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To B is  Excellency, George W illiam  F rederick ,
E arl of Clarendon , K .G ., Lord Lieutenant Ge
neral and General Governor o f Ireland, #c., <$fc.

M a y  i t  P l e a s e  Y o u r  E x c e l l e n c y ,

The late period of the last Session of 
Parliament, at which the “ Special Report,’ sub
mitted to your Excellency by the “ Commissioners 
of Education in Ireland,” was laid before the House 
of Lords, and subsequently printed, having ad
mitted of only a very concise and general notice, 
upon my part, of that Special Report, by petition 
to both Houses of Parliament, I  deem it incumbent 
upon me to submit most respectfully to your E x 
cellency, thus early in the present Session, the 
substance of my petition to the Houses of Parlia
ment— my petition to the House of Lords having 
been entrusted to the E arl  of Mo untcashel , and 
that to the House of Commons to Mr. Scully , one 
of the members for the County Tipperary and, at 
the same time, to lay before your Excellency a 
more full and explicit notice of the Special Report 
made by the li Commissioners of Education in Ire
land,” referring your Excellency, in doing so, to 
the Special Report as printed by order of the House 
of Lords, on the 18th of June last, and to my 
Pamphlet, a copy of which I  had the honor of for
warding to your Excellency on the 4th May, 1849.



4

The Special Report submitted to your Exceï-> 
lency professes to be an answer to “ statements 
and charges contained in a Pamphlet lately pub
lished by me.” Contrary to the practice observed 
invariably in all their Annual Reports, since their 
constitution as a Board, this Special Report is 
signed— not, as in the Annual Reports, by each 
individual Commissioner—but, on this special and 
particular occasion, by their Secretary, “ by order 
of the Commissioners,” the names of the Commis
sioners, at whose instance, and by whose authority 
it was made, being withheld. Convinced that your 
Excellency’s penetration will discern at once the 
motives, I  will not occupy your time in assigning 
any of the reasons which induced a departure from 
an invariable practice, and introduced, in this soli
tary instance, a mode of subscription so extraordi
nary and so suspicious.

While I acquiesce most fully in the justice of 
having this Special Report contrasted with the 
statements and charges contained in my Pamphlet, 
and of having it applied, in investigating the truth, 
in every particular in which that Report answers 
the statement or charge made in the Pamphlet, I 
object most decidedly against the injustice of there 
being received on the authority solely of some few  
individuals—who, as has already been observed, 
suppress their names—a species of refutation so 
convenient for them and so générale  that contained 
in the concluding passage of the Commissioners’
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Report (page 3)—“ And finally, your Excellency 
is respectfully informed that there are many other 
statements and assertions contained in Mr. K et- 
t l ew e ll’s Pamphlet, which, though unfounded, 
are scarcely of sufficient importance to be noticed 
in this Special Report.”

In relation to the paragraph in the Commis
sioners’ Report—“ With reference to other grave 
charges contained in Mr. K ettl ew el l  s Pam
phlet, your Excellency is most respectfully referred 
for their complete refutation to a letter from Mr. 
F etherstone  (H.) which is hereunto appended 
I  most humbly submit to your Excellency, as a 
criterion by which the credit to be given to Mr. 
F eth ersto n e’s letter, generally, may be deter
mined, that the Earl  of M ountcash el , on the 
18th July, 1844, read in the House of Lords, a 
letter from Miss S t a n w ix  herself, stating that 
she had been compelled to sign the conveyance of 
the 19th April, 1841. While the reading of this 
letter, and its substance are noticed in the Report 
of the proceedings in the House of Lords, on the 
18th July, 1844, and while Lord M ountcashel  
can from memory supply the contents of it, I  de
sire to account to your Excellency for the non- 
production in my Pamphlet of a copy ot the letter 
itself, the absence of which secures Mr. F et h er 
stone from instant and immediate detection of 
falsehood. Previously to publishing my Pamphlet, 
knowing the importance of this letter I applied to
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the Earl of Mountcashel for a copy of it, and I 
received from his Lordship a letter, dated “ House 
of Lords, London, 16th March, 1849 an extract 
from which I  beg to submit to your Excellency ; 
“ I  greatly regret to inform you, that the parcel 
I  had left in the old library of this House in a 
drawer, in which I  usually kept my public papers, 
has been lost or mislaid in the removal of the 
books, &c., &c., into our new library. In this par
cel I had placed the letter from Miss St a n w ix . 
Our Librarian, Mr. L eaky , is greatly annoyed at 
this unfortunate accident, which cannot now be 
helped.” Otlier tests by which Mr. F etherstone’s 
credit may be ascertained I  shall reserve for a no
tice of his letter to the Commissioners appended, 
in the conclusion, to their Special Report.

Confining myself at present to the substance of 
my petitions to the Houses of Parliament, before I 
enter upon a more particular examination of the 
Commissioners’ Report, I  desire to direct your E x 
cellency’s attention to the fact that this “ Special 
Report” does not notice, or allude at all to, some of 
the most important “ statements and charges made 
in my Pamphlet and, more particularly, to the 
interviews at the Castle of Dublin in the month of 
October, 1844, with the Chief Secretary for Ire
land, at that time the Lord E liot, at present the 
Earl St . German’s—(as detailed in the 15th and 
subsequent pages of my Pamphlet)—and the ap
plication made by some of “ the Commissioners of



7

Education” to the Earl of Devon to induce his 
Lordship to suppress in the Land Commissionei s 
Report, the evidence given by me at Clonmel be
fore that commission—(as detailed in the 20th page 
of my Pamphlet). A  reference to the 15th and 
20th pages of my Pamphlet will convince your E x
cellency of the importance of the two last men
tioned particulars, and satisfy you that as they 
cannot from their nature be reduced to that general 
and convenient class of “ statements and assoi
rions” which the. Commissioners describe as being 
“ though unfounded, of scarcely sufficient impor
tance to be noticed in this Special Report no 
allusion is made to, or notice taken of them, be
cause they are incapable o f contradiction, and are 
true in every particular, and being so, are most 
damaging to the character and conduct of the 
“  Commissioners of Education in Ireland.” The 
statements made are in the detail of them most 
diffuse, their very fullness rendered them the more 
easily capable of contradiction and disproof : the 
parties referred to, and engaged in the transac
tions described, occupy a very high and distin
guished position ; a contradiction of assertions and 
statements from such personages, while it  would 
have disparaged and ruined my character and re
putation, would, above any other method of defence 
which the Commissioners could have adopted, have 
extricated them from the damaging and distressing 
position in which my statements and uncontra-
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dieted charges had placed them, and superseding 
the necessity of any other evidence in their behalf, 
have enabled them with exultation—instead of 
withholding— to subscribe, as usual, their own and 
individual names to their Special Report, and have 
relieved them from the only expedient to which, in 
their difficulty, in defiance of justice, and disre
gard of truth, they could resort, to wit, the produc
tion of a letter from their Solicitor, Mr, F eth er- 
s t o n e ,  the concoctor of their plan, and the sup
ported and defended agent and instrument of their 
aggression. That the circumstances of my inter
view at the Castle of Dublin with the Chief Secre
tary—at which meeting the Attorney-General for 
Ireland, the present Master of the Rolls, and the 
Secretary to the Commissioners of Education were 
present, and in which they bore a conspicuous 
part—are faithfully reported in my Pamphlet, is 
confirmed, not only by the absence of all contra
diction of any incident related, but by the studied 
avoidance of any allusion to it in the Commission
ers’ Special Report. The importance of that in
terview will be enhanced in your Excellency’s 
estimation by the consequences which followed it, 
when I  advise your Excellency of the information 
given to me by a party, whose position and oppor
tunities placed him within the direct reach of it, and 
whose character confirms the account, that for a 
period of six weeks after the interview, the Chief 
Secretary had constant and repeated eommunica-
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tíons with the Secretary to the Commissioners of 
Education, find prepared a bill to be laid before 
Parliament for the dissolution of that Board. *lhe 
relinquishment of office by the Chief Secretary 
consequent on the resignation of Sir R o b e r t  
P e e l ’s ministry, prevented the bill which had 
been prepared, from being laid before Parliament 
and passed.

Having conveyed to your Excellency the sub
stance of my petition to Parliament, I beg to direct 
your Excellency’s attention, in the next place, to a 
more particular examination of the Commissioners 
Special Report. I  shall comment upon it in its 
order, and as briefly as possible, noticing those 
portions only to which my petition did not refer, 
and which call for observation from me.

The account given in the Special Report of the 
date and provisions of the Endowent,— of the seve
ral l e a s e s ,— proceedings in the Court of Chancery,— 
and of the circumstances connected with the build
ing of the School-house,— coincides with the state
ments in reference to them contained in my Pam
phlet. The coincidence, therefore, of both, render
ing observations on those particulars unnecessary, I 
shall notice first the sentence, “ And in March, 
1822, Dr. B e l l  notified to the Commissioners of 
Education his appointment as Master of the School 
— (Sp Rep. page 1, sec. 4). The expression “ no
tified his appointment'1'1 is used for the purpose of 
evading the question of the illegality of Dr. B e l l ’s
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appointment: on this I had enlarged in my Pam
phlet, and had proved the appointment to be an ille
gal and invalid one. The Commissioners existed as 
a Corporation instituted by Act of Parliament, in 
1813 : this appointment was made in 1822. The 
Commissioners, therefore, in admitting Dr. Bell’s 
appointment had neglected one of the purposes for 
which they had been appointed : and having sanc
tioned an illegal appointment they connived sub
sequently at his acting in direct violation of 
the intentions of the Founder, in charging fai
sons of Freemen in the Corporation of Clonmel, 
who, by the express terms of the Deed of Foun
dation, were entitled to a gratuitous education—■ 
(see Pamphlet, page 22) ; the Commissioners, in 
this particular again, disregarding one of the objects 
for which they had been appointed. The Com
missioners’ Special Report omits, not only any 
defence of, but studiously avoids any allusion 
to, the charges of neglect and of having acted con
trary to the Act of Parliament with which I  had 
charged them in my Pamphlet in recognizing, in 
the first instance, Dr. B ell as Master, and in per
mitting him in the second, to violate and abuse the 
trust. Such an omission of defence or allusion 
cannot but be regarded as designed, and to have 
proceeded from their inability to disprove or meet 
the charge. With reference to instalments for the 
building of the School-house, (Spec. Rep., page 1, 
sec. 6,) while the Commissioners’Report confirms
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the statement made by me that fón instalments had 
been paid by Dr. B e l l ; it does not contradict the 
statements given in my Pamphlet (page 12) of the 
circumstances under which the payment of the two 
last was made. I  cannot, however, understand the 
expression, “ the Commissioners, however, being 
sometimes in advance to Government for Dr. B e l l ;” 
the Rents being all received by Dr. B ell , and the 
instalments payable to him, the question very natu
rally arises, out of what Fund, and under what 
circumstances did the Commissioners make advan
ces on account of Dr. B ell ? Passing, however, 
from the 6th Section containing this equivocal ex
pression, I  beg to direct your Excellency's attention 
to the following Section in the Report :—“ Pro
ceedings were subsequently taken by the Board, to 
recover from the Representatives of Dr. Bel l , the 
amount of one instalment and a half, and in 1848 
a verdict for one instalment (£240) was directed by 
the Court to be found by the Jury for the Plain
tiffs ; this sum has not been as yet paid by the De
fendant, in consequence, as he states, of the diffi
culty he has encountered in his endeavours to raise 
that amount.” The proceedings instituted for the 
recovery of this instalment, which ought to have 
been paid by Dr. B ell  on his relinquishing the 
School were adopted after a lapse of many years, 
and solely owing to my importunities, and the inter
ference of the Executive in Ireland. Although the 
Commissioners of Education, in their Annual Re



port on the 1st April, 1848, had advised your E x
cellency of proceedings having been instituted, 
and of their being still continued, in their Annual 
Report of the 2nd April, 1849, they omitted any 
mention of, or allusion to, the recovery of this in
stalment, by a verdict, in the Month of July, 1848. 
Notwithstanding that the proceedings for the re
covery of this instalment had been delayed so long, 
and that the verdict of a Jury had wrested from the 
Representatives of Dr. B e l l , a sum so long with
held,—the prosecution of the claim having been 
neglected by the Commissioners, and enforced by 
my importunities and the interference of Govern
ment,—the Commissioners, when obliged, in their 
reply to my Pamphlet, to admit the fact of its re
covery, which, when they ought to have inserted it, 
they had suppressed in their Annual Report, advise 
your Excellency, in their Special Report “ that this 
sum has not been paid  by the Defendant in conse
quence, as he states, of the difficulties he has en
countered in his endeavours to raise that amount.’’ 
Being myself subjected to judgments of Courts of 
Law, and having suffered from summary proceed
ings in them, I  desire not that measures of severity 
should be resorted to against the Defendant in the 
enforcement of this verdict: I am bound, however, at 
the same time, to inform your Excellency, that the 
Defendant,in this case,is the son of the l a t e D r . B E L L ,  

a Dignitary, in the Established Church, in his ca
pacity of Archdeacon of Waterford, the proceeds of
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which preferment maintain himself and his family, 
in not only the necessaries, but in the superfluities 
of life, while the unjust and illegal acts of his F a
ther, and the wrongs arising out o f those acts inflict
ed upon me by the Commissioners of Education, 
have not only deprived me of the comforts and ad
vantages which I  had enjoyed from the time of my 
birth, up to my acceptance of the School of Clon
mel, but have taken from me th epittance, which, un
der the designation of salary, the Commissioners 
continue to dole out, by refusing to reimburse me in 
sums, expended by me on the School-house, since 
I  became the occupier of it, sums which they had 
acknowledged and sanctioned, and the payment o f 
which they had promised.

The complaint which I made in my letter to the 
Commissioners on the 9th December, 1848, (Pam
phlet, Page 6) in reference to the manner in which 
the proceedings for the recovery of the instalment 
had been conducted, I  still repeat, and am prepared 
to substantiate. The compliment (Sp. Rep. Page 2) 
paid by the Lord Chief Baron to the Plaintiffs and 
Defendant on that occasion does not disprove my 
charge, as none of the particulars on which the 
charge was founded, and by which it was supported, 
came before him in the hearing of the Case, all 
having been purposely kept out of view and sup
pressed.

I beg to bring particularly under your Excellen
cy’s notice, the subjoined passage contained in the



Special Report (Page 2, Section 4) “ Dr. B e l l  be
ing entitled to the entire proceeds, subject to the 
payment of the Government instalment.” I  have
proved—and the Commissioners have not denied__
that the appointment of Dr. Bell was illegal and 
invalid : I  have exhibited in my Pamphlet (Page 
52) the affidavit of a late Mayor of Clonmel, and the 
affirmation of a most respectable gentleman, estab
lishing the fact that Dr. Bell had infringed and vio
lated the terms of the Endowment. The Commis
sioners of Education, under such circumstances, 
and with such facts fu lly  placed before them, pro
nounce Dr. B ell entitled to the proceeds,” while 
at the very same time, they are depriving me, pro
ducing an undeniable and legal title, and observing 
in every particular the terms of the Endowment, 
of the privileges and rights conferred by the Found
er in 1685, and under the management of Trustees, 
and of the Court of Chancery, enjoyed by all the 
masters of the School, from the time of its endow
ment, until the betrayal of the Trust by Dr. Be l l , 
and the occupation of the Estate by the Commis
sioners of Education, in 1842.

Noticing the Special Report in its order, I shall 
observe, as concisely as possible, on the subject im
mediately following that on which I have just com
mented. The passages under observation refer to 
the opinion of the Attorney-General, as to the power 
of the Board to fix the salary of the future Master 
ot Clonmel School. Upon this subject I  will merely
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remind your Excellency, that the Attorney-Gene*^ 
ral, who pronounced the opinion on which the 
Board has acted, is the present Lord Chancellor, 
who, in maintenance of the opinion, which in his 
capacity of Attorney-rGeneral he had given, on Spe
cial occasions, presents himself at the meetings of 
the Board—(as is shown in my Pamphlet, Page 36) 
in his office as Commissioner, and in such capacity 
enforces— in defiance of assertion on my part, and 
in absence of contradiction on the side of the party 
accused—without any examination whatever into 
the merits of the case, the penalties of an opinion, 
which contradicted the practice of all the Trustees, 
who had acted in accordance with the Trust since 
the Endowment of the School, and which subverted 
the decree of the Lord Chancellor in 1809, an opi
nion, be it  remembered, in direct opposition to one on 
this identical subject, in my possession, given by 
the late Sergeant W a r r e n , whose eminence as a 
Lawyer, acknowledged upon his entrance to his pro
fession, was maintained throughout a most distin
guished and successful practice ; and who in his 
distinguished career wTas not surpassed by any of 
his contemporaries a t  the Bar,

The subject next alluded to in the Special Report, 
instead of contradicting, confirms the statement 
made in my Pamphlet, that, although I  had been 
appointed Master of the School by the E arl  of 
Mo u n t c a sh el , and the Marquis of Ormonde , on 
the 29th of January, 1842, I did not receive posses
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sion of the School-House, until the Month of May 
following. The reason assigned for this delay, in 
the Special Report, will, I  am satisfied, appear to 
your Excellency very unsatisfactory, and not calcu
lated to disprove the motive attributed to it in my 
Pamphlet. The reason assigned by the Commis
sioners is, “ Dr. B e l l  continued in possession of 
the School-House, until the 24th May, 1842, in 
consequence of a cautionary notice served on him 
by Lord M o u n tc a s h e l ,  forbidding him to give up 
possession to any person but one properly autho
rized by him, and Lord Ormonde.” That such a 
cautionary notice was served I  admit : that it was 
imperatively called for, wTill appear to your Excel- 
lency, when you are informed that the Represen
tative of the late Colonel B a g w e l l ,  who, in the 
Year 1822, had made the illegal appointment of 
Dr. B e l l ,  laid claim to the right of nominating to 
the Mastership of the School. If  that cautionary 
notice had not been served by Lord M o u n tc a s h e l ,  
Mr. B a g w e l l ’s Nominee might be acknowledged 
as Master by the Commissioners in the Year 1842, 
with the same readiness and facility , and with the 
same neglect o f the Act of Parliament with which 
they had admitted the illegal appointment of Dr. 
B e l l ,  in the Year 1822. The motive of the Com
missioners in not acknowledging my appointment 
made on the 29th January, 1842, is fully expressed 
in their postponement of the sanction of it, until 
they should have received possession of the School
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Estate from Dr. B e l l — (the possession of the Es
tate was given 011 the 1st of May, 1842)— and will 
appear more evident to your Excellency, when I 
inform you, that Mr. F e t h e r s t o n e  in my presence 
suggested to Lord M o u n t c a s h e l  the prudence and 
necessity of obtaining the signature of the Mayor 
of Clonmel to my appointment, the Marquis of Or
m onde’s title being questionable. For substantiating 
a fact so conclusive as to motive, and so descriptive 
of Mr. F e t h e r s t o n e ’s tact and professional integ
rity , I  have in my possession letters from Lord 
M o u n t c a s h e l  in reference to the incompetency 
attributed by Mr. F e t h e r s t o n e  to the Marquis of 
O rm onde, and in furthering and securing my no
mination.

The next subject in the Commissioners’ Report 
to which I request your Excellency’s attention, is 
their answer to the charge made in my Pamphlet 
(Page 30) that a Year’s income had been suppressed, 
and that the returns to the orders of the House of 
Lords, in the Years 1844 and 1847, were contra
dictory and inconsistent. (Special Rep., Page 3, 
Sec. 3). I  maintain—and a reference to the returns 
themselves will satisfy your Excellency of the fac t 
— that the returns, although made in different 
years, are identical in all particulars as to the infor
mation sought, and the wording over the columns 
in which that information is supplied. Dr. B e l l ’s 
having been in receipt of the Rents up to the 1st 
May, 1842, has nothingwhatever  to do with the re
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turn of the amount of Rent received by the Com- 
missioners/rom the 1st May, 1842—the period from 
which the Commissioners state the Rents to have 
been vested in them.—In the return furnished to 
the House of Lords, on the 31st July, 1844, the 
Rent received from May, 1842, to May, 1843, is 
stated by the Commissioners to have been £619 Os. 
11^<£ ; while, in the return furnished to the House" 
of Lords, on the 12th of July, 1847, the Rent re
ceived from 1st May, 1842, to 1st May, 1843, is 
stated as N il  ;  and the identical sum of £619 Os.- 
l l^ á .  in the former return acknowledged as received 
from May, 1842, to May, 1843, is, in this latter 
return, transferred to the period from 1st May, 
1843, to 1st May, 1844. The terms in which the 
Commissioners of Education have endeavoured to 
extricate themselves from the charge of having made 
contradictory and inconsistent returns—the contra
diction and inconsistency being apparent to the 
meanest capacity— exhibit a specimen—not by any 
means creditable to their ingenuity—of mysticism 
and special pleading resorted to solely for the pur
pose of evading a most palpable and evident fact.

Having, in the order in which they presented 
themselves, commented upon the several passages, 
in the Commissioners’ Special Report, which re
quired notice, I  have, in observance of method, 
come to the 4th Section in the 3rd Page, referring 
to the Documents “ dated 16th February, 1842, put 
forward by the Rev. Mr. L abarte ,” designated in
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this Special Report a “ statement.'1'1 The désigna-1 
tion “ statement,” applied to this document, obliges 
me, in my ignorance of the circumstances which 
extorted from the Commissioners this Special Re
port, to conclude that the Report was submitted to 
your Excellency in the presumption that you had 
not read my Pamphlet; as I  cannot force myself to 
believe, that a Nobleman so distinguished as a Min
ister, so conversant with all the forms of judicial 
and legal proceedings, and so versed in all the 
usages and terms of civil and social life, could, with 
a knowledge of the circumstances of the case under 
consideration, have received without correction of 
it, such a term as that  of statement applied to a do
cument of the character and description of that un
der review. Although this Report was submitted 
to your Excellency with the subscription of the 
name of the Secretary— a style of subscription in
troduced only on this special occasion—the consti
tution of the Board, composed, as it  notoriously is, 
of Bishops and Judges pre-eminently, and of Mem
bers conversant with all the forms of solemn decla
ration, ought to have secured your Excellency— 
to whom that Report was to be submitted—in the 
first place ; the Houses of Parliament— before which 
it was to be laid—in the second place; and the Pub
lic—to whom it would eventually be known—in the 
third place, from the artifice of substituting the 
term statement for that of affidavit. This affidavit 
styled by the Commissioners of Education “ state-
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ment,” was sworn before a Master Extraordinary 
of the Court of Chancery ; it was made by a bene- 
ficed Clergyman of the Established Church, the 
Rev. E dwaed  L abaete , who, up to the Year 1840* 
in which his Trusteeship expired, discharged the 
duties of his trust with the most scrupulous regard 
to the interests committed to his care. All the cir
cumstances connected with this affidavit together 
with a full relation of the character and conduct of 
Mr. L abarte , are given in the 32nd Page of my 
Pamphlet. A reference to them will put your E x 
cellency in full possession of all the particulars, a 
knowledge of which is essentially necessary to your 
Excellency, that you may judge the merits of the 
case, and from a consideration of them deduce the 
object of the Commissioners in designating Mr. L a- 
barte’s affidavit a statement, and instead of rebut
ting with some appearance of truth, dismissing hi» 
sworn depositions with the character of a “ statement 
manifestly erroneous” I ! I

Having noticed and commented upon the several 
portions, which appeared to me to call for observa
tion, in that part of the Commissioners’ Special Re
port having the name of their Secretary subscribed 
to it, and having in doing so occupied your Excel
lency’s attention at considerable length, desiring to 
avoid too long a tresspass, I will dismiss without 
particular observation the documents in the Appen
dix lettered severally and consecutively A, B, C, 

the subjects referred to in them having
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been either already noticed, or not involving mat
ter of moment in determining the questions at issue 
between the Commissioners of Education and me. 
Dispensing, for the reasons I have assigned, with 
a notice of the preceding portions of the Appendix 
to the Commissioners’ Special Report, I beg your 
Excellency’s earnest attention to the concluding por
tion of the Appendix containing Mr. F eth er -  
stone’s Report to the Commissioners, lettered G.

The several circumstances connected with the 
Endowment, relating to the original grant and the 
purposes of it, the leases made, the proceedings in 
the Court of Chancery, and the Decree pronounced 
by the Lord Chancellor, and the advance from the 
consolidated Fund for the building of the School- 
Houses, &c., are stated in Mr. F e t h e r s t o n e ’ s  Re
port with a detail of them more minute than that 
given of them in my Pamphlet, and confirming in 
every particular the account given of them by me.

In the absence of any contradiction between Mr. 
F et h er st o n e’s Report and any of my statements 
in reference to the subjects to which I have just 
adverted, the first particular to which I desire to 
direct your Excellency’s attention in Mr. F ether
sto n e’s Report, is in the 8th Section of the 9th 
Page u the Solicitors of the Board set on foot exten
sive enquiries in the County of Tipperary, through 
their friends and correspondents, with a view to 
trace the families of Ch arles  A lcock and T ho
mas B a t t y , the Trustees of the Deed of 1685 ; but
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all traces of them had passed away from the locali
ty.” I  beg most distinctly and most respectfully to 
submit to your Excellency that this assertion of 
Mr. F etherstone’s ought to be received with 
great caution, and examined with great cave from 
the circumstances which I  shall now state.

Dr. Bell , who in the Year 1841, had executed 
the conveyance of 19th April, previous, as Mr. F e 
therstone states, to Miss St a n w ix ’s execution 
of it, having in a personal communication which I 
had with him in the presence of witnesses suppressed 
all information of the existence and circumstances 
of the conveyance, I  heard for the first time of its 
existence and of the name of Miss St a n w ix  from 
Mr. F etherstone on the 5th of March, 1842, at a 
meeting to which I will presently refer more par
ticularly. Mr. F etherstone , having stated, in 
my presence, to Lord Mountcashel, that Miss 
S t a n w ix  had died a fortnight after her executing 
the conveyance, in utter ignorance of his character, 
presuming that the assertion as to her death was 
true, and not suspecting his motive for such a false
hood  ̂ I  did not institute any enquiries after Miss 
S t a n w ix  until after the lapse of a considerable 
time a friend, to whom I had communicated the 
particulars of the conveyance, informed me that 
Miss St a n w ix  was illegitimate and was alive, and 
furnished me with further information by which I 
was enabled to trace her. I ascertained, in the first 
place, that she was possessed of property in the
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County of Tipperary, in the neighbourhood of the 
School Estate,— that this property was ot conside
rable extent, and that she resided occasionally in 
the County of Tipperary. In prosecution of my en
quiries, I  ascertained from two Beneficed Clergy
men, who had been in succession Curates of the 
Parish in which Miss S t a n w i x  resided in the 
County of Tipperary, that no doubt had ever existed 
of her illegitimacy ; and addressing myself to seve
ral parties who had known her, and some of whom 
had acted professionally both for and against her, I 
found that the fact  of her illegitimacy was as noto
rious as that of her existence. Having been fur
nished with her address, by a Tenant on the School 
Estate, I  advised Lord M o u n t c a s h e l  of it, and 
his Lordship having written to her, received from 
her, and read in the House of Lords, the letter to 
which I  have already referred, and for the absence 
of a copy of which, I have accounted to your E xcel
lency. The enquiries, which I instituted upon my 
friend’s information, and which I continued for a 
Jong time subsequently, have put me in a position 
to prove not only the fact of Miss S t a n w i x  s being 
illegitimate, but the additional and astounding fact, 
that Mr. F e t h e r s t o n e  was in fu ll  possession of her 
incapacity at the time he prepared the fraudulent 
conveyance, and by threats and menaces extorted 
her signature to it. The “ extensive enquires in
stituted in the County of Tipperary through their 
friends and correspondents,” having failed in
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tracing Miss St a n w ix , the Solicitors, as Mr. F e
therstone states,— including his partner Mr. 
M‘Causland  in transactions for which he is him
self alone responsible— entered into a correspon
dence with a Mr. Bockett and the Messrs. W i-  
tham . Mr F etherstone passing from Ireland, 
where Miss S ta n w ix  possessed a considerable pro
perty, and in the management of which she had all 
the necessary and usual accompaniments of an E s
tate, an Agent, Solicitor, Tenants and Bailiff's 
transfers the scene of his inquiries and operations 
from a locality which supplied in abundance infor
mation which frustrated his schemes, to England, 
where the comparative insignificance of Miss Stan
w i x , when residing in it, and her “ general resi
dence on the Continent,” enabled him to accomplish, 
with a prospect of escaping detection ultimately, a 
fraud  which by the utterance subsequently of a 
falsehood he endeavoured further to conceal— which 
an accident directed by a superintending and all- 
seeing Providence has enabled me to expose. The 
reading of Miss St a n w ix ’s letter in the House of 
Lords, and the terms of that letter forced from Mr. 
F etherstone a relation descriptive of Miss Stan
w i x ’s “ particularity in respect of executing deeds,” 
irreconcilable with the persuasion that she was dis
charging an incumbent and imperative duty, and 
perfectly consistent with a conviction of wrong and 
with an apprehension of danger graphically pour- 
trayed in Mr, F etherstone’s account “ that Mr.



Wit h  AM had at length succeeded ill satisfying her, 
and that she would execute the deed (which had 
been approved of by Mr. W itham ) on its being 
sent to her, executed by all the other parties,1’ Mr. 
W itham  u being perfectly satisfied, that if he 
were to present it for signature to her before all 
the parties had signed that she would refuse to 
sign it,” (Appendix, page 10 ; section 2.)

In the portion of Mr. F eth er sto n e’s Report, 
immediately following that on which I  have just 
commented, Mr. F etherstone  states that “ the 
deed engrossed for execution having been forwarded 
to Dr. Be l l , he declined to execute it until the 
deed should be perused by M r.B a g w el l’s Solicitor, 
and until he, Dr. B ell and Mr. B ag w ell  should 
read it over together.” I  beg respectfully to in
form your Excellency, that the Mr. B agw ell  re
ferred to is the Representative of the late Colonel 
W illiam  B a g w e l l , who made the illegal appoint
ment of Dr. B e l l , and that Mr. B a g w e l l’s Soli
citor is a brother of the Rev. J ohn Gordon the 
Son-in-law of Dr. B ell  ;—and at the same time to 
observe to your Excellency the strong and obvious 
suspicion attached to the fact that a draft of this 
Deed of conveyance was submitted by the Commis
sioners’ Solicitor to Mr. B a g w e l l , while all know
ledge of the Deed itself or any intimation of it was 
carefully and studiously withheld from the Earl of 
Mo untcash el— whose ancestor had made the E n 
dowment—and from the Marquis of Ormonde and



Mayor of Clonmel for the time being, joint Trus
tees with the Earl of Mountcashel under the 
original Deed of 1685.

Before I proceed to remark upon the meeting of 
the 5th March, 1842, I desire to notice and contra
dict Mr F etherstone’s statement that the appoint
ment which I  presented signed by the Earl of 
Mountcashel and the Marquis of Ormonde, 
“ was without date.” That appointment is still in 
my possession and ufas dated at the time of execu
tion, “ 29th January, 1842 while, singular to ob* 
serve, the amended and formal appointment pre- 
pared by Mr. F etherstone , and impressed with a 
£12 stamp is without date. The production of the 
two documents referred to can, at any moment, 
substantiate the truth of my statement, and expose 
the mis-statement of Mr. F eth ersto ne .

Having now arrived at that portion of Mr. F e 
therstone’s Report which refers to the particu
lars of the meeting of the ôth March, 1842, I  ear
nestly beg your Excellency’s careful attention to 
the account of the particulars of that meeting as 
detailed in my Pamphlet (Page 13) and Mr. F e 
therstone’s Report, (Appendix, Page 10, Section 
6) as a careful examination will supply additional 
tests by which Mr. F etherstone’s veracity and 
regard for truth may be determined. I  most confi
dently refer your Excellency to the Earl  of Mount
cashel for the fullest confirmation of my statement 
of the particulars of this meeting.
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In commenting upon this meeting I will, in no
ticing the particulars which call for observation 
from me,observe Mt .F eth ersto n e’s arrangement. 
I t  is true “ that the Earl  of Mountcashel and 
Mr. K ettlew ell  called at the Office of the Com
missioners’ Solicitors, and inquired for Mr. F e
therstone  : they were told that he was attending 
a Public Board.” With regard to the passage 
“ there had not been any appointment with me, or 
any intimation given me that they intended to call.” 
In reply to this assertion I  can only state, that the 
Hour of 12 o’Clock had, on the previous day been 
fixed  in my presence by Mr. K y l e , the Secretary 
to the Commissioners, for Lord M o untcash el’s 
calling at Mr. F et h er st o n e’s Office ; and that 
Lord Mountcashel  having called again subse
quently, his Lordship accompanied by me, called 
upon Mr. K y l e , and complained that the hour of 
appointment had not been observed by Mr. F et h er - 
sto ne . Mr. K yle  said that  he would at once see 
about the matter, and that Mr. F eth erstone  
should be in his Office as soon as possible, naming 
Two o’Clock as the time at which he would most 
probably be there. Having called again at Two 
o’Clock, and repeatedly after, Mr. F etherstone  
being on each occasion absent, in the non-obser- 
vanceof an appointment fixed by Mr. K y l e , on the 
previous day, for 12 o’Clock, and upon Lord 
M o untcashel’s complaint fixed  again for a later 
hour on the same day, Lord Mo untcashel , who
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was obliged to leave Dublin that night, concluding 
that Mr. F etherstone’s absence was intentional 
and designed, sat down in Mr; F etherstone’S1 
Office, between 5 and 6 o’Clock. Mr. F etherstone 
did not come to his Office until after 6 o’Clock. Mr. 
F etherstone did not direct Lord Mountcashel 
and me to be shown into his Room, for we were occu
pying it at the time he arrived. Lord Mount
cashel did not inquire about the Deed of 1841, for 
he had not any knowledge of the existence of it : 
Lord Mountcashel inquired into the circumstan
ces which gave the Commissioners any control over, 
or title to, the Estate. Mr. F etherstone did not 
send for the Deed ; he produced it from a drawer 
in the Office in which we were sitting, and he pro
duced it with evident annoyance. “ His Lordship 
did read the Deed throughout, and stated part of its 
contents to me.” Upon Lord Mountcashel’s 
making particular inquiries about Miss St a n w ix , 
Mr. F etherstone used the observations in refer
ence to her contained in the 14th Page of my 
Pamphlet. I t  is true that “ neither Lord Mount
cashel nor I gave the slightest intimation as to 
Miss Sta n w ix  being illegitmate” : for neither of 
us had ever heard of her name previously, and there
fore could not give any intimation about her. Lord 
Mountcashel remained in Mr. F eth erstone’s 
Office until about half-past 7 o’Clock.

In noticing seriatim Mr F etherstone’s Report 
T beg, in reference to the recovery of the instal-



ment of £240, to refer yonr Excellency to the ob
servations which I have already made, when com
menting upon the Commissioners’ Special Report in 
connexion with this subject.

The next subject in Mr. F e t h e r s t o n e ’s Re
port, to which I beg your Excellency’s attention, is 
that of “ personal calumnies.” On this subject Mr, 
F e t h e r s t o n e  professes to enter, “ not so much 
with a view to the vindication of his own character, 
personal or professional, now for the first time at
tempted to be impeached, as to show the reckless
ness with which Mr. K e t t l e w e l l  has dared to at
tack, and has sought to vilify, the exalted individ
uals composing the Board, whose Solicitor he has 
so long had the honour to be.” To the acknow
ledgment that Mr. F e t h e r s t o n e  considers it an 
honor to be Solicitor to the Commissioners, I can
not offer any objection -, I submit however, to your 
Excellency, that the acts with which I have charged 
Mr. F e t h e r s t o n e ,  and which, I repeat, I am pre
pared to prove, are not expressive o f the gratitude, 
which he professes to entertain towards them for 
an appointment, to w'hich the accident of his part
nership with Mr. M‘C a u s la n d ,  and not his own 
merits or position introduced him. In reply, to a 
challenge given with so much confidence, in reli
ance on character personal and professional, I beg 
to assure your Excellency, that a strict and search
ing examination into Mr. F e t h e r s t o n e ’s acts in 
his capacity of Solicitor to the Commissioners of 
Education, and of the Schools of E ra sm u s S m ith ,
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will disclose facts, the exposure of which will divest 
him of that semblance of moral rectitude which he 
has been enabled to assume, and which he continues 
to display, under a protection from scrutiny and from 
discomfiture.

Having already, in this letter, referred fully to 
the Rev. E dward L abarte’s affidavit, Lord 
Mountcashel’s meeting with Mr. F etherstone, 
and the illegitimacy of Miss St a n w ix , I will not* 
in noticing the conclusion of Mr. F etherstone’s 
Report, trespass upon your Excellency’s time and 
attention by referring further to them.

In noticing the conclusion of Mr. F ether-  
stone’s Report in reference to the “ Statements 
contained in Pages 20 and 21” of my Pamphlet, 
and to his assertion that u they are from beginning 
to end fiction, unfounded in any one particular,” I  
beg to refer your Excellency to a document which 
I had the honor of forwarding to your Excellency 
on the 2nd ot June last, and the receipt of which was 
acknowledged on the 4th of the same Month. That 
document is a printed copy of a letter from me, 
dated 25th May, and published in the Clonmel 
Chronicle of the 30th May, 1849, in reply to a let
ter, dated loth May, and published in the Clonmel 
Chronicle of 19th May, from Archdeacon B ell in 
contradiction of statements contained in my Pamph
let. My letter, in reply to Archdeacon B ell’s, 
contains a full detail of the circumstances under 
which I received from the Rev. R obert Bell the
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information alluded to. I beg, at the same time, 
to refer your Excellency further to the Clonmel 
Chronicle of the 6th June, 1849—an impression of 
which also I  forwarded to your Excellency—con
taining a letter from me, dated 5th June, in reply 
to a letter from Archdeacon B ell, dated 31st May, 
and published in the Clonmel Chronicle of 2nd 
June, denying his having been the author of the in
formation alluded to. The several documents, to 
which I have referred, will supply your Excellen
cy with the fullest materials upon which to form a 
judgment ; and in the assurance tha t  your Excel
lency’s judgment will be formed upon a careful and 
dispassionate review of the entire, I confidently 
and unhesitatingly leave them.

Having already, in my notice of the Commis
sioners’ Special Report, made observations upon 
the inconsistent and contradictory returns involv
ing the suppression of a year’s Income, I  shall here 
only direct your Excellency’s attention to the pas
sage in Mr. F et h er st o n e’s Report, “ knowing 
that the Funds of this School were as yet, unable 
to defray the expenses incurred in reference to it, 
we have abstained from calling for payment of our 
costs.” I beg that your Excellency, in considering 
this subject, will refer to the 29th and 30th Pages 
of my Pamphlet. The Commissioners having, for 
a period of so many years, abstained from any men
tion of, or allusion to, the costs incurred in con
nection with the conveyance of 19th April, 1841,
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reserved for their Solicitor the admission of their 
existence, and the display of his forbearance, in 
withholding application for the payment of them. 
The suppression of their amount, when at length 
an admission of their existence is made, will readily 
suggest to your Excellency, some of the motives 
which actuated the Commissioners, in suppressing 
all information of the existence of these costs, and 
which now influence their Solicitor in withholding 
all information of their amount.

Having stated fully in my Pamphlet the motives 
which induced me to publish it, Mr. F e t h e r s t o n e ,  
in the full avowal of them, is, I think, spared the 
necessity of any “ conjectures” about them. The 
charges of “ fraud and misconduct” which I  allege 
against Mr. F e t h e r s t o n e  were, in the first i n 
stance, submitted to the Commissioners of Educa
tion, who refused any examination of, or inquiry 
into them, and protected their Solicitor. With such 
an observation, and with the assertion that I  am 
prepared to substantiate the charges of fraud and 
misconduct, I beg to direct your Excellency’s atten
tion to the last passage in Mr. F e t h e r s t o n e ’s 
Report, on which I  shall offer observation, 44 and 
thereby avoided the expense of a Chancery Suit, 
which would have yielded me much profit.” Hav
ing already observed upon the means by which Mr. 
F e t h e r s t o n e  procured the fraudulent conveyance 
of 19th April, 1841, and the manner in which the 
proceedings for the recovery of the Instalment of
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£240 were conducted, I will now confine myself to 
noticing as briefly as possible, the passage which I 
have just quoted from Mr. F eth erstone’s Report.

Supported by the opinion of Sergeant W ar
r e n —a man of the very highest eminence in his 
profession— I maintain that 44 the accepting the con
veyance of 19th April, 1841,”— even admitting that 
Miss St a n w ix  was in a capacity to execute such 
án Instrument—44 or their interfering with the 
receipts of the rents of the lands conveyed by the 
Deed of the 7th May, 1685, without the sanction of 
the Court o f Chancery, was most irregular on the 
part of the Commissioners of Education.” The 
powers of the Rev. E dward  L abarte , the Trustee 
appointed by the Court of Chancery, expiring on 
the 1st of May, 1840, an application to the Lord 
Chancellor for the continuance of the same Trustee, 
or the appointment of a new one, would not have 
involved the expense of a Chancery Suit.” This 
course, the most obvious, the least expensive, and 
the one that ought to have been adopted by the 
Commissioners of Education, was not pursued, be
cause the Commissioners required that they should 
be placed in receipt of the Rent, and have the en
tire management of the Estate, and the control of 
its funds. This could be compassed only by a con
veyance, and this conveyance was procured by the 
means which I  have described. An application 
w as not made to the Lord Chancellor, because it is 
to be presumed, the distinguished and Constitu
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tional Lawyer, Sir E d w a rd  Sugden  (I believe) 
who, at that time, held the Great Seal, would not 
make a Decree so opposed to, and subversive of, 
law and justice, as to vest the School Estate in the 
Commissioners of Education, of whom he was him
self one. But, at the time to which I  refer, by 
whom was a Chancery Suit, the expense of which, 
Mr. Fetherstone states he avoided, to be com
menced ? I t  could be commenced only by Dr. Bell 
or the Commissioners themselves. I t  would cer
tainly not be commenced by Dr. Bell, who did 
not possess the legal title of Master; and who, 
with their full knowledge of the illegality of his 
appointment, was made by the Commissioners a 
party to the conveyance which they procured by 
the fraud of Mr. Fetherstone. I t  would not be 
commenced by the Commissioners against Miss 
Stanwix to oblige her, either to discharge her trust 
or to convey it to others, because Mr. Fetherstone 
was, as I  can prove, in fu ll  possession of the fact 
of her illegitimacy. We are, at present, in igno
rance of the amount of Mr. Fetherstone’s demand 
for the costs of the conveyance. By the course 
which, I  maintain, should have been followed by 
the Commissioners, all opportunity for a Chancery 
Suit would have been prevented, and expense have 
been avoided; whereas, by the course which Mr. 
F etherstone pursued, expense was incurred, and a 
foundation was laid for a Suit in Chancery, which 
might “ yield him much profit.” I, whose title as
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Master could not be called in question, and whose 
proofs of facts would ensure success, could com
mence a suit in Chancery for the purpose of set
ting aside the fraudulent conveyance of April, 1841. 
For the motives which determined me, in not re
sorting to the Court of Chancery, I  beg to refer 
your Excellency to the 36th page of my Pamphlet.

Having reviewed, and commented upon, all the 
portions of the Commissioners’ Special Report, 
which appeared to me either to contradict the state
ments made in my Pamphlet, or to require from me 
enlargement upon, or confirmation of, my asser
tions, I desire to apologise to your Excellency for 
the length to which my observations have extended, 
and to offer to your Excellency for this trespass 
upon your time and attention, the only excuse of 
which it admits, to wit, that my letter is written to 
your Excellency as the Representative of Her Ma
jesty in Ireland, in prosecution of a complaint, that 
wrongs have been done to me as an Individual, by 
a Public Commission ; and that the subject of it in
volves the rights of a not unimportant body, and the 
interests of the Public generally. In such a feel
ing, and with such an impression, I beg most res
pectfully to remind your Excellency, if you have 
read them, or in the event of your not having done 
so, to refer your Excellency to the objections I  have 
urged, in the 34th and 35th Pages of my Pamph
let, against the Commissioners of Education as a 
Body deficient in all the essentials which combine



in constituting a faithful and efficient Board or Cor
poration. In the first place, the Commissioners of 
Education are not responsible for their acts, the Act 
of Parliament which constituted them a Board* 
screening them from the penalties which a Jury 
would award, and a Judge would enforce, against 
any party or parties inflicting wrong, or committing 
aggression. In the 2nd place, the Commissioners of 
Education, contrary to the usage and practice of all 
other Departments, do not furnish, to the Houses 
of Parliament, or to your Excellency, any account 
whatever of their receipts and expenditure. This 
exception to general practice, and this exemption 
from accountability, will appear to your Excellen
cy to require correction, and to call for a conformity 
to the habit of all other Departments, when you are 
informed that the Commissioners of Education have 
under their control and superintendence 9 Schools 
of Public or Royal Foundation, 22 of Private E n 
dowment, and 14 Diocesan Schools;—that they rê - 
ceive the entire Rents, and dispose of the Funds of 
all the Royal Schools, and also those of all Schools 
of Private Endowment—such as of that of Clonmel 
—which they have got under their control and ma
nagement by means either legal or illegal. In  the 
3rd place, the Act of Parliament does not secure 
such an attendance of Members as would ensure a 
faithful and diligent discharge of their trust. A 
Quorum of three is indeed required by it for the 
despatch of any business : but the entire business



during the Year may be managed and transacted 
by Three Members, who have either an interest oj 
an object in attending regularly, while the appear
ance once in the year, at the time of making the 
Annual Report, by Members who neglect attendance 
at all other times, gives a sanction to all the illegal, 
unjust, or capricious acts of the three regular atten
dants on all occasions. The 8th Section of the Act 
53, George I I I ,  enacts, “ that the Secretary of the 
said Commissioners shall keep a Book or Journal 
of the proceedings of the said Commissioners at 
their several Meetings, and shall enter therein the 
names of such of the said Commissioners as shall be 
present at each Meeting, and all Reports from time 
to time made to the said Commissioners.” I would 
beg most respectfully to suggest to your Excellen
cy that you should call for the Book or Journal 
specified in this 8th Section ; the production of it 
will serve either to confirm or remove the objection 
on this particular point which I have urged against 
the Constitution of the Board.

As connected with the objection, which I have
urged against the Commissioners as a Board, I  beg
leave to submit to your Excellency a Copy of the
last communication I  received from them,

8, C lare -S tree t,  D ublin ,
1st F e b ru a ry ,  1850.

Sir,
I  he rew ith  forw ard  to  you  a D raft for £ 5 0 , your Q u arte r’s 

Salary , due 1st F e b ru a ry ,  1850. Please le t  m e have  your 
S tam ped  R ece ip t  by re tu rn  of P os t ,  as paym ent is s topped  till 
its arrival.

37
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And 1 have to state to you tha t the  Commissioners have or* 

dered , that the paym ent of the M asters’ and Assistants’ Salaries 
shall in future be made Half-yearly, instead of Quarterly as h e re 
tofore.

And I was directed further to intimate to you, that it is ex* 
trem ely probable that the Commissioners will be obliged to 
m ake a considerable perm anent reduction in all Salaries paid by 
them.

I  am Sir,
Y our obed ien t Servant.

W i L L i A M  C o t t e r  K y l e ,  
Rev. T . K e t t l e w e l l , Secretary.

Clonmel Endow ed School.
P- S.— In  reference to your recen t application for reimburse* 

m ent for various sums stated by you to have been from time to 
time expended on the School-H ouse, I  have to state that a very  
considerable  amount still rem ains due to G overnm ent on ac* 
count o f  advances for bu ild ing  the School-H ouse.

W . C. K .
The subjects in this letter to which I beg to di

rect your Excellency’s attention are, the notice of 
the alteration of the times for payment of salaries, 
the intimation of probable reduction of them, and 
the refusal of reimbursement for sums expended by 
me, in repair of the School-house, and in discharge 
of charges affecting it.

Inverting the order in which these subjects are 
placed in the Commissioners’ letter, I  beg to refer 
your Excellency to the 26th page of my Pamphlet 
for full information as to the nature of the sums 
expended by me, and for which I  have so often 
and so ineffectually sought reimbursement ; and 
repeating that the only sum which, since my occu
pation of the School-house in 1842 up to the pre
sent time, the Commissioners have expended upon 
it, is a sum of £4  10s.,—as admitted in the Special
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Report,—I beg further to inform your Excellency, 
that the neglect of all other repairs by the Com
missioners for a period of so many years, has ne
cessarily, injured materially, a House built at so 
considerable a cost. In reference to the intimation 
of a probable reduction of Salaries, I beg to repeat, 
and submit again to your Excellency, that the ex
emption from rendering any account of Receipts 
and Expenditure, which the Commissioners of 
Education alone, of all departments in the State 
enjoy, affords the the greatest facility  for the com
mission of wrong, and screens the perpetrators of 
it from the detection and exposure of their injustice
and enormity.

The subject of the Commissioners’ letter relating 
to a change in the periods of payment furnishes to 
your Excellency a perfect illustration of the arbi
trary and capricious conduct with which I  have 
charged them. N o  department or public office in 
the State has, so far as I  know, established a pre
cedent for an innovation, which must be attended 
with so much inconvenience to parties who have 
been so long accustomed to regular and convenient 
periods for payment of their Incomes or Salaries. 
In the absence of the assignment by the Commis
sioners of Education of any reason for a departure 
from former practice, and for an innovation so con
trary to the usage of all other departments, I will 
not trespass upon your Excellency’s time by in
dulging in any conjecture of the motives which,
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originated a plan, which while it subjects those sub
ordinate to them to much inconvenience, secures the 
convenience of the Commissioners themselves, by 
lessening the times of their attendance at the Board 
Boom, and by dispensing with the necessity of a 
Record of names and proceedings, on two days at 
least, in the year.

Having submitted some of the many objections 
which can be made against the Commissioners of 
Education as a Board, I beg to observe to your 
Excellency that a bill has, this Session, been 
introduced into Parliament by the Government, 
for the purpose of abolishing the “ Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners for England,” and substituting for 
them “ Church Estates’ Commissioners.” The Ec
clesiastical Commissioners were appointed in the 
year 1836, and consisted of 13 Members, some Ec
clesiastical and some Lay : an alteration in 1840, 
enlarged the limited number of 13 to 49, including 
the entire of the English Bench of Bishops. The 
Constitution of the Commissioners and their pro
ceedings having been found unsatisfactory, the in
terests formerly committed to them, are to be hence
forth managed by 3 Commissioners, 2 of whom are 
paid. I  would beg to refer your Excellency to the 
observations made by the Marquis of Lansdowne on 
the 2nd Reading of the Church Estates’ Commis
sioners. These observations will be found to apply, 
with much greater force, to the Commissioners of 
Education in Ireland, when your Excellency takes
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into consideration that all the accounts and proceed
ings of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners were ac- 
cessible and were submitted to Parliament, while 
the accounts and proceedings of the Commissioners 
of Education in Ireland are withheld from  inspection 
and access. The Commissioners of Education were 
appointed—not in the Year 1836—but in the Year 
1813 : no alteration was made in their Constitution 
in the Year 1840 ; and they exist, at this day, in 
all the defects of their original imperfect and faulty 
Constitution, neglecting and transgressing the Pro
visions of the Act which constituted them a Board, 
and committing acts of a most arbitrary and capri
cious character. Without the imputation of any 
acts of such a description the Ecclesiastical Com
missioners for England are abolished, and succeeded 
by the Church Estates’ Commissioners ; whilst, with 
fu l l  and positive evidence to support charges of a 
most grave character made against the Commission
ers of Education, they still survive in all their pri
mitive, but now matured irresponsibility, in all their 
exemption from account of Receipts and Expendi
ture, and in the full and unconstitutional exercise 
of powers not contemplated by the Act of Parlia
ment, but usurped in defiance and disregard of it.

Having noticed, and replied at length, to every 
thing contained in the Commissioners’ Special Re
port, which called for observation from me,— hav
ing supported the statements contained in my 
Pamphlet,—and contradicted assertions, made upon
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the part of the Commissioners unsupported by 
proofs, and in all absence of confirmation uttered 
in the presumption that the elevated station and 
dignified position of some of the Members of their 
Board dispensed with the necessity of observing any 
one of the methods by which truth is supported, 
and false charges disproved,—I beg, in conclusion, 
to bring again under your Excellency’s notice, that 
the case of the Clonmel Endowed School engaged 
the attention of the House of Lords, on the 18th 
July, 1844; and having, by the advice of some 
Members of the then Government, been referred to 
the Executive in Ireland, occupied the attention of 
the Chief Secretary, in the month of October, in 
the same year. I beg most respectfully to submit 
to your Excellency, that the arrangement, which 
satisfied me, made by the Chief Secretary in 1844, 
having been departed from, an interference on the 
part of the present Government is rendered neces- 
sary, and that this interference becomes the more 
imperative, when it is considered that since the 
year 1844 much additional information has been 
supplied, and most important and conclusive circum
stances have been disclosed, which make an adju
dication and decision upon the conduct and consti
tution of the Commissioners of Education most 
practicable and most easy. And, in connexion 
with this subject, I  would again urge upon your 

s consideration, that the absence in the 
Commissioners’ Special Report of any allusion to
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the proposal made by some of the Commissioners to 
Lord Devon, to suppress my evidence before the 
Land Commission, is calculated to confirm and es
tablish my statements, and to raise suspicion against, 
and to cast discredit upon, the unsupported asser
tions of the Commissioners of Education.

A Copy of my Pamphlet having, at the time of 
its publication, been forwarded by me to every Mem
ber of the Board of Education, ignorance of its con
tents cannot be pleaded by any Commissioner, nor 
indifference to its subjects be justified or excused 
upon the part of any Member of that Board. How
ever systematic and regular may have been the ab
sence of any Members, or of the majority of them, 
they are one and all compromised by the “ Special 
Report” submitted to your Excellency by some 
Members of the Commission with the official, but— 
as I  have already observed—unusual subscription 
of their Secretary’s Name, and with the withheld 
.seal and signature of the individual Members them
selves. In such an indifference on the part of such 
of the Commissioners of Education, and in such a 
perseverance on the part of others—and those, be it 
remembered, interested parties—in continuing the 
injustice committed upon me, parties, who by mis
representations and mis-statements made to your E x 
cellency, studiously strive to prevent any inquiry 
into, and examination of, the charges preferred, I 
would beg most respectfully to submit that your 
Excellency should use the very high and effectual
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powers with which you are invested, for the correc
tion of abuse and for the redress of wrong, by re
commending to your Colleagues in the Ministry, the 
granting of a select Committee of either House of 
Parliament, to hear evidence affecting the conduct 
and Constitution of Commissioners appointed by 
Parliament in the Year 1813, for the “ Regulation 
of the several Endowed Schools of Public and Pri
vate Foundation in Ireland.”

In suggesting to a Nobleman so distinguished, 
as your Excellency is, for zealous and anxious ex
ertions in the cause of Education, I will not dilate 
upon the magnitude of the interests involved in 
such an inquiry, nor enlarge upon the propriety 
and expediency of employing the most effectual and 
convenient means for promoting an object of so much 
consequence and importance. In suggesting the 
appointment of a Committee, I propose a measure 
which ought to secure the acquiescence of the Com
missioners themselves, if they felt confident that the 
examination on oath of their own Officers and wit
nesses would confirm the truth of their written but 
unsupported assertions, and establish the honesty 
of their acts, and the integrity of their proceedings. 
While the Commissioners of Education would come 
to such an ordeal with all the advantages and pre
possession in their favor, which their dignities, dis
tinguished attainments, and high position would be
get in their behalf, I would appear before the Com
mittee with a prejudice against me, which the



most substantial and convincing proof alone could 
remove. With such advantages, and with such a 
prejudice in favor of the Commissioners, and with 
such disadvantages upon my part, and prepossession 
against me, I  again, and emphatically, express to 
your Excellency, that I  am prepared by the most 
conclusive and convincing testimony, to confirm the 
assertions which I  have made, and to support the 
charges which I have preferred against the Com
missioners of Education, engaging, in the event of 
a Committee pronouncing a decision, or making a 
Report in favor of the Commissioners of Education, 
in their conduct and constitution, to relinquish the 
trust and to resign the office, in maintenance of 
the rights, and in defence of the interests of which, 
I published my “ Exposure of the Commissioners 
of Education in Ireland.”

I have the honor to remain,
With the most profound respect,

Your Excellency’s
Very obedient and humble Servant, 

T homas K e t t l e w e l l , Clk. 
Master of the Clonmel Endowed School.

E ndow ed  School,
Clonmel, 25th March, 1850.
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