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the streets of Northern Ireland. Policing and justice powers have been devolved 
to the power-sharing Northern Ireland Executive. There is no suggestion that 
lawyers in Northern Ireland today are intimidated by the authorities or provided 
with inadequate protection by the State.

112. There are, nevertheless, some broad themes that may still have relevance to the 
world of intelligence-gathering. I have not concluded that the running of agents 
within terrorist groups is an illegitimate or unnecessary activity. On the contrary, 
it is clear that the proper use of such agents goes to the very heart of tackling 
terrorism. The principal lesson to be learned from my Report, however, is that 
agent-running must be carried out within a rigorous framework. The system 
itself must be so structured as to ensure adequate oversight and accountability. 
Structures to ensure accountability are essential in cases where one organisation 
passes its intelligence to another organisation which then becomes responsible 
for its exploitation.

113. It is essential that the involvement of agents in serious criminal offences can 
always be reviewed and investigated and that allegations of collusion with terrorist 
groups are rigorously pursued. Perhaps the most obvious and significant lesson 
of all, however, is that it should not take over 23 years to properly examine, 
unravel and publish a full account of collusion in the murder of a solicitor that 
took place in the United Kingdom.

Overall assessment
114. In establishing this Review, the Government accepted that there had been 

collusion in the murder of Patrick Finucane, and indeed apologised for this. In 
analysing what is meant by collusion, I preferred to adopt the narrower definition 
used by Lord MacLean in the Billy Wright Inquiry Report, rather than the one 
adopted by Justice Cory in his Collusion Inquiry Report. Nevertheless, even by 
reference to that narrower definition, it is clear for the reasons I outline in this 
Report that the threshold for a finding of collusion is met in this case.

115. Overall, I am left in significant doubt as to whether Patrick Finucane would have 
been murdered by the UDA in February 1989 had it not been for the different 
strands of involvement by elements of the State. The significance is not so 
much, as Sir John Stevens concluded in 2003, that the murder could have been 
prevented, though I entirely concur with this finding. The real importance, in 
my view, is that a series of positive actions by employees of the State actively 
furthered and facilitated his murder and that, in the aftermath of the murder, 
there was a relentless attempt to defeat the ends of justice.

116. My Review of the evidence relating to Patrick Finucane’s case has left me in no 
doubt that agents of the State were involved in carrying out serious violations of 
human rights up to and including murder. However, despite the different strands 
of involvement by elements of the State, I am satisfied that they were not linked 
to an over-arching State conspiracy to murder Patrick Finucane. Nevertheless, 
each of the facets of the collusion that were manifest in his case – the passage 
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Figure 10: Origin of security force leaks, 1987–89
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11.21 The most common form of leak from members of the security forces to loyalist 
paramilitaries was targeting information on republican terrorists. This often 
consisted of security force documents or information communicated verbally 
providing details about an individual suspected of being a member of PIRA. 
As shown in Figure 11, nearly half of all recorded leaks referred to targeting 
information. I have included vehicle registration checks as a separate category 
of information being passed to loyalist paramilitaries, though in practice many of 
these vehicle details would have been supplied and used for targeting purposes.

Figure 11: Type of security force leaks, 1987–89
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Reaction of the FRU to Nelson’s involvement in the murder

7.133 I believe that Nelson’s involvement in the murder should have been a source of 
grave concern for his handlers and senior officers in the FRU. The CF dated 11 
May 1988, however, suggested that, far from being critical of Nelson’s actions, 
his handlers in fact sought to reassure him about his involvement in the shooting 
by the UDA. The CF included the following comment from the handler:

“6137 telephoned this office four times between 0041 – 0127 hrs on 11 
May 88 feeling depressed as he thought that his targeting had led to the 
wrong person being shot dead. He was referring to the shooting of Terence 
McDaid earlier that evening instead of Declan McDaid. 6137 thought that the 
victim was an innocent Catholic and needed reassurance. Handler expected 
source to be depressed at the meeting but once 6137 had discovered that 
Terence was traced as PIRA he was quite content.” [Emphasis added] 105

7.134 The clear inference from this comment is that Nelson’s handlers reassured him 
by telling him that Terence McDaid was “traced as PIRA”. The CF included no 
reference to the FRU expressing any warning, admonishment or alarm in respect 
of Nelson’s involvement in the murder of Terence McDaid. This is despite the fact 
that Nelson had admitted to his handlers having a direct role in the identification 
of Terence McDaid’s address and the fact that he was reporting this fact to the 
FRU only after the murder. The CFs also again clearly underlined the fact that 
Nelson was in favour of attacks against ‘legitimate’ targets and upset only by the 
prospect of ‘innocent Catholics’ being killed.

Allegations that a FRU handler gave McDaid’s address  
to Nelson

7.135 I note that allegations have been made that a FRU handler supplied Nelson with 
the Newington Street address prior to the murder of Terence McDaid. These 
allegations have been made as a result of three separate disclosures by Nelson:

•	 Nelson apparently told his solicitor that his handler had provided him with 
the Newington Street address. This was later communicated by the solicitor 
to an official in the Crown Solicitor’s Office, who in turn made a statement to 
the Stevens II Investigation.

•	 Nelson told John Ware whilst he was in prison awaiting trial that his handler 
had provided him with the address.

•	 Nelson made comments regarding the actions of his handler in an ‘off the 
record’ conversation to Stevens II officers on 28 June 1993. In response to 
a Stevens team officer stating his belief that the FRU handler had provided 
McDaid’s address, Nelson said, “You are nearly there, but not quite.” 
Nelson went on to say that his handler “was involved, but you’ll never get a 
statement from me about it”.106

105 CF 11 May 1988, Welfare, Item 4
106 Stevens II Investigation, note of ‘off the record’ conversation with Nelson, 28 June 1993 [see Volume II, pp. 74–75]
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passed him in the street and entered … Waterville St. [L/20] was happy with 
this report and it confirmed that Slane lived at the house.” 115

7.152 L/20 went on to recount how the attack itself had involved a five-man team, with 
two gunmen hammering down Slane’s front door. On 6 October Nelson drafted 
the UFF statement for Ulster magazine claiming responsibility for the murder of 
Gerard Slane. The statement also included a threat to the INLA and incorporated 
security force photographs of Gerard Slane and his brother.116

The information passed by the FRU to the RUC

7.153 The Slane case provides the most serious example of the FRU failing to pass on 
important intelligence to the RUC SB prior to a UDA attack taking place. Nelson 
provided his handlers with important intelligence with regard to the targeting of 
Slane on two occasions: 12 September and 21 September 1988.

7.154 The MISR produced on 13 September 1988 did alert the RUC SB to the fact that 
the UDA were targeting Gerard Slane. The MISR stated that:

“West Belfast Bde UDA are targeting [T/14] in order to carry out an attack in 
retaliation for the murder of William Quee. Witnesses have identified [T/23], 
[T/43] and Gerard Slane as being involved in the murder. These people are 
now being targeted.” 117

7.155 Despite this threat intelligence, the RUC appear to have taken no action to warn 
Gerard Slane or otherwise seek to frustrate the UDA’s attack. It should be noted 
that the MISR itself did not, however, record that the UDA had obtained Gerard 
Slane’s address.

7.156 The more serious omission, however, was in respect of the failure to pass on 
the intelligence provided by Nelson to his handlers on 21 September 1988. The 
MISR sent as a result of this debrief was dated 23 September and consequently 
almost certainly reached the RUC SB after Slane had been murdered. The MISR 
itself was remarkably vague and non-specific, merely recording that:

“West Belfast UDA are interested in all IPLO members in Belfast. They want 
three attacks to be carried out on IPLO members before the end of October 
which will be claimed collectively by the UFF.” 118

7.157 This MISR failed to record the fact that Slane had been singled out as a target; 
that Nelson had confirmed his address using the Electoral Roll; or that the UDA 
intended to carry out a ‘recce’ of Slane’s home. As I note in Chapter 8, it is difficult 
to rule out the possibility that the FRU may have communicated more detail 
on Nelson’s reporting orally to the RUC Source Unit. This MISR had, however, 
been diluted to such an extent that it is reasonable to infer that the FRU may 

115 CF 30 September 1988, Item 14
116 CF 11 October 1988
117 MISR 13 September 1988
118 MISR 23 September 1988
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7.167 It is apparent from the documentary record that, from at least June 1987, the 
RUC SB ran an operation designed to supposedly ‘discredit’ James Pratt Craig 
by feeding information to the UDA about his links to PIRA. The operation was 
a complex one and involved various (unwitting) channels being used to relay 
information to the UDA. A Security Service note dated 9 November 1988 noted 
that the information being provided was “chiefly aimed at confirming UDA 
suspicions of the activities of UDA members who were in touch with PIRA”.127

7.168 The CF dated 11 June 1987 recorded Nelson’s reporting on information being 
fed by the RUC SB to the UDA regarding James Pratt Craig’s links with PIRA. 
Nelson reported on a conversation with a member of the UDA as follows:

“… [the member of the UDA] went on to say that the source in SPECIAL 
BRANCH had confirmed that JAMES PRATT CRAIG was living with [a 
member of PIRA].” 128

7.169 This intelligence reporting was subsequently discussed between the OC of East 
Det FRU and the Head of Special Branch for the Belfast Region. The OC’s 
comment on the CF included the following observation:

“The above information was discussed personally with HSB BELFAST ... 
He is aware of the information being passed to [the UDA] which is part of 
a complex operation to discredit PRATT CRAIG. He was grateful for the 
above information and requested that anything further passed by 6137 on 
this subject be passed to him directly.” 129

The role of Brian Nelson

7.170 Nelson subsequently became closely involved with the UDA’s attempts to ‘prove’ 
that James Pratt Craig was providing information to PIRA. On 8 July 1987 L/28 
asked Nelson to build a file on Craig to ‘prove’ he was an informer. Craig continued 
to be the subject of UDA discussions throughout the rest of 1987 and into 1988.

7.171 Nelson claimed in his ‘journal’ account that at one point, as a result of information 
provided to him by his FRU handler, he told ‘Tucker’ Lyttle that he knew Craig 
was providing information to PIRA.130 On 22 December 1987, a UDA Brigadier 
was killed by PIRA in a car bomb attack, which served further to increase the 
UDA’s suspicions about Craig.

7.172 Nelson became most heavily involved in the conspiracy to entrap and murder 
Craig in the summer of 1988. He proposed a series of bizarre means of 
entrapment, including the use of facial disguises to aid close-quarter surveillance 
and electronically bugging a bungalow apparently used by Craig.131 Nelson 
also became involved in the production of a document about the possibility of 
someone in the UDA providing information to PIRA. When it had been produced, 

127 Security Service note, 9 November 1988
128 CF 11 June 1987
129 Ibid.
130 Nelson’s ‘journal’, p. 94
131 CFs 30 June 1988 and 6 July 1988
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Figure 12: Intelligence received linking UDA members to a selection  
of attacks 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Murder of Terence McDaid (10 May 1988)

UDA 
suspect

Agency receiving 
intelligence

Date intelligence received4 Source of 
intelligence

L/22
FRU 11 May 19885

Brian Nelson
RUC 11 May 19886

L/28
FRU 11 May 19887

Brian Nelson
RUC 11 May 19888

L/20 RUC only 1 June 19889 William Stobie

L/33 RUC only 1 June 198810 William Stobie

Murder of Gerard Slane (23 September 1988)

UDA 
suspect

Agency receiving 
intelligence

Date intelligence received
Source of 

intelligence

L/28 FRU only
12 September 198811

(pre-attack)
Brian Nelson

L/20
FRU

21 September 198812

(pre-attack) Brian Nelson

RUC 3 October 198813

Thomas 
‘Tucker’ 
Lyttle

FRU only
12 September 198814

(pre-attack)
Brian Nelson

L/25 RUC only 23 September 198815 RUC 
intelligence

4 In some cases there are multiple source reports linking an individual to the attack – these tables list only the date of the 
first such report for illustrative purposes
5 Contact Form (CF) 11 May 1988
6  Military Intelligence Source Report (MISR) 11 May 1988
7 CF 11 May 1988
8 MISR 11 May 1988
9 RUC SB50, 1 June 1988 [see Volume II, p. 76]
10 Ibid.
11 CF 12 September 1988
12 CF 21 September 1988
13 MISR 3 October 1988
14 CF 12 September 1988
15 RUC SB50, 23 September 1988 [see Volume II, p. 78]
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Murder of Gerard Slane (cont.)

L/33 RUC only 23 September 198816 RUC 
Intelligence

L/30 RUC only 23 September 198817
RUC 

Intelligence

Attempted murder of T/16 (20 September 1988)

UDA 
suspect

Agency receiving 
intelligence

Date intelligence received
Source of 

intelligence

L/22

FRU
19 April 198818

(pre-attack)
Brian Nelson

RUC
19 April 198819

(pre-attack)

L/20 RUC
Unknown, but by

13 February 198920 Unknown

L/33 RUC
Unknown, but by

13 February 198921 Unknown

Attempted murder of Patrick Monaghan (9 November 1988)

UDA 
suspect

Agency receiving 
intelligence

Date intelligence received
Source of 

intelligence

L/28
FRU only 26 October 198822

(pre-attack)
Brian Nelson

L/20
FRU

26 October 198823

(pre-attack) Brian Nelson

RUC 21 November 198824

FRU 26 October 198825

L/30 Brian Nelson
RUC 21 November 198826

16 Ibid.
17 Ibid.
18 CF 19 April 1988
19 MISR 19 April 1988
20 Document M28, 13 February 1989 from D/Supt Simpson. I have not been able to establish when the CID received this 
intelligence or from what source, though it may have been SB intelligence reporting [see Volume II, p. 104].
21 Ibid.
22 CF 26 October 1988
23 Ibid.
24 MISR 21 November 1988
25 CF 26 October 1988
26 MISR 21 November 1988
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Attempted murder of Patrick Monaghan (cont.)

L/25 FRU only
7 November 198827

(pre-attack)
Brian Nelson

Kenneth 
Barrett

FRU 17 November 198828

Brian Nelson
RUC 21 November 198829

L/33
FRU 17 November 198830

Brian Nelson
RUC 21 November 198831

Attempted murder of James Peter Morgan (14 November 1988)32

UDA 
suspect

Agency receiving 
intelligence

Date intelligence received
Source of 

intelligence

L/22 FRU only
26 October 198833

(pre-attack)
Brian Nelson

L/28 FRU only
26 October 198834

(pre-attack)
Brian Nelson

L/20 FRU only
26 October 198835

(pre-attack)
Brian Nelson

L/25
FRU 26 November 198836

Brian Nelson
RUC 1 December 198837

L/30 FRU only 26 October 198838 Brian Nelson

17.14 Before considering the responsibilities of the RUC, it is important to note that in 
the Morgan case the FRU failed to pass on to the RUC important intelligence 
linking UDA suspects to the attack.

The passage of information from the SB to the CID

17.15 There are no records to suggest that any of the intelligence received from the 
FRU was passed by the RUC SB to the RUC Criminal Investigation Department 

27 CF 7 November 1988
28 CF 17 November 1988
29 MISR 21 November 1988
30 CF 17 November 1988
31 MISR 21 November 1988
32  The FRU MISR dated 8 February also linked L/05 to this attack, but he was not subsequently arrested in connection 
with it
33 CF 26 October 1988
34 Ibid.
35 Ibid.
36 CF 26 November 1988
37 MISR 1 December 1988
38 CF 26 October 1988
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(CID). However, the documentary evidence does suggest that at least some of 
the RUC SB intelligence relating to UDA suspects was passed to the CID.

17.16 The intelligence linking L/30, L/33 and L/25 to the Slane murder was recorded on 
two SB50 documents. Both documents record that the information was provided 
to the Grosvenor Road CID team investigating the murder of Gerard Slane.39 
Similarly, the SB50 recording Stobie’s intelligence linking four suspects to the 
McDaid murder included the note that the CID had been informed. Although 
I note later in this Report that such annotations cannot necessarily be relied 
upon, it is certain that the intelligence was provided to the CID in the McDaid 
case because a note of the information is included in the CID file on murders 
committed during 1988.40

The exploitation of the intelligence to arrest UDA suspects

17.17 Figure 13 outlines the arrest records of UDA suspects linked to Patrick Finucane’s 
murder during the period after Brian Nelson returned to Belfast. There is clearly a 
marked disparity between the extensive intelligence received by the RUC linking 
the UDA terrorists to attacks prior to February 1989 and the custody records of 
those individuals.

Figure 13: Arrests of UDA Suspects, May 1987 to February 198941

Suspect Date of arrest Reason for arrest

L/22 9 November 1987
s12(1)(b) Prevention of 

Terrorism Act (PTA) 1984

Kenneth 
Barrett

22 September 1987
16 February 1988

s12 PTA 1984 (UDR Palace 
Barracks theft)

s12 PTA 1984 (hijacking/
attempted murder at Mater 

Hospital on 3 February 1988)

L/25

Not arrested between April 1988 
and February 1989

NB convicted on 2 June 1987 
for burglary – released from 

prison in April 1988

N/A

L/28 Not arrested during this period N/A

L/20 Not arrested during this period N/A

‘Tucker’ Lyttle Not arrested during this period N/A

L/33 16 February 1988 s12(1) PTA 1984

L/30 21 June 1988 s12(1) PTA 1984

39 See RUC SB50s [see Volume II, pp. 78–80]
40 CID file, ‘1988 murders’, Terence McDaid
41 Based on custody records received by the Review from the PSNI
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that if he were charged in relation to the murder of Finucane, he would ‘blow 
this whole thing wide open’. There was more to this than people thought, he 
said, and he knew exactly what had happened.” 2

20.6 Harkin also recorded that Lyttle told him that:

“ … within hours of Hogg’s speech in the Commons on 17 January, he, 
Lyttle, met with his Special Branch handler … Lyttle later claimed that his 
handler discussed Hogg’s comments with him and said, ‘Why don’t you 
whack Finucane?’ Brian Nelson was then summoned to Lyttle’s home in 
Sydney Street West and told to prepare an intelligence file on the lawyer.” 3

20.7 ‘Stakeknife’ included the claim that Lyttle had told Harkin that all the UDA 
members involved in the killing, including Nelson, L/20 and Barrett, had attended 
a celebration party in Lyttle’s house.4

20.8 It is difficult to assess the accuracy of the account provided to Greg Harkin. Lyttle 
certainly appears to have been tipped off in relation to developments regarding 
the arrest of UDA members so his claim to have known in advance that both he 
and Nelson would be arrested is plausible. There is, however, no corroboration 
for the claim that UDA members attended a celebration party in Lyttle’s house. 
The context in which Lyttle spoke to Greg Harkin must also be considered: in 
early 1990 Lyttle certainly had an agenda in seeking to exploit the issue of ‘leaks’. 
Given that Lyttle appears to have consistently denied being an RUC agent, it 
also seems highly unlikely that he would have referred to an SB officer as his 
‘handler’ (as opposed to his ‘contact’).

20.9 For those reasons, I am inclined to prefer Lyttle’s accounts provided to the BBC 
journalist John Ware in 1993 and 1994. By this stage, Lyttle no longer appears 
to have been involved in the UDA. John Ware has submitted to my Review the 
contemporaneous notes he made of interviews with Lyttle on 24 December 1993 
and 20–22 June 1994.

20.10 John Ware summarised his discussions with Lyttle in a 1998 article in the New 
Statesman. The article included the following passage in relation to the murder 
of Patrick Finucane:

“Lyttle … confirmed that the original idea to murder Patrick Finucane came 
from two RUC detectives. While a prominent UDA gunman was being held 
in Castlereagh, an officer entered the interrogation room and said to his 
colleague: ‘Have you put it to him yet?’ They then suggested that the UDA 
shoot Finucane. Lyttle said that he was so astonished at this suggestion 
that he informed a regular contact in the RUC Special Branch: ‘I told him: 
‘What the hell is going on in Castlereagh? Why is Finucane being pushed?’ 
The officer said that it would be ‘a bad blow for the Provos [the IRA] to have 
Finucane removed.’ Did that amount to approval that he should be shot? 
‘Put it this way,’ said Lyttle, ‘He didn’t discourage the idea that he should  
be shot’.” 5

2 Greg Harkin and Martin Ingram, Stakeknife, O’Brien Press, 2004, p. 203
3 Ibid., p. 196 
4 Ibid., p. 204
5 John Ware, ‘Time to come clean over the army’s role in the “Dirty War”’, New Statesman, 24 April 1998
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leading to people being attacked; the FRU had known since at least June 1988 
that he was willing to conceal information from his handlers relating to ‘justifiable’ 
conspiracies; and the RUC SB were not generally exploiting his intelligence to 
prevent attacks.

21.215	 The very nature of Nelson’s re-recruitment from Germany and his subsequent 
handling leads me to the conclusion that by 1989 Nelson was, to all intents and 
purposes, a direct State employee. The FRU must, therefore, bear a degree of 
responsibility for whatever targeting activity Nelson carried out in his dual role as 
a UDA Intelligence Officer and a FRU agent during this period, whether or not 
in a specific case he shared with his handlers the full state of his knowledge. As 
A/05 himself put it at Nelson’s trial:

“…  whatever [Nelson] may or may not have done throughout his time with 
the UDA since 1987, he would not have done it had we in FRU not reinstated 
him in the UDA in the first place.” 105

105 Trial transcript, R v Brian Nelson, 29 January 1992, A/05 evidence in mitigation
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 alleged move to allow the killers access and egress to the scene. I  

 cannot recall addressing the matter specifically during my  

 investigation but I was certainly never aware of any roadblock being

 mentioned.  Also on the night of the murder as well as the police

 officers that attended the scene the log shows two Army personnel  

 spending over an hour inside.  This was normal practice at the scene of 

 a shooting for the Army to send experts to evaluate the use of the  

 firearms for intelligence and recording purposes. The information they  

 gleaned was in turn passed onto Army Bomb Disposal officers so they

 were constantly up to date with new devices etc in their dangerous

 work. 

 I have also been asked by the Stevens Investigation team to describe my 

 relationship, as an SIO, with the RUC Special Branch.  It must be  

 stressed that Special Branch controlled this relationship and that CID

 officers of whatever rank were unable to force their hand in any way.

 Briefly the role of Special Branch was the countering of terrorist  

 activity and to this end they collected all intelligence and handled a

 large number of informants.  As the SIO on this clearly terrorist  

 related murder investigation I was never given a briefing by Special

 Branch or ever passed any relevant files.  The strategic direction of

 the Finucane murder investigation was therefore planned in the absence

 of any input from SB in relation to the victim, possible suspects or

 motives for the shooting.  In particular I was never informed that  

 Patrick Finucane had a SB file; never made aware of the existence of  

 William Stobie and his knowledge around the movements of the murder  

 weapons; never made aware of the existence of Brian Nelson who also

 passed information to the Army with regard to Finucane.  All or any of

 the above even in the most guarded of terms would have made an enormous 

 difference to the direction of the Finucane investigation and its

 eventual outcome. 

 My direct relationship with SB at the time was with Detective  
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 Superintendent , whom I had served with on many occasions and 

 in different capacities during my police career.  We had a good working 

 relationship and cooperated on many CID/SB issues.  However I was

 always aware that he was restricted by his superiors in what he could

 disclose to me. 

 All aspects of CID criminal investigation were however subject to SB

 sanction.  This was in order to protect any operation that SB might

 have had in relation to addresses or subjects.  This would impact on an 

 enquiry, including a murder, when an address needed searching or

 someone needed arresting.  All intelligence was checked through the SB

 Source Unit and the CID regulated by their decision on any matter.  In

 this regard there was no appeal and SB would never tell you why an  

 address could not be searched or a suspect arrested. In the past I had

 personal experience of SB entering a serious crime scene before my  

 being allowed to enter and conduct my search for evidential material

 and I was not told the reason for the SB involvement. In relation to

 our 'working relationship' with SB I would go as far as to say that any 

 attempt by me or my colleagues to overturn a decision by SB would  

 result in a negative response. 

 The informal CID/SB arrangement with Detective Superintendent   

  and others was most obvious in their attempts to recruit further

 informants.  Previously they had been arresting potential informants  

 and during questioning approached them with the possibility of becoming

 a source.  This had however been held by the High Court to be unlawful

 and resulted in a legal challenge and financial penalties.  From then

 on CID officers would be approached by SB to arrest potential

 informants on the grounds of unlawful membership etc and whilst in the  

 Holding Centre we would assist SB to have discreet access to them.   

 This was arranged because of the working relationship that CID had with 

 SB.  Even this method of recruiting potential informants was subject of 

 legal challenge and Judge Bennett looked at the issue and produced a

R/20

R/20
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up the subject of the murder of Patrick Finucane.64 Given the prominence of the 
murder, this, he stated, seemed an odd instruction.

23.106	 DS Brown noted that on 10 October the subject of Patrick Finucane’s murder 
arose just once – when he asked Barrett whether L/05 had been involved. Barrett 
apparently replied, “No way Jonty [DS Brown] … He hasn’t got the balls for it.” 65

23.107	 I have analysed the transcript of the recorded conversation of 10 October 1991. 
The transcript contains the following exchange:

“McIlwrath: 	 I was surprised to hear that he [L/05] wasn’t involved in Finucane 
because I thought he was one of the trigger men?

Barrett:	 No.

…

[DS Brown]: 	Has he got no balls or what?

Barrett: 	 I think he’s got balls for talking about it, you know.

[DS Brown]: 	Aye

Barrett: 	 But that’s about as far as it goes. He’s not a trigger man.

R/06: 	 See those … see those two IDs on the police you give us last 
week.

Barrett: 	 Mmm hm.

R/06: 	 Those two policemen, can you update that any further?” 66

23.108	 This does not perfectly reflect DS Brown’s recollection, but his account was 
written more than a decade after the event. Significantly, after the mention 
of Patrick Finucane, R/06 appears to have interjected with a question on an 
unrelated issue. This could lend credence to DS Brown’s suggestion that 
the SB did not wish Mr Finucane’s murder to be raised on 10 October 1991, 
although, as is evident from the transcript, the subject of the murder was in fact  
briefly discussed.

The subsequent dispute between DS Brown and the RUC SB

23.109	 DS Brown’s subsequent account of his dealings with the SB included allegations 
of personal threats being made against him and claims that the SB used Barrett 
as a way of removing him from his position. R/06’s contemporaneous notes in 
turn accused DS Brown of having inappropriate dealings with Barrett, though 
these allegations cannot be substantiated.

23.110	 DS Brown declined to pursue his allegations when questioned by the Stevens III 
Investigation and at this remove in time it is difficult to find sufficient substantiation 
to resolve these conflicting statements.

64 Johnston Brown, Into the Dark, 2005, pp. 194 and 196 
65 Ibid., p. 198
66 Transcript of audio tape, 10 October 1991
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