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doing, had been repeatedly warned on what would happen if it continued and I gave 

the punishment. 

At the time I would have been between 21 and 22 years and I had no previous 

experience whatsoever working with children. I was subsequently disciplined for this 

and eventually lost this job. I saw the job as temporary as I was due to start my social 

work programme later in the year. There was a disciplinary hearing of sorts, the precise 

detail of which I can't recall from memory. I believe at the time that the punishment 

was taken out of context by those responsible for investigating the incident and I do 

recall entering into correspondence with the social work management headquarters 

over the incident but it got nowhere. 

DC Wilson, quoting from a letter written by the Head of Social Work at the time in 

Lothian Region outlining the reasons why I did not continue in the post, stated that he, 

as in DC Wilson, could not understand why I did not appeal, go to an Industrial 

Tribunal. I stated that I had done all I felt I could do at the time and there was nothing 

else I could do. I cannot even recall at the time whether the possibility of an industrial 

tribunal was even considered by me or whether I knew what an industrial tribunal was. 

Questions were raised by the police of my views regarding discipline at the time. I 

responded in the sense that discipline was important, standards were important, 

modelling was important in the sense of trying to demonstrate in your own behaviour 

the expectations of the unit, that one is in terms of your own behaviour the expectations 

of the unit that one is, in terms of conduct, going about one's business generally. I 

could not recall in response to questions as to what the procedure was for disciplining 

children at the time in the unit nor what the reporting arrangements, if there were any, 

for punishments at that time. I continued to answer the discipline question by stating 

that I had felt individuals had been told of the standards and urged to meet them. 

DC Wilson and OS Liddle asked what I would have done if, in spite of what individuals 

were told, they continued to misbehave or words to that effect. Basically my answer 

was more of what I have already said. I did state at one stage that possibly a child may 

have been smacked but again I could not recall the detail. The police stated that I had 
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been in the unit for at least a four month period before that period and that during that 

time there had been a number of staff meetings which included comments, guidance 

on discipline. I responded by stating that I could not recall such meetings on 

disciplining matters but there were team meetings in the children's home but with what 

frequency and duration I could not recall. 

The police stated towards the end of the interview that I had been at the children's 

home for some 9 months, whether that included suspension time in respect of the 

punishment I gave to the child I didn't know. The period in question appeared to end 

in March 76. The police in question had jumped back and forward a few times going 

over old ground, reporting why I remembered some things and I couldn't recall the 

others and so forth and so on and I basically repeated what I had already said." 

68. I acknowledged in what I told the police that something did happen on one occasion, 

at a meal time, involving one boy. What I recalled in my contemporaneous notes in 

- is my best recollection of what happened. It was suggested that contact was 

made with more than one child. I didn't exclude the possibility that I might have 

smacked a child. The one matter that I set out to the police was my recollection of one 

incident, which involved me giving a form of punishment, involving food being placed 

on the floor in a bowl. 

69. They closed the interview, went over some career history and basically that was the 

end of that. After the interview, everything stopped and then they said they were 

charging me and I am told by the police that I didn't do myself any favours in my 

response in not recollecting X, Y and Z. On the way back to the cell, various derogatory 

remarks were made. These became the subject to subsequent of formal complaints. 

In my contemporaneous record, I noted: 

"On the way out of the interview room en route back to the cell DC Wilson recalled 

some alleged comments from individuals who were in police custody as I came in to 

be interviewed. They were allegedly discussing why I was there and said he is a beast, 

intetfering or hurting wee bairns. DC Wilson stated that they were right. I did not rise 

to the comment. DS Liddle was present in the room at the time. En route to the cell, 
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DC Wilson stated to DC Liddle, "Did you hear that?" I can't recall hearing what 

response OS Liddle made. DC Wilson responded by saying, "It's pigeons coming 

home to roost." This was an obvious dig but again I did not respond to the comment, 

bearing in mind experiential age of I was then photographed, finger 

printed and a swab was taken from the inside of my mouth. I could not begin to 

describe how angry and dismayed I was at this time but I kept my composure and I 

was my usual polite and responsive self. 

I was then given my belongings back and released just before 3pm. Brian Donald, 

solicitor, met me shortly afterwards. DC Wilson during the interview apparently 

recounted comments, a/legations from a number of adults who were children at the 

time at CJ'erwood, who referred to the-man or-man did this or that. I was 

asked if I was the only-person in the unit at the time. I cannot recall any other 

-person at the time in the unit, let alone in the children's home. The policeJ also 

referred to whether I thought there was a conspiracy against me in the children's home 

by the children getting together, as they were allegedly all saying the same thing. I 

said I was not a believer in conspiracies. To the question put as to whethE~r the 

children, now adults, were lying, I responded by saying that my recollection was 

different or words to that effect. 

DC Wilson asked if I'd disclosed my job at Clerwood and reasons for departure to my 

first employer in London. I can't recall to be honest but I said in response that I may 

not have. I regarded the job as temporary. It was pre my social work training which 

lasted 2 years. However, I must have put Clerwood on at least one application in 1975 

76 because DC Wilson quoted a response from a Miss Hunter who allegedly stated 

that she could not provide a reference for me as she did not have the relevant 

information or words to that effect. 

DC Wilson stated at the end of the interview as the tape was being put away that the 

outlook for me looked bleak with a fall out which would affect my whole family not to 

mention my professional life. I did not know whether this was to be interpreted by me 

as a thrnat or a dispassionate, realistic assessment of how he sees the future in 
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respect of myself. DC Wilson also stated whilst he was fingerprinting me that the police 

had contact with my wife and that she was very upset by the call." 

That was written contemporaneously, on the same day as I was interviewed by the 

police. The comments made by DC Wilson were made after the formal interview. They 

were not formally recorded by the police officers. Two other individuals, possibly 

attending for interview, had made comments about me. They were making comment 

about my appearance. I was dressed very smartly and they asked who I was and what 

I was in for. OS Liddle was adding to that, giving his take. More things were said at 

that point. 

Aftermath of police investigation 

70. In a letter from the Lord Advocate's private secretary, 25 Chambers Street in 

Edinburgh dated , it discusses the time I was at Clerwood. It was 

addressed to my solicitors, McCourts Solicitors, 53 George IV Bridge, Edinburgh: 

"I refer to your letter of addressed to the Lord Advocate. He has 

asked me to reply on his behalf. The Lord advocate had now considered the 

circumstances of the case against your client and has instructed. that no criminal 

proceedings are to be taken against him, arising out of a/legations that he assaulted 

and ill-treated children in Clerwood children's home, C/ermiston Road, Edinburgh 

between 14 December 1974 and 5 April 1976." 

71. What subsequently happened was that three formal complaints were lodged by my 

solicitor. I have provided copies of all the relevant correspondence to the Inquiry. 

Alistair Duff was acting for me by then. The first complaint was to the Crown Agent, 

dated 10 February 1999: 

"We refer to our above named client and enclose herewith a copy of a letter which we 

have sent to the Procurator Fiscal. We have intimated this to you since it is a complaint 

directed at the Crown Service generally. In addition our client wishes to complain that 

the Crown Office issued misleading, inaccurate and profoundly damaging information 
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about Mrliillto-which information was subsequently-­

We have 

already taken this matter up with who has advis1ed us 

that the information-had been provided by your office. We should be gr:atefu/ 

if you would look into this matter and advise us of your position." 

72. The second letter of the same date, 10 February 1999, as addressed to the Procurator 

Fiscal, 29 Chambers Street, Edinburgh. Referring to myself, it stated: 

"We reprnsent the above named who wishes to complain about the way in which his 

case was dealt with by your office. Mrliilllwas charged by the police on -­

- It took until for a decision to be made regarding the outcome 

of proceedings against our client. During the intervening period Mrlilll has been 

effective/JI unemployable. The longer it took for a decision to be made, the greatier the 

damage was caused to Mr s business, family and reputation, not to mention his 

health and that of his family. We should be grateful if you would look into the 

circumstances surrounding the delay and advise us as to why such delay occurred." 

There was a-period between the initial allegations, police interview in■-

-and the Lord Advocate's letter. 

73. The last letter went to the Chief Constable of Lothian and Borders Police, bas;ed at 

Fettes Avenue, Edinburgh. Again, it is dated 10 February 1999 and refers to myself: 

"We would refer you to our letter dated whic h has not been 

acknowledged by you. Our client wishes to complain about various matters associated 

with his Ci':Jse. 

(1) when our client was interviewed by DC Wilson and DC Liddle on-­

he was tneated in what he describes as a gratuitously offensive, unprofessional s1nd 

abusive way, particularly by DC Wilson. 

(2) it appears that police officers provided information to - cone erningthe 

content of the interview which took place on and inc /uded details of 

Mr •t s personal circ umstanc esjnc /uding his address. The leaking of this 
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information appeared to be designed to cause maximum damage to Mr 111-'s 
personal and professional life, in which respect it was entirely successful. 

(3) Finally, as already mentioned, Mrlill wishes to complain that there has been 

no response to the Jetter dated sent to you by this office regarding 

destruction of the various items mentioned. We should be grateful if you would 

investigate this whole matter." 

The Procurator Fiscal responded, the Chief Constable responded and the Crown 

Agent responded. I have provided copies of the responses to the Inquiry. In a letter 

dated 28 April 1999, I received an apology from the Crown Agent, they did provide 

misleading information, it was all a mistake, it was all our fault and so forth and so on. 

7 4. The Chie:f Constable said that his officers had behaved impeccably. He wasn't 

prepared to concede anything at all. My solicitor told me that was no surprise. The 

Procurator Fiscal said it was a complicated case because there were co-accused on 

different charges. 

75. After graduating from my postgraduate social work qualification in 1978, I worked as 

a social worker for a number of years, reaching the top of my profession. In 1 H93, I 

decided to work for myself. I set up my own consultancy in social work, community 

well-bein~J and housing. 

76. After the police interview, my business collapsed immediately. I was-I the 

day after the interview. My first cancellation was the day after the interview as well. I 

was on various boards, which I had to come off. I was a guardian ad !item before the 

police investigation. I had to send letters to all my clients' solicitors to tell them what 

had happened. I have provided copies of those letters to the Inquiry. I was very open. 

I received wonderful, positive letters back in terms of my work with their clients. 

77. Even though it was very painful and disastrous in terms of my business, because I had 

operated in a particular way right up until the allegations arose, there was a large body 

of very positive comment about myself. These letters came from very senior people, 

including directors of social work. They were aghast at how I had been treated. The 
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police thought they had a big catch and they wanted to make a big deal out of it. 

Basically, I was in this toxic swirl where I was fair game. The police made the most of 

it and destroyed my business. They said to me on the day of my interview that they 

would do that, and they did. I had to retrain. I went to the London School of Economics, 

to try and tool myself up. I studied for a masters in housing management. 

78. I have. no objection to my witness statement being published as part of the evidence 

to the Inquiry. I believe the facts stated in this witness statement are true. 

Signed ..... 

U? // / y 
DatE~d ........................................................................................... . 
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