Numbe:

'-Dth'i' Document Form Datc and tms raised //{/7/73

.
N

Titie Far £ W KM\_____ _al / 3/ 2000

{Include source anc any documen! numbe: i relevart;

Receivers instructions urgent sction Yes/No eaa f‘; MNem 08 HBQM

%

Documen! registered/indexed o3 indicated

indexe:
Nois) of attions raised
Statement readers instructions Statement

Reader
indexed as indicated indexer
") of actions raised
Exsmined - further action to be taken o/M sI0
Further action no(s) Indexer
—

When satistied al! actions raised Otfice Manager tc endorse other Document Master Number Form

- f



21/08 '00 09:30 FAX 0131138322628 SCRU wWuul

P e
w7740 WS R

ey L Police Headquarters
mm/mm\m:\x&\ SCOttlSh 123 Pitt Street
HsH Cr ie™B QY o R GLASGOW
Mitish O g D 0rd g C riminal G2 47§
kltish C §  orc Ok Record Secret
( ecretary:
- \?\\\\\%\X(}\ ' .',%d.qgr{ﬂ 0141 532 2504

GioWrae  Office o

e Aoz
St Srcen”

TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES Af ék DATE: 21 MARCH 2000
(Including this one)

TO: W A Robertson QPM LLB MPhil FROM: Dect Ch Supt H Bell - Director,
CC, Northern Constabulary, Inverness SCRO GLASGOW
FAX NO: 01463 720204 TEL NO: 0141 532 2305

FAX NO: 0141 532 2310

Dear Mr Robertson
Please find enclosed copy correspondence in connection with the Shirley McKie case.

Yours sincerely

2 0 MAR 2000
H BELL \ ey
Detective Chicf Superintendent CHIEF CONSTABL
Director - SCRO NWerneser”

IF THIS MESSAGE IS UNCLEAR OR INCOMPLETE PLEASE CONTACT THE SENDER
BY TELEPHONE AT THE ABOVE NUMBER AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.
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Dear Mr Robertson

ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING OF THE FINGERPRINT SOCIETY
HMA - V - MCKIE

I refer to the above subject and wish to advise you that personnel from the Scottish Criminal
Record Office attended the Annual General Meeting of the Fingerprint Society at Liverpool
on Friday 17th March 2000, in view of a report that the case of HMA v McKie would be
raised for discussion.

During the course of the AGM the Chairman, Mr Steven Haylock, intimated that the
Fingerprint Society had received a letter from Mr Pat Wertheim, one of the two American
expert defence witnesses involved in the trial of Ms McKie. In the letter, Mr Wertheim asked
the Fingerprint Society to declare its intentions in relation to his concerns over the evidence
given by experts from SCRO who are involved in this case.

Mr Haylock also advised those present, including Mr Wertheim, that another member of the
Fingerprint Society had expressed a view that the case should be raised under Any Other
Business. Mr Haylock intimated that he, as Chair, did not intend that either issue should be
on the Agenda. He further explained that he had contacted the HMCIC, Mr William Taylor,
who had advised him of the intended assessment relating to the fingerprint evidence in this
case. In view of this action by the HMCIC Mr Haylock reported that the Fingerprint Society
would not take any action until the assesement had been concluded. He also told the meeting
that personnel from SCRO were "forbidden" from discussing the matter.

In view of the foregoing, Chief Inspector Griffiths was obliged to make comment in order
to clarify the position and to address elements of vocabulary which had been used by Mr
Haylock and which may bave been misinterpreted by those present. The address by Chief
Inspector Griffiths is attached for your information.

All communicetions to be sddressed to tha Oficar In Charge
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Following Chief Inspector Griffiths’ address there were no comuments expresse.d by Mr
Wertheim or any other member present. The meeting progressed with the re-election of the
Chairman who stood on the principle that the McKie case would not be discussed at that
meeting.

I am advised that a number of members commented favourably on the way in which Chief
Inspector Griffiths handled the situation and on the positive manner in which this issue was
addressed. I am satisfied that if representatives of SCRO had not been present and had Chief
Inspector Griffiths not responded, then not only was there considerable risk of a
misinterpretation of facts but there would have been conmsiderable risk of the SCRO
fingerprint experts being subject to discrediting remarks.

I enclose copies of further nmewspaper articles relating to the McKie case for your
information.

Yours sincerely

HARRY BELL
Detective Chief Superintendent
Director of SCRO

Enc
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' ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING OF THE FINGERPRINT SOCIETY ON FRIDAY
17TH MARCH 2000 - ADDRESS BY CHIEF INSPECTOR GRIFFITHS

Introduction:

At the AGM of the Fingerprint Society which was held at the Crown Plaza Hotel, Liver;?ool,
on Friday 17th March 2000, Chief Inspector Christopher Griffiths responded to an issue
relating to the case of HMA v McKie, as follows.

Draft of Address:

" My name is Chris Griffiths. I am a chief inspector with Lothian and Borders Police @d
I am currently the head of the Fingerprint Bureau at the Scottish Criminal Record Office, in
Glasgow.

May I first point out that we are not Strathclvde Police (as reported). We act as an agent
Jor all eight police forces in Scotland and Strathclyde Police is just one of those forces.

Staff of SCRO have not been "forbidden" from cominenting, however, the position in
Scotland, if not in the rest of the UK, is such that no prosecution witness is entitled to
comment on the findings of the court, This is a legal issue and it is for the justiciary to give
arny comment.

This marter is in the hands of Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Constabulary for Scotland
who has been asked by ACPOS, the Association of Chief Police Officers in Scotland, to
undertake an assessment of the fingerprint evidence in the case of HMA v McKie.

I can advise you that the HMCIC, Mr William Taylor, has agreed to undertake this
commitment and will report in due course.

I wish to point out, from a personal point of view, that SCRO is not in a position to diSCuss
the details of any case which has been before a Court of Law and which has resulted in an
individual being found not guilty. The decision of the Court is final, as far I am concerned,”
and no member of SCRO has said anything which might be misinterpreted as undermining
the decision of that Court.

The position remains despite the extremely negative coverage that individuals has given to
the involvement of SCRO, we at SCRO and those directly involved with our office, remain
satisfied with the integrity of the SCRO personnel involved and, in particular, their
professional conduct since the publicity given to this case, in that they have not entered the
arena of public debate.

The Director of SCRO has welcomed the involvement of the HMCIC in this matter”.
Conclusion:
The above note of Chief Inspector Griffiths’ response is not totally verbatim but is considered

to be a fairly accurate account. However, a taped traoscript of the meeting has been
requested from the Secretary of the committee.
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Y] oman->Mrs'-M;..Stpr;s;;»ls ‘the o
Tucky £1,000 winnier I this month’s
Ayrshira HbsPIce,Lotte_ry- draw. 1
] o by -Mfs Anne Marle @
! ‘alsa ‘of Ayr, while the following -
“local folk all sco ped £1007 . -
“Jameg Mclsaac, . Ardrossan, Christina =
Th Kilwinning, " Scott Musray, o
ise McChrigtle, Ayr, Mrs C. Y
. EEET . 5
SOUTH of Scotland Mgp ®
has admitted he Js “lasin
Scottish Justice Minicter
the case of ‘forme )
Shirley McKla. -+ ’ -
Recently the -subject of g BgC. Frontiine -
Swﬂ.and-'dowmﬂnf&fv.'shmev lost her career " - - v
over claims she cominitied pérjury in amurder: &
trial - clajms ‘Which " courts }van._di.-v.ﬁngefpﬁm:- - g
experts later agreed were completely unfound- o
ed. - Co T
Yet- desplte the fact that the counts hava

acoepted the accusations were made entirely
on’ inaccurate . fingerprint -evidencs,. the -
Scottish Criminal Records Office has yot to -~
acknowledge these erors.-. . . i
Now Mr Russell MSPR losing patience with - -
the time being taken by Mr Wallace fo-respond
1o letiers from Ms Mokie's famlly, has tabled " -
eight Parllamentary Auestions ahout the cage,
He has asked: - -~ - LT el
* Why Mr Wallace has st to reply to letters
sent by Ms McKie's father ayer the last
Mmonths?. - . . Co e
*When will he reply o my own-letters coms .
plaining about the actions -of the LCriminal- -
Records Office and Strathclyde Police? .. -
* What'kind of enquiry there wilt be IntoMs -
" McKie's vomplaints? . T
* Whethér the McKie family will have any.
Input into this enquiry? - - . e
" *'What fingerprint evidehce will bo exam-
Ingd In suth an enquiry?. . T A
* How the Qovernment reacts to tho serfoug.™™ " -
complaints “made aboyt the Scottigh ]
Criminal Records Office by fingerprint *
éxperts at Lothian and Berders Police? ]
* What ¢ompensation Ms McKle can now... . .
expect for her ordeal? Lo T
* :How many other convictions are “now .+’
thfown Into doubt by the revelations in the -
McKie cana? ) S
An adamant Mr Russal told the Leador: "Ms .
McKle and her family deserve answers soor,
and I-intand to pursue the Govemment undij
they are forthcoming.”. ~ .~ L
u et
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