
JUSTICE COMMITTEE: CONSIDERATION OF LIMITATION (CHILDHOOD 
ABUSE) (SCOTLAND) BILL 

Note of meeting with ‘R’ 

Tuesday, 31st January 2017 

 

Present: Rona Mackay MSP (Deputy Convener), Mairi Evans MSP, Douglas 
Ross MSP 

R was accompanied to the meeting by J, from a local support and advocacy group 
for abuse survivors. (J is also a survivor). R is a married woman with her own 
business. She has had adult further education and been trained in counselling.  

R spent most of her childhood in care or with foster families. She was abused by 
individuals in her family, in her foster family, in a children’s home and by a 
professional working with schoolchildren. Many years have now passed. R had a 
brother who had a similar childhood experience. He took his own life in adulthood 
earlier this decade but R only found this out last year. 

R said that she had been out of care a very long time but that she had lived with the 
guilt of what happened for many years: you live with the guilt unless you can take it 
back to the guilty. She had internalised her guilt until around 20 years ago when she 
had begun to feel run down and depressed. A health professional picked up what 
might be the root cause and suggested that she contact a local survivor’s network. 
This had begun the process of her coming to terms with her past and her unhealed 
pain.  

R said she understood the main aim of the Limitations (Childhood Abuse) (Scotland) 
Bill and strongly approved of it. It was only recently that she had faced up to the 
major legal restrictions that would exist if she wanted to bring an action under the 
current law. (J described the current law as cruel.) She said that her brother might 
still be here if he had known this remedy was coming along. The Bill will raise 
awareness. It may also create a need for more advice and counselling. Grassroots 
support groups are already struggling with reduced and short-term funding. R said 
she had some concerns that men who are survivors of abuse might find it harder to 
come forward.  

The Bill on its own is not enough for survivors. What survivors need is ongoing 
education to help them achieve self-realisation, confront feelings of guilt and shame, 
and truly know themselves. She had felt scapegoated and gas-lighted for much of 
her adult life.   

R described the struggle she had had with officialdom to try to piece together what 
had happened in her early years from official records. She felt she had encountered 
obstruction and a defensive mindset from the social work department whose attitude 
was that she should get over what happened rather than raking over the past. Going 
to the police to report her abuse as a crime and to the ombudsman had been 
necessary to recover what documentation about her childhood that there was. She 
had been horrified by what she had found written about her in those records, but it 
was still a necessary part of the process to have got them. The social work 



department had formally recognised R’s childhood experience by apologising to her. 
But the apology felt forced and un-genuine.  

R was asked whether a side-effect of the Bill might be to re-traumatise survivors. 
She said that she could only speak for herself  but that she personally saw what the 
Bill offered as offering a great release, and as helping her survive. It was not about 
money; it was about recognition. As to whether there could be a flood of cases and 
that it might take therefore her a while to achieve justice, R said she would be 
prepared to wait for as long as it takes. J said he was concerned that waiting could 
itself be a cause for further anxiety for survivors. 

In a further email communication with the clerk after the meeting, R said that on 
further reflection she was concerned about delay and hoped that the law change 
would come as soon as possible. 

At the end of the meeting, R shared with Members a short note she had written, 
setting out her considered thoughts about her experience and about law reform, 
which has been appended 

  



Annexe: note shared by R with Members at the meeting 

 

Action to be taken within three years 

Freedom of Information requests to gain access to the files can take many months. 
In my case I had to ask the Ombudsman to intervene. 

The survivor almost certainly will need time to recover from their experiences - in my 
case it took many years to face my past and nearly 30 years to seek justice. 

The 3 year rule puts pressure on 16 year olds to find affordable help, guidance 
and/or counselling when they are not ready to face things.  

The rule means that Social Workers and their departments are escaping 
accountability. 

When I was granted an interview with a social work manager to review my old file 
notes the advice I was given was to  

a) report my abuse to the Police 

b) to get over it, and 

c) to find a way past it. 

I recently learned of the death of my brother who was in care with me. He could not 
live with his past and committed suicide. If the law had been more open and 
accessible he might have been able to pursue justice. A life might not have been 
wasted. 

Removing the time bar would make a huge difference to me as the expert advice I 
have been given is that it would be best to see if the bar was removed before taking 
action to seek justice. 

Historical abuse crimes can be reported to the police at any given time. I don’t see 
why this should be any different.  

Abuse of power is a mental trap for the victim. It can take many years if not a lifetime 
to find our true being. Gas-lighting and scapegoating are forms of abuse by those 
who are meant to be responsible for my care.  

Any authoritative body within the care system can be reported for abuse and often 
brought to justice. Without this time bar being lifted this would contradict what this 
type of justice stands for. 

 


