
Dear Convener 

Further to my submission of 6th October, and following continued regular 

engagement with the committee, this submission seeks to address, where possible 
within the parameters set by the Committee, the remit of the committee and my 
obligations under the Civil Service and Special Adviser Codes a number of points the 
committee has raised.  

In the course of this submission I will also address, where I have information, some 
matters raised either during the course of the committee’s evidence or by others , 
including committee members, in the public domain.  I have ensured my statement 

complies with the terms set out in the Committee’s Statement on Evidence and all 
relevant Court Orders.   

As Chief of Staff since 2015 I am a temporary civil servant, appointed in line with the 

Ministerial Code to provide assistance to Ministers in the development of Scottish 
Government policy and its presentation and provide a political dimension to the 
advice and assistance available to Ministers.   

Special Advisers may advise ministers and civil servants on any aspect of the 
government’s work, but cannot direct or instruct civil servants.  Decision making 
powers are of course ministerial powers. 

All documentation on official business is held by the government, not individual civil 
servants and should be requested from the government.  In addition, in parts 1-3 of 
the committee’s remit, the evidence I provide is on behalf of Scottish Ministers. In 
relation to section 4, the evidence I provide is in a personal and political capacity, in 

line with the Special Advisers Code of Conduct. 

I have previously confirmed to the committee that I hold no messages or 
communications with officials within SNP HQ on these matters and that remains the 

case.  The committee has obtained communications between an official within SNP 
HQ and members of the Scottish Government and found them to be of no relevance 
to the committee. 

I have made no comment, beyond my submission of October 6th 2020, on any matter 
being considered by the committee for over two and a half years out of respect to the 
complainers, to the legal processes that have taken place, to this committee and to 
the independent adviser on the Ministerial Code.  However before providing further 

detailed information for the committee I believe this is the appropriate opportunity to 
address some relevant parts of the commentary and rumour that has circulated 
about my role in these matters.    

Firstly, any suggestion that I instigated, determined or sought to extend the extent of 
the procedure beyond that drafted by civil servants is incorrect, is not substantiated 
by the evidence, and is demonstrably false, as set out in my submission of October 
6th and the detailed documentation provided to the committee on this issue.  

Any suggestion that my limited involvement in the development of the procedure was 
in any way related to the complaints which came forward about Mr Salmond is also 
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false.  As has previously been confirmed in evidence I had no knowledge at that time 
of the complaints that came to be made against Mr Salmond. 
 

It would also be incorrect to suggest that I had any part in determining whether and 
for how long to contest the Judicial Review.  Such decisions are not decisions 
Special Advisers can or would take. 
 

I would also like to make clear that I do not have any awareness as to how the Daily 
Record obtained information about the existence of the inquiry, its outcome, the 
police referral or most distressingly, the detail of the complaints.  I did not have 
access to the level and detail of information published in the Daily Record and any 

claim that I was responsible for that information reaching that newspaper, or any 
other media outlet is false.   
 
To share or expose a woman’s experience or complaint without their consent is 

something I could never and would never take part in.  I also could not and would not 
expose a complainers identity if I had such knowledge, and while my primary 
concern has been for the complainers it has been a source of considerable concern 
to me that such claims have been made. 

 
Finally, whilst not strictly within the remit of the committee,  I understand, as a result 
of information shared with me under the committee’s obligations on data processing, 
that the committee intends to publish claims by Mr Salmond that I was part of some 

form of “conspiracy” against him.  I reject the allegation in its entirety and note that it 
is not substantiated by any evidence and is founded on a number of claims, that are 
false.  In that regard I welcome the fact that the committee has already rejected 
previous claims that a conspiracy would be demonstrated by text messages between 

members of staff and Scottish Government employees, on the basis such claims 
were demonstrably false. 
 
Part 1 

 

The committee has requested further information in relation to section 1 of its remit 
on my contribution to the development of the procedure and any information I can 

provide on the extent and nature of the First Minister’s involvement. 

 
I  provided the committee with a full account of the limit of my involvement with the 
procedure in my evidence of 6th October1 which, as the detailed documentary 
evidence provided to the committee shows, was minimal.   

 
I am aware that Mr Salmond has referred to my involvement as “extensive” and 
suggested that in amending a draft note I in some way extended the remit of the 
procedure.  This is, as with other claims, demonstrably false as the references in my 

evidence of 6th October and testimony provided to the committee by others show.  
 
In relation to the extent and nature of the First Minister’s involvement, I am aware 
only of the First Minister authorising, and her office issuing as drafted, the note 
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referenced above, on the 22 November 2017.  Further to that, I have no information 
beyond the timeline submitted by the government to the committee. 
 

 
Part 2 

The committee has requested further information in relation to section 2 of its inquiry 
on complaints handling procedure. 

 

I had no involvement in the investigation of the complaints and had no involvement in 
the decision to refer the matter to the police via the Crown Office.   
 

I note questions were asked of those who have given evidence to the committee as 
to whether it would be appropriate for a special adviser to be told the details of 
complaints or the name of complainers by any individual working on the investigation 
of the complaints or aware of them within government.  For clarity, I was not 

provided with this information. 
 
The committee has expressed an interest in the decision to issue a statement on the 
existence of the complaints.   The government has addressed this in its submission 

“Response to the Committee on the Scottish Government Handling of Harassment 
Complaints: Investigation of Complaints” at paragraph 41.2  Any further information 
required by the committee on that issue should be requested of the government 
directly. 

  
The committee has referred to an associated Freedom of Information request3. Any 
detail on the response to the FoI request should be requested from the Scottish 
Government centrally.   

 
As the committee will be aware from the evidence it has received, the proposed 
government statement was not issued following receipt of notice by Mr Salmond on 
the 23rd August of his intent to seek an interim interdict against the Scottish 

Government.4   
 
The fact of complaints, and of an investigation into those complaints, was confirmed 
by Mr Salmond in a statement issued to the media on the evening on 23rd August.     

 
The committee has indicated it is interested in any awareness I have of contact with 
the Sunday Post or the Daily Record in August 2018 including how both became 
aware of details of the complaints when they remained confidential.  I do not 

recognise the reference to the Sunday Post and the committee clerk has been 
unable to clarify that for me.  I assume the reference to the Daily Record is in relation 
to the widely reported article titled “Alex Salmond reported to cops over allegations of 
sexual assault.” published according to their website at 2145 on 23rd August.5 
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As stated above, I am not aware as to how the Daily Record became aware of the 
complaints, the detail of the complaints or any outcome or referral whilst they 
remained confidential.  Any suggestion that that information was provided to the 

Daily Record by myself is wholly untrue. As noted above, while I am not clear what 
the reference to the Sunday Post relates to, I can confirm that I provided no 
information to that newspaper in relation to the complaints, their investigation, the 
individuals concerned or any other matter within the remit of the committee.  

 
The committee has already received evidence which confirms that I did not have 
access to the Decision Report containing the information that was published by the 
Daily Record. I can also confirm for the committee that at no point have I had access 

to the Investigating Officer’s Report.  As a result of seeing the letter from the 
Permanent Secretary to the First Minister on the 22nd August which contained no 
detail of the complaints and did not include the decision report, I participated in the 
internal investigation, which found that information had been handled appropriately, 

a position I understand the Information Commissioner’s Office echoed6.  
 
I can inform the committee that when the Scottish Government newsdesk received 
the query from the Daily Record on the afternoon of August 23rd they brought it to 

the attention of the First Minister’s office through myself and the Permanent 
Secretary’s office through a private secretary.  I advised that the query should be 
shared with the Scottish Government Legal Directorate whose view was that  Mr 
Salmond’s legal representatives should be informed to enable him to take any action 

he saw fit.  This was done.  Evidence submitted by Mr Salmond confirms that his 
representatives unusually chose not to act on that information.7 
 
The committee has also indicated it would like information on any media inquiries 

and their handling on concerns or complaints in advance of the media reporting the 
fact of the investigation into Mr Salmond.  This should be directed to the Scottish 
Government corporately.  I am aware that a number of questions were asked 
verbally at media briefings in late October and early November 2017 and of 

colleagues being approached by journalists within the Parliament complex with 
queries in relation to whether or not there had been complaints about ministers, 
including against Mr Salmond. Such informal queries recurred from time to time 
through late 2017 and 2018 following the increased focus on sexual harassment that 

came from the “#Metoo” movement, allegations of sexual harassment at 
Westminster and the publication of the Scottish Parliament’s own survey of 
experiences of sexual harassment within the parliament. 
 
Section 3- Judicial Review 

 
The committee has asked for further information in relation to my role in the judicial 
review process, for example whether I contributed to discussions on whether to 

proceed and my recollections of the 3 meetings I attended where counsel was 
present.  As per my evidence of the 6th October, my role in relation to the Judicial 
Review tended to be to in relation to the handling of and preparation for media, 
public and parliamentary interest in the Judicial Review as well as to provide views 
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and input on behalf of Scottish Ministers who were respondents alongside the 
Permanent Secretary and the First Minister who had been named as an interested 
party in Mr Salmond’s petition.   

 
The committee has been sighted on the legal position around the prospects of the 
case and the committee is aware of the Scottish Government’s position on legal 
privilege.  The Lord Advocate has given a detailed account to the Committee of the 

Scottish Government position during the course of the Judicial Review, and as far as 
possible within the confines of Legal Professional Privilege he has also described the 
considerations that informed this position.  
 

The committee will also be aware that Special Advisers are not and cannot be 
decision makers in such matters.  The role of a Special Adviser in attending a 
meeting with counsel would either be to fulfil an obligation on them to share 
information that may be of relevance with counsel or to observe and to ensure a 

clear understanding of the legal position for any external communication that may be 
required. Beyond that, I am not able to add to the comments of the Lord Advocate, 
the former Director of Legal Services, the former Director General of Organisational 
Development and Operations or the Permanent Secretary, in whose evidence the 

evolution of the Scottish Government legal position and the factors which led to the 
Government concession is clearly and unambiguously set out.8 
  
In relation to the regular catch up meetings I can confirm as has been set out by Paul 

Cackette9 and Barbara Allison10 that while Special Advisers had a standing invitation 
and attended regularly, we did not attend all meetings, or always attend for the full 
duration of the meetings, and often attended by phone rather than in person as we 
work between a number of locations and the catch–ups tended to clash with other 

commitments or requirements to attend to other areas of official business. Special 
Adviser attendance was more likely at the outset when media interest was high and 
around hearings and less likely at other points. The catch up meetings did not 
consider advice from external counsel on prospects or determine the legal position 

and did not have any role in the decision making around whether or not to proceed.  
The meeting would receive updates on general progress of the Judicial Review and 
consider associated matters for example the significant volume of media and 
freedom of information requests received, particularly at the outset, parliamentary 

questions and issues around communication to staff.  As noted by Paul Cackette in 
his evidence, Special Advisers would have a “close and legitimate interest in the 
comms handling of something like that.”11 
 

As confirmed by my original submission and evidence provided by the Deputy First 
Minister12, I had no involvement in the document commission, I was not cited to 
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appear and continue to have no knowledge as to why it was suggested I might 
appear.  
 

I was, in fact, on annual leave at the end of 2018 and beginning of 2019 and was not 
in the country.  As per my evidence of October 6th, I had no part in the decision to 
concede and no part in the settlement awarded to Mr Salmond. 
 
Section 4 

 
Meetings subject to the Ministerial Code inquiry 

 

In relation to the meetings and contacts that are the subject of the self-referral to the 
Independent Adviser on the Ministerial Code, the Special Advisers Code and the 
Statement on the Handling of Information and Evidence limit what the information I 
can provide for publication on this matter.  The committee has declined to accept 

private evidence from me on this point. 
 
I have provided evidence in full on all aspects to James Hamilton, the Independent 
Adviser on the Ministerial Code, where I am not subject to the same restrictions as 

apply in providing evidence publicly to this committee.   
 
In order to ensure compliance with the code and the Statement on the Handling of 
Information and Evidence I can provide the committee with the following information 

only; 
 
I was present on April 2nd 2018 when Mr Salmond, accompanied by two associates, 
met the First Minister at her home.   

 
I was in the room with the First Minister for the duration of Mr Salmond’s phonecall to 
her on April 23rd in which he asked her to ask the Permanent Secretary to accept 
mediation, which she declined to do. I heard her contribution in full, and parts of Mr 

Salmond’s contribution.   
 
I briefly interrupted the conversation on the 7th June in Aberdeen, in order to advise 
the First Minister that her next engagement was waiting, though I did not speak to Mr 

Salmond.   
 
The First Minister made me aware of the content of her discussions on the 14th July 
and 18th July with Mr Salmond, in which he had raised the issue of arbitration and 

again sought the First Minister to intervene in the process.   
 
I have not had any contact with Mr Salmond since April 2nd 2018. 
 

 
 


