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1.0 Executive Summary

This investigation report is the result of an own motion investigation following multiple
complaints to my office about the Living Waters Chaplaincy Service, about the respective
chaplains, pastors and about the Department of Education and Training (DET). Five Northern
Territory Government rural schools: Humpty Doo Primary School, Bees Creek Primary
School, Berry Springs Primary School, Girraween Primary School and Taminmin High School,
engaged the services of the Living Waters Chaplaincy Service through a Commonwealth
funding arrangement. The funding arrangement was called the National Schools Chaplaincy
Programme (NSCP) and commenced within the respective schools during late 2007 and early
2008.

Prior to the commencement of the NSCP, Living Waters Chaplaincy Service provided pastors
to most of the schools under the scope of this investigation, with the exception of Bees
Creek Primary School. The pastors voluntarily provided various services to students ranging
from one-on-one sessions, group activities and support following critical incidents. The
services provided by the pastors in two of the schools were religious based and continued
with the commencement of the NSCP. One of the schools discontinued the religious
component in 2008. After the introduction of the NSCP the pastors came to be called
chaplains.

The chaplains continued to have close regular contact with the young students despite
emerging parental concerns, which peaked late in 2007 when it was revealed that school
chaplains were providing accommodation and caretaker work to a convicted paedophile on
the site of the Living Waters Chaplaincy Service at Humpty Doo. The site was called the
‘Meeting Place’ and was located next to St Francis of Assisi Primary School and in close
walking distance to Humpty Doo Primary School, Taminmin High School and other child
services. This decision by the chaplains resulted in parents closely scrutinising processes and
procedures relating to the chaplaincy service, with many complaints lodged to our office.
The parents of one student captured their concerns in a letter to their School Principal:

As you are aware we have strong concerns regarding the suitability of
the Living Waters Uniting Church providing a Chaplaincy Service for
our children at .......... Primary School.

These concerns stem from the fact that they are accommodating a re-
offended paedophile and his wife at the same residence as Arise After
School Care, next to Humpty Doo Child Care Centre, and close to
Humpty Doo Primary School, St Francis of Assisi Primary School,
Taminmin High School, the Humpty Doo Village Green Park, skate
park, Scout Hall, Humpty Doo Playgroup, Girl Guides and the school
bus exchange.

They have invited this man onto the property, exposing all our
children to him and did not feel that this was inappropriate?

We understand that the church is there to help everyone in need, but
to place a re-offending paedophile in the middle of schools and a



child care centre is like placing a drug addict in a pharmacy!!! We
really wonder how they think that this is appropriate help for
anyone... the paedophile or the children around him.

If concerned locals didn’t speak up, this community would still be
unaware of his presence because the church did not willingly warn
any of the child services in the area, nor did they feel that this address
was not appropriate for a repeat offender.... These are the same
people that we are supposed to trust our vulnerable children with, to
support and provide guidance about ethics, values and relationships.
We feel that they have a different perception as to what is right and
wrong and with who they are trying to protect.

Due to the lack of duty of care to all children in the rural sector, we
have lost all respect and confidence in this church and strongly advise
that we do not invite them to our school. If parents wish to use their
services then maybe they could contact the church direct. We would
prefer that this is not the church that our school respects and
supports the services from. Surely we could find another service that
has only our children’s best interests at heart.

Thank you for listening to our concerns, we only want what is best for
our children.

Kind Regards
Signed

October 18, 2007

Through initial enquiries made by this office it was established that the issues of concern
extended beyond those originally raised by the parents and so by the powers bestowed in
section 16(1) of the Ombudsman (Northern Territory) Act, an own motion investigation was
commenced.

All parents interviewed expressed concerns about the chaplaincy service and, in particular,
the chaplaincy service providers. Most of the parents interviewed had lodged requests with
their schools specifying that no contact be made between their children and the chaplains. A
number of parents eventually removed their children from the respective schools. These
parents were concerned that the chaplains provided support services to paedophile/s. The
parents perceived that, if children familiarised themselves with the chaplains as safe persons
then, by association, if a paedophile was seen by the child with a chaplain, the child may
consider the paedophile as a safe person.

Parents expressed concerns that, it would be a serious conflict of interest for chaplains to
provide services to children within close proximity of a paedophile if that person was also
receiving support services from the chaplains. The concern relating to the parents worried
by the chaplains’ conflict of interest was promptly addressed by DET with the result that the
convicted paedophile and his wife moved away from the area. However, parents remained
anxious about their children’s wellbeing and continued to alert other parents, which resulted



in further queries about the way the chaplains operated and the related processes and
procedures.

Parents were particularly worried about the chaplains’ access to children, record keeping,
type of services provided, religious propagation and other shortcomings of the service,
particularly that chaplains were allegedly providing a counselling service without holding
recognised counselling qualifications.

This Office conducted interviews with the three chaplains, a Consultant Investigator engaged
by DET, School Principals, Assistant Principals, DET staff, DET management and DET legal
services. The interviews revealed that most of the schools were under resourced to
adequately meet the emotional and social needs of the children. This finding was rejected by
DET. The Department’s response to my draft investigation report was:

this is an oversimplification. It is noted that such a view must be considered in the
light of a perception seemingly held by some parts of the community that schools
are ‘a one stop shop’ in relation to all needs and problems of all children. Schools of
course are highly concerned and committed to providing the best outcomes for
students and strive hard to achieve same. However, there appears to be a view
held by some significant percentage of the community that schools can provide a
solution to the needs of society in relation to each and every problem of children,
when clearly the core function is education. So the question of adequate resourcing
or otherwise needs to be considered in light of the seemingly ever increasing
expectation on schools to provide an increasing range of services for children at
times arguably beyond the delivery of education.

My question then becomes, why offer chaplaincy services when the service goes ‘beyond the
delivery of education’. The answer is; because an adequately trained and experienced
chaplain can potentially make a valuable contribution to the behavioural, emotional and
spiritual development of students. The response of DET ignores the obligation DET has when
it allows third parties into its schools, allows access by those third parties to information
about students, some of it sensitive, and holds out those third parties as having the same
status or standing as other staff at the school. The chaplains were third parties because they
were not employed by DET and at the time had no agreement with DET or the schools they
serviced. There is no practical definition of ‘chaplain’ in the DEEWR guidelines for the NSCP.
There are no nationally consistent criteria for a person to be called a chaplain. The chaplains
in this investigation were appointed by the General Secretary — Northern Synod Uniting
Church, who defined ‘chaplain’ as a ‘person who provides chaplaincy services in accord with
a chaplaincy services agreement’.

Services provided by the chaplains appeared to fill some of the gaps experienced within the
schools, providing a degree of emotional and social support through individual services,
group activities and group programs. Indeed, the chaplaincy service believed that its delivery
of services benefited the students and teachers. However, a detailed examination of the
processes and procedures within the schools revealed problems and identified
shortcomings.

This investigation revealed that chaplains took part in the wellbeing teams at the schools,
including Taminmin High School. The team at Taminmin High School differed from the other
schools since that team included a counsellor, in addition to other professionals, who
predominantly serviced the high school and, to a certain extent, was accessed by the
primary schools.



Access to the wellbeing teams was based on an assessment of the child’s needs. Parents
were concerned that the chaplains’ team membership automatically guaranteed the
chaplain’s access to a child’s sensitive information discussed by the wellbeing team, without
the child’s parental consent.

The response provided by DET in relation to the draft investigation report stated:

The participation of the chaplains in the school wellbeing teams was a natural and
generally uncontentious matter. However any participation in wellbeing meetings
in relation to other than opt in students was arguably ill conceived. The
department has introduced policy to ensure there is no repetition of this situation.

School Principals appeared to understand that the chaplains were not employed by DET but
nonetheless, there were general perceptions that chaplains were a ‘member of staff’. The
perception appeared to cause a blurred line between the rights and privileges of the
chaplains compared with those of staff.

This investigation reviewed the processes and procedures associated with the chaplaincy
service prior and post the commencement of the NSCP. In many areas, policies and
procedures associated with the chaplaincy service were found to be inadequate or non-
existent. Particularly concerning was the risk of deception and scheming evidenced by the
proposed unlawful action to boycott teaching services to children of the complainants.

Berry Springs Primary School was one of the few schools to have developed a risk
management document, which identified contingent situations and how they should be
dealt with. The comprehensive risk management process for regulating chaplaincy
procedures at the Berry Springs Primary School could be considered useful as a guide for
other schools.

On close examination of the provision of chaplaincy services, one-on-one pastoral care
services caused the most serious concern. Students experiencing domestic violence, abuse,
behavioural problems and those recorded as exhibiting physical symptoms were referred to
the chaplains for one-on-one pastoral care. A review of chaplain notes revealed that the
services did not simply include a listening ear but the development of a level of intervention
with strategies for coping and change. In one instance a psychologist who later treated a
student was of the opinion that the chaplain provided psychological services without the
required qualifications. The most salient point is that nobody knew what services were
provided during one-on-one sessions nor the appropriateness or quality of those services.

One-on-one sessions created circumstances bound by a level of confidentiality which kept
School Principals at a distance. None of the Principals interviewed by this investigation
sought to review the chaplains’ notes to confirm that they remained within the confines of
pastoral care. Teachers were required to attend chaplaincy group sessions as their duty of
care could not be delegated yet teachers were not required to attend one-on-one sessions
where a child might be exposed to increased risk.

'The response by DET to the draft investigation report stated ‘that students attended one-on-one sessions only
with parental permission, with almost no exception. In such cases while the sessions occurred on school premises,
the teacher’s duty of care would be qualified by the parents express permission for their child (sic) receive
chaplaincy services in a one-on-one basis.” | do not agree with DET’s view of the effect of parental consent.
Consent must be fully informed to negate the duty of care. The forms used to give written consent do not
outline the risks or describe the isolated environment of the session. In some cases only verbal consent was
given with no record of what the parent was informed.



The NSCP funding applications, delegatory powers of the Principals and School Council
Chairpersons were examined in addition to funding conditions and agreements. Under
DEEWR’s Funding Agreement obligations and responsibilities are placed on three parties yet
only two of those parties are signatories to the Agreement. Of further concern is that the
conduct of Principals and School Council Chairpersons may be considered to be giving effect
to a contract (Funding Agreement) for which they do not possess delegated authority.

School Principals were/are required by DEEWR to provide progress reports and to certify
that funds under the NSCP are used for the purposes of the NSCP. As neither the schools nor
DET receive or control the funds this is not only unreasonable but a risky method of
acquitting the grant of funds.

CAROLYN RICHARDS
Ombudsman

November 2010



2.0 Recommendations

1. One-on-one services provided by the chaplains should be reviewed and measures
implemented to ensure the safety and wellbeing of the students. Strong consideration
should be given by DET to cease one-on-one services to students given it is difficult to
gauge what is taking place within these sessions (DET Executive to refer to Appendix
1).

DET response:
The provision of one-on-one services by the chaplains will be reviewed. This will be
considered in light of relevant factors including risk to students, duty of care considerations,
resourcing constraints and confidentiality.

2. The role of the Chaplains on the wellbeing team should be reviewed as the chaplains
should not be privy to confidential information about students where
parental/guardian consent has not been obtained. It is strongly recommended that the
chaplains do not participate in the whole of the wellbeing team meetings, they should
be called in for segments on the material that extend to the chaplains and ensure all
children discussed have provided parental/guardian consent.

DET response:
To be implemented as per recommendation.

3. Consent forms for participation in NSCP should be reviewed and standardised forms be
adopted by the schools. The forms should be clear and provide sufficient information
outlining what a parent or guardian is consenting to including any risks. If consent is to
be obtained for religious activities the form should ensure compliance with the NSCP
requirements and consistency with family beliefs.

DET response:
It is submitted this seems irrelevant to the provision of chaplaincy services which are not
religious so query the jurisdictional basis for such a recommendation. The department can
review its policies in relation to provision of religious instruction nevertheless if required.

This response is interesting given the findings within the investigation revealed that two
schools were conducting religious activities, which were provided by one of the NSCP
chaplains under the banner of ‘Kids Club’. It should also be noted that one of the schools
ceased the religious component of the ‘Kids Club’ after the commencement of the NSCP
whilst the other school continued.

4. To ensure student education is the first and foremost priority, chaplains’ access to the
classrooms should be restricted. Students with parental/guardian permission to attend
chaplaincy sessions should be removed from their class to attend the respective
sessions which should be conducted in an environment where an adult is able to
observe but not hear what occurs. [Note; | have changed this recommendation which in
the draft report recommended that a teacher be present at the sessions.]
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DET response to the draft:
There are two potential problems with such an approach. Firstly the provision of chaplaincy
services is intended to augment the provision of services in a school. If a teacher has to be
present in every session it is likely to place an unworkable staffing and resource burden on
schools. Secondly part of the rationale of provision of such services is to allow for a
confidential circumstance where a student may feel comfortable to discuss sensitive issues
with a chaplain, while they may not feel confident to openly discuss matters in the presence
of a teacher. As discussed .....a solution involving minimum levels of supervision can be

explored.

| accept the comments of DET and have changed the original recommendation in reliance on the
willingness to find a solution to allow supervision consistent with privacy.

5. DET should consider the employment of an additional full time school counsellor
devoted to the rural schools.

DET response:

To be considered as per recommendation.

6. Policies and procedures should be reviewed and a more comprehensive level of detail
should be included and extended to:

a.

Reviewing the Berry Springs Risk Management documents for the
chaplaincy service and considering adopting this approach and level of
detail within the DET Chaplaincy Service Guidelines (refer 12.1.5 of
this report);

DET response:
To be reviewed as per recommendation.

Describing appropriate venues for sessions to be held by chaplains
(refer 12.1.5 of this report);

DET response:
To be described as per recommendation.

The school’s record-keeping requirements for chaplaincy services
should be prescriptive to avoid any further possibility of non-
compliance (refer 12.1.4);

DET response:
The record keeping requirement of schools in relation to chaplaincy services
are to be reviewed with a view to the need for a prescribed set of
requirements.

Conflict of interest should be addressed ie. what constitutes a conflict
of interest, procedures for handling conflicts of interest and
consequences/outcomes (refer 12.1.3);

DET response:
The department will review as required notwithstanding it is submitted that
the issue is irrelevant to the complaint that there is no conflict of interest in
the terms as set out in the report.

11



| accept that DET will review conflict of interest guidelines. There is a
conflict between the school wanting to retain chaplains to provide
services paid for by the Commonwealth and supplementing the schools
resources and the duty of the school to monitor performance, select
and if necessary dismiss a chaplain. The tension between these two
interests is clear. The defensive response by the schools to complaints
and the alienation of parents is a clear example of how partiality and the
desire to keep the chaplains caused conflict which was not well
managed by the schools.

Responsibility of the teachers and chaplains with respect to the safety
and wellbeing of the students;

DET response:
The relevant policy and procedure will be reviewed.

Annual police clearance checks should be extended to chaplains,
volunteers, etc (refer 12.1.1);

DET response:

The operation of the clearance notice provisions of the Care and Protection
of Children Act (i.e. the ochre card requirement) appears relevant.
Commencement of such provisions is anticipated relatively soon. Under that
specific child protection legislation, chaplains providing services in schools
will be required to obtain such clearance notice bi-annually..... There has
been no relevant issue in relation to a failure concerning police checks for
the provision of chaplaincy services in the Northern Territory. Nevertheless
the issue will be reviewed.

Specific complaint handling and dispute resolution should be
addressed with respect to chaplaincy services, the role and
responsibilities of the chaplains, Principals, teachers, etc;

DET response:
To be reviewed although it is submitted a separate mechanism is not
required.

(1) I recommend that the first response to a complaint about chaplains
be directed at the outset to the DET Executive as the schools have a
conflict of interest.

Procedures for accessing or removing students from class should be
developed (refer 12.1.5);

DET response:
To be reviewed.

Processes and procedures for checking qualifications of chaplains,
volunteers, etc prior to the delivery of each program;

DET response:
To be reviewed although this appears to be catered for in the current
departmental policy.
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jo Access to student information by chaplains, volunteers, etc, should be
descriptive and consistent with the Information Act (refer 12.1.4.2);

DET response:
To be reviewed.

k. Guidelines restricting staff and chaplains from unduly influencing
parents not to lodge or persist with their complaints or concerns about
the chaplaincy service. Parents rights to pursue concerns/complaints
through specified channels should be emphasised (refer 12.1.7);

DET response:
To be reviewed although it hardly appears that parental complaints were
limited by the intervention of the chaplains and/or staff.

This response by DET is concerning as it fails to acknowledge that
parents have a right to complain and to have their complaint dealt with
independently, impartially and respectfully. It ignores the threatened
retaliation of boycotting students whose parents complained and phone
calls made by Ms Roslyn McMillan to the parents in an attempt to
change their minds.

7. General guidelines should be developed and implemented within the schools on
community consultation, surveys and achieving optimum results in addition to the
handling of petitions (refer 12.1.9);

DET response:

Such guidelines could be developed but it is submitted that this would not be a particularly
useful exercise. The types of school communities which exist throughout the DET system are
extremely diverse such that a guideline for conducting surveys which might be applicable and
useful for the community of an urban senior college could be almost totally ineffective for
conducting a survey in a remote indigenous school community. .... The central issue seems to
be a criticism that schools did not properly survey the relevant school communities prior to
making application for chaplaincy funding to properly effect community consultation and to
properly reflect community opinion. In hindsight the problem (if any) does not seem to lie
with survey methodology but rather in proceeding on the basis that relevant school councils
as representative bodies of school communities can decide issues on behalf of the school
communities, in considering that the council view is the community view and in concluding
that community consultation was effective by council discussion and decision on the matter.
It is clear that councils did discuss the prospect of making such applications for chaplaincy
services and accordingly by that process the community was consulted. It is also noted that
in some cases, that surveys of parents were also conducted in the process of ascertaining
community support. Accordingly the department submits there is no proper reason to create
a policy/guideline on conducting surveys and that the utility of such guidelines is
guestionable.

| am quite disappointed in this response as policies and guidelines should be sufficiently
robust to accommodate differences across the schools. The purpose of the guidelines
would be to remove uncertainty throughout the schools and enable the Principals to feel
confident in their processes and remove any associated stressors. Considering the
petitions received by the schools were handled differently and expectations of the
Executive were not clear to the Principals DET’s rejection of having policy/guidelines
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10.

11.

12.

appears to be insufficiently proactive, and ignores the evidence of parents being
dissatisfied with the survey process as well as with the school councils’ acceptance of
them.

Several of the schools have also engaged the participation of the chaplains within
various activities such as sports days, orientation, big breakfast, etc. DET should be
reviewing the chaplains participation and determine whether it is necessary for them
to be present or whether parent volunteers would be able to provide the same
assistance.

DET response:
It is submitted such participation can be reviewed but the department does not accept that
involvement by chaplains in such events is inappropriate and to the contrary can be a
positive benefit in the development of a sense of community.

DET to request DEEWR to review validity of Funding Agreements for each of the
schools within the scope of this investigation due to the issue of delegatory authority
of the Principals and School Council Chairpersons.

DET response:
To be reviewed as per the recommendation.

DET to report identified breaches by chaplains to DEEWR for their consideration.

DET response:
The department will report breaches by chaplains it identifies to DEEWR for consideration.

DET to review the conduct of staff and Principals identified within this report where
responsibilities have not been met and/or directives/policies have not been complied.

DET response:
To be reviewed as per the recommendation. The department submits that to a significant
extent this recommendation has already been enacted by the department’s usual processes.

Services provided by chaplains to DET staff should be reviewed as Employee Assistance
Scheme (EAS) services are available and provide an impartial service.

DET response
It is not apparent that there was any complaint made by or about DET staff receiving
inappropriate chaplaincy services. While EAS provide a professional, impartial and well
regarded service, it seems open to adults to speak to a chaplain about. Further, the
department is not convinced that there are services provided by chaplains to DET staff which
is capable of review.

No complaint was made but staff using chaplaincy services for personal matters may give
rise to a conflict of interest. DET should be considering the question — what happens
when a teacher, who is confiding all their personal affairs to a chaplain, receives a
complaint by a parent about that chaplain, or if a child confides in the chaplain
inappropriate behaviour or a personal conflict with a teacher who is or has consulted
personally with that chaplain. A conflict of interest is real or perceived.
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13. A copy of this report to be provided to the Commonwealth Ombudsman for his
consideration under the Memorandum of Understanding with my office, to consider
the practices of DEEWR with respect to:

13.1 The administration by DEEWR of the whole of the National Schools
Chaplaincy Program including:

13.1.1

13.1.2

13.1.3

13.1.4

13.1.5

The manner in which DEEWR monitors compliance with the
guidelines of the NSCP.

Whether or not DEEWR has adequate procedures to ensure
acquittal of the funds granted under the NSCP.

Whether or not DEEWR verifies information provided to it by
schools who apply for funding.

Whether or not the practice of requiring an application for funding
to be made by a school, requiring a school to report progress and
certify that funds, not received by the schools, have been used only
for the NSCP when the school or an education department are not
party to the agreement with DEEWR is good public administration.
Whether or not the investigation by DEEWR into complaints about
the chaplains in late 2007 early 2008 was adequate and whether
DEEWR has an adequate system for managing complaints about
the NSCP.

| consider eight months from the date of this report to be adequate time within which
to implement all recommendations.
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3.0 Background

At the beginning of this investigation my office had received several complaints relating to
the administration and operation of the National Schools Chaplaincy Programme (NSCP) and
chaplaincy services provided prior to the commencement of that programme. The
complainants made several attempts to resolve their concerns directly with staff of DET and
DEEWR. Responses received by the complainants were considered inadequate because not
all of their concerns had been addressed or the responses were not satisfactory.

The parental complaints prompted DET and DEEWR to initiate their own investigations into
the administration and operation of the NSCP at the five Northern Territory schools. The
programme was suspended during the DET investigation. On completion of the DET
investigation by Mr Roger Newman, a Consultant Investigator, a report was provided to DET.
Based on his report DET made a determination that the administration and operation of the
NSCP was not in breach of any legislative or regulatory requirements. As a result of DET’s
decision, the programme recommenced. Information received by my office at the time
caused me to question the reliability of the report. A Clinical Psychologist complained to this
office that his opinion and views were not correctly reported by Mr Roger Newman. The
Clinical Psychologist in fact stated that the report misrepresented him as he told Mr
Newman that a chaplain had provided services to a child that ought to have only been
provided by a psychologist. The report of Mr Newman did not state this.

On receiving complaints from dissatisfied parents, enquiries were made of DET. The first
response by DET contained inconsistencies as well as issues that required further
clarification. There was conflicting information from DET and the concerned parents about
how the chaplaincy service operated and was monitored.

Some of the allegations that prompted this own motion investigation were:

e Counselling was provided by the chaplains without appropriate qualifications

e There was inconsistent administration of the ‘opt in’ and ‘opt out’ concept for
chaplaincy services across the NT public rural schools

e A student was refused access to the Wellbeing Team because the concerned parent
did not want the chaplain to be present during discussions about their child

e A parent suffering cancer made a request for no chaplaincy contact with her children,
which was ignored

e There were flaws in the methodology and execution of the DET investigation
including:

— Undertaking interviews in relation to the wrong child

— A parent who had allegedly raised complaints with DET was not interviewed
during the investigation

— Conclusions drawn were unfounded
— The opinion of a psychologist had been misreported

e There was impropriety with respect to the funding applications and agreement.
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EXPLANATION OF TERMS AND SCOPE

Chaplain A person who provides chaplaincy services in accord with a chaplaincy
services agreement®.

Pastor A lay person who is commissioned by a Presbytery to provide ministry within
a congregation, community or Church based organisation for the purpose of
undertaking specified tasks>.

DET Department of Education and Training, Northern Territory formerly known as
Department Education, Employment and Training (DEET), and its employees
including teachers and Principals.

DEEWR Commonwealth Department of Education, Employment and Workplace
Relations formerly known as the Department of Education, Science and
Technology (DEST).

NSCP National Schools Chaplaincy Programme

Taminmin Now known as Taminmin College

High School

EAS Employee Assistance Scheme

NAPCAN National Association for Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect

ANCOR Australian National Child Offender Register

RECENT DEVELOPMENT

Since the commencement of this investigation DET has developed and implemented a policy
and procedures relating to the school chaplaincy service. These have been considered within
the report and comments have been provided.

? Definition provided by Mr Peter Jones, General Secretary - Northern Synod Uniting Church in Australia. Mr
Peter Jones was asked to elaborate but did not.

? Definition provided by Mr Peter Jones, General Secretary - Northern Synod Uniting Church in Australia. Mr
Peter Jones was asked to elaborate but he did not.
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4.0 Issues for Investigation

1. The processes and procedures associated with the NSCP and compliance with the
schemes guidelines and code by DET.

2. Informed consent and monitoring of consent in relation to services provided under
NSCP and pre-NSCP chaplaincy services to students.

3. The reliability and accuracy of the DET investigation report into the
provision/delivery of the chaplaincy services programme at Bees Creek Primary
School, Berry Springs Primary School, Girraween Primary School, Humpty Doo
Primary School and Taminmin High School.

4. Services provided by the chaplain/s to children within Bees Creek Primary School,
Berry Springs Primary School, Girraween Primary School, Humpty Doo Primary School
and Taminmin High School.

5. The role of the chaplain within the Wellbeing Team and accessibility to this team by
students.

6. Funding conditions and agreements, and compliance with these.

5.0 Agency and Jurisdiction

The respective schools in which the chaplaincy service is operated, Berry Springs Primary
School, Humpty Doo Primary School, Girraween Primary School, Bees Creek Primary School
and Taminmin High School are administered by DET. DET is an agency within the jurisdiction
of this office. Services provided by the chaplains to the schools and those provided by the
Consultant Investigator also fall within the jurisdiction of this office in accordance with
sections 3(3)(d), 14(8) and 14(9) of the Ombudsman (Northern Territory) Act. This
investigation was undertaken pursuant to sections 14 and 16 of the Ombudsman (Northern
Territory) Act as at 2008. Section 165(2) Ombudsman Act 2009 requires any investigation
started prior to 1 July 2009 to be completed under the previous legislation Ombudsman
(Northern Territory) Act as if it had not been repealed.

6.0 Preliminary Enquiries and Investigation

My office made enquiries with the Chief Executive, DET about the issues of complaint. | was
unable to conclude that DET’s position on some issues was reasonable. The Ombudsman’s
power to make recommendations derives from the investigations power. | therefore
determined to formally investigate the matter and in September 2008 | notified DET, the
Minister* and the local members of the Legislative Assembly of my decision, as required
under section 19(1) of the Ombudsman (Northern Territory) Act. Mr Gerry Wood MLA
(Nelson) and Ms Kezia Purick MLA (Goyder) were the local members of the Legislative
Assembly advised of the investigation.

* Honourable Marion Scrymgour MLA, Minister for Education and Training.
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7.0 Draft Report

This report was sent in draft to DET (including Principals and other staff), the three
chaplains, DET Consultant Investigator, DEEWR and the four complainants for comment on
13 May 2010.°

There is some information about children and sensitive matters as well as identities of
people that were made known only to the Chief Executive of DET.

Each of the recipients was provided with instructions that the draft was confidential and
disclosure was prohibited. Comments received by recipients relating to adverse findings
about them in the draft investigation report were either noted or included within this final
report.

The response received 21 June 2010 from Mr Peter Jones, General Secretary, Northern
Synod, The Uniting Church in Australia was on behalf of the three chaplains identified within
this report. That response made no reference to the specific adverse comments | have
made and was very general.

A further opportunity was provided for the chaplains to be more specific and to make
comments or state a defence to the contents of the report. This was not done by the Synod
or the chaplains. | note that the chaplains have rejected the report and its
recommendations due to their belief that:

e they have been unduly scrutinised

e the report contains many untruths and personal opinions and is a deliberate attempt
to discredit the credibility and character of the Chaplains.

8.0 Sources of Information

. Ombudsman (Northern Territory) Act 2008

o Ombudsman Act 2009

. Northern Territory of Australia Education Act

. Northern Territory (Self-Government) Act

. Care and Protection of Children Act 2007

. Northern Territory of Australia Uniting Church in Australia Act
. Bureau of Statistics

. Correspondence from the Chief Executive DET

. Other documents and websites as referenced in the footnotes of this report

> Although DET’s objection to the complainants being provided with a draft of the report was noted, in my
discretion | was of the opinion that natural justice would not fully be served if the complainants were not given
an opportunity to comment on information they had provided to my office prior to release of the final
investigation report.
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Interviews were conducted with:

Person interviewed

Status/Position

Date of interview

Mr Stuart McMillan | Pastor/Chaplain 23 July 2009,
12,14 & 21 August
2009

Ms Roslyn Pastor/Chaplain 23 July 2009

McMiillan

Mr Jason Chaplain 23 July 2009

Purugganan

Complainant A

Parent and daughter

4 March 2009

Complainant B Parent 2 March 2009
Complainant C Parent 2 March 2009
Complainant D Parent 2 March 2009
Witness A Parent 21 May 2009 by
phone
Witness B Parent 8 April 2009
Witness C Parent 1 April 2009
Witness D Parent 31 March 2009
Witness E Parent 30 March 2009
Witness F Parent 27 March 2009
Clinical Psychologist | Child Clinical Psychologist 4 March 2009
Mr Roger Newman | DET engaged Consultant Investigator 27 May 2009
Mr Alan Green Executive 22 October 2009
Mr Kevin Gillan Executive 15 October 2009
Ms Maree Garrigan | Executive 21 October 2009
Ms SB Executive 21 October 2009

Mr RP

Executive for the period questioned about

30 October 2009

Mr Gerry Greene A/Director Legal Services at the time of interview 4 June 2009

Mr AC Principal, Taminmin High School 18 August 2009

Ms FH Principal, Humpty Doo Primary School 17 August 2009

Ms MB Principal, Girraween Primary School 17 August 2009

Mr JT Principal, Bees Creek Primary School 17 August 2009

Ms SD Principal, Berry Springs Primary School 20 August 2009

Ms DW Assistant Principal, Berry Springs Primary School 12 October 2009

Mr GM Assistant Principal, Humpty Doo Primary School 20 August 2009

Ms HC Assistant Principal, Girraween Primary School 5 October 2009

Ms JW Teacher, Humpty Doo Primary School 13 October 2009

Mr KB Assistant Principal, Bees Creek Primary School 8 October 2009

Ms MC Special Education Teacher, Girraween Primary 15 October 2009
School

Ms MM Assistant Principal (Middle), Taminmin High School | 21 September 2009

Ms RM Assistant Principal (Senior), Taminmin High School | 21 September 2009
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9.0 The Complainants

Several complaints were received from parents whose children attended rural schools
operating the chaplaincy service. Through the initial enquiries made by this office it was
established that the issues extended beyond those originally raised by the parents and so by
the powers bestowed in section 16(1) of the Ombudsman (Northern Territory) Act, an own
motion investigation was commenced.

9.1 Complainant A — Humpty Doo Primary School and Taminmin High School

Complainant A said that on February 19 2008 a chaplain at her daughter’s primary school
was alone in a demountable with an approximately seven year old boy. The complainant
perceived a risk and so removed her daughters from the school that day as she had no
confidence in the school ensuring her children’s safety. The complainant told the Principal
her children would remain students of the school, however they would remain at home until
such time as a written guarantee was provided by the responsible government agency that
the chaplain could in no way approach or interact with her children whilst they were at
school. The complainant requested a meeting with the Principal to discuss how this could
work. At the time of lodging the complaint the complainant had not received such an
assurance, and no date had been given for a meeting.

Since the lodgement of this initial complaint various other issues were identified by the
complainant in addition to our office receiving additional complaints from other parents.

Further issues raised by Complainant A included allegations that the Chaplains were
counselling children within the public schools without being qualified, without parental
knowledge and despite parental concerns.

As a result of this initial complaint my office wrote to Ms Margaret Banks, Chief Executive
DET on 12 March 2008 and received a response on 26 March 2008. The response advised
that due to the complexity of the issues raised the response to the complainant would take
some time to complete. On 15 May 2008 the complainant said that steps had been taken by
DET and her children had been returned to school. This was a result of the chaplains being
suspended as two independent investigations had been initiated by DET and DEEWR. The
complainant said that she would wait until the final outcome of these two investigations
before pursuing her complaint with my office.

At the conclusion of the two investigations Mr Kevin Gillan in his capacity as Executive
Director, Schools North issued a General Findings and Recommendations summary dated
April 18, 2008. The summary concluded that the schools have managed their programs
within the DEEWR guidelines and the recommendations included:

e That Principals continue to manage the NSCP program and the Chaplains within the
DEEWR guidelines

e That Principals ensure that their school communities continue to receive up to date
information on the chaplaincy activities occurring in their schools

e That schools operate the NSCP as an ‘opt in’ program. Parents are to receive written
information in relation to the activities of the NSCP in the school and will be required
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to provide a signed and dated letter of approval for each of their children to
participate in the program and organised activities on an annual basis

e (lass and whole school registers of ‘opt in’ students are to be regularly maintained
and adjusted according to new student enrolments and changes in parent approval.
Processes must be in place to ensure that Chaplains have up to date access to the
registers

e As part of their reqular quality assurance process General Managers and Regional
Directors will monitor that the above recommendations are embedded in their
schools.

The complainant was not satisfied with the investigation outcomes because the respective
departments were investigating themselves. The complainant also said that Mr Roger
Newman, Consultant Investigator on behalf of DET interviewed the wrong boy during his
investigation into the demountable incident. In addition to this the complainant felt quite
irate that she had not received a copy or part thereof of the investigation report from DET.
The complainant said that when her daughter was interviewed it was recorded without
parental permission.

Ms Margaret Banks wrote to the complainant in her role as CE for DET. The letter confirmed
and endorsed that there were no breaches by the chaplains of any standards of conduct. Ms
Banks stated that Mr Roger Newman:

was engaged to examine a number of issues in relation to the provision of
counselling services generally, including particular issues you (Complainant A)
raised in your correspondence to the Ombudsman.

The correspondence further stated:

In relation to your assertion that the Principal of Humpty Doo Primary School, Ms
FH, advised you that chaplains do, with parental permission, conduct counselling
but that it is always supervised by another adult, | observe that there may be some
confusion over the use of the term ‘ counselling’ . However a school council
meeting on 6 March 2007 held that the school’s chaplaincy service was to provide a
service that is ‘entirely spiritual, supportive and non-denominational’.

School chaplaincy services are an optional service provided by school communities
to support existing well-being and pastoral care programs. They are not intended
to replace counselling services nor are chaplains permitted to provide professional
services for which they are not qualified. However, the nature of the services they
provide may in some cases require one-to-one sessions and it is my understanding
that parental permission is always provided prior to this occurring..........
Commencing immediately, all government schools that offer chaplaincy services
will be required to obtain written parental permission, on an annual basis, that
confirms a student is permitted to participate in the school’s chaplaincy program.
Chaplains will not be permitted to provide services to any student who has not
obtained this permission.

Complainant A was not satisfied with the response provided by Ms Margaret Banks as it
meant the chaplains were still permitted on the school grounds and would have access to
the school children. The complainant raised further concerns about Taminmin High School
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and the fact that they were using an ‘opt out’ system. The ‘opt out’ system meant that
students were assumed to have permission to receive chaplaincy services unless their
parents opted out by withdrawing their permission. What this in fact meant was that there
was no permission obtained for students receiving chaplaincy services. The complainant said
that Mr AC, Principal of Taminmin High School indicated that if the chaplains could not
access the children under the chaplaincy banner then he would allow them access under the
‘volunteer’ banner.

The complainant then sought to obtain:

e a3 definition of ‘optin’ from my office

e an explanation about why a written undertaking that the chaplains would not access
the complainant’s children at school was not given, and

® reassurance that children are not accessed by the chaplains and are excluded from
contact by religious bodies.

My office contacted the Legal Services Branch of DET to obtain a definition along with a
response to the other information sought. The Legal Services Branch confirmed on 15
August 2008 that a written undertaking had been mailed to the complainant’s post box on 1
August 2008. However emails from the complainant requesting such an undertaking from
DET dated back to 9 May 2008. Further to this a definition for ‘opt in’ was provided as
follows:

‘Opt-in’ only services refers to the method of permission required for students in
NTG schools to access chaplaincy services. This means that if students are to be
involved in chaplaincy services this can only occur with parental permission to
confirm the provision of chaplaincy services is allowable. Nevertheless this does not
mean the same as a no contact policy, nor is it reasonable to construe that term in
such a way. At Taminmin High School, for example, while there must be opt in
permission for students to access/participate in chaplaincy services, this does not
mean that students may not come into contact with a Chaplain in a number of
different ways. For example, the chaplain is part of the school wellbeing team and
thus a student could come into contact with the Chaplain as part of the team
assisting with a critical incident. Also the Chaplain is permitted to attend at school
assemblies and at school events... While such contact may occur it is not contact
which requires the provision of ‘ opt in’ permission.

Any contact between non ‘opt-in’ students and the chaplain in Taminmin High
School will not be in the nature of contact for provision of chaplaincy services and
will certainly not be contact of a religious/church nature. (The complainant)
observed re: Taminmin High School; | now find Principal AC only certain aspects of
the program are opt in, thus allowing his chaplains access to the general school
population under the remaining aspects of the program... This is clearly not the
case and fails to understand the distinction that when the chaplain offers
Chaplaincy services there is to be opt in permission but opt in permission is not
required where the Chaplain performs a role in the school which is not in the nature
of providing chaplaincy services. It is appreciated that the approach which is
occurring at Taminmin High School is different to that at Humpty Doo Primary
School and that at Humpty Doo the chaplain’s role has been agreed to be more
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limited. Nevertheless it is also submitted that the approach at Taminmin is not
contrary to the ‘opt in’ policy.

During the assessment of this complaint there appeared to be a few issues requiring further
inquiry and as several other complaints were forwarded to my office by concerned parents |
merged the matters into an own motion investigation.

9.2 Complainant B - Humpty Doo Primary School

On 21 May 2008 Complainant B contacted my office about the investigation initiated by DET
into the chaplaincy service. The complainant’s concerns stemmed from the belief that the
chaplaincy service had not complied with all guidelines and there was a lack of
independence in DET’s investigation. The complainant stated that in October 2007:

when this program was first questioned at a school council meeting and the
Principal of the school at Humpty Doo Primary School told me in the council
meeting that at that meeting was the first time she had ever laid eyes on the
guidelines for this program, and the program had been in the school since March
07...How could the guidelines have been followed by DEET staff from March 07
when they had not sighted/read them until they were shown these guidelines in
OCT 07.

The complainant was also concerned that misleading information had been incorporated
into the National Schools Chaplaincy Program application for funding to the Commonwealth
Government and signed by the respective School Principal.

A summary of the primary issues alleged by Complainant B included:
e Humpty Doo Primary School did not run the National Schools Chaplaincy Program in
accordance with the respective guidelines as at October 2007

* The investigation report facilitated by DET did not reflect accurate information

e The application seeking National Schools Chaplaincy Program funding was fraudulent.

The complainant believed the program should be cancelled at Humpty Doo Primary School.

My office made some preliminary enquiries and obtained from DET a copy of the
investigation report prepared by Mr Roger Newman and a copy of the National Schools
Chaplaincy Program Guidelines. Review of the documents raised several questions which
were sent to Ms Margaret Banks.

On 18 July 2008 Mr John Hassed, Acting Chief Executive, DET provided the following
information:

e The funding agreement commenced at Humpty Doo Primary School on 24 January 2008

® Ms FH became aware of the NSCP guidelines prior to writing the funding application in
March 2007

e Consultation with the school community about the NSCP extended to two separate
meetings involving two separate elected school councils, ie. 6 February 2007 and 6
March 2007
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Pastor Stuart McMillan was also present at the March meeting to answer any questions
DEEWR were satisfied with the extent of consultation

Services provided by chaplains prior to the commencement of the NSCP related to
critical incidents and the chaplains had assisted the school community with three
student deaths in the last two years

Pastor Stuart McMillan was a part of the Taminmin High School Wellbeing Team®

Since 2005 Taminmin, NT DEET, the Local Chaplaincy Committee and Living Waters
Church have had a memorandum of understanding which covered the responsibilities of
the chaplain working in the school

Members of the wellbeing team will only speak with students after parental permission
(typically verbal) is obtained

These discussions are often confidential
About the survey conducted by the school the response stated:

The 305 families at the school were all sent a survey on 8 February 2008... Of the 305
families, 66 responded... Of the 66 respondents, 50 were in favour of the NSCP... The
survey was conducted after the commencement of the program for the following
reasons:

a. The school council supported the commencement of the NSCP and
it was not considered necessary to conduct a survey of the families

b. The strenuous insistence by the complainant and a small group of
very vocal parents who argued that the school should conduct a
survey...

c. Inlate 2007, the paedophile issue was controversial in the Humpty
Doo community with the Living Waters Church criticised. The
school council thought it appropriate to review the chaplaincy
program due to this adverse comment and decided to conduct the
survey early 2008...

On the subject of consent to participate in the chaplaincy service, the response
explained:

Prior to 2008 the same system applied but the authority to allow a student to speak
to the Chaplain in relation to any issue was verbal from one or both parents. Neither
of these systems that we used could be considered as compulsory...

Only one student was seen by the chaplain for a one-on-one pastoral care session after
the implementation of the NSCP and in that case a written permission was provided... The
chaplain’s notes were never put onto a school file or the student record folder so it is
unknown whether Pastor McMillan compiled ‘a list of children seen.’

On how the chaplains knew which students had ‘opted out’ the response was:

Essentially that information was provided to Pastor McMillan because of the
‘absolutely no contact’ request of the parents. For instance, if Pastor McMillan walked
past a group of students he could not arguably say hello to the group if the group
contained an opt out’ student. He needed to know who the ‘opt out’ students were
in order for there to be compliance with the parental request... Children in ‘opt in’

®The response advised that Taminmin High School wellbeing team consists of a Counsellor, School Home
Liaison Officer, School Nurse, Aboriginal and Islander Education Worker and the Chaplain.
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programs (i.e. with parental permission) at the school were always removed from
classes and the small group working with the chaplain was always supported by a
classroom teacher. For the ‘Seasons’ sessions held in 2007 the chaplain was supported
by the school’s wellbeing teacher. For any one-on-one pastoral care sessions, these
are always held away from the classroom due to the typically sensitive nature of the
discussion and to protect the confidentiality of the child and their family. ...Recording
information on SAMS was not discussed at the school until May 2008 when it was
decided that students ‘opting in’ would be identified in the SAMS... It would defy logic
not to provide that information to the chaplain. How else could the school ensure the
parents’ absolutely no contact request be adhered to without informing the chaplain
that he could not have any contact whatsoever with the specified students?
Notwithstanding there would be specified ‘opt in’ students that he could offer services
to, if the chaplain was not advised of the students with which he was to have
absolutely no contact, then other than when involved in providing services to opt in
students, he could make no contact with any student whatsoever in any form
whatsoever. The information of who were ‘opt out’ students was not distributed
widely but on a ‘need to know’ basis for relevant class teachers and the leadership

group.

e Administration details of NSCP are kept on file. From July 2008, ‘opt in’ students will be
identified in SAMS. What is not kept on file is the nature of discussion between Pastor
McMillan and the individuals that see him. As a means of monitoring the program, verbal
reports are regularly taken from classroom teachers, parents and the chaplain to indicate
whether participation is having positive outcomes. Some parents have expressed the
desire that school staff have minimal dealings with the confidential information which is
the subject of the chaplaincy service being provided to the student.

After this response from DET, further areas required clarification and additional information.
During the assessment of this complaint several other complaints were forwarded to my
office by concerned parents and so | merged the matters into the investigation.

| received more information on 11 September 2008 from Ms Margaret Banks which became
part of the investigation.

9.3 Complainant C - Humpty Doo Primary School

Complainant C contacted my office on 18 August 2008 about her concerns over the previous
year. In February 2008 she had involved DET as she felt she was getting nowhere with
Humpty Doo Primary School. The complainant’s issues were two pronged, firstly she said
that a simple request for her son’s session notes with the chaplain took 10 weeks to obtain
and involved the General Manager Schools — PARCS’. These notes were requested from Ms
FH, Principal Humpty Doo Primary School on several occasions® in June 2008 as the child

7 Email dated 8 August 2008 from Mr TM, Chairperson Humpty Doo Primary School Council to Ms Maree
Garrigan seeking notes on behalf of the complainant, extract from email: As the Chair of the Humpty Doo
Primary School Council, | believe the handling of this most sensitive issue may well determine the future conduct
of the NSCP at Humpty Doo Primary School. As you will be aware, a number of very vocal parents..... continue to
question the legitimacy of the NSCP, and in view of the previous paucity of consultation with school councils,
this belligerence appears to be spreading. | would be concerned at the loss of what has the potential to prove to
be a highly successful surveillance program for at risk children, over a matter which can, and should, be
addressed quite simply......

® Email dated 3 June 2008 from complainant to Ms FH requesting child X’s file from the chaplains (email
acknowledges there was a previous request). Email acknowledged by Ms FH in an email dated 7 June 2008.
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psychologist treating the complainant’s son had required them. An earlier email dated 7
March 2008 addressed to Mr Kevin Gillan, acknowledged Ms FH’s refusal to provide the
requested information on the basis that the information shared between the chaplain and
child X was confidential.

A meeting was held on 8 August 2008 with Ms Maree Garrigan, the complainant, the child
psychologist and Mr Stuart McMillan to discuss the complainant’s concerns’. The
complainant was eventually provided with 5 pages of drawings'® and one page of notes
prepared by Mr Stuart McMillan which briefly detailed sessions with her son. The notes
recorded that Mr Stuart McMillan had been using the Room 14 — A Social Language
Program™ and was perceived by the child psychologist as stepping over professional
boundaries.

The second prong of the complainant’s concerns asked the chaplain’s qualifications to be
able to provide the Room 14 program and his ability to use the program given the
complainant’s lack of prior knowledge about the program and lack of informed consent. The
complainant said that Mr Stuart McMillan had left one of the school counsellors with the
impression that her son did not need to be referred to a professional. In the complainant’s
email to Ms Maree Garrigan, General Manager Schools — PARCS on 12 August 2008, the
complainant was seeking verification that Mr Stuart McMillan had operated within the NSCP
guidelines.

The complainant forwarded a further email on 19 August 2008 to Ms Maree Garrigan, Mr
Chris Sheedy™ and others in relation to the details obtained about the Room 14 program
and following up a response with Ms Garrigan in relation to her earlier emails. Ms Garrigan
responded by email on 19 August 2008 advising Room 14 is a resource that can be used by
anyone, including parents, to assist students in developing social skills. We will continue to
work and liaise with Student Services in relation to suitable programs for supporting students
in developing such skills. In a further email by the complainant dated 19 August 2008 she
sought to confirm that she still wanted the following questions answered:

1. Is this program approved for use within Northern Territory Schools?
2. Does the deliverance of this program fall within the NSCP guidelines?

3. Is this program allowed to be delivered to students without consultation and or
parental consent?

Further email dated 17 June 2008 to Ms FH and copied to Ms Noelene McCormick following up on child X’s file.
Email dated 23 June 2008 by Ms FH to the complainant provided requested dates of sessions between the
chaplain and child X. Email dated 23 June 2008 by complainant to Ms FH then requested a time to meet with
the chaplain regarding notes held by the chaplain. Email dated 23 June 2008 from Ms FH to the complainant
advised a meeting could be arranged when the chaplaincy program had been reinstated and all parties had
returned from leave. As a result the complainant forwarded an email to Mr Kevin Gillan, Executive Director
Schools North questioning Ms FH’s response and explaining the request for the notes had come from the child
psychologist.

° There were no formal minutes recorded for this meeting, however the child psychologist had recorded his
own notes of the meeting, details are provided later in the report under section 12.4.1.

1% Email dated 19 June 2008 from Ms Noelene McCormick to the complainant advising NSCP doesn’t require
files to be kept on students and | have been assured that no additional information is kept at Humpty Doo
School. It is possible however that the chaplain kept diary notes of his interactions with child X but you will need
to confirm that with him.... Email from complainant to Maree Garrigan dated 8 August 2008 .... it would appear
in child X’s case that Stuart does have diary notes and paperwork (drawings etc)..... | would appreciate it being
suggested to Stuart that he make this paperwork available.

u Developed by Carolyn C. Wilson and published through LinguiSystems.

2 state Manager, South Australia, Australian Government DEEWR.
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The complainant’s email dated 19 August 2008 stated that Mr Stuart McMillan represented
himself as providing parenting programs through NAPCAN when qualifying himself for the
parenting advice provided in the Chaplaincy Chat.** The complainant said she had made
enquiries with NAPCAN* and was unable to confirm Mr Stuart McMillan’s representations.

On 19 August 2008 the complainant sent to my office an email dated 11 April 2008
addressed to Mr Chris Sheedy’ which provided the following background information:

My son child X is a year 5 student at Humpty Doo Primary, last year (year 4) he
started to get bullied, | approached his teacher on several occasions to see if there
was a problem and was dismissed that there were no problems and child X just
needed to be a little more resilient.

The bullying persisted and again | questioned what was happening, also letting his
teacher know that the method she was using in the classroom for bully reporting
was not working for X. She had a method of ‘put it in writing’ this would be great if
all 9 year old boys were articulate enough to put their feelings and emotions in
writing. There was no way child X could have successfully used this method when
he was already so distraught about the bullying he had sustained at lunchtime.
Hence you can see the pattern here of where everything went wrong.

In August 07 this situation ended up escalating, child X felt so hopeless resulting in
him threatening to bring a knife to school and stab another student so he would be
dead and then he would stop. This threat was screamed to the other child in front
of two teachers and about 50 students.

| was devastated; | could not believe child X was in such a bad way, | approached
the Principal to set up a meeting to organize some help for child X. | wrote a huge
letter letting them know what had been happening and requesting assistance for
child X. During the meeting both myself and my husband let the school know that
we felt that child X would benefit from seeing a school councillor (sic). | couldn’t
believe it when they said they had a guy named Stuart McMillan who worked with
the school and he just happened to be at school that day and was brought into the
meeting to be introduced to us.

When we saw Stuart | was aware we knew him outside of school, | was aware he
was the pastor on the Uniting Church. | made mention that we did not want
religion addressed with child X. | was told by the Vice Principal Mr. GM that no
religion would be addressed and that Stuart was very professional being able to

3 Section of the Humpty Doo Primary School newsletter.
" Emails dated 18 and 19 August 2008 — support communications with NAPCAN.

15 Mr Chris Sheedy’s response dated 20 August 2008 stated:

........ The NSCP does not prescribe specific activities that a chaplain can or cannot undertake while
undertaking the role of chaplain. Each chaplain, must, however, sign a Code of Conduct. The Code
of Conduct covers behaviours and aspects of the chaplain’s role and indicates the standards
expected of the chaplain in delivering services funded under the program. The Department believes
that school principals, schools and their communities are best placed to determine if Room 14, or
any other program, would be of benefit to their students. It is a matter for the principal and local
school community to make judgements on such matters. The complainant in an email dated 20
August 2008 sought further information from Mr Chris Sheedy in relation to parental consent and
establishing who was responsible for monitoring breaches of the Chaplains Code of Conduct.
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separate the two roles being his role within the school and his role within the
church.

| agreed to Stuart seeing child X, given the situation | believed Stuart to be the
school councillor (sic), who else would you refer a child to that has threatened
another students life.

Stuart would see child X on a regular (weekly) basis calling child X out of class and
they would have a chat and Stuart would read a book and child X would have to let
Stuart know what feelings and emotions were raised. He also suggested that child
X draw a picture of his feelings at home as a little bit of homework and he could
bring it to the next meeting. | think he suggested that next time child X got angry
he could try counting to 10, (child X told me he thought this was lame, when he
was out of control the last thing he could think about doing was counting to 10).
Child X also said that at times he would be with Stuart alone in a closed door
situation, a matter the school strongly denies.

Weather to (sic) door was open or closed now seems highly irrelevant, given that |
have a lot bigger concern to be raised.

Everything seemed to be moving quite slowly, X didn’t seem to be any more settled
and was still showing signs of aggression and anxiety. | had not had any feedback
from Stuart and we were starting to ask around about private counsellors available
in the community. It was then in November that | found out that the Uniting Church
was housing a pedophile in our community, it was also then that | realized that
Stuart had no qualifications to be counselling child X.

| immediately put a No Contact form on both my children’s files preventing the
chaplains being able to access them. | was scared like the majority of the
community that the chaplains at school could be so off handed with our children’s
safety. | am a strong believer that the majority of pedophiles are unable to be
rehabilitated; it is not if they will re-offend it is when they will re-offend.

I can fully appreciate that the church has a place for them in their community; | can
even understand that they may try to offer assistance in rehabilitation or a cure. It
is their belief that the pedophile housed in our community was of no danger as the
church had cured him of his illness.

This brings me to my next concern if a child they were offering ‘pastoral care’ to,
gave any indication that they were being sexually abused at home would they:

a. Inform relevant authorities, or

b. Approach the family to ‘cure’ the perpetrator, hence helping the child and
believing they had acted just as their faith instructs them too. | believe some
people of strong faith/religion believe they are bound and reportable to God
foremost.

We have taken child X to our GP who immediately referred him to a child
psychologist and discussed with him the situation. He was horrified, firstly that the
school could abuse the services offered by the Chaplaincy program in this way and
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second that Stuart offered a level of ‘Therapy’ to child X that he is completely
unqualified to offer.

| mentioned to Roger Newman that child X had been seen by a child psychologist
who agreed in his professional opinion that child X’s situation called for a referral
to Student Services who would have been able to organize appropriate care for
him. Roger was quite interested in child X’s psychologist point of view on this
matter and also went on to have a meeting with him, reporting his findings also.

As you can imagine they were along the lines of anger and astonishment that the
chaplains would overstep their boundaries in offering unqualified therapy to school
students. He also went on to say that if Stuart had been a councillor (sic) or
psychologist his actions would have been enough to have him struck off the
register.

This program has been extremely detrimental to our family. While | can not say
that the therapy offered by Stuart harmed child X in anyway the fact that it
prolonged him being referred to a qualified councillor (sic) is devastating alone.
Child X could have been well on the way to recovery/understating with strategies
put in place and appropriate coping skills acquired. What if child X had of carried
out his threat of violence not receiving the help he needed, who would have been
responsible for that?

In child X’s case | would rather have been told that they did not have school
councillors (sic) available but could offer Stuart for ‘pastoral care’ if | like. This
would have left me to make an informed choice.

After receiving General Findings and Recommendations from Mr Kevin Gillan, DET Executive
Director following Mr Roger Newman’s report the complainant wanted to know when
chaplains took over a class, where did children without NSCP permission go.

On 6 March 2008 the complainant had met with Ms FH, Ms CE'® and Ms CF'. The
complainant said during this meeting she was told a school counsellor was not available to
provide services to child X at that time. While the complainant discussed the bullying child X
experienced, the complainant identified her and child X had met with the Assistant Principal,
Mr GM, to go through student photos on the computer system. Although considered a trivial
point by the complainant her concerns were raised when Ms FH denied this would have ever
happened. The week following the meeting 10 March 2008 the complainant emailed Mr GM
and expressed her concerns about Ms FH’s denial and sought confirmation that the process
did occur. On 14 March 2008 Mr GM responded by requesting any correspondence relating
to this issue be directed to Mr Kevin Gillan as the Executive Director. Mr Kevin Gillan
responded on 16 March 2008 by recognising the complainant’s concern was a school based
issue and referring the email to the General Manager PARCS.

Following correspondence forwarded by the complainant to the Minister for Employment,
Education and Training, the Honourable Marion Scrymgour MLA, a response dated 6 May
2008 was received. The response was premised on the advice provided by DET, which stated
satisfaction with the findings of the external investigation and found that the school and
Pastor McMillan acted appropriately in this matter. Further to this the complainant received

1® Assistant Principal at the time.
' DET Student Services.
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an email dated 29 August 2008 from schoolchaplaincy@deewr.gov.au advising that DET was
best placed to work with the complainant to address the suitability of individual reference
materials. The email stated:

It is the responsibility of the schools to make decisions about particular resources
used in schools, and issues regarding parental consent. This is consistent with the
School Principal’s overall responsibility for student welfare and for communication
with, and responsiveness to, the school community. Under the NSCP the School
Principal and the funding recipient must take all reasonable steps to ensure that
school chaplains comply with the Code of Conduct....... If there is an actual or
perceived breach of the Code of Conduct, the school chaplain must cease providing
chaplaincy services. The funding recipient is required to notify the Department if it
becomes aware of such a situation. In such circumstances, school chaplains must
not continue to provide any services under the Program unless the Department
gives its written agreement for the chaplaincy services to continue.

In response to DEEWR on 8 September 2008 the complainant wrote advising an own motion
investigation had been commenced by my office and asked, should this not qualify to
suspend the chaplaincy programme. On 9 September 2008 Mr Chris Sheedy, State Manager,
South Australia, DEEWR responded that the investigation undertaken by his department was
concluded and a decision was made not to take any action in relation to suspending the
school chaplaincy services at that stage. The email acknowledged DEEWR would fully
cooperate with any investigation undertaken by my office.

In an email from the complainant dated 9 September 2008 addressed to Ms Eva Lawler, DET,
concerns were raised in relation to a three year advance payment of NSCP funds to the
Uniting Church. It was claimed that minutes of the Girraween School Council meeting in
2007 identified this advance payment of $60,000.

Each of the concerns raised by the complainant have been considered within this report as
part of the investigation.

9.4 Complainant D — Berry Springs Primary School and Taminmin High School

On 28 September 2007 the NSCP funding became effective at Berry Springs Primary School.
On 11 October 2007 complainant D met with the School Principal, Ms SD and the Assistant
School Principal at the time, Ms HB, demanding no contact with the chaplains for her two
children. This was then confirmed in writing to DET on 16 October 2007. On this day the
complainant addressed a similar letter to Ms Roslyn McMillan, school chaplain and handed it
to Mr Stuart McMillan telling him ‘consider it addressed to himself as well.” On 17 October
2007 the complainant received a letter from the chaplains with no acknowledgement of her
demands within the letter. The letter included a statement which the complainant said was
false. The complainant said the Kids Club was being run from the library by Ms Roslyn
McMillan alone and the complainant’s son had been receiving religious instruction on a
regular basis without her permission. The complainant said that this religious instruction was
opposing her own beliefs and those she had taught her children.

On 30 October 2007 the complainant’s two children attended orientation day at Taminmin
High School. Whilst there one of her children was placed in a group led by Mr Stuart
McMillan even after the complainant’s no contact order. On the same day the two chaplains
Mr Stuart McMillan and Ms Roslyn McMillan approached the complainant’s two children, an
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act the complainant considers to be a blatant misconduct. As a result the complainant wrote
to Mr AC, Principal Taminmin High School to insist on no contact between the chaplains and
her children, information the complainant expected to have been passed on prior to the
orientation day. The complainant said she attended the Berry Springs Primary School Council
with her concerns; however, felt they did not take her seriously as they had not viewed the
guidelines.

Correspondence dated 14 November 2007 addressed to the Chairperson Berry Springs
Primary School Council from Stuart and Ros McMillan and signed by Ms Roslyn McMillan
was provided to this office by the complainant. The letter read as follows:

Provision of Chaplaincy Services

We are aware of yet another attempt to discredit the chaplaincy service that is
currently being delivered at Berry Springs Primary School. This is very
disappointing, & so we feel it is necessary to clearly state our position:

1. The School Council at its last meeting endorsed the provision of the
service by Living Water Chaplaincy Services, with Ros McMillan as the
Chaplain. This decision was not made lightly, but with input from
DEET and with careful, logical consideration. Challenging their
decision challenges the integrity of the members of the Council.

2. The service that we provide is professional. The suggestion that we
would act in an unprofessional manner is scurrilous and defamatory.
Our commitment to the wellbeing of children and enhancement of
community capacity has been, and continues to be, one of our
foundational principles.

3. The small group of people who seek to undermine the delivery and
effectiveness of the chaplaincy service are basing their arguments on
selected information, assumptions and half-truths, and are ignoring
many of the facts. We are open to dialogue.

4. There are five key aspects to the chaplaincy service we deliver,
detailed in a document given to the Principal. Given desperate need
for additional resource people in rural schools, the destructive actions
of this small group are disadvantaging the children and community of
Berry Springs.

We urge you to consider the wellbeing of Berry Springs school community by
upholding the decision made at the last School Council meeting, and confidently
proceed with the chaplaincy service offered by Living Water Chaplaincy Services.

We are happy to answer any further questions.
Stuart and Ros McMillan

In 2008, both of the complainant’s children commenced at Taminmin High School. The
complainant felt that at no stage was any substantial information provided to the school
community to constitute broad consultation about the programme. The complainant said
she was refused a hardcopy newsletter by Taminmin High School, which was a request made
due to the complainant not having email access.
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The complainant raised her NSCP concerns with Mr AC, Principal Taminmin High School at
the commencement of 2008. The complainant said that Mr AC told her if the NSCP providers
entered her children’s classes then her children should take the matter into their own hands.
Her children should leave the classroom and go sit in the office to ensure compliance with
the complainant’s no contact order. The complainant stated that she expressed her
dissatisfaction with this but was provided with no other options. On 25 February 2008 the
complainant said that this situation did arise as her daughter was required to leave her
health class and sit unsupervised in the office until the class was over. The complainant felt
quite distressed that a chaplain had more right to be in her child’s class than her child who
was there to be educated.

On 28 February 2008 the complainant said she made a verbal complaint to DET through Ms
Linda Dawson, Director School Operations as the complainant said her written complaints
had not been acknowledged. After several calls she received a verbal response which did not
sufficiently address her concerns. The complainant then sought a response in writing. The
written response by Ms Linda Dawson was dated 12 March 2008 and acknowledged the
chaplains were not employed as teachers or as departmental employees and duty of care for
the class remained with the teacher. It was also stated that as part of the chaplains’ role
they assisted with activities in the games room at lunchtimes and during recess, and at
lunchtime they were present in some areas of the school yard. The response stated that a
police clearance had been obtained for the chaplains and there was no information
communicated to Taminmin High School about the no contact order for her children. Ms
Linda Dawson also noted that in future Taminmin High School would liaise with the primary
schools to ensure this type of information was communicated.

The complainant said she raised her concerns in relation to the NSCP with the Taminmin
High School Council, in which she believed they had little interest and proceeded to endorse
the programme without having seen the guidelines. The complainant said that when she
asked the council members about the NSCP guidelines no one knew what she was talking
about.

In June 2008 the complainant was diagnosed with breast cancer and so she approached Mr
AC as Principal of Taminmin High School to discuss her diagnosis. It was intended that Mr AC
advise the children’s teachers and the wellbeing team of this situation so they could offer
support if required. The complainant said that when she confirmed her no contact order
with the Principal, he did not agree with her concerns but would follow her wishes. This
would be achieved by ensuring her family’s situation was not discussed at the wellbeing
team meetings due to the presence of the NSCP providers. This assurance created more
concern for the complainant as she believed the team that existed to assist children for
these specific times would not be available to her children. The complainant also raised with
my office an objection to the NSCP providers attending all wellbeing team meetings and
discussing private information about students with no parental consent.
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10.0 The Witnesses

After the investigation by my office began, several other parents were identified as having
concerns.

10.1 Witness A - Bees Creek Primary School

| received a copy of an email dated 20 March 2008 sent to the Minister for Employment,
Education and Training, the Honourable Marion Scrymgour MLA. The parts relevant to the
investigation were:

1.

2. The chaplain at my children’s school, Bees Creek is being used for
behaviour management on a regular basis and was used in this way
to counsel my son and several boys whom | had complained were
bullying him. My permission for this was neither sought nor given.

4. The Living Waters Uniting Church saw fit to run a residential
rehabilitation program for a convicted pedophile in the middle of a
school and community precinct at Humpty Doo and did not think
that this compromised children’s safety or the man’s rehabilitation
prospects.

5. The pastor of the Living Waters Uniting church lied on at least two
points over this debacle in a phone conversation | had with her this
week (and was forced to admit one lie)... She is counselling at
schools.

7. Anecdotally some of her other comments regarding the
complainants and their motivation are horrifying, being that ‘only
someone who had been sexually abused themselves would bother
to complain’ (about the pedophile being the community hall
caretakers house), that most people are not that bothered by
paedophiles...

8. She believes that she was in the right in housing this man opposite
the main rural school bus interchange and that if only those
complaining mothers had not found out, everything would have
been all right. She claims to have had police approval for this.

The witness was interviewed by phone. She said that her son was being bullied at school and
so he had been referred by the Principal to Mr Jason Purugganan, chaplain at the school. The
witness was not sure whether her son received one-on-one sessions or whether he attended
group sessions.

The witness said she contacted Ms Roslyn McMillan to discuss her concerns about the
paedophile living at the Meeting Place and working as a caretaker. The witness said that Ms
Roslyn McMillan initially denied the situation, however when the witness challenged this Ms
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McMillan defended the situation. The witness said that the chaplain did not feel she had
done anything wrong with the paedophile and the rehabilitation program being run and
stated ‘if these mothers hadn’t found out about it, it would all be alright.”

The witness’s view is that services for behaviour management should be provided by
gualified counsellors.

10.2 Witness B - Bees Creek Primary School Council Member 2007-2009

Witness B had children in Taminmin High School and Bees Creek Primary School. The witness
met with Mr JT, Principal Bees Creek Primary School to discuss her disapproval of the
chaplaincy programme. In addition to this a letter was forwarded to the Principal stating that
her children should not be involved in ‘any shape or form’ the chaplaincy programme.

The witness’s daughter recounted her day to her mother each day after school. On one
particular day, which cannot be recalled, her daughter told her that she had joined a chess
club. The witness later found that the chess club was operated by the chaplaincy service. The
witness said they raised this concern with the Principal and was made to feel ‘it was all my
fault that my child didn’t have knowledge that she wasn’t allowed in the chess club and that
it was now my problem to tell her that she was no longer allowed to do this chess club thing.’
The witness said that her daughter was allowed to walk into the chess club without any
permission.

The witness also said her close friend’s son who attended Bees Creek Primary School was
spoken to privately by the chaplain without a teacher present. The close friend did not want
to be identified as her son was currently dealing with enough, however the witness said that
she had signed a ‘no contact’ letter.

The witness raised another concern and said there were two sisters fighting at Berry Springs
Primary School:

as siblings do, when Ros McMillan pulled them aside, spoke to them and started
asking weird questions about who comes to your house, where do you guys sleep,
what does mum and dad do, and don’t worry about telling mum about this. And
the girls being good girls and rural girls do go home and tell mum...

One of the primary concerns of this witness was the fact that a paedophile was being
accommodated by the chaplains in the middle of a school and community area. The witness
was one of the parents that attended a group meeting with other parents and Mr Stuart
McMillan. The meeting was held at the Rise, Uniting Church Living Waters site. The witness
felt that the concerns raised by the parents about the close proximity of the housing for the
convicted paedophile were not taken seriously. The witness said that when one of the
parents asked what Mr Stuart McMillan would do if he was presented with a similar
situation of housing a paedophile in the same proximity, he replied he would do the same as
he had not done anything wrong.

The witness had been a member of the Bees Creek Primary School Council when the Council
approved the NSCP. She said that there was only one school council meeting before it was
signed off. At that meeting the chaplaincy programmes to be introduced were discussed by
Mr Stuart McMillan, however, the witness claims there was no vote taken amongst the
committee members.

35



10.3 Witness C - Girraween Primary School Council Member 2007-2008

This witness’s children were previously at Girraween Primary School, however were
removed and placed into another school due to parental concerns. The concerns stemmed
from the chaplains’ close proximity to the witness’s children and the witness feeling her
concerns were being ignored.

The witness had extreme concerns about the paedophile being housed at the Meeting Place
on the Living Waters site in Humpty Doo. As a result the witness commenced a petition at
the school collecting names of other parents ‘who wouldn’t approve of the particular
chaplain...running our chaplaincy program at school.” The witness further stated that when
she had the petition in her hands and was at a school assembly, Ms Roslyn McMillan was
also in attendance at the assembly. The witness said she approached Ms Roslyn McMillan
and told her she was not happy with her or her husband having anything to do with the
witness’s children. Ms Roslyn McMillan then asked the witness to talk about her concerns,
so the two met at the church and spoke for two and one half hours. The witness was keen to
establish why the chaplains had accommodated a convicted paedophile in the close
proximity of a school and community area. The response received by the witness was that it
was a matter of convenience. The Meeting Place needed a caretaker and the convicted
paedophile needed a job and the chaplains felt this was the type of situation that would
keep the convicted paedophile away from the children. The witness said she pointed out to
Ms Roslyn McMillan that the area of choice included three schools, a childcare centre, and a
park across the road, about which Ms Roslyn McMillan did not seem concerned.

The witness said that Ms Roslyn McMillan told her ‘the only reason you have an issue with
this is because you must have been sexually abused as a child.” The witness was highly
offended by this. The witness said that the Meeting Place was used as emergency
accommodation by parents with children and the caretaker would be considered a safe
person by the children. She was concerned about that.

The witness said that the convicted paedophile was using the Taminmin High School Library
during school hours. This was something told to her and denied by the chaplains. The
witness said that Ms Roslyn McMillan told her that the chaplains didn’t have much to do
with the convicted paedophile’s day to day affairs, but his wife who was also accommodated
at the Meeting Place would be looking after his best interests. The witness said ‘I don’t
blame him because he is a sick man, | blame them because they made the decision to put him
there and disregarded the fact that the kids were all around him...’

The witness said she continued with the petition and obtained a page of signatures which
were presented to a School Council meeting. She said that as Ms Roslyn McMillan and Ms
MB, Principal Girraween Primary School became aware of the petition a spokeswoman for
the chaplaincy service also attended that particular council meeting. The witness always
attended fifteen minutes into the meetings due to family responsibilities. She said that when
she entered the meeting the chaplaincy spokeswoman had just completed her spiel. This led
the witness to feel intimidated as she felt all eyes were on her and ‘how dare she try and
stop this.” The witness said she tried to explain to the school council that she didn’t want to
stop the program but was scrutinising the Uniting Church at Humpty Doo. She said that she
brought out the NSCP guidelines and emphasised to the council there should be a
demonstrated need for the programme.
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The witness said that Ms Roslyn McMillan attended a school council meeting and introduced
herself as Ros. At that meeting Ms Roslyn McMillan asked the council members about their
awareness of government funding for a chaplaincy program. According to the witness Ms
Roslyn McMillan told the Council that the government funding basically pays for someone
like her to attend the school as a chaplain. ‘it was simply stated the government were
funding it, we could do it, thank you very much. And then she left.” 8

The witness recalled that the school council felt it was a great idea simply because there
would be an extra person to assist. The witness said that the requirement for demonstrated
need and community consultation were not taken on board as the school council could
obtain the funded program at no cost. The witness said she suggested that the council send
out a letter to the families however she said this was quashed and the view was ‘why would
we bother sending out pamphlets when nobody responds to them and we already give out a
lot of pieces of paper to everybody.” The Principal of Girraween Primary School, Ms MB, was
present at the school council meeting. The witness said that Ms MB did not address the
witness’s concerns. The witness originally seconded the proposal to introduce the program
but at the next meeting when she raised her concerns about the McMillans’ as chaplains no-
one was willing to listen.

In an earlier meeting with Ms MB, Principal, the witness said she was told that providing a
chaplaincy service to the school and the same chaplains accommodating a convicted
paedophile were two separate issues. The witness felt the chaplains’ decision to place a
convicted paedophile surrounded by children reflected badly on their ability to make
decisions in the children’s best interests. The witness felt these chaplains were not suitable
to provide the chaplaincy service at the schools.

The witness also said once the chaplaincy program commenced ‘if anybody had an issue that
they thought that they needed to go to the chaplain they could just walk by... If the teacher
thought that a child would have an issue then they would be able to get... referred to by the
teacher. Or, of course, if the office was having issues with a particular child they may be, ...
could go to the chaplain. It was, ... another thing that | brought to everybody’s attention is
that they weren’t actually trained counsellors, they were purely there for an ear, not to guide
them on anything.” The witness said that she queried why we don’t have a trained counsellor
if there was a need for troubled students as there was only one available through Taminmin
High School with a long waiting list. The witness said that the council suggested it was too
hard to gain the services of a qualified person and it would be easy to ‘have Ros or Stuart or
Jason’.

Another incident related by the witness was after school when her daughter discussed what
she had done for the day. The daughter referred to a Mr P in her class that day helping her
with her reading. The witness established that Mr P was Mr Jason Purugganan, chaplain. This
occurred after she had submitted her letter of ‘no contact.” The witness then addressed this
with her daughter’s teacher who was new to the school. The teacher had no awareness of
the ‘no contact’ letter. The witness then went to Ms MB, Principal. She said that the Principal
apologised but did not explain why this incident had occurred. The witness then put her
concerns to Mr Jason Purugganan, chaplain. When the witness approached the chaplain he
pulled out a slip of paper with the names of children with whom he was to have no contact
and replied ‘oh, yes she is on my list.” The witness queried why he had gone in the
classroom with her daughter present. The chaplain went on to explain that he needed to be
introduced to the classroom so the students were aware he was a safe person. The witness

' Quote by witness C during her interview with my office.
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was outraged and responded ‘that’s exactly what | didn’t want for my daughter ... to think
you are a sdfe person. You’re probably a very nice person....The decisions that you guys make
putting that paedophile there have made me really ....outraged and I’m not wanting you to
make any decisions on my behalf regarding my child.” The witness said she knew of another
child who was in the class when Mr Jason Purugganan was assisting with the reading, whose
mother had also submitted a ‘no contact’ letter.

The witness said there was no information or newsletter to parents advising them that the
chess club was being run by the chaplains.

The witness said she would see Ms Roslyn McMillan at the school on days not allocated to
provide her services. The witness and her children had other contact outside of the school
with Ms Roslyn McMillan whilst shopping (Target) even though she said Ms Roslyn McMillan
was aware of the ‘no contact’ letter. Ms Roslyn McMillan does not recall this incident. She
did not deny it and said that her intention would have been to communicate with the
mother and not the children.

Eventually the witness removed her children from the school as she felt she could not affect
the comings and goings of the chaplains and their contact with her children. She said that
she did not disclose to the Principal her true reasons for removing her children but now
wished she had.

10.4 Witness D - Berry Springs Primary School Council Member 2006-2008

The witness’s children attended Berry Springs Primary School but were removed and placed
elsewhere. The reason for moving the children was a perceived culture of bullying within the
school. The way the school handled parents’ concerns relating to the chaplaincy service was
frightening to the witness. The witness said that the chaplaincy programme was discussed at
several school council meetings, the first in December 2006. The witness recalled the way
that the program was described ‘it was offered up as a counselling service...if there was a
very dramatic incidence...grief counselling was something that came up.’

The witness said that at one of the school council meetings it was said ‘we really don’t know
what parents think’ so the witness suggested ‘why don’t we ask them’. The witness said that
Ms SD, Principal, thought it would be alright for her to get a list of parents who were either
opposed or supportive. The witness then sought to obtain names of parents who opposed
the chaplaincy programme. The witness said that the spiel she provided to the parents on
obtaining their signature was ‘I said were they aware there was a chaplaincy program
starting in the school and were they aware of the people who were running it, and....were
they aware that those people were also running a rehabilitation program for paedophiles in
the rural area.” The witness stated she did not coerce any parent into signing. The witness
said that when she went to present her list to the school council they were not interested.
Even though another council member spoke out about the programme, the remainder of the
council voted for the programme. The witness reiterated she did not have a problem with
the programme only the people proposed to run it. The witness said the council did not
accept her list. The council then surveyed the school community.

The witness recalled one of the parents (complainant D) attending a school council meeting
to put forward her concerns about the chaplaincy service. The witness recalled that the
council treated the parent quite rudely, didn’t listen to her and gave her a 