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dramatic change of attitude and we do not criticise Miss McIntosh for

failing to elicit a complaint against Mr McGrath. The fact that Rl4 was
discharged to foster parents in June 1975, only six months after admissia
to the hostel, demonstrated that a more acceptable placement was being

actively sought,

Rl4's grandparents lived in Belfast but he did not complain to them
because of his disgust at what had happened to him. He gave evidence to
similar effect in relation to the possibility of telling friends outside
the hostel or his doctor even though Mr McGrath's activities caused anal

bleeding on occasions. He ruled out a complaint to the police because he:

alleged that he had been beaten up by the police on an occasion prior to
his admission to Kincora. We referred this allegation to the RUC who
subsequently informed us that Kl4 did not wish to make a complaint agains

any police officer.

Rl4's evidence that he was ashamed and disgusted by his experiences with
Mr McGrath rang true and we believe that to have been the prime cause of
his not making a complaint. He may also have been apprehensive of

Mr McGrath's political or possible paramilitary connections but we are
inclined to the view that he overstated this in the light of the publicity
of 1980 and afterwards. Given the absence of a complaint or of any
identifiable change in his attitude while at Kincora, we find that the
authorities could not reasonably have been expected to detect directly tﬁe
offences against Rl4. The possibility that other events, such as the
complaints against Mr McGrath by Rl5's parents (see paragraphs 4.58—4.69);

might have ultimately led to their detection cannot be ruled out.

Anonymous telephone call January 1974

On 23 January 1974 an anonymous telephone call was received by
Mr Colin McKay, a Senior Social Worker in the Holywood Road Office of the
Bastern Board's East Belfast and Castlereagh District. The substance of
the telephone call, as recorded in Mrs Wilson's near contemporaneous
notes, was that Mr McGrach:-

a. "had made improper suggestions to the boys;

b. had gone to live in the hostel for this purpose; and
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c. had written a note to one of the boys making improper

suggestions”,
The anonymous telephone caller was male,

Mr McKay, whose responsibility lay in the fieldwork area and who had no
management responsibility for Kincora, contacted the District's
Residential and Day Care office in Purdysburn. Mrs Wilson was not
available so Mr Mckay spoke to Mr Brian Todd, the Assistant Principal
Social Worker (R&UC) and informed him of the anonymous call, Mr Todd
telephoned Mrs Wilson at home to relay this information to her. Since

Mr McGrath's duties as Housefather did not involve staying overnight,

Mrs Wilson telephoned Mr Mains to confirm that Mr McGrath did not sleep in
the hostel at any time, even as a relief measure, and was assured that he
did not. As she was golng on a four day course outside Belfast, she

arranged to see Mr McGrath on her return,

On 29 January Mrs Wilson went to Kincora where she told Mr Mains that she
wished to see Mr McGrath about the anonymous call., Her notef record that
Mr Mains informed her that similar anonymous allegations had previously
been made to the police and also to the Orange Order, of which Mr McGrach
was a member; that the police had contacted Mr Mains about an anonymous
call to them and that the police believed that "someone was trying to get
at Mr McGrath because of his connection with the Orange Order”. Mr Mains
told Mrs Wilson that he was quite sure the allegations were untrue and
that there was a political reason for them., Since Mr McGrath was off-
duty, Mrs Wilson arranged to see him on his return to work. Mrs Wilson
then contacted Mr Scoular, the D550 for East Belfast and Castlereagh, and
notified him of the anonymous call and her forthcoming interview with

Mr McGrach. Mr Scoular suggested that she should have Mr McKay with her
durihg the interview as the actual receiver of the call and this was

arranged.,

Mrs Wilson interviewed Mr McGrath in Kincora on 4 February, with Mr McKay
present., Her notes indicate that Mr McGrath was not surprised when she
told him the reason for their visit as he had received a copy of an
aﬁonymous letter alleging that he was a homosexual which had been sent to
an organisation with which he was connected and that he was "probably in

danger because of his association with the Orange Order and his attempts
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It would, in our view, have been prudent for Mr Scoular and Mrs Wilson to

have contacted the police once they were told by Messrs Mains and McGrath

that a similar telephone call had been made to them, O ensure that the

police were acquainted with the additional information. The police had,

indeed, received an anonymous telephone call in May 1973 alleging
inter alia that Mr McGrath was homosexual, was involved in a militant
organisation called "TARA™ and stating that he worked in Kincora. As a
result, a police constable from the Strandtown RUC station had interviewed
Mr Mains and submitted a report, which was accepted by his superiors,

dismissing the information as maliclous. Whether the police would have

made more extensive enquiries if the January 1974 anonymous call had been
brought to their attention, and what these might have disclosed, is a

matter of conjecture. In reaching our finding that this matter should

have been referred to the police, we were conscious that the information
directly available to Mr Scoular and Mrs Wilson was limited and the
criticism of them implicit in our finding is qualified on that score.

Mr Scoular had no knowledge of the "Mason File" and at best only second
hand knowledge of Mrs Wilson's earlier involvement in an investigation of
Mr Mains. Mrs Wilson had no direct knowledge of or access to the "Mason
File". 1In addition this was the first complaint against Mr McGrath and
this would not have been as alarming to Mrs Wilson as a further allegation

against Mr Mains.

As to the method of Mrs Wilson's investigation, it was probably
unfortunate that there was a time-lag between her discussion with Mr Mains

and her interview with Mr McGrath since this may have given the latter

time to compose himself and prepare his explanations. While it might be

said that Mrs Wilson was unwise to alert Mr Mains, who had himself been
under some degree of suspicion earlier, we do not consider that she could

properly have taken up the allegations with Mr McGrath while keeplng

Mr Mains in ignorance of them. She had accepted Mr Mains' explanation of

the earlier complaint and stated that she had no doubt at all in her mind

about Mr Mains at that time. Mrs Wilson's trust in Mr Mains might have

been diminished if she had had direct knowledge of the contents of the

"Mason File" but we have already noted that this was regrettably not the
case. Mr Scoular, who had been in post only since October 1973,
inevitably relied heavily on the experience and judgement of Mrs Wilson in

matters relating to the conduct and character of residential staff.
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copy of notes which he had made in January 1974 relating to his
involvement in the incident. However when Mr Todd was interviewed in
1982, following publication of the "Social Work Today” article, he was
informed that the police had no record of any notes in Mr Todd's
handwriting and that Mrs Wilson's manuscript notes were the only extant
record. Nonetheless, Mr Todd readily accepted the accuracy of

Mrs Wilson's notes and we refer to this matter merely to establish that

the issue is of no material importance.

A possible further anonymous telephone call

A person, who was not at any time a resident of Kincora and who was

refaerred to in evidence as Informant B, made at least two anonymous

telephone calls concerning Mr McGrath., Informant B had had an association

with Mr McGrath since the middle 1950s which had ended on bad terms in the

early 1970s. From that time he made various efforts to have Mr McGrath

exposed as a homosexual,

Informant B made a statement in March 1982 to the Terry Inquiry
investigators in which he referred to having called the police anonymously

on the confidential telephone. The text of the May 1973 telephone call

" was read over to him and he indicated that its content was consistent with

information he had passed to another quarter (see paragraphs 4.,102-4,104)
but dissociating himself from one of the allegations recorded. The
following day he made a further statement to the Terry Inquiry
investigators in which he dissociated himself from another of the

allegations recorded. He agreed that the remainder was similar to what he

knew about Mr McGrath.

Informant B also made a statement in December 1984, at our request, in
which he referred to having made an anonymous telephone call to social
then drawn to the

workers at the Holywood Road office. His attention was

papers in our possession relating to the anonymous call received by

Mr McKay and recorded, third hand, by Mrs Wilson. Informant B told us

that he concluded that the call taken by Mr McKay was not that made by him
because, although he had no record of 1ts date, he believed that his

anonymous call was made in 1972 or early 1973, He also told us that he

had not suggested that he knew that improper behaviour had taken place,

oanly that this was likely; also that he recalled saying that Mr McGrath

113




55.

56.

57.

58.

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL
KIN-1014

This information was passed by Mr McKay, through Mr Brian Todd, Assistant
Principal Social Worker, to Mrs Wilson, Principal Social Worker (Residential
and Day Care). This information was therefore passed to appropriate persons
in the management line for Kincora. Mrs Wilson took steps in respect of
same, the first being to tell Mr Mains that she wished to see Mr McGrath
about the call. [HIA 767, para 4.43] At this date Mrs Wilson did not have
information regarding earlier complaints against Mr Mains, and thus her
decision to contact the Officer-in-Charge follows what would have been

expected.

Mrs Wilson interviewed Mr McGrath, with Mr McKay present, on 4 February
1974. He denied the complaints and advised that a similarly untrue complaint
had been made against him previously and that there had been a previous
call of a similar nature to police. Mrs Wilson’s assessment was that he was
not trying to hide anything, and that he was telling the truth. She reported the
outcome of the interview to Mr Clive Scoular. [HIA 767, para 4.43 — 4.45]

The boys then resident in Kincora were not spoken to.

The Hughes Inquiry found that this information should have been reported to

police, having regards to the following:

a. Mr Scoular and Mrs Wilson were aware that a similar call had been made
to police, and thus they should have ensured that the police were
acquainted with the additional information [HIA 769, para 4.47];

b. “...this allegation, of a criminal nature but deficient in detail, could only

have been investigated properly by the police”. [HIA 770, para 4.49]

The HSCB also notes that this was a serious allegation against a member of
staff in a residential children’s home, yet the information was not passed by
the District to the Board. The Hughes Committee did not comment on this,
however the HSCB considers this unfortunate, as had this been reported to
the Area Board it may have prompted knowledge about “the Mason File”
which was to ultimately remain unknown to staff in direct management of
Kincora until 1976.

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL
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The Hughes Inquiry found that this ought to have been referred to the police.
Similar allegations had been passed to police in 1973 and staff therefore
should have ensured “that the police were acquainted with the additional
information”. This therefore represented a missed opportunity to further
potential investigation by police, and to bring the Mason File to light at an
earlier stage. It is noted, however, that “the Mason file” contained complaints
against Mr Mains and this anonymous report was against Mr McGrath. [HIA
769, para 4.47]

March 1974

60.

61.

62.

By 1 March 1974, information about Mr McGrath had come to the attention of
police. Detective Constable Cullen met with Informant B, the source, on this
date. Informant B had been resident in a home set up by McGrath in the
1950’s/early 1960’s. He suggested that Mr McGrath had interfered with him.

This information was discussed within the RUC between DC Cullen and
Assistant Chief Constable Meharg. While further steps were taken by DC
Cullen in terms of meeting with Informant B, and securing copies of letters
from him, no step was taken to approach the Eastern Health and Social

Services Board.

At this time therefore there was no relevant information in the possession of
the HSCB'’s predecessors that would have required any step to be taken. The
failure of the police, however, to contact the EHSSB at this time did result in a
missed opportunity for consideration of the “Mason file” at an earlier date,
and resulted in a significant delay in the sharing of relevant information. This,
however, is not a matter that fell within the control of the HSCB'’s predecessor.

May to September 1974

63.

On 3 November 1973 R15, then aged 13, and his brother were placed in
Kincora. They remained there until 20 September 1974 [KIN 114025]

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL
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4.58 The next allegation against recollection was that she was unable to get any information from R15.
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referred to in evidence as R15.
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attempts to visit the family home without gaining admittance. On balance
we consider that Mr Orr was entitled to be sceptical about the allegations

against Mr McGrath, particularly since he was not aware of any previous

allegations or suspicions,

Secondly there was the mode of investigation in this case. Mr Orr
delegated direct action on the first complaint to Miss McClean, a recently
recruited Trainee Social Worker., In evidence he described her as a person
of limited experience but a very competent worker and the notes revealed
that he was aware of her proposed approach, which he implicitly endorsed,
namely to consult Mr Mains and interview R15. We consider that Mr Orr
should have participated in the interview of R15 however sceptical he felt
about the allegations. His greater experience might have enabled him to
ancourage a more positive statement from R15 and his involvement would

certainly have ensured that the interview was recorded, an omission for

which Miss McClean must be considered at fault.

We also consider that Mr Orr should have brought the May 1974 complaint to
the attention of Residential and Day Care management in East Belfast and
Castlereagh, as Mr McGrath's supefiors, as a matter of normal practice.

He could have communicated his doubts about the allegations and the basis

for them at the same time. Although he could not have kmown this, it

would surely have had the effect that the January 1974 anonymous

allegations against Mr McGrath, only recently dealt with by Mrs Wilson,

would have been corroborated and given more weight. Mr Orr should,

indeed, have dealt with the matter under the provisions of the March 1974
complaints procedures (see paragraphs 2.41-2.45), which would have had the
effect of bringing it to the attention of the East Belfast and Castlereagh

District. He gave evidence, however, that he had no recollection of being

aware of complaints procedures at the time.,

Mr Orr should similarly have referred the September 1974 complaint to East

Belfast and Castlereagh management. Although the immediate problem was

solved in that the boys were removed from Kincora, there remained a

potential danger to other residents and Mr Orr's scepticism should not

have closed his mind entirely to this possibility. 1In making this

finding, we wish to make it clear that the major significance which these

117




KIN-75264

com Lai[lts 1 1t have ss ed lf brought to th attentl
e on [o]

Mr Scoular or Mr B i
unting could not have b
ee
n {nformed us that Captain Frederick Holroyd (retired) had submitted a

known to or fores:
aumber of documents to the Essex Police which had subsequently been passed

to the RUC. The RUC drew our attention to one of these documents as being

potentially relevant to this Inquiry.

Mr McGrath's Digtrj
rlct management,
The document in question was a photocopy of a four page typescript report

Nor do we make any criticigy

unidentified Duty Social Worker who
dated 8 November 1974, purporting to be an Army intelligence report

appears to have discouraged

mother frop goin
g to the police,
entitled "Tara: Reports regarding criminal offences assoclated with the

This last finding rests on' 'tk
homosexual community in Belfast" and purporting to be compiled and signed
The names of the addressees on the document are

text are obliterated. It includes

assumptio i i :
PLLon that her intention wag to ensure that R]5!

by Mr Wallace.

handwritten and two names in the

request th i
at she discuss the matter with R15's Social W .
orker wag several passages which, 1f true, would be directly relevant to the

. . . In- lr}
JtSE]f I‘EESZ?H] in th :]]’."_‘]l'DStEII]'_‘ES qu

a. it refers to Messrs Mains and Semple, and later Mr McGrath as

4.69 The fact that R15
“known homosexuals”;

b. it mentions the 1967 investigation and Mr Mascn's report;
c. it states that there is evidence that. assaults may have taken

» also that th place as early as 1959, soon after Mr Mains was appolnted;

Lo di
ischarge thenm from Kincora was based on the
capa d. it suggests that Mr McGrath was the subject of am internal Belfast

to look after them rather than city of thei
- Welfare Department investigation in 1972/73 following allegations

by the second complaint, Thig
of homosexual assaults on Kincora residents;

Miss MecClean's notes from June
e. it states that a source confirmed in 1972 that a number of

and its financial implications
complaints had been received about Mr McGrath and that "This would

appear to be confirmed, to some extent, by Mr Orr in 1973";

Document dated 8 November 1974
f, 1t refers to "similar allegations relating to ..... Bawnmore,

)

Westwinds, Burnside etc™;

Lisburn until February 1975,
g. it refers to a claim by a person, whose name has been obliterated

}'{e 1ls cur IEIlt!y SeIVL[lg llLS SEIltE[lce in lﬂl ri1son LeWES-
P ’

were themselves homosexuals and ..... not only appointed

4,71
homosexuals but also covered up the offences ..... and protected

Mt Wallace f]_IS cam to t OC1 W W eXaﬂl‘i

pPapers relating to the RUC and Sir
the offenders ..... .

George Terry investigations.

declined to be interviewed by the T
4.74 On 28 June 1985 the "Irish Times” published a report which quoted
extensively from a document which was indistinguishable from that examined
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The Hughes Inquiry found that this ought to have been referred to the police.
Similar allegations had been passed to police in 1973 and staff therefore
should have ensured “that the police were acquainted with the additional
information”. This therefore represented a missed opportunity to further
potential investigation by police, and to bring the Mason File to light at an
earlier stage. It is noted, however, that “the Mason file” contained complaints
against Mr Mains and this anonymous report was against Mr McGrath. [HIA
769, para 4.47]

March 1974

60.

61.

62.

By 1 March 1974, information about Mr McGrath had come to the attention of
police. Detective Constable Cullen met with Informant B, the source, on this
date. Informant B had been resident in a home set up by McGrath in the
1950’s/early 1960’s. He suggested that Mr McGrath had interfered with him.

This information was discussed within the RUC between DC Cullen and
Assistant Chief Constable Meharg. While further steps were taken by DC
Cullen in terms of meeting with Informant B, and securing copies of letters
from him, no step was taken to approach the Eastern Health and Social

Services Board.

At this time therefore there was no relevant information in the possession of
the HSCB'’s predecessors that would have required any step to be taken. The
failure of the police, however, to contact the EHSSB at this time did result in a
missed opportunity for consideration of the “Mason file” at an earlier date,
and resulted in a significant delay in the sharing of relevant information. This,
however, is not a matter that fell within the control of the HSCB'’s predecessor.

May to September 1974

63.

On 3 November 1973 R15, then aged 13, and his brother were placed in
Kincora. They remained there until 20 September 1974 [KIN 114025]

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL
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66.

67.

68.
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R15 described to the Hughes Inquiry that shortly after being placed in the
hostel Mr McGrath had “grabbed him by the genitals”. He told his brother that
day and Mr Mains the next day. There is no evidence that Mr Mains passed
this to his own line manager. R15 or his brother did tell their parents, but
initially they thought that this was an attempt by R15 to get out of the hostel
and back home. They did not therefore take any action at that time. [HIA 772,
para 4.59]

R15 told his brother of a further incident in or around May 1974. His brother
again told his parents. On 17 May 1974 a complaint was made by R15’s
mother to his fieldwork Social Worker, Miss McClean (later Mrs Grey). She
was a Social Worker in the College Street office of the North and West Belfast
District, and thus not the District that had direct responsibility for Kincora. [HIA
773, para 4.61]

The complaint was discussed with Mr Orr, Senior Social Worker. This family
was known to have been aggrieved by the placement of their children in care
and as such there was consideration given to whether this was an attempt to
secure their return home. Further Mr Mains reported to Miss McClean that he
had spoken to Mr McGrath about it and there was no truth in the allegation.
[HIA 773, paras 4.61 and 4.62]

A second complaint was made of the same behaviour being repeated in
September 1974. A meeting was called between the mother, Social Worker
and Senior Social Worker on 17 September 1974. That meeting ultimately
ended up focussing on arrangements for returning the boys to a family
placement with their sisters and there was no discussion about the complaint,
despite that having been the core reason for the meeting having been called.

Neither of these complaints were passed to East Belfast and Castlereagh

District, and no staff in line management for the hostel were aware of these
complaints, the sole point of contact having been Mr Mains.
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The Hughes Report considered the mode of investigation of these complaints
[HIA 775, para 4.65] but ultimately concluded that both the May 1974 and
September 1974 complaints should have been brought to the attention of
management in the responsible District. While it was noted that in September

1974 there was a plan for R15 to leave Kincora, it was noted:

“Although the immediate problem was solved in that the boys were removed
from Kincora, there remained a potential danger to other residents and Mr
Orr’s scepticism should not have closed his mind entirely to this possibility.”
[HIA 775, paras 4.66 and 4.67]

No criticism was made for not reporting this to police “since it would have
been irregular for him to do so without consulting Mr McGrath’'s District
management”. [HIA 776, para 4.68]

The Board considers that the failure of staff in the North & West Belfast
District to advise the hostel's management in the East Belfast and
Castlereagh District of a complaint against Mr McGrath resulted in a missed
opportunity. It would have allowed management to consider again the
context of the January 1974 anonymous telephone call.

November 1974

72.

73.

74.

The Hughes Inquiry considered a document dated 8 November 1974
purporting to be an Army Intelligence Report that suggested Mr Mains, Mr
Semple and Mr McGrath were all “known homosexuals”. It also referenced

early investigations by Belfast Welfare Authority. [HIA 777, para 4.73]

There was no evidence before the Hughes Inquiry that this document came to

the attention of EHSSB at that time, or any later time.
Mr Wallace, a Senior Information Officer, at Army Headquarters, was alleged

to have made an anonymous telephone call in 1975 to “a senior official in the
Belfast Welfare Department making him aware of the allegations relating to
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document. He told us that he had not suggested that improper behaviour

had actually occurred, whereas the 1974 document refers specifically to

"allegations of more homosexual assaults on the inmates of Kincora"

The RUC also Iinterviewed Mr Ronald Orr, in 1974 a Senior Social Worker in
the Eastern Board (see also paragraphs 4.58-4.69) about the reference to
"Mr Orr”

in the November 1974 document. Mr Orr said that he had no

contact with the police or military authorities about Kincora before he

was Interviewed by the RUC 1in 1980.

The RUC 1investigation attempted, inter alia, to validate the authenticityﬁ

of the document dated November 1974, The 5tatements of MOD personnel,

including purported addressees, did not establish its authenticity. A
Forensic Report raised the possibilities that the first page had been

tampered with and that two typewriters had been used, but was inconclusive

as to authenticity.

Early in December 1985 we were made aware that Mr Wallace had, in

correspondence with his solicitor, indicated that he was prepared to
answer questions from the Committee on one document in the file of papers
submitted to the Prime Minister's Office. This appeared to be the
document mentioned in paragraph 4.75. We considered it necessary, even a
this late stage of the Inquiry's proceedings, to interview Mr Wallace, an

made arrangements for him to be seen on 13 December. Mr Wallace denied

that the documents were the same, but admitted that he had been approached

by a female Social Worker in 1972, that he knew of complaints made to

Welfare authorities during 1972-74, and had made an anonymous phone call

in 1975 to the Welfare Department. He was asked if he would be prepared

to answer questions about each allegation. He saild that he was not
prepared to answer questions 1n the narrow context proposed by the

Committee, and that therefore he had nothing further to say.

Since Mr Wallace declined to be interviewed by the RUC or to answer our
questions, he has never authenticated or repudlated the papers which we
have seen. They have therefore no probative value to this Inquiry. Even
1f Mr Wallace was prepared to authenticate them, they would {in themselveé?

be of very limited use to the Inquiry since they consist of bald or
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generalised allegations without supporting detail or confirmation. It
would have required his testimony to remedy this and that was not

forthcoming.

" Rumour concerning Mr Mains: 1975

The possibility that rumours linking Mr Mains and homosexuality may have
achleved some currency during the mid 1970s was indicated by the evidence
of Mr Michael Maybin. Mr Maybin was Assistant Principal Social Worker
(Fieldwork Services) in Fast Belfast and Castlereagh District from
March 1975 until November 1977, working-in the Castlereagh Road office.
He gave evidence that, sometime in 1975, he heard a rumour to the effect
that Mr Mains was a homosexual. There was no suggestion that criminal
offences involving Kincora residents were taking place. He could not
recall the specific source or context, but his impression was that he
heard the rumour in social work circles and that he only heard it once.
Mr Maybin regarded it as "low-level gossip”, by which he meant that there
was no supporting evidence of any kind and no additional information as to
times, dates, places or people.

Mr Maybin, who had worked briefly in Kincora in 1966, stated that he found
the rumour dilfficult to believe and that he had no recollection of making
a connection between the rumour and the remarks of R7 in 1968 (see
paragraphs 3.96-3.99). He referred in evidence to the fact that he had
seen Mr Mains In the company of a lady friend on social occaslons.

Mr Maybin did not take any action in relation to the rumour.

Before considering what action might have heen appropriate on hearing this

rumour, we should like to make one important point. Mr Maybin's conduct
in this context came under scrutiny solely because he was sufficiently
frank to refer in his police statement to having heard it. This rumour
was patently known to others who were not prepared to admit it to the
police or to this Inquiry. Mr Maybin was, therefore, unfortunate to be
singled out for attention and must be commended for his willingness to

asslst the Terry Inquiry in 1982.
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not? What was the Area Board being told about Kincora in the aftermath of

the anonymous call?

26.The Board has accepted this was a failing at paragraph 91(b) of the statement
dated 23" May 2016.

27.1n the aftermath of this anonymous call the Area Board would have continued to
receive the monitoring reports on the hostel. The Board accepts that this process
did not ensure any concerns arising in respect of actions by staff were

communicated to the Area Board.

In relation to paragraph 75 is the HSCB position that, to the best of its
knowledge and belief, it never received an anonymous telephone call in

respect of Kincora in 1975?

28.Having regard to the contemporaneous documentation of its predecessor that is
now available to the Board, to the best of its knowledge and belief, the Eastern
Health and Social Services Board did not receive an anonymous telephone call in

respect of Kincora in 1975.

In relation to paragraph 97, does the HSCB accept that it was a systemic failing
for Mr. Scoular to fail to inform the Board representatives of all that the District
by then knew so that the Board could decide what of that information also
should be passed to the RUC. If not why not?

29.The Board has accepted that this was a failing at paragraph 91(g) of the
statement dated 23" May 2016.

Does the HSCB accept that it was a systemic failure for members of staff in
Kincora (Joseph Mains and Raymond Semple) to have failed to pass on
complaints they acknowledge they received from boys in their care in respect
of behaviour by William McGrath (see for example KIN 10388 [MINJEFZ]

IEEES B ¢ 10413 - [QEERE). What should have happened to

these complaints? Should the individual social workers have been informed?
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STATEMENT OF: ames Michael MAYBIN. CONTINUATION PAGENO: 2

E ‘
In {875 [ transferred to the East Belfast and Castlereagh District of the
EHS5B as Assistant Principal Social Worker in charge of a field work

office. It was. at about that time that | became aware of g rumour
circulating within social work circles to the effect that MAINS was @
homosexual. I cannot now. recall who passed the rumour to me.

During the late seventies | heard another rumour about MAINS suggesting
that he was sexually interfering with the bbys in his custody at Kincora.
Again | cannot recall from whom | heard the rumour.  In relation to the
insinuations made by in the late 1960‘_5 s the rumours | heard
in 1975 of MAINS' homosexuality. and the rumour of his interfering with

boys at Kincora which lheard in the Igte sei/enties, I cannot recall

passing this information to any of my seniors in the Social Services.

nor to any other person.

(signed) J. Maybin.

'.
l %gé Lae]nno htion ot
Pigipe by he HA OFFICI AbNSEONE BERFEFRGERBOMNAR:




4.91 We conslder that Mr Maybin should have brought the existence of the r&ﬁc
and 1ts nature to the attention of Residential and Day Care management
We appreciate the basis for hig scepticism about any suggestion that
Mr Mains was a homosexual and accept that he did not make a significan
connection between this rumour and R7's extremely cryptic remark seven
years earlier. It is also quite clear that the primary duty to notify:
R&DC management lay not with Mr Maybin but with those in social work
circles who were much closer to the source of the rumour. Those persons

placed Mr Maybian in an invidicus position and our comments should be see

in that context.

Rumour conceruning Mr Mains: early 1976

4.92 At some point between January and August 1976, almost certalnly between
January and March, a rumour concerning Mr Mains came to the attention of
Mrs Elizabeth Fiddis, who was employed as a Health Visitor in the Eagt
Belfast and Castlereagh District of the Eastern Board. Mrs Fiddis gave':
evidence that her recollection was that she was visiting someone's home.
socially rather than professionally, when she heard a rumour conceruing -

interference with boys at a home near North Road 1n Fast Belfast.

4.93 Mrs Fiddis drew this rumour to the attention of Miss Marion Reynolds, a
3

Social Worker in the Holywood Road office of the Eastern Board. Although

there is no record of the conversation, Miss Reynolds suggested that it

took place in February or March on an occasion when Mrs Fiddis called af:
the Holywood Road office to see another Social Worker who was not ia.
Miss Reynolds was Duty Social Worker and she had a conversation with
Mrs Fiddis during which the rumour was discussed. Miss Reynolds was also
able to be more specific about the nature of the rumour. She told us tha
although Mrs Fiddis may not have meantioned Mr Mains or Kincora by name t§
her, she, Miss Reynolds, was able to identify both. She also said that
Mrs Fiddis told her that she had obtained information that a boy had

received in-patient treatment at Purdysburn Hospital for depression which

he associated with his experiences at Kincora. Miss Reynolds'

February 1982 police statement indicated that, as far as she could recall;
)

Mrs Fiddis had heard the rumour in the house of either an aunt or mother

of an ex-Kincora boy, but emphasised that this was conjecture about which

she was not confident. Mrs Fiddis gave evidence that she could not
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recollec; any reference to psychiatric illness or depression; nor could
she be more specific than to say she heard the rumour at the home of one
of her female acquaintances; and that it had been sald at that time that
the matter had been ralsed by Miss Valerie Shaw. Miss Shaw, whom

Mrs Fiddis had never met, was an assoclate of "Informant 3" (see
paragraphs 4.53-4.57)}., Miss Shaw's July 1982 police statement established
that she did not know Mrs Fiddis and was not aware of the rumour which

reached Mrs Fiddis, and we conclude that Miss Shaw was not the source in

this 1nstance.

We were sufficiently impressed by the clarity of Miss Reynolds' evidence
to conclude that her recollectlon of the matter was substantlally correct
as to the means by which 1t was brought to her attention, the nature of
the rumour and the timescale. The fact that the rumour related to

Mr Mains rather than Mr McGrath and the reference to a former resideunt who
had undergone psychiatric treatment possibly polnt in the direction of R2.

R2 had undergone psychiatric treatment in Purdysburn Hospital in 1973 and

was admitted again in March 1976.

Miss Reynolds, whose knowledge of Kincora was limited to a brief visit
during her period of induction at Holywood Road, suggested that Mrs Fiddis
should speak to Miss Hilary Reid, also a Soclal Worker at Holywood Road.
Miss Reid was knbwn professionally and personally to Mrs Fiddis and had a
greater familiarity with the hostel. Miss Reynolds told us that she also
suggested that Mrs Filddis should speak to Miss Lorna McGrath, Principal
Social Worker (Resldential and Day Care) for East Belfast and Castlereagh
District, and that she gave Mrs Fiddis directions to Miss McGrath's office
and her telephone number. Immediately after her conversation with
Mrs Fiddis, Miss Reynolds telephoned Miss McGrath. No record of this
telephone conversation was made, but Miss Reynolds gave evidence that she
told Miss McGrath about the conversation and that Mrs Fiddis was to be in
_ touch with her about it. This telephone call was made in the preseace of
Miss Reid, who by that time had come into the office. Miss Reid
corroborated Miss Reynolds' recollection concerning the nature and source
of the rumour. Her recollection, however, was that Miss McGrath was to

contact Mrs Fiddis rather than the other way round.
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The Hughes Inquiry also considered whether, during late 1975 or possibly
1976, there had been a further telephone call. The suggestion of such a call
arose during an article published in 1982 by “Social Work Today”. It was
considered that there was not such a call, rather there had been erroneous
references to an incident that was actually the January 1974 call detailed

above.

1975 Rumour Evidence

81.

82.

83.

84.

Mr Maybin, Assistant Principal Social Worker (Fieldwork Office) gave
evidence to the Hughes Inquiry that sometime in 1975 he heard a rumour to
the effect that Mr Mains was a homosexual. The rumour did not indicate that
criminal offences were taking place, and Mr Maybin regarded it as “low level
gossip” [HIA 783, para 4.88]

Mr Maybin reported knowledge of this rumour to police in 1982 during the
course of the Terry Inquiry. The Hughes Report noted: “This rumour was
patently known to others who were not prepared to admit it to the police or
this Inquiry” [HIA 783, para 4.90]

It was however considered by the Hughes Inquiry that this information should
have been reported to Residential and Day Care Management within the
District. [HIA 784, para 4.91]

The HSCB accepts that there was a missed opportunity on this occasion to
ensure that a full picture of Kincora was within the sphere of knowledge of the
Residential and Day Care Management staff. This, in itself, would have been
unlikely to detect or prevent abuse, but knowledge of it may have influenced

their responses to future information.

January — March 1976

85.

On a date considered by the Hughes Inquiry to be “almost certainly between
January and March” 1976 a rumour about Mr Mains came to the attention of
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Mrs Elizabeth Fiddis, a Health Visitor in the East Belfast and Castlereagh
District. [HR, para 4.92] During a visit to the Holywood Road sub office of the
District, she reported what she had been told to Ms Marion Reynolds, Social
Worker, who was able to identify it as relating to Kincora and Mr Mains. [HIA
784, para 4.93]

Immediately after this conversation Miss Reynolds telephoned Ms McGrath at
District Headquarters. No record of this exchange was made. While Ms
McGrath was unable to recall the telephone call, she accepted the evidence
of Ms Reynolds that it had been made. [HIA 785, para 4.95 and 4.96]. The
telephone call was also made by Ms Reynolds in the presence of Ms Hilary
Reid, Social Worker. Ms Reid also had a later encounter with Mrs Fiddis in
which she confirmed that the matter had been reported to management, but

was unable to provide her with further information.
The Hughes Inquiry determined:

“Miss Reynolds and Miss Reid took the correct course in referring the matter
to R&DC Management. It is to be regretted that Miss Reid did not discuss her
conversation with Mrs Fiddis during subsequent contacts with Miss McGrath
since, although she had no additional information to report, this might have
brought the matter to prominence. A similar result might have occurred if
Miss Reynolds had recorded her conversation with Mrs Fiddis and sent the
papers to Miss McGrath.”

[HIA 786, para 4.98]

It also considered that the real onus lay on Miss McGrath, who described to
the Hughes Inquiry that she was under extreme pressure at the time and may
not have allowed enough time for the call, or recognised the importance of
same. She referred to the understaffing in Residential and Day Care
management between July 1975 and July 1976. Despite those
circumstances, the Hughes Inquiry did not consider that she had given the
information “sufficient priority”. It was found that she should have passed the

information to Mr Scoular, however as she was unlikely to do so until she
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herself had met Mrs Fiddis, her omission in that meeting led to the omission in
telling the DSSO. [HIA 787, para 4.99] It was however recognised that this
occurred in a context of her having no knowledge of “the Mason File”. [HIA
787, para 4.100]

The HSCB considers that this was a missed opportunity to share
information. While this information in itself was unlikely to detect or prevent
further abuse at Kincora, the inclusion of this information alongside all other
information would have been a potentially important line of enquiry, especially
when considered in light of almost concurrent events occurring at Area Board

level detailed below.

February — March 1976

90.

91.

92.

93.

The events from re-organisation detailed above had been occurring at District
Level. There was no evidence that any information therefrom had been

passed to Area Board level.

In January 1976, Informant B had contacted DC Cullen for an up-date. This
had prompted a further internal meeting within the RUC between DC Cullen
and ACC Meharg, during which a meeting was directed with EHSSB. [HIA
791, para 4.109]

On 19 February 1976, DC Cullen met with Mr Robert Bunting, Assistant
Director of Social Services (Family and Child Care) at EHSSB. Mr Bunting
was informed of allegations that Mr McGrath was involved in paramilitary
activity and in homosexual behaviour. It was reported that prominent people

were involved and thus a sense of confidentiality was conveyed. [ibid]

This contact prompted Mr Bunting’s memory of “the Mason File”, which was
shown to DC Cullen at this meeting. [ibid] Following the meeting Mr Gilliland,
Director of Social Services was briefed. There was no allegation that Mr

McGrath was involved in homosexual activities with residents of Kincora.
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4.110 D/Con Cullen reported the exlstence of the

4,111

4.112

"Mason file" to ACC Meharg 4

. Mr Bunting had informed him on 19 Febru
that this would require clearance by the Director of Social Services,
Mr Edward Gilliland,

was directed to obtain a copy.

and this was forthcoming. On 15 March D/Con Culle

met Messrs Gilliland and Bunting in University Street and was given tha

"Ma
son file" He made a copy of the file and returned the original by

h M
and on 16 March. He also requested and received, at some subsequent

date, a list of Kincora residents who had been discharged from the hogt

during the 1971-1976 period,

appointment.

that 1s from the time of Mr McGrath's

No documents relatin
g to Informant B's allegations agalnst Mr McGrath wer

made available by D/Con Cullen to Messrs Gilliland and Bunting at their

19 February and 15 March meetings. Messrs Gi1l1land and Bunting gave

evidence that D/Con Cullen sought confirmation that Mr McGrath was

employed in Kincora, indicated that a confidential informant had alleged

that Mr McGrath was a homosexual and had paramilitary connections and
s A

rgferred to a letter or letters from Mr McGrath to Informant B which

indicated homosexual tendencies. D/Con Cullen told them that

Informan ! i
t B's allegations related to some time in the past and there was

no allegation of hoqpsexual activities at Kincora. They were also told’

th ! '
at D/Con Cullen's inquiries were extremely coafidential,

that promlnen

people” were {nvolved, and that D/Con Cullen was reporting direct to

AC i
C Meharg on these matters. Both Mr Gilliland and Mr Bunting agreed tha

D/Con Cullen expressed coacern that Mr McGrath should be working in

Kincora in the light of Informant B's allegation of homosexuality

Mr
Bunting also gave evidence that D/Con Cullen implied that his informan

might be in some danger. Messrs Gilliland and Bunting gave evidence that.

th
e 15 March neeting concluded with an agreement that D/Con Cullen was to:

make
them aware of any information which would enable them to take action’

in regard to the hostel staff.

D ! i
/Con Cullen's evidence was broadly consistent with that of

M .
essrs G1lliland and Bunting. 1In particular, he agreed that he was asked .

whether he had any information which would enable them to take action in

relation to Mr McGrath. He stated that on 19 February he gave Mr Bunting

a general outline of the nature of his inquiries but did not disclose the

full detaills of hig information to him. He also said that he would not
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have gone into great detail about personalities but would have told
Mr Bunting about the type of behaviour in which Mr MeGrath had been

involved in the past. Messrs Gilliland and Bunting gave evlidence that the

only information which D/ébn Cullen gave relevant to homosexuality related

to the letters which Mr McGrath had written to Informant B.

4.113 We are inclined to accept the evidence of Messrs Gilliland and Bunting as

regards the amount of information given to them by D/Con Cullen. He was

clearly successful in conveying his concern about Mr McGrath's alleged
homosexuality and its possible implications for his employment in Kincora
to them, and it 1s likely that he exercised a proper discretion against
disclosing detalls of unsubstantiated allegations which were being dealt

with In the context of a confidential investigation.

4.114 D/Con Cullen gave evidence that, after he copied the "Mason file", he

attached a short report to 1t, addressed it directly to ACC Meharg and put

it in the RUC's internal mail system on 15 March. In doing so he made no

record in the Donegall Pass station's correspondence register and stated
that this was because of the confidential nature of the documents and
because he had been in direct contact with Mr Meharg in relatlon to these

matters. D/Con Cullen had no further contact with ACC Meharg 1in this

connection until January 1980. Mr Meharg gave evidence that D/Con Cullen

"Mason file" but that he took it for granted that 1t

told him about the
He alsc stated that he did not receive the "Mason

related to Mr MeGrath.
file" at that time and saw 1t for the first time when it was produced to

him by the RUC investigators in 1980 and that he took no steps to follow

up his direction that the file should be obtained in 1976. D/Con Cullen

stated that he could not say that he emphasised that there were two

distinct persons involved, namely Mr McGrath and Mr Mains, but that he

would assume that that was the case. 1In any event, no further police

"Magson file" were made

inquiries into Informant B's allegations or the
subsequent to D/Con Cullen's meeting with Messrs “Gilliland and Bunting on

15 March 1976. In particular, the ex—residents who had been discharged

from 1971 to 1976 were not interviewed and, as in 1974, no formal crime

file was opened.
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4.115 Mr Bunting told us that he made three or four telephone calls to

4.116 A
t the 15 March meeting Messrs Gilliland and Bunting informed D/Con Culle

. ]. y
A S n i e ste n
4 ].; urve Of Ielevatlt iIlfOImatio on KJ.I[COIa Witll n tn Ea. T Board at

D/Con Cullen subsequent to the 15 March meeting. No record of these o,
_ ca

wa
8§ made but Mr Gilliland, who was aware of them at the time suggestad

D/Con Cull
agreed that he received several telephone calls from Mr Bunting on thig
subject. : X .

that they occurred over a period exceeding elghteen months

Mr Bunting's recollection was thaf;

on his last co
D/Con Cullen, ntact with

he was told that a report had gone to ACC Meharg and that
there was no evidence on which the Board could take action. He also g§
the impression that D/Con Cullen's informant was unable to substantiaté
what was being said or had ceased to contribute information. 1If |
Mr Gilliland's recollection of the timescale was correct this last call
would have been made in autumn 1977 or later and contact was not re-— |
established until after the 24 January 1980 "
was published.

Irish Independent” article

th W.
at Mr SC.OU.].&].", as DSSO for the District in which Kincora was situated,
v

would have to be notified of what had transpired between them

Mr Gilli .
illiland instructed Mr Bunting to brief Mr Scoular on D/Con Cullen's

in a T 1"
quiries and to make the "Mason file" available to him, and Mr Bunting-

subse
quently went to Mr Scoular'’s office in Purdysburn for that purpose
No i i : .
written direction or advice wasg given to Mr Scoular as to any action

which he i i
was to take or initiate in connection with the information now

made avai i ¢
ailable to him. Mr Scoular gave evidence, however, that the

information passed to him was as described in Messrsg Gilliland and

. B T ' s .
unting's evidence to us, that his senlor Residential & Day Care

m
anagement staff were algo to be briefed, and that he arranced for a list

1971-197¢ to be prepared for transmission to
D/Con Cullen, along with the addresses to which
discharged.

of Kincera discharges

the residents had been

Mr Scoular was given custody of the "Mason file" at this
time.

thi i i
8 time provides the background to our consideration of action taken b
the Board subsequent to Mareh 1976: - '

a . L1 ) (1] :
the "Mason file" had remained with Mr Bunting since the inception:

of the Board in October 1973 until Detective Constable Cullen's

vislt on 19 February 1976 and had thus been unavailable to the
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Fast Belfast and Castlereagh District staff directly responsible
for the manageﬁent aLd,supervision of the hostel. This included
Mr Scoular and-Mrs Wilson, who had dealt with the ancnymous
telephone call of January 1974, although Mrs Wilson was aware of a
previous investigation of ‘Mr Hains;

b. Mr Scoular gave evidence that he had no recollection of drawing
the January 1974 telephone call to Mr Bunting's attention in March
1976 when he was brt%féd on the Meharg/Cullen investigation and
given the "Mason file" for the first time;

c. the complaint égainst Mr McGrath lodged by the parents of RL5 had
never gone further than the North and West Belfast Distriet and
was thus unknown to Messrs Gilliland and Bunting in headquarters
and to East Belfast and Castlereagh;

d. it was not possible to establish how widespread was the 1975
rumour about Mr Mains which was retailed to Mr Maybin, but there
is no evidence that it reached the Board's headquarters scaff or

Residential and Day Care management in East Belfast and
I

Castlereagh;

e. the rumour concerning ﬁr Mains which came to Mrs Fiddis' atténtion
and was passed through‘the Holywood Road office to Miss McGrath in
February/March 1976 was, not known to headquarters staff and
Migss McGrath gave evide%ce that she did not see the relevance of
it when she was told about the Meharg/Cullen investigation, so

that Mr Scoular also remalned in ignorance of that rumour.

4.118 We have already commented on Mr Bunting's retention of the "Mason file"
and on the communlication aspects of the handling of the complaint
involving RLS5, but two other aspects of the position im or shortly after

March 1976 are worthy of comment. Firstly, it 1s remarkable chat

Miss McGrath did not reallise the potential significance of the rumour
about Mr Mains, which seems to have been brougﬁt to her attentlon in
late February or March, when she was told about the Meharg/Cullen
investigation. Her recollection was that the latter came to her attention
at some time between April 1976 and the middle of the year. Even taking

the latest date as correct, the Interval was not such as would

satisfactorlly account for a simple faillure of memory. Miss McGrath's

137




KIN-75274 e

i from the residents. Mr Scoular's evidence was that he regarded
Mr Bunting about thisg when told about the : complaints e
f ' the information which he had been given about the Meharg
i passeq igation and the "Mason file" as something that he and his management
on, 1t would have provided the police with a more up to date line of investigatio e ve and e menagen
staff needed to be aware of In their supervision o n
wanted Miss McGrath to pay particular attention to anything that might

come to -light concerning Kincora. He said that Miss McGrath was made

"Mason
aware of the Meharg/Cullen investigation and that she was shown the
Scoular of the 1974 anonymous call.

. recall telling Mr Bunting.

Higham was apprised of
. ile" of 1976. He also said that Mr
Mr Scoular stated that he could not file" in the spring

at he had t e o] f the MaS n

forgotten about it,

£
intment in August 1976. Miss McGrath agreed that she became aware o
but that it had been an anonymous matter, was fairiy appointm

oCccu o h m O ment i 1 I[l : v R

consider that this was an error of judgement.

W of the
5 1 14 but could not recall whether she was told about the existence
Mr coular shou have

file
" file” at that time. She remembered, however, being shown the fi
drawn this matter specifically to Mr Bunting's attention during their Mason

discussion subsequent to 15 March.

) us allegatioﬂ II!ay o] (l a avas W a I I T HI 1am lad Eead itn
no

g t
g Ell ha“e "I‘LSS MCGEath StatEd that heE EECOlleCtiOIl was that Mr Bu[lt]ll Sal(l tha
ntia va e o he po i

ion but not take any
he Meharg/Cullen investigat

added impetus to the Meharg/Cullen lnovestigation and there was an obvious she should bear in mind t g

obligation on the Board to alert the police to matt
following D/Con Cullen's approach.

' 1 .
additional steps because the matter was in the hands of the police

’ EIItall} ] haUe . V (l e W at he |:|. d 10 1[ or nat 10N abo t SuSpectEd
-

drawn together D/Con Cullen's investigation with the Strandtown

investigation of the May 1973 anonymous call to the police.

hat h did not b c awa h g/CU in EStigati n see
a[ld t e o} ecome ware Of t e PIehaE ].IEU v o] or

the "Mason file" until about that time.
4.120 We have already indicated that Mr Bunting followed-up D/Con Cullen's
investigation with a nunber of telephone calls over an e
from March 1976,

:tendEd perlOd 4. 2 AS wl [»] om (;[11 lla l(l a d ;lllll:[[lg tO [[ Scoular

211 directions were y (o] Q t e tra[lsfer Of i[lformatio[l was made a[ld we were
.

glven to Mr

i of the partles concerned. We
Scoular as to what action was to be taken within the Board. left with the conflicting recollectlons p

lrecti t Mr s . :

that Mr Scoular should ensure that closer monitoring of Xincora should
take place,

i tate
Meharg/Cullen investigation by mid 1976 but it 1s not possible to sta
" ile” direct
i th Mason file". There is a
In the sense that the officer directly responsible for with certainty when she was shown a
supervising the hostel would be aware that there had been allegations and

that their visits would thereby be more purposeful,

' idence as to when the
conflict between Mr Scoular's and Mr Higham's ev

» » latter W d ware o P i
. as made a f sus lCious &bout Ki necora atld we dld not f Ild
did not nowever,:

specify for Mr Scoular's benefit what closger monitoring should co
and did not contact Mr Scoular directly.

v y i lve this
£ Miss McGrath's evidence sufficlently clear and specific to reso
nsist o h

. ress a safe view on
Mr Gilliland al gave evidence conflict. Accordingly we find ourselves unable to exp

n so gav n

that he is sure that he also would have asked Mr Bunting,

was dealing with the District,

through whom he this point of which version 1s correct.

whether there was anything to add to the

; vency of inspectlons of
information which was being passed down. 4.122 The documentary records indicated that the freq y

Mr Bunting stated that the . o
g Kincora from about the time of Mr Higham's appointment to the R

. irement
management team was substantially in excess of the statutory requi

in
of once per month. We referred to this, and to certain deficiencies

138 L5




KIN-75275

€ i[l in ar ”ndertaken to nrorm he 1 (II a”y (level()]ﬂ ents w I.I(: 1 WO v [labled
3 p agta )hs l'. 6—4 } i f Ul ha e e

h.
them to take disciplinary action against Mr Mains or Mr McGrat
above. We regard the evidence as sufficient to su

pport the Propositish

that a close supervision of Kincora was waintained by R&DC management  f

i ear to have been inspired
Mr Bunting's telephoneigalls, some of which app

by MESSL‘S Gilllla[ld a[ld Scoular, were dan i[ldicatio[l Of unease felt b! the
f 6

subject to the llumitations which we have

B me pa sse an no [lg naterlia se rom the po ce. In os5e
me [¢] oar as

h
for detecting i tances, it would have been prudent and appropriate to approach the
clrcumstan ,

e s 05 @ tover s éénse’ A more definitive knowledge of the state of

therefore, we consider tha

senior police officer direct.
the Board did initiate a closer supervision of Kincora {

. hether
n response to ¢ h olice investigation would also have facilitated a decision on whe
e p .
Meharg/Cullen investigation and to the potential danger, acknowledged § here were sufficient grounds to issue precautionary suspension notlces to
: there
Messrs Gilliland, Bunting and Scoular, to the residents of the hostel,

Mr Mains and/or Mr McGrath. 1In fact the evidence avallable to
The conflict of evidence to which we have referred prevents us from

i t for
Messrs Gilliland and Bunting in 1976 was, 1n our view, Insufficien

reaching a view on whether Mr Higham's monitoring was carried out with 't bowever. M Scoular ane Mise MeGrath respectively had
H

this purpose.

o B S el sed the 1974 telephone call about Mr McGrath and the 1976 rumour about
cau

2 . ha'e bee{l taken b t "lr I‘lal 15 to a TOUW t to the attention o ()].:LCE the pOSS[h|lit9 Of
he Boa[ > B

I . In the co anOki[l re alltio[lar Suspensions wo ]_d ve Slalllfi(:alltl rea r

6 e Y
[he Board s tesponSlbilitiES i“. the Circuﬂlsta[lces Of 19; were to SatiSf

d could
themselves whether the police had information on which the Boar

T " s o o vt e oy o s o ol take action, to pass on to the police any further relevant information,
| ake ,

police favestigation was put in train. WMr Meharg went further in stating

and to supervise the hostel and its residents closely.
that it would surprise him if the Board had thought that there was a

police investigation into Mr McGrath prior to 1980, However we do not se¢ 4,125 We examined the possibility that the Board should have made the
how the Board's officials could have gathered an '

that Informant B'g allegations and the

Maso“ f]] . . ” EE 1 1 ]
= were t’he Sll)le t f . IIeharg/Cullen investioation and the "MaSOn flle k[low[l to sta e90[1 the
C [s] . (=}
" | “ . | [li r R&DC management i[‘l E‘:’I.St Belfast and Castleteagh, and i[l Par tiCU].r':lr
s5e [¢]

police investigation. The niceties of {nternal police procedure would ndﬁ

Kincora.
‘those field Social Workers with c¢lients currently resident in

‘ to /

have been familiar to them but the police request for the list of

sign of
The object of this would have been to put them on the alert to any sig
residents discharged from Kincora between 1971 and 1976, with addresses,

i i g in the
h sexual misconduct by the staff or of any anxiety or distres
e Had this been done, it would have

clearly implied active enquiries. We proceeded on the assumption,

boys which might have resuylted from it.
therefore, that the Roard was entitled to take the view

T e R b by the direction of Mr Gilliland since the confidentiality of the
' een

T B e Meharg/Cullen investigation and the sensitivity of the matter generally
ar

1d have ruled out an Independent initiative by Mr Scoular or
wou
4.124 In terms of additional action by the Board,

therefore, we asked ourselves Miss McGrath. Mr Gilliland gave evidence that, on reflection, it would
sa Mc . i
whether the Board's officers might have been more vigorous in following up: ; been helpful if more junior staff, with more frequent contact with
' ave be .
the progress of the Meharg/Cullen lnvestigation. Our view is that the the residents, had been made aware of the investigation. While we
. ]
Board, in the person of Mr Gilliland or Mr Bunting, should have made an

official approach to ACC Meharg in order to find out

investigation had reached. When doing so,

have no

cknowledge the potential value of such a course of action, we

a

what stage the doubt that Mr Gilliland would have been very reluctant to glve a wide
ou

the Board should also have made

.
cu

We do not consider

c nduc .

In reaching this finding we were
consclous of Messrs Gilliland and Bunting's evidence that D/Con Cullen had:
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that he could have had any degree of confidence that this information

would not have leaked and we do not find it possible to eriticise him fg

not taking thls course of action.

4,126 In our judgement it would have been appropriate for Mr Gilliland to have
informed the Chairmen of the Personal Social Services Committee and of ¢
Board proper on a confidential basis, because they certainly fell within

the category of persons with a "need to know", notwithstanding the

unresclved nature of the allegations. The same applies to the Departmen

of Health and Soclal Services, in view of 1ts overall responsibility and

accountability for the Personal Social Services. In making these

findings, we do not suggest that either the respective Chalrmen or the
Department were 1n a position to take action over and above what we have
suggested was open to the Board's officers, merely that they were entitfed

to know about a serious matter for which they might ultimately be called

to account.

4.127 Finglly there 1s the question of whether the Meharg/Cullen investigation
should have been dealt with through the Board's formal complaints
procedures (see paragraphs 2.41-2.45). We concluded that the information

conveyed to Messrs Gilliland and Bunting did not constitute a complaint

within the terms of those procedures, and that the handling of the

informati i i
on was 4 matter within the discretion of the Board's management

4.128 For the avoidance of doubt we would like to deal with a matter which arose

in the context of the Meharg/Cullen investigation. It was established
that D/Con Cullen did not at any time receive or transmit any allegation
that Mr McGrath was engaging in homosexual activity with residents of
Kincora. D/Con Cullen's evidence and our examination of his papers also .
established that there was no suggestion that the "prominent people” who
were involved in his investigation of Mr McGrath were connected in any wa?

with Kincora or its residents. The term was loosely coined by

D/Con Cullen and did not, in our view, convey an accurate description of

those named.

The evidence of Miss Valerie Shaw

4,129 Miss Valerie Shaw, who had no connection with the Social Services, came

into contact with Informant B in or around late 1973. She subsequently
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made efforts to expose Mr McGrath as a homosexual by bringing

Informant B's allegations against Mr McGrath to the notice of a large
number of acquaintances and others to whom she was introduced through her
religlous activities. 1In 1980 Miss Shaw made a statement to the pollce

listing her contacts. We established that only two of these proved

material to this Inquiry. The police statements and public prenouncements
of Miss Shaw's other contacts and certain of our own enquiries made 1t
clear that they did not bring the concerns of Miss Shaw or Informant B to
the attention of the authorities relevant to this Inquiry. We refer to
these contacts only where it 1s necessary to our narrative of events.
Some of Miss Shaw's activitiles received widespread publicity in 1982 and
afterwards. We are aware that her detailed version of events was publicly
contradicted in part by at least one of her contacts, the

Reverend Doctor Ian Palsley, MP, MEP. We mention this in order to put it

on record that it 1s common ground that nothing relevant to this Inquiry

arose from Miss Shaw's dealings with Dr Paisley.

At this point it is also appropriate to deal with another of Miss Shaw's
contacts who was mentloned in evidence in terums which caused us to make
enquiries as to his possible relevance to this Inquiry. In about May 1974
Superintendent John Graham (now retired) was put in touch with Miss Shaw
and was told that Mr McGrath was allegedly a homosexual and that he worked
in Kincora. Superintendent Graham's April 1982 Terry Inquiry statement
jndicated that he went to Mountpottinger police station and reported
verbally to a member of the CID, but he could not recall which member.
The RUC and Terry Inquiry investigators had been unable to identify the
alleged contact and there was, therefore, no evidence that the matter had
subsequently come to the attention of the Social Services. 1In the course
of her evidence, however, Miss Shaw intimated that Superintendent Graham
might not have been entirely satisfled with the efforts made to identify
his 1974 contact. We wrote to Superintendent Graham listing the six
police officers who had been {nterviewed with negative result in relation
to his 1982 statement and seeking any possible additional names.
Superintendent Graham replied that to suggest further names would be
beyond his memory and that he would rather be sure than uncertain about
naning officers. He also said that, while he was disappointed that police
enquiries had not revealed the identity of the officer to whom he spoke,

he was never in a position to criticise police investigations into the
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herself had met Mrs Fiddis, her omission in that meeting led to the omission in
telling the DSSO. [HIA 787, para 4.99] It was however recognised that this
occurred in a context of her having no knowledge of “the Mason File”. [HIA
787, para 4.100]

The HSCB considers that this was a missed opportunity to share
information. While this information in itself was unlikely to detect or prevent
further abuse at Kincora, the inclusion of this information alongside all other
information would have been a potentially important line of enquiry, especially
when considered in light of almost concurrent events occurring at Area Board

level detailed below.

February — March 1976

90.

91.

92.

93.

The events from re-organisation detailed above had been occurring at District
Level. There was no evidence that any information therefrom had been

passed to Area Board level.

In January 1976, Informant B had contacted DC Cullen for an up-date. This
had prompted a further internal meeting within the RUC between DC Cullen
and ACC Meharg, during which a meeting was directed with EHSSB. [HIA
791, para 4.109]

On 19 February 1976, DC Cullen met with Mr Robert Bunting, Assistant
Director of Social Services (Family and Child Care) at EHSSB. Mr Bunting
was informed of allegations that Mr McGrath was involved in paramilitary
activity and in homosexual behaviour. It was reported that prominent people

were involved and thus a sense of confidentiality was conveyed. [ibid]

This contact prompted Mr Bunting’s memory of “the Mason File”, which was
shown to DC Cullen at this meeting. [ibid] Following the meeting Mr Gilliland,
Director of Social Services was briefed. There was no allegation that Mr

McGrath was involved in homosexual activities with residents of Kincora.

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL
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On 15 March 1976 a meeting was held between DC Cullen, Mr Gilliland and
Mr Bunting. “The Mason File” was provided to DC Cullen who subsequently
copied and returned same. [HIA 792, para 4.110] While it was his evidence
that a copy was sent in internal mail to ACC Meharg, the latter reported that
he never received it. [HIA 793, para 4.114]

During the meeting, the EHSSB reported that the information would have to
be shared with Mr Scoular, DSSO. A list of all boys that had been discharged
from Kincora from 1971 was also prepared and provided to DC Cullen. [HIA
792, para 4.110] While the EHSSB therefore believed that there was an
active police investigation at this time, no such action had in fact been initiated
within the RUC. The Hughes Inquiry considered that despite it being
erroneous, “the Board was entitled to take the view that these matters were
formally under investigation by the police” and did not see how Board officers

could have formed any other conclusion. [HIA 798, para 4.123]

As a result of these developments the existence of “the Mason File” is
confirmed to the District, who are provided with same for the first time since
re-organisation. Mr Scoular therefore become aware for the first time of the
complaints against Mr Mains in 1967 and 1971.

It does not however appear that the information known at District level from
1974 was reported to the Board. While Mr Scoular initially indicated that he
had told Mr Bunting of same, he later retracted this in the knowledge that Mr

Bunting said that he had not.

To assess the action taken by the Board subsequent to March 1976, the
Hughes Inquiry undertook a useful survey of the information as at that time
thus:

a. “the “Mason file” had remained with Mr Bunting since the inception of the
Board in October 1973 until Detective Constable Cullen’s visit on 19
February 1976 and had thus been unavailable to the East Belfast and
Castlereagh District staff directly responsible for the management and
supervision of the hostel. This included Mr Scoular and Mrs Wilson, who
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had dealt with the anonymous telephone call of January 1974, although
Mrs Wilson was aware of a previous investigation of Mr Mains;

b. Mr Scoular gave evidence that he had no recollection of drawing the
January 1974 telephone call to Mr Bunting’s attention in March 1976 when
he was briefed on the Meharg/Cullen investigation and given the “Mason
file” for the first time;

c. The complaint against Mr McGrath lodged by the parents of R15 had
never gone further that the North and West Belfast District and was thus
unknown to Messrs Gilliland and Bunting in Headquarters and to East
Belfast and Castlereagh;

d. It was not possible to establish how widespread was the 1975 rumour
about Mr Mains which was retailed (sic) Mr Maybin, but there is no
evidence that it reached the Board’s headquarters staff or Residential and
Day Care management in East Belfast and Castlereagh;

e. The rumour concerning Mr Mains which came to Mrs Fiddis’ attention and
was passed through the Holywood Road office to Miss McGrath in
February/March 1976 was not known to headquarters staff and Miss
McGrath gave evidence that she did not see the relevance of it when she
was told about the Meharg/Cullen investigation, so that Mr Scoular also
remained in ignorance of that rumour.”

[HIA 794, para 4.117]

The Hughes Inquiry notes a lack of communication in March 1976,
commenting: “it is remarkable that Miss McGrath did not realise the potential
significance of the rumour about Mr Mains”. Her failure to tell Mr Scoular or
Mr Bunting was found to be “a significant omission since, if passed on, it
would have provided the police with a more up to date line of enquiry about
Mr Mains than “the Mason file™. [HIA 795, para 4.118]

Mr Scoular’s failure to tell Mr Bunting about the 1974 anonymous call was
found to be “an error of judgment. Mr Scoular should have drawn this matter
specifically to Mr Bunting’s attention during their discussion subsequent to 15
March.” [HIA 796, para 4.119]
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Over the subsequent months the Hughes Inquiry was satisfied that Mr Bunting
had made a number of follow up telephone calls to DC Cullen over an
extended period from March 1976. [HIA 796, para 4.120] They also accepted
that the evidence showed a closer supervision of Kincora was initiated [HIA
797, para 4.122]

Their finding, however, was that a more formal approach should have been
made by the Board, in the person of Mr Gilliland or Mr Bunting, to police by
way of an official approach to ACC Meharg. “When doing so the Board should
also have made the matter the subject of a formal record since its seriousness
required a clear record of the Board’s conduct”. [HIA 798, para 4.124]

The Hughes Inquiry also considered that Mr Gillland should have informed
the Chairman of the Personal Social Services Committee of the position, and
the Board proper on a confidential basis. Further the Inquiry found that “the
same applies to the Department of Health and Social Services, in view of its
overall responsibility and accountability for the Personal Social Services”.
While no further action could have been taken by any of these entities, it was
considered that “they were entitled to know about a serious matter for which

they might ultimately be called to account”. [HIA 800, para 4.126]

In the HSCB'’s view an opportunity was missed in mid 1976 to ensure all
information known about Kincora in different levels of management was
collated to ensure a full picture developed. It was also regrettable that more
definitive steps were not taken at an earlier stage to ascertain the status of the
Police investigation. The HSCB also accepts the findings of the Hughes

Report as detailed at paragraph 103 above.

Late 1976

105.

The Hughes Inquiry also heard that Ms Shaw, who had no connection with
Social Services, had come into contact with Informant B in or around late
1973. Over the following years she made a number of approaches to

members of the community that held prominent positions in Northern Ireland,
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that he could have had any degree of confidence that this information

would not have leaked and we do not find it possible to eriticise him fg

not taking thls course of action.

4,126 In our judgement it would have been appropriate for Mr Gilliland to have
informed the Chairmen of the Personal Social Services Committee and of ¢
Board proper on a confidential basis, because they certainly fell within

the category of persons with a "need to know", notwithstanding the

unresclved nature of the allegations. The same applies to the Departmen

of Health and Soclal Services, in view of 1ts overall responsibility and

accountability for the Personal Social Services. In making these

findings, we do not suggest that either the respective Chalrmen or the
Department were 1n a position to take action over and above what we have
suggested was open to the Board's officers, merely that they were entitfed

to know about a serious matter for which they might ultimately be called

to account.

4.127 Finglly there 1s the question of whether the Meharg/Cullen investigation
should have been dealt with through the Board's formal complaints
procedures (see paragraphs 2.41-2.45). We concluded that the information

conveyed to Messrs Gilliland and Bunting did not constitute a complaint

within the terms of those procedures, and that the handling of the

informati i i
on was 4 matter within the discretion of the Board's management

4.128 For the avoidance of doubt we would like to deal with a matter which arose

in the context of the Meharg/Cullen investigation. It was established
that D/Con Cullen did not at any time receive or transmit any allegation
that Mr McGrath was engaging in homosexual activity with residents of
Kincora. D/Con Cullen's evidence and our examination of his papers also .
established that there was no suggestion that the "prominent people” who
were involved in his investigation of Mr McGrath were connected in any wa?

with Kincora or its residents. The term was loosely coined by

D/Con Cullen and did not, in our view, convey an accurate description of

those named.

The evidence of Miss Valerie Shaw

4,129 Miss Valerie Shaw, who had no connection with the Social Services, came

into contact with Informant B in or around late 1973. She subsequently
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made efforts to expose Mr McGrath as a homosexual by bringing

Informant B's allegations against Mr McGrath to the notice of a large
number of acquaintances and others to whom she was introduced through her
religlous activities. 1In 1980 Miss Shaw made a statement to the pollce

listing her contacts. We established that only two of these proved

material to this Inquiry. The police statements and public prenouncements
of Miss Shaw's other contacts and certain of our own enquiries made 1t
clear that they did not bring the concerns of Miss Shaw or Informant B to
the attention of the authorities relevant to this Inquiry. We refer to
these contacts only where it 1s necessary to our narrative of events.
Some of Miss Shaw's activitiles received widespread publicity in 1982 and
afterwards. We are aware that her detailed version of events was publicly
contradicted in part by at least one of her contacts, the

Reverend Doctor Ian Palsley, MP, MEP. We mention this in order to put it

on record that it 1s common ground that nothing relevant to this Inquiry

arose from Miss Shaw's dealings with Dr Paisley.

At this point it is also appropriate to deal with another of Miss Shaw's
contacts who was mentloned in evidence in terums which caused us to make
enquiries as to his possible relevance to this Inquiry. In about May 1974
Superintendent John Graham (now retired) was put in touch with Miss Shaw
and was told that Mr McGrath was allegedly a homosexual and that he worked
in Kincora. Superintendent Graham's April 1982 Terry Inquiry statement
jndicated that he went to Mountpottinger police station and reported
verbally to a member of the CID, but he could not recall which member.
The RUC and Terry Inquiry investigators had been unable to identify the
alleged contact and there was, therefore, no evidence that the matter had
subsequently come to the attention of the Social Services. 1In the course
of her evidence, however, Miss Shaw intimated that Superintendent Graham
might not have been entirely satisfled with the efforts made to identify
his 1974 contact. We wrote to Superintendent Graham listing the six
police officers who had been {nterviewed with negative result in relation
to his 1982 statement and seeking any possible additional names.
Superintendent Graham replied that to suggest further names would be
beyond his memory and that he would rather be sure than uncertain about
naning officers. He also said that, while he was disappointed that police
enquiries had not revealed the identity of the officer to whom he spoke,

he was never in a position to criticise police investigations into the
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Ih.e E‘.Uid.en(_‘.e Of ReUEIelld llattltl Sm.yth liI

i ouch priocr to her
sons with whom Miss Shaw had been in t P Martin Smytn
h er rtin .
4139 One of the p Johnston in October 1976 was the Reverend Ma . ]
h to Miss Jo il 1980 referring to
approac de a statement to the police in April
rend Smyth ma . mmer 1975 about
" having expressed concern to him in late su
Miss Shaw havin
furthering the matter,

Miss Johnston Was aware

's alleged homosexual activities., Nothing relevant to thlsent
i tetrath o aliee that meeting. Mr Smyth's statement, however, w

: o res:lzeia::zmin 1976, having heard from another sourc; t::En
ROt persuaded others, on to say tha loyed in a boys' hostel, he telephoned the Z?
| Mr MeGrath was emp ke to a Mr Jackson, drew his
b realch and Soctal Sjrviijznzoz;j;hszz had heard, and suggested tha? it was
aetention ro the o jice could confirm or deny them. Following this
possible that the pi terviewed four persons named Jackson. Two.of thes:
statement, the RUC nEaStern Board, one in a professional capacity ?y e
were employed by the and one by the Confederation of Health Services
Central Services AgenCZated that they had not received any report from
Employees. A¥l fou; Sther person named William_Jackson, who had been
Reverend Smych. é - 0ld People's Home had recently died. Another ;
nostorans Matron iZy:Z Mr Girvan Jackson, was known to Reverend Smyth an
Eastern Board emp ’

had beeu rua 0 bf hlm a .

clarify some of the details of Reverend ?myth's.l9i:
I e d for and received a further statement from him
e WZAaSk:his included the following points:—-
e .d Smyth could not recall who told him in 1976 that
j .
N Zivizzrath was employed in a boys' hostel;

Smyth telephoned the
. ion, Reverend Smyt
f his recollection,
b. to the best o
partly by the fact that,

d heard t] 3 f ard
J 1]: IiCGI ath, but on

Ce REVE‘, e l(] S[ﬂy h asked for the head Of the IEISOIIIIE‘.]. Depa tment a[ld
t

e or POssibly two other members
of the staff were homogay

fficer was
h to a Mr Jackson, He thought that this o

: was put throug

ually inclined, This would fit in with the '

Tumours about Mr

w- L'alIl JackSOn, '
d. RE_U [ld b]‘l‘lfth explained to Mr JaCkSOH that he had 10 rm
are ‘
idence to . th are
son Said that he WOuld lOOk. into the matter but (1 ( not

v 0o indic :
gl e a
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Over the subsequent months the Hughes Inquiry was satisfied that Mr Bunting
had made a number of follow up telephone calls to DC Cullen over an
extended period from March 1976. [HIA 796, para 4.120] They also accepted
that the evidence showed a closer supervision of Kincora was initiated [HIA
797, para 4.122]

Their finding, however, was that a more formal approach should have been
made by the Board, in the person of Mr Gilliland or Mr Bunting, to police by
way of an official approach to ACC Meharg. “When doing so the Board should
also have made the matter the subject of a formal record since its seriousness
required a clear record of the Board’s conduct”. [HIA 798, para 4.124]

The Hughes Inquiry also considered that Mr Gillland should have informed
the Chairman of the Personal Social Services Committee of the position, and
the Board proper on a confidential basis. Further the Inquiry found that “the
same applies to the Department of Health and Social Services, in view of its
overall responsibility and accountability for the Personal Social Services”.
While no further action could have been taken by any of these entities, it was
considered that “they were entitled to know about a serious matter for which

they might ultimately be called to account”. [HIA 800, para 4.126]

In the HSCB'’s view an opportunity was missed in mid 1976 to ensure all
information known about Kincora in different levels of management was
collated to ensure a full picture developed. It was also regrettable that more
definitive steps were not taken at an earlier stage to ascertain the status of the
Police investigation. The HSCB also accepts the findings of the Hughes

Report as detailed at paragraph 103 above.

Late 1976

105.

The Hughes Inquiry also heard that Ms Shaw, who had no connection with
Social Services, had come into contact with Informant B in or around late
1973. Over the following years she made a number of approaches to

members of the community that held prominent positions in Northern Ireland,

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL
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to raise concerns about Mr McGrath. It was only in respect of one of these
prominent persons that it was suggested information was passed to the
EHSSB, with a second person considered in light of her connection to Social
Services. [HIA 800, para 4.129]

106. The Hughes Inquiry considered this evidence of Reverend Martin Smyth MP
in this respect. He said that in late 1976, having heard that Mr McGrath was
employed in a boys’ hostel, he telephoned the EHSSB and spoke to “a Mr
Jackson”. [HIA 805, para 4.139]

107. The Inquiry made no finding on this evidence, as an exhaustive consideration
of males with the name Jackson employed within the EHSSB was unable to
identify any person with whom Rev Smyth MP may have spoken. [HIA 806,
para 4.144]

108. Ms Shaw’s information however also came to the attention of Ms Rita
Johnston who held employment in the East Belfast and Castlereagh District
within a day centre facility for adults. She received the information following
an approach by Ms Shaw in respect of one of her own clients at the day
centre. Ms Johnston made suitable enquiries in respect of his wellbeing. As
regards any connected concern with Kincora, Ms Johnston did not consider
that to be the focus of why information was shared with her, and in any event,
she had directed Ms Shaw to the relevant management based at Purdysburn.
The Inquiry made no criticism of her. [HIA 804, para 4.137]

109. Ms Shaw confirmed to the Inquiry that she herself did not make a direct
approach to any management with either the EHSSB or at District Level [KIN
72900]. In the absence of her having made information available to the
relevant persons, the HSCB does not identify any further action that should
have been taken by its predecessors, and does not consider that an

opportunity arose for them to do so.

August 1977

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL
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.]. l e Cei ed a Statemen f Ill ocan Itl][he but sta E:l
4 4 w re v t om 88 J »

who had been Administf

ment EaS rn Board headquarters S]

1973,
resident full-time in the hostel until he was discharged from it in

She stated that she was not aware of any member of staff calle

Jackson ever workin
g in Univer
sity Street and that at no time had ¢ 4 May 1980, Mr McGrath was convicted on one count of gross indecency

been a Personnel De
partment in U
niversity Street. involving R18. MNolle prosequi was entered for one count of buggery

involving R18.

4. . -
142 Our inquiries revealed that the RUC enquiries in 1980 had been based
e

part on a list of Jacksons pr
provided by ‘the Department of Health and s 4.146 R18 made a statement to the police in March 1980 which revealed that he

SEIVlCE‘.S, but th’at th. 1 er er OT1 I( ro I he
d r a f c recoe

It also referred to

g ..
.
relat [[] to s a e]][)'()ye( | 1 the Eastern Board in p C

hO ave > S e to p
C a c

EaStet[L BOaId betWEEII A I‘ll 19;5 a d A. 9;; n ]:Od.l.]. P

R18 stated that he went to the Ward Park toilets every weekend

of fifty-five Jacksons emplo i
ployed during that period. We scrutinised thirteen.

s a[ld 0] ers wno v tu Of the [la.t
th. T h. Y b ir e ur

These experiences

their employment, co
s uld not have r i
eceived a telephone call from but that he was never given money for homosexual acts.

R-eUErend blll?th. IhlS i[l faCt Xroul h us k to ll tw J C.k on I
3 I g t baC the O a s S,

employed by the Eastern Board .
h i i -
! ‘o o - , who had been interviewed by the RUC 1 these alleged offences. We noted that the approximate date of these
. a District Fire P i i i
e e h e Prevention Officer based in North Doy alleged offences ie 1974/75 was similar to a single offence alleged by a
e other was an Assi i i i : | |
stant District Administration Officer ba resident of Valetta Park (see Chapter 5) arising from a contact also made

at Ward Park. We received no evidence to establish any connection between

the offences other than the coincidence of location and broad coincidence

in t i i
he City Hospital complex in South Belfast. Neither had the fore
William, 3

of date.

4,14 i
3 We unhesitatingly ruled out the late Mr William Jackson on the grounds

that in his employment as Assi
ssistant Matron of an Old People's Home he 4.147 On 16 August 1977 R18 was visited at Kincora by Mrs Anna Hyland {(now

could not have taken such a :
tel ' 3 o
elephone call. Nor could the District Fi Phillips), a Senior Social Worker based in the Down District of the

Prevention Officer, fo i
r similar | |
’ reasons. Eastern Board, Mrs Hyland's 9 September summary of her contacts with RIS

during July and August included a reference to the effect that he was

The two persons interviewed b

the R
e RUC in 1980 who were not employed by the Eastern Board also fell

clearly outside the con i
sideration. , . ,
en hesitant when asked how he was getting on with the Kincora staff but after

This left the Assistant District

Adﬂllnlstratlve Off ;el 5 w U] hlll out l)e use [)f h
fa t. e r E'.d ca

The staff member in question was Mr McGrath

1980 police stat i i
atement in which he indicated that he had no recollection® attitude of one of the staff.

any such call; be i . L %
5 cause he 1s not called William; and because he did not: and R18's concern arose because:i-

work in the University St
reet of . . . .
fice. a. he had been having long and intimate conversatilcns about sex with

4,144 In the circ N
. umstances outlined ab indi
above, we make no finding. b, Mr McGrath had, to use R18's term, embraced him on two separate
occasions.

Complaint against Mr McGrath by R18 August 1977

.l 5 S SplC.lOIl next fe.]..]. on a Of K ora ff AU. .

about this; that it seemed clear that he had not encouraged it; and that
R18 told her,

complainant was a resident of Klncora, referred to in evidence as R18
.

148 e
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T t ;
Summary on for July & August, 1977, ' »
During this period has made quite a good a.djnstnént to the hostel. I took hiva

mother over to see the hostel and she was greatly reassured which stopped same wf

the antaganism about t-~ TTrangement coming from the house, The first 2 weeks

of the school holidays went with his parents to relatives in Dublin and although

he had been dreading this because they were go annoyed with him about the way he

treated his mother the vigit turned At to e & great success, T have Bpent quite

& lot of time before hand giving advige on how to cope with the relatives

o=d =t the feelings that arose in him when he met them, At ap interview with
towards the end of the holiday she made it quite clear that she felt

it would be better if emgined at the hostel and towards the end of August

I had a long talk wit about this and he himself aleo.feels that the present

him being between the Technical School, Ardmore and Xincor: himself feels
confident that he can cope with thie situation, Ee shows sigms of having grown
up already and on the few occasions he has gone home simpiv for o Aox viesit or
Perhaps staying one night there has been no difficulty and feels much
less anxious about the sitwation than she did formally,ﬁll i a1l tne placement
at Kincora has worked remarkably well, However. there was one situation that
caused me same concern during my interview wit] on the 16.8,77. He was

It impressed me that he told the Warden about thig situation, Mr, Mayne and I

spend sametime with suzgesting ways of-hqu he might cope with this situé.tion
should it arise again, quite anxious: a.'bént..:it__.hg‘,:.does.;n_ 10 - - TS

Y

PSNI Docs - annotation added by the HIA InaUm EEICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL

171



OCD-18-(248pg) Kincora Phase | Part I11 EXHI BTSA B 17

- E-PERSONAL
OFFICIAL-SENSITIV KIN-11047

he told me, he had not originally intendedto tell me but found it YJust came out?
I suggested to that if theresshould be amymore approaches of this kind it
would not be sufficiemt to simply - ignore what was happening tut to make it
very clear to the mamber of staff in question that he was having no contact orf
this kind, promised to let me know anything more of this kind that happened
in the coming week and that I womld then see him again, ST

On the 17th of fugusi I had an interview with Mr, Mayne and we discussed the whole

1O0B® MISTJob nor does e want ihere to be any unpleasantmess as a result of what

Bituation, We both felt thati was quite capable of coping with this adequately

but I expressed concern about the affect on other boys should anything like this

happen again with this particular member of staff, Mr, Mayne decided to consider

whether or not he would discuss this matter with Gordon Righam,

On the lst of September I had an interview with at APdmore after his first day

at the Technical School which he seems to be enjoying very much, I discussed the

situation in Kincora and Mark was quite relaxed about the whole affair, He said that
he no longer has long conversations with this particular member of staff an?. -+ the

very briefest of contact with him and there have been no more incidents and

}

Later that day I discusséd the whole situation with Alan Chard,. Frincipal Social Worker,
We agreed that T would infommally mentioned the matter to Gordon Righam but that the

evidence from was not sufficient to suggest that any kind of imnroper assult

had taken place and the gesture of this member of staff towards could well be

regarded as simply an affectionate Tresponse, ' However, in view of ocur doubt about

this member of staff following on from information given to me abedt Mr, Mayne I also

feel that an informal word tn fnwion Higham would be adviseable, 'In general I was

very impressed about the way handied the whole affair, He .seems to me to be

maturing fast now and although I still do not feel'sufficitlj oonfident for him to

return home I think a great deal of pressure in the situation has now been removed,
is also making new re:lations_l_nips_‘aith 'othezjgf_boygh and in general is expanding his

horizo Y, IEE R AR _ ‘

Ers, A, Hyland -~ = - L

ce
LI
:

Senior Social ‘Worker — 9th September, 1977,

"y . 3 - — — Lol

=y

3

Al

s

PSNI Docs - annotation added by the HIA nauiy EE | C I AL -SENSITIVE-PERSONAL

172



OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL

OCD-18-(248pg) KincoraPhase | Part I1l EXHIBITSA - Box 15 7 7 KI N-1 0960 N
KINgoma
o e

s

et ke ok S st
L A o4 - M?"%"{M_%Wm
e Cfpcbndisd (lh K it Gt atis
. / cadim eramo KL .4 . < -

T £ ik e atar?
./ - ﬂ,, CrodZ, Aec
é’{i“"’ﬁc« ,,,6:_;_ g ‘¢7. L o | ‘4
moé“%” L . : '

f M%M 4 dmd,,__# . *

E PP %6-#{ ‘of:é'/ é‘ér‘;ﬁ%

‘ ' Cotvepeda &7 L,
iétmﬂu:: Mtin, : gdmad/dmﬂ:?‘.z% 7 (5»7-@/
. e T ey 25 adle é‘aé.%zz,wéaa
_ hﬁ;z‘%m 9 GT7 Frcnk s Hhvelfhe s
| 44’4%: ‘F"AZ. /ﬁﬁafdmwffﬂf%

&5
PSNI Docs - annotation added by the HIA Inqu@FFlClAL-SENS ITIVE-PERSONAL



OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL KIN-10958
OCD-18-(248pg) Kincora Phase | Part 111 EXHIBITSA - Box 15 h =

O

-

PYRSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL

i

Xincora
. O0Tc

Please find enclosed photostat copies of reports given to me by Mr, Mains, Officer
in Charge of Kincora and Mrs. A. Hyland, S.3.W., Downpatrick, After discussing
with Mrs., Hyland and Mr. Mains on Wednesdav, 12th October I have reached =
conclusion at this point in time tha’ ° = should not be moved from Kincora, nor
should any direct action be taken against Mz, McGrath, Third Cfficer in Charge.

The whele question of what actually harpened between Mr. McGrath and is
"questionable and a lot of what was discussed between rs. Hyland and Mr, Yains,
and myself evolved around feelings about vhat had happenedaids can be sen  «
from the attached reports, felt something ailen was happening when Mr. Mc
Grath "embraced" him, Hewever, nothing of a sexual nature appeared to happen

at any time. '

Some 1light was shed on the whole situation when it was discovered that had
a previous homosexual experience when he was younger. His guiliy feelings about
this would anpear to be still apparent and thus fis may be what he felt when

Mr. McGrath made some comments and came close to him, '

Although I believe the* nothing directly shouid be said to Mv. McGrath T have
suggested that perhaps !'r. Mains shomld discuss the question of younger boys
and how they are settling %11 Kirccra with Mr. YMeCrath, He will obviously
emphasis zpparent change in attitude towards WMr. McQrath and enduire
how this should be. I believe this is all con be done at present and the
Social Worker, Mr. Mains and myself have arranged to discuss this matter in a
months time. During the intervening period Mr. Mains and Mrs, Hrlangd will
keep a particulz# close eye on the whole situation. I would aporeciate your
views on this matler if contrary to what I have suggested..

Qq‘x(/“qnbo HCGQQSHR
Mers Hylond -

.40

v e mm e oy e e e — o
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O EASTERN HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES BOARD =~ -~

-HEMORANDUM'

PRIVATE and CONFIDENTIAL -
A X . -
From: ..Jire C.W. Scoular, ... " S (TN 0 S & s DO
District Social Services Officer. - .. Assistant Principel Social VWarker.
Rel. *.C. ; Rof. GH/CH- . o h
CWS/IR. - - 20¢h October, 1977. Copy: Miss L.M. llcGrath, B.S.7.

- Xincora Hostel

I have Tead the reports you sent to me concerming

I am still wnhappy about Mr. MceGrath's relationships with the boys
in the Hostel. hilst I appreciate that his "extra curricular"
.activities have probably some bearing on the situation, I feel we will
heve to "grasp the nettle" and some way discuss the whole situation
with Ir. McGrath in the near future. I well apprcciate that the
situation is further complicated by . Mains' reticence about freely
discussing what goes on in Kinecora with you. I {think it would be
valvable for Miss HeGrath and yourcelf to have an early discussion with
Mme. ' '

- As I mentioned %o you yesterday, I find the content of lfrs. Hyland's
enort end the coritent of that prenared by lir. lains to be zlmost two ‘ i
different stories. I will 4ry and mzke some discreet enquiries aud see’
what I can find out.

i

. DISTRICT SOCIAL BXRVICHS OPFTJRR

90
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Gea? fl 1 64

— Transfer Summary

went on to camplete the Pre-Catering Course at Downpatrick and in fact
passed his exams with high marks, As a result he was offered a place on the
Advanced Catering Course at Belfast College of Business Studles and he 'bega.n this
course in September and is enjoying it wvery much,

He is still at Kincorn Homtel and seems fairly well settled although still
regards himself as a bit of a 'separate case! at times, He goes home about once
a week for a vieit but does not often stay the night except about once a month when
he goes to confession after mass, I think it would be highlv undesirable to
increase visits {0 his parents in any circumstances and has made it clear
how much she would dread returning home, He is still in care Under Section 103
and I would expect that arrangement to continue until he is 18,

In recent weeks he has hinted to worry about his sexual orientation and about
hiz friendship with same older men (around 30) He has met at Helmsman in Bangor,
He very clearly wants to talk to me but is inhibited because of mv statutory
responsibility fof him, I have therefore, come to believe that could benefit
most from a period of counselling where he can be completely frank, I have discussed
with him seeing him in my role as marriage guidance counsellor at the M,G, Headquarters
in Dublin Road; and at the same time transferring him to another social worker, He
seemed very relieved and agreed to see me regularly on thise basis, I have made a
first appointment for 25,10,78, at 2,00p,m, He asked me what would be said to the
new social worker, I to0ld him that I would expalin that he had problems with his
sexual oritentation which he needed specialigt help witl was quite happy with
this, I explained that he would eventually have been transferred anyway as he had left
Ardmore School now,

I still have to evnlain the situation to ) . This will be difficult as she 2
knows nothing of sexual problems and I am very reluctant to tell her and I feel
she would be totally unable to cope:in any helpful way with this information, A
further difficulty will be the degree of trust and dependence she has on me as undoubiedly
she has come to rely on me very heavily at times, I therefore think a joint interview

with the new social worker and myself is indicated, certainly to the household
and possibly with also,
On the social work side has recently asked me if the care authorities

would be prepared to help find him for a educational trip to Switzerland on
January or February 1979 with the College of Business Studies, I am hoping to loock
- imto this befnre the case is handed over, If I do not have time the office.responsible
for financing in Kincora is East Belfast & Castlereagh (Mr, Gray Assessments Officer)
. Administration Buildings, Purdysburn, parents no longer have to contribute to
his upkeep now that he is 16 years ol., ' , '

. : Anna Hyland
v _ Senior Social Worker

-

19:th October, 19778.

193
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Kincora Corporate 3 Complete - || N - co-tios (69) - HSCB - 20-05-16
— Case Conferences at Kincora 12,10,77. and 9,11,77.

' Attended by Mr, Maines and Mr, G, Higham,

A% the discussion on 12,10,77. the problems with [Jeill and staft members were
discussed — it was felt that evidence was very inadegunate and that what had
happened could be construed as an affectionate gesture,

ses to have coped well with situation although had expressed some
strongly aggressive feelings towards this staff manber.ugw has been talking in
greater details about his violent impulses and his lack of control to Mr, Maines,
There was some discussion about psychiatric referral — however, I am convinced
myself that [JiCHls: problems would be described as 'Personalfy Problems'.

At the meeting of 9,11,77. Mr, Maines remarked that YRS often took his

meals separately in the kitchen, ostensibly because he was interested in cooking,
Mr, Higham, fe?t this was making him rather 'Special'!, I added that VM had told
me that Mr, McGrath often tells he is 'Special? i,e,'a cut above the other boys
etec, I said I did not think this was helpful as it fed into J¥EHk fantasies about
grand origins etc,, It later came out that not' only does i spend much time
in the kitchen but he is heavily critical of Mrs, McCullough the cook as she

_ rather resents it, I warned that it could be the beginnings of a repeat of the hame
pattern — Mrs, - is terrified eveny o cook an egg Haen is around, He totally
dis 24 her, Mr, Higham and I suggefted that he only,allowed in the kitchen to do _
his experimental cooking a% times whgn Mrs, McCullough is not cooking meals, 1In
general we felt that[QHEJ] should not,singled out for special treatment, :

Peva il feone
Anna Hyland ]
Senior Social Worker - 10th FNovember, 1977,

63
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" Child’s Namc.
" Home Address:

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL

oy VU a

|
| c11
| .

V-

E . i
EASTERN HEALTH AND SQOCIAL SERVICES BOARD

PROGRESS_REPORT ON CHILD IN CARE
Coe ___dob. .

o . Section admitted/ 10%
committed to care:

'KIN-11057

o e Date: __ 12.5.77:

Parental Rights Order

Mek/No: Date: No.

Previous placements in care: . : ] : | -

Order Placement | date- ‘ Reasoﬁ'_{'or leaving : i date

Planned | Break- Dis- Other
move down  charge

1

2.

3

4 )

r - o -

Presenl‘Placemént: ‘Child}en's Home/Foster Home/Home on Trial. (*Delete as appropriate)

Address: ' .- ‘
(Inclﬁ;i: Name of _ Kincora Boys' Hostel,

Foster Parents)

Date Placed:

Dates. of visits since last report. ldentily (o Wilom the vISIE Was made, €.g. cnila, parenis, ana underline those on which
the child was seen. ‘

Nov. 78 |Dec.78 |Jan.79 | Feb. | March | April Ney | June
OtH, 215t 13Eh " : 7 T
“Toeth | optne | A 1::2?1]: | 20th - 11th Ath
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OCD-18-(248pg) Kincora Phase | Part 111 EXHIBITS A - Box 15 Kl N'1 1 058
| il . ‘ T . : .
( ) . . . e .
" oemp - T
) Enotlona] and Social Developmenl (mc‘.lude relatlonshlps with Resndenual staff, SW, .. - -
S . " Foster Parents, any other significant adults & peers) TR

cont:mues to res_ule in K:.ncora Hostel., He'ig not particularly friendly
) " with anyone there, except Mr,’ Ha:.na, in whom he tends ko confide My relationship
L with him is somewhat distant, mainly due ‘to pressure of ‘work. has a boyfriend
TR & | ‘Bangor,: Whom- ‘he sees t\n.ce a wee‘k ‘He continues to 'rece:.ve sexual coun.sell:tng
. "once 8, fortm.ght from A.nna Hylend_, Marria.ge Gu:.de.nce,Bureau. '

. ,.Progress at School[EWork (mclude vocauonnl pla.ns and anys w. conlact wnh School/Employer)

SRR recently :|.nformed me thét He hae g:.ven up the catenng course, “and hopBB -
to do '0! levels next enmmar,- I- have not ‘had’ any recent contact with the college

of Bus:.ness Studiee. doee not 'Jat:nmrlr 'Hhat he evemtually intende to do &Lth hig
1if30 "; . - . . 7 )

- .

!nleresls and Spec:al events: (mclude any rehglous obscrvance and recreauonal aclmues) S e l‘ )

Occas:.onal rel:.glous observance - attends HolyUCommunion once per month Maa.n
apecial event was the ski trip to Italy with the College in February, which he’
thoroughly enjoyed. Main recreational activities - going to discos, and pubs’ .
(Coabhman in Bangor). - ot ' S L T

Famlly s1tuet|qn (mclude frequeney and quahly of contact betwecn the clu]d and h1s pamnts) Untll recently,

: wanj!_.d only go home overrn.ght once per month. In the past couple of months,
however," he has been etay:u.ng &t “home twa ‘nights per’ week, gett:.ng his father to* %~
" run him iip. to Klncora the follow:.ng day. This is creat:.ng e.nxlety ‘between hlB pe.rents
_who eont:.nue to"we pathet:.c a.nd‘ 1neffectu.a1 Relatlons}ups u:l.th _h:.s parents ‘are.:

i fo;ter home) ar

[

: 7 TR L ahiTs T Lt

K:anora wouldl appear to be. t e most'-, _pprgpr:.ate place R;t‘o: . :

th:n.nln.ng construct:.vely about future*‘plene, ~e1ther‘ i:o:t: .his ‘career or h:;q‘ accommodatlon.

I feel th.at it would not be apprppnate for-him to Teturt 1
1 . .

A

: ¢ ng. doee not feel a‘ble to conﬁde in me, :Lndeed
Ty T Ho Hot w:.sh h1m to confuse ‘or pre;jud.tce hlB role nth I'Iarnage Guldance. Recent
St T support"has ‘beén fina.neu.al 46 oon.neot:wn with' his holiday and’. diecuselon aboﬂ: hlsl,1 :
T relatlonSMpJnth ha.e parent ©.an d ‘the’ dangera of 1o frequen't conta.ct w:.th them..;_

£
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Identify changes in relation to the child’s family, Residential staff, Social Worker, Foster Parents,

other important people in the child’s life and the effect of change on the child.

I am not sure that rezlises that his 1life is likely to change quite

markedly within the next year. He appears to be making little effort to prepare

himself for increasing independence, continuing to rely quite happily on the
structured regime in Kincora. :

No provosed change of Section 103.
Possible discharge when he reaches 18 years of age.

Date:__ 2066479

Senior Social Vorker. -
Signature of/Social Worker: _______ PETER H, MARTIN,

Remarks of senijor staff:-

Signature: _ L —

Date of 6 Monthly Review:
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£
v i i Mr Higham was made aware o
- at about this time,

implied taki g a risk and said that the "whole situation” to be dig 4,157 It 1s also relevant that,

h d b SI ra (“()wl !J() i apou }1[ Mains
S”sp] clons e y a llce Offlcer b t

2] :

p on R}.S. "l[' SCOU ar

lqu W a[l()t K. ora ef | i
. her incor I‘eSldent, r er Ied Lo 1n eUlde[l('_E as

icions
inci R18's complaint and the susp
mentioned in the final paragraph but he gave evidence R20. The close coincidence of

sidered
i R20 was significant and the two cases must be con
about how the fleharg/Cullen investigation was going. - regarding

For the sake of clarity, however, we will
that the énquiries referred Lo were to be directed to

together in some respects.

tely with the R20
i 18 case and deal separa
noted that awareness of the R18 case did not prompt Mi continue the narrative of the K

$s McGrach to.t

the 1976 rumour about Mr Maing,

Consequently Messrs Scoular and Hig" case later.

continued in ignorance of it,

4. -)8 The nexc event relatl[lg Co R.].S was a ﬂleetl[lg on 9 NOUE‘.II]bEI‘ 19;; attended

: . e -d
y M tham Mrs Hylaﬂd an.d. MI‘ MalIlS at K_'LHCOI‘a. N() further vidence
b r 1 3y ‘

9 y p -
Mrs H. land S sSummar Ot ]-0 NOUeIﬂbEI dealt Wlth. Other as eCtS Of hlS case

note h.OiiE EIltlonlng that E‘lﬂ had illfOI[’[led tler
I‘t dld » .EI, }118 H.).].a[ld S m

Cc m Sp l, nean g
that MI M GIath Oftell told h]- that he was ecla 1n that he was a

. - j j' j
cuckt ab()b‘e the Other bOyS. Ihe Sum[llary lndlcated that MrS Hylall i net

ic " i 's fantasies about grand
i 1 as it "fed into RI18's
Mr McGrath might constitute a threat to the well-being of the Kincora think that this was helpfu

residents because of his alleged homosexual inclinations,

origins.--"-
it referred implicitly

Secondly, 't
to his alleged pParamilitary connections and tha

She informed him that
Messrs Scoular and Higham saw this as introducin

4,159 On 11 January 1978 Mrs Hyland telephoned Mr Higham.

m
'1 l i[l [ Lllt he hOStel at about ].-OO a

i o ask how he
i Friday night, quite drunk, and had wakened him ¢
the memorandum as referring the previous

R18 had also said that

to matters over and above those directly

relevant to RI8'g complaints to Mrs Hyland and Mr Mains, We also infer

that these wider issues were discussed and appreci

liked Kincora and whether anything was wrong.

1
i i iated state on severa
b la Mr Mains had come into the hostel in an inebr

ated by Messrs Scou a

i indi t it was
Mr Higham's note of the conversation indicated tha
. . ' ;
and Higham at some time between Mr Higham's 18 0ct

s i king him about
he should mention the matter to Mr Mains by as g
e Mr Higham gave

ober submission of th

R18 reports and Mr Scoular's 20 October response. The memorandum refer;

to prior discussion and some of the references in i

i the hostel,
L would have been any discussions he had had with R1& about

unintelligible to My Higham unless such wider
Finally,

i ion was that
i hat he spoke to Mr Mains and that his recollectio
e that R18 had not been asleep, and

discussion had raken placi

:'Eltl.o..n i i h t he had been Off dUtf,
' - ' i .. Mr Malns Sald tha

i ith Mr MecGrath., Mr Mains
he was getting on wit
had been influenced by the nature of D/Con Cullen's contacts that he had asked R18 how

Mr Higham told us that there was

with

Mr Bunting and how these were represented to him,

inking.
D/Con Cullen had also denied that he had been drinking

t 10 1€ it:al '() tllat tlleIe were ally Sexual connocacions in thls i“cldenti

"prominent People” were involved with Mr McGrath, had mentioned the

. e next ml estone 1n tne care lStOI)’ Of ]- was hls transrer fI'OITI
. .]
that wa repo .

Meharg. Unfortunately Mr Bunting chose not to brief Mr Scoular in

rs }ly S O to er L]

. ial
i ; 8 leaving the specia
Hyland gave evidence that this resulted from Rl g |
writing, so we have no direct evidence of the tenor of hig message, but - Mrs Hy e chis resolted fron L8 leavias che o
. . ich she was attac ,
the mere communication of these facts would have put Mr Scoular on notic school to whic
that the

El amblt N (la a ]“[ bar i 1 W wou he Xtra prOCECEiOL‘l
t as a ]’.‘E‘.ed that 1

i ould have the
if, in addiction to this social work supervision, he ¢
of Social Services management, for i |
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4,165

4,166

4,167

Mrs Hyland's record of the 9 November meeting indicated no change é
We believe that R18's disclaimers, the absence of any reference to

positive sexual activity in his complaint, and the possibility thact &
might have had a guilt complex about his previous homosexual experiene
combined to outweigh the suspicion created by the decidedly dubious'ﬁé

a '
of Mr McGrath's approaches. We accept that this was not an unreasonq

position for Mrs Hyland to hold at the time. We have already indicat
that the evidence as to Mr Higham's state of knowledge prior to Octobe
1977 is inconclusive, His 18 October assessment would have been .
reasonable if, as he maintained, this was the first indication of

suspicion which came to his attention,

We do not believe that R18 intended his remarks to Mrs Hyland to be
construed as a qomplaint of the kind which would have been dealt with’
under the formal procedures. The evidence of how the incidents came ¢
light, and Rl8's subsequent concealment of his relationship with :
Mr McGrath, suggest that he would have been unwilling to press the mat

As such, its handling was a matter of judgement by the staff concerned

In attempting to judge the quality of RL8's social work supervision, ﬁe
were hampered by Mrs Uyland's style of record-keeping. She did not kee
running record from which her visits to R18 could be identified, insteé
she filed typewritten summaries of periods of contact from which we wef
unable to derive precise information on the frequency of her visits. f
the period after October 1978 we noted a six monthly progress report by
Mr Martin dated June 1979, which indicated that Mr Marcin's relationsh.
with R18 was "somewhat distant, mainly due to pressure of work" and tha
visiting was "periocdic but infrequent”, Mr Martin in faét, had recorde
visits to R18 for five of the preceding eight months so fairly regular

contact was maintained.

We took a particular interest in the arrangement under which R18 received
counselling from Mrs Hyland in her marriage guidance capacity while stiil
in statutory care. The 19 October 1978 transfer summary alerted Mr Marﬁ
to Rl8's difficulty as to his sexual orientation and Mr Martin's 1980

police statement made it clear that he was told about the August 1977

complaint, so that he was fully briefed at the point of transfer. His
June 1979 progress report, however, noted that "R18 has a boyfriend in

Bangor, whom he sees twice a week. He continues to receive sexual

158

counselling once a fortnight from Anna Hyland, Marriage Guidance Bureau -
‘R18# does not feel able to confide in me, indeed L do not wish to

confuse or prejudice his role with Marriage Guidance”. This situation was

exceptionally difficult. On the one hand, Mr Martin and Mrs Hyland were
aware that R18 may have been engaging in unlawful acts outside the hostel;
on the other, there was little they could do to restrain him without
shattering any trust which existed and which was the basis for attempting
to deal with R18's problems, social as well as sexual. Such restraint
could only have been applied by removing R18 to a secure institution or by
involving the police., While a strict interpretation of the Board's
responsibility might have required such action, we recognise that the
counselling arrangements were intended to protect R18's welfare by more

indirect means.

4.168 As to the March/April 1979 complaint alleged in R18's police statement, we
accept Mrs Hyland's evidence that no explicit complaint was made to her in
the form described by Rl18. Nor could the "raised eyebrow"” incident have

formed the basis tor decisive action in relation to Mr McGrath. We are

satisfied that R18 had opportunities to complain about Mr McGrath's

activities had he wished to do so.

Suspicion concerning Mr Mains and R20 October 1977

4,169 As previously indicated suspicions held by a Strandtown police officer
regarding the relationship between Mr Mains and R20 had come to

Mr Higham's attention on 21 October 1977.

4.170 R20 was received into care when he was five and was admitted to Kincora in

June 1975, when he was fourteen years of age. R20's 1980 police statement

contained no complaint of a homosexual nature and no person was charged

with any offence involving him (see also paragraph 7.49),

4,171 On 4 October 1977 R20 was arrested and charged along with another Xincora
resident, referred to.in evidence as R37, with a large number of
burglaries. When taken to Strandtown police station by

Detective Constable John Scully, R20 asked for Mr Mains to be told of his

arrest and said that he wanted to see him. D/Con Scully gave evidence

that R20's mannerisms, which he considered effeminate, made him
suspicious. He said that he had also been suspicious about Mr Mains, whom

he had known since about 1966, for several years because he had seen him
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R18 was placed in Kincora from 12 May 1977 for weekends only. He was
then resident in the hostel full time from June 1978 to May 1980. Mr McGrath
was convicted of one count of gross indecency involving R18. [HIA 806,
para 4.145]

On 19 August 1977 R18's Social Worker, Miss Anna Hyland, met him for a

routine visit. She was concerned about his presentation, noting that it was

different from what she had normally come to expect, describing him as

“embarrassed and reticent and fidgety”. [KIN 72982, at G] She later made a

note that R18 had indicated he was concerned about the attitude of Mr

McGrath because:

a. He had been having long and intimate conversations about sex with Mr
McGrath;

b. Mr McGrath had, to use R18's term, embraced him on two separate
occasions.

[HIA 807, para 4.147]

Ms Hyland raised this complaint with Mr Mains on 20 August 1977. He
already knew about it. When asked by Ms Hyland whether he intended to tell
his management, Mr Higham, she formed the view that he was indecisive.
[HIA 808, para 4.149]

In September 1977, following a further visit to R18 and discussion with her
Assistant Principal Social Worker, Ms Hyland made direct contact with Mr
Higham. Her concerns were two-fold — the original complaint and Mr Mains’

failure to pass information on.

Mr Higham, Ms Hyland and Mr Mains met on 12 October 1977. Reports had
also been submitted by Ms Hyland, on 9 September 1977, and by Mr Mains,
on 11 October 1977. The report by the latter contained more detail than had
previously been shared with the fieldwork Social Worker. [HIA 808, para
4.150]

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL
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Mr Higham sent a memo to Mr Scoular enclosing the reports and detailing his
own views on 18 October 1977. [HIA 810, para 4.153]

On 20 October 1977 Mr Scoular replied by Memo thus:
“I have read the reports you sent to me concerning R18.

| am still unhappy about Mr McGrath’s relationships with the boys in the
hostel. Whilst | appreciate that his “extra curricular” activities have probably
some bearing on the situation, | feel we will have to “grasp the nettle” and
some way discuss the whole situation with Mr McGrath in the near future. |
well appreciate the situation is further complicated by Mr Mains’ reticence
about freely discussing what goes on in Kincora with you. | think it would be

valuable for Miss McGrath and yourself to have an early discussion with me.

As | mentioned to you yesterday, | find the contents of Ms Hyland’s report and
the content of that prepared by Mr Mains to be almost two different stories. |
will try and make some discreet enquiries and see what | can find out.”

[HIA 811, para 4.154]

The Hughes Inquiry considered that Mr Scoular’'s perception of the Kincora
situation had been influenced by the nature of DC Cullen’s contacts with Mr
Bunting and how these were represented to him. Those briefs were not,
however, in writing. It was however considered that Mr Scoular was on notice
of the allegations of paramilitary activity and the involvement of prominent
people. [HIA 812, para 4.156]

The overall conclusions in relation to these concerns by the Hughes Inquiry

were:

“We believe that R18’s disclaimers, the absence of any reference to positive
sexual activity in his complaint, and the possibility that he might have had a
guilt complex about his previous homosexual experience combined to

outweigh the suspicion created by the decidedly dubious nature of Mr

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL
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McGrath’s approaches. We accept that this was not an unreasonable position
for Mrs Hyland to hold at the time.... [HIA 816, para 4.164]

We do not believe that R18 intended his remarks to Mrs Hyland to be
construed as a complaint of the kind which would be dealt with under the
formal procedures.... As such, its handling was a matter of judgment by the
staff concerned” [HIA 816, para 1.65]

The HSCB considers that there were matters of concern arising from this
report, most particularly the lack of communication from the Officer-in-Charge
regarding matters that should have been reported to the resident’s fieldwork
Social Worker. However the information received was not of a nature that
would have indicated the extent of abuse that was occurring at Kincora.

However what is also clear, is that despite Mr Higham being involved in
investigating the issues in relation to R18 in October 1977, these were not
matters that would have been apparent from his report to the Board for that
period pursuant to the 1975 Direction. In his evidence to the Hughes Inquiry
he was asked about this by Senior Counsel to the Inquiry [beginning at KIN
73058]. That exchange highlights: the report in relation to visits in October
and November 1977 was provided dated 6 January 1978; the report provided
would have led the reader to believe that all was well at Kincora and there
were no concerns. Senior Counsel, Mr Kennedy, noted that this time Mr
Higham would have been aware of the Mason file and allegations against Mr
Mains and made recently about Mr McGrath. He suggested that the report
was “deceptive in the sense that it seems to convey that all was well, whereas
it was not?”, to which Mr Higham responded: “Yes”. Mr Higham was also
asked: “Yet in the light of that, you sent this report to Mr Gilliland with no
indication of what should have been a cause for real concern.” He
responded: “I was under the impression that those matters were being dealt
with within my district, and that those monthly reports were to give a bed
situation, of how many beds were available, what was there, and a
generalised thing. To my knowledge, they did not go into specifying specific
things that were put down on record and sent to the Board....” [KIN 73061]

before agreeing that did not know whether information of this nature should or

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL
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should not go into the report [KIN 73062]. The HSCB considers that through
a lack of full reporting there was a missed opportunity to ensure the Board
was fully appraised of further developments in relation to this hostel. Further
the Board may have identified the potential use this information may have

been to the police.

October 1977

121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

In addition to the information that had reached District headquarters in relation

to R18, concerns had been raised in relation to R20 in early October 1977.

R20 was placed in Kincora from 27 June 1975 to 16 July 1976 and from 25
July 1976 to 7 November 1977. [KIN 114026]

R20 did not make any complaint of homosexual abuse to police in 1980, and
no person was charged with any offence relating to his time in Kincora.

On 4 October 1977 DC Scully of the RUC attended at Kincora at 9.45am to
arrest R20 and R37 in connection with burglaries in the area. During the
course of that day he noted that R20’s mannerisms were what he considered
effeminate. He had also been suspicious of Mr Mains, whom he had known
from around 1966, as he had often seen him in the company of R2, a man
that DC Scully considered to be “a very well known homosexual”. [HIA 817,
para 4.171]

R20’s behaviours over that day and the next were such that DC Scully directly
asked him whether he had any sort of a relationship with Mr Mains, R20
laughed at this suggestion. [HIA 818, para 4.172]

On either 5 or 14 October 1977 DC Scully shared his suspicions that R20 was
involved in a homosexual relationship with Mr Mains with R20’s Social
Worker, Ms Helen Gogarty. She shared same with her Senior Social Worker,

Mr David Morrow. A meeting was subsequently held with Mr Higham, which
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Suspicion concerning Mr Mains and R20 {continued)

insufficient for questioning Mr Mains, let alone arresting him. Tt was

4.187 The next slgnificant issue in
the R20 cage
Se arose also accepted by all that no reference was made either to the "Mason file"

Mr .

Higham dated 25 November 1977, or to the Meharg/Cullen investigation. D/Con Scully gave evidence to the
effect that Mr Scoular intimated that there was no reason to suspect
Mr Mains. His 1980 police statement recorded that Mr Scoular told them
"that recently a complaint had been made by a boy agalnst a Mr McGrath,

but that had been investigated by his department and found to have no

substance”. 1In evidence to us, however, D/Con Scully stated that his

although R20 repeated his "tell all" threats about Mr Mains

Mrs Gogarty__ recollection was that the previous complaint had related to harsh

who accompanied him on these visits but did not sit in on the

interviews, discipline. Sgt Sillery's 1982 Terry Inquiry statement also referred to

had no recollection of Mr Morrow referring to such an allegation. 1In fac
r
R20's 1980 police Statement, which gaid that Mr Mains never did or said

anything to him of a homosexual nature,

Mr Scoular mentioning that in the past a complaint agalnst a member of the
Kincora staff had been investigated and found to be unsubstantiated.
did refer to Mr McGrath Wrestling Sgt Sillery could not remember whether the previous complaint related to
way. Given that Mr Highan's note was £11 Mr McGrath but said that there was no suggestion of homosexuality.

ed, and that {¢ attached the

allegation specifically to Mr McGrath to the

Mr Scoular gave evidence that he did not recall any lnvestigation into

Mr McGrath relating to harsh discipline and that, while he had no specific

Semple, we are inclined to the vi
lew th
at recollection of mentioning the RI8 case on 5 December, that it was very

but did not remember doing so, Certainly it would have been the proper

action for him to také on receipt of guch a suggestion
3

likely that he did so. Given the nature of the RUC's 1980 {investigation

and consistent and the 1982 Terr !
¥y Inquiry, with their explicit concentration on
with his decision to alert R&DC management to D/Con Scul ,

October. 1In any event,

1y's suspicions in homosexual activity, we cannot accept that Mr Scoular's reference to a
-1 :
Mr Morrow's diligence in pursuing the suspicions

revious complalint was to the entirely unrelated matter of excessive or
deserves acknowledgement . P P y

Mr Higham a1
feservs s g 50 gave evidence that he harsh discipline and carried no homosexual implication. No mention was
ewed R20 at Rathgael subsequent to Mr Morrow's telephone call but

that he was unable to elicit anything from him,

made of discipline in the relevant references in D/Con Scully's 1980 and

He said that he discussed 1982 statements or 1in Sgt Sillery's 1982 statement. We infer that

this with Mr Scoular and Miss McGrath. Mr Scoular had no specific

recollection of it but felt sure that Mr Higham would

Mr Scoular did at least allude to the R18 case on 5 December. As on 14

have mentioned the November, however, he did not convey to Sgt Sillery all of the information

matter in the course of discussion
about Kincora which was then in his possession (see paragraph 4.190). Tt

is not clear whether the police suspicions regarding another member or

4.188 We now return to th
e contacts between th
e Board members of the Kincora staff, not identified by name, were discussed on

and the police. 0On
Sgt Sillery and D/Con Scully met Mr Scoular at

Purdysburn. There ig no documentary record of this meeting
H

5 December, as arranged,
5 December. However, Mr Scoular's evidence indicated that he was made

50 we had to aware of this at some point. This must have been either on 14 November or

rely on the recollections of the participants as to what info

rmation wasg 5 December.

exchanged and what decisions were reached.

4.189 Having discussed these matters, it was agreed that the police would keep

residents who had come to the
notice of
the police. D/Con Scully, an eye on Kincora and that Mr Scoular would make arrangements for a closer

however, was there specifically to outline his suspicions about Mr Mains

. 1led
ey vas i o peestes supervision of the hostel Sgt Sillery and D/Con Scully both recalle

The three partici
no actual evid 2 clpants agreed that there was that Kincora was to be monitored on a daily basis and, indeed, a daily
ence that Mr Mains wag homosexually 1nvolved with either R20

report form was introduced with effect from January 1978. This required
or R2. D/Con Scully said 1in evidence that hig g :

uspicions were the Kincora staff, either Mr Mains as Warden or whichever member of staff
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4.190

was on duty in his absence, to keep a record on a dally basis of residents
coming in late or getting into trouble with the police and any other
untoward events. These daily reports were to be collated and submitted to:
R&DC management on a weekly basis. Tt 1is clear, both from the subject
matter of the reports and the fact that they were prepared and submitted
by the Kincora staff, that this initiative was directed primarily at the
disciplinary problems which were properly a matter of serious concern at
that time. This arrangement cannot have been conceived as a deterrent or
detective measure in respect of homosexual activity. Mr Scoular gave _
evidence that, in addition to this daily reporting system plans were made:
at this time for the introduction of students on placement in the hostel.
and for Mr Higham to have more frequent meetings with the staff and the
residents of the hostel. Mr Higham explained that the student placements’
were seen as a means of introducing females into the Kincora staffing
structure. Mr Scoular also made a point of making unannounced visits to
the hostel. The Kincora record book registered no visits by Mr Scoular
between January 1978 and January 1980, but visits may have been made but .
not registered. WNothing of relevance to homosexual activity at Kincora
emerged elither from thqu managerial initiatives or from the continuing
police interest. Mr Scoular also s;ated that he telephoned Mr Bunting, at
various times, for an up—to—date repor£ on the Meharg/Cullen investigation
and was told that there was nothing further to go on but that enqulries
were continuing. D/Con Scully visited R20 in May 1979, after his releas
from Borstal, but was unable to ohtain any evidence of a homosexual

relationship between R20 and Mr Mains.

By December 1977, knowledge of a considerable number of incidents,
complaints and suspicions which suggested the possibility of homosexual
misconduct at Kincora had come into the possession of the Eastern Board.
Mr Scoular, for instance, was aware of:-
a. the January 1974 anonymous telephone call alleging that Mr McGraﬁh
was homosexual but making no allegation about misconduct involvihg
the residents. This was drawn to Mr Scoular's attention at the .
time;
b. the Meharg/Cullen investigation {nto allegations that Mr McGrath
was homosexual, again with no allegation relating to the hostel
1tself. This was made known to Mr Scoular by Mr Bunting around

the spring of 1976; as was
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¢. the "Mason file" containing allegations against Mr Maing by RS,
R6, R8 and R33 and referring to an alleged homosexual relationship

with former resident R2;
d. R18's complaint against Mr McGrath ih August 1977; and

e. D/Con Scully's suspicions of Mr Mains' relationships with R20 and
R2,

Conversely he was not aware of:-
f. the buttock slapping incident involving Mr Mains and investigated
by Messrs Moore and McCaffrey in 1969/70;
g. the May and September 1974 complaints against Mr McGrath by the
parents of R15 to Miss McClean and Mr Orr;
h. the rumour concerning Mr Mains which came to the attention of
Mr Maybin in 1975;
1. the rumour concerning Mr Mains which came to the attention of
Mrs Fiddis, Miss Reynolds, Miss Reid and Miss McGrath in early
1975;
j. Miss Shaw's allegations about Mr McGrath to Miss Johuston in late
19763 or
k. Rev Smyth's telephone call about Mr McGrath in 1976.

4.191 Mr Scoular told us that he could not recall whether he alerted the Eastern

4,192

Board headquarters, in the person of Mr Bunting or Mr Gilliland, to the
R18 and R20 cases. Messrs Bunting and Gilliland's evidence was that they
did not become aware of these cases until 1980, after the publication of
the "Irish Independent” article, and we accept their evidence on this
point. Mr Scoular went on to say, with regard to the R18 and R20 cases,
that they were matters which he and his staff had dealt with and that
there was nothing of a criminal nature to refer to his colleagues at

headquarters.

We are prepared to acknowledge that, taken separatély, it 1s possible to
discount the significance of the various matters which came to

Mr Scoular's attention. The 1974 allegations were anonymous and were the
first made against Mr McGrath; the Meharg/Cullen investigation was based
on Mr McGrath's alleged activities outside the home and the police did not
have sufficient evidence on which to act; the "Mason file" was presented
to him as a "dead file" by Mr Buntlug with the rider that the allegations

it contained had been investigated and found to be unsubstantiated; the
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evidence relating to the R18 complaint was not considered by Mr Higham and.
Migs Hyland sufficlent to 1ndicate that homosexual misconduct had
occurred; and D/Con Scully had nothing more than his suspicions of
Mr Mains and had received no complalnt from R20. Mr Scoular was also a
busy officlal carrying substantial responsibilities and he explained in
evidence that he never marshalled the various ltems of information about

Kincora which had come into his possession.

We are convinced, however, that the accumulation of these allegations,
complaints and susplcions over the years should have been recognised as
significant by Mr Scoular. In particular, the fact that R2 featured in
the "Mason file" 1in 1967 and in D/Con Scully's suspicilons in 1977 should
have alerted Mr Scoular, and also Mr Higham, to an important element of
consistency in the doubts surrounding Mr Mains. It follows that he should:
have drawn the R18 and R20 cases to the attention of his colleagues at
headquarters, whose knowledge at this time was confined to the "Mason
file” and the Meharg/Cullen investigation. If Mr Scoular had brought the
R18 and R20 cases to the notice of Mr Bunting, they could have been
notified to D/Con Cullen as information additional to the "Mason file".
Alternatively clearance could thereby have been obtained from ACC Meharg:
or D/Con Cullen for-a disclosure to Sgt Sillery at the 5 December 1977
meeting. This would have removed any possible constraint arising\from th@
confidential nature of the Meharg/Cullen investigétion, which was not
known to the Strandtown police. We believe that Mr Scoular's failure to:
consult Mr Bunting was a critical error and that the addition of these
cases to the information .already available to the police would probably-.
have prompted an active police investigation some two years before the
"Irish Independent” article had that effect. The precautionary
suspensions of Messrs Mains and MeGrath would also have been justified an
appropriate in those circumstances, pending the outcome of police
investigations. While it could be argued that R18's case might have bee#
dealt with under the complaints procedures, there 1s evidence that R18 di

not wish to press his complaint to Mrs Hyland in a formal setting.

This leaves the question of why Mr Scoular did not "grasp the nettle” as_
envisaged in his 20 October memorandum to Mr Higham and why he omitted Fd
alert Board headquarters to the R18 and R20 cases. He accepted that he
regarded Mr McGrath as more sinister and dangerous than an ordinary persd

in light of his alleged paramilitary connections but denied that he was
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afraid of him or that this was the reason why he did not process the

complaints against Mr McGrath. Nonetheless the proposed discussion with

Mr McGrath never took place and no convincing explanation was advanced for
this omission. We belleve that Mr Scoular was apprehensive of

Mr McGrath's alleged paramilitary links to some degree and that this, in
conjunction with the fact that the homosexual implicatlons of the R18 and
R20 cases were, 1in his view, unsubstantiated, clouded his judgements as to
whether Mr McGrath should be interviewed or those cases should be notified

to Board headquarters.

We regarded the steps actually taken from December 1977 onwards,
additional to the regular inspections by R&DC management, as aimed largely
at the disciplinary problems in the hostel and as belng insufficient in
themselves to deal with the risk to residents arising from the suspicion
that Messrs Mains and MecGrath were active homosexuals. We do not suggest
that an internal investigation by Soclal Services staff, extending to the
wholesale interviewing of residents and former residents, would have been
an appropriate or sensible alternative to referral to the police. Social

Services staff are not qualified to undertake such speculative inquiries.

Later contacts with R20

Eastern Board staff maintained contact with R20 after he was sent to

Borstal on 21 December 1977. At some time on or after 9 May 1978,

Mrs Gogarty prepared a report on R20 covering the period from Octobher
1977. Mrs Gogarty prepared this report because she was concerned that
R20, who in March 1978 had been transferred to the Psychiatric Wing of the
Maze Prison, might succeed in one of his suicide attempts. This report
chronicled his court appearances and also various occasions, including the
L4 October 1977 remand appearance, when he inflicted injury on himself.
The report did not, however, make any reference to D/Con Scully's
suspicions of Mr Mains and R20 or to any of the meetings with him or

Mr Higham or to any of the relevant interviews with R20. Nor were these

matters mentioned elsewhere in the file maintained by Mrs Gogarty and
Mr Morrow. The only possibly relevant reference in the report was to
R20's attempt to slash his wrists on 14 October "possibly caused by the
non-appearance of Mr Mains in court .... as R20 has a very strong
attachment to Mr Mains and he seemed to regard this as a betrayal".
Mrs Gogarty gave evidence that she discussed the inclusion of information

about R20 and Mr Mains with Mr Morrow and that he told her to leave this
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4.209 The second question was why R20 was not placed in Kincora on transfer from
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Williamson House, and instead was accommodated in an hotel, close to the
hostel, at the Board's expense. He had previously been offered and
refused bed and breakfast-type accommodation elsewhere. The evidence
which we received indicated that this decision was taken by the North and
West Belfast District staff on the basis of the information known to them.
In the case of Mr Morrow and Mrs Kennedy the bias against Kincora arose
from Mr Morrow's perception of the hostel and susplcion as to R20's sexual
orlentation; In the case of Mr Blair, from a received suspicion about
R20's sexual orientation. Again we received no evidence to establish that
officers in Board headquarters or East Belfast and Castlereagh took any

part 1n that decision.

The third question was whether anything improper was implied in Mr Blair's
deletion of the references to Kincora and homosexuality from the original
of Mrs Kennedy's report. We accept Mr Blair's evidence that in March 1979
he had no knowledge of previous concerns about the Kincora staff and
specifically that Mr Morrow had not briefed him on what he knew or
suspected. 1In addition, Mrs Kennedy did not dispute the proposed deletion
and did not give evidence that she informed Mr Blair in detail of the
basis for her refereqces. We do not, therefore, consider that Mr Blair's
deletions were intended to suppress information for any Improper motive.
We do, however, consider that Mr Blair should have insisted that

Mrs Kennedy reveal the information known to her and the sources of it,'so
that any relevant material could have been made available to R&DC
management in East Belfast and Castlereagh District and to Board
headquarters 1f necessary. He should also have contacted East Belfast and
Castlereagh and Board headquarters to ascertain whether there was, in
fact, an investigation into Kincora. We make these findings
notwithstanding Mr Blair's evidence that, after discussion with

Mrs Kennedy, he regarded the references as based on rumour and that he did

not believe that there was anything more in 1it.

"Irish Independent” article of 24 January 1980

As we have said, R20 was never re—admitted to Kincora after he left on

7 November 1977 and he went out of care in May 1979. There was, however,
to be an important postscript to the R20 case. At some time about
December 1979, Mrs Gogarty and Mrs Kennedy met socially and Kincora was

discussed. As a result of thelr discussion and their shared concern that
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nothing appeared to have been done to resolve the suspicions about the
hostel, they decided to approach the press. Mrs Gogarty explained that
she did not seek an interview with Mr Gilliland or Mr Bunting, as an
alternative to this course, "because I had been told that the decision to
remove (R20) from Kincora was taken at the very top”. The evidence 1ig
that she was mistaken in that belief. Mrs Gogarty made an approach to the
press through a friend and this culminated in the "Irish Independent”
printing 1its 24 January 1980 article. As we suggested in the opening
paragraphs of this report, the real significance of its publication was
that it resulted 1n the initiation of the RUC's 1investigation which

eventually led to the convictlons of Messrs Mains, Semple and MeGrath.

Some couments on detalils included in the "Irish Independent” article are
appropriate at this point, In the order as listed in Chapter 1 paragraph
1.2 of thlis report:-

a. "allegations of an official 'cover-up' over the recrulting of boys

at a Belfast children's home for homosexual prostitution.”

There is no evidence of boys at Kincora being recrulted for
homosexual prostitution. The most compelling refutation of this
allegation 1s the absence of any reference to homosexual
prostitution in the statements of the 10l Kincora residents
interviewed by the RUC and the Terry Inquiry, or in any statement
made to this Committee. R2 (see paragraphs 3.63-3.71), whose
relationship with Mr Mains and Kincora spanned nearly twenty
years, said in response to his Counsel's questioning that he had
no knowledge of homosexual prostitution involving himself or any
other boy in the hostel. The only evidence which we received of
any possible relevance related to the suspicion arising from R20's
journey to an hotel in Larne on 3 October 1977 though this did not
entail an overnight stay; and the suspicion that R20 may, on his
own initiative, have been receiving money from men for homosexual
activity during his short stay at Willlamson House in
February/March 1979, Alternatively, this might refer to the
homosexual experiences of R18 in Bangor, which predated his
admisslion to Kincora although there is no evidence that these were
known to the Soclal Services at any time or that prostitution was

involved. We believe, however, that this allegation reflected
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should not go into the report [KIN 73062]. The HSCB considers that through
a lack of full reporting there was a missed opportunity to ensure the Board
was fully appraised of further developments in relation to this hostel. Further
the Board may have identified the potential use this information may have

been to the police.

October 1977

121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

In addition to the information that had reached District headquarters in relation

to R18, concerns had been raised in relation to R20 in early October 1977.

R20 was placed in Kincora from 27 June 1975 to 16 July 1976 and from 25
July 1976 to 7 November 1977. [KIN 114026]

R20 did not make any complaint of homosexual abuse to police in 1980, and
no person was charged with any offence relating to his time in Kincora.

On 4 October 1977 DC Scully of the RUC attended at Kincora at 9.45am to
arrest R20 and R37 in connection with burglaries in the area. During the
course of that day he noted that R20’s mannerisms were what he considered
effeminate. He had also been suspicious of Mr Mains, whom he had known
from around 1966, as he had often seen him in the company of R2, a man
that DC Scully considered to be “a very well known homosexual”. [HIA 817,
para 4.171]

R20’s behaviours over that day and the next were such that DC Scully directly
asked him whether he had any sort of a relationship with Mr Mains, R20
laughed at this suggestion. [HIA 818, para 4.172]

On either 5 or 14 October 1977 DC Scully shared his suspicions that R20 was
involved in a homosexual relationship with Mr Mains with R20’s Social
Worker, Ms Helen Gogarty. She shared same with her Senior Social Worker,

Mr David Morrow. A meeting was subsequently held with Mr Higham, which
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was most likely to have been on 21 October 1977. [HIA 818, paras 4.173 and
4.174]

The HSCB notes, as did the Hughes Inquiry, that this is occurring at the same

time as the liaison in respect of concerns regarding R18 detailed above.

Residential Day Care and Management considered the issues again on 1 and
9 November 1977. A further meeting was then convened on 14 November
1977 to include: Mr Scoular, Miss McGrath, Mr Higham and Mr Morrow. Mr
Lindsay Conway was also in attendance as R20 was then placed in Rathgael
Training School on foot of the criminal proceedings. This also involved
discussion about some previous complaints. The outcome was not clear: Mr
Morrrow recalled that Mr Bunting was to be informed, but Mr Scoular disputed
that. [HIA 820, para 4.177]

On the afternoon of the same day, 14 November 1977, a meeting was
attended at Strandtown RUC Station by Detective Sergeant Sillery, Mr
Scoular and Mr Higham. This meeting focussed on the general crime

problem and on DC Cullen’s suspicions. [HIA 822, para 4.179]

A further meeting was held on 5 December 1977 between Mr Scoular, DS
Sillery and DC Cullen. Following this meeting daily monitoring forms were
introduced for Kincora from January 1978 (which were to be submitted on a
weekly basis) and it was agreed that the police would keep a close eye on
Kincora. [HIA 827, para 4.189]

By December 1977 the Hughes Inquiry found that “knowledge of a

considerable number of incidents, complaints and suspicions which

suggested the possibility of homosexual misconduct at Kincora had come into

the possession of the Eastern Board”. They summarised that Mr Scoular was

aware of:

a. “the January 1974 anonymous telephone call alleging that Mr McGrath
was homosexual but making no allegation about misconduct involving the

residents. This was drawn to Mr Scoular’s attention at the time;
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b. the Meharg/Cullen investigation into allegations that Mr McGrath was
homosexual, again with no allegation relating to the hostel itself. This
was made known to Mr Scoular by Mr Bunting around the spring of 1976;
as was

c. the “Mason file” containing allegations against Mr Mains by R5, R6, R8
and R33 and referring to an alleged homosexual relationship with former
resident R2;

d. R18's complaint against Mr McGrath in August 1977; and

e. D/Con Scully’s suspicions of Mr Mains’ relationships with R20 and R2;
Conversely he was not aware of:

f. The buttock slapping incident involving Mr Mains and investigated by
Messrs Moore and McCaffrey in 1969/1970;

g. The May and September 1974 complaints against Mr McGrath by the
parents of R15 to Miss McClean and Mr Orr;

h. The rumour concerning Mr Mains which came to the attention of Mr
Maybin in 1975;

i.  The rumour concerning Mr Mains which came to the attention of Mrs
Fiddis, Miss Reynolds, Miss Reid and Miss McGrath in early 1976;

J.  Miss Shaw’s allegations about Mr McGrath to Miss Johnston in late 1976;
or

k. Rev Smyth's telephone call about Mr McGrath in 1976”

[HIA 828, para 4.190]

The Hughes Inquiry found, and the HSCB agrees, that “taken separately, it is
possible to discount the significance of the various matters which came to Mr
Scoular’'s attention” [HIA 829, para 4.192] The committee were “convinced,
however, that the accumulation of these allegations, complaints and
suspicions over the years should have been recognised as significant by Mr
Scoular”. In particular, there was a failure to notify the Area Board in 1977 of
the issues arising in relation to R18 and R20. The Hughes Report describes
this as a “critical error” [HIA 830, para 4.193]

The HSCB suggests that the failure to share information from District Level to

Board Level in 1977 resulted in a missed opportunity. As noted by the
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4,225 Finally, there was the question of whether precautionary suspenslons could

have been applied earlier than 4 March. Dr Hayes' note of the 3 March
meeting would suggest that that was the first polnt at which the police
felt able to 1ndicate that the evidence available was sufficient to
justify the removal of the staff from the hostel and Mr Gilliland gave
evidence that he had been waiting for such an indication. He did,
however, accept on reflection that action could have been taken and
sustained at an earlier date. We agree and consider that the informatio
available to Board headquarters in early February 1980, taken in
conjunction with the fact that a large scale police investigation was
under way, was sufficient to warrant, indeed to require, the precautionary
suspension of Messrs Mains and McGrath at that time. The RUC's assessment:
of their fitness to have the care of children was not a prerequisite for:

that actilon.

Was there a "cover up"?

The first point to establish is that there is no evidence that allegationg

or suspiclons about the Kincora staff reached either the Perscnal Social
Services Committee, the Eastern Board proper or the Department before
January 1980. FKnowledge of these within the Social Services field was

confined to officegs in the Eastern Board.

There is also a substantial body of evidence which points to a lack of
communication and co-ordination between the various officers who becanme
aware of allegations and suspicions. For instance:-—
a. the "Mason file” was retained by Mr Bunting at headquarters from
June 1973 until March 1976 when it was first made known to
Mr Scoular;
the 1974 complaints from R15's mother were dealt with by the Nort
and West Belfast District and not made known to East Belfast and
Castlereagh or to Board headquarters;
the 1974 telephone call to the Holywood Road office was not made.
known to Messrs Gilliland and Bunting by Mr Scoular when the.
"Mason file" was given to him in 1976;
the early 1976 rumour about Mr Mains was made known to _
Miss McGrath in Fast Belfast and Castlereagh but not passed on to
Mr Scoular or Board headquarters;
the late 1976 rumour about Mr McGrath did not reach Board

managenent due to a misunderstanding;
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f. the R18 and R20 cases were not passed on by Mr Scoular to Board
headquarters in 1977.

We have commented on these individually and made certain criticisms in

some cases. While the overall effect was certainly to delay the detection
of offences and the convictions of Messrs Mains, Semple and Mc Grath, the
evidence against a concerted “"cover up” is overwhelming. In our view only
two aspects of the affair required serious consideration in the context of

a possible “cover up".

The first was Mr Bunting's retention of the "Mason file" until March 1976.
We have criticised him for this and for a relative lack of vigour in
following up the Meharg/Cullen investigation. We do not propose to add to
those criticisms. He did not play an active part in the events recorded
in the "Mason file" which predated his appointment as Children's Officer
and we received no evidence whatever that he had any reason to sSuppress
knowledge of them. He quite properly brought the fille to the attention of
the police in 1976. We conclude that Mr Bunting was gullty of an

oversight and no more.

Mr Scoular's fallure to alert his headquarters colleagues to the 1974
telephone call and the 1977 R18 and R20 cases was the second matter which
we considered. We have already dealt with Mr Scoular's state of mind in
1977 and concluded that his decisions were based partly on the judgement
that the various allegations and suspiclons were unsubstantiated and
partly on an apprehension about Mr McGrath's alleged paramllitary
connections. We do not believe that Mr Scoular acted with the degree of
deliberation essential to an active "cover gp". He would not have placed
his 20 October 1977 memorandum on the record if he had had that objective

in mind.

This concludes our findings on the evidence which we received and
considered in relation to Kincora Boys' Hostel. We hope that we have been
able to convey a proper sense of the seriousness of the offences and an
appreciation of the heavy responsibility which rested on those responsible
for the welfare of the boys and young men in the hostel. At the same time
we have endeavoured to place some of the more sensational aspects of the

Kincora scandal in a calm, factual perspective.
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During this period the average cost per child per week is documented as:
a. 14™ December 1959 - £5.0.6;

b. 1964 /65 - £8:11:8;

See Exhibit 19.

From 1 October 1973, it was funded through monies allocated to the Eastern
Health and Social Services Board by the Department of Health and Social
Services. At the time of filing this statement, the HSCB has not seen any

documentation which analyses the costs during this period.

The Board’s management arrangements for the Hostel

52.

53

Kincora Boys’ Hostel operated between 1958 and 1980. The management
structures therefore changed at the point of re-organisation.

From January 1958 to 30 September 1973 Kincora was operated by Belfast
Welfare Authority. Within that structure the arrangements for management of

the home were:

Town Clerk

(Mr Jameson)

T

Chief Welfare Officer
(Mr Mason)

T

Children’s Officer
(Miss Brown)
Mr Moore (December 1967 to June 1971);
Mr Bunting (October 1971 to October 1973))

T

Assistant Children’s Officer (Homes Officer)
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(Mrs Wilson was Boarding Out and Homes Officer from 1960 - 1965,
then appointed Assistant Children’s Officer in 1968;

T

Head of the Home
(Warden: Mr Mains)

54. From 1 October 1973 to October 1980, when the home closed, it was
managed within the East Belfast & Castlereagh District of the Eastern Health

and Social Services Board under the following structure:

Director of Social Services
(Mr E Gilliland)

T

District Social Services Officer
(Mr C Scoular)

T

Principal Social Worker (Residential and Day Care)
(Mrs Wilson, October 1973 — Mid 1975)
(Ms McGrath, January 1976 — closure of Kincora)

T

Assistant Principal Social Worker (Residential and Day Care)
[From creation of this post in July 1976]
(Mr Higham — July 1976 — December 1978)

T

Head of the Home

(Officer-in Charge — Mr Joseph Mains)
55.  Job descriptions for the posts of Director of Social Services, Assistant Director

of Social Services and District Social Services Officer, which were likely

prepared to assist the Hughes Inquiry, are at Exhibit 20.
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However, there was also evidence considered by the Committee that in March
1966 a letter was sent to College Street, Headquarters of Belfast Welfare
Authority, complaining of suspicions that Mr Mains’ was having a homosexual
relationship with R4. [HIA 719, para 3.95]

R7, who was placed in Kincora on three different occasions between August
1964 and January 1968 gave evidence in respect of this letter. The letter was
not subsequently found in the course of: the RUC investigation in 1980; the

Terry Inquiry; nor the Hughes Inquiry. [HIA 719, para 3.95]

The Hughes Inquiry considered whether R6 was mistaken and was referring
to a later complaint by R7 known to have been made in 1967. The committee
concluded: “the fact that R6’s 1967 complaint made no reference to R4 tends
to suggest that R7’s evidence referred to a separate event” and concluded: “It
is regrettable that what appears to have been the first sign of positive protest

to the authorities did not meet with more success”. [HIA 719, para 3.95]

In the absence of this letter having been found, the HSCB does not consider

that this was a missed opportunity.

September 1967

18.

19.

20.

21.

In early September 1967 R5 and R6 attended the headquarters of Belfast
Welfare Authority and made written complaints against Mr Mains.

R5 was placed in Kincora from 31 March 1967 to 30 November 1967 [KIN
114025].

R6 was placed in Kincora from 17 August 1967 to 3 August 1968 [KIN
114025].

The complaints made were:

a. “At a summer camp, Mr Mains, another employee of Belfast Welfare and
an ex-resident (R2) drank whiskey;

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL



88

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL
KIN-1112

LY 7he Board has not seen any documentation that would
confirm that was a member of staff at Kincora. [JEINIEAN.
and information in respect of him, has been addressed in the HSCB'’s
statement dated 6™ May 2016 and a supplemental statement, each
addressing Bawnmore Children’'s Home. In reviewing documentation,
however, the Board has noted reference to a on a Duty Rota
stamped “Kincora” dated 1978. It is known that [ EIJ] was. at that time,
employed at Palmerston Reception and Assessment Centre, which was
situated in the same District as Kincora. The HSCB suggests that this is likely
to reflect an arrangement whereby staff within the residential field would assist

with other units from time to time where the need arose. See Exhibit 44.

Systems Failures

89

90

Having reviewed the available evidence as detailed in this statement and the
statement dated 29th April 2016, the HSCB accepts the following failings:

At times record keeping was not good enough. The following occasions are

noted:

a. There was a failure by the Chief Welfare Officer to record the outcome
of the investigation of complaints in 1971 and the reason for that

decision.

b In early 1976 there was a failure to make any written record regarding
information reported to the Holywood Road sub-office, and passed to
Residential and Daycare Management at District Headquarters. The
absence of such a record likely influenced the subsequent failure to
investigate the information in any way, see paragraphs 86 and 88 of
the statement dated 29th April 2016;

C There ought to have been a formal record of the Board’s engagement

with police after March 1976, see paragraph 102 of the statement
dated 29th April 2016;
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d. Monthly reports completed by the visiting Social Worker pursuant to the
1975 Direction were completed en bloc and on occasions were
submitted late, see paragraph 72 of this statement above. They also
did not contain relevant information to allow the Eastern Board to be
fully appraised of developments occurring with the hostel in late 1977,
see paragraph 120 of the statement dated 29th April 2016;

91. At times there was no communication to ensure the relevant personnel had
access to full and proper information regarding the Hostel and issues arising

in relation thereto. The following occasions are noted:

a. Upon taking up post as Children’s Officer in 1971, with a statutory
responsibility to visit Kincora, Mr Bunting was not provided with “the
Mason File” and was not, therefore, fully appraised of the two
complaints that had been investigated in 1967 and 1971. The retention
of the file by Mr Mason resulted in a breakdown in the dissemination of
information about complaints against Mr Mains to staff with a direct role
in management and monitoring the Hostel. It was ‘regrettable that [Mr
Mason] does not appear to have made Mr Bunting [Children’s Officer]
and Mrs Wilson [Assistant Children’s Officer] fully acquainted with the
complaints known to him by referring the “Mason file” formally to them
in writing in view of their management responsibility for the hostel”.
See paragraph 45 of the statement dated 29th April 2016;

b The information received by way of anonymous telephone call on 23
January 1974 ought to have been shared as follows:
I. with the police, see paragraphs 57 and 59 of the statement
dated 29th April 2016;
il. with the Board, see paragraph 58 of the statement dated 29th
April 2016;

C. In March 1974, there was a failure by police to share relevant

information about allegations against a member of staff with the

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL
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b. Mr Mains did not sleep in the camp on the night;

c. Mr Mains had asked R5 “Do | not get a kiss then?” when R5 was washing
himself;

d. Mr Mains had come to R6’s bed and felt around his body;

e. Mr Mains had said “You look lovely in the water” to R6 when taking a
bath;

f. Mr Mains had called R6 for work while Mains was dressed only in his
underpants;

g. Mr Mains had said “Give me a kiss” to R6;

h. Mr Mains went out every Friday and Saturday and got drunk.”

[HIA 723, HR, para 3.107]

These matters were investigated by Mr Mason, City Welfare Officer. It also

appears that Mr Moore, Children’s Officer, had a role in the process by way of

interviewing R5, but did not recall same. [HIA 724, paras 3.109 and 3.110].

Mr Mason interviewed Mr Mains on 11 September 1967. Mr Mains, for the

most part, accepted the facts of the behaviours alleged against him, but

offered explanations and reasons. [HIA 724, para 3.110] Mr Mason

concluded in respect of the facts: “most of them agreed by [Mr Mains] to be

true, but that they might have tried to put a construction upon them for

malicious reasons... Taken as it stands it does not present prima facie

indication of wrongful conduct”. Three recommendations were made:

a. Mr Moore (should) interview the boys again and explain to them the
reasons for the incidents;

b. a closer supervision of Kincora,

c. a careful sifting of any further information which might come our way”.

[HIA 726, para 3.112]

Mr Mason recalled that his papers on this investigation were submitted to the
Town Clerk. Mr John Dunlop, the Town Clerk at the relevant time, had no
recollection of these papers when approached by the Hughes Inquiry. [HIA
726, para 3.113] The papers from this investigation were to be placed on a

file, which was to become known as “the Mason File”.

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL
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3,105 Bl's unwillingness to confide in his Social Workers does not constitute

grounds on which they could be criticised and we are satisfied that their

visiting was sufficiently frequent and regular to provide an opportunity

for complaints to be made.

Equally it is understandable that Bl did not

wish to open up the question of homosexual activity in the light of the

experiences which he had undergone from such an early age while resident

in Bawnmore.

The resistance to Mr McGrath's alleged advances which he

described in evidence was, perhaps, as much as could be expected of him in

the circumstances and may have prevented the commission of more serious

offences than those which he alleged.

We found it difficult, however, to

accept Bl's evidence that he joined a paramilitary organisation in 1974 to

deter Mr McGrath's alleged advances, since he would reach his eighteenth

birthday in March 1974 and would then be out of statutory care.

3,106 There was

at in isolation,
offences could have been detected by the relevant authorities.

nothing in Bl's evidence or the papers relating te him, looked

that led us to conclude that Mr McGrath's alleged
Whether

they might have been uncovered as a consequence of any investigations

initiated in response to other events, for example an anonymous telephone

call in January 1974 (see paragraphs 4,41-4.49), is a matter of

conjecture.

The "Mason file"” 1967

3,107 Two Kincora residents, referred to in evidence as R5 and R6, went 1in early

September 1967 to the headquarters of the Belfast Welfare Authority in

College Street and made written statements outlining complaints against

Mr Mains.

d.

b.

The complaints were as follows:-
at a summer camp Mr Mains, another employee of Belfast Welfare and

an ex-resident of Kincora (R2 - see paragraphs 3.63-3,71) drank

whiskey;
Mr Mains did not sleep in the camp on the night;

Mr Mains had asked R5 "Do I not get a xiss then?” when R> was

washing himself;
Mr Mains had then felt all over R5's body and put his hand down

R5's underpants;
Mr Mains had come to R6's bed and felt around his body;
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3.111 Mr Mason's record of the interview noted that Mr Mains

3.112

3.113

to be tense and perspired visibly. During sthe interview he relaxed".

Mr Mains said that both R5 and R6 were troublesome in the home and that he

had had to chastise R5 the day before the boy had gone to the

College Street office. The record also indicated that Mr Mason pointed

out to Mr Mains that "all staff in charge of boys have to be extra careful}

as they were vulnerable to these forms of complaints” and suggested to him*

that he should be careful not to give the impression that he was

persecuting the boys for coming to see Mr Moore, the Children's Officer

designate.

Mr Mason's assessment at the time, as recorded in his 11 September notes,ff

was that the boys had stated "facts, most of them agreed by (Mr Mains) to.f

be true, but that they might have tried to put a construction upon then

for malicious reasons". 1In hig summary he said that “Taken as 1t standsg

it does not present prima facie indication of wrongful conduct” and he

concluded with 3 recommeﬁdations:-

a. "Mr Moore (should) interview the boys again and explain to them

the reasons for the incidents;

b. a closer supervision of Kincora;

¢. a careful sifting of any further information which might come our

way."

Mr Mason's 11 September notes were not addressed and no covering

memorandum was on the file. Mr Mason gave evidence, however, that they

were submitted to the Town Clerk and that a 20 September memorandum

addressed to the Town Clerk was a follow—up to them. The 20 September

memorandum referred back to the 11 September report. This, and the fact
that the 11 September notes were a typescript version of contemporaneous
manuscript notes, tends to support Mr Mason's evidence on this point.

Mr Mason had no specific recollection of putting the papers to the Town

Clerk, Mr John Dunlop, in person. Mr Dunlop, who retired in March 1968,

was not interviewed during the RUC or Terry Inquiry investigations and we
did not become aware that he was available until May 1985, He
subsequently provided a statement to us to the effect that he had no

recollection of the papers.

Clerk”, as opposed to those addressed to him by name, were opened in the
Town Clerk'

He stated that papers addressed to the "Town

s Department and passed for action to the approprilate officer,

according to their nature and importance. This made it possible that the
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papers were dealt with by someone other than Mr Dunlop. 1In view of the
negative nature of his statement, we concluded that it was not necessary

to reconvene to call Mr Dunlop as a witness.

There 1is no record of a response from the Town Clerk's Department to
Mr Mason's 11 September “"report” or to his supplementary memorandum of
20 September. The exlstence and terms of the latter, however, are
gufficient to establish that the 11 September notes had, in fact, been
received in the Town Clerk's Department in the City Hall. Mr Mason's
evidence was that any written response would have been filed on CW022 but
that he had no recollection of any feedback from the Town Clerk. We can
only infer that Mr Dunlop or whoever acted for him did not take issue with
the conclusions and recommendations contained in Mr Mason's report. The
burden of Mr Mason's evidence to the Committee was that Mr Mains'
explanations had been plausible and that he had been given the benefit of
the doubt. However, Mr Mason acknowledged that the allegatiomns of R5 and
R6 had homosexual connotations and that he 4id not consider the matter
closed. He also agreed that the truth or untruth of the allegations

should have been established one way or the other.

Mr Mason, and by inference the Town Clerk's Department, may also have been
persuaded to give Mr Mains the benefit of the doubt by factors other than
the plausibility of his explanations. Mr Mains had a good record as a
Belfast Welfare employee since 1958; there is no record of previous
complaints of this nature having been received, and there was the
possibility that the complaints might be malicious. 1In additiom, Social
Reports on the boys dated 13 and 14 September referred to offences of
dishonegty, below aﬁerage intelligence and resistance to being placed in
Kincora. It is not clear, however, whether or when these Social Reports
were submitted to the Town Clerk's Department but 1t is 1likely that, since
Mr Mason comnmissioned them, they were submitted. A counter balancing
consideration which must also have been pfésent was the fact that boys of
fifteen and seventeen years of age with difficult home backgrounds had
nonetheless been prepared to take the initiative and go to the Belfast
Welfare headquarters and make complaints against a person in authority

over them.

3.116 We considéred the handling of these complalnts at great length because, on

the evidence brought before us, this was the first occasion on which
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3.119 The likely outcome of a police investigation in 1967 must, of course, be a
matter for conjecture. We refer later in this report to a number of
occasions when suspiclons or allegations against the Kincora staff came to
the attention of the police, including an investigation in which by 1976
both Mr McGrath and Mr Malns were under suspicion in respect of homosexual
tendencies. A list of former Kincora residents was made available to the
police at that stage but no Interviews were undertaken. While g different

approach might well have been adopted 1n 1967, it would be unwise to

assume that the involvement of the police on the basls of information

available at that time would have inevitably prevented the continuance of
homosexual offences at Kincora. Nonetheless, it must be a matter of
regret that the complaluts of R5 and R6, which raised at least a suspicion

of criminal homosexual activity, were not referred to the police by the

Belfast Welfare Authority.

3.120 A number of other possible measures which might have been taken by the

Belfast Welfare Authority, as alternatives or preliminaries to involving

the police, were also considered. It was suggested, for instance, that

Mr Mason or Mr Moore might have lnterviewed the other residents of Kincora
to establish whether they had been the subject of any questionable or
It was also suggested that the Social Welfare

each Kincora resident (about 10-12 in numhber) should

improper attentions.
Officers assigned to
have been briefed on the affair and put on the alert. Mr Mason had, of

reports on R5 and R6 by their Social Welfare Officers
Mr Moore, to

course, commissioned
as part of the documentation which he put to the Towan Clerk.

whom these two tasks would probably have fallen, indicated that he had no

memory of the former being done and that it was unlikely that the latter
was done hecause the complalnts had not been substantiated, which we took
to mean proved to be true, and because care had to be exercised in
broadcasting unsubstantlated information or rumour. We take the view that

neither of these courses would have been sensible preliminaries or

alternatives to referral to the police. If the evidence available were

considered sufficient to warrant these measures, 1t should also have been
considered sufficlent to warrant direct referral to the police as the

competent agency in the investigation of criminal matters.
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No further incident therefore arises for consideration by the Board as to

whether there was a missed opportunity.

On another date probably in 1968 [HIA 720, para 3.96] R7 attended at offices
of the Belfast Welfare Authority. He had been discharged from Kincora in
January 1968 and gave evidence that he “was anxious that his younger
brother should not be sent to Kincora” [ibid]. He spoke to Mr Maybin, Social
Welfare Officer, responsible for his brother. Mr Maybin recalled that R7 told
him that he did not have a particularly good experience in Kincora and made a
comment that Mr Mains was “funny”. By the time of this meeting Mr Maybin
was already planning for an alternative placement for R7’s brother and did not
intend to pursue Kincora. He did not “embark on an exhaustive analysis of
the meaning of “funny” or seize on its possible homosexual connotations”.
The committee considered that this was “not surprising in the circumstances”

and made no criticism of him. [HIA 720, para 3.97]

No further step was taken in relation to this conversation. The Hughes Inquiry
noted that a course open to Mr Maybin may have been to report to
conversation to his superiors, noting: “This information could well have been
significant to Mr Mason, the City Welfare Officer, and to Mr Moore, the
Children’s Officer, who had dealt with complaints against Mr Mains in
September 1967”. It was however noted that Mr Maybin was not aware of
that, and thus could not have been aware of the potential significance to the
comments. No criticism was therefore made. The committee concluded:
“R7’s comments to Mr Maybin did not convey a sufficiently clear homosexual
connotation as to constitute a genuine opportunity for the detection of
offences at Kincora”. [HIA 721, para 3.99]

This complaint and investigation was never reported to the Belfast Welfare
Committee. The Hughes Inquiry considered this and did not criticise the
decision not to do so having regard to: “since Mr Mason’s conclusions and

recommendations appear to have been accepted, there would have been no
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perceived need to seek a decision or direction from the Welfare Committee...”
[HIA 730, para 3.122]

Given the limited nature of information that was made available, and having
regard to the fact that this did not come to the attention of any person that was
in the line of management for Kincora hostel, the HSCB does not consider

that this was a missed opportunity to detect abuse.

Following the appointment of Mr McCaffrey as Assistant Children’s Officer in
December 1979 he recalled being asked by Mr Moore to investigate a
complaint that Mr Mains had slapped a boy on the buttocks. The boy’s name
was not identified. Upon attending with Mr Mains he was advised that this
slap had been in response to misbehaviour or horseplay. [HIA 735, para
3.133] The Hughes Inquiry believed this was a separate incident, [HIA 735,
para 3.136] and took the view that this contained “no obvious homosexual
colour” [HIA 735, para 3.136].

The committee concluded that this incident “would not have provided Mr
Mason with sufficient corroboration of his residual doubts concerning Mr
Mains’ sexual preferences to justify a further reference to the Town Clerk’s

office”.

The HSCB does not therefore consider that this offered any opportunity to

detect or prevent abuse that occurred at Kincora.

In August 1971 the Mason File was reopened following receipt of written
complaints from R8, who had been placed in Kincora from 29 April 1968 to 2
August 1971 [KIN 114025]. Two letters were received: one in the District
Office, and a second at EHSSB Headquarters. The letters were “virtually
identical in form and content”. [HIA 737, para 3.141]
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5.145 On receipt of the letter, which had been opened by one of the office

secretarial staff, Mrs Robinson took it to her immediate superior,

Miss Eddis Nicholl, Senior Social Welfare Officer. Miss Nicholl checked

through R8's personal file and established that there was nothing
significant in it in terms of relevance to homosexual misconduct.

Miss Nicholl told us that she then either made or received a telephone
call to or from the College Street Headquarters, during which she was told
that a similar letter had been received at College Street, that Mr Mason
was dealing with it, and that she was to do nothing about the letter.

Miss Nicholl -thought that either Mr McCaffrey or Mr Stanley Herron, a
Principal Soclal Welfare Officer, was her contact, more likely the latter.
Mr Herron had no recollection of these matters and Mr Mason gave evidence,

which we accept, that Mr Herron took no part in these events.

3.146 In relation to the endorsement on the envelope that the letter was to be
passed on to the police, Mrs Robinson stated in evidence that she had not
seen it and in any case would not have done this on her own initiative.
Miss Nicholl saw the endorsement but her attitude to it seems to have been

determined by the fact that Mr Mason had taken the matter out of her

hands. What was subsequently done with the Townsend Street letter is

something of a mystery. Miss Nicholl says she put the letter on R8's

personal file but in 1980 the file was not available to the RUC whereas

both of R8's letters were extant. When we received the file in 1984

neither letter was filed on it. There 1is some'doubt, which canunot be

resolved, about whether both letters ultimately found their way onto the
"Mason file" or whether the Townsend Street letter found its way at some

point onto a more general Kincora file. The latter seems rather more

likely since, when the Townsend Street letter came into our custody it was
on a general Kincora file and had been given an Exhibit Number by the RUC

as part of that file. It is possible, however, that it was not on this

particular file throughout the 1971-1980 period. .

3.147 No further action in relation to these complaints was taken at

Townsend Street. Miss Nicholl and Mrs Robinson's evideuce was that they

were not asked to provide a report on R8, over and above information from
his file which Miss Nicholl thought she gave during her telephone

couversation with College Street on 12 August. Miss Nicholl had no

recollection of being asked for the file, although she stressed that she

was out of the office for loung periods on emergency relief work arising
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39 . MR MASON
BY MR GILLEN

A No. I disagree with your summary there, with respect.

Q Well, let us go through it.
A Go through it.

Q Have we agreed those five things?
A No. We did not agree them in the way you have summarised it. What we
did agree was that he said to R 5 '"Do I not get a kiss, then?"

Q Just stop there now We are agreed that we are dealing with a man who was
given to that kind of phrase in particular circumstances.
A We are agreed that he said that %o the boy R 5.

Q Ve are agreed ---
A I do not agree that I recollect or have any indication that he was

going around saying this to all the boys.

Q I am not suggesting that.
A No, but --~ {Interruption)

Q He was a man who vwvas —-—-
MR FEE: Could I ask my learned friend to allow Mr Mason to finish his answer.

MR GILLEN: Yes.

Q Ve were dealing with the question of whether or not Mr Mains was a

man given to phrases like "Do I not get a kiss, then?" and you were saying
"yell, I did not understand hin to be saying that to every boy." .

A There was no --- Could I refer to the notes? There was no indication
on the notes that I made that Mr Mains said to any other boy

Do I not get a kiss, then?" I would have recordedit.At least I think

I would.

Q Did you ask him if he said that to the other boys?
A No.

Q We know that Mr Mains was a man who was prepared to use phrases like
Mo I not get a kiss then?" Right?
{No answer)

Q I think that is clear, Mr Mason.
A I think I am prepared to make a comment under those circumstances. Yes.

Q He was prepared to put his hand down the underpants of a boy to check
if his underwear was dirty.

A Yes.
Q . He was prepared to watch a teenage boy having a bath?
A Yes

He was prepared to feel the body of a teenage boy when he was in bed.
Yes,

He was prepared to  talk to these boys when they were in bed
hen he was wearing his underpants.
Yes.

e O O
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42 . . BY MR GILLEN

was to the effect that this man was acting in a homosexual fashion, is

that not right?
A I do not recall coming to that view.

Q You have the allegations before you; leaving aside those of
drink, could there be any suggestion put to you other than that these
allegations were of a homosexual nature?

A Tt could well be that he was not a homosexual, but that he was
clumsy, insensitive.

Q Clumsy and insensitive to put his hand in the underpants of a boy
of 157
A Clumsy and insensitive indeed to subject e boy to an embarrassing

gituation where instead of doing something it was suggested more
reasonable, he would do an ingensitive and clumsy thing like that,
to check on a boy's underclothes. That is clumsy and insensitive,

I have had clumsy and insensitive treatment myself, without thinking
that the man who was examining me was a homosexual.

Q Have you come across any man before who was clumsy and insensitive
to the degree that .he was  asking for kisses, and watching boys

in baths, putting his hand down their underpants, feeling their

bodies? How many clumsy and insensitive people have you met of that
nature who were not homosexuals?

A As many regimental sergeant-majors and non-commissioned warrant
officers who were clumsy and insensitive to my feelings.

Q And were putting their hands down the underpants of teenage boys?

How many sergeant majors have you met doing that?
A I think it would be prurient to investigate into the further
subjections that I have had to —-

Q Have you ever come across enyone who -—-—
MR FEE: I think the witness should be allowed to finish his question.

MR GILLEN: I think he has finished, Mr Fee; it is fairly obvious
that he has finished.

MR FEE: I think if he is still speaking it is fairly obvious that he has
not, Mr Chairman.

MR GILLEN: He has stopped now.

THE CHAIRMAN: Perhaps he wants to tell you a bit more about the
sergesnt majors,

A No, Mr Chairmen, I am sure Mr Gillen would agree that my private
experiences are of no further interest.

MR GILLEN: Obviously not. Have you never come across any social workex
or any officer in charge, or anyone in charge of a residential boys' home
who has ever acted in this way before?

A Yes, I have indeed come across one particular person who acted in an
insnsgitive manner towards boys.

Q No; I said "in this way", such as putting hands in underpants, watching

them have baths, feeling their bodies; have you come across that before?
A Not that specifically, no.
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8k o MR MASON
' BY MR MARRINAN

A T did. T put a note down to say that when I talked to Mr Mainas
about the doove matters on Friday 8 September -- in fact, I have a note

of when T interviewed him. He appeared at first to be tense and perspired
visibly and then during the interview he relaxed.

Q Specifically about the guzution of the drinking, have you noted

his reaction to that? I think it is on a different page in your typed
CcopY.

A My note was that he appeared to be amused by the allegation that he
was a heavy drinker.

Q Yes. And have you then made notes about your recollection of

the state of his drinking? :

A Yes. I recall that to my knowledge he was a light drinker.

Q Now, then, have you gone on to No 2, the allegation that he did not
sleep in the cemp one night?

A Yes. He agreed that it was his night off.

Q Could you go through the various complaints, Mr Mason, and tell the
coinmittee what you have recorded?

A I stated each complaint to Mr Mains. He said -~-

Q Just be careful to use the R 5 and R 6 designation.

A Yes. He said to R5 "Do I not get a kiss, then?"

Q That was the allegation?

A That was the allegation. His reply was "R 5 was wearing his hair too
long.'" This was in an ef®rt to shame him into getting it cut, as he would
pe treating him like a girl. {(Interruption)

Q Go on.

A I am sorry. I heard Mr McCartney's remarks and’ they disturbed me.

MR McCARTNEY: I am sorry about that.

MR MARRINAN: Mr Mason, do not worry.

A I am sorry, Sir.
Q Please go on with No k4.
A He felt all over R 5's body and put his hand down his underpants.

He said he put his hand down R 5's pants to check that he had changed
them, as the boy would not change his underclothes, and frequently kept
his clean clothes in the locker.

Q What did you think about that response?

A Tt was plausible.
Q Why?
A It has been my experience that males -- their fathers, their mothers, and

their wives indeed, make sure that they keep their clothes or their under-
clothes clean.

Q Yes -- to the extent of putting his hand in that area?
A Well, it was plausible to see that he had clean underclothes on

that he would look.
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