Mr Peter Roberts

PO Box 276
CESSNOCK NSW 2325
Tel: 0413 950 265

Email: peterwroberts@bigpond.com

The Most Rev. Dr Phillip Aspinall

Archbishop of Brisbane

Anglican Church Southern Queensland Office
GPO Box 421 ;
BRISBANE QLD 4001

12 April 2017

Dear Archbishop,
RE: THE ROBERTS CENTRE

I acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 3 March-2017 and express my disappointment in your
ongoing support for the decision of the present Churchie School Council to de-name the Roberts
Centre building.

Your letter is informative of the key issues of your concern even if some additional matters have
been raised beyond items previously defined, in particular reference to Harry Wippell and the Old
Boys’ Association. You and | had agreed in the clearest terms, in previous correspondence, as to the
matters in dispute. The fact that you would, for the purposes of your most recent letter, unilaterally
change that agreement to include references to the Old Boys’ Association is an act of extreme bad
faith, and indicates an absence of conscience.

I have also sighted your letter dated 14 March 2017 to Mr Brian Becconsall and the letter dated 23
March 2017 from Bishop Smith to Mr Ken Waller.

| write this letter to you to cover several aspects of this matter that concern me and will try to avoid
the legal arguments that have been dominant in earlier correspondence.

THE START OF THIS MATTER

The decision to remove the Roberts name from the new building after it had been on an earlier
building for some 46 years came as a complete surprise to my brother John and me. John was still
alive when we were advised on 29 February 2016 by telephone calls from Dr Alan Campbell, the
present Headmaster ,

We were particularly surprised because we had both attended on 25 November 2015 the laying of
the foundation stone for the “Roberts Centre for Learning and Innovation” by the Governor of
Queensland, old boy Paul De Jersey. The Governor, as always when we meet, was genuine in his
praise for his Headmaster, Harry Roberts and wife Hilda.

ljPage



In those phone calls, Dr Campbell specifically said that this decision was largely because:

“.... A situation had arisen following the re-employment by Churchie of a Master who had
been dismissed by Dad, when Headmaster, for inappropriate sexual behaviour and that such
behaviour had reoccurred on the re-employment of that Master by a subsequent
Headmaster”

“Dad should have advised that headmaster of the reasons to remove that master”

It is clear from subsequent investigation and correspondence with you that this is a reference to
Harry Wippell, who, in fact was never on the payroll as a master, but was a resident tutor as was,
Barry Kelly, subsequently a Chairman of the Sthool Council and John Boyd, Captain of the School in
1965 and 1966.

Following the phone calls from Dr Campbell, John and | wrote to him seeking a meeting to discuss
the matter. There was no response to our request. Next we received the letter dated 4 March 2016
from present School Council Chairman, Mr Dan O’Connor to the “Churchie Community”. This letter
included the following:

“Dr Roberts was Headmaster of Churchie from 1947-69 and is credited with creating the excellence
upon which the School prides itself. Dr Roberts’ standing as a school leader and educator is exemplary
in almost every way. However, the material recently made available to the School Council by the
Diocese suggests that his method of dealing with allegations of abuse in the 1960’s does not match
current standards” [

“Whilst Dr Roberts removed the staff concerned, he took no further action. The Council accepts that
this may have been considered an adequate response at the time, but it does not accord with current
community standards nor does it meet the standard that the council would expect of a Headmaster of
Churchie.”

“This decision does not remove Dr Roberts from the history of our School. It does however recognise
that he could have acted differently. Importantly, the School Council believes that the decision to
remove his name from the Centre for Learning and Innovation acknowledges the hurt that some of our
students experienced under his headmastership”

In the third line of the first paragraph, your Chairman Mr O’Connor refers to the material as having
been “recently” made available to the School Council by the Diocese. With respect to the knowledge
of that material, the Diocese is inseparable from the Council because your Grace is the head of both
and shares the same knowledge. Saying the material was “recent” was not true because the
material, by your own admission, had been in your possession for many years, without concern to
you. Such an untrue statement in the Chairman’s general letter of 4 March 2016 to the Churchie
community was not a good start to this sorry saga.

In summary | read this as Dad did not “do anything wrong” but “could have done better”. This raises
important issues some of which | will cover below.

ADDED REPUTATIONAL DAMAGE

Subsequent press stories, in the Australian newspaper, immediately after this decision and in the
Courier Mail following the publication of a book referred to below have exacerbated this damage.
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SUBSEQUENT ACTIONS TO PROTEST THE DE-NAMING DECISION

There has been an ongoing protest by Roberts’ era Old Boys and others since this decision was
made. Many letters have been written to you, the School Council Chairman and the Headmaster. |
have some but not all of this correspondence. A petition was organised that includes many
wonderful comments about Mum and Dad.

Mr Richard Trotter, Mr Ken Waller and | met with you on 4 May 2016. Barrister Mr Trotter
subsequently asked to sight copies of the (redacted) documents relied upon by the School Council in
reaching its decision. This was denied, despite your own procedural protocols regarding fairness and
transparency. But as you have said in previous correspondence, your protocols do not apply to this
casel

Mr Trotter received a letter dated 6 June 2016 from Minter Ellison, Lawyers, on behalf of the School
Council advising, inter alia, that:

“The School Council does not propose to reconsider its decision in relation to the Centre”

A eererecrnnne it does not believe it is appropriate, or would be helpful for more information to be
distributed in relation to this matter.

“For these reasons we are instructed that the School Council will not be making any further statement
about this matter”

Since then we have not corresponded with the School Council. They are your appointees and
therefore it is appropriate to deal with and appeal to you.

Your recent letters to me say that the reason to de-name the building relates to issues relating to the
departure of Mr Hamilton Leslie and allegations re Mr Harry Wippell being allowed to return to the
school after Dad had asked him to leave residency in the boarding house. You also advise that Dad
should have told the Old Boys’ Association of such allegations. This is mirrored in the letters to Mr
Becconsall and Mr Waller.

THE LESLIE MATTER

In the Leslie matter we have demonstrated to you that the delay and method of departure was at
the instructions of the School Council led by Archbishop Strong. We pointed out to you that Leslie’s
wife was the daughter of Mr Charles Elliott, an influential member of the Council.

In your letter to me dated 3 March 2017 you said:

“Subject to the above comment, | have considered carefully the additional material that you
have provided in your recent letters. Much of it is in the nature of submissions and
suppositions and objectively does not add greatly to that which was before the Churchie
Council” and “Dr Roberts allowed Mr Leslie to leave as a respected teacher” :

Your Grace, you appear not to understand what we‘put to you. There were no suppositions in the
material sent to you. You received signed statutory declarations by people who “were there” and
knew the people concerned. As | have said elsewhere no one on your present School council nor you
can have such personal knowledge.
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Of course Leslie was allowed to leave as a respected teacher because of the influence of those on
Council who directed its paid employee, Dr Roberts, how to handle the Leslie matter. You seem to
have ignored that aspect of the evidence whereby Leslie himself stated that Charles Elliot had lunch
with him the following Sunday and pledged support. You have ignored the fact that Charles Elliott
was the Archbishop’s nominee on the Council as you have the other unchallenged evidence
regarding Brennan, Biggs, St John and the declaration of Rex Freudenberg, a Partner in the Elliott
Firm. But this is of course consistent with the letter from Minter Ellison nine months earlier, isn’t it?

You have provided no evidence, “submissions and suppositions” contrary to those alleged
“submissions and suppositions” you have rejected out of hand. As mentioned elsewhere in this
letter you effectively impose on us an impossibly high standard of proof and reverse the onus of
proof, contrary to the laws in any Tribunal in any civilised country in the world.

You say,

“Even if Dr Roberts was acting in accordance with the wishes of members of the School
Council about keeping Mr Leslie’s on staff until the end of the term, it was inappropriate for
the headmaster to allow Mr Leslie who had admitted to the criminal conduct to remain on
site with boys at the school”

| suppose Dad could have disregarded the instructions from his School Council which surely would
have resulted in his dismissal. In terms of the performance of Churchie that could be seen as a
“pyrrhic victory”.

Dad was respectful of the chain of command laid down at the time in the constitution and this is
reflected in the Leslie matter.

Are you suggesting | should be writing not to you on the de-naming of the Roberts building but
rather to Dr Campbell? Would he be likely to disregard the decision of the present School Council on
this matter? | think not. Even in this case it seems to me that Dr Campbell has been gagged by the
Council and does not feel free to speak about the matter. Should he protest?”

THE WIPPELL MATTER

We have obtained most of the transcripts from the Wippell committal proceedings and trial. | will
refer to these further below.

You and Bishop Smith keep referring to the importance of police and insurance company statements

“The second matter concerned complaints against Harry Wippell in 1967. Wippell admitted
in his police record of interview, made on 25 August 2002, of speaking to Dr Roberts when
Wippell heard that complaints had been made against him and that he “left”, but
maintained his liaison with the school “trying to sort of....make up for what had happened”.
In an interview that Wippell had with a solicitor at Minter Ellison and an insurance assessor
on 29 July 2004, Wippell confirmed that Dr Roberts had asked him to leave the boarding
house in 1967, but he was allowed to keep his room until the end of that term, but could not
sleep there. Wippell explained that he would still attend Churchie to look after the needs of
the boarders and was not required to report to anyone”




We have not sighted these documents but understand it is a matter of criminal law procedure that
all untested police and witness statements would have been in the hands of the Prosecutor for the
hearings. It is clear that very little weight was attached to them and their contents in the committal
and the trial.

It seems less weight was put bn them by the court than is claimed by Mr O’Connor and yourself,
because Wippell was found not guilty on all charges.

If we could see these documents we would be in a position to assess the context in which they were
prepared. However, throughout you have refused to act impartially or fairly or in accordance with
your own protocols.

It should be noted that Wippell was acquittéd at that trial and, under the law of the land, as |
understand it, one might expect that would be the end of the matter.

The issue really is how much did Dad know, and in response to knowledge he had did he do
something about it that was appropriate?

You said in your letter 3 March 2017

“The statements that you have provided deal with the observations of those witnesses who do not
recall seeing Mr Wippell after his departure. That does not mean that Mr Wippell did not attend the
school out of work hours to attend to the tasks that he described in his interviews. In any case it could
not have escaped Dr Roberts’ attention that Mr Wippell continued as the Secretary of the Old Boys’
Association after the incident in 1967 until 1975”

The point you miss here, your Grace, is that the people who gave the evidence of Wippell’s
departure were those very people, such as boarders, and teachers, who are the only people in a
position to give evidence about Wippell attending the school out of hours to attend to the tasks that
he described in his interviews. You do not seem to understand that Wippell's work was with the
boarders, and was carried out in the boarding house after hours.

Dad did remove Wippell from the Boarding House after hearing a rumour about Wippell acting
inappropriately. He allowed Wippell to leave his belongings in his room at Churchie until the next
term holidays to ensure Wippell would not have further interface with the boarders in the boarding
house.

In the attachments to my letter to you dated 14 February 2017 we provided you with a list of names
of people in the school at the time Wippell left the boarding house who say that Wippell did NOT
come back to the boarding house prior Dad’s retirement in December1969.

These people include David Rathié, retired lawyer, boarder in Gerald House 1964 to 1968, School
Captain in 1969, and Tony Booth, master at Churchie from 1957 to 1989 and friend of Harry Wippell.

The Statutory Declaration of David Rathie includes his sworn statement as to evidence from other
people including Alex Cutts, boarder in Gerald Houge from 1964 to 1969 and Probationer in 1969
and Barry Kelly, resident tutor during period 1967 and 1969 and subsequently Chairman of the
School Council. These people all confirm that Harry Wippell did NOT return to the boarding house
after being asked to leave it during 1967 and prior to Dad’s retirement at end 1969.
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Since the date of my earlier letter to you John Boyd, boarder and Captain of the School in 1965 and
1966 has phoned me to say that he was, like Barry Kelly, a house tutor when Dad retired and did not
see Wippell in the boarding house after he was removed by Dad from his room.

They say quite categorically that there were no secrets in the boarding house; if Wippell was about
they would have known and that his presence would have been contrary to my father’s directive
which they believe was absolute and final

If these eminent Old Boys and iconic master Tony Booth did not see Wippell back at the school, why
would Dad have seen him?

Again | note that in our correspondence to date you have not acknowledged that you have asked Mr
Barry Kelly for his opinion on the presence of Wippell in the boarding house after Dad had asked him
to leave that house. It would be easy for you to do this as | understand Mr Kelly still serves the
Church in respect to Councils of other Diocesan schools and has your confidence, in fact it has come
to my attention that you have had meetings with Mr Kelly since | invited you to ask him the truth,
but it appears you chose not to do so. Can we all assume you are not interested in the truth?

As | understand, the “charge” against Dad is that he knew something re Wippell and did nothing
about it. If the above list of significant Old Boys and Masters of that time did not know what Mr
O’Connor keeps alleging then why should Dad know this? Dad did not live in the Boarding house. The
residence was over the other side of Oaklands Parade. Unlike Canon Morris and some House
Masters, Dad never slept in the Boarding House.

We know Wippell came back under Fisher and remained through the Hayward period.

Why were there no complaints to subsequent headmasters Fisher and Hayward about Wippell? We
can only assume Fisher did not receive a complaint. Mr Bill Hayward has told me he did not receive
any complaints. In fact Harry Wippell travelled with him on an introductory tour to meet country

parents.

There has been no suggestion that buildings at Churchie named Fisher and Hayward should be de-
named and | certainly would not advocate such actions.

Should Dad have told Fisher? It is well documented that Fisher did not consult Dad on any matter,
there was no “hand over”, nor was there a “hand over” to Hayward when Fisher left.

My father cannot be held responsible for the actions of Fisher. A reading of a number of passages in
Cole’s book “Making of Men” is a clear indication of the regard that Fisher held for my father

And what was he going to tell Fisher? There had been a rumour and he dealt with it by removing
Wippell from temptation? Similarly, what would you have Dad tell the Old Boys’ Association?

Evidence emphatically shows that Wippell did NOT return prior Dad’s retirement at end 1969 and
therefore Dad had no obligation to tell Fisher anything.

In respect to your comments in your letter of 3 March 2017 that Dad should have advised the Old
Boys to remove Wippell from any involvement. What' should he have said? It seems that he removed
Wippell from the boarding house because of an unsubstantiated rumour. In that era, if not now,
separation from the temptation of the boarding house was considered a sufficient action. Dad
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removed Wippell very promptly. At that time the Courts in Queensland would not accept an
uncorroborated complaint of a minor. Where was the corroboration?

If he had propagated the rumour as fact to the OBA Executive, he may have unnecessarily ended
Wippell's professional career as a Pharmacist. | refer again to those eminent Old Boys listed above
that are adamant that Wippell did not return to the boarding house before the retirement of Harry
Roberts. This group of people state that if Wippell did commit any offences, it was not known to
them at the time.

There were some of this group, such as previous School Council Chairman Barry Kelly, who were, like
Wippell, involved in the Old Boys over many years. Such people were aware that Wippell had been
asked to leave the boarding house but saw no reason to advise the Old Boys’ Association. Nor did
such people see the necessity to advise subsequent Headmasters of Wippell’s background. Again,
Mr Kelly is one of the few people who can tell you the truth of this matter, but it appears you not
only neglected, but chose not to ask him about it.

The fact that Wippell was allowed to continue on as secretary of the Old Boys’ Association should be
seen in the following light: firstly Dr Roberts had no control over the Old Boys’ Association. Secondly,
Wippell denied the charges made against him and Dr Roberts would have been acting most
improperly and unfairly had he not only dismissed Wippell from school, but adversely affected his
extra-curricular activities.

As it turned out, after a full inquiry and fair trial, he was acquitted of those charges. The prosecution
chose not to proceed on other, even weaker charges against Wippell. | know some people choose to
peddle the scandalous story that Wippell committed suicide before he went to court again but this is
just another piece of misinformation which has been circulated, as the hospital records clearly show
that Wippell died of a brain tumour from which he had been suffering for some time, and as you also
know, a highly respected Priest was at his bedside just before he died. But in your zeal, both you and
Mr O’Connor prefer to reject the evidence of that respected Priest who took his death bed
confessions. His funeral took place before a packed congregation in St John’s Cathedral a few days
later.

I will comment further below on the two old boys who pursued Wippell with these accusations but
at this point it should be noted that one of these old boys, | will refer to as “713”, said, in respect to
whether or not Wippell continued to have access to the boys after being dismissed by Dr Roberts. In
sworn evidence at the committal proceedings (on page 51, line 20 of the transcripts), when asked
about what Dr Roberts said, “713” replied:

“He said he would make sure it would never happen again and we never had contact after
that. By that | mean Harry Wippell and | never spoke or had any involvement”.

The investigating officer, Mr Cameron, gave similar evidence regarding Wippell's departure.

The above quotation came from “713”, and is therefore straight from the horse’s mouth. You have
no compunction in disbelieving his sworn evidence in the above quotation, but you believed his
other evidence to the point where you gave him a gteat sum of money by way of compensation and
by way of return of school fees. “713” is the witness | refer to in greater length below who is a
reprehensible fraudster and convicted murderer.
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Any reading of the transcript would have shown you that the evidence of “713” was in conflict with
the evidence of his mother on every relevant point.

In addition | note, with discomfort and suspicion, that in our correspondence to date you have not
acknowledged that the present Headmaster in his telephone calls to my brother John and me
expressed a position that is at variance with the position taken by the you and the Chairman, Mr
O’Connor on the timing of the return to Churchie of Harry Wippell.

The Headmaster said Wippell came back under another Headmaster.

Subsequently you and Mr O’Connor insist that Wippell came back to the school during Dad’s time
before he retired at end of 1969. This is inconsistent with the information conveyed in the original
telephone conversations with Dr Campbell.

Despite having invited the Headmaster and yourself to explain this extraordinary anomaly which
favours my father and is detrimental to your own case, both you and Dr Campbell have seen fit to
avoid any such explanation. Any readers of this letter will form their own judgement of you both.

Is it possible your Grace is mistaken as to what the Council decided?

The law was different in the 1960’s. If the Headmaster had made allegations that proved to be
incorrect he would have laid himself, and the school, open to legal action and may have unjustifiably
damaged the reputation of Wippell.

THE WIPPELL COMPLAINAINTS

A parallel question is what, if anything, did Wippell do?

As previously indicated, | along with others have had the benefit of reading and studying the
transcript of the committal proceedings preceding the trial of Harry Wippell and the transcript of the
trial which resulted in his acquittal.

At the committal proceedings there were three complainants who were boarders in the Roberts era;
there were others under subsequent Headmasters. Again, as previously indicated we understand
from Mr Bill Hayward that he received no complaints about Wippell in the 10 years he was
Headmaster, yet there is one complainant, many years later, clearly identifiable as being a boarder
during the Hayward era.

Two of the three complainants of the Roberts era were convicted criminals, one for murder, both for
fraud. One of these seems determined to hound Wippell’s memory past the grave and your Church
appears to be prepared to assist him in this endeavour.

As their complaints did not surface until well after the death of Dad in 1984 and until after the law in
Queensland changed to protect witnesses, the motivation of these two people is questionable.

| refer to them in more detail below.
As mentioned earlier in this letter, | have had the benefit of reading the full transcripts of the

committal proceedings against Harry Wippell on 10 June 2008, 11 June 2008. 12 June 2008 and 7
September 2008. Sworn testimony is given by the complainants against Wippell. | refer to these
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complainants below as “204” and “713”. | understand both have received compensation and
apologies from the Church.

Person 204

I will refer to this person as “204”. Because of the current law in Queensland it may be unwise for
me to use his name but | do know the name, his full family history and his criminal record. He died in
July 2016. His criminal history included criminal convictions for stealing and false pretences.

He was the accuser against Wippell at his trial.
Person 713

The second person, | will refer to as “713”, although perhaps this is being overcautious as he is a
convicted murderer on parole and risks a return to jail should he reoffend with any crime. Again |
know his name and full life story and that he attended school in Japan prior to boarding at Churchie
This person, as a boy, left Churchie at end of 1969 after junior for a year of schooling in Canberra
followed by 3 years at Brisbane Grammar School where he completed his secondary education.

One Old Boy assisting me in this matter has had email exchanges with this person, who now lives in
Brisbane, and there is a vitriolic theme against Dad through this correspondence including one that
says “wait till the world hears about his 3 drink driving charges when he lived at New Farm”. Dad
was never charged with drink driving and the only time he lived at New Farm was a few short
months in a care facility following a stroke before he died in 1984.

Alan Becconsall, Captain of the school in 1959, and | have received anonymous, threatening letters
to our home addresses. We can connect these with this person.

The murder committed by “713” was aimed at collecting on an insurance policy taken out by him on
the life of the victim. He is considered by the police to be a fraudster. The now retired Detective
Inspector who led the murder investigation has advised that he should not be considered a reliable
witness on any matter and that any information from him should be disbelieved unless
independently corroborated.

He is responsible for the stories fed to the Australian in March 2016 and is “John” the aggrieved
Churchie Old Boy described in the book by Condon — “Little Fish are Sweet'. | can demonstrate by
way of statutory declarations that these articles and the “John” story are fanciful. Of interest, he
does not refer to these matters when under oath in the committal proceedings against Wippell, and
inferentially disowns those allegations; at that time, he had not yet invented those stories.

The same person phoned the current Headmaster of Toowoomba Grammar School demanding that
the school remove the Roberts name from a building on its campus otherwise he would do a “job”
on the school via the Australian, “as | did on Churchie”. The Headmaster rejected his demands and
refused to have any further discussions with him.

In recent times he has made demands for compensation on a school in Japan accusing a staff
member of abusing him. This school has paid him substantial money but has discovered after further
and extensive investigation that his claims are / were fraudulent. The appropriate legal remedies are
being pursued at this moment.
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An initial approach was also made to Brisbane Grammar School which undertook investigations
before rejecting it.

In 2009 “713” approached the Anglican Church in Brisbane claiming he had been abused at Churchie
and seeking compensation. This matter was referred to the then School Council which after proper
consideration recommended to you that the claim for compensation be rejected. | believe you
accepted this recommendation and the claim was rejected.

What is puzzling is that when a second claim was made, much more recently, it was settled by way
of a substantial payment to him despite the fact that at that time there were members on the school
council, with knowledge of and who were party to the original decision in 2009. In addition both you
and the Chairman of the School Council have only recently provided “713” with written apologies.
These are attached to this letter. Did you know that when you repaid the school fees to the mother
of “713” and were communicating with her, she was in an advanced state of dementia? Did it occur
to you that you may have been communicating with “713” himself, and repaying the school fees to
him?

PRESS REPORTS — THE AUSTRALIAN and THE COURIER MAIL

On 5/6 March 2016 the Weekend Australian published an article sub-headed “Headmaster’s name
removed from centre after abuse ‘cover-up’” The main heading was “Retirement not an option, says
Pell”. How sensational to link Churchie with the ongoing issues of the Catholic Church. On research it
is clear that this story was provided by “713.” who is “John” in the book “Little Fish are Sweet”.

The Australian published another damaging article on 26 March 2016 entitled “Abuse name change
folly”. Again the story provider was “713.”

The first of these stories appeared the day after the release of the Chairman’s letter suggesting some
collaboration between interested parties. Again refer below as to possible interested parties.

THE BOOK — LITTLE FISH ARE SWEET

This is an appalling book. The allegations against Dad can be disproved by people who were at
Churchie and are prepared to sign statutory declarations to clarify the situation.

Again, “John” the same person referred to as “713.” is connected with this book. Evidence
assembled by my team suggests his story is fanciful.

Of concern is that the story told in this book is given credibility by various references to a Churchie
spokesman. Presumably the Chairman, Mr O’Connor, was the one confirming elements of the story.

On page 225:

“A Churchie spokesman reiterated that the reason the school council decided to remove
Roberts’ name from the building was directly linked to the failure of Roberts to make sure
Wippell had no further association with the school post 1967, and that in fact Wippell was
still involved with the school into the 1990’s”

We have clearly demonstrated that Wippell did not return to the school, or have anything more to
do with the boys during the headmastership of Dr Roberts.
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The Courier Mail on 5 November 2016 published a sensational story “Little Fish are Sweet by
Matthew Condon exposes lasting legacy of historic paedophilia”. This related to the contents of this
book, including a large photograph of Dad.

The book portrays Harry Wippell as a real villain, but, as demonstrated below, many of the “facts” re
Wippell as described by “John” are very questionable and are certainly not in line with recollections
of that time by old boys and masters who were there.

On page 233 of this book, it is said:

“In April 2010, after a four day trial, a District Court jury found Wippell not guilty on all
counts. John’s case was dealt with separately. Wippell was ultimately committed for trial,
again charged with indecent treatment, but died before the matter returned to court”

Everything after the first sentence is demonstrably untrue.

Based on his testimony at the Wippell committal hearings, it seems most unlikely the “story” told by
“John” would have fared any better had it gone to trial. Of great interest is that “John” did not
introduce any of his most fanciful stories into his statements to these committal proceedings, (for
example, the multiple caning episode and living for months in the sick bay and suggested links with
Clarence Howard-Osborne), because he had not yet invented them. However at the Wippell
committal hearings he did describe the day he allegedly took a drug overdose in the morning and
after treatment in the sick bay he ran the school cross country in the afternoon and then spent one
night in sick bay. Really, this is fanciful stuff! He swore that he ran the cross country to disprove the
allegation that he took the tablets so that he did not have to run the cross country.

I wrote a letter of complaint dated 11 November 2016 to the editor of the Courier Mail about the 5
November 2016 article. The response dated 15 November 2016 included:

“Our reporter Mathew Condon has meticulously researched the subject matter for his book
and articles. You refer to the background of “John” being important, but as detailed in the
reporting Churchie victims of abuse (including “John”) have received compensation and
apologies from both the school and the church. His background did not influence their
decision. The “factual errors” you mention also do not take away from the fact that the
school and church have taken steps to address abuse at the school. Indeed the Anglican
Archbishop of Brisbane Phillip Aspinall specifically mentioned Harry Wippell in his apology to
victims of abuse”

Your Grace, based on the evidence we have uncovered, you have apologised to and paid a fraudster.
I understand Geoffrey Luck has recently written to you separately on this.

DAMAGE TO REPUTATION OF ROBERTS FAMILY, THE SCHOOL AND THE CHURCH

The removal of the Roberts name from the proposed “Roberts Centre for Learning and Innovation”
by the Churchie School Council has led to much unhappiness not only within the Roberts family but
in the wider Churchie and Australian communities.

Subsequent press stories, in the Australian newspaper, immediately after this decision and in the
Courier Mail following the publication of a book referred to above have exacerbated this damage.
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I asked the Headmaster on 22 March 2016 to seek an apology from the Australian for the Article of
5/6 March 2016 and received a response on 25 March 2016 saying “This material has not been
sourced from the School”. This suggests the School is not concerned at the damage to the School
from such an incorrect article

The present School Council does not understand the damage done to the reputation of the School,
members of the School Council and the Church as well as the Roberts family by allowing such articles
to go unchallenged.

A MEMORIAL TO BOTH HARRY AND HILDA ROBERTS

The Roberts Centre name was on the previous building from 1969 to 2015, 46 vyears. it
commemorated the dedication of Mum as welt as Dad in building Churchie from 1947 to 1969.

The Governor Paul De Jersey on 25 November 2015 laid the foundation stone for the replacement
building named by him as “The Roberts Centre for Learning and Innovation” Again it was to
commemorate the work of both Mum and Dad. In fact the words on the foundation stone set in
place by the Governor in November 2015 included “Constructed on the site of the original Roberts
Centre”

I think it absolutely disgraceful that in de-naming the building the School Council has ignored the fact
that the Roberts Centre was named to honour my mother as well as my father. Mum has simply
been air brushed from the history of the school to which she made a significant contribution, at your
whim. Of course, despite having been repeatedly asked, you have remained silent for your own
reasons for such an act of enormity because there are no reasons whatsoever to have dishonoured
her memory.

This is a very important issue not only to the Roberts family but to the Old Boys of the Roberts era.
As one old boy boarder said in the petition that is running protesting this de naming decision:

“The current school council has overlooked an extremely important issue in arriving at their
incorrect decision and that is that Harry Roberts loved the school and more importantly the
boys loved him back, especially the boarders as Harry and Hilda were the school's Mum and
Dad.”

ROLE OF ACTIVISTS

You will see from above that we can demonstrate using evidence from people who “were there”
that there are satisfactory explanations for the matters that concern you in respect to Leslie and

Wippell.
What other factors are influencing the situation?

We know that there are several “activists” involved in bringing together and counselling the
“victims” of child abuse.

We are very concerned about the role of such activists in propagating the “fantasies” by old boy

“713” and the role one such activist has played in providing inputs to the Church and to Matthew
Condon, especially when the church is so indebted to her.
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TIMING FOR DECISION

Between 25 November 2015 and 29 February 2016 (when the Headmaster phoned John and me)
something happened that caused the Churchie School Council to reconsider the naming of the
building. What could that have been?

Was it anything to do with your most unfortunate performance in the Royal Commission in January
2016, as a result of which you very properly came under national criticism? Was it an attempt to
improve your image?

Of particular concern is your response to pressure applied to you by certain “activists”. | am aware
that one such activist had a special audience with Bishop Smith (and others) regarding this matter,
shortly before the decision was made to de-name the building.

The church was acutely aware of how dangerous an enemy this activist could be. Further, the
church owed her an enormous debt as a result of its incredibly bad behaviour towards her, and her
husband, who was a victim of an Anglican priest. The relationship between the Anglican priest and
the victim continued over a number of years to the knowledge of the church because of complaints
made to the church by the victim’s parents. The short story is that the church protected the priest
and eventually appointed him to the position of Chaplain at Churchie (after the retirement of Dr
Roberts). Perhaps it is not surprising in these circumstances that the church yielded to her pressure
in order to protect itself from further scandal?

The documents upon which the School Council now relies were in the hands of the Church well
before the November 2015 laying of the Foundation stone and apparently did not raise concerns
about retaining the Roberts name on the replacement building.

You have tried hard in your time as Archbishop to portray yourself as a defender of “victims of child
abuse”. We applaud you for that, but caution you to be careful in ensuring that you are dealing with
genuine “victims” and not “fraudsters” as would seem to be the case in respect of at least one
person making accusations against Wippell and my father.

Perhaps there was a need after the Royal Commission to find a “scapegoat” to defer attention and
reinforce your image as a defender of “victims of child abuse”, without damaging the church or
Archbishop Strong? This raises another important question. Do you now transparently admit that
Dr Roberts was a scapegoat in the Leslie affair?

LEGAL PROCESS AND SEVERITY OF PENALTY

Our attention was recently directed to the Anglican Church of Australia Professional Standards
Commission established by Canon 6 of 2004. The Standing Committee of this Commission
recommends the Principles for the use of names of persons who perpetrated, or failed to take action
in relation to child sexual abuse as approved at the November 2016 Standing Committee meeting to
dioceses and Anglican bodies.

Amongst other matters of investigation it appears that the School Council did not observe the
guidelines of the Church re de naming of Buildings which says there needs to be consideration of the
views of interested groups such as Old Boys and prier communication with such groups. Admittedly
this document was agreed by the Church after the decision to de-name the Roberts building.
However it would be appropriate for the guidelines to be observed in dealing with interest groups
since this recommendation was made.
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The lack of due diligence, inadequate process and procedural fairness by the School Council in this
matter has been as addressed in my recent letters to you but not mentioned or dealt with in your
responses. | suppose it is your right to not respond to highly relevant questions and allegations
when it is difficult or embarrassing.

You and Mr O’Connor, as well as your solicitors, are on record as having said from the beginning of
this saga that the name has come down and will not be going back up. That was at a time when you
had done little if any due diligence or investigation, and before you had heard all of the fresh
evidence | have put to you. It is deplorable that you would be hearing an appeal, effectively from
your own decision, and considering fresh evidence, with such a set and closed mind. But | suppose
you can do whatever you like and feel reasonably confident that you will get away with it.

In all of the documents we have seen there is certainly doubt as to the events that appear to
concern you. Under Australian Law any benefit of the doubt would be expected to be weighed in
favour of Harry Roberts. This certainly, and sadly, has not been the case.

The “punishment” now accorded against Dad by the present School Council, whilst acting as
investigator, prosecutor, judge and jury is totally out of proportion to any failure in performance
{measured against today’s standards), particularly as Mr O’Connor says in his letter of 4 March 2016
to the School Community that:

“Dr Roberts ................ is credited with creating the excellence upon which the School prides itself. Dr
Roberts’ standing as a school leader and educator is exemplary.”

It may be instructive to compare the “punishment” accorded to Dad (and Mum) with that given to
two past Headmasters at Geelong Grammar, John Lewis 1980 to 1994 and Nicholas Sampson 2000
to 2004. Each was found by the Royal Commission into Institutional Child Sexual Abuse to be
complicit whilst at Geelong Grammar in matters far more certain than you blame Dad for. They both
left Geelong Grammar for other Headmasterships. Mr Lewis became Headmaster at Eton school in
the UK and Mr Sampson Headmaster at Cranbrook School, Sydney.

WHO BENEFITS?

| contend that the wider Churchie community have not benefitted from this decision which seems so
absolutely inappropriate. Re writing history is not a good move. The Church should be defending and
not destroying the reputation of its great Headmasters, Harry Roberts was certainly judged by his
peers and his Old Boys as a great Headmaster. His two successors have buildings named after them
and there is a building named after Bob Lanskey who worked for Dad. There is something wrong in
this.

The adverse impact of this decision on the Churchie community and beyond is far greater than |
think you realise. It has created a major division within the Old Boys of the school and has impacted
on the fund raising activities of the school. You, not the School Council, are the object of the blame
for this decision and by any interpretation this is not good for the image of the Church.

Some Old Boys tell me they have not visited an Anglican Church since this decision was made and
certainly when the time comes | will NOT be buried from an Anglican Church.

Who has benefitted from this decision?

14| Page




Not the present Churchie parents. | am advised that they are facing significantly increased school
fees from your present policies to compensate “victims” including refunding of school fees in
“today’s dollars” and sending the costs to Churchie to pay. (An increase of up to $2000 per year has
been suggested to me). Whereas this may have merit if each case is thoroughly investigated, it is
apparent that some fraudulent complaints are being paid by the Church due to inadequate
investigation. ’

I know the name of the Leslie “victim” as Mr Leslie, who is still alive, told me. This boy stayed at
Churchie under Dad as headmaster until 1969. He had a successful time as a student and was
appointed a vice captain of a sport, and has subsequently sent his son to the school. His parents
were active in parents and friends association and other school activities. The boy’s father and
Dr Roberts were good friends and were frequently seen walking and talking together at school
sporting events. If there was a delay in the departure of Leslie, the father most likely, or inevitably,
would have re-visited Dad and had the reasons explained. But you took no notice of this evidence,
did you?

This old boy is now a very successful and well known business man in Brisbane. His brother, who
knows of the incident and the complaint, attended the recent OBA AGM to protest against the de-
naming of the building and has made a financial contribution to the fund created for the purpose of
defraying costs of investigating the true circumstances surrounding this sordid affair. Would this
person really want to see the damage to the school that is occurring from the de — naming decision?

If not the Leslie “victim” who else wants the name removed? Are we talking of one or both of the
two Wippell complainants with criminal records? We know one of these is “John” in the book by
Condon. We know he wants the building de named and also he wants Churchie to change its school
uniform colours. However we also know that the “John” story is complete fiction. Are you doing this
to please “John”?

MY CONCLUSIONS

We have provided you with detailed explanations of events including statutory declarations
surrounding the departure of Mr Leslie and evidence that Mr Wippell did not come back to the
boarding house prior to Dad’s retirement.

You have not accepted this evidence, provided by people including some who were boarders and
masters at the school when the Leslie and Wippell matters occurred. The Old Boys group protesting
the School Council decision to “de-name” the Roberts Centre are from the Roberts era. They knew
the school at that time. They knew Harry and Hilda Roberts and respected them greatly. No one on
your School Council was at Churchie in the Roberts era, some, including yourself were not even living
in Queensland in that era. Your reasons for rejecting this evidence are superficial and flawed.

The position now seems to me to be that you are stubbornly refusing to consider the facts as
presented to you and instead are searching for reasons, however slim, to justify the decision by the
School Council that was based on inadequate research. You are being entirely loyal to the position
stated by you, your solicitors, and Mr O’Connor, almost twelve months ago, before you were
enlightened by fresh evidence that the name had come down and would not be going back up. You
have consistently refused to allow the matter to be reviewed by an independent person pursuant to
your own protocols. Your reasons for such refusal are a matter of speculation for those judging you.
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How could the present Chairman of the School Council make such a decision without at least an
informal conversation with his three predecessors who were at Churchie during the Roberts era and
knew Mum and Dad and Leslie and Wippell?

Since this matter began, follovying a meeting with you on 4 May 2016 we have requested access to
the (redacted) documents put in front of the School Council to enable its members to make an
informed decision. This usual legal courtesy has been denied us and, in subsequent correspondence
to you from me and others it has been pointed out to you that the process adopted by the School
Council and the Church is not in accordance with “due process” as would usually be applied. But you
are above such niceties of “due process”, aren’t you?

In fact we have a situation where the “onus of proof” has been reversed. You have declared Harry
Roberts “guilty” and we have to prove him innocent without access to the documents upon which
the school and church have relied.

And the lawyers want to debate if you or we have more “substantive” versus “hearsay” evidence.
We think we have plenty of “substantive” evidence. We have an advantage over you in that, as said
above, we were there at the time.

It seems to me and those supporting the return of the Roberts name to the new learning centre that
the present School Council made a hasty decision based on insufficient research and without due
regard to the wider implications of it and now this decision is being defended at all costs.

You have been badly advised and appear not to be prepared to see the error in maintaining your
support for the Chairman and the School Council that made this unfortunate decision without being
appropriately informed.

I wonder if each of the members of the School Council has now had the benefit of considering all the
material which has been placed before you or have been allowed to question the basis of their own
involvement. | suspect not, and the truth in this regard will eventually come out.

In summary, the Church needed a “scapegoat”; there are stories about certain events that are
alleged to have occurred in the Roberts era. These events have been wrongly interpreted in a way
that portrays my father, Dr Harry Roberts as culpable and suitable to be shamed. He died in 1984 so
cannot sue for defamation, nor can | on his behalf.

POWER TO REVERSE THIS DECISION

My understanding is that you have the power to ask the School Council to review its decision based
on additional evidence we have provided. | must ask; why haven’t you?

YOUR LEGACY

In your letter to Mr Becconsall you say:
“Given the enormity of child sex abuse that has been revealed in the Royal Commission into
Institutional Responses to Child Sex Abuse, the church has an overriding duty to victims of
such abuse. The church must demonstrate it repents of the misdeeds of the past, that it has

compassion for all survivors of child abuse and remains focused on ensuring they receive all
the care and support they need”
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No one argues with the above statement, particularly the statement regarding the church must
repent its misdeeds. It is time the church did demonstrate that it repents of its past misdeeds
because it had failed to do this to date. Making a scapegoat of a great and faithful employee “who
did no wrong” is hardly evidence that it repents. If the church were to show repentance by
removing the names of prior Archbishops from buildings and school houses, it might have some
credibility. If it stopped justifyi’ng a bad decision and acknowledge the fresh evidence that has been
put before it, it might even have respect. If it had the matter reviewed by an independent person,
according to its own protocols, it might even resolve the issue permanently.

Criticising Dad’s conduct as you do highlights the complete lack of knowledge of him by you and the
present School Council and this is a major reason for the outrage by the Roberts era old boys. Mum
and Dad were the most decent people and widely and highly respected as such. They lived by
Christian principles and practised them. They were not hypocrites as perhaps is the case today. They
set an example in their lives that others were pleased to follow. They cared for the boys under their
charge and it is outrageous to imply otherwise. They would have been shocked to hear of abuse
against any boy and when such abuse was found my father took the appropriate action as expected
at the time.

Bishop Smith says in his letter dated 23 March 2017 to Mr Ken Waller:

“The Archbishop believes the Churchie Council has quite rightly decided that in view of all of
the circumstances it is preferable to find a new name for its new building, whilst
acknowledging the difficulty this decision presents to some of the Churchie community who
would have preferred a different outcome. In time, the Archbishop is hopeful that all will
come to see the wisdom of this decision”

Your Grace, the decision made is wrong and it will continue to be discussed long after you and | have

passed from this world. Fortunately, history is already being written by those who know and love
the truth. Do you think it will favour you and Mr O’Connor?

This wrong, if not righted, | am prepared to predict will be your most remembered legacy from your
years in Brisbane, not your good intentions to rectify the damage of paedophiles in the Anglican
Church. Your hopefulness will never make it right.

You will be remembered as the Archbishop who paid a multiple fraudster who took advantage of
your largesse and allowed the reputations of one of the most loyal and decent servants of your
Church and his wife to be trashed to please activists looking for scapegoats to blame for events of
distant times past.

Your Grace will also be remembered as the Archbishop who needed to fund the multiple millions of
dollars paid out to victims. More importantly your Grace will be remembered as the person who
paid that debt by taking it out of current school fees. Nor did you tell the parents who are paying
those fees that some of the money was going to a fraudster. That is not a pretty picture. What did
you think the parents would do when they found out?

The Old Boys objecting to the decision of the present School Council, endorsed by you, were at

Churchie in the Roberts era and knew well Harry and Hilda Roberts.
4

The facts re the Roberts era are that when advised of issues Dad took appropriate measures within
constraints of his employment contract. He did not protect paedophiles as some now wish to
portray him and Mum does not deserved to be airbrushed from history.
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In addition | might ask: “Does each member of this School Council realise the damage this
inappropriate decision will have on their individual reputations?”

This matter will not go away. You and the School Council live in hope if you think otherwise.

THE FOUNDATION STONE

The Governor officiated on 25 November 2015 at a Foundation Stone ceremony for the new
building. My brother John and | were present.

The stone said:

The Roberts Centre for Learning and Innovation
Constructed on the site of the original Roberts Centre
This Foundation Stone was set by
His Excellency
The Honourable Paul De Jersey AC
Governor of Queensland
on
25 November 2015

| am advised that the Governor will open the new building on 21 April 2017 and will see on arrival
the following, now set in the wall near the main entrance:

The Centenary Library
This Foundation Stone was set by
His Excellency
The Honourable Paul De Jersey AC
Governor of Queensiand
on
25 November 2015

In simple terms the Crown has been involved in a dishonest action here. My father, Dr Harry
Roberts, would move in his grave if he thought any of his old boys would stoop to such an
amendment to a previous action by a dignitary such as the Governor.

Perhaps this “says it all” re the character of yourself and the members of the present School Council.

If you must change the name do not use / amend the foundation stone created to remember the
Roberts name. Just do not have a foundation stone! Have an opening plaque.

QUESTIONS

1. Is this a diversionary strike by the Church to enable you to appear before the Royal

Commission on the 20" March 2017 as a person taking action against child abuse?
4

2. Is it now transparently admitted that Dr Roberts was a scapegoat?
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10.

If you will not restore the Roberts name to the building, how do you intend to repair the
damage that has been caused to the reputation of the school, the Church and the Roberts
family from this unfortunate de-naming decision? | think you are aware that the damage
extends far beyond the old boys of Churchie. It extends to their parents, their friends and
the wider Australian cgmmunity.

Specifically, if not by their name on the new building, how do you intend to adequately
commemorate the Harry and Hilda Roberts names in the history of Churchie. Dad was
arguably the most important Headmaster the school has ever had following Canon Morris
and Mum was his most significant support.

Are you prepared to work with me and the appropriate authorities to prosecute “John” for
recovery of any payment the Church has made to him in response to his extortionate
demand on the Church?

Are you prepared to work with me to seek a retraction from the newspapers and the
publishers of the Condon book re the stories published that damage the name of the School,
the Church and the Roberts family. The “John” story in that book is fantasy and we have the
evidence to prove this.

Was Amanda Gearing involved at a meeting with Bishop Smith and Mr O’Connor that agreed
the letter dated 4 March 2016 sent by Mr O’Connor to the Churchie community?

If so, why?
How do you intend to explain the decision to the Governor, Hon Paul De Jersey who really

laid the foundation stone for a building with the Roberts name? Remember he is a proud
Roberts’ era old boy!

Did the initiative for the de-naming come from your office, or was it an initiative of the
School Council which you subsequently endorsed and now support?

MY REQUEST TO YOU

There is the need for an apology and the only form of apology that will send the necessary message

to restore the reputations of Mum and Dad is to put the Roberts name back on the new building.

Therefore | urge you forthwith, even though it is very late in the day, to:

1.

Indicate to the School Council that on the basis of evidence not available when the original
decision was made, that the Church no longer supports the removal of the Roberts name
from the building

Return the Roberts name to the new building

Admonish the School Council for providing ypu with flawed advice

Instruct the School Council to delay the planned opening of the new building until
appropriate arrangements are made to include the Roberts family memorabilia as was

planned with the school prior to the decision to de-name the Roberts building.
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5. Please answer the above questions.

Sincerely

o

Peter Roberts
Old Boy 1951-1959

Copies:

The Governor of Queensland

The Primate of Australia

The Chairman of the Churchie School Council
The Headmaster of Churchie

Mr Michael deB Collins Persse MVO, OAM
President Churchie Old Boys Association
Chairman — Churchie Foundation

President of the Churchie Parents and Friends
Churchie School Council Members

Board members of the Churchie Foundation
Mr Barry Kelly

Dr John Jell

Mr Geoffrey Luck

Mr Robin Hart AM

Mr David Feez

Mr Tony Morris QC

Mr Richard Trotter, Barrister

Mr David Rathie

Mr Ross Petersen

Canon Bruce Maughan OAM

Mr Ken Waller OAM

Mr Alan Becconsall

Mr David Graham

Mr Brian Becconsall

All Churchie Old Boys contactable via year lists
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FROM SCHOOL COUNCIL
8 November 2016

“713”

I take this opportunity, on behalf of School Council, to apologise unreservedly to you for the harm
which was inflicted on you by Harry Wipple being a person in a position of trust at Churchie. | also
apologise to your mother and family who | know will have shared your suffering.

The abuse inflicted on you by Wipple in the late 1960's was then, as it is now, a gross breach of trust.
It was then, as it is now, a crime. It was never reported to police by Mr Roberts and steps were not
taken by him to ensure that Harry Wipple did not have future access to the boys and the opportunity
to reoffend. The response of Mr Roberts was inadequate and did not meet the standard that the
Council would expect of a Headmaster of Churchie.

My Council colleagues have been deeply moved by your story and how this has impacted upon your
life. We appreciate your pain and anger. The incidents of sexual abuse perpetrated against some
boys in our care is indeed a dark and shameful chapter in the history of Churchie. It must not be
forgotten and should serve as a reminder to us all of the obligation we have to protect those in our
care.

Having had the opportunity of speaking with you, | know that you have been supportive of the steps
we are taking to ensure that such abuses are not repeated. Please be assured that we are committed
to providing a safe and secure environment

for our boys to learn and grow. A place where each boy is given every opportunity to reach his full
potential.

Churchie through the Anglican Schools Commission have developed procedures to respond to all
complaints of misconduct in relation to child sexual abuse or sexually inappropriate behaviour.
Importantly, policies and procedures are in place across all Anglican Schools to prevent harm.

As | have said to you over the past months, we must, as a School and as a wider community, be
constantly vigilant and do all that we reasonably can to ensure that this never happens again.

I know that this apology is important to you and whilst it won't, of itself, heal the pain, | hope that it
goes some way in assisting you to move forward.

Yours sincerely

Dan O’Connor

Chairman
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ANGLICAN

Th h i
CHURCH OF AU LIA e Archbishop of Brisbane

The Most Reverend Dr Phillip Aspinall

PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL

I
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Dear Mr

Further to our meeting last year and your recent communications with the General Manager, Bishop
Geoff Smith, | apologise for the sexual, physical and psychological abuse you were subjected to while
a student of the Anglican Church Grammar School (Churchie).

The abuse you have reported by Harry Wippell and its long-lasting impact on your life are
heartbreaking. On behalf of the Anglican Diocese of Brisbane | apologise to you for the failure of both
Churchie and the Diocese to provide you with the safe and secure environment that you deserved. We
were entrusted with your safety and we failed to protect you from the unconscionable and depraved
behaviour that you experienced at the hands of Harry Wippell.

You have also reported being subjected to physical punishment/discipline that was administered at
Churchie, and in particular the caning of bare buttocks, administered by then Headmaster Harry
Roberts. Disciplinary measures such as those you describe are excessive and totally unacceptable.

Further to this, in your statements to the Queensland Police on July 1 2003, you outline that both
Churchie and the Diocese failed to take appropriate action when you originally reported your abuse to
then Headmaster Harry Roberts. | offer my sincerest apologies for our failures to treat you with the
respect and care you deserved, and the further harm and distress you suffered as a result of the
Diocese and Churchie not taking action on your complaint. Both the Diocese and Churchie failed to
provide you with the support and care that you undoubtedly needed.

I believe you have previously been advised by the Headmaster of Churchie, Dr Alan Campbell, of some
of the processes and policies now in place at the school to protect students. | confirm these measures
include mandatory screening for all employees and clergy {with a particular emphasis on school
employees), mandatory training in child safety for all staff, and the mandatory reporting of any kind of
inappropriate behaviour, or suspicion of it. In addition to this, the Diocese has a mandatory minimum
of two Student Protection Officers in each Diocesan owned School. As of today Churchie has five
Student Protection Officers.
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Through these policies and procedures, and a culture that we continue to foster within our schools
where children and parents, are believed and when concerns are raised action is taken, we are
determined to ensure that the ordeals that you and other students suffered never occur again.

Again, on behalf of the Anglican Diocese of Brisbane, | sincerely apologise for the pain and anguish you
have suffered by the actions of persons employed by the Diocese. | trust that you will be able to
continue your journey of healing.

Please be assured of my prayers.

Yours sincerely

HW 6\'\?wa

The Most Reverend Dr Phillip Aspinall
Archbishop of Brisbane

cc: The Right Reverend Geoff Smith
General Manager



