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And then you go on at paragraph 6 of your statement, on
page 2, to tell us that, having worked at another
school, you became the headteacher at Stanmore House
School.

Yes.

You tell us that that was a residential and day school,
and was that for children with disabilities and
additional support needs?

Yes.

And you worked there from 1984 to 2000 --

¥es.

-- in the role of headteacher?

Yes.

Okay.

And then, going on to page 3, you tell us at
paragraph 9 that you left Stanmore House School and went
to work in further education.

Yes.

And you refer in this paragraph to being at West Lothian
College and, towards the end of the paragraph, you
mention that you met a person called
there?

Yes.

And you say that you met him a couple of times, and was
that in a professional context?
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A.

Yes, he provided signing support to a deaf young person
that attended one of our classes. I think I met him
twice.

Okay. And you say this because you go on in the
parentheses to say that there might be suggestions that
he was a friend of yours, but you dispute that?

Oh, I dispute that. I'd had no -- I had no knowledge of

apart from having met him twice, but I do

know that when I went to Donaldson's, he had put it
around that he and I were close friends, and I disabused
the staff of that understanding.

And at paragraph 10, you note that you were appointed as
Head of the Department of Inclusion. Was that at West
Lothian College?

Yes.

Okay, and you worked there, I think, until 2005, if we
move on to page 4 and paragraph 14, where you say that
you moved to Donaldson's?

Yes.

And then you worked there until your time there came to
an end in circumstances that we'll come on to discuss,
and that was -- I think it was in 2013 that you were
last, sort of, physically in Donaldson's; is that
correct?

I wouldn't be able to tell you that. I thought I was
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But we had already worked with one of the companies
that moved us and they were going to try and do the
logistics of getting the equipment out there, and we had
already decided on a route, et cetera, but that fell
through because all the money that was going into
Lesotho was then channelled into the king's needs, and
all the schools =-- not just special schools, but all the
schools -- closed down at that time.

So after this period when you were working on the old
building and dealing with sort of residual issues there,
there must have come a point when you were mainly based
at Linlithgow?

Yes.

And at that point, what was your role?

My role at that time was -- we had already appointed

a headteacher, because Steve Kelly, the depute
headteacher, who was depute head by name but was
actually more of the headteacher, he had decided not to

come with us to Linlithgow, and so we had already

appointed Mary O'Brien and at that time to

Okay, so --

And I worked with them.

Okay, so we'll come back to the structure of the staff
below you, but in terms of the focus of your own role

18
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I fully support BSL being available in every area, but
I didn't sign, and I think sometimes there was no
gquarter given, no quarter given, if you weren't

a competent signer. It wasn't that they supported you
and maybe would teach you what you'd done wrong; there
was a -- it wasn't a comfortable experience. For me,
anyway .

Okay.

Now, at paragraph 34, you say that you had some
initial concerns about how the children were being
taught, and you talk about feeling that some staff
mollycoddled pupils. You considered staffing ratios too
high, and you say:

'My view was too many classroom assistants prevent
the children from making their own mistakes and learning
from those experiences.'

And that view was not shared by Mary O'Brien and
—

Can you explain what your concern was about
staff/pupil ratios being too high, in the sense of too
many staff?

Throughout my career, I've always believed that one of
the most important things that we can do for our
children, regardless of what kind of disabilities or
challenges they have, is to make them as independent as
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could see any way in which governors who were interested
in actually understanding what was happening in the
classroom could do that?

A. Yes.

LADY SMITH: Did you?

A. Yes, we had —-

LADY SMITH: Did you have meetings with them about it?

A. I had meetings with Moira Andrew --

LADY SMITH: Who's she?

A. -- who was the EIS -- who was one of

and who was the EIS union representative; and I

also had discussions with someone from the EIS --
I can't remember who at this moment -- but it was
an absolute no-no, and, you know, whether or not
I thought -- I mean, personally, I thought it was quite
a -- it would have been quite a positive thing --

LADY SMITH: It sounds like quite a --

A. -- especially when I was sort of saying that I thought
that at times there were too many support staff, and
I thought it might have been quite useful. But the EIS
said absolutely not and the teachers refused to
participate in it.

LADY SMITH: Yes, because apart from anything else, it would
help governors understand directly what it was like to
be a child being taught at Donaldson's School, wouldn't
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a class for their learning, their information, to help
them understand what happened?
I did, and -- but the view was that the teachers wanted

to remain united in following the EIS guidelines.

LADY SMITH: Okay, thank you.

A.

But I think there could have been a solution found if
there had been more communication with Christine and
Mary and and me. It was sort of thrust upon us
and there wasn't a chance to find a more subtle

resolution.

LADY SMITH: Thanks.

MS INNES: Now, going over the page to page 12, and

paragraph 48, you talk about Mary Mulligan. We'wve heard
evidence from Ms Mulligan, and she describes you in her
statement and in her evidence as a friend, that you had
g

As a?

A friend, that you had a friendly relationship.

Yes, we did.

Okay, and you say —-

I knew -- sorry, I knew Mary Mulligan before she Jjoined
the board, and in fact I was instrumental in
recommending Mary Mulligan as a board member to Richard.
Because she had been the local MSP?

Yes.
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about the senior management team.

Yes.

And once Mary O'Brien was headteacher, I assume that she
would have been on this senior management team as well

as yourself, the Head of Care, the Head of Finance?

Andmost times joined us as well.

Sorry?

Was she DakN :

Yes, she was , SOrry.

And how often did the senior management team meet?

We met every second Tuesday within term times.

And were you always able to be at these meetings?

Yes, I prioritised being at these meetings. I can't
remember not being at a meeting.

And then if we look down to the bottom of this page, at
paragraph 71, after talking about what you've already
told us in your evidence about your role in relation to
the project, you then say at paragraph 71:

'My first responsibility was to the pupils. While,
of course, I would have been concerned about
reputational damage to the trust, this would never have
stopped me from doing the right things in terms of what
was best for the pupils.'

And then you go on to speak about that issue.
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How did you feel that you were able to fulfil your
responsibility to the pupils when you were spending so
much time on the building project and then issues
thereafter?

You have to put your trust in the people who have been
appointed to do the roles within the school. And my
view initially, after I got over the shock of

Mary O'Brien actually being appointed, was that the
board had decided that she was the best person for the
job, and it was my role to support her in that, that
position. And certainly, on paper, she had a lot of
experience, so did . I had no reason to
believe that there was anything -- anything amiss would
go on on their -- on her watch. She was a highly
qualified person, particularly in child protection. She
had done a lot of other courses, et cetera, and I think
she had a diploma in child protection or some other
qualification in it and, therefore, I had to have
confidence in her management and judgment.

And later I found that not to be the case but, at
the beginning, I had to put my confidence into her and
support her, and to be seen to be supporting her.

Okay.

If we move on to page 18 and paragraph 78, we see

here reference to child protection, and you say that you
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had a good set of child protection guidelines. You say:
'Whether or not they were always followed I am not
entirely certain. My role was more if something had
happened, I would have expected Mary O'Brien,
Pzy or Neil Donald to report back to me.'
If it was urgent, you would have expected immediate
contact; i1f it was something that didn't have that
urgency, it should have been brought up at the senior
management team.
Why is it that you say whether or not the child

protection guidelines were followed is something that

you're not certain about?

A. That was hindsight.

Q. Okay.

A. That was hindsight. At the time, I didn't doubt it, but
I think, looking at information -- looking back at
information and having had a period of reflection in
preparation for this hearing, I looked back on it and
I don't think they were followed, and I think the
case, which I'm sure you will come on to
later, is a prime example of that.

Q. Okay.

LADY SMITH: Janice, you said that you don't doubt -- sorry,
hang on. (Pause)

Yes, at the time, you didn't doubt that the child
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protection guidelines were being followed. 2Am I to take
it from that that you assumed they were?

A. Yes.

LADY SMITH: What was the basis for your assumption?

A. Well, I thought we had a good reporting system.
I thought that putting that onto the agenda for the SMT
every two weeks, my door was open to Mary and and
staff at all times, and I thought that the reports that
Mary and did to the Education and Care Committee,
in which there was always a section on child protection,
provided an overview of what was going on in the school.

LADY SMITH: When you said a moment ago, 'putting that onto
the agenda', what actually was on the agenda?

A. On the agenda were issues to do with education, care,
finance, child protection ...

LADY SMITH: Sorry, was there a number and a heading on the
agenda, 'Child protection'?

A. Oh, yes. Yes, there was a standing agenda.

LADY SMITH: And was that a standalone issue?

A. Sorry?

LADY SMITH: Was that a standalone issue, child protection?

A. Oh, yes, yes, yes, it was a standalone, yeah, on that.
It was. And latterly, Neil Donald had wanted that taken
off and it was off the agenda, I think, for two
meetings, and then it went back on.
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LADY SMITH: Thank you.

MS INNES: Were there any procedures that might be called,

sort of, quality assurance procedures where child
protection forms were audited at any time to ensure that
the procedures were being followed correctly?

When the Care Commission came in, or Care

Inspectorate -- I can't remember what they were called
at the time -- they audited the child protection forms.
The process within the school was that if there was

a child protection issue, there was a -- it was called

a CPl, a child protection form that the staff member
completed in respect of the incident that they felt fell
under the child protection guidelines, and that would be
given to, if it was within the school, Mary and/or
, and if it was in the residence, it would be

Neil Donald and Mags Greig and, later on, Susan Hepburn.
Okay.

In paragraph 79, you refer to Neil Donald. And so
was he the child protection officer at the beginning?
Yes.

And did he have responsibility for child protection in
the residence and in the school for day pupils?

No, I think Steve Kelly had it within the school and
Neil was the residence, but Neil had an overarching
responsibility, so that Steve and Neil would discuss
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I didn't have any -- at that point, I didn't have any
concerns because I felt that both Neil and Mary and
, they were all very, very well qualified, and

I didn't have the sense that there was anything untoward

happening that I was being kept out of.

LADY SMITH: Thank you.

Ms Innes.

MS INNES: Going back to paragraph 79, you refer to

A.

Neil Donald and being competent in the area

of child protection. 1In relation to Mary QO'Brien, you
say she 'thought she was'. Why do you say that?

Again, that's in hindsight, because it was Mary's
judgment not to pursue the issue. It
took four years for that -- for me to be made aware of
that, and in my view that should have been something
that should have been picked up, and it should have been
very, very fully discussed, because if a staff member
was able to abuse a child off site, there's nothing to
say that that person wouldn't abuse a child on site, and
I think it was a great error of judgment that that
wasn't seen as something -- because it happened off the
premises, I don't think it was insignificant.

And you tell us at paragraph 83 on page 19 that you
managed directly.

I did.
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Ms Innes.

MS INNES: Thank you, my Lady.

Now, we are going to move on to page 39 of your
statement and paragraph 184.

Here you note that there were parents who were
unhappy at times and sometimes anxious, and you refer to
the type of behaviours that you might see at school.

Now, I know that you are aware that a parent who is
known to the Inquiry as 'Mary' has given evidence to the
Inguiry.
¥es.

I want to ask you some guestions about things that she
said and her evidence.

So, first of all, do you recall 'Mary' and her son

Pl

Yes.
Okay.
Do you recall her complaining to you that was
being bullied?
I don't, but I've seen the minutes of a meeting
I attended; therefore, yes, I have to now say that
I must have been aware, yes.
Okay, we will come to those minutes just shortly.
Do you have any recollection of her complaining to
you that he was being physically assaulted by other
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puplils at the school?
No.
Okay.

In her evidence, 'Mary' said that you blocked any
attempt by her to make a complaint to the board of
govVernors.

No, that's not my recollection. That wouldn't have been
what I would have done. I would have -- if it was
serious enough that she wanted to go to the board,

I would have been -- I would have facilitated that. It
would have been done via the Education and Care
Committee.

Okay.

Were you aware of an allegation that a staff member
called had putout of a bus and
abandoned him by the side of the road?
Absolutely not, and if I had, that would have become
a police matter and it would have been a disciplinary.
That's appalling. I would -- that -- that -- I had no
knowledge of that, until I saw it in the paper.
Okay. Were you aware of any allegation that
had threatened to put out of a bus?
No.
Okay.

In relation to another staff member,
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PHY , did you ever hear of an incident

in which it was alleged that he had poured water over
UGN < head when he was on a treadmill?

No. You told me that last night. That was the first
I'd heard of that.

Had you ever heard of an incident which had taken place
in the showers, in which other pupils had, I think,
taken HEES s shorts down and put a hot hairdryer on his
genitals?

No, and if I had, there would have been something done
about that. I was absolutely shocked when you told me
that last night. That was the first I'd heard of that.
And I just can't condone that in any way at all.

Okay.

Another matter that 'Mary' said in evidence was in
relation to your own conduct in relation to other staff
members, and she described having heard you shouting at
staff members.

I'm not a shouter. I mean, I don't recognise that.

I definitely -- I'm guite a controlled person, and if
I had to deal with a staff member, I would have dealt
with a staff member in private. I wouldn't have
humiliated anyone by shouting at them in public.
Okay.

She also mentioned in evidence an issue in relation
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PHZ who had been, she said, a teacher at

to a
the school and was dismissed for having hit, I think,
a girl with learning disabilities.

Do you remember Mr ?
I do remember him.
What was his role at the school?
His role at the school was a teacher -- I can't say what
subject; my instinct is to say maths, but that might be
wrong -- and I understand that he either covered on
a maternity leave or a period of sickness, and he was
not dismissed for hitting a child; he was dismissed --
he finished his contract, as far as I'm aware. It's
a long time ago, but, no, it was -- he was covering
either an absence or a maternity leave.
Okay.

And before we come to the minutes, another matter
that 'Mary' said in her evidence was that there had been
an occasion whenhad been sunburnt because
suncream wasn't put on him, and that, after that, there
had been a telephone call between you and her about him
coming back to the school. Do you have any recollection
of that?

I don't have a recollection of it, but if she said that
it happened, then I would assume that it happened.
I actually had quite a good relationship, I felt, with
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'Mary'.
Okay.
Now, if we look, please, at the minutes that you've

mentioned there, it's at DSD-000000067. We see that

this is a meeting of -- action points from a meeting
about issues surrounding -- and this a person who we
know is HREs 's placement, and this was on

25 October 2011, and we see that present were 'Mary' and
her husband; Alan Hunt, the educational psychologist at
West Lothian; yourself, and it refers to you as
principal or chair and notetaker at the meeting; and
, SNR at the time.

And then if we go into 'Background', it says:

'"This meeting had been requested by parents because
of continuing concerns surrounding the ability of the
school to keep safe and to provide opportunity to
discuss how well parents feel school staff supervise
pupils and record incidents.'

So that appears to be the context of this meeting.

And then it says:

'It was agreed that the meeting would focus on how
best the school could work in partnership with the
parents in future and on improving communication.'

It then goes on to say:

'The meeting commenced with explaining
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the referral system and incidents reporting systems used
within the school, using an incident involving
which had happened in the shower block as exemplar.'

So just pausing there. If that incident in the
shower block is the one that I referred to in your
evidence a moment ago with the boys and the hairdryer,
is that something that you've any recollection of?

I've no recollection of that, and I would also say that,
if that had been discussed, it would have alsc been the
responsibility of Alan Hunt, who would determine whether
or not the placement would continue. We would have
definitely taken that forward.

I -~ if something was mentioned in the shower block,
it certainly wasn't that. The first time I heard about
that incident was when you told me yesterday.

Okay.

I had no knowledge of that.

So then going on in the minute, we can see that
explains reporting structures. For
example, at the end of the paragraph, the bigger
paragraph that we see on the screen, it says:

'Depending on severity of incident, matters may be
brought teo the attention ofor
Mary O'Brien.'

And then there's reference to staff training, and
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then, if we go on over the page, there's reference at
the top of the page to parents having concerns about
staff supervising, and I think that's at break time and
lunchtimes.

And {icAS says that she had met staff the day
previously to remind them of duties and accountability.
There had been a change to practice at the end of
periods, so it looks like something has happened in
between classrooms.

PZY says that there's been a review of practice
surrounding management of pupils on a one-to-one basis.
There's reference to a senior staff member being on duty
each break time.

There's then a paragraph in relation to CPD, with
'Mary' =saying that she was glad about that as she
herself had had to intervene on one occasion when in
school at a parents' meeting.

Then 'Mary' says that she thinks that pupils
involved in such incidents should be suspended, but
PZY explained that it wasn't as simple as that,
especially as many of the pupils themselves had
additional support needs, and there were strict
government guidelines about suspension and exclusion.

And then it goes on:

'Parents expressed the view that Janice did not know
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what was going on in school - she responded by saying
her educational management team had her full confidence
and she was satisfied that she was made aware of serious
concerns.'

Sc breaking that down, what's your response to the
assertion that you didn't know what was going on at the
school?

I wrongly gave more responsibility to the education
management team than perhaps I should. I did, at that
time, have full confidence in them. Again, it is with
hindsight.

But I would like to reiterate that that hairdryer
incident was never, ever mentioned, because I would have
taken that forward. That's appalling.

And I would say that, from the minutes, PZY
looks as if she was on top of her game and was doing
what I would have expected her to do, which was to
discuss issues with the staff, and then put in new
procedures to make sure that such incidents, whatever
they were, didn't happen again. Particularly, I do
think you're right, I think there must have been
an issue about transition from one classroom to the
other. I don't know what the incident is that they're
mentioning in business education, but from it, there
would be nothing there that would say to me that -- that
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would have raised the red flag in the way that

pzY was handling the situation.

LADY SMITH: Can I just be clear, Janice --

A, Sorry?

LADY SMITH: Could I just be clear, are you saying your
position is that that hairdryer incident did not happen?

A. No, I'm not saying that.

LADY SMITH: All right. What are you saying?

A. I am saying I didn't know about it until Ms Innes told

me last night.

LADY SMITH: Okay. So the people who were responsible in

this area -- and you named two of them --
A Yes.
LADY SMITH: -- should have told you but they didn't? Is

that what it comes to?

A. I was never made aware of it.

LADY SMITH: I get that that's your position, but a serious
incident like this, surely, should have been disclosed
to you and discussed with you, shouldn't it?

A. Oh, absolutely.

LADY SMITH: Right. So was it who should have

told you or somebody else or more than one person?
A. It should have been or Mary QO'Brien.
LADY SMITH: Right. So one or the other or both of them
failed to do what they should have done?
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Yes, failed in reporting that to me, and it also wasn't
reported to the Education and Care Committee, because
I attended every Education and Care Committee, and child
protection was a standing order on that, and that was
never discussed at the Education and Care Committees.

I would have remembered that.

LADY SMITH: Thank you.

Ms Innes.

MS INNES: Thank you, my Lady.

If we go on, there is reference to 'Mary' referring
to:

'... diaries in which staff disclosed to her serious
incidents in which [her son] had been attacked but about
which the school management either did not seem to be
aware of or concerned about. 'Mary' said these had been
signed off by teachers. PZY asked for these to be
sent in so that she could review them and 'Mary' agreed
to send them in the next day.'

So there's a discussion about further incidents that
'Mary' is expressing concern about and the agreement is
that she's going to send in that information to
PZY

And then at the bottom of the page, there's
reference to Alan Hunt, his input in the meeting. He
talks about improved procedures and he then says these
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procedures:

'... should be given a chance, particularly as all
agreed at the meeting that was still benefiting
from the placement and was happy in Donaldson's.
However, it was acknowledged that parents had the right
to request a change of placement, but the meeting agreed
this would be unfortunate, given thatwas
settled.’

So that seems to have been the conclusion.

And then if we, just for completeness, go over the
page, we can see the action points in relation to closer
monitoring at break and lunchtimes; a regular review of
training of supervisory staff, reminding them of duties
and accountabilities; a daily reporting system to be set
up for the diaries to be sent in; [Kad to source
outstanding incident reporting forms; and then another
action point which I think relates to another child.

And then it says that the next meeting i1s to be on
28 November at 3.00 pm, and there was no new date set at
the time of the draft of the minutes. And it says it
would be agreed nearer the time if the principal was
required to attend, and also awaiting 'Mary's' decision
as to whether Alan Hunt needed to attend.

So there was to be a follow-up, but you weren't
necessarily going to be at that next meeting?
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That -- yes, that sounds like it is. I mean, I think it
sounds like and 'Mary', the witness, had agreed
that they would take things forward from there, and

I don't think, from my recollection -- but I couldn't
remember this meeting either -- but from my -- I wasn't
at another meeting.

And why was 1t that was deeply involved in

this meeting and Mary O'Brien wasn't there, do you --
was it because had a particular
responsibility at that point?

I can't answer that now.

Okay.

I can't recall. Mary was quite often off on sick leave.
It could have been that that was the case, or it could
have been that was more involved in [EES s
educational programme. I can't tell you why that would
be.

Okay.

Now, I'm going to move back to your statement again,
and to page 42 and paragraph 196.

So you talk there about regular inspections, and you
talk about having a nominated inspector, and that was
Mike Gibson, who had also been an inspector at your last
school. And did he continue to be involved in
inspections at Donaldson's, or was he your link
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turning anything down.

Q. I want to move on to the issue with
which arose around this time as well.

If we can move on, please, to page 54, and I think
maybe at paragraph 260, you say -- and you have already
said in your evidence --

A. I've not got that page up, sorry, yet.

LADY SMITH: It's just coming.

MS INNES: Page 54, paragraph 260.

A. I'm at page 45.

MS INNES: That's fine, it's moving.

A. Oh, right, thank you.

MS INNES: That's fine, thank you.

So page 54, paragraph 260. You've already told us
in your evidence that, until 2013, your position is that
you knew nothing about any allegation against
A

A. ©Not just the position; it was the truth.

Q. And you say at paragraph 260 that you became aware of it
because, I think, you were told about it by another
member of staff?

A. Yes.

Q. This was in 2013, and you say that you were told that
there were rumours going about that there had been

an allegation of abuse made against PWV |
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Yes.

Okay.

Olivia Lovely was the HR assistant --

Right.

-- and Olivia was moving to another company in

a promoted position, which she very much deserved and
Michael Buchan, who had been appointed over -- at
certain times as -- over the time of the move, he was
the person that assisted in the -- well, led the
negotiations for the staff when we had the employment
forum to try and get some sort of package put together
that staff would find acceptable, and so when Olivia put
in her resignation and said that she was moving on to

a higher post, for which we were delighted, it seemed
sensible to call Michael Buchan back in, as he knew the
school.

And so Michael was doing a handover with Olivia, and
Olivia mentioned to him -- and she was in gquite a state,
he said -- mentioned to him that there were rumours
circulating around the school thathad
been involved in an incident off the premises at
_'s 50th birthday party, and it was
alleged that had been invited to the

party, I believe the party was in a bowling club or
something like that, and then they all went back to
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son, -,r had been outside smoking and drinking, and
had inappropriately touched- But I had no
knowledge of that incident.

After Michael was made aware of it, Michael went
down and asked Mary if she was -- Mary O'Brien if she
was aware of it, and she pooh-poohed it and said, 'Yeah,
I knew about it, but it happened off the premises so it
was nothing to do with us', and so it hadn't been
followed up on.

What was your view of that? I think you say at
paragraph 259, at the top of this page, so, back up:

'It was a sort of moot point in that it was
an incident that had happened off the premises.'

And then there was:

'"The water was further muddied by the fact that [the
mother] had said there had been a witness to the abuse
... and then that turned out to be a lie to try to flush

What was your view of the fact that the incident had
taken place off the premises?

My view was that if a person is capable of abusing
somebody off the premises, then they're also capable of
abusing them -- abusing other people on the premises,

83



10

13

12

13

14

15

1e

17

18

19

20

2

22

23

24

25

and a red flag would have been very, very well and truly
put up for me and there would have been an investigation
into that, because I can't understand any professional
person in our line of work allowing a person that they
already know to have been accused of abusing a young
person still being allowed to take young people out in
his own car to work placements, work experience
placements, deaf clubs, theatre groups and other

community activities.

LADY SMITH: That being the sort of work that

E—

Yes.

LADY SMITH: -- was engaged in?

Yes.

He was the _-— he worked in =-- initially

he was the _officer, but then we developed
that project further into _, but he was --

his job was to find -- source and find work placements,
work experience, integrate the young people very much
more into the community, which meant that they went to
theatres that had signers there, you know, to give them
the experience of that, and he would support the young
people in the placements.

Because he had a-condition, which was verified
by his doctor, we allowed him to use his own car because
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rumours. Anything extra to that, I do not know.

But I do know that as the only person after all that
time that actually took positive action and contacted
the police, and I let the Care Commission know and I let
the local authority know.

And at paragraph 274, you say that you couldn't find any
CPl form or anything in 's file about it.
No. There was nothing in his file. And Neil Donald
apparently had said -- and he still said even at my GTC
hearing -- that he, on three occasions, had tried to

give me a CP1l form, and that was actually disproved

through Mary O'Brien and 's evidence, and

she accepted I knew absolutely nothing about it and she
didn't understand why she hadn't told me, because-
and I met guite regularly after work in my office. She
would pop in, because she worked late and I worked late,
and she would pop in for a coffee, and I supported her
through her daughter's illness and subsequent death,
which left her looking after two small children, and

I said to her, 'Why didn't you tell me?', and she said,
'TI thought you knew and had done nothing about it'.

I said, 'You should have known me better than that'.
And you mention this on page 57 at paragraph 279, where
you say that-had also shared this with other staff
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members. And did that then become apparent from what
you discovered later --
Yes.
-- that people knew about this?
Yes, people knew about it, and my view on that is that
that's appalling, because the child protection
guidelines are very clear that it's not one person's
responsibility for child protection; it's every staff
members' responsibility. And I felt that if other staff
knew and they could see that nothing was being done
about it, I felt that they had a duty to report that.

But then again, I don't know whether it was reported
or not to Mary orbecause the CP1l forms
disappeared. So I don't know whether staff had raised
issues with Mary and and nothing was done about
it

I would imagine if the senior staff, as you're
saying, as you're telling me new information, raised it
through the grievance procedure, then I can only imagine
that CP1 forms had been raised, but there was no
evidence when I went and looked for them. I believe
they'd been shredded.
Okay.

Later on in your statement you mention that you

think that was complicit in not following
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up on the allegation against .

Why is it that you think that she's complicit in it?
Well, I think she's complicit because, if she knew about
it, she had a responsibility to do something about it.
And if she saw that Mary O'Brien wasn't taking this
forward and doing something about it, then it was her
duty of care to do something about it and make sure that
it was being at least discussed, but she never did that.

So in that way, I think she was complicit, in
I think, what you could call a cover-up, and why I do
not know.

And if Christine Roebuck, through the grievance
procedure, knew about it, then I'm afraid I think she's
complicit as well, because she did nothing about it.

She didn't report it to the police, she didn't report it

to me, and she certainly -- at no board meeting I ever
attended -- did she report to the board.
Okay.

Now, we know that there were then disciplinary
procedures against you.
Yes,
And you were suspended in I think about August 2013.
I can't remember exactly when but, yes, I1'll take your
point on that.
And then, thereafter, there were disciplinary
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I wish I had gone to the tribunal, I had to make

a judgment call that night, and my husband and

I discussed it and we decided that, for our own mental
health and wellbeing, really, although these are words
bandied about too much perhaps sometimes, but really

I was in a dreadful state.

I had 41 years of unblemished teaching, both in
teaching and management, and to end my career like this
I felt was an absolute travesty, and I also felt that
I was being the scapegoat and the fall guy for the
affair not having been properly dealt
with at the time.

I do think that for some reason, reasons that are
best known to the board, Christine Roebuck, et cetera,
that initially Neil Donald and Mary O'Brien were
absolutely ring-fenced, and later, Mary O'Brien was,
because any time I tried to take complaints to
Richard Burns or discuss with Richard Burns issues I had
over Mary's management and Neil Donald's previously
management and his behaviour towards me, et cetera, it
was always -- the board or through the Education and
Care Committee always supported Mary and initially Neil,
and hopefully after that, Susan Hepburn, who was a very
competent lady.

Okay.
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thanks.
A. Thank you.
(The witness withdrew)
LADY SMITH: Now, there are some names I want to mention
before I rise. These are names of people who are not to

be identified as referred te in our evidence outside

this room, and that's ,
, a boy called and a boy called
_, and if I've missed somebody, I am sure

I will be told. 1Is that the complete list?

ws ones: 1 think [ orc NN - o1 o

parents of --

LADY SMITH: ©Oh, - and _, of course, yes.
They should also be on that list. Well, thank you all
very much.

That completes today's evidence, is that correct,
Ms Innes?

MS INNES: That's correct, my Lady. Tomorrow we continue
with evidence from, in the morning, David Scott, and
then we have another witness in the afternoon.

LADY SMITH: Thank you. I'll rise now until tomorrow
morning.

(12.53 pm)
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(The Inquiry adjourned until 10.00 am

on Friday,

3 October 2025)
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