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Dear Archbishop

RE: The complaint about the Churchie Council decision to change the name of the

Roberts Centre and
The complaint regarding the way the first complaint has been handled

I am in receipt of your letter of 8 December 2016.

General

For the purposes of trying to isolate my complaint regarding the removal of my parents’
name, from my complaint about the way the complaint has been handled I will assume, unless
you tell me in a timely way that:

e  my complaints about your failure to identify the “relevant school policy”;

e  my complaints that the protocols for dealing with complaints have not been complied
with;

e  my complaints that you have not advised me what you regard as being “adequate” with
respect to the allegations that Dr Roberts did not respond “adequately” to complaints;

e  my complaints that you have not told me what material was placed before the Council
and, therefore, which material I must address

are now not relevant issues because you have made it clear what material is relevant for me to
address.

You have also affirmed that you wish my complaints to be addressed to you personally rather
than someone who is independent and unbiased. I have previously pointed out to you that
Mr O’Connor has stated baldly that “The name has come down and it will not being go back
up”. You were present at one such utterance. Mr O’Connor has also been quoted by reliable
sources as having said words to the effect “The decision has been made and it will not be
reversed”. Not only was your Grace present when Mr O’Connor made the first reference I
refer to, but your Grace as been quoted by independent sources as having made a similar
statement. I will proceed on the basis your Grace suggests with the assumption that both you
and Mr O’Connor are assumed to have added “in the absence of further material” to the

quotations I have mentioned.

Relevant Material

I am proceeding on the assumption that you have provided me with the particulars, and the
only particulars I need to address as relevant. My assumption is based on the following:




o  Asaresult of my request for particulars, you replied on 23 September 2016, in which
letter (paragraph 4 on page 1) you set out the two matters which weighed in the
Council’s decision making. The first matter (the Leslie matter) was particularised in
paragraph 4 on page 1. The second matter (the Wippell matter) was particularised in
paragraph 1 on page 2. (I will call these “the particulars”).

e  These particulars were repeated in identical language in your letter to Dr Shaw also, on
23 November 2016.

o I refer to my letter to you of 17 November 2016 (paragraph 3 on page 1). 1 will now
assume that when you said in the fourth paragraph of your letter ““There are two matters
that particularly weighed in the Council’s decision making’ you meant that if I can
produce evidence contrary to the evidence acted upon by the Council, that evidence
would tip the scales of justice in favour of a different decision. We know you are a
honourable man, and my family and 1 assume that you will let me know by return if I
have assumed wrongly.” You have not let me know by return, or at all, that I have
assumed wrongly, and I will therefore continue on the basis that the particulars are the
only matters relevant to the material put before the School Council, and I will further
assume that those particulars are definitive of the issues which the Council to de-name

the building is still being justified by you.

For your convenience I set out the particulars you have provided, and which I must address in
order for you to restore the Roberts’ name to its rightful position on the building:

“Two matters particularly weighed in the Council’s decision. One was a complaint by
a student who was sexually assaulted by one Leslie in 1963 where the father of the
student reported the offending to Dr Roberts, but Leslie’s employment was not
immediately terminated. He remained on staff until the end of the term when he was
farewelled as a respected teacher. The Council had before it the sentencing remarks of
Judge Botting who sentenced Leslie on 11 July 2003 after guilty pleas for three counts
of indecent assault where one count was in respect of the student who was assaulted in

1963.

The second matter concerned complaints again Wippell in 1967. Wippell admitted in
his Police record of interview made on 25 August 2002 in speaking to Dr Roberts when
Wippell heard that the 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.”

I therefore proceed on the basis that our concerns regarding the relevant school policy are
made redundant by the clarity of your Grace’s particulars; that any concerns I had about
failure to comply with protocols regarding transparency and fairness are no longer relevant;
that any concerns I have about your definition of the word “adequately” is clarified by your
particulars; that you would have told me if there was any “material placed before the Council”
which is relevant other than the material you have referred to; and that any fears I have about
your having a conflict of interest are no longer valid.

The boundaries of our dispute have now been clearly defined by you, and the particulars you

have provided are the definitive issues which concern the matters which I must address in
restoring my parents’ name to the building, and these particulars replace and ignore all of the




contradictory and inconsistent particulars provided by Mr O’Connor in his correspondence to
various people between 4 March 2016 and 23 September 2016. This way there will be no

more “extrancous” matters raised.

Fundamental Errors

Before descending to the enclosed evidence I wish to mention fundamental errors in each of
the particulars.

The Leslie Maifer

It appears that the basis of the dispute between us, however, comes down to the fundamental
and factual error you espoused in the second sentence of the third paragraph of your most
recent letter, when you said “... the inadequate response of Dr Roberts who, after all, was the
headmaster at the time”. 1 note these words are identical to words used by Mr O’Connor in
previous correspondence. This suggests that you both are either unaware of the fact that
there was at the time a School Constitution, or unaware of the terms of the Constitution.
There is a third alternative which is, of course, unthinkable in your Grace’s case.

Tt would have been more correct for you and Mr O’Connor to have said “... response of

Dr Roberts who after all was enly the headmaster at the time”. As you must now be aware,
Dr Roberts was only a non-voting, deliberative member of the School Council, to which he
was responsible and servile. The passage quoted above would be entirely accurate had you
and Mr O’Connor said “he was only a salaried servant and agent of the Church, without
voting rights, and answerable to the Council and, in particular, the Archbishop’s nominee on
the Council, Mr Charles Elliott, the father-in-law of Leslie”. It was purely the lack of due
diligence on the part of Mr O’Connor that the Constitution and these facts were not brought to
the notice of the members of the School Council at the time of their deliberations.

Whatever the explanation, the decision was flawed and resulted in a denial of natural justice, a
principle to which you are betrothed. The name should be restored to the building on this

basis alone.

The Wippell Matter

Again, the fundamental error arises from the lack of due diligence carried out by

Mr O’Connor. It appears from your correspondence that both you and Mr O’Connor have
relied entirely upon the “admissions” made by Wippell in his record of interview with the
Police in 2002, and his statement to the insurers in 2004. The passages to which you refer
include lines previously used by Mr O’Connor. I refer to the sentence in the record of
interview which includes the word “admitted” and to the sentence regarding the insurance
statement which includes the word “confirmed”.

The ordinary meaning of “admitted” refers to a voluntary concession of the truth of a fact
which is against the self interest of the person making the admission. Wippell could not have
“admitted” any of those matters referred to in the appropriate sentence. He cannot make any
admission against the interests of Dr Roberts or any other person! The word has been
gratuitously added by Mr O’Connor to give the sentence teeth which it in truth lacks. F urther,
the sentence is quite non specific about when (with dates), Wippell maintained his liaison
with the school, and even less specific about what he means by “liaison”. There are no
relevant admissions contained in the paragraph of the particulars you have given me, but
rather allegations. In any event, the debate as to what he may have meant by “liaison” is no
longer relevant as you have particularised, and I have accepted, the meaning of “liaison” in

your particulars.




Similarly, Wippell did not “confirm” that when he heard complaints had been made against
him that he left, but rather goes on to give an entirely different version, namely, that

Dr Roberts asked him to leave, and that he would still attend Churchie to look after the needs
of boarders. The word “confirm” was added to give the false impression that Wippell’s
versions were consistent.

Without the incorrect application of the words “admitted” and “confirmed” the documents
containing those words are no more than the statement of a possible criminal, who knows he
is under investigation, and is not under oath. The statements are not compelling, and should
not have been relied upon without ample corroboration.

Declarations and Evidence

It is these matters ] address in a little detail. I enclose herewith the following pertinent
Statutory Declarations: ‘

1.  Statutory Declaration of David Stewart Rathie;
Statutory Declaration of Walter Sofronoff;
Statutory Declaration of Rex Wilson Freudenberg;
Statutory Declaration of Antony Gerard Booth;
Statutory Declaration of Richard Trotter;

S A W N

Statutory Declaration of Ross Petersen.

The Statutory Declaration of David Stewart Rathie includes his sworn statement as to
evidence from other people including:

Alex Cutts;
Batry Kelly;
Reverend Bruce Maughan;

A owoN

Bill Hayward;
5. Jack Duff.

I do not propose canvassing all of the evidence enclosed as to do so would be repetitive. 1
nonetheless rely on all of the enclosed evidence. I merely comment on some of that evidence
which is before you, to be assistance to you.

The Leslie Matter

I recall at our meeting in St Martin’s House you claimed with some vigour that Dr Roberts
was guilty of a “cover up” in that Leslie was allowed to leave school at the end of term. The
material I provide demonstrates beyond any doubt that this allegation is without foundation.
The decision to allow Leslie to stay until the end of term was not, and could not have been,
made by Dr Roberts, my father, or indeed any Headmaster at the time, under the existing
School Constitution. Because the School Council was deprived of details of the Constitution,
and the power and role of the Headmaster, it’s decision is flawed, just as your Grace’s
statement about Dr Roberts being guilty of a cover up, is flawed.

I refer to the following matters contained in the varions Statutory Declarations:

1. My Trotter and Mr Petersen declare that Leslie recalled the incident complained of, in
the mid-term of 1964. The following morning Dr Roberts met him in the car park
before school and told him that he had to go (Leslie states that he understood this to
mean that he had been dismissed). Leslie told his wife, the daughter of Mr Elliott, the




Archbishop’s appointee to the School Council. The following Sunday Mr Elliott visited
Leslie and offered his support. Shortly thereafter Dr Roberts informed Leslie that “It
has been decided you must leave at the end of term”.  When Dr Roberts said “It has
been decided ...” he could only have been referring to a decision which was made by the
School Council. Mr Elliott then offered Leslie a position in his stockbroking firm when
he finished up at Churchie at the end of that term. Mr Elliott’s promise to support
Leslie had been fulfilled. Leslie’s evidence is the only first hand evidence which is
available regarding this matter. For some extraordinary reason Mr O’Connor did not

interview him.

Rex Freudenberg declares that, amongst other things, Mr Elliott was an extremely
powerful and influential person, not only in life generally, but with respect to the
Church, and particularly the School Council and was very friendly with fellow
Councillors Mr E Biggs and Mr Brenan as well as the Archbishop and Dr Roberts. Of
greater importance perhaps is the fact that Mr St John, who was the Registrar of the
Diocese, which in effect is the Chief Executive Officer of the Diocese, and in this
capacity managed the Property and Finance Board of the Church. He was also
Secretary of the School Councils of the Diocese owned schools. In that role he
performed secretarial functions as well as managing school finances and debt
supervision. His principal function was to ensure the financial viability of the schools.
In this capacity he visited Mr Elliott in his office at least once per week. Both Charles
and Keith Elliott were Treasures of the Brisbane Diocese, with the result Mr St John
visited the offices of Elliott & Co to confer with Charles Elliott and Keith Elliott as

well.

When Mr Freudenberg was an employee of the firm Mr Elliott asked him, and Elliott’s
son Keith, if they had any objections to Leslie commencing work in the firm at the end
of the present term, as he had been dismissed from Churchie for sexual assault. He also
declares that Mr Elliott zealously guarded his and his family’s reputation. The only
cational conclusion to be drawn from this evidence is that Mr Elliott, the Archbishop’s
nominee on the Council, and its most influential member, not only knew of Leslie’s
transgression, but knew he had been dismissed by Dr Roberts and was instrumental in
arranging “damage control” for both his family and the school, by securing Leslie
departure notice until the end of term and an assured position to go to in an alternative
vocation immediately upon his departure. Mr St John, having the responsibility of
managing the finances of the school, would no doubt have been a power advocate for
the School Council’s decision.

Pursuant to the relevant School Constitution a quorum consisted of four Council
members. That quorum was easily achieved with the names mentioned above and
below. In fact, by the definition the quorum may have included Dr Roberts to make up
the fourth member of the quorum, but Dr Roberts would not have had a vote. The vote
could have been carried by the three voting members of the quorum.

Thus, it can be safely assumed that Mr Elliott knew of, and discussed with other
members of the Council, and Mr St John, the facts surrounding Leslie’s dismissal and
the terms of his dismissal. The close relationship between Dr Roberts, Archbishop
Strong and Messrs Elliott, Brenan, Biggs and St J ohn demands such a conclusion. The
relationship between Mr Elliott and Leslie adds another dimension to that relationship,
and stands out like a beacon. By contrast Dr Roberts had no loyalties to Leslie at all
and had no motive in allowing him to stay until the end of term, even if he had that
power. However, he lacked any such power.




3. Antony Booth declares, amongst other things, that he developed a keen understanding
of the workings and operation of the School Council. He knew several of the
Councillors including Messrs Brenan, Elliott and Biggs. He declares they were strong
willed with the capacity to dominate others, and were friends and close associates.

He declares that Dr Roberts as Headmaster was obliged to keep the Council fully
informed of matters of consequence and, as such, he would have reported the Leslie
matter to the School Council, particularly due to the relationship between Leslie and
Mr Elliott.

In the ordinary course, he declares that such a matter would have been dealt with by the
School Council or by the Council issuing specific instructions to the Headmaster. He
declares that the School Council, as the governing body, had the power and authority to
overturn Dr Roberts’ decision. Given the circumstances of the case, Mr Booth has no
doubt that Dr Roberts was given very specific instructions by the School Coungcil as to
the manner in which Leslie’s departure from the school was to be managed. (We can
assume as a fact that Dr Roberts complied with this obligation. This certainly is the
evidence given by Mr Freudenberg and also by Leslie himself).

4. David Rathie has referred to the terms of the Constitution which was current at the
velevant time. The evidence given by Mr Booth and Mr Freudenberg are entirely
consistent with the relevant powers of the Council and the Headmaster as prescribed in
the Constitution. The Constitution provides that the Council shall:

(a) control and manage the affairs of the school ...;
(f) consult with and advise the Headmaster as to the conduct of the school;

(g) receive from the Headmaster regular reports as o the general progress and
conduct of the school.

For your Grace, and Mr O’Connor, fo each say that “after all Dr Roberts was the Headmaster”
presumes that both Dr Roberts and the members of the School Council ignored their
respective duties. This presumption is risible and particularly so in the light of Mr Elliott’s
relationship with Leslie and his desire, and duty to avert scandal affecting both his family and
the school. I repeat Dr Roberts had no such desire, duty, motive or power.

I must also mention that part of the complaint against Dr Roberts regarding Leslie’s dismissal
is that he was given a farewell send off. This is also untrue and, as a careful reading of the
transcript of Judge Botting reveals, he mentions that “I have been told ... about the send off”.
This was not a finding of fact; it was not a matter of relevance to the sentencing; it was not a
matter in dispute; and his Honour’s comments are of no consequence. The fact is that [ am
unable to find any reference to a send off for Leslie in any journal, publication, notation or
document of or relating to the school or Leslie personally. However, Leslie has stated (see
Declarations of Mr Trotter and Mr Petersen) that he did not have a send off; the only mention
of his retirement being made at the usual Friday morning assembly. I was present at the
meeting between Messts Trotter and Petersen and Leslie also and am prepared to swear to the
iruth of the version of the conversation as recounted by Messrs Trotter and Petersen.

I can say from my intimate knowledge of school history that had Leslie been given an heroic
farewell it would have been reported in some journal, publication or document relating the
school or to Leslie personally. Nor is there a letter of resignation from him in existence. The
only rational conclusion is that he was dismissed by Dr Roberts immediately; pursuant to his
duties (paragraph 4(g) above), Dr Roberts reported the matter to at least Mr Elliott, and most
likely to other Council members; pursuant to it’s powers (paragraph 4(a) and (f) above), the
School Council considered in its wisdom that Leslie should be allowed to stay until the end of




term; as Dr Roberts was a non-voting member of the Council he cannot be held in any way
responsible for the Council’s decision. It is inconceivable that Mr Elliott did not intervene to
protect his school, his family name and particularly his daughter from scandal in the
circumstances.

The fact that your Grace’s Council was not properly and adequately instructed with respect to
the Constitution shows a blatant disregard on Mr O’Connor’s part for his duties regarding due
diligence, frankness, disclosure and information which the Council may have found useful in
coming to a correct conclusion. In fact, it would appear from the statement “Dr Roberts was
after all the Headmaster” was not only mischievous, and wrong, but was powerfully
misleading to anyone considering his role. Mr O”Connor, as the present Chairman of the
School Council, well knew that the Headmaster was subject to the School Council’s
directions regarding “control and management” of school affairs. Any enquiry on his part
ought to have satisfied him that the Council had the same powers over Dr Roberts in 1964.
The fact that Mr O’Connor did not inform the Council’s members of those powers indicates
that he may have mislead the Council. The fact that Mr O’Connor, not only by himself, but
by allowing your Grace to continue saying “Dr Roberts was after all the Headmaster”
suggests a continuing attempt to mislead, which is in any circumstance a feature of bad faith.

I am afraid that your Grace has been a recipient of fundamentally flawed and extremely
dangerous advice throughout this affair. It comes back to the shallowness and shoddiness of
the investigation carried out by Mr O’Connor, and a complete failure of the duty of due
diligence which inevitably led to a denial of natural justice.

Because the Council was seized with the duty and power to “control and manage the affairs
of the school”, coupled with the fact that Dr Roberts was only a deliberative and non-voting
member of the Couneil, leads to the argument that Dr Roberts may even have lacked the
power to have dismissed Leslie in the first place. He was certainly subject to the Council’s
power to “control and manage” the manner of Leslie’s dismissal of which damage control to
the school and the Elliott family were relevant factors to the Council at that time. In any
event, what did happen was that Dr Robetts dismissed Leslie, the School Council elected to
ratify his decision but stipulated the terms of his dismissal. I recall your Grace telling me at
our meeting that there were no records available on Leslie’s personnel file regarding his
dismissal. A fact which must be inconsistent with a hero’s farewell send off.

I have referred to the various descriptions of the powerful personalities on the Churchie
Council. Mr St John, who was responsible for the economic viability of the school, was no
doubt extremely powerful. He is reputed to have said, in relation to his power, “If the
Archbishop is the King, I am the Prime Minister”. If he visited Charles and Keith Elliott at
least weekly it would be unreasonable to believe he did not also know about and have some
influence in the manner of Leslie’s dismissal.

Mr O’Connor had the judgment of Botting DCJ in his possession at the time of writing his
infamous letter of 4 March 2016 when he willingly and selectively chose and misquoted that
irrelevant passage I have referred to above, but chose to ignore that relevant part of his
Honour’s judgment which appears on page 3, second paragraph, namely:

“Jt seems to me that society’s awareness of these types of offences has increased
dramatically over the years that have intervened since you committed these offences.
And I think it is probably fair to say that contemporary society has significant difficulty
in understanding the more forgiving attitudes which might have been prevalent or might

have existed”.

I submit that the allegations which have been made against Dr Roberts are so apparently
wrong and unreasonable, that they ought to be withdrawn at once for the reasons given. No




reasonable person on the Council, in possession of the facts which have been presented to
you, could possibly have come to the conclusion which was allegedly reached by the Council.

M Rathie has also referred to the evidence of former Headmaster Mr Bill Hayward, Jack
Duff and Bruce Maughan. These gentlemen have confirmed the provisions of the
Constitution without referring to the Constitution as such, but referring to known practice.

The Wippell Matter

It is alleged that Dr Roberts “dismissed” Wippell after receiving complaints of misconduct but
allowed Wippell to continue with his normal duties, and whilst he was not allowed to sleep in
his boarding house room, he had access to it. Mr O’Connor has claimed on various occasions
that Wippell continued with his normal duties “the very next day” and continued to “have
access to the boys”. Ipropose to demonstrate that these allegations are untrue.

It is alleged that Wippell “maintained his liaison with the school” and “would still attend
Churchie to look after the needs of the boarders”.

The enclosed material indicates that it is beyond doubt that Wippell’s dismissal was instant.

It is also beyond doubt that Dr Roberts called an assembly and announced that Wippell had
been dismissed for misbehaviour and urged the boarding house boys to settle down. The
material indicates that the incident complained of resulted in a scandal and that Wippell,
although popular before his dismissal, quickly became persona non grata in the community.
The material indicates that he did not come back to school the next day, or at all in 1967, 1968
or 1969. There was no continuation of his duties or functions during that period, the period of

Dr Roberts’ tenure.

As to the allegation that “he was allowed to keep his room until the end of term” the evidence
reveals that this, whilst technically true in a sense, is mischievously misleading. The fact is,
as the evidence discloses, he did not have any access to his room other than using itasa
storage place for his possessions until the next school holidays when he was to remove them.
Because his dismissal was immediate he was not given the opportunity to remove his
possessions, nor did he have anywhere to move his possessions to. He was forced to reside
with his aunt and uncle in Coorparoo temporarily. The enclosed evidence clearly
demonstrates that Wippell had no presence in the boarding house, or the school, and,
therefore, could not have accessed that room. Had he been in the boarding house, he would
have been seen, and his presence would have been noteworthy and scandalous. Wippell did
not continue with his duties at school servicing the needs of the boarders “the very next day”
or at all during the tenure of Dr Roberts to the end of 1969. He did not return to the school

until 1970 under a new Headmaster.

Given that it is common ground that Dr Roberts dismissed Wippell, and that he called a
specially convened assembly to announce Wippell’s dismissal, it is inconceivable that

Dr Roberts would at the same time have permitted or required him to continue with his unpaid
duties at the school. The evidence provided demonstrates that consistent with having been
dismissed he cleared his room out in the holidays and had no presence at the school until after

Dr Roberts had left.

Alarmingly, these versions are 100% consistent with the version given by Dr Alan Campbell,
the Headmaster, to my late brother and myself shortly before Council Members were gagged
by Mr O’Connor at a specially called meeting of the Council, for the purposes of discussing
tactics, on Saturday 6 March 2016. It is of considerable alatm to me that Dr Campbell would
be in possession of such a version, which is in sharp contrast to the allegations made by

Mr O’Connor and your Grace. How could Dr Campbell have been so wrong regarding such
an important allegation, which not surprisingly led to the de-naming decision? The letter




from Messrs Peter and John Roberts has not been challenged by anyone on behalf of

Dr Campbell and must, in all the circumstances, be accepted as being accurate and true. Both
versions cannot be true. One wonders if Mr O’Connor and Dr Campbell were at the same
Council meeting and had access to the same material! Once again, I suggest that your Grace
has been the recipient of some very slip shod and dangerous advice. The letter from Messrs
 Peter and John Roberts has been included in the material of Mr Rathie.

The evidence, particularly that from David Rathie, is that Wippell did not, and could not have,
appeared in the boarding house without being seen, or causing a scandal. Certainly, he did
not, as alleged, continue looking after the needs of the boards at any time during Dr Roberts’
tenure. He did, as Dr Campbell previously advised, return under a new Headmaster in 1970,

Mr Rathie refers to the evidence of other people who know full well the truth of these
allegations, such people including Barry Kelly, a man who I know your Grace trusts
implicitly by virtue of his relationship with you and the Church and school. Mr Kelly will tell
you, or anyone who cares to ask him, that the version given by Dr Campbell is correct, and
the version put forth by Mr O’Connor and yourself is totally incorrect. Mt Kelly was a
Resident Master at all material times. The Resident Masters were a very close knit group and
wete aware of each other’s movements.

Further, Alex Cuts states that he saw Wippell in a very agitated state outside Dr Roberts’
room the morning after the rumour involving his misbehaviour circulated. Mr Cutts states
that he left school at the end of 1969 and did not see Wippell again after that morning. He
was a boarder at all material times and also in a position to know the truth of Wippell’s

movements.

Further, Walter Sofronoff gave a Statutory Declaration some months ago referring to the
rumour which spread like wildfire, the assembly called by Dr Roberts, the dismissal, and the
fact that he did not see Wippell again whilst he was at school, to the end of 1969.

Further, David Rathie gives the same evidence. Mr Rathie was in close contact with Wippell
by virtue of his responsibilities as a House Banker and was frequently in his rooms for such
purposes. He was also aware of the rumour, the scandal, the assembly and Dr Robetts’
announcement and the dismissal. Mr Rathie declares that even though a boardet, and an
occupier of the high positions of Prefect and Head Prefect in 1968 and 1969, and no doubt
took his duties relating to such positions seriously, and declares that he did not see Wippell in
the boarding house for the remainder of 1967 and 1968, and would have seen Wippell had
Wippell been there. His appearance would have been scandalous. Nor did Mr Rathie see him
or hear of him when he was a day boy in 1969.

Further, Tony Booth, a well known and respected Associate Master of the school, declares
that he knew Wippell well and Wippell was his pharmacist. He was friendly with Wippell
and supported him in his hour of need. He also declares that Wippell did not return to school
from about June 1967 to the end of 1969. He confirms that Wippell only used his room as a
storage place for his personal effects until the end of term. He was not permitted access to the
room at all. He declares that it is not true that Wippell continued with his normal duties
following the incident complained of. Tony Booth would know if Wippell continued with his
normal duties with respect to the boarders.

Now it is necessary to Jook at Wippell’s credibility. Your Grace has referred to a Police
record of interview made on 25 August 2002. In this record of interview Wippell states that
he “left” after hearing that a complaint had been made against him but he maintained his
liaison with the school “trying to sort of ... make up for what had happened”. (He dishonestly

implied that his leaving was voluntary).
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Whatever Wippell said to the Police or to the insurance assessor was not under oath and not
by way of declaration, and was no doubt tainted with self interest. One can see Wippell’s
changing versions. At first, he gave the impression, when under investigation by the Police,
that he left voluntarily, perhaps proudly, because complaints had been made against him. In
the second interview he conceded that he had been dismissed but minimised the cause, and
the effect of the dismissal, by pretending that the dismissal was not a proper, or actual
dismissal, and that he in fact continued with his normal duties (now unpaid by way of board,
lodging and sup). In fact, Wippell did continue with his normal duties, but not until 1970. He
knew in 2002, and in 2004, that the Police were interested in his activities, and that the
insurance company was interested in his activities. Any evidence he gave in 2002 and 2004
should be considered unreliable. 2002 was 35 years after the dismissal in 1967 and the
interview in 2004 was 37 years following the dismissal. Wippell was a Resident Master at
Churchie from 1959 to 1993, a period of 34 years, minus the period from the latter half of
1967 to the end of 1969. In his statements he was no doubt painting himself in the best

possible picture.

The versions given by Wippell should have been investigated but unfortunately were not.
Had they been investigated your Grace and the Council would have been made aware that the
allegations were those of a man you say was a criminal and was not speaking under oath or
declaring his version to be true in circumstances where he was under investigation. He was,
in fact, defending himself and had self interest in what he was saying, by minimising the
gravity of the allegations against him. Dr Roberts had died many years before either
statement was made. The material relied on by Dr Campbell should have been followed, and
respectively I suggest, should be explained. I cannot understand why people such as

Mr Barry Kelly wete not interviewed.

Had there been any due diligence performed, as it should have been, particularly as

Dr Roberts was not available to defend himself, it would have been discovered that what
Wippell said about being “allowed to keep his room until the end of term™ failed the “truth,
whole true, and nothing but the truth” test. He, in fact, left in such a hurry that he could not
clean his room out during the current school term. The “whole truth” of the statement is that
he was allowed to store his possessions in the room until the end of term only. If he had
attended Churchie “to look after the needs of the boarders” he would have to have attended at
night time, when the boarders were present, and as such his presence would have been visible
and noted. His presence would also have been the cause of scandal because he was persona

non grata.

The version, or versions, given by Wippell cannot be believed, not only from the point of
view of his own credibility, but from the point of view of the unlikelihood of his version/s
being true. In order to believe Wippell it is necessary to believe that Dr Roberts not only
dismissed him, and called an assembly to announce that Wippell had been dismissed for
misbehaviour but, unbelievably, allowed him to continue working! It is simply
inconceivable. The unlikelihood of this having happened is greatly increased by the fact that
Dr Campbell was in possession of information contrary to these allegations, such information
being entirely consistent with the evidence of the first hand witnesses I have enclosed.

Neither your Grace nor any member of the School Council, in possession of the relevant facts,
could reasonably have come to the conclusion that Dr Robets allowed Wippell to continue
working in his normal duties despite having been dismissed and his dismissal publicly
explained to the boarders as a result of a rumour involving his scandalous behaviour.

On this issue I have one further comment. Your Grace has stated in your most recent letter of
12 January 2017 that “On the basis of the material available to the Churchie Council I am of
- the view that the decision of the Council was a reasonable one ...” I have never doubted that
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the Council’s decision was reasonable on the basis of the material which was available to it,
as [ have never known what material was made available to it. The problem is not what
material was available to it, but what material was available and ought to have been
made available to it! This lack of material was the result of lack of due diligence which
inevitably led to the flawed decision of the Council and the denial of natural justice, and
brought the Church and yourself into disrepute. You could have asked any or all of the
Resident Masters named by Mr Rathie in his declaration, and each and every one of them
could, and would, have told you the truth which was in stark contrast to the evidence of the
man you wish to accept, but at the same time wish to paint as a criminal, Wippell.

I have demonstrated on any standard, that on both of the particulars your Grace has provided,
the Council’s decision is flawed and unreasonable. The decision is not only flawed and
unreasonable but has become known publicly and has dragged the Church and your Grace
into scandal and disrepute. As the matter becomes more and more widely fmown the
disrepute and scandal will increase. I trust your Grace will cure this lamentable predicament

the honourable way by admitting the mistake. Inote you have said in your most recent letter

“The approach I have promoted is to be open and admit where there is a problem and take
steps to address the injury suffered by people as a result of failures by the Church or its
institutions to protect those for whom they were responsible”. I assume that you will apply
those standards to the Roberts “cause” just as vehemently as you would to any other victim.
The Roberts’ name has been injured “as a result of failures by the Church or its institutions”

and the Roberts’ name must be restored to its rightful position on the building.

I have one last prayer. As the time for the opening of the new building is fast approaching I
hope and trust that you will cooperate to the extent of making a speedy reply to this letter
within the next, say, seven or ten days.

With compliments

(el

PETER ROBERTS




Qaths Act 1867

Statutory Declaration

QUEENSLAND
TOWIT

, oavip stewarr rar i - 2t of Queensiand, do

solemnly and sincerely declare that:-

I make this my declaration under the following headings:-

e Background

]

The Wippell Matter

® Governance

(]

Interpretation

The Leslie Matter

®

BACKGROUND
1. The Church of England Grammar School became the Anglican Church Grammar School.
Throughout this Statutory Declaration, 1 refer to the school as “Churchie”.
2. Dr Roberts was the headmaster of Churchie from 1947 to 1969.
3. Peter Roberts is the only surviving son of Dr and Hilda Roberts. John Roberts, another son,
recently passed away.
4, | attended Churchie from 1964 to 1968 as a boarder of the school in Gerald House. In 1969, |

became a day boy but remained in Gerald House.

5. | was a school prefect in 1968 and school captain in 1969.
THE WIPPELL MATTER
6. I remember Harry Wippell and make the following declarations as regards this individual and

record my association and that of other boarders with him. Unless otherwise stated, the
events and circumstances declared to herein are within my own knowledge and memory.

7. He was a non-teaching resident master having taken up residence in the boarding house in
1959.

8. He was a pharmacist and practised as such during working hours.

9. As well as performing his residential duties, he assisted boarders in making their travel

arrangements for holidays at the end of term as well as purchasing items that were not
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available through the supply channels provided by the school. In these matters, he was a
valuable resource in the boarding house.

10. The demands upon his time were considerable which he met with good cheer and the desire

to assist.

11. He was the master in charge of the Gerald House bank. In 1964-1965, |, together with others,
attended his room on a weekly basis to assist with the management of the bank.

12.  Furthermore, | visited his room regularly to make travel arrangements and acquire various
personal effects and items.

13. | make the following declarations regarding Wippell’s residential facility in the boarding
house:-

e His bedroom was an enclosed section of the verandah of School House.

e He had an adjoining sitting room with a number of lounge chairs.

e Both rooms were separated by double doors, which were always open.

e These rooms were small.

e Wippell was a tidy man; however, these rooms were cluttered with his many personal
effects.

14.  His nature was that of an affable, friendly, individual who worked tirelessly to meet the needs
of the boarders. The boarding house was a “closely knit” community and Wippell was very
much part of that community. His demeanour was in contrast to the other house masters and
resident masters who chose to remain aloof.

15.  Furthermore, the resident masters were closely associated and Wippell was part of that
group, which included but not limited to:-

e Barry Kelly
e Bob Morris
® Tony Bdoth
® Trevor Halsey
® John Gorham

16.  During 1967, an event occurred in the boarding house.

17. A rumour swept through the boarding house one morning that Wippell had inappropriately
interfered with a boy the night before.

18. 1believe this event occurred during the winter months of 1967.

19.  The rumour rapidly gathered notoriety and momentum and assumed the proportions of a

scandal.
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20.

21,

22.

23.

24,

25.
26.

27.

28.
28.

For the considerable number of boarders who had a cordial relationship with Wippell, and |

counted myself in that group, the emotions of sadness and confusion prevailed. The

rumoured conduct was manifestly inconsistent with the values | and others perceived Wippell

10 possess.

| was never the subject of any inappropriate advances by Wippell and | never witnessed any

such conduct directed towards others.

| did not know, and to my knowledge, no one else knew the identity of the victim which added

speculation and intensity to the rumour.

Within a very short period after the event, Dr Roberts called an assembly of the boarders at

which he:-

® Announced that Wippell had been dismissed for misconduct.

® Reported that Wippell would not be returning; and

® Requested that the rumours and gossip cease and directed that the boarding house
‘settle’.

| do not remember being at this assembly but | certainly remember and knew of those matters

which Dr Roberts raised. Due to my heavy sporting commitments, | regularly missed boarder

assemblies.

Thereafter, life gradually assumed normality in the boarding house.

For the remainder of 1967 and 1968, | did not see Wippellin any capacity in the school or the

boarding house, and during that period, | was living in the boarding house and would have

seen him if he was there. His appearance would have caused a scandal and he could not have

gone unnoticed.

In 1969, | was school captain and a day boy. Whilst | had left the boarding house, I still had

many friends who resided in the boarding house. | was also a member of the First XV and First

X1 and many members of these teams were boarders. Furthermore, boarders were in my

class. As a consequence, any return by Wippell would have been made known to me.
In the light of these matters, | can declare that in 1969:-

o I did not see Wippell in the school.

° 1 did not hear of his presence iﬁ the school.

| left school at the same time as Dr Roberts’ retirement at the end of 1969.

On the 24 November, 2016, at the Churchie Foundation Function and on the 19 December,

2016, | had discussions with Barry Kelly referred to in paragraph 15 and he made the following

statements:-

: /
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He was a resident tutor for a number of years prior to 1967 and he left residency at the
end of 1969, being the time at which Dr Roberts retired.

He knew of the rumour that Wippell had acted inappropriately with a boy one night in
1967 which resulted in Dr Roberts dismissing Wippell from the boarding house the very
next day.

He had no recollection or memory of Wippell having a presence in the boarding house

from the time of his dismissal in 1967 to the end of 1969.

30. On the 28 December, 2016, | communicated with Alex Cutts, school probationer in 1969, and

he made the following statements:-

He was a boarder in Donaldson House for the period 1959-1963 in the preparatory
school and a boarder in Gerald House for the period 1964-1969 in the senior school.
He remembers rumours circulating around the boarding house in 1967 concerning
Wippell which involved inappropriate sexual behaviour with an unidentified boarder.
On the morning the rumours commenced, he remembered seeing Wippell standing
outside Dr Roberts’ office in an agitated and upset state. This office was located away
from School House in Magnus Hall.

He did not see Wippell again in the boarding house or the school from that time until he
left the school at the end of 1969.

He knew that Dr Roberts had dismissed Wippell from the boarding house because of
the rumoured misconduct.

The rumours caused him bewilderment as the alleged conduct was not in keeping with

his understanding of Wippell as a person.

31.  Asa result of my research, investigations and inquiries, | learned that Wippell returned to the

boarding house, but not in residence, in the years Mr Fisher was headmaster. He tended to

the needs of the boarders as he had done, prior to his dismissal in 1967. Wippel departed in

or about 1993 in controversial circumstances, at which time Mr Ellis was headmaster.

32. lam advised by Peter Roberts that he and his brother, John, had separate telephone

conversations with the present headmaster, Dr Allan Campbell, on the 29 February 2016, and

confirmed those conversations in a jointly signed letter to Dr Campbell dated 3 March, 2016

(which are not challenged), wherein the statement is made:-

You further explained that this was linked to a situation that 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.
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I am advised by Peter Roberts that the ‘Master’ referred to is Wippell.
Now produced and shown to me and marked with the letter “A¥ is a copy of that letter to
Dr Campbell dated 3 March, 2016.

323, |am aware that the school council has contended that Dr Roberts allowed Wippell to keep his
room until the end of term but he was not allowed to sleep in that room. This allegation is,
whilst true, misleading. The fact is that because Wippell was dismissed immediately, he had
no time to clean out his room, and his presence would have been cause for scandal. He was
not allowed to keep his room in fact, but was allowed to store his belongings in the room until
the school holidays.

34. Wippell's room was located along the main haliway on the second floor of School House.

35. In 1967, I, and many other boarders, traversed that hallway regularly.

36. |did not see Wippell after his dismissal and furthermore, my recollection is that his room
remained vacant and unattended until the beginning of 1968, when | believe that room was
occupied by John Gorham.

37.  Soon after Wippell’s dismissal, Dr Roberts used his very best endeavours to settle the
boarders and quell the rumours and intense gossip.

38.  Wippell's room was cluttered with a considerable volume of personal effects and the clearing
of his room would have taken time and effort.

39. The spectacle of Wippell removing his personal effects in the full glare of the boarding house
would have only served to heighten the intensity of the scandal associated with Wippell.

40. Dr Roberts allowed Wippell to store his property in that room until term’s end so that he
could clear his room during the holidays in order to avoid that outcome.

GOVERNANCE

41. On 7 April 1964, the schoo! council ratified the adoption of a school constitution. The

constitution relevantly provides:-

2. The affairs of the School shall be managed by a Council (herein after referred to as
the Council) consisting of:-

aj The Archbishop of Brisbane, who shall be Chairman;

b) The Headmaster, who shall have a deliberative seat but shall not be entitled to

vote;

11.  Powers and Duties. Subject to... the Council shall-

a) Control and manage the affairs of the School and provide for the maintenance

and protection of the property thereof.
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b}  Determine, after consultation with the Headmaster, the number of the teaching
staff and officers and servants of the School.

c) Determine, after consultation with the Headmaster, all salaries {other than those
of the Headmaster), wages and other allowances.

d)  Determine the scale or scales of fees to be paid for tuition of pupils and
allowances to be granted to parents or other persons responsible for the payment
of fees.

e}  Atalltimes cause to be kept a Correct Rolf of all pupils.

f Consult with and advise the Headmaster as to the conduct of the School.

g)  Receive from the Headmaster regular reports as to the general progress and
conduct of the School.

42.  Inthe minutes of the council meeting dated 7 April 1964, a resolution is recorded nominating
Mr CJ (Charles) Elliot as the nominee of the Archbishop.
43.  Inthe document titled Information for Applicants for the Position of Headmaster which was

issued in September, 1968, the following passage is recorded:-

GOVERNMENT
The property of the School is vested in the Corporation of the Synod of the Diocese of
Brisbane.
The government of the School is delegated to the School Council, which is responsible to
the Synod through the Diocesan Council for the due and proper conduct and
management of the affairs of the School and for the maintenance and protection of its
property.
Under the Constitution, the School Council shall consist of -
a)  the Archbishop of Brisbane, who shall be Chairman
b} the Headmaster, who shall have a deliberative seat but shall not be entitled to
vote
c) three members to be appointed by the Diocesan Council, who shall hold office for
not more than three years
d)  two members to be appointed by the Archbishop for such period as he may
determine but for not more than three years

and
e two members to be appointed by and from the Old Boys Association, who shall

hold office for not more than three years.

All members of the Council shall be eligible for reappointment.

Pl I/ A
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The Registrar of the Diocese shall act as Secretary to the Council.

44. | communicated with The Reverend Canon Emeritus Bruce Maughan OAM on 12 January,

2017, and he made the following statements in that he has:-

-]

]

Spent many years as a councillor on the school councils of several Anglican schools;
Had considerable experience in the governance of Anglican schools; and
An extensive involvement in the writing or amending of the constitutions and

regulations for Anglican schools and school councils.

He further stated that Dr Roberts, being the headmaster of Churchie in 1964, was an ex-officio

appointee to the school council without voting rights.

45. | communicated again with the Reverend Canon Emeritus Bruce Maughan OAM on 24 January

2017 and he made the following statements in relation to Roland St. John:-

St. John was the Registrar of the Diocese for many years but particularly in 1964 which
year is relevant in relation to the Leslie Matter which | later discuss in this my statutory
declaration.

The Registrar of the Diocese involved many roles and functions but, in effect, St. John
was the chief executive officer of the Diocese.

st. John controlied and managed the Property and Finance Board which was a
paramount role given the substantial property, equity and investments portfolio of the
Church.

As Registrar, St. John was nominated as the secretary of the school council for those
schools owned by the Diocese and Churchie was one such school. In this capacity, he
was not only required to perform the secretarial duties but was obliged to ensure the
financial viability of those schools.

In his secretarial role, St. John wrote and controlled the minutes of the meetings of the
school councils. His reputation was that he prepared those minutes so briefly as to
achieve obscurity in many circumstances.

In view of these matters, St. John was a very influential and powerful figure in the

functionings of the Diocese.

46. | communicated with Bill Hayward on 10 January, 2017, and he made the following

statements:-

@

]

He was headmaster of Churchie from 1974 —1986.

The school council had the absolute right to overturn any decision of the headmaster.

The headmaster was responsible for engaging and terminating staff.

) /.
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47.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

© In the event of a controversial dismissal, particularly in the circumstance of sexual abuse
of a student, the headmaster was required to report that dismissal to the school
council.

® Upon receiving such a report, the school council could either deal with the matter or
give the headmaster specific instructions regarding the management of the dismissal.

° The principal obligation upon the headmaster was to inform the school council and seek
direction on any matter which might have had an adverse impact upon the school.

| communicated with Jack Duff on 13 January, 2017, and he made the following statements:-

® He was a member of the Churchie school council for the period 2000 —2008.

° The headmaster of Churchie was an ex-officio appointee to the school council and did
not have voting rights.

° After careful consideration of all the facts, the school council had the authority to
overrule a decision by the headmaster which it considered appropriate for the
matter/matters in question.

® The headmaster was responsible inter alia for the appointment and termination of staff.
Executive level staff had to be referred to the school council chair and/or the school
council members prior to appointment and termination.

e A sexual abuse case was to be referred to the school council chair then the school '
council members. Set protocols were laid down by the Diocese and school council

which had to be followed prior to any termination or standing down.

INTERPRETATION

{ was a partner in major legal firms over a period of some 25 years.
| specialised in the field of corporate risk management and insurance. The principles of
corporate governance were central to that practice.
The intent expressed in the constitution was to promote and establish the school council as
the governing body which is evidenced by the use of the words The dffairs of the School shall
be managed by a Council in clause 2.
Under the Powers and Duties provision in clause 11(a}, the folldwing words are to be found:-
Subject to ... the Council shall:-
al Control and manage the affairs of the School.
The use of the word shall introduces the concept that the council was subject to a mandatory

charter to fulfil the Powers and Duties provisions.
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51.

52.

53,

54,

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

In the context of the constitution, the words Controf and manage are to be interpreted
disjunctively and are to be given the broadest meaning and force to achieve the purposes of
the constitution.

In the result, the Council was the supreme governing entity within the school and was
possessed of wide ranging powers.

Clause 2{b) of the constitution specifies:-

The Headmaster, who shall have a deliberative seat but shall not be entitled to vote.
The use of the word deliberative has the consequence of limiting the headmaster’s
participation in the functionings of the council to informed, reasoned and constructive debate
and consultation regarding the affairs of the school.
This concept is supported by the obligation imposed upon the headmaster pursuant to clause
11(g) to provide regular reports to the council.
A further limitation which is significant is that the headmaster did not have a vote which
rendered his position to that of an ex-officio appointee to the council.
On any analysis, the headmaster’s powers and authority were comprehensively subjugated to
those of the council.
Furthermore, the constitution imposed upon him the duty and obligation to comply with the
advice and directions he received from the council.

This obligation is established by the following provision in clause 11{f):-

Powers and Duties: Subject to ... the Council shall:

.....

§il Consult with and advise the Headmaster as to the conduct of the School.
On a liberal interpretation, the argument exists that the headmaster did not have the
authority to dismiss a staff member given the all-encompassing powers of the school council.
In this context, the constitution specifies that the council, after consultation with the
headmaster, was even required to determine such matters as staffing numbers, salaries and
the scale of school fees: clause 11.
The constitution was ratified by the school councit on 7 April, 1964. In the Leslie matter,
which | address next in this my statutory declaration, the relevant times which fall for
consideration occurred in or about August 1964. As a consequence of these timings, the

constitution had only just begun having application.
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THE LESLIE MATTER

| am privy to the statutory declarations referred to in paragraph 85 and believe the following
matters:-

62. One of Leslie’s students informed his father one night that Leslie had sexually interfered with
him that afternoon.

63. The father drove his son to Dr Roberts’ residence in Oaklands Parade, East Brisbane that night.

64. The son waited in the car outside that residence whilst his father reported the event to Dr
Roberts.

65. The next morning, Dr Roberts met with Leslie in the school carpark and dismissed him.

66. At the time of his dismissal, Leslie’s father-in-law, Charles Elliott, was the most influential
member of the school council and the nominee of the Archbishop. ’

67. The high reputation of the Elliott family was in jeopardy as a result of Leslie’s predicament and
a potential scandal confronted them.

68. Charles Elliott visited Leslie the following Sunday and offered his support.

69. Charles Eiliott arranged employment with his stockbroking firm, Elliott and Co., for Leslie
which employment was to become available to him at term’s end.

70. Leslie left Churchie at the end of mid-termin 1964.

71.  The current school council has charged that Dr Roberts permitted a junior school master,
Hamilton Leslie, to remain at school until the end of term, which was an inappropriate
response given the serious nature of the allegations levelled against him.

72.  In the fulfilment of his duties and obligations to the school council and given the controversy
associated with Leslie, Dr Roberts had to report the dismissal.

73.  There can be no doubt that Charles Elliott became aware of the dismissal since he raised the
matter with Leslie only a few days later. Furthermore, the fact that Charles Elliott was made
aware of Leslie’s dismissal is not surprising in the light of Dr Roberts’ duty to the school council
and Charles Elliott’s relationship with Leslie.

See Statutory Declarations of:-
i Rex Wilson Freudenberg dated 25 January, 2017 at paragraph 30;
ii. Richard Trotter dated 25 January, 2017 at paragraph 8 of Annexure “RWT 1”.

74. Upon the dismissal having been reported by Dr Roberts, Charles Elliott’s awareness, and the
particularly controversial circumstances associated with the matter, the council had certain
important issues to control and manage: clause 11{a) of the constitution.

75.  The council had the authority to overturn Dr Roberts’ decision. Furthermore, the argument is

open that Dr Roberts did not have the authority to dismiss Leslie.
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76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

31.

82.

83.

84.

85.

These issues were rendered nugatory as the council elected to affirm the dismissal upon the

authority found in clause 11(a) -

Thereafter, an election had to be made as to whether the council would control and manage

the terms of Leslie’s departure pursuant to the provisions of clause 11(a) or, advise and direct

Dr Roberts on this matter upon the authority vested in the council by clause 11{f).

The council, in the exercise of the powers proclaimed under clause 11{f}, resolved to direct Dr

Roberts with specific instructions.

Within a short time after his dismissal, Leslie met with Dr Roberts who informed Leslie that:-
it has been decided you must leave at the end of term.

See Statutory Declaration of Richard Trotter dated 25 January 2017 at paragraph 9 of

Annexure “RWT 1”.

In the light of the matters addressed in paragraphs 73-78 of this my statutory declaration, the

school council took control of and managed Leslie’s dismissal by way of affirmation pursuant

to the terms of clause 11(a). Furthermore, the council issued specific instructions to Dr

Roberts in accordance with the provisions of clause 11(f) in relation to the terms of Leslie’s

departure.

In the result, the decision to permit Leslie to remain as a teacher in the school until the end of

term was unreservedly the decision of the school council and not that of Dr Roberts. This

resolution does not permit any equivocation.

Dr Roberts had a deliberative seat on the school council and did not have voting rights. He

had the authority to express an opinion but had no means by which to enforce that opinion.

Dr Roberts found himself in the most parlous of positions. Essentially, other than expressing

his opinion, he was rendered powerless to dictate or influence the terms upon which Leslie

was to depart the school. He was subject to the vote of the other council members and their

will prevailed: clause 11(a) of the constitution.

In his capacity as headmaster and in the circumstance of wanting to handle Leslie’s dismissal

in a way which was different to that of the school council, he would have been afforded no

choice as he was obligated to accept the decision of the school council and to comply with the

directions of the council in every respect including presentations at school assemblies, in

official comment and in the school’s documentation and publications: clauses 11(a) and (f) of

the constitution.

Copies of the Statutory Declarations of:-

] Rex Wilson Freudenberg dated 25 January, 2017;

® Richard Trotter dated 25 January, 2017; and
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° Anthony Gerard Booth dated 24 January, 2017.
are intended to be lodged with this statutory declaration.

And | make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true, and by virtue of

the provisions of the Oaths Act 1867.
é

Q

awd Stewart Raf]
Declarer

Taken and declared before me at Brisbane this day of January 2017

A Justice of the Peace{Legal Practitioner/
Commissioner for Declarations




“A”

Thls is the Anng g re pnarked “A” to the Statutory Declaration 7v1d Stewart Rathie.
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3 March 2016 ' PO Box 276
{essnock 2325

Dr Alan Campbell

Headmaster

Anglican Church Grammar School
QOaldands Parade '

East Brishane 4169

8y email: Alan.Campbell@churchie.com.au

Dear Alan

THE ROBERTS CENTRE

We refer to the telephone conversations with you on Monday 29 February 2016.

You advised that the School Council has decided to remove the Roberts name from the
building under construction to replace the preqious Roberts Centre,

You further explained that this was linked to a situation that had arisen foflowing the
reemployment by Churchie of a master who had been dismissed by Dad when Heatimaster
for inappropriate sexual behaviour and that such behaviour had reoccurred on the
reemployment of that master by a subseguent Headmaster.

As we understand your verbal advice the Councll is persuaded that Dad should have
referred this matter to the Police and if he had done so subseguent events would most

likely not have occurred,

We recollect that you made reference also to records on this matter being held in the -
Diocesan office.

You also confirmed that there was absolutely no suggestion that Dad was accused of any
inappropriate sexual behaviour.

The above is based on our recollections of your phone calls to us on Monday.

We would like to state that we are uneguivocally opposed to child sexual sbuse and we
applaud the school’s offer of counselling and fee refunding for victims.

Mum and Dad would have been appalled at the abuse of any student at the school. Dad
took decisive action to dismiss this master. Harry focused not just on the academic
standards, but also on the well heing and moral character of students. These high standards
were expected of all staff a1 the school as well;




Our primary concern is that Harry and Hilda’s reputation is being tarnished when they were
clearly opposed to child sexual abuse. The well being of students in their care was their
riumber one priority.

Under the circumstances as described to us, the removal of the Roberts name fram a
building after it being on an equivalent building for over 40 years would cause irreversible
reputation damage, not only to Dad but to Mum and our families. The Roberts Centre was
established as a tribute to both Mum and Dayl.

We suggested that it Seems unjust to measure performance of a Headmaster in Dad’s time
in dealing with inappropriate sexual activities against the present exiensive protocols,

We have many unanswered guestions and facts missing. Such as:

- Was there discussion with the families, lawyers and the police at the time?

- What legal advice did Dad receive?

- Was there insufficient evidence to press charges?

- Was there concern about the traumatic impact of adverse publicity and the
experience of a criminal trial on the victims and their families?

- Did the family request the Police be notinvolved?

- Could these discussions have been verbal and not recorded in writing?

- Can we assume today’s standards applied 50 years ago?

We are not aware if there were formal guidelines in place prior Dad’s retirement in 1965
from sither the Church or the School Council 1o assist him in his decision process, Otherwise
we suggest his performance should be assessed against standards applicable at the time he
was Headmaster. Dad took decisive action to remove the offender, and in this context we
fsel strongly that the proposed action is grossly out of proportion to any alleged errors in
judgement by Dad or inabillty to prevent the offender’s reemployment.

It seems o us that any criticism of Dad on this one matter should be weighed against his
significant contributions to Churchie during his 23 years at the school and his contributions
to the University of Queensland and the wider community over a lifetime of dedicated
service. Peter Hempenstall's account in “Churchie A Centenary Portrait” presents a fair
documentation of that.

We question the role of the then School Council and Church administration in relating to the
incident described. Why was the master reemployed if he had been previously dismissed?
Why was a refaréence not sought from Harry for the reemployment of this master? in
retirement Dad was in Brishane and available.

In the absence of evidence to the contrary, one must assume that the School Council of the '
fime in deciding to name the first Roberts Centre deemed that the performance and
character of both Harry and Hilda Roberts was laudable,

Being of service is Harry and Hi[da’islfifelong legacy and that is the legacy we seek to protect,

Wae would ask that this decision be reviewed by the School Coundil and propose that a
meeting be arranged between our family and advisers with you and members of the School
Council to ensure that we fully understand the ¥acts.

3




in the meantime we ask that you delay any actions to implement or publicise the decision as
conveyed,

Because of John’s failing health it is imporiant to move. quickly to meet and Wednesday 2
March is a date suggested for your consideration.

e would propose that John (health permitting), his wife Gwenneth and Peter be present
for the Roberts Family, accompanied by Canon Bruce Maughan - school year contemporary
at Churchie of John and Richard Trotier —school year contemiporary of Peter,

Sincerely

john Roberts ' Peter Roberts
0417 660 288 0413 950 265
Email: jonrobo@gmail.com peterwroberts@bigpond.com

P




Oaths Act 1867

Statutory Declaration

QUEENSLAND
TO WIT

1, warTEr sorroNory [ - - St

of Queensland do solemnly and sincerely declare that:

1,

1 have been asked, on behalf of the family of the late Harry Roberts, to furnish

the information contained in this statutory declaration.

T was a pupil at Church of England Grammar School from August 1966 until

the end of the 1970 academic yeat, when I completed my final year of school.
From 1966 until the end of 1969 Mr Roberts was the Headmaster.

From 1967 until the end of 1968 I was a boarder at the School, The School‘

“had a practice at the time of engaging former pupils to act as supervisors at the

boarding school in exchange for room and board, These were boys who had
been boarders, who wete in their late teens, and who were engaged in tettiary
studies. It may be that they were also paid some i}mney as well, These
“boarding masters” exercised supervision over boarders on several nights a
week and on some weekends, I suppose that they were allocated such duties

on aroster of some kind, Thete was only evet one or two of these at a time.

One of these boarding masters was in a different category from the others, His
name was Harry Whipple and.he was older than the usual young men of late
teenage years engaged in this V\Itay. He was a fully-grown adult. At the time I
was told by somebody that he was a pharmacist and the pharmacy was

identified, -

Whipple was good-natured and well liked,
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10.

11,

I can remember that a rumour swept through the boarding school among the
boarders there. Ido not now remember whether this was in 1967 or 1968 but
think it is more likely that it was 1967 as I associate the memory in my mind
with being in a particular dormitory which I only inhabited in 1967, It was
said that Whipple had been “fiddling” boys as they slept. The substance of the
rumour was that Whipple would fondle boys’ genitals as they slept. As I
recall it, one of these victims had awoken duting the happening of this abuse

upon him and so Whipple’s acts became knhown,

The discussion about this matter amongst the boarders was very intense at the
time, ho doubt because there was not only a seandalous element to the
rumouts but also a salacious one which, I now appreciate, appealed to our
sense of humour at that age. I recall that there was no suggestion in this
gossip that Whipple had done anything to any boy other than this fondling

behaviour,

Very soon, an assembly was called. As I now recall it, the dssembly was
called within two days ot so of the story’s first emergence. In any event, it

was vety quickly afterwards.

There were regular assemblies of boarders held in & courtyard at the main
boarding building. They were atways held in the evening and we assembled,
standing, while the roll was called to ensure our presence and then various
senior students, or mastets, or the Headmaster himself, informed us of various

matiers that affected us as boarders.

On this particular occasion, an assembly had been called and we gathered in
the usual way, Thete was a single subjeét for this asgembly, Ii had been
called so that the Headmaster could announce that the conduct of Whipple had
come to his attention, He said that, as a result, Whipﬁle had been required to
leave the school immediately and he had gone. The Headmaster asked us fo

cease gossiping about the matter,

=
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12. Whipple had indeed gone, never to return, ‘With his departure, the gossip and

discussion about him soon faded and life retutned to normal, I never saw or

heard of Whipple again while at the School.

And I make this solemn declaration conscientiousty believing the same to be true, and
by virtue of the jprovigions of the Oaths Act 1867,

Declarer

Taken and declared before me at Brisbane this 5™ day of May 2016, before me.

.MMM

- JusticeofthePeace/Commissioner for Declarations
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QOaths Act 1867

Statutory Declaration

GUEENSLAND
TO WIT

, rexwitson rreueneere, ol i st of

Queensland, retired stockbroker, do solemnly and sincerely declare that:-

The Church of England Grammar School became the Anglican Church Grammar School.

1
Throughout this Statutory Declaration, 1 refer to the school as “Churchie”.

2. | attended Churchie in the years 1946 to 1949, during which time Dr Roberts was the
headmaster.

3. | recall one day in class towards the end of 1949, Dr Roberts sat beside me and enquired as to
what | wanted to do after I left school. | responded that | had not decided. Dr Roberts
indicated that Charles Elliott of Elliott and Co, stockbrokers, was looking to employ someone
as a clerk to train as a stockbroker.

4, Shortly thereafter, | went to Charles Elliott’s office for an interview and was offered a clerkship
which | accepted.

5. I started as a clerk with the firm on 9" December, 1949. | later became a partner and
remained with the firm for 52 years until my retirement.

6. Charles Elliott was one of Brisbane’s highest profile businessmen and was the senior partner
of Elliott and Co, which was the leader in the field of stockbroking in Brisbane at the time.

7. | developed an intimate knowledge and understanding of Charles Elliott. | came to know him
as being a dominating, strong willed individual with an outgoing personality.

8. I had a very close relationship with Charles Elliott. He was like a father to me and he treated
me as though | was part of the Elliott family. He had a tremendous influence on my life.

9. | knew that Charles Elliott and his family had a particularly close association with the Anglican
Church.

10.  Charles Elliott was the treasurer of the Brisbane Anglican Diocese for many years as was his
son, Keith Elliott, after him.

11. The whole family, including Charles Elliott’s sisters, were devout practising Anglicans and lived
for the Church.
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12.

13,

14,

-15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23,

24,

25.

R S o

The family was very close to the hierarchy of the Church of England at St Thomas’s Church at
Toowong and at St John’s Cathedral.

Archbishop Halse, who was Archbishop from 1944 to 1963, and Archbishop Strong, who
followed him, were personal friends of the Elliotts and would often visit one another’s homes
socially.

Furthermore, Archbishop Strong regularly visited the offices of Elliott and Co and he and
Charles Elliott would go to lunch.

In 1964, Roland St. John was the Registrar of the Diocese and he was responsible fof the
Church’s finances and considerable investments. He attended the offices of Elliott and Co on
a regular basis for many years to review the Church’s equity portfolio and to actively
participate in the investment process. The Church was a significant client of Elliott and Co.
These attendances usually occurred once a week.

Charles Elliott and his son Keith, after him, were the treasurers of the Brishane Diocese as

referred to in paragraph 10.

- On attending upon the offices of Elliott and Co, St. John also discussed the business affairs of

the Church with either Charles or Keith Elliott.

Through St. John's efforts, the Church was a particularly active investor in the stock market.
He insinuated himself into the investment decision making process in the most proactive
manner,

St. John was regarded as a very smart, clever businessman and was recognised as such inthe
business community. He was opinionated and possessed a strong personality.

As a consequence of these connections, Charles and-Keith Elliott became close business
associates of both the Church and St. John.

Charles Elliott had two sons, Charles Elliott and Keith Elfiott. Both attended Churchie. The
younger Charles became the school’s first Rhodes Scholar and graduated in medicine. Keith
progressed to become a partner in Elliott and Co.

Due to their standing in the business-and Church communities, the Elliott family was one of
the elite families in Brisbane.

The family members were aware of this profile and were proud of their family tradition.
Charles Elliott was a member of the schoo! counci! from 1938 to 1971.

In 1964, Mr Cecil Brennan (1938-1971), and Mr Ernie Biggs (1931-1973), were also on the
school council.

These individuals either held or had held the following positions in business:-

) Ernie Biggs — senior partner of Biggs and Biggs, soli

A7, Page2




26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

° Cecil Brennan — Queensland Manager of CSR.

| knew Cecil Brennan and £rnie Biggs.

These men were high profile, successful businessmen and were of a similar personality type to
that of Charles Elliott. All were particularly close friends and business associates. For instance
Biggs and Biggs were the solicitors for Elliott and Co and Churchie.

i recall in or about 1964, the then senior partner, Charles Elliott, advised the other partner,
Keith Elliott, and | as junior partner, that he had a matter which he wished to discuss with us.
The matter for discussion related to Charles Elliott’s son-in-law, Hamilton Leslie, a master in
the preparatory school at Churchie. Leslie was an old boy of the schoo! and was married to
Charles Elliott’s daughter, Joan.

Charles Elliott advised that Dr Roberts had dismissed Leslie because a compiamt had been
made that Leslie had sexually interfered with one of his students.

Charles Elliott sought our approval to appoint Leslie as a clerk in the firm, when he left
Churchie at the end of term, and we agreed. Leslie remained on our staff for 2-3 years.

The circumstances surrounding Leslie’s dismissal had the pdtenfciai to become a scandal of
monumental proportions for the Elliott family.

| knew that Charles Elliott was horrified and shattered in the knowledge that his son-in-law
had been accused of sexual abuse upon one of his students.

| am aware that the current school council has asserted that Dr Roberts permitted Leslie to
remain at the school until the end of term, which was an inappropriate response, given the
serious nature of Lestie’s alleged misconduct.

Knowing Charles Elliott as | did, | have no doubt that he would have discussed Leslie’s
predicament with the other members of the council and particularly with Archbishop Strong,
Brennan and Biggs, given their close association.

Furthermore, | have no doubt that Charles Elliott’s influence, in association with Brennan and
Biggs, would have overwhelmed the decision making process of the council. He would have
done all within his power to protect the family name.

Dr Roberts would have been given definite instructions as to the timing and arrangements for
Leslie’s departure from the school.

Whilst | do not have direct knowledge of these matters, i can say from my own knowledge
that Leslie’s departure at term’s end and his employment at Elliott and Co represented a
smooth and seamless transition in circumstances where no controversy or scandal attached to

the Eltiott family. The presentation was that Leslie had simply left the teaching profession at

Churchie to embark on a career in business.
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And | make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true, and by virtue of
the provisions of the Oaths Act 1867.

(//2/5{J C\%im_“,_m%

Rex Wilson Freudenberg
Declarer

Taken and declared before me at Brishane this ¢ S day of January 2017
before me. -

Adusticecof-the-ReaceyLegal Practitioner/ b
. . * GO‘ENIM(!‘? -
Commissioner for Declarations eg.No.: L{‘v@ % ,
USTICE & ATTOmE""




Qaths Act 1867

Statutory Declaration

QUEENSLAND

TO WIT

|, ANTONY GERARD BOOTH, o R

solemnly and sincerely declare that:-

1.

® N o w»

10.

12.

The Church of England Grammar School became the Anglican Church Grammar School.
Throughout this Statutory Declaration, | refer to the School as “Churchie”.

Dr Roberts was the headmaster of Churchie from 1947 —1969.

I was appointed-to the fulltime staff at Churchie in 1957 by Dr Roberts.

During school hours, | was the physical education master and in the afternoons after school,
| coached the track and field, swimming and various rugby teams.

These commitments involved weekend activities as well.

I retired from fulltime employment at Churchie in 1979 and worked part-time until 1989.

| was a resident master from 1957-1967.

During the course of mid-term in 1964, 1, and other staff members, became aware that
Hamilton Leslie had been dismissed by Dr Roberts from the staff in the preparatory school.
Whilst there was discussion and speculation, we did not know the reasons for this dismissal;
however, there was some controversy involved.

| now know that Leslie had been accused of having sexually interfered with one of his
students at the time of his dismissal which ultimately resulted in a conviction and a

suspended sentence.

1. 1 also now know that Charles Elliott, Leslie’s father-in-law, and a school council member,

became aware of the allegations shortly after his dismissal as did the school council.
Through my involvement in the affairs of the school over many years, | developed a keen
understanding of the workings and operation of the school council. Furthermore, | came to

know several of the councillors.
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13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21,

22,

23,

24,

At this time, Mr Cecil Brennan (1938-1967), Mr Charles Elfiott (1938-1971) and Mr Ernie
Biggs (1931-1973) were members of the school council.
These individuals either held or had held the following positions in business:-

e Charles Elliott — senior partner of Elliott and Co., the Eeadihg stockbroking firm in

Brishane at the time ‘

e Ernie Biggs — senior partner of Biggs and Biggs, solicitors

e Cecil Brennan — Queensland Manager of CSR.
They were very successful businessman, had a considerable involvement in the Church and
were high profile members of the Brisbane community.
| knew these men and | was aware that they were strong willed with the capacity to
dominate others. Furthermore, they were friends and close associates.
In the ordinary course of life in the school, staff members either remained on staff until
retirement or resigned to pursue other activities in uncontroversial circumstances.
Dr Roberts was responsible for the appointment and termination of staff.
The termination or dismissal of a staff member was a rarity and attracted varying degrees of
controversy.
As Dr Roberts recognised his obligation to keep the school council fully informed of matters
of consequence, he would have reported the Leslie dismissal to the school council,
particularly due to Charles Elliott’s presence and the allegations of sexual abuse, which | now
know of. '
As a result of my knowledge at the time, | believed that the controversy associated with
Leslie’s dismissal was the fact that he was Charles Elliott’s son-in-law and furthermore, a
dismissal was a notorious event in the life of the school.
In the ordinary course, such a matter would have been dealt with by the school council or by
the council issuing specific instructions to the headmaster.
| now know that sexual abuse allegations were involved at the relevant time and Dr Roberts,
Charles Elliott and the school council knew of those allegati‘onsf
On taking a retrospective view of all of these factors, | can say that the deliberations on the

part of the school council in structuring Leslie’s departure from Churchie would have been

intense.

/

1,
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Declarant




25.

26,

27.

28.

28,

30.

31.
32.

33.

34,

35.

36.
37.

As the school council was the governing body of the school, the council had the power and

authority to overturn Dr Roberts’ decision but in this instance, the decision to dismiss Leslie

was affirmed.

Knowing the council members as | did, Leslie’s association with Charles Elliott, and the sexual

“abuse allegations, | have no doubt that Dr Roberts was given very specific instruction by the

school council as to the manner in which Leslie’s departure from the school was to be
managed.

Whilst | do not have direct knowledge of some of these matters, my understanding at the
relevant times of Dr Roberts, various council members and the processes of the school
council, allows me to have every confidence in the statements | have made.

Hamilton Leslie departed the school at the end of mid-term in 1964.

} was married in June 1967 and was absent from the boarding house for approximately two
weeks whilst away on my honeymoon. ‘

Dr Roberts requested that, upon my return from my honeymoon, | continue with my
residential duties until the end of 1967. | was not required to live on the school premises as
| had previously done.

This situation had arisen because there was no replacement readily available.

Essentially, | would attend rhy duties once a week in the boarding house, inter-change with
another resident master at mid-night and return to my home in Moorooka. ! also performed
Saturday night duties once a month.

At the time | departed on my honeymoon, Harry Wippell was in the boarding house as a
resident master.

Wippell was my pharmacist and | placed my orders or prescriptions with him. He delivered
the pharmaceuticals to me on the school premises given that we were both in residence. He
provided the same service to the boarders and some other resident and day staff members.
On my return, | learned that Dr Roberts had dismissed him from the boarding house as a
complaint had been made that he had sexually interfered with an unidentified boarder one
night and his dismissal occurred the very next day.

Wippell was a friend and | wished to support him at this difficult time in his life.

The resident masters were a very close group.
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38.

39.

40.

41,

42,

43.
44,

45,
46.
47.
48.

49,

- 50,

51,

52.

During the period from Wippell's dismissal in or about June 1967, to the end of 1969, Mrs
Collins or Mrs McPherson performed the role as Dr Roberts’ secretary.

Given the passage of time, | cannot recall which of these ladies | consulted; however, | was
informed by one of them of his contact details which | needed because | did not know where
he was.

Furthermore, Wippell had been my pharmacist and ! wished to maintain my customer
relationship with him.

As best my recoliection serves me, | attended John Conde’s Pharmacy at West End and met
with Wippell. He also managed a pharmacy in the city. -

He informed me that a complaint had been made against him for interfering with one of the
boarders and Dr Roberts required him to leave the boarding house immediately.

He related that the incident had been very upsetting and had caused him much grief.

We did not speak of his dismissal again. My purpose was to offer him support as a friend
and not cause him further anguish by revisiting the nhatter.

Wippell subsequently moved to the Alderley Day and Night Pharmacy.

Whenever | needed pharmaceutical supplies or a prescription filled, | would visit Wippell.
During the period from his dismissal in or about June, 1967 to the end of 1969, he never
mentioned any return to the boarding house.

I had a close and trusting friendship with Wippell and had he returned to the boarding
house, | would have known.

Furthermore, Wippell was of the very clear understanding that he was persona non grata in
the boarding house at that time.

After his dismissal, Wippell lived with his aunt and uncle in Coorparoo as he was not
afforded the opportunity to organise alternative accommodation given that his departure
had been immediate.

Dr Roberts allowed him to retain his room in the boarding house only for the purposes of
storing his personal effects until the end of term. He was not permitted to access the room
atall.

The clearing of his room occurred during the following holiday period.
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53.

54,
55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

Wippell eventually moved into a unit in Heath Street, a short distance from Churchie, and |
do not know whether he rented or purchased that unit.

He later purchased a residence in Windsor.

From the time | returned from my honeymoon to the end of 1967, at whicH time | retired
from residence, | did not see Wippell in the boarding house or the school.

At the beginning of 1968, | continued with my role as the physical education master during
school hours and as coach of the track and field, swimming and various rugby teams after
school hours.

Through these activities, | remained in contact with many boarders who were in my classes
and teams.

Furthermore, | remained in close contact with a number of resident masters | was friendly
with.

In the light of these matters, | can say that from the beginnirig of 1968 to the end of 1969, at
which time Dr Roberts retired, | did not see Wippell or hear of his presence in the boarding
house or the school.

It is not true that Wippell continued with his normal duties following the incident referred to

in paragraph 42 above as asserted by the school council.

And | make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true, and by virtue
of the provisions of the Oaths Act 1867.

/
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Declarer

o A
Taken and declared before me at Brisbane this ‘?.Z.'.L/day of January 2017, before me.

T g ] \%\
Justice of the Peace / Commissioner for Declarations Sl 2%5
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Qaths Act 1867

STATUTORY DECLARATION

Queensland
To wit

I, Richard Wallace Trotter of 1 1" Level, Inns of Court, 107 North Quay, Brisbane in the State
of Queensland do solemnly and sincerely declare as follows:

1.

I recall 7 November 2016. On that date Mr Peter Roberts and Mr Ross Petersen,
solicitor, and I, pursuant to an appointment, proceeded to an aged care facility situated
at 15-19 Bonton Avenue, Deception Bay in the State of Queensland for the purposes of
speaking to Hamilton William Nation Leslie.

Peter Roberts and I were in the same class at Churchie from 1951 to 1954 inclusive.
Mr Leslie had been our Form Master in 1953.

Mr Leslie was of sound and alert mind when we spoke to him. He enquired after a
mutual friend of ours who had also been in our class. He was remorseful about the
events which led to his dismissal. He had a clear recollection of those events and

named the boy involved in 1964.

After conferring with Mr Leslie for about an hour, a nurse entered the room and
suggested that Mr Leslie was tired and needed a rest. He was very strenuous in his
protests and said that he wished to continue speaking to us. The nurse then said that he
had to come and have his lunch. Mr Leslie was again decisive and informed the nurse
that he was not hungry and would eat later. When we had finished the interview,

Mr Leslie walked with his walking frame, unaided, and showed us to the front door

some 20 metres away.

M Leslie had agreed that he would sign a Statutory Declaration if Mr Petersen would
return with a prepared declaration.

I am informed by Mr Petersen and verily believe that when he returned with the
Statutory Declaration for Mr Leslie to sign his family had intervened and instructed the
nursing home not to aliow Mr Leslie to sign any documents. With the result, the
Statutory Declaration which I enclose herewith and marked with the letter “A” remains

unsigned.

I declare that the contents of Mr Leslie’s Statutory Declaration are a true and correct
version of what he said on 7 November 2016. Annexed hereto and marked “RWT 17

is the draft Statutory Declaration preparation by Mr Petersen.

The contents of paragraphs 5, 6 and 8 of Mr Leslie’s Statutory Declaration were
repeated by him on a couple of occasions, with emphasis. He stressed not only his
regrets, but also his gratitude for the support he received from Mr Charles Elliott and

his wife.

Further, regarding paragraph 11 of Mr Leslie’s Statutory Declaration, he expressed
surprise at the suggestion that there had been a send off for him, particularly because of

the matters he referred to in paragraph 12 of his declaration.




And T make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true, and by

virtue of the p1 ovisions of the Oaths Act 1867.
M \/\ &//[/\-/R\Mﬁlard Wallace Trotter
Declarer

Taken and declared before me at Brisbane this VZ 5 day of January
before me.

2017




Oaths Act 1867

Queensland

To wit

L HAMILTON WILLIAM NATION LESTIEY

6.

ueensland, retived business proprietor, 4o solernnly and sincerely declate as follows:

1 am now 90 years of age in relatively good health, mind and recollection.

T wag a school teacher in the Preparatory school at what was then called “Chugch of
England Graramar School’ (now Anglicen Church Grammar School) at Oaklands
Parade, East Brisbane for many years prior to 1964.

In the mid-term of 1964 1 was the perpetrator of a sexually indecent act towards a
pupil. This incident occurred one aftetnoon afier school.

The following morning when [ parked my car at the school the Headmaster, Mr Hatry
Roberts, approached me, recounted he had had a visit from the father of the boy
concerned the night before and ‘nformed me of what the father had told him of the
previous afternoon involving me. I recall Mz Roberts then said to me “T'm afraid, Tl

have to let you go”, meaning he would have to dismiss me from the teaching staff of

the school.

I tecall that evening I told +the whole story {0 my wife, Joan, She, to her eternal credit,
siood behind me and was always supportive thereafier on this issue.

T knew [ had done wrong, was terribly embarrassed by it, conselous of the damage 1
had done to my own name and the fine reputation of my wife’s maiden name of
“Elliott’ and also knew I had to be ponished,

The following day 0y brothee-in-law, Dr Charles Elliott, came o out house aad he
yolunteered his suppott, as well,

O the next Sunday, my father-in-law, Mr Chatles Elliott, arrived for Sunday lunch as
he usually did (my mother in law had passed on many years before). He already kuew
of the incident and was similaly, supportive, paworthy as 1was. I recall his words
which were to the effect that he would support me,




9, Shortly afier that Sunday, Mt Roberts informed me, using words to the effect of “It
has been decided you must leave at the end of term”, meaning that I was required o
{save the school at the end of the mid-term, in August 1964,

10. Before the end of that school term, Mr Charles Elliott offered me a position as a cletk
at Charles Blliott & Co, Stockbrokers, Brisbane. [ had a short holiday after feaving the

school before 1 commenced my new role.

11. 1 do not recall any send off for me at the school except the usual announcement at the
Friday school assembly that 1 was leaving at the end of term.

12, 1 have always believed that since 8 school counsellor knew the facts, everyone at the
school must have known what I tad done. There were usually no secrets within the
school about such matiers. [ also believed the Principal of the Prep school, Mr
Goddard and other teachers at the school, must have known.

AND I make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same 10 be tiue and by
virtue of the provisions of the Oaths Act 1867.

Signature of Declarant

Taken and declared before me at)
Deception Bay this )

day of Novemnber, 2016 }

A fustice of the Peace/ Legal Practitioner/

Comimissioner for Daclarations
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This is the Annexure marked “RWT 1” to the Statutory Declaration of Richard Wallace
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OATHS ACT 1867

Queensland

To Wit

STATUTORY DECLARATION BY ALLEN ROSS PETERSEN

, e woss perensen N

solemnly and sincerely DECLARE as follows:

1. tam onold hoy of Church of England Grammar school (now Anglican Church Grammar
School} known as ‘Churchig’.

2. jattended Churchie from 1955 to 1958 aa a boarder.

3. Whilst at Churchie I knew Hamilton William Nation Leslie as “Mr Leslie’ a teacher in the
primary school but | had no direct involvement with him as | was in the senior school,

4. On Monday 7 November 2016 in the company of Richard Trotter, Barrister at Law and Peter
W Roberts,the sole surviving child of Dr Harry Roberts headmaster of Churchie from 1847 1o
1969, | attended upon Mr Leslie who is now a 90year old living in a retirement home at 15-
19 Bonton Avenue, Decaption Bay Queensland, who was in good mind and spirit.

5. Annexed hereto and marked “ARP1 is a draft statutory declaration prepared by me hased
on the notes taken during our discussion with Mr Leslie.

6. On 231 November 2016 | attended the retirement home again o reguest Mr Leslie to sign
the statutory declaration | had prepared, having previously made arrangements with a nurse
the day before for me to see him.

7. Upon arrival | was confronted by a lady who appeared to be in charge of the home who
advised me ‘You can’t see him today. His family have given the instruction not to allow
visitors unless previously approved by them. As that had not been required a fortnight
earlier | had not made any prior arrangements with the family. In the result  was denied
entry and was unable to arrange due execution of the docurment { had prepared for that

purpose.
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AND | make this solermn declaration conscie and by virtue of
the provisions of The Oaths Act 1867.

signature of paclarant

Taken and declared before me}
at Coolum this 25 j
january 2017
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QOaths Act 1867

Queensland

To wit

ILTON WILLIAM NATION LESLIE, JT

%eﬁred business proprietor, do solemnly and sincerely declare as follows:

1. ) am now 90 years of age in relatively good healfh, mind and recollection.

5 1was a school teacher in the Preparatory school at what was then called ‘Chusch of
England Grammar School” (now Anglican Church Grammar Schoot) at Oaklands
Parade, East Brisbane for many years prior to 1964.

3. In the mid-term of 1964 1 was the perpetrator of a sexually indecent act towards a
pupil, This fncident oceurred one afternoon after school.

4. The following morning when parked my car at the school the Headmaster, Mr Hairy
Roberts, approached me, recounted he had had a visit from the father of the boy
concerned the night before and informed me of what the father had told him of the
previous afternoon involving me. I recall Mr Roberts then said to me “I"m afraid, I'll
have to let you go”, meaning he would have to dismiss me from the teaching staff of

the school.

5 Trecall that evening I told the whole story to my wife, Joan, She, to her eternal credit,
stood behind me and was always supportive thereatter on thig issue,

6. 1knew I had done wrong, was terribly embarrassed by it, conscious of the damage |
had done to my own name and the fine reputation of my wife’s maiden name of
‘Blliott" and also knew I 'had to be punished.

7. The following day my brother-in-law, Dr Charles Elliott, came 1o our house and he
volunteered his support, as well.

8 Op the next Sunday, my father-in-law, Mr Charles Elliott, awrived for Sunday lunch as
he usnally did (my mother in law had passed on many years before). He already knew
of the incident and was similasly, supportive, unworthy as 1 was. | recall his words
which were to the effect that he would support me.




9, Shorily after that Sunday, Mr Roberts informed me, using words to the effect of “1t
has been decided you must leave at the end of term”, meaning that I was required 10
jeave the school at the end of the mid-term, in August 1964.

10. Before the end of that school term, Mr Charles Elliott offered me a position as a clerk
at Charles Elliott & Co, Stockbrokers, Brisbane. I had a short holiday after leaving the
school before I commenced my new role.

11. 1 do not recall any send off for me at the school except the usual announcement at the
Friday school assembly that T was leaving at the end of term.

12. | have always believed that since a school counsellor knew the facts, everyone at the
school must have known what [ tad done. There were usually no secrets within the
school about such matters. I also believed the Principal of the Prep school, Mt
Goddard and other teachers at the school, must have known.

AND I make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true and by
virtue of the provisions of the Oaths Act 1867.

Signature of Declarant
Taken and declared before me at)
Deception Bay this )

day of November, 2016 )

A justice of the Peace/ Legal Practitioner/

Comissioner for Declarations




Oaths Act 1867

Queensland

To wit

1, mavaLToN WiLLIAM NATION LESLIE, o[

ired business proprietor, do solemnly and sincerely declare as follows:

1. Tam now 90 years of age in refatively good health, mind and recollection.

2. 1was a school teacher in the Preparatory school at what was then called ‘Church of
England Grammar School” (now Anglican Church Grammar School) at Oaklands
Parade, East Brisbane for many years prior to 1964.

3. In the mid-term of 1964 I was the perpetrator of a sexually indecent act towards a
pupil. This incident occurred one afternoon after school.

4. The following morning when I parked my car at the school the Headmaster, Mr Harry
Roberts, approached me, recounted he had had a visit from the father of the boy
concerned the night before and informed me of what the father had told him of the
previous afternoon involving me. I recall Mr Roberts then said to me “I’m afraid, I’1l

_ have to let you go”, meaning he would have to dismiss me from the teaching staff of

the school.

5. Irecall that evening I told the whole story to my wife, Joan. She, to her eternal credit,
stood behind me and was always supportive thereafter on this issue.

6. Iknew I had done wrong, was terribly embarrassed by it, conscious of the damage I
had done to my own name and the fine reputation of my wife’s maiden name of
“Elliott’ and also knew I had to be punished.

7. The following day my brother-in-law, Dr Chatles Elliott, came to our house and he
volunteered his support, as well.

8. On the next Sunday, my father-in-law, Mr Charles Elliott, arrived for Sunday lunch as
he usually did (my mother in law had passed on many years before). He already knew
of the incident and was similarly, supportive, unworthy as I was. I recall his words
which were to the effect that he would support me.




9. Shortly after that Sunday, Mr Roberts informed me, using words to the effect of “It
has been decided you must leave at the end of term”, meaning that I was required to
leave the school at the end of the mid-term, in August 1964.

10. Before the end of that school term, Mr Charles Elliott offered me a position as a clerk
at Charles Elliott & Co, Stockbrokers, Brisbane. I had a short holiday after leaving the
school before I commenced my new role.

11. T do not recall any send off for me at the school except the usual announcement at the
Friday school assembly that [ was leaving at the end of term.

12. 1 have always believed that since a school counsellor knew the facts, everyone at the
school must have known what I had done. There were usually no secrets within the
school about such matters. I also believed the Principal of the Prep school, Mr
Goddard and other teachers at the school, must have known.

AND I make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true and by
virtue of the provisions of the Oaths Act 1867. '

Signature of Declarant
Taken and declared before me at)
Deception Bay this )

day of November, 2016 )

A Justice of the Peace/ Legal Practitioner/

Commissioner for Declarations




