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                                          PETITIONER  PE1312 
 
To 
Fergus D. Cochrane, Clerk to the Public Petitions Committee, TG01, The Scottish Parliament, Edinburgh. 
EH99 1SP 
 
                                                RESPONSE (3) 
Dear Sir, 
I acknowledge receipt of your email dated 22nd June 2010 along with the attachment’s to the same 
from the MoD, Minister, Mr Andrew Robathan, MP, correspondence ref; MSU/04/04/02/12/cc 
dated 15 June 2010. Having noted the terms of all therein I thank you. 
 
In Response: On the 18th March 2010 MSP, Minister, Alex Neil, on behalf of the Scottish 
Parliament’s Public Petitions Committee, wrote within his letter to thee then Secretary of State for 
Defence, that which I am about to quote, from within the last paragraph of his letter writes: -  
“ While I recognise that such a position is entirely reserved for the UK Government, perhaps in the 
interests of openness and transparency there could be an examination of the material presented by 
the veterans of HMS CONCORD. If they are to be denied medals given to crews of other ships then 
it is only right that their evidence is scrutinised and, if appropriate, disregarded in the face of 
conflicting yet overwhelming evidence to the contrary. On the other hand, should the new evidence 
bring a fresh perspective to the Yangtze Campaign, it is fitting that their claim for medals is 
acknowledged.”*Unquote. 
 
Then, on 15th June 2010, the newly elected Mr Andrew Robathan, Minister For Defence Personnel, 
Welfare and Veterans, in acknowledgment, literally fobs off the terms of MSP, Minister, Alex Neil’s, 
correspondence, while submitting that which he deems to be, a review that has been conducted into 
the institution of the ‘Yangtze 1949’ clasp to the NGSM, and, of course, there is the supposition on 
the part of Mr Robathan, hinging on the, imprecise risk and rigour, factor, being put forward and 
held by the Naval Secretary S01. 
 
No where and I repeat, no where within Minister, Andrew Robathan’ communication dated 15th 
June 2010 or within the Naval Secretary S01’s Review, is there reference to either an investigation 
or even a review having taken place in regards to the evidence that is now available and capable of 
bringing that fresh perspective to the Yangtze Campaign. 
 
Further, within the last paragraph of Minister, Robathan’s, communication he is seen to state: - 
“there appears to be a clear reason why HMS CONCORD was not included in the list of ships and 
units that are eligible for the clasp there see no grounds for reversing that decision.” 
 
Now being that Minister, Robathan, in his averment is not being specifically clear as to what he 
holds to be, the clear reason, for his terse judgement of: see no grounds for reversing that decision.  
That I will return to under the heading of “RISK & RIGOUR”. 
 
In Response: - At Page 4, within the Naval Secretary’s Review, at Item 11, it is stated: - 
Examination of T300/71 shows that the HD Committee were not invited to consider to consider 
whether HMS CONCORD should be included as one of the units whose personnel would be eligible 
for the medal. This is central to the veterans claim that HMS CONCORD’s part in HMS 



AMETHYST’s escape on the night of 30/31 July 1949 was deliberately covered up and that this 
alleged cover up led to HMS Concord being omitted from the list of units that were specified as 
qualifying for the medal. 
 
Note: That statement alone by its terms therein tends to support the material allegations made by 
the Petitioner, within Petition 1312 and as such, with respect, the Petitioner, request that Petition 
1312 be carried forward. 
 
Further: - At Item 12, on Page 4 of the Review, in reference to Item 11, the Naval Secretary S01, 
states, “This allegation is not sustainable.  As the HD papers show, eligibility for the medal was 
based on the actual risk and rigour experienced by those ships and units that were involved in the 
actions on 20 and 21 April 1949, and in recognition of HMS AMETHYST’s incarceration in the 
river between 20 April and 31 July 1949.  It is a matter of historical fact in accounts of HMS 
AMETHYST’s escape down river on the night of 30/31 July when she was met by HMS CONCORD 
early in the morning of 31 July, that HMS concord was not subjected to the same degree of actual 
risk and rigour as that which other ships and units had experienced in April 1949.  In fairness, this 
has never been alleged. 
 
In Response: Note, in Item 2, on Page 1, of the Review it is stated: - “The institution of a medal is an 
administrative process albeit one predicted on the requirement to recognise operational activity. In 
brief, the Commander-in-Chief in a theatre of operations, almost certainly partly guided by 
precedent, will make submission that the risk and rigour faced by personnel under command 
should be recognised by the institution of medalic recognition.”  
 
Then in continuation it is further stated: - British campaign and operational service medals are part 
of the UK’s system of Honours and Awards and medals. Whilst they may be proposed by the Armed 
Forces and the Ministry of Defence (or predecessor Departments) their institution is no the sole 
prerogative of the Armed Forces or the MOD.  Only the Sovereign can approve the institution of a 
medal. Since the Second World War at least, the Sovereign’s approval has been sought by the HD 
Committee. Today the Committee operates under the auspices of the Cabinet Office, but in 1949 the 
HD Committee was administered by the Treasury.” 
 
Following on to that, there is at the bottom of Page 2, of the Review, a reference, numbered 3, which 
for its importance, I now quote; * “In 1949, the HD Committee consisted of the Permanent 
Secretary at HM Treasury (Chairman), and senior officers and officials representing His Majesty, 
the Prime Minister, Central Chancery of the Order of Knighthood, the Admiralty (the Permanent 
Secretary, and the Naval Secretary), War Office (Permanent Under-Secretary, and the Military 
Secretary). Air Ministry (Permanent Under-Secretary, and the Director-General of Personnel), the 
Colonial Office, Commonwealth Relations Office, Foreign Office, Ministry of Supply, and Board of 
Trade.”*Unquote. 
 
There we have by reference, part of the all-important procedure that in 1949 was applicable to the 
UK’s system of Honours and Awards and medals. And at Item 2, Page 1, of the Review, where the 
Naval Secretary S01 is seen to aver, ‘ In brief, the Commander-in-Chief in a theatre of operations, 
almost certainly partly guided by precedent, will make a submission that the risk and rigour faced 
by personnel under command should be recognised by the institution of medalic recognition.’ By 
that averment, the Naval Secretary S01, provides the answer to that which activates, the process of 
the UK’s system of Honours and Awards and medals. 
Then at Item 11, on Page 4, of the Review, the Naval Secretary S01, avers, ‘Examination of T300/71 
shows that the HD Committee were not invited to consider whether HMS CONCORD should be 
included as one of the units whose personnel would be eligible for the medal.  



From those facts the Naval Secretary S01, is seen to be establishing the facts that the material 
evidence supportive of H.M.S. Concord’s role in the ‘Yangtze Incident’ was wrongfully excluded 
from the processing procedure’s applicable to the 1949 UK’s system of and for Honours and 
Awards and medals. 
 
See Also: - Item 4, on Page 2, of the Review, under the section ‘The Records’ where it is stated; The 
HD Committee’s records relating to this award have, however, survived and are now available at 
the National Archives at Kew in the treasury serious of records. The Treasury Ceremonial Office 
file, ‘CSM 232: General Service Medal: Yangtze’, covering the period August 1949 to June 1950, is 
available for examination at the National Archives at Kew under TNA reference, T300/71. These 
papers are not obscure memoranda as has been claimed, but are primary records of the senior 
Government Committee responsible for the institution of British medals.”  
 
In Response: - Within the last sentence of that Item, the Naval Secretary S01 is seen to infer that the 
papers he makes reference to, is not obscure memoranda, but are primary records of the senior 
Government Committee responsible for the institution of British medals. 
 
Well from a primary source, here is a little item for its terms therein, that the Naval Secretary S01, 
omitted to itemise: -  “YANGTSE OPERATIONS (MEDAL) (Hansard, 1 November 1949) 
Commander Noble asked the Prime Minister whether approval has been given for the issue of a 
General Service medal for service in operations on the River Yang’s earlier this year. 
 
The Prime Minister (Mr Attlee)  Yes, Sir. His Majesty has approved proposals for the grant of the 
Naval General Service Medal for specified service on the River Yangtse between 20th April and 31st 
July, 1949. A short White Paper on the Subject is available in the Vote Office.”  
 
Note: - From the White Paper, referred to above by Prime Minister, Attlee, for and from the terms 
therein, those terms I now quote, below; 
                                    THE NAVAL GENERAL SERVICE MEDAL 
                              SERVICE ON THE RIVER YANGTSE BETWEEN 
                                       20th APRIL, AND 31ST JULY, 1949 

1. —(i) The Committee on the grant of Honours, Decorations and Medals have had under 
consideration the need for the general recognition of certain service in the Forces on the 
River Yangtze in the period between 20th April and 31st July, 1949 with special regard to the 
exceptionally trying and dangerous condition in which duty there was carried out. 

                 (ii) Their recommendations have been duly submitted to The King, who has been      
            advised by the Prime Minister on matters likely to give rise to difference of opinion. His 
            Majesty has now graciously approved the recommendations set out below. 
 

2. Approval has been given for the award of the current Naval General Service Medal,  
With an appropriate clasp, for specified service on the River Yangtze between 20th April  

      and 31st July 1949, both dates inclusive, as described below. 
                                                                  ROYAL NAVY 

3. –(i) Service in the following of His Majesty’s ships on the dates or within or within the period 
shown :-- H.M.S. Consort    …    …    …   20th April, 1949. 

                                   H.M.S. London     …    …    …   21st April, 1949. 
                                   H.M.S. Black Swan       …    …  21st April, 1949. 
                                   H.M.S. Amethyst  …     …    … 20th April,  1949, to 31st July, 
                                                                              1949, both dates inclusive.   *Unquote. 
 



With that above shown, when coupled to the question asked by Commander Noble, and 
answered by Prime Minister, Mr Attlee, (Hansard 1st November, 1949) that tends to show and 
establish that Prime Minister, Attlee, was part and parcel to the wrongful exclusion and 
rejection of competent and admissible evidence that was supportive of H.M.S. Concord’s, role in 
the Yangtze Incident during the period 28th July to 31st July, 1949.  
 
Further: - At Item 16 on Page 5 of the Review, the Naval Secretary S01, is seen to state; “In the 
event, however, during a briefing to the press on Saturday 6 August, the Commander –in-Chief 
Far East Station, Sir Patrick BRIND inadvertently revealed CONCORD’s part in 
AMETHYST’S escape.” Well as can be seen there is no depth to that snippet of information, as 
such I will elaborate. 
 
From the front page of the Singapore, Sunday Tribune, August 7. 1949 I now quote : - 
*”AMETHYST: THE WHOLE STORY THE 
WHOLE WORLD HAS BEEN WAITING TO READ 
Four Destroyers Were Ready To Go In After Her And Silence The Shore Forts. 
If the Frigate Amethyst had met with any serious trouble on her dramatic dash down the 
Yangtse, three destroyers of the 8th. Flotilla, Cossack, Constance, and Comas, would have 
blasted their way up river to help her. A fourth destroyer, Concord, would have been detailed to 
silence the shore fort guns at Woosung. 
 
This was revealed at a press conference held yesterday at Singapore headquarters of Admiral 
Sir Patrick Brind, Naval Commander-in-Chief, Far East. Throughout the conference a little, 
green loose-leaf file lay on the Admiral’s desk in his high airy “cabin” in Phoenix Park – an 
ordinary, regulation file, but holding the stuff that makes history. 
 
For the pink slips of paper that file contains hold the record of the exploit of the Amethyst  in the 
terse messages which her Captain, Lieutenant Commander John Kerans, flashed to 
headquarters  as he made his plans for his escape, and later as he raced by night down the 
treacherous river under the Communist guns.”* Unquote. 
 
Note: Where in Item 16, where the Naval Secretary S01, is seen to infer that Sir Patrick BRIND, 
inadvertently revealed CONCORD’s part in the AMETHYST’s escape, that is not  correct in 
that what was reported as can be seen was that: A fourth destroyer, CONCORD would have 
been detailed to silence the shore fort guns at Woosung. So as can be seen, Sir Patrick BRIND, 
did not reveal the fact H.M.S. Concord, was within Chinas, territorial, waters in readiness to 
silence the Woosung Fort, guns.  
 
Further: Where in the Singapore, Sunday Tribune, article there is a reference to the green loose-
leaf file, a regulation file, and the pink slips of paper, the stuff that makes history, that is the 
stuff that Rear Admiral, Sir David Scott, deposited within the Churchill College Archives, under 
reference: - GBR/0014/DKNS. 
 
During the “Amethyst Incident” Rear Admiral Sir David Scott, KBE, CB, was Flag-Lieutenant 
to the Commander-in-Chief, Far East Station, Admiral Sir Patrick Brind, KCB, CBE.  
 
“RISK & RIGOUR”: - Here I return to MoD Minister, Andrew Robathan’s, communication of 
15th June, 2010 where he is seen to state: - “there appears to be clear reason why HMS 
CONCORD was not included in the list of ships and units that are eligible for the clasp therefore 
see no grounds for reversing that decision.” 



In averring such, Mr Robathan, does not provide an insight into what amounts to be the clear 
reasoning as to why H.M.S. Concord was not included on the list of ships and units that were 
deemed eligible for the clasp.  Well obviously he Mr Robathan, did not read into the implications 
and inferences flowing from Item 11, on Page 4 of the review where it is stated: - 
“Examination of T300/71 shows that the HD Committee were no invited to consider whether 
HMS CONCORD should be included as one of the units whose personnel would be eligible for 
the medal. 
 
From H.M.S. Concord’s ships log: - 

    July 1to 8    Alongside South Arm in Hong Kong. 
    July 9           0900 moved to NO 8 Buoy. 
    July 10         1305 1 hrs notice for steam: Liberty men recalled. Leave stopped until further      
                         Notice. 
    July 11to17 Back to normal routine.  Ships Co photo taken today. 
    July 18to22 At sea for exercises with BELFAST and COMUS – mainly in Junk Bay and Mirs   
                        Bay. 
    July 23&24 At NO6 Buoy 
    July 25&26 Alongside North Arm. 
    July 27      0900 sailed from Hong Kong with COSSACK, COMUS & CONSTANCE. Night    

                  Exercises with JAMAICA. 
                  2200 Detached by Capt D8 to act independently.  

    July 28      In Yangtse Entrance. 
    July 29      0555 Hoisted White Ensigns at both Yard Arms. 

                  1315 Duty part of the watch employed in getting up ammunitions. 
                  2000 half hours notice for steam. 
  July 30      0015 Reverted to 2hrs notice for steam. 
                  0740 Gun crews at drill. 
                  2125 10 mins notice for steam. 

            2132 Anchises passed ahead 7 cables under tow by Caroline Muller. 
 
From those entries it would seem it is obvious that Concord had been assigned to assist 
Amethyst, well before she escaped. As can be seen Concord, is in the Yangtze Entrance on the 28 
July and on the 29th July the two White Ensigns signalling, battle ready, were hoisted to the 
Yard Arms. The on 30th July there is that logged at 2132 hrs Anchises passed ahead 7 cables 
under tow by Caroline Muller. Well that item logged is capable of providing an insight into the 
environmental rigour that existed in the theatre of operations that Concord had been ordered 
into, for insight see the link being provided below: - 
http://hansard.millbanksystems.com/commons/1949/jun/21/attack-on-british-ship-china  

 
     With respect the Petitioner, requests of the Public Petitions Committee, that Petition 1312 be   
      carried forward. 
                                  Yours Sincerely, 
                                   William Leitch. 
                                    Petitioner.                                                               
 


