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Report of Interview by of MO on 28 March 1980 

I interviewed MO in my office on 28 March~ I first 
explained to him that I had been charged with reviewing his 
PV and urged him to be perfectly frank with me. Subsequentl~, 

at a sensitive point in the interview, I promised not to reveal 
unnecessarily to other people the details of his private life 
which he gave me. 

· f,_-fo 

4. Early on in the interview MO was encouraged to provide an 
outline history of his sex life. He produced the details with 
a very natural reluctance. 
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• He had had no homosexual relations in at the 

time when It was quite impossible 
for him to have any such relations from the time that he took up 
the Irish appointment and was placed under guard. 
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31. I formed the view that MO gave me truthful answers on 
matters of signifiGance. We parted on reasonably amicable 

terms. 

2 April 1980 

,-.-· ,-"":' 

E - CLASSIFICATION

E - SIGNATURE

D - MI5 OFFICER

E - STAFF DESIGNATION

KIN-105281

MI5 Docs - annotation added by the HIA Inquiry



KIN-1776OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL



KIN-1777OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL



KIN-1778OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL



KIN-1779OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL



KIN-1780OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL



 

 

 

 

WITNESS NAME: RONALD MACK 

 

 

DATE: 14th June 2016 

 

 

The Inquiry into Historical Institutional Abuse 1922 to 1995 

 

 

KINCORA 

 

 

Exhibit 1 

KIN-1781OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL



KIN-1782OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL



KIN-1783OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL



 

 

 

 

WITNESS NAME: RONALD MACK 

 

 

DATE: 14th June 2016 

 

 

The Inquiry into Historical Institutional Abuse 1922 to 1995 

 

 

KINCORA 

 

 

Exhibit 2 

KIN-1784OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL

OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE-PERSONAL



Níall Meehan SPINWATCH INVESTIGATION of Morris Fraser 31 March 2016 

	  
13	  

	  

these matters become, in effect, a matter of national security?25  
It can be revealed here that an official ‘cert[ificate] of conviction’ was sent to 

the ‘N[orthern] Ireland Hospitals Authority’. However, the certificate was 
dispatched one year late, on 11 May 1973, according to a handwritten note on the 
Bow Street Magistrates’ Court record. That was one week after reporting of 
Fraser’s US arrest, when Fraser was already suspended. The note appeared beside 
the verdict of Fraser being bound over not to re-offend for three years.  

Aside from the very important matter of the secrecy of Fraser’s 1972 
conviction, journalists might therefore have investigated:  

a) Why was the Northern Ireland Hospitals’ Authority not informed in May 
1972 of Fraser’s conviction?  

b) Why was the authority not notified after police began inquiries into Fraser’s 
August 1971 abuse?  

c) Who decided to inform the authority in May 1973 and why then?  
d) How could a ‘single sordid sexual episode’ have occurred when two men 

were accused of abusing two boys simultaneously? 
e) Who was the third man and third boy in the flat where the abuse took place; 
f) How was that finding credible since Fraser engaged in abuse in the US; 
g) Why was the US case ignored by the GMC? 
h) Why was Fraser’s UK conviction ignored in the US? 
i) Why was Fraser not brought back before a UK court after his February 1974 

US guilty plea? 
j) What was the outcome of the US case? 

Journalists might also have examined developments in Fraser’s views before and 
after detection of his sexual abuse of a 13-year-old in August 1971, and his May 
1972 conviction. Fraser began to reinforce British propaganda about the IRA 
using children during that period.  

Had they investigated the GMC meetings journalists would have discovered 
that RUC officer Reginald (Ronnie) Mack gave evidence at the July 1973 GMC 
hearing on Fraser’s conviction for indecent assault. What was Mack’s role and 
why did the RUC fail to tell Fraser’s employers about Fraser’s abuse and 
conviction? What task, if any, was Fraser expected to perform in return?  

Mack served later as part of a 1983 investigation under Sir George Terry, 
former Chief Constable of Sussex, into child sex abuse in the Kincora Boys’ 
Home. It was widely regarded as a whitewash.26  

We will now examine some possible consequences of the failures noted here.
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

25 Indeed, why was a freedom of information request refused in 2015? Mick 
Browne, James Hanning, ‘Northern Ireland authorities refuse to reveal details of 
paedophile with links to former government adviser on national security 
grounds’, Independent (Lon.), 11 July 2015, at, http://www.independent. co.uk/ 
news/ uk/crime/northern-ireland-authorities-refuse-to-reveal-details-of-paed 
ophile-with-links-to-former-government-10382746.html (accessed 21 Feb 2015). 

26 Colin Wallace confirmed that Mack was one of two RUC officers who 
interviewed him as part of the Terry Inquiry, about Wallace’s Kincora child sex 
abuse allegations (personal communication, 28 February 2016). See, Liam 
Clarke, ‘Sex assault Tory MP visited Kincora boys’ home, claim retired 
detectives’, Belfast Telegraph, 23 January 2015. One of the anonymous officers 
in this report is Mack. Ed Moloney, Andrew Pollack, ‘Kincora report denies 
cover-up, exonerates RUC’, Irish Times, 29 October 1983. 
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HIA REF: [   ] 

           NAME:  [ ROBERT BUNTING] 

DATE:  [23rd  June 2016 ] 

 

 

THE INQUIRY INTO HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONAL ABUSE 1922 TO 1995 

              ______________________________________________________ 

Witness Statement of Robert Bunting 
_______________________________________________________ 

 

I,   Robert Bunting, will say as follows: - 

1. Further to a request from the Inquiry to file a statement with regard to the use of 
Kincora Hostel (Kincora) for younger children, I would wish to provide the following 
by way of context and explanation. As I wish to refer to my first statement, I now 
attach it as Exhibit 1 to this statement.   
 

2. Kincora was established by Belfast Welfare Authority (BWA) in accordance with 
section 96 of the CYP Act (NI 1950) and opened on 6th May 1958. In the initial 
proposals for Kincora found at KIN 1118, it is clear that the boys were expected to 
contribute to the running of the hostel by way of maintenance, preparing meals etc. 
It was aimed at preparing them for independence which meant that auxiliary staff 
would not be required to the same levels of Children’s Homes.  
 

3. Hostel accommodation was for persons who had reached compulsory school leaving 
age [see section 96 of 1950 CYPA & section 121 of the 1968 Act]  

4. In 1950 the upper limit of compulsory school age was 14 years.  However, this was 
changed to 15 years in Sept 1957, just before the Hostel opened and to 16 years in 
April 1973. 
 

5. As far as the Welfare Authorities and the Boards were concerned hostel provision 
was for young persons of working age and this was the basic criterion for admission. 
5. The Children’s Officers were managerially responsible for all admissions to care 
and would have been aware that younger children had to be accommodated in the 
hostels, usually in an emergency and on a short stay basis, because of the 
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inadequacy of the residential provision, particularly for Protestant children, during 
the 1950s and into the 1960s.  Also relevant was the increased demand for 
residential care, which in the case of the Eastern Health and Social Services Board 
(EHSSB), continued into the 1980s.  Appendices 7 RUB 5689 and 8 of my first 
statement 11th November 2014. 
 

6. The Inquiry is aware that the Welfare Authorities began to develop homes and 
hostels during the 1950s and of the deficiencies in the system, particularly with 
regard to age and gender, which I sought to address as my first priority as Children’s 
Officer, in 1972 and is outlined in Appendix 2 of my first statement.  The system of 
small group homes (maximum 12 places) which I developed, based on my research 
of residential provision in the UK at that time, eradicated these basic flaws and is 
now the preferred form of residential care (4/6 places) throughout the UK, to deal 
with troubled young people. I received considerable assistance from the Ministry of 
Home Affairs, particularly Mr Stirling and Miss Forrest, which assisted in ensuring 
that the Welfare Authority would meet 50% of the costs 

 

7. The Inquiry is also aware that there were resource issues in relation to the provision 
of the family and child care services, which affected residential care both in relation 
to BWA and the EHSSB.  These Authorities had , Board Members and Welfare 
Committee Members who considered that the material standards were too high, 
when compared with working class family care in the community.  Also, that you did 
not necessarily need a professional qualification to care for children.  
 

8. In addition, there was always a focus on the cost involved. This was a particular 
concern of the Board Members of the EHSSB in relation to the per-capita 
maintenance rates and the cost of improving the monitoring arrangements, 
recommended by the Board’s Working Party in Feb 1983 (KIN  77543) . Both related 
to the introduction of a business culture in the Health Service in England, by the 
Conservative Government, along with annual efficiency savings and staff were very 
aware that Boards had to ensure their services were cost effective.  
 

9. Most importantly, there were considerable difficulties, already well known to the 
Inquiry, in recruiting and retaining a qualified, competent workforce, which was 
essential for ensuring a satisfactory standard of care.  This was the core issue for us 
throughout the timescale covered by the Inquiry and continued until a strategy to 
professionalise the service was agreed with NIPSA and funded by the Department.  
The outcome in the later nineties was that we had the highest standard of care in 
the UK and Lord Warner, who had been commissioned to review the provision in 
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England, visited the EHSSB in the mid 90’s, to discuss the effectiveness of our small 
group home system. 
 

10. From 1969 Care staffing levels in Children’s Homes and Hostels were based on the 
Castle Priory recommendations regarding appropriate levels, related to the Group 
the home was in. This grouping system took account of the care needs and 
behaviour of the children, which the staff had to deal with. 
 

11. The welfare authority Homes were in Group 3,  the lowest grouping, apart from the 
residential nurseries which were in a higher Group. This did not reflect the troubled 
children staff were having to deal with and the nurturing that they needed. 
Consequently, with the approval of the Ministry of Home Affairs, I moved the Homes 
and Hostels into Group 2 This happened some time in 1973/74  which I believe 
increased the staffing levels and the salaries of the Officers in Charge and Deputies - 
For the reasons identified in paragraph    of this statement, this did not occur in 
Kincora. 
 

12. The Castle Priory recommendations were first produced in 1969 and subsequently 
revised in 1972. (RUB 40921)  These are referred to in the EHSSB’s Working Party 
report on Monitoring Arrangements dated February 1983 (KIN  which recommended 
that a reappraisal of staffing levels in homes, including Children’s Homes, should be 
undertaken by the Board on the basis that these had not been revised since 1972. 
This was subsequently taken up by the Department (KIN-76201 and KIN-76205) This 
indicates an establishment of an Officer in Charge, Deputy and four Houseparent’s, 
for a 12 bedded Children’ Home which is a ratio of 1:2.  
 

13. The Department issued staffing guidelines in April 1974 as follows: 
 

o Residential Nurseries -  1 staff member to 1.5 children 
o Hostels – 1 staff member to 3.5 Young people 
o Other Children’s Homes – 1 Staff member to 3 children 

Reference Appendix 5, page 3, para 3.82 of my first statement. IN light of these 
guidelines in which duty hours of staff were accounted for, and in accordance with 
Group 3 of the Castle Priory Recommendations, Kincora was, at least by 1974, 
adequately staffed.  

14.  While I believe staffing levels had been increased it did not mean that we were able 
to immediately improve our staffing, because of the difficulties already referred to 
and most homes had vacancies for long periods. 
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15. In relation to the Hostel the number of places as far as I am aware was nine until an 
extension was built in the mid 1960s for Mr Mains, when it increased to ten. 
 

16. In October 1971 when I became Children’s Officer, there were three members of 
care staff, the most recent being appointed in June 1971. My predecessor Mr Moore, 
recalls that there was great difficulty recruiting staff and it would appear that there 
were two years prior to Mr Semple’s reappointment in 1969, when Mr Mains was 
the only member of Care Staff, with staff from other homes taking charge at 
weekends and during his summer holiday. 
 

17. In 1971 the staffing establishment was for an Officer in Charge, Deputy and a 
Housefather. As this was a small Hostel the Officer in Charge as well as being 
responsible for the administration and team management, participated in the care of 
the boys. In larger Hostels this post was mainly team management as was the case 
for Fieldwork Senior Social Workers and was allowed for in additional care staff.  
 

18. As part of the reorganisation in 1972, approval had been obtained to use either 
Kincora or Ettaville as a Hostel for both genders and it was decided that  this would 
be used for the most troubled adolescents as the small group Homes could 
accommodate adolescents up to the age of 18. A multi-disciplinary team approach, 
similar to the Residential Assessment Centre, was planned and the existing staff, 
while they could apply for the post were unlikely to be successful, particularly the 
Kincora staff as none of the staff had the necessary qualifications .The other Hostel 
was to be adapted for use as a small Group Home. This development was to 
commence in 1974 consequently I did not increase the staffing establishment for the 
Hostels at this time.  
 

19. However, following reorganisation October 1973, the EHSSB inherited the most 
needy areas of County Antrim i.e. the new estates adjoining West Belfast, and in 
addition, Lisburn, one of the County’s largest provincial Towns, with new housing 
estates. There was no statutory residential care provision for these areas. Also, there 
was no statutory residential care provision for the Downpatrick area apart from a 
Family Group Home. 
 

20. The inadequate provision combined with the increased demand for residential care 
meant that the EHSSB was unable to proceed in 1974 with the changes to the hostel 
provision and probably contributed to the very short term admission of some young 
children. However although the increase in staffing did not take placed in Kincora  as 
per other Children’s Homes, it was kept under review and the level of staffing was 
maintained in accordance with Group 3 of the Castle Priory recommendations . 
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21. Reorganisation also created considerable operational problems particularly for the 
EHSSB, because of its size and the high level of childcare need. As a consequence the 
board operated largely in crisis mode for the first few years, in relation to childcare.  
 

22. I have already referred in my first statement to the flaws in the new organisational 
structure, which was based on the Seebohm recommendations and replicated the 
structure for England and wales, apart from senior specialist managers at HQ. Prior 
to this reorganisation in England the local authority Children’s Departments were 
responsible for the family and childcare services and the other social welfare services 
were provided by the Social Welfare Departments. My English friends who were in 
senior management positions in the children’s departments described it as a 
“shambles,” because a generic model for both management and practitioners, had 
been introduced and staff, as was the case in Northern Ireland had not been 
properly prepared for their new roles. The DHSS (London) eventually acknowledged 
that this was not the best structure for children’s services as is evidenced through 
the new structure which eventually emerged in which there was a return to 
specialisms with child care and education services being combined into one 
department. 
 

23. We had the added complication of being integrated with the Health Service and a 
new system of management. Referred to as corporate management, was 
introduced. This had the effect of creating semi-independent districts. The generic 
structure meant that, in relation to the F CC services there was a PSW for Fieldwork 
services and a PSW for Residential and day-care services in the districts. This meant 
that the CO and two ACOs in Belfast in the welfare structure, were replaced by 6 
PSW’s for the Belfast districts. This greatly increased the liaison and coordination 
required within and between districts, particularly in relation to residential care 
which was a shared resource within the Board with the attendant risk to ensuring 
that the right decisions were being made      
 

24. If reorganisation had not taken place in 1973, then it is unlikely that the three 
perpetrators would have been working in residential care after 1974. While the 
EHSSB accepted the plan regarding the hostel provision and kept the 
implementation under annual review it was not possible to implement it because of 
the high level of demand for places for Protestant children and adolescents, which 
continued until 1979, appendices 7 and 8 of my first statement, and despite the 
additional small group homes which had been developed the first two becoming 
available during 1974/75.  
 

25. I was Children’s officer with effect from 1st October 1971 until 30th September 1973. 
Paragraph 6 of the Board’s overview statement at KIN 1085 is in accord with my 
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perception of admissions during this period, that some children, who had not 
attainted the upper limit of school leaving age, were being placed in Kincora.  Where 
young adolescents and younger children were admitted it could only be as a short 
stay emergency placement, as evidenced in paragraphs 8 & 9 of the Board’s 
overview statement and at KIN 12012 and 12013. The latter document illustrates an 
occasion whereby I in my role as Children’s Officer approved the placement of HIA 
123 and his younger sibling for two nights when they were aged 12 years and 11 
years 4 months respectively.  
 

26. During my period as Children’s Officer October 1971 until September 1973, 
admissions to residential care had to be approved by me or Mrs Wilson Assistant 
Children’s Officer. Mrs Nicholl Assistant Children’s officer (Fieldwork) would have 
approved admissions in our absence and with regard to the after hours service the 
duty officer had the authority to admit children to any home where there was a 
vacancy.  
 

27. The procedure was that the Senior Child Care Officer in the Division would contact 
the CO or the ACO, discuss the case and decide whether admission was necessary 
and if so, the most appropriate placement. The necessary documentation was then 
completed and forwarded to HQ. All admission s and discharges had to be reported 
to the Welfare Committee at their monthly meetings. Where members could raise 
any queries they had about the admissions. 
 

28. Following reorganisation the Principal Social Worker (Residential and Day care) in 
the District was responsible for all admissions. Mrs Wilson was the PSW and R&DC in 
East Belfast and Castlereagh District and continued to supervise Kincora until she 
retired in July 1975. All of the younger children listed on KIN-1132 were admitted 
when she was managerially responsible for the Hostel. 
 

29. Given Mrs Wilson’s background as Matron of Brefne Residential Nursery she was 
well aware of the needs of younger children and it is unlikely that she would have 
approved any long stay admissions.  
 

30. In Mrs Wilson’s opinion, Mrs McCullough, the cook, was a motherly woman who was 
very fond of children and was regarded as a mother substitute by some of the boys. 
She is consequently likely to have paid particular attention to these younger boys.  
 

31. It appears from an analysis of the admissions to the Hostel that practically all of the 
younger children [in which I am referring to children under the age of 13 years] –
were very short term. Also with regard to younger adolescents, there were control 
problems arising with an increasing number of these adolescents in the small group 
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homes, in the late 1970’s. This was having an adverse effect on the younger children 
and may account for some of the admissions.   
 

32. A decision was taken in 1983 as part of the working group deliberations to separate 
the small group homes into homes for adolescents aged 14 to 18 years with the 
other caring or younger children and family groups. 
 

33. With regard to Social Work support the Inquiry is aware of the policy introduced in 
1968 of at least monthly visiting, however, it appears that the majority of the 
admissions were short stay. By this time, certainly within the EHSSB, it would have 
been usual practice for Social Workers to have prepared the children and their 
parents for the admission and would have taken the children and their parents to 
the home or hostel to introduce them to the staff and help the children to settle in. 
Particularly in the case of younger children parents would also have been asked to 
visit at least weekly and if this was not possible the Social Worker would have done 
so.  
 

34. On reflection I believe that, post reorganisation if we had had a policy for the 
monitoring of the F and CC services, this issue would have been identified and action 
taken to ensure that young children were not placed in Hostels for older adolescents 
even in emergency situations as we had more finance, particularly in the 1970s than 
pre reorganisation. I regard this as a significant flaw in the system.  
 

35. There was no guidance from the Department with regard to monitoring, although it 
was included in the job descriptions of the Assistant Directors of Social Services and 
other second line professional staff at Board HQ. However, this was linked to their 
responsibility to plan the services on a Program of Care basis and this was to be 
undertaken by multi-disciplinary Program Planning Teams (PPT). The EHSSB 
established a PPT for children and young persons (childcare and child health) in 1975 
which I chaired and is referred to in my first statement. (Appendix 19). The team was 
then to Monitor the implementation of the plan.  
 

36. In 1981 following Kincora, the EHSSB took a number of initiatives, which included 
establishing a Working Party on monitoring arrangements. The Inquiry is aware of 
this report, KIN 77543. The recommendations of this WP were influential in the 
arrangements agreed with the Department in relation to inspection and monitoring 
and other key issues such as staffing levels. They were also influential in relation to 
many of the Hughes Inquiry recommendations.             
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