsatisfactory conditions in the Unit were attended to, 

the Consultant Architect issued a further Certificate for payment on 

25th January, 1969, in the sum of £3,000 in favour of the Contractor. 

The Consultant Architect had been repeatedly asked not to issue this 

Certificate until the Unit had been put into a condition satisfactory to 

the Council. 

An independent Structural Engineer, Professor L. F. Stephens, was engaged 

by the Council to examine the Unit and to report on its condition and 

the works necessary to put it in order. In the light of Professor Stephen's 

report the Council witheld payment to the Contractor on the Certificate 

issued in the sura of £3,000. 

The Contractor, as was his right under the General Conditions of Contract, 

took the Council to Arbitration to have payment made to him on foot of 

the Certificate issued by the Consultant Architect. His statement of 

claim was for the value of the Certificate plus interest from the date 

of issue of the Certificate until the date of the Iward. The County 

Council's submission to the Arbitration proceedings took the form of a 

counter-claim against the Contractor for the sum of £17,061.15 for 

defective work. 

The Arbitration proceedings were held on 19th, 20th and 21st May, 1970 

and the Arbitrator, Mr. John E. O'Reilly, B.Arch., M.R. I.A. I. ,A.R. l.B.A. , 

issued his findings on 1st October, 1970. 

p.t.o. 



These provided as foilows:-

(1) That the County Council would pay the Contractor the sum of 

£4,304.79 (Four Thousand, Three hundred and Four Founds and 

79 pence) under the Contract. 

(2) That the Contractor would pay to the County Council the sum 

of £5,410.64 (Five Thousand, Four Hundred and Ten Eounds 

64 Pence) under the Contract. 

The Arbitrator's Award resulted in the following fiaancial position 

in relation to the Contract:-

Oriainal Contract Sum £60T711.77. 

Amount paid prior to Arbitration £59,500.00 

Payment due to Contractor as a 

result of Arbitrator's Award: 4,304.79 

£63,804.79 

Payment due by Contractor to Council 

as a result of Arbitrator's Award 5,410.64 

Net payment to Contractor £58,394.15 

The Arbitration Award was discussed at Mayo County Council Meeting 

on the 15th February, 1971, and at that meeting, the County Engineer was 

requested to prepare a list of the minimum works necessary to make the 

building fit for occupation. In report and specification dated 5th March, 

1971, the County Engineer listed £he following works which he stated were 

the minimum works required prior to occupation:-

Specification and Cost: 

(1) Remedial Work to Floors £5,682.92 

(2) Remedial Work to Windows £5,557-67 

(3) Decoration occasioned by 
items (1) and (2) £1,746.22 

(4) Re-laying concrete pavings 426.87 

(5) Remedial Work to drains £2,003.40 

(6) Remedial Work to Water Main 63.80 

(7) Remedial Work to External Cracks 139.95 

(8) General. Maintenance repairs 250. 

(9) Additional leaf of stone work to 

* a b l R S £l7,05lt98 



- U -

In further explanation of cost:, involved the County Engineer pointed 

out that his specif icat ion'and estimate was based on a report made by 

Mr. Drum, Quantity Surveyor, who had been retained by the County Council 

in connection with .the Arbitration proceedings, The estimate was based 

on costs applicable in February, 1970, and the up-to-date cost of carrying 

out the work was £18,330. The County Engineer's report and estimate was 

before the Estimates Meeting of the County Council on the 20th March, 1971, 

and the Council allowed the sum of £18,330 in the health estimate to 

cover the remedial work to the building, in accordance with the County 

Engineer^ report. The Department of Health was informed of the Council's 

decision on the 29th March, 1971. Instructions were given by me on 

the 7th April, 1971, to have the remedial work carried out, by the Mayo 

County Council Staff acting for the Board on an Agency basis, to enable the 

Unit to be opened for the reception of patients as quickly as possible. 

The estimate for the remedial work as stated above was first prepared in 

February 1970. In the case of the floors it was envisaged that V Asphalt 

would give a satisfactory waterproof membrane and the Vinyl Asbestos 

tiles would be laid directly on the Asphalt. The estimate for this 

job on the floors included in the sum of £18,330 came to £5,682. 

The worsening conditions of the floors discovered while the work was in 

progress made it necessary to reconsider the extent of the work. It 

was considered necessary to invite the advice of the Institute for 

Industrial Reaearch and Standards. After detailed examination and 

protracted consideration the Institute submitted a report and recommendation 

dated 5th November, 1971, for the satisfactory treatment of the floors. 

The report recommended the laying of J- of Asphalt in two coats with an 

overlying screed of cement and sand 2" thick with expanded metal mesh 

reinforcement. This entails a lift in the floor level of 3" with a 

consequent need for adjustment to door heights, fittings etc. 

In relation to this the following is a quotation from the report:-

"It is realised that the above recommended course of action Involves major 

, „ M n„uriv rwerlvinc the Asphalt with a concrete reconstruction work, particularly overiym* «•_ E _ — — 

i i „nnPn.rh which can be adopted that will screed. However, it is the only approam w^lLaii 1 

reduce to a -<«<«»« the r<* "* future coatly failures." 
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Arising from this recommendation the revised estimated cost of the remedial 

work is as follows:-

REVISED SALIFICATION AND ESTIMATE 

SUMMARY 

Remedial work to floors 

Remedial work fco windows 

Decoration as a result 

Re-lay concrete pavings 

Remedial work to drains 

Remedial work to ring main 

Point and repair external cracks 

Internal repairs to cracks etc. 

Construct 2 No. gable walls in blockwork 
outside existing masonry walls 

Plus 10% Contingency 

£_ 

15,223 

6,640 

2,000 

426 

2,900 

200 

150 

200 

1.000 

£28,739 

2,874 

£31,613 

PROGRESS REPORT ON REMEDIAL WORK 

Windows: 

Work on the windows is now complete, 138 No. windows having been taken oUc 

and replaced. Paper wrapping was found in the walls around all of the 

windows, defective concrete blockwork walling had to be removed entirely 

from around these windows and major sections of the walling had to be reb'--' 

in places at the windows. Solid walling had to be replaced by cavity 

walls. The estimate as prepared by the Quantity Surveyor in February 1970 

was £5,557.00 the actual cost including the major extra work referred to 

was £6,640. 

Drainage; 

Remedial work on the irainage is approximately 80% complete, only connection 

from bathrooms, etc. rosmaining to be linked up. 
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The Specification stated that all drainage to the sewers be in 6" pipes. 

In the case of the drainage works a water test was applied in accordance 

with the original specification. All the pipe-lines failed this drainage 

test and as a result, tt was necessary to unearth all drainage works. 

On opening up the system, the joints on sections of the drains were found 

to be defective and one complete length of approximately 25 yards was found 

defective. The defective sections were re-laid. 

It was also discovered that the drainage from sinks, roofs and wash-hand 

basins were made to a so&k«pit in contravention of the specification. 

The drainage from these sources should have been made to the existing sewer 

using a 6" pipe. To correct the defects it was necessary to instal 6" 

pipes to carry the drainage from sinks, wash-hand basins and roofs to the 

existing sewer. 

Remedial work on the drainage is approximately 8D% complete. Only 

connections from bathrooms etc. remain to be linked up. 

Expenditure to date is £2,000 and it will take approximately £900 extra to 

complete the work. 

Gable Walls; 

To stop the water which is pouring through the two gable walls it is 

necessary to provide a new cavity wall, i.e. a new leaf outside of the 

present masonry faced solid wall. To keep cost of remedial work as low 

as possible it has been decided to construct this outer leaf in concrete 

blockwork with a dashed finish rather than in stonework. It is estimated 

that the work will cost in the region of £1,000. 

Other Necessary Work: 

This involves re-decoration, also remedial work to paving, work to ring 

watermain and to cracks both external and internal. The estimated cost 

for these works is shown above. 

The summary of revised estimated costs for remedial work as shown above 

totals £31,613. The corresponding estimate which was approved at Estimates 

Meeting of Mayo County Council on 20th March, 1971, was £18,330. A: 

p.t.o. 



ft* 

can be seen the increase can be attributed mainly to the extra work which 

it is necessary to carry out on the floors. 

The target date for completion of the remedial works is 31st March, 1972. 

Conclusion: 

I have carefully considered and examined this matter and my conclusions are: 

(1) The allegations made by Councillor Flynn at Meeting on 6th 

December, 1971, in relation to the technical aspects of the job 

have been totally disproved by independent experts. 

(2) No unjustified work has been undertaken. 

(3) No work has been undertaken from dishonourable motives. 

(A) The remedial work undertaken on these buildings has been carried 

out in a competent manner. 

Accordingly, 1 recommend the Board's approval to the excess cost 

involved. 

?ff&<is^~ <^-TV 

E. Hannan, 
Chief Executive Officer. 

Date: 22nd December, 1971. 


