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5- In iﬂter#iew, Father David totally denied this allegation, stating that
following his interview with the boy, he teld a member of the Beard of

Governors (identified as the Right Eeverend Laurence SOPEH) and the boy's

.................................

to Social Services, until he had had time to consider the implications.

6. Enquiries of Mr WILLIAMS suggest that he was indeed spoken to by Father
David on Yth June 1892, and similar enquiries made of the Right BReverend
SOPER suggest that Father David spoke to him on Sth June 1692, when (on

both occasions) Father David expressed his concern over the converaation

Sensitive

in 1nterv1<:w Father David says that the boy told mm- Sensmve ;

Father David, who at this point was interupted by a pupil coming into his

office, locked the door so as not to be disturbed. 'Bgfggﬁ.then took his
trousers and pants down. No injuries could be seen. Father David does noi
think he touched the boy, but cannct be sure, but states that even if he
did, he did not caress his buttocks ar place his finger in his rectum.

He did not consider that he was doing anything wrong at the time but in

retrospect considers that it was unwise.

8. He did not give a reason why this medical could not have waited until it
could have been arranged with a medical practitioner by Social Services,
who by this time had already been informed, and later did not inform them

or the boy's parents of what he had dene.

16. On reiurnlng home that evening, he teld his sister | smqu what had taken

medically examined at New Ealing Hospital on the 12th June 199-, but no

evidence to support the allegation was found, and no injuries from any
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