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Quinn Company directors 
stay off hook for damning 
Central Bank findings

M
ANNOK’S CURRENT CEO, Liam 
McCaffrey, went to great lengths 
to try and prevent the full extent of 
his responsibility in the collapse 
of Quinn Insurance Limited (QIL) 

from being made public. He failed in his 2017 
High Court attempt to prevent the Central Bank 

The catastrophic guarantees given by QIL 
to secure debt of other companies in the 
Quinn Group were signed by McCaffrey and 
Kevin Lunney

NEWS

themselves implicated in sabotage and violence 
and — as published in the March edition of 
Village — that there is extraordinary delinquency, 
including apparent fraud, on the part of some 
board members of Mannok also.

That’s 1) and 3) above but this article is mostly 
about 4) the State’s complicity in the actions that 
led to Quinn’s bankruptcy and how the 
Department of Finance and Central Bank have 
both worked to ensure the truth has not emerged 
on the State’s involvements and compromises.

The first notable delinquency on the part of the 
State was the outrageous actions of the 
Department of Finance.

Ann Nolan, the Second Secretary-General at 

in 2020; 4) the circumstances of Quinn’s 
bankruptcy at the hands of Anglo-Irish Bank and 
the Irish State which finished up owning it.

The media have been unsympathetic to Sean 
Quinn since his bankruptcy and jailing in 2012. 
They have recently revelled in reports of Garda 
swoops on his house following ongoing 
complaints of “harassment” made by Mannok 
(though Mannok half-heartedly deny they have 
made complaints) and in connection with 
investigations into the widely reviled and vicious 
attacks on Kevin Lunney, one of the team who 
replaced Quinn in his former companies. The 
media ignore allegations as published in the July 
edition of Village that the Lunneys were 

A PIECE IN the August-September edition of 
Village considered 1) alleged sabotage 
and harassment of the former Quinn Group 

by members of the Lunney family, of whom Kevin 
and Tony were a member of the board and a 
senior executive,  respectively; 2) the betrayal of 
the community by the directors of Mannok, the 
main successor company to the Quinn Group, 
which has disavowed any obligation to it and is 
now facing litigation on the matter; 3) alleged 
criminal delinquency on the part of directors of 
QIH which, confusingly,  was renamed Mannok 

By J Vivian Cooke

By Michael Smith

Against background of widespread 
malpractice, McCaffrey and Lunney 
continued to benefit from the inflated 
sense of the risk of violence to them, to 
keep Central Bank’s damning report on 
them private

of Ireland from proceeding with its inquiry into 
his contraventions of financial regulations.

When that inquiry began public hearings in 
May 2019, he prevented further public 
revelations of his actions by initiating the 
Central Bank’s settlement process. In fact, it 
was only the appalling beating of his colleague, 
current Mannok CFO Kevin Lunney, that kept 
McCaffrey’s contraventions from becoming 
public.

Minutes of three board meetings in 2005, 
2006, and 2007 purporting to consent to some 
of the guarantees given by QIL to secure debt 
of other companies in the Quinn Group were 
signed by McCaffrey, in the instance of the 
2005 meeting, and by Lunney in the case of the 
2006 meeting. These guarantees, and similar 
ones, were the cause of the catastrophic failure 
of QIL.

However, when the Central Bank inquiry 
looked into the details surrounding these 
fateful guarantees, they found no evidence of 
these meetings having actually occurred. In 
fact, Lunney admitted to Eoin Coughlan, one of 
the inquiry’s Legal Practitioners, during a 
public hearing in 2019 that the meetings in 
question were “unlikely” to have taken place. 

Central Bank: dealing with ramifications of 
Quinn Insurance Limited since 2010
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If the support was illegal but had been approved by the 
State and could have benefited the State, then a fair 
observer might say the State might ultimately have 
to suffer some of the loss that it in the end seemed 
determined to dump on Quinn’s family and his group

the Department of Finance with responsibility for 
financial stability/risk management gave 
evidence in 2015 to a case taken by the Quinn 
family against IBRC, Sean Quinn and former 
Quinn Group directors.

The family had had a 25 per cent stake in 
Anglo, held through ‘Contracts for Difference’ — 
a contract rather than a shareholding.

Around 2008, the family converted this into a 
15 per cent stake in Anglo, using  Anglo finance, 
partly channeled through Quinn Direct Insurance, 
while other long-standing customers of Anglo 
(the Maple 10) used further loans from the bank 
to buy the remaining 10 per cent.

This conversion of the Contracts for Difference 
prevented a flood of Anglo shares coming onto 
the market. But it was ultimately illegal and 
improper to facilitate the wind-down of Anglo and 
the Quinn Group without resolving this, for it was 
predictable that the Quinns would get some very 
substantial benefit if it could be shown that their 
own delinquencies were known to the regulatory 
section of the Department of Finance, the State, 
which would have been concerned to mitigate its 
loss in Anglo whose bankruptcy seemed likely. 

Nolan said that a draft letter dated 3 February 
2009 from the then chairman of Anglo, Donal 
O’Connor, to Minister for Finance Brian Lenihan 
stated: “As requested, I enclose a report on the 
extent of lending for the purposes of share 
acquisitions and contracts for differences 
generally and Anglo shares in particular”. 

However, she also drew attention to an 
alternative version of the same letter, dated the 
next day which had been amended to read: “The 
total extent of lending by the Bank for the 
purposes of acquiring publicly quoted shares is 
€1.767bn (See Annex 1). We do not lend for the 
purpose of taking positions in contracts for 
differences. Of this total, €918.6m relates to 
lending for the purpose of acquiring shares in 
Anglo Irish Bank”.

In other words, with the knowledge of the 

Department of Finance i.e. the State, the letter 
was changed to omit a reference that would show 
the Department of Finance knowing that the 
Quinn Group had a CFD position — a regulatory 
failure in circumstances where the State might, 
compromisingly, benefit from the failure.

There were a lot of improprieties associated 
with the Quinn Group, especially related to the 
support of Anglo’s share price. The problem was 
that Anglo had benefited from Quinn’s support 
and, indirectly therefore, so had the State.

If the support was illegal but had been 
approved by the State and could have benefited 
the State, then a fair observer might say the State 
might ultimately have to suffer some of the loss 
that it in the end seemed determined to dump on 
Quinn’s family and his group.

Subsequently the Central Bank came to a 
weird, presumably embarrassed, settlement 
with QIL, the vehicle for the share support, and 
some of its directors. In December 2019 the 
Central Bank entered a settlement agreement 
with Liam McCaffrey (CEO of the Quinn Group and 
its part-successors, QIH and Mannok) in his 
capacity as a former director of QIL which had 
made losses of €905m in 2009, and €160m in 
2010, largely because of the dodgy loans 
described above.

In 2008, Quinn Insurance was levied a record 
€3.25 million fine by the Financial Regulator 
though in the circumstances of its dire state, and 
compromisingly for all involved, it was never 
collected. An even larger levy was not collected 
in 2013.

In 2017, the High Court dismissed an attempt 

by Liam McCaffrey and Kevin Lunney to block the 
Central Bank’s investigation into their role in the 
transactions that led to the collapse of QIL. 
Uniquely, the CBI did not publish the details of 
the administrative settlement agreements it 
concluded with McCaffrey and Lunney. 

A High-Court-judge-chaired Central Bank 
inquiry into the suspected participation by 
directors Liam McCaffrey and Kevin Lunney in 
breaches of regulations relating to accounting 
and controls at Quinn Insurance Limited. The 
reason the Central Bank gave for this was: “the 
circumstances arising for [Mr Lunney and Mr 
McCaffrey]”.

The effect of the media’s drip-feeding stories 
of intimidation and threats of violence has been 
to achieve the secrecy that the High Court refused 
Lunney and McCaffrey. They failed in the courts 
with arguments that considerations of due 
process should prevent the Central Bank from 
publicly investigating their role, whatever it was, 
in the QIL debacle. But they have succeeded in 
getting the Central Bank to maintain their much-
sought secrecy on the grounds of the threat 
posed to them personally. This secrecy can only 
be maintained if the authorities remain convinced 
of their danger, it is in the interest of McCaffrey 
and Lunney  to exaggerate that danger.

Furthermore and scandalously, McCaffrey 
seems to have had CFDs in Anglo shares worth 
€1.6m with the source of €500,000 of his funding 
ultimately being the Quinn Group. Nobody in 
authority appears ever to have investigated that.

Turning now to the details of what the Central 
Bank did:

The other members of QIL’s board did not find 
out about the €1.2 billion in guarantees given 
until 2010. Both McCaffrey and Lunney claimed 
to have missed the fact that they were signing 
off on €1.2 billion in guarantees among “the 
reams of documents” they signed as directors.

They did not attestwhich documents they 
read and which they did not before they signed. 
Lunney, who remained on the board of QIL after 
he ceased being its general manager in 2005, 
replied to a question from Judge Iarfhlaith 
O’Neill (chair of the Inquiry) that while he had 
read the notes in QIL’s annual accounts, the 
reference to the €1.2 billion guarantees “did 
not spark my interest” and that he was “as 
shocked and surprised as everybody” when 
the guarantees eventually caught his attention 

in 2010.
By that time, the catastrophe which had 

been so long postponed could no longer be 
deferred. On 30 March 2010, the High Court 
appointed the accountancy firm Grant Thornton 
as administrators, at the application of the 
Central Bank.

It would eventually be revealed that QIL had 
guaranteed €1.2 billion in debt to back Sean 
Quinn’s ruinous gambles on Anglo Irish Bank 
shares which left an €830 million shortfall in 
QIL’s accounts.

The State, through the Insurance 
Compensation Fund, would bail-out QIL at a 
cost of €1.13 billion; a cost that is still being 
recouped through a 2% annual levy paid by 
customers on their insurance.

On 18 February 2013, the Central Bank 
reprimanded QIL again and fined it a further €5 
million. This enforcement action satisfied the 
crucial “participation link” criterion by which 
individuals can be subject to Central Bank 
enforcement actions only after a contravention 
of financial regulations or legislation by a 
relevant Regulated Financial Services Provider 
has been established.

As a consequence of this 2013 action, in 
2015 the Central Bank launched a separate 
investigation into the conduct of McCaffrey and 
Lunney. Initially they co-operated with the 
Central Bank’s Inquiry and engaged with it in a 
positive manner over a number of months. 

Ultimately though McCaffrey sought to 
frustrate the Central Bank’s investigation by 
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challenging the inquiry in the High Court. In his 
judgment delivered on 3 October 2017, High 
Court Judge Seamus Noonan was scathing in 
dismissing the arguments advanced on behalf 
of McCaffrey and Lunney in their last-ditch, 
kitchen-sink challenge.

“It seems to me that this can only be viewed 
as an impermissible attempt to collaterally 
attack the decision of the [Inquiry Members] 
and must therefore constitute an abuse of 
process. Moreover, it also represents a similarly 
impermissible attempt to impugn the relevant 
provisions of the Guidelines which have 
obtained for many years and of which the 
applicants must have been well aware. As I 
have already noted, the applicants abandoned 
an attempt to directly challenge the guidelines 
in their amendment motion but now seek to do 
so by the back door as it were”.

On 28 May 2019, almost four years after 
inquiry members had first been appointed, 
they finally held their first full hearings in 
public.

Opening statements and evidence were 
heard, including the startling admission about 
the signed minutes of meetings that had not 
taken place. The inquiry was adjourned on 6 
June 2019, as had been scheduled, with the 
intention of resuming its proceedings a month 
later. However, the inquiry would not convene 
to hear any further evidence because McCaffrey 
and Lunney indicated that they wished to avail 
of the Central Bank’s settlement process. 
Section 4.24 of the Central Bank’s Inquiry 
Guidelines allow the work of an inquiry to be 
suspended in order to facilitate the conclusion 
of a settlement agreement which the Central 
Bank regards as the optimum conclusion.

In accordance with its established processes 
and guidelines, the Central Bank convened a 
formal settlement meeting with the two. The 
Central Bank goes to great pains to point out 
that, in normal circumstances, it “does not 
engage in protracted settlement negotiations. 
If settlement negotiations are not successful 
on the day (of the settlement meeting), the 
case may proceed...”.

However, in this case, on 17 September 
2019, the savage kidnapping and brutal 
beating of Lunney intervened and created an 
unprecedented situation for the Central Bank. 
In practical terms, Lunney spent months in 
hospital recovering from his traumatic wounds 
and so was physically unavailable to complete 
the agreement.

It was not until December 2019 and July 2020 
that the Central Bank  concluded settlement 
agreements with McCaffrey and Lunney, 
respectively.

However, the Central Bank felt it had to adapt 
its procedures in the light of the immediate and 
obvious threat to ensure that none of its 
enforcement actions could be used as an 
excuse to incite another, possibly lethal, attack 

on McCaffrey or Lunney.
The published details of all of the 150 other 

settlement agreements that the Central Bank 
has reached under its Administrative Sanction 
Process with other parties contain general 
background of the subjects of the agreement; 
specify the exact contraventions that the 
agreement covers, the circumstances of those 
contraventions; the reprimand and/or fine 
imposed; and the aggravating and mitigating 
circumstances that the Central Bank has 
considered.

The Central Bank took the highly unusual 
step of only publishing highly abbreviated 
public notices of the settlement agreements 
that only acknowledged that it had entered into 
these agreements. Since then, the Central 
Bank has maintained its cautious 
circumspection about this case and has told 
Village it is not willing to make any additional 
comment about it.

These extraordinary and deplorable 
circumstances, succeeded in keeping 
McCaffrey’s contraventions of financial 
regulations confidential where his legal 
strategies had failed, albeit only following a 
severe personal toll on his longtime colleague. 
This continued discretion is only possible to 
maintain in circumstances where it can be 
credibly asserted that a threat remains to the 
safety and lives of the former Quinn executives. 
As Village noted in its most recent issue 
(August/September 2022) “(I)t is notably the 
case that many of the stories about ongoing 
intimidation are traceable to John McCartin and 
Independent Group (now Mediahuis) 
newspapers, led by Paul Williams. McCartin, 

McCaffrey and Lunney are directors not just on 
the Mannok’s board but also of McCartin’s 
holding company QBRC.

Village understands that there are 
widespread reservations within the community

about the accuracy of the stories McCartin is 
feeding Williams. This is not to deny that there 
might still be an ongoing threat to these 
businessmen, but more to highlight that 
McCaffrey and Lunney have an incentive if 
those threats are exaggerated in the media.

The  story of ongoing threats of violence to 
Mannok bosses following the savage attack on 
Lunney is like so much else in Quinn country: it 
actively defies the reductionist categorisation 
that the national media imposes. There is a 
murky complexity and shifting pattern to this 
story that permits conflicting and often 
contradictory interpretations.  

Lunney admitted, during 
a public hearing in 2019, 
that the board meetings 
where he and McCaffrey 
allegedly gave the 
guarantees were “unlikely” 
to have taken place

Lunney and McCaffrey


