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Justice Committee 
 

Scottish Court Service recommendations for a future court structure in Scotland 
 

Written submission from Sheriff T A K Drummond QC 
 
Proposals for closure of Borders Courts 
 
Principles of access to justice 
 
In a statement of the principles of access to justice issued in February 2012, 
promulgated by the Lord President, the Lord Justice Clerk and the sheriffs principal, 
there are seven principles identified. These are:- 
 
(1) The Scottish Court Service (“SCS”) must not provide services in a manner that 
denies citizens access to the determination of rights or obligations in civil cases by 
reason of excessive cost or inaccessibility of venue or prevents accused persons having 
a fair trial by reason of, for example, material difficulty in obtaining attendance and 
examination of witnesses on his or her behalf under the same conditions as witness 
against him or her.  
 
(2) It is desirable that criminal justice be delivered locally. Apart from the 
inconvenience of witnesses or the interests of alleged victims, this engages the local 
community in the administration of justice. 
 
(3) SCS is to ensure that most people will be able to travel to their local court by 
public transport so as to arrive at the start of their case and return home by public 
transport on the same day (and that local court should be able to hear and determine, 
as a minimum, less serious criminal cases and lower value or straightforward civil 
cases).  
 
(4) Appropriate facilities must be provided where the physical presence of parties or 
witnesses is required. The use of video-conferencing, which may avoid the need for 
parties to be personally present in a courtroom, is in appropriate circumstances 
acceptable.  
 
(5) SCS should seek to provide services that allow administrative business (lodging 
of documents, payment of fines etc) to be undertaken without the need for physical 
attendance at a courthouse or court, particularly in remote areas. 
 
(6) Court buildings and proceedings must be publicly accessible. 
 
(7) SCS must ensure that accommodation or a service is (i) fit for purpose, (ii) 
accessible, safe and secure and (ii) consistent with future arrangements for expenditure 
of public funds. 
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Application of the principles to the Borders Courts 

I have prepared this submission by reason of the fact that a specific proposal for closure 
of all Borders courts except Jedburgh has come to my attention. I became aware of that 
proposal only by reason of having become aware of discussions within SCS to that 
effect.  

The proposal has never been put to me directly which I find a little surprising since I 
have been presiding over all of the Borders Courts (including since 2010,Peebles ) for 
twelve years and am intimately familiar with their operation. 
 
My views on the generality of rural court closures has been sought but at no time has 
any specific proposal such as that now under consideration been brought to my 
attention. 
 
I have real concerns that so far as the four Borders Courts are concerned, there is a 
piecemeal approach emerging which is failing to take account of the overall impact  on 
the Borders Region as a whole. The approach adopted by the proposal is suggestive of 
someone within the system (i) having looked at a map and (ii) having looked 
superficially at court statistics. 
 
This is nothing new in this superficial approach. It has been adopted in previous such 
exercises, proposals are made, the political and demographic reality is examined and 
the proposal is eventually shelved. 
 
The closure of Duns Sheriff Court has been raised more times than I can remember 
over the years. The closure of Peebles actually took place and it was then reopened. 
  
The question of the efficient provision of court services within the Borders has been the 
subject of discussion under a number of guises over many years e.g. when I was first 
appointed to the Borders in 2000 I was asked to consider whether I could also include 
Peebles Sheriff Court within my court programme (Peebles at that time being supplied 
with shrieval cover from Edinburgh); it was considered when the old court house at 
Peebles was closed; when the closure of Duns Sheriff Court was proposed and more 
recently in 2010 in a different context when restrictions on part time shrieval assistance 
were introduced.  
 
A dedicated floating sheriff was allocated to the Borders. This enabled Peebles to be 
included within the Borders programme and a restructuring of the work between the four 
courts was carried out. 
 
It is worthy of mention that that particular step had been included in a Business Plan 
produced by myself a number of years earlier which did not find favour until the current 
budget restrictions arose. 
 
I mention these matters simply to dispel from official thinking on the subject that the 
present structure of the Borders Courts is some kind of historic anomaly. It is not. The 
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present structure  is the result of a process of refinement which has been ongoing for 
many years and is a routine subject of consideration by all those involved in the 
manning of the Borders courts e.g. co-operation in the programming of the work 
between the four courts is essential in order to achieve efficient use of manpower by 
Procurators Fiscal, Police and G4S. Cooperation in the timings and use of individual 
court rooms is essential, e.g. for the Fiscal, to enable the JP Courts to function.  
 
In my respectful opinion it is a flawed approach to consider the Regional picture on a 
piecemeal basis as is done by this proposal. 
   
The problem  
 
The geographical size of the Borders Region and the difficulties of transport links , 
particularly from east to west, has long been a source of administrative difficulty. It is 
within my personal memory that consideration was being given  at one time in the past 
to the establishing of a single central court to service the Region. That did not come to 
fruition for, at least in part, the same reasons of public access. 
 
It will not have escaped anyone’s notice that the Borders is in the process of being 
supplied with an expensive rail link at public expense; even that rail project does not 
address the problem of east/west links. What it does is to speed one single existing link 
to Edinburgh ( A7) on a north/south axis. It does nothing to address the problems of 
east/west travel. 
 
The Gill Review recognised the problem of implementing its recommendations in rural 
areas. 
 
In a letter of 30th March 2012 addressing “Future Court Structures-Next Steps” 
Mr McQueen, Executive Director Field Services, SCS says ( p.3 para.1) “…we would 
see more judicial travelling as inefficient….”  While that may or may not be correct on a 
national basis it is, in my respectful opinion, a flawed approach on a rural basis. 
 
In the Borders Region the historical approach has been the maintaining of small local 
court facilities and a travelling sheriff. I would respectfully commend that principle as the 
proper approach to be adopted in the Borders.  
 
That commendation perhaps has the additional merit that the only person who is 
inconvenienced by it is the sheriff.  
 
At this stage and while it may be unnecessary to do so, let me make it plain that on a 
personal and professional level, these proposals have little impact on me. I have 
travelled literally tens of thousand of miles in the course of my tenure in the Borders and 
I will be retiring in a little over twelve months.  
 
My conclusions are based solely upon my concern for the provision of court services in 
the borders. 
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Lest there be any doubt on the matter, I say at the outset that the proposal to close 
Selkirk Duns and Peebles leaving Jedburgh to be the only court in the Borders Region 
quite simply will not work and, if implemented, will require to be revisited sooner rather 
than later by reason of all or any combination of the factors which I now address below. 
 
I would urge ,in the provision of court services in the Borders, that that historic principle 
of small rural courts and a travelling sheriff should not be discarded lightly. Every 
consideration must, of course, be given to appropriate reductions in costs in the 
maintaining of small local facilities but careful examination of the present arrangements 
may well disclose that they represent a model for the provisions of rural justice.  
 
For a clear understanding of the operation of the Borders Courts it is helpful to begin 
from an appreciation of two factors viz (i) scale and (ii) population distribution. 
 
(i) Scale 
 
1. From the map below, and for illustration purposes only, it will be found that the 
distance West to East ( Line A : West Linton to Coldstream is 56.7 miles with a nominal 
driving time by private car of 1 hour 47 minutes) : the distance North to South ( Line B : 
Cockburnspath to Langholm) is 73 miles. 
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2. Other  distances relevant  to court access within the Borders  are as undernoted  : 
“equivalents” journeys are shown for what would be relevant destinations from 
Edinburgh bearing in mind the excellent transport facilties in the Central belt. 
 

East : 
Edinburgh Equivalent 

Duns/Jedburgh    28.2 miles  equivalent..Falkirk 
Duns/Selkirk     30.6 miles   Kirkcaldy 
 
Eyemouth/Jedburgh    43.2    Glasgow 
Eyemouth Selkirk    46.3    Glasgow 
 
Coldstream/Jedburgh   20.1    Linlithgow 
Coldstream/Selkirk    27.5    Kirkcaldy 
 
Kelso/Jedburgh    11.4 
Kelso/Selkirk     18.6    Dunfermline 

 
South : 

Hawick/Jedburgh    10.9 
Hawick/Selkirk    11.3 
 
Langholm/Jedburgh    33.9    Stirling 
Langholm/Selkirk    34.1    Stirling 

 
North : 

Peebles/Selkirk    18.0    Dunfermline 
Peebles/Jedburgh    21.1    Dunfermline 
 
Oxton/Selkirk     23.8    Linlithgow 
Oxton/Jedburgh 
 
Galashiels/Selkirk    5.7 
Galashiels/Jedburgh   16.7    Dunfermline 
 

West : 
W.Linton/Selkirk    34.9    Stirling 
W.Linton/Jedburgh    50.4    Glasgow + 
 
Broughton/Selkirk    33.7    Falkirk 
Broughton/Jedburgh   49.2    Glasgow + 
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Edinburgh Equivalent Distances. 

Edinburgh to :- 
 

/Glasgow  45.4 
/Stirling  38.0 
Perth   41.9 
/Linlithgow  20.0 
/Kirkcaldy  27.7 
/Dunfermline 16.7 
/Falkirk  27.8 

 
3. Having regard to the Principles of Provision of Access to Justice prepared by the 
Lord President, Lord Justice Clerk and Sheriffs Principal, (Principles 1,2 and 3 as 
summarised at page 2 ) it is not possible, for example to travel by public transport from 
Eyemouth to either Selkirk or Jedburgh for 10am arrival without involving an overnight 
stay in Berwick upon Tweed. Travel from Duns to Jedburgh involves two separate bus 
journeys totalling 1hr 10 mins. 
 
In addition it may not  be appreciated that such journeys will be by small rural buses 
with potentially accused persons, Crown and defence witnesses and, at present, jurors 
all on the same bus.  
 
It is also not simply the existence of a bus service which has to be considered : its 
frequency may be just as important. 
 
Instances come before Borders Courts of witnesses disembarking from such journeys 
and failing to appear by reason of the presence of “the opposition” on the same bus. 
This results in trials not proceeding, other witnesses being inconvenienced, cases 
requiring to reprocessed and occasionally witnesses charged with contempt; in other 
words, the whole process which has become known as “churning.” This is a factor 
which is a reflection of purely local conditions and  may not be within the appreciation of 
those charged with the formulation of proposals when done from an urban perspective. 
 
Costs of Travel : 
Borders Region covers three travel zones. The cost of travel is dependent upon the 
number of zones crossed :  Zone 1 - £5.80 

Zone 2 - £8.30 
Zone 3 -  £10.70 

Job Seekers Allowance is £53.45 
 
Sample Bus timetables and further details of travel costs are included within the volume 
of working papers accompanying this memorandum. 
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Direct experience 
 
For a time in the Borders there was hands on experience of what might be regarded as 
a corollary of the present proposal. There was a period of time in 2011 when jury trials 
from Edinburgh were being set down for trial in Borders Courts. The experience was 
such that the experiment, if it was an experiment, was abandoned after a short period of 
time; it went further to the extent that the Sheriff Principal gave a direction to the effect 
that clearance was to be obtained before it was to be repeated. 
 
The experience included medical practitioners spending hours in travelling time to and 
from the Borders : court time being wasted by witnesses “on standby “ being unable to 
be in the Borders to give evidence and witnesses having to be brought by police 
transport from Edinburgh to the Borders. 
 
In the situation where witnesses were being brought by police, those witnesses were 
travelling in the company of police officers who were themselves witnesses. This was 
done in the obvious interests of saving time and manpower. One consequence was, 
inevitably, that the fact of their having so travelled became part of the subject matter of 
cross examination. 
 
There were other matters of detail which were so adverse to the good running of a jury 
sitting that the experiment was abandoned. 
 
There is no reason to expect that events would be any different under a regime which 
will be created by these proposals. 
 
(ii) Population distribution  
 
There may be a point of view which sees the Borders Region as a sparsely populated 
area in which the existing provision of court services is something of a luxury. Such an 
approach is flawed. The figures below, whilst not perhaps the most up to date are taken 
from official sources. The population of Borders Region is of the order of 110,00 served 
by one resident sheriff and one floating sheriff. 
 
By reference to official statistics I find the following: 
(i)Lothian Region has a ratio of 1 Sheriff per 31,275 head of population 
Borders Region has a ratio of 1 Sheriff per 52,650 head of population 
(ii) Lothian Region has a ratio of 1 Sheriff per 27.5 square miles of jurisdiction  
Borders Region has a ratio of 1 Sheriff per 909.5 square miles of jurisdiction 
 
(Sources: Area Population Estimates in Scotland 2005 (COSLA); Local 
Government areas of Scotland 1973-96 
 
There are, in this context, a number of specific issues which this particular proposal  
raises relating to the accessibility of Jedburgh to the wider Borders public which 
includes access from such far flung areas as West Linton, Broughton and Eyemouth to 
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name but three and from which access to Jedburgh is at best extremely difficult and in 
the case of Eyemouth, not possible without an overnight stay in North Berwick.  
 
I now address  a matter which, on the information before me,  does not appear  to have 
been given consideration, namely,  the suitability of the building at Jedburgh Sheriff 
Court itself,  as a home for the whole of the Borders Civil and Criminal business. 
 
I assume also that it is considered to be able to cope with not only the Sheriff Court 
business but also all four  Borders Region JP Courts. It is not clear to me whether or not 
the suitability of the building has been considered at all. 
 
The suitability of the court building at Jedburgh 
 
(i) I have presided over the Borders courts for twelve years and I am intimately 
familiar with the operations of the buildings themselves. Over that period, in both main 
courts, Selkirk and Jedburgh ,we have carried out a significant number of refinements 
both in the organisation of the buildings with a view to maximising the use of the facilites 
available and in the programming of the work.  
 
Those refinements have all been discussed taking account of the demands made on the 
local Police Division, on Procurators Fiscal, on local authority resources (especially 
court Social Workers) and on the security contractors, formerly Reliance now G4S.  We 
have borne in mind the impact on local solicitors and such issues as attendance of 
witnesses.  
 
(ii) The most recent reorganisation which took effect on 24 January 2010 was done 
with a view to reducing the need for P/T shrieval assistance. That that exercise alone 
has been particularly productive in reducing costs in this respect. 
 
(iii) I am not aware of whether or not the SCS  proposal envisages the whole of the 
Borders court work being conducted by a single sheriff or whether the services of more 
than one sheriff  would be required.  
 
I do not propose to dwell on this but the reason why a significant number of part time 
sheriffs was formerly required was that the running of even an ordinary proof  or a trial 
taking more than a day resulted in the resident sheriff being unavailable for the daily 
routine work. This resulted in successions of part time sheriffs being deployed, a lack of 
consistency and continuity, an increase, e.g. in the amount of “continued” business and 
a growth in the numbers of Social Enquiry Reports required to the extent that it was 
imposing growing burdens on the local criminal Social Work Department. 
 
For that reason alone I am assuming for present purposes that the proposal would 
envisage two sheriffs sitting at Jedburgh Sheriff Court. If it is thought that one sheriff can 
deal with the whole business then there will be a reversion to the need for part time 
assistance on a routine basis. 
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While Jedburgh can accurately be described as having two court rooms the reality of 
the matter is that the "second" court room  can accommodate, from memory, no more 
than 9 people. It is a very small court room:  

(a) It can be used only for specific kinds of business e.g. contentious family 
cases or proofs and cannot be used for general court purposes. In particular its 
use for criminal purposes is wholly unsuitable for the quite separate reason that 
in order to access that courtroom prisoners require to be taken out of the building 
and back in by another door.  
When it is so used the door of the courtroom  requires to be kept open for 
ventilation due to the fact that the windows opening on to the main street cannot 
be opened and  the noise of the fans renders it completely unusable otherwise. 
(b) Assuming that the proposal envisages the business being handled by two 
sheriffs  I have grave doubts about the availability of accommodation for two sets 
of chambers for those sheriffs : I assume that the prospect of sheriffs sharing 
chambers has not been contemplated because if it has been then  I would have 
something to say on that matter. It is not a possibility which I would be prepared 
to countenance for a number of good reasons which I do not find it necessary to 
set out at present. 
(c) One of the historic problems at Jedburgh was the availability of a consulting 
room for the solicitors. That was an issue which was also addressed in our 
restructuring. One of the problems with the progress of business is the capacity 
for solicitors to be able to consult with clients : the absence of such a facility was 
at one time having  a routine impact on the progress of the court programme. 
The same problem existed within the custody cell block which now has a single 
interview facility. As I understand the proposals as they are being conveyed to 
me,  the existing (non-custody)consulting  facility for solicitors would require to be 
appropriated to other use. 
(iv) I am dealing here only with certain limitations of the building itself : those 
limitations were a source of difficulty while the building was being used 
exclusively for the business generated within the Jedburgh court area alone. It 
would be taking a grave risk to assume that the building and its facilities is 
physically capable of handling the whole daily court business of the Borders 
Region together with the whole JP Court business of the Region . I have no 
hesitation in saying that in my opinion the building is simply incapable of handling 
that volume of business. 

 
(v) There are only two custody cells at Jedburgh. These are not in fact part of the court 
itself but are part of the adjacent and connected local police office. 
 
If there is a single female prisoner who has to be lodged separately then there is only 
one cell for custodies. 
 
It is my understanding that that can, and has, resulted in a situation where 
Reliance/G4S have had to use the police custody cells at Hawick as a staging post and 
bring forward custodies at a rate at which they can be accommodated at Jedburgh. 
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Occasionally prisoners will be left in the van outside the building out of necessity. I 
understand that this practice is prohibited. 
 
This situation, of course, involves G4S/Reliance in additional runs and manning : it also 
impacts upon the flow of business through the court. If all of the Borders custodies were 
proposed to be dealt with at Jedburgh on a permanent basis the cells complex could not 
cope with it . 
 
(vi) The car park at Jedburgh Sheriff Court is not only very small but is accessed 
through a narrow vennel through which Reliance/GS vans do not fit.  
 
The result is that the van bringing prisoners to the court, parks in the street outside the 
building. The prisoners are brought individually through the vennel , across the car park 
and into the police station. 
 
A picture can sometimes tell better than words can describe : I attach two photographs  
viz 
Photo.1 This is the court house at Jedburgh. The access through the arch and vennel to 
the small car park is on the left : the street outside the court is the main street of the 
town. 
 
Photo 2. I emphasise that this photograph  shows the generous sized car park at Selkirk 
court house with a number of Reliance vans for prisoners. The situation depicted in this 
photograph could potentially be taking place routinely in the street at Jedburgh. 
 
Selkirk conventionally deals with the weekend custodies which from experience always 
exceed the daily tally. 
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Jedburgh Sheriff Court 
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Selkirk Sheriff Court Car Park 
 

 
 
By way of further explanation, G4S can use the police station car park and cells at 
Duns, they can use the generous sized car park at Selkirk; they can use the ample 
parking facilities attached to the new cells complex at Peebles.  
 
In Jedburgh, the court of choice, they park in the street. 
 
(vi) The worst of all worlds would be to close the other main court house at Selkirk only 
to find that the remaining building at Jedburgh cannot cope . If that is what is proposed 
be done , what we can say with certainty is that it  has  never previously been 
contemplated in the many variations on this theme which have been explored over the 
years. 
 
In my respectful opinion it simply does not work. 
 
(vii) It will be appreciated  that I an addressing simply the suitability of the building at 
Jedburgh in the context of closing Selkirk .Similar considerations to those mentioned  
above would apply, mutatis mutandis with variations of emphasis were the proposal to 
be the closure of Jedburgh and the concentration of court business in Selkirk. 
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Drug Treatment and Testing Orders 
 

Included in  the business over which I preside in the Borders Courts there are a 
significant number of Drug Treatment and Testing Orders. I have dealt with this 
category of case since the statutory introduction of such Orders. 
 
In order to maintain proper records of this class of business I have maintained "Drug 
Treatment and Testing Registers". These are simply dedicated  Notebooks in which I 
record each of the case reviews for each case. Each Order lasts for 18 months. 
 
I maintained separate Registers for Jedburgh and Selkirk. I found it necessary to do so 
by reason of the number of such Orders and the need to maintain an accurate 
contemporaneous record of the progress or otherwise of each case.  
 
I accordingly hold accurate records of this class of business going back to , in the case 
of Selkirk where I am currently, August 2005. 
 
It will be readily appreciated that this class of case is almost inevitably, the product of 
multiple offending by drug addicted offenders. T last time of checking the success rate 
stood at approximately 50%. 
 
The offenders are required to attend at different locations across the Borders for the 
purpose of testing, supervision  and for methadone prescribing. The subject of each of 
these cases is invariably already in an advanced state of heroin addiction and the 
management of the case work can be sensitive. 
 
Each Review requires the attendance of the addict along with their solicitor  and the 
relevant supervising Social Worker. 
  
In dealing with these cases  the practice which I have developed over the years is of 
conducting the DDTO Reviews ( normally 4 weekly reviews) in chambers in advance of 
the commencement of the ordinary court, effectively a "Drugs Court." The concentration 
of the DTTO Reviews to a particular court enables efficient use of social work staff time; 
there will be a weekly rolling programme of DTTO Reviews. 
 
Ensuring the attendance of the addict/subject is a vital part of the process; it is common 
that particularly in the early stages of such a regime that attendance at Treatment, 
Testing and Review appointments is problematic : such attendances are recorded on 
the Review Report and , along with attendance at the Case Reviews with the Sheriff , 
form an important part of the process.  
 
There are many cases where I have terminated Orders by reason of failures to maintain 
this important part of the process.  
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Before the most recent reorganisation (Jan 2010) I was presiding over such cases in 
Duns, Jedburgh and Selkirk. Each of these cases was handled by a different area 
Supervising source. 
  
The prospect of concentrating the whole DTTO caseload in Jedburgh is a matter which 
would require careful thought, coordination with the different Supervising regimes and 
consideration of its impact upon the operation of DTTO's generally : the impact on the 
court programme would also require to be separately considered as it is my information 
that these cases will simply appear in the statistics as being included within the timings 
of the ordinary court whereas, in reality, they are handled separately from the routine 
court and in Chambers.  
 
In my opinion it would be almost inevitable that the attendance of these already 
problematic subjects from across the whole geographical area of the Borders Region at 
Case Reviews in Jedburgh alone  would be likely to have a serious adverse impact 
upon the operation of the DTTO Scheme. 
 
Future demographics 
 
One of the considerations which is invited to be taken into account in the present 
exercise is “possible future changes in demographics and business growth.” 
 
As mentioned above, there is a well publicized major public expenditure project 
currently in place to restore the “Borders Rail Link.” It is anticipated to be completed, I 
understand, in 2015 at a cost of some £15M….or perhaps billions. ( My figures may be 
defective by significant factors.) 
 
This will involve the provision of a rail service to Edinburgh via Gorebridge in Midlothian 
to Tweedbank, near Galashiels. 
 
The project is part of a wider “Borders Regeneration” exercise; it is already underway; it 
is already a source of employment particularly of local youth; it is already the subject 
matter of a small number of actions brought before local courts consequential upon e.g. 
compulsory purchase orders. 
 
It is my understanding that Housing development in the central part of Borders Region 
anticipates a population growth of 900 houses and an additional 3000 head of 
population. I do not rely on the accuracy of those figures which might be significantly 
deficient on a Regional basis but significant development is envisaged and the accurate 
figures can be obtained. 
 
An examination of the map incorporated above will show that in broad terms the rail 
route will follow the line of the existing A7 main road through the Borders. 
 
The A7 is already a bus route north/south from Galashiels to Edinburgh and local bus 
services link east/west generally along that route. 
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The new rail link will speed access to Edinburgh on a north/south axis but will do 
nothing to alleviate the problems of east/west travel which is a problem of travel within 
the Borders, all as illustrated by the inter-Borders distances shown above. 
 
The new rail link is, however, anticipated to provide a source of “regeneration” within the 
Borders Region which will have consequences for population  and new business growth 
with implications for the growth in and requirement for  court services. 
 
Generally 
1. It will  be borne in mind that the Borders Courts also deal routinely with what I 
would characterize as “cross-border” issues, in that (i) residents in the North of England 
are known to have committed crimes in the Borders Region and (ii) that residents in the 
Borders Region are known to have committed crimes in the North of England. 
 
On the civil law side there are a few property owners in the North of England who are 
landlords of Borders Region properties. 
 
One result of this situation is that orders made in “cross-borders” courts are commonly 
transferred for enforcement of community based orders in the respective jurisdictions. 
Landlord/tenant disputes between the jurisdictions are not uncommon in the heritable 
court particularly in the case of one sizeable property owner. 
 
If the proposal which is now put forward is put into effect then a traveler from England 
on the A1 or a traveler on the East Coast rail route to Scotland will encounter his first 
court in Scotland at Edinburgh. ( I say this on the understanding that Haddington is also 
to be closed.) 
 
2. From the inevitable conversations which proposals such as these give rise to, it 
is clear to me that a number of separate agencies will have separate and distinct issues 
which they will wish to have taken into account. I have not consulted with any. 
 
I am aware that imminent local elections may well see this matter given some 
prominence. 
 
3. My working papers including source material for a number of the assertion 
contained herein accompany this note. 
 
Sheriff T A K Drummond QC  
April 2012 
 


