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Broadcasting Complaints Commission

Coimisidn um Ghearain Chraolachain





Complaint made by: Ms. Adrienne McGlinchey, Ref: 53/04

Station:


Programme:

Date:

Highland Radio

News bulletins 
12, 19 & 24 March 2004

Summary of Complaint:

Messrs. Gallagher Shatter Solicitors complaint on behalf of their client Ms. Adrienne McGlinchey, under Sections 24(2)(a)(impartiality) and (b)(taste & decency, law & order), of the Broadcasting Act, 2001, refers to the reporting of the proceedings at the Morris Tribunal.  Messrs. Gallagher Shatter considered that the reporting by Highland Radio was biased, distorted and unfair to their client, Ms. McGlinchey.  In contrast, the reports included material unfavourable to their client but not certain material unfavourable to members of the Gardaí.  Messrs. Gallagher Shatter, refer in particular to what they consider, was lack of impartiality in Highland Radio reporting of evidence given by Superintendent Kevin Lennon.  They state that glaring inconsistencies in his evidence were pointed out by counsel, but these were not reported by the station.  Instead, the reports aimed at being unfair to their client, for example, their report on 12th March 2004 contained in the 'News at 5.30'.  Here when referring to a comment by Mr. Justice Morris, the station report distorted the sense of the proceedings by omitting the following:- "The Judge said 'I see Ms. McGlinchey is consulting her sister, and wondering why I'm making that ruling'.  Messrs. Gallagher Shatter claim that the reporting of Superintendent Kevin Lennon's evidence for example, is in marked contrast to that of their client.  They note the truncated coverage of Supt. Lennon's evidence.  They also state that if the Morris Tribunal makes a finding that Superintendent Kevin Lennon was involved in hoax explosives find, this finding will be a yard stick for Highland Radio's partial reporting.  Messrs. Gallagher Shatter claim that the reporting in relation to their client continued over period of several broadcasts, on several dates, and was unbalanced and distorted.  They believe these broadcasts show a breach of Highland Radio's obligations under the Broadcasting Act.
Stations Response:

In their response Highland Radio state that it has been broadcasting for the last fourteen years and has maintained the highest standards in journalism during that period.  Strict procedures are in place regarding the sourcing and reporting of all news stories and their content.  Highland Radio point out that there have been a substantial number of complicated matters which have provided very conflicting evidence to the Morris Tribunal, and indeed this has been accepted by Messrs. Gallagher Shatter.  Highland Radio state that it is untrue to say it has failed to broadcast material unfavourable to member of the Garda Síochána.  Ms. McGlinchey's evidence was reported in detail and that can hardly be described as being favourable to many of the Garda involved.  Highland Radio state that they acknowledge the sensitivity of Ms. McGlinchey and some members of her family, to the matters which have come into the public domain.  However, it has a responsibility to the public to report these matters.  Given the circumstances that prevail with the nature of the evidence, Highland Radio state, it is satisfied it has done very well and will continue to do so and reject completely the allegation of bias and unfair reporting.
Decision of the Commission:

The Broadcasting Complaints Commission rejected the complaint made by Messrs. Gallagher Shatter Solicitors on behalf of its client Ms. A. McGlinchey.  The Commission was of the view that no infringements of Sections 24(2)(a)(impartiality) and (b)(taste & decency, law & order) of the Broadcasting Act, 2001, had occurred.  The news items in question were factually based reports on the proceedings of the Morris Tribunal.  Highland Radio reported on the evidence that was given to the tribunal in an objective and impartial manner.  There was no evidence of editorial bias.  The complaint was rejected.
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