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EXPERT WITNESS ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS & DECLARATIONS
1.
I have read and understood the Federal Court of Australia’s Expert Evidence Practice Note, including
the annexed Harmonised Expert Code of Conduct; I have prepared this report consistent with and agree to be
bound by it.
2.
My opinions are based wholly or substantially on specialised knowledge arising from my training, study
and/or experience.
3.
Where I have considered that my opinion is not a concluded opinion because of insufficient research
or insufficient data or for any other reason, this has been stated where the opinion has been expressed.
4.
I declare that I have made all the inquiries which the I believe are desirable and appropriate (save for
any matters identified explicitly in the report), and that no matters of significance which I regard as relevant
have, to my knowledge, been withheld from the Court.
5.
If I change my opinion on a material matter after submitting this report, I will forthwith provide the
Requesting Entity with a supplementary report to that effect.

Konrad Buczynski
Security Risk Consultant
askew & associates

Level 40 Northpoint Tower
100 Miller Street
NORTH SYDNEY NSW 2065
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INTRODUCTION
Assessor Background
1. I am a Certified Practising Risk Manager (CPRM) and Registered Security Professional
(RSecP). My area of practice and expertise is in assessing security risk and providing advice
to mitigate circumstances that threaten the safety of individuals and other assets.
2. Examples of the types of individuals to whom I have provided such advice, and the situations
in which such advice has been provided, include:
a. Personal assessments for members of the Board and key Executives of a company
ranked within the ASX top 100, in relation to their involvement in challenging and
prolonged industrial relations matters.
b. Personal, workplace and social environment assessments for individuals involved in
giving evidence in high-profile legal proceedings against defendants known for their
criminal associations, including ongoing liaison with a special police taskforce set up
in relation to the matter.
c. A collective assessment for the Board of one of Australia’s largest
telecommunications companies, in relation to the conduct of its Annual General
Meeting and the safety of its participants. I have provided such assessments to other
entities on multiple occasions.
d. Personal assessments for senior company executives and employees involved in a
project that continues to draw broad community opposition and protest via social
media and direct action.
e. Risk assessments for one of Australia’s wealthiest individuals, and members of their
family, in relation to their high-profile residence and criminal incidents experienced
at the site.
3. I have undertaken innumerable security risk assessments over a period of more than 20
years, chair a committee for Security Professional’s Australasia (SP-A), which is focused on
security industry education and certification, and am an Associate of the Australian Risk
Policy Institute (ARPI). A summarised Curriculum Vitae appears at Appendix A to this report.
Instructions
4. The questions I have been asked to consider are:
a. Based upon your background, training and experience, in your opinion will there be
any risk to the safety of Person 17 in the event that her identity is publicly disclosed?
b. If your opinion is that there is such a risk, please describe the nature of the risk or
risks (if more than one).
5. These questions require consideration of two scenarios in relation to Person 17: where her
identity is not publicly disclosed and where it is.
IN-CONFIDENCE
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6. A “risk to safety” in this context is taken as harm (death or physical injury) that might occur
when exposed to a threat. It does not include mental/psychological harm that may occur in
such circumstances.
Methodology Applied
7. In assessing the potential for harm to Person 17, should her identity be publicly disclosed in
relation to this proceeding, it is most appropriate to assess the level of inherent risk (i.e.
under current circumstances), then to conduct a comparative assessment of risk, which
assumes that her identity is revealed.
8. The methodology I use for assessing risk to the safety of a person is defined within Standards
Australia’s Handbook 167:2006 - Security risk management (the Handbook). Key aspects of
the methodology define recognised practices for:
a. considering context associated with an assessment;
b. identifying ‘assets’ requiring protection and assessing the potential impacts upon
them;
c. identifying Threat Actors and assessing plausible Threat Acts that may be committed
against the asset(s);
d. identifying and assessing risk controls that serve to protect the asset(s) from those
Threat Actors and associated Threat Acts;
e. considering information gathered and assessed above in the process of identifying
risks, then assessing the likelihood and consequence of each to derive an Inherent
Risk Rating;
f.

considering and allocating risk treatments to reduce the level of each risk, if it
exceeds acceptable thresholds/tolerances;

g. reassessing Residual Risk Ratings, taking into consideration measures recommended
to address the risk, and repeating steps f. to g. until such time as individual risk
ratings fall within levels of tolerance; and
h. monitoring and reviewing risks over time.
9. The Handbook represents the most authoritative Australian approach to assessing risks to
individuals, where human-derived threat sources are to be considered. As such, it is
mandated by the Commonwealth Attorney General’s Department for use by all Federal
agencies (through its Protective Security Policy Framework) in assessing security-related
risks; it is also widely applied by practitioners servicing private and non-government sectors.
10. It should be noted that the objective of the Handbook is to outline a ‘…broad framework and
core processes…’ that should be included in security risk assessments. I have adhered to the
framework and core processes in conducting this assessment and compiling this report and
have tailored default assessment criteria indicated within the Handbook to be suitable to the
assessment process.
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11. Some terms have also been included that do not appear within the Handbook, but which
have become common in the security industry lexicon. They are also widely used by
organisations such as the Commonwealth Government and its agencies (e.g. AFP, ASIO and
others); such terms include: Threat Actor; Threat Act and Inherent Risk.
12. The first step in forming an opinion as to the risk to a person’s safety in a situation such as
this is to identify available and relevant contextual information about that person. The type
of information I would typically consider includes:
a. the person’s immediate concerns about threats to their safety;
b. implied and explicit threats that have been made, and their assessed veracity;
c. the person’s exposure to such threats, and others that may be identified; and
d. most likely options available to minimise risks associated with the threats.
13. In assessing such information, I consider specific matters, such as:
a. the manner and medium through which threats have arisen (e.g. threats made by
individuals through social media platforms are taken seriously, but it is appropriate
to bear in mind that they are not necessarily demonstrative of the true intent of
those making them);
b. past incident history (i.e. comparing past, similar threats and situations to draw
parallels and assess likely outcomes based on precedents); and
c. current controls that exist to protect the person from any threats and risks.
14. Application of the Handbook in conducting security risk assessments is also naturally and
significantly enhanced by advanced levels of practitioner experience and expertise. This is in
view of the fact that it is not always possible to gather and quantify every aspect relevant to
an assessment, and some assumptions are usually necessary. This is discussed in specific
detail within the Assessment section of this report.
Summary of Findings
15. In summary, on the basis of the information provided to me and the assumptions I have
made, in my opinion there is an increased risk to the safety of Person 17 in the event that
her identity is publicly disclosed.
16. I have assessed the risk to Person 17’s safety as follows:
a. the person at risk of harm is Person 17 (the asset);
b. two Threat Acts were assessed as most relevant to the scope of the assessment,
which considers Instructions issued - these include assault and homicide;
c. the risk control that was considered as part of the assessment was her current level
of anonymity;
d. the aforementioned Threat Acts gave rise to the identification of two related risks;
IN-CONFIDENCE
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e. in the case of the risk of ‘assault causing injury’, the level of anonymity presently
afforded to Person 17 is considered key to retaining a lower likelihood of the risk
occurring, resulting in a MEDIUM level of current risk - if her identity were to
become widely known the level of risk would increase to HIGH; and
f.

in the case of homicide, the risk rating is assessed to be MEDIUM should her identity
continue to be protected – this increases to HIGH if anonymity were to be removed.

Assumed Facts
17. Assumed Facts appear at Appendix B to this report.
Documents and Materials
18. I was provided with the documents and materials set out in Appendix C to this report.
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ASSESSMENT OF RISK IN RELATION TO PERSON 17 USING HB 167
Context
19. In relation to Person 17, the information I have identified as relevant to an assessment of
the risk to the safety of Person 17 is as follows:
a. Vitriolic social media utterings, in this case by apparent supporters of Ben RobertsSmith, subject to the qualification I have explained below.
b. In particular, the reaction to the articles which include content relating to Person 17,
referred to in paragraphs (dd)-(gg) of Annexure B and provided as items 20-23 of
Annexure C. This reaction has included social media reaction to the effect that
Person 17 is an example of a woman who is trying to bring down men unfairly.
c. Media reports to the effect that the ACT Police have ceased to investigate the
allegations of domestic violence made by Person 17 against Ben Robert-Smith
because of insufficient evidence.
d. The materials referred to in paragraphs (j), (k) and (jj) of Annexure B and provided as
items 7 and 8 of Annexure C in relation to Yumi Stynes, which demonstrates that
serious, explicit threats were made in multiple forums in relation to presenters of
“The Circle” television show, following disparaging remarks made about Ben
Roberts-Smith in 2012.

e. I have assumed from the terms of the questions I have been asked and from the
information provided to me that Person 17’s identity is currently not publicly known.
f.

If that status quo were to change by Person 17 being publicly identified, her identity
would become publicly known through widespread reporting of her identity as
Person 17.

g. Person17’s address and other contact details are publicly available, such that were
her identity to be publicly disclosed she could be contacted and located by Threat
Actors for the purpose of carrying out Threat Acts.
20. Specific matters and considerations relating to this information I have considered are as
follows:
a. I take into account when considering social media utterings that they do not
necessarily correlate with the necessary intent and level of capability of the person
making the uttering to commit a threatened act. Social media is notorious for its
quantity of threatening content which, in my experience, only relatively occasionally
materialises into physical acts. Nonetheless, I have taken into account the fact that
the level of emotion evident in comments supporting Ben Roberts-Smith in such
forums is heightened and, as such, warrant serious consideration.
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b. In view of the link to the military, issues such as the prevalence of Post-Traumatic
Stress Disorder, and its potential to cause ex-serving members to act irrationally, are
likely to elevate the threat environment rather than reduce it.
c. The intent of potential Threat Actors who are aware of media reports to the effect
that the ACT Police investigation ceased because of insufficient evidence is likely to
be increased, as such individuals may understand those reports to invalidate the
matters raised by Person 17 against Ben Roberts-Smith. This elevates the threat
environment.
d. There is potential for individuals promoting currently popular feminist issues, such
as the #MeToo movement, to attempt to visibly associate themselves with and
support Person 17, should her identity become known (regardless of her wishes for
them to become involved). It is possible that such involvement may increase
hostility, and thus the level of threat, towards Person 17 by some sections of the
community who are critical of the movement, as a consequence.
e. In questioning the credibility and character of someone who many evidently refer to
as a ‘hero’, and one of only four living Australian Victoria Cross recipients, the nature
of any potential physical response from members of the community at large remains
somewhat uncertain.
f.

The information relating to the experience of Yumi Stynes is significant because it
demonstrates the preparedness of members of the public, including apparent
supporters of Ben Roberts-Smith, to contact a person directly who is identified as
being critical of him and to make threats of death and serious violence.
It is also important to take into account the fact that the content of the material in
the articles and the defence relating to Person 17, by comparison to the subject
matter of Ms Stynes’ comments concerning Ben Roberts-Smith, is much more
serious. That consideration, taken together with the nature of the reaction to Person
17 to date, further elevate the threat environment.

Asset Criticality Assessment
21. The ‘asset’ requiring protection in this situation is Person 17. Based on qualitative measures
defined within Table 1 below, the level of assessed criticality is EXTREME. I base this on the
fact that, should Person 17 be targeted by a Threat Actor, then it is possible that the impact
of this could be her death.

Table 1: Asset Criticality Assessment Table
IN-CONFIDENCE
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Threat Assessment
22. The Threat Assessment is undertaken in a manner that is related to existing risk controls (i.e.
protection of Person 17’s identity) and examines threats to the asset; in doing so it supports
the identification of risks. In the process, Threat Actors are identified, as are the most likely
types of Threat Acts that they may perpetrate (in the context of the assessment).
23. Individual ratings, which should not be confused with subsequent risk ratings, are then
applied to each Threat Act.
24. There are several constraints in assessing levels of threat associated with assessments such
as this. These include:
a. It is not always possible to fully quantify all aspects of Threat Actors and Acts during
the assessment process. This may be due to the fact that, while multiple individuals
may be collectively considered a part of the same group of Threat Actor (e.g.
deranged individuals), each individual is likely to exhibit at least subtly unique
characteristics that limit a completely accurate assessment.
b. This issue is compounded further when it is not possible to examine any of the
Threat Actors personally, as opposed to assessing their potential to act through
social media commentary. This includes an inability to make a fully-informed
assessment of their capability and intent to carry out different types of Threat Acts.
c. There may be Threat Actors that are not apparent from material gathered.
25. In acknowledging this, it is often the case that information is assimilated, and judgement is
used, to identify relevant and plausible threat commentary and ratings. Assessor experience
is critical in this process, as it enables information to be analysed through comparison to
other situations in an informed manner.
26. In the current circumstances, and consistent with Instructions issued, I consider that Person
17’s actions in proceedings has given rise to the emergence of a threat to her physical safety.
This is validated through online commentary about her in relation to proceedings, which is
referenced earlier, and which is considered demonstrative of an implied threat. Such a
threat may manifest through Threat Acts committed by a Threat Actor.
27. The most relevant type of Threat Actor in the circumstances is, in my opinion, someone who
is willing to act on urges that would threaten the physical safety of Person 17, based on their
support for Ben Roberts-Smith.
28. In committing a Threat Act that would harm the safety of Person 17, such a Threat Actor
would be perpetrating a serious criminal offence. For the purposes of referencing within this
report, I thus refer to such a Threat Actor as a ‘Serious Criminal’.
29. When identified, potential Threat Acts are assessed individually using the criteria at Table 2.
Two Threat Acts were considered most relevant and plausible in the context of the
assessment; these, and ratings applied to each through reference to Table 2 below, include:

IN-CONFIDENCE
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a. Physical Assault (HIGH threat act rating) - this is an assessment of Intent (Implied –
references to negative consequences for Person 17) and Capability (Extensive –
based on the ability of a Serious Criminal to cause serious physical injuries); and
b. Homicide (HIGH threat act rating) - this is an assessment of Intent (Implied –
references to negative consequences for Person 17) and Capability (Extensive based on the ability of a Serious Criminal to cause death).

Table 2: Threat Assessment Table

30. The Threat Assessment takes into account current circumstances, including Person 17’s level
of anonymity; it does not, however, represent the level of assessed risk to Person 17, which
is assessed in the ‘Risk Assessment’ section below.
31. It should also be noted that, should Person 17’s identity be made public, that this could
increase the level of Intent to commit a Threat Act against her. This may not necessarily be
preceded by an explicit threat being made.
Risk Control Effectiveness Assessment
32. The most effective and obvious risk control presently available to Person 17 is her relative
anonymity regarding the allegations of domestic violence; this control, in terms of its
effectiveness of design and suitability to the circumstance, is rated as ADEQUATE.
33. This rating was applied with reference to Table 3 below.

Table 3: Risk Control Effectiveness (RCE) Ratings

Identification of Risks
34. Risks to the safety of Person 17 correlate directly with Threat Acts that were identified. Risk
descriptions associated with those Acts include:
a. Risk 1: Person 17 is physically assaulted causing injury.
IN-CONFIDENCE
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b. Risk 2: Person 17 is severely assaulted, resulting in death.
Risk Assessment
35. Once formally identified, an assessment of the likelihood that each risk would be realised
under current arrangements is made, along with the consequences that would be likely if
each were to occur. These individual ratings are correlated on a risk matrix, which
determines the Inherent Risk Rating. This process is performed using the Likelihood and
Consequence tables at Tables 4 and 5, and the Risk Matrix at Table 6 below:

Table 4: Likelihood Ratings

Table 5: Consequence Ratings

Table 6: Risk Matrix

36. Risk 1: Person 17 is physically assaulted causing injury.
a. Likelihood. In view of the current concealment of Person 17’s identity, it is
considered that the likelihood of this risk being realised is RARE (“Exceptionally
unlikely to happen”). This is due to the inability of Threat Actors to target her
directly without knowing who she is. Were this risk control withdrawn, it is assessed
that risk likelihood would increase to POSSIBLE.
b. Consequence. Regardless of how unlikely the risk is, should it indeed occur, then the
assessed consequences are rated as SEVERE. This is based on the premise that a
deranged individual who takes the time to locate and attack Person 17 would
plausibly seek to cause multiple serious injuries.
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c. Risk Rating. In correlating these, a Residual Risk Rating of MEDIUM results with
Person 17’s current level of anonymity, and HIGH were it to be removed.
37. Risk 2: Person 17 is severely assaulted, resulting in death.
d. Likelihood. In view of the current level of concealment of Person 17’s identity, it is
considered that the likelihood of this risk being realised is RARE (“Exceptionally
unlikely to happen”). This is due to the inability of Threat Actors to target her
directly without knowing who she is. Were this risk control withdrawn, it is assessed
that risk likelihood would increase to UNLIKELY.
The reasoning behind such low likelihood ratings includes: limited historical rates of
homicide in high-profile cases such as this in Australia; the extreme nature of risk
consequences; the high profile of the case and likelihood of being caught.
e. Consequence. Regardless of how improbable it is that the risk be realised, should it
indeed occur, then the consequences are clearly CATASTROPHIC to Person 17.
f.

Risk Rating. In correlating these, a Residual Risk Rating of MEDIUM results should
anonymity be continued, and a rating of HIGH results should her identity be
revealed.

38. These results are depicted within Table 7 below, which shows the resultant Security Risk
Register for the assessment. Callouts have been inserted in red to highlight changes in risk
ratings should Person 17’s identity be revealed.

Table 7: Security Risk Register

39. In the case of the risk ratings above, and with regard to issues of safety, organisations
usually pursue a ‘As Low and Reasonably Practicable (ALARP)” approach or otherwise
require risks to be mitigated to LOW or ideally VERY LOW (or a close equivalent where
different criteria is applied).
40. In view of the scope of the assessment involving a single individual, and by way of
equivalency, an untreated MEDIUM safety-related risk would, in my opinion, not usually be
acceptable to entities governed by Workplace Health and Safety legislation; certainly a HIGH
risk would in most cases be unacceptable.
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41. In such cases consideration would usually be given to mitigating the risk, ceasing the riskcausing activity, or otherwise setting in place very strict arrangements for monitoring it
routinely (and vesting risk ownership with senior executive personnel).
42. In a best-case scenario, it is assessed that the safety risk to Person 17 would presently be
MEDIUM, rising to HIGH for both risks should her anonymity in relation to these proceedings
be removed. Consistent with commentary above, and depending upon her tolerance to risk,
this may suggest that she consider risk controls above and beyond her current anonymity to
reduce risk ratings further or acknowledge the risk to her safety and continue to make riskbased judgements on an activity-by-activity basis (e.g. before leaving the house).
43. Additional treatments, beyond her current anonymity, may include things such as an
appropriately tailored guarding detail, duress arrangements and response planning etc.,
although some of these and other treatments may prove to not be cost-beneficial in her
circumstances.
Conclusion of Risk Assessment
44. Based on my background, training and experience, it is my opinion that the public disclosure
of Person 17’s identity in relation to the proceedings will increase her exposure to safety
risk, specifically in relation to the risk of assault and serious injury.
45. Accordingly, my answers to the questions are:
g. Yes.
h. The key risks to Person 17’s (physical) safety that were identified relate to assault
and homicide.
The likelihood of either occurring while Person 17’s identity is protected is
considered RARE.
Increases in the level of likelihood (to Possible and Unlikely respectively), which
would occur should her identity become known in relation to the proceedings, will
have the effect of increasing risk ratings from MEDIUM to HIGH.
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APPENDIX A: SUMMARISED CURRICULUM VITAE
Education and Qualifications
1.
I am a licenced Security Consultant pursuant to the NSW and ACT Security Industry Acts (1997 and 2003
respectively).
2.

I hold the following tertiary educational qualifications:
a)

Masters Security Management, Edith Cowan University .

b) Graduate Diploma IT Management, University of NSW.
c)

Graduate Diploma Telecommunications Management, University of NSW.

d) Certificate IV Security Risk Management, Chubb Fire and Security.

3.

e)

Certificate IV Workplace Training and Assessment, Bayley & Associates Pty Ltd.

f)

Associate Diploma Personnel Administration, Royal Military College Duntroon.

I hold the following professional associations, certifications and memberships:
a)

Committee Chair and Council Member, Security Professionals Australasia.

b) Registered Security Professional, Security Professionals Australasia.
c)

Certified Practising Risk Manager (CPRM), Risk Management Institute of Australasia.

d) Certified Counter-Terrorism Practitioner, Skills for Security (UK).
e)

Associate, Australian Risk Policy Institute.

f)

Member, Risk Management Institute of Australasia (RMIA).

g)

Member, Standards Australia MB-025 Sub-committee 06 (Protective Security).

h) Lead Auditor and Assessor, ISO 28007: 2010 - Security management systems for the supply chain.
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-A2Career Engagements
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-A3Client Consulting List

FULL CONSULTING CLIE NT LIST
Security Risk and Resilience Consulting Clients
2004 - Present
Industry Risk Pty Ltd and other contracting entities
CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE

DEFENCE & INDUSTRY
BANKING & BUSINESS SERVICES
AVIATION SECTOR

STATE & FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

ARTS & ENTERTAINMENT

ENGINEERING, CONSTRUCTION,
MANUFACTURING & BUILDING
MANAGEMENT

HEALTH & HOSPITALS

TELECOMMUNICATIONS & MEDIA

NGOs

Essential Energy
Hunter Water Corporation
Jemena
MidCoast Water Corporation
NSW Office of Emergency Management

AGSVA
Elbit Systems

Defence Security Authority
Thales Australia

Commonwealth Bank
King & Wood Mallesons

Macquarie Group Limited
Melton Country Club

Bankstown Airport
Devonport Airport
Malaysia Airlines

Melbourne Airport
Office of Transport Security
Regional Express Airlines

ACT Chief Minister Treasury and Economic
Development Directorate
ACT Justice and Community Safety
Directorate (JACS)
ACT Territory and Municipal Services
ACT Transport Canberra and City Services
Administrative Appeals Tribunal
Australian Bureau of Statistics
Australian Electoral Commission
Bureau of Meteorology

Department of Defence
Department of Finance
Department of Human Services
Department of Immigration & Border
Protection
IP Australia
National Disability Insurance Agency
National Transport Commission
NSW Department of Justice
NSW Treasury

Australian Event Protection
Adelaide Festival Centre
Ardent Leisure Group
Arts Centre Melbourne

Australian Centre for the Moving Image
Docklands Studios
Museum of Contemporary Art
Sydney Opera House

101 Collins St
Boral
British American Tobacco
Cerebos
Coca-Cola Amatil

Dexus Property Group
Downer Group
Leightons
Raheen
Thiess-John Holland Group

ACT Health
Primary Health Care
Ramsay Health

NSW Health
Queensland Health

Australian Broadcasting Corporation
Equinix
Global Switch

Media Hub
Optus Singapore
Telenor Pakistan

Regional Assistance Mission to the Solomon Islands

EDUCATION, TRANSPORT & EVENTS
CORRECTIONS, DETENTION &
SECURITY INDUSTRY

Adelaide Airport
AGL
Airservices Australia
ANSTO
ARPANSA

Deakin University
DHL

Navitas Limited

Global Strategies Group
ISS Security
MSS Security

Wilson Security
SXP
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APPENDIX B: ASSUMED FACTS
The Applicant
(a)

The Applicant:
(i)

is a former soldier and member of the SASR;

(ii)

was deployed on six occasions to Afghanistan;

(iii)

is one of Australia's most recognisable former soldiers;

(iv)

is one of Australia's most decorated soldiers;

(v)

received a Medal for Gallantry, the Victoria Cross and a Commendation for Distinguished
Service.

The publications
(b)

(c)

(d)

On or around 9 June 2018, the article entitled "SAS's Day of Shame" was published in The Age
newspaper (First Article). A version of the First Article was also published:
(i)

in the Sydney Morning Herald Newspaper; and

(ii)

across various websites controlled by Fairfax Media, including the websites for:
(A)

The Age;

(B)

The Sydney Morning Herald; and

(C)

The Canberra Times.

On or around 10 June 2018, the article entitled "Blood Ties" was published in The Age newspaper
(Second Article). A version of the Second Article was also published:
(i)

in the Sydney Morning Herald Newspaper;

(ii)

in the Canberra Times Newspaper;

(iii)

across various websites controlled by Fairfax Media, including the websites for:
(A)

The Age;

(B)

The Sydney Morning Herald;

(C)

The Canberra Times;

On or around 11 August 2018, the article entitled "The cracks in a war hero's facade" was published in
The Age newspaper (Third Article). A version of the Third Article was also published:
(i)

in the Sydney Morning Herald Newspaper;

(ii)

across various websites controlled by Fairfax Media, including the websites for:
(A)

The Age;

(B)

The Sydney Morning Herald;

(C)

The Canberra Times.
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The proceeding
(e)

The proceeding has, to date, received significant media attention (both in the print and digital media).

(f)

It is likely that the proceeding will, in the future, continue to receive significant media attention (both in
the print and digital media).

(g)

The contents of Defence, when made public, will likely be reported by the media.

(h)

The Defence will include the particulars set out in paragraph 1.5 above.

Yumi Stynes
(i)

On 27 February 2012, Yumi Stynes, a presenter on Channel 10's television program, The Circle, made
comments about the Applicant, which in substance, questioned the Applicant's intelligence.

(j)

Following those comments Ms Stynes received vitriolic attacks from members of the public who
supported the Applicant for making those comments about the Applicant's intelligence.

(k)

We attach the following documents which evidence or refer those attacks:
(i)

an article dated 6 March 2012, entitled 'Vicious Circle: Death threats against Yumi as
advertisers flee" published on www.news.com.au;

(ii)

an article dated 28 February 2012 entitled "Circle slammed over hero soldier insults" published
on www.thecourier.com.au;

(iii)

an article dated 1 March 2012 entitled "Ben Roberts-Smith accepts apology from Stynes,
Negus" published on www.tvtonight.com.au;

(iv)

comments published on the www.ausmilitary.com on a post entitled "Re: A Brief from CPL Ben
Roberts Smith";

(v)

comments on a Youtube clip of a Sky News report on Yumi Stynes' comments about the
Applicant, published online at, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Kc7CCwOeC9A;

(vi)

the Facebook page entitled "Yumi Stynes' brain found at bottom of pool alongside George's
Viagra".

Chris Masters
(l)

In or about October 2017 a book authored by Mr Masters, entitled “No Front Line” was published.

(m)

An article about Mr Master’s book was published on The Australian’s website on 20 October 2017,
entitled “No Front Line: An explosive account of death in Afghanistan”. A copy of that article is attached
to this letter.

(n)

On 21 October 2017 and article entitled "VC winner Ben Roberts-Smith speaks out", was published
online on the internet website www.morningmail.org, outlining Roberts-Smith's response to Chris
Masters' book No Front Line. A copy of that article, including comments on the article, is attached to
this letter.

(o)

On 23 October 2017 Mr Masters received an email from 61415572337@optusmobile.com.au which
stated:
(i)

"Who the fuck do you think you are. I've never even read one of your books but to even
remotely try a put our world's best elite soldiers in any spotlight other than the hero's that
they are you must be scum scrape together any controversy to sell a headline oh and you must
be a fucking idiot to piss off these blokes whose job is covert missions behind enemy lines haha
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if I was you don't walk down any dark alleys and ild(sic) watch that spineless back of yours
too"; In or about November 2017 a letter was sent to News Corp (in response to the article in
The Australian). A copy of that letter is attached to this letter.
(p)

In or about November 2017 a letter was sent to News Corp (in response to the article referred to at
paragraph (m) above), and subsequently provided to Mr Masters. A copy of that letter is attached to
this letter.

Nick McKenzie
(q)

On 9 June 2018 Mr McKenzie received a message with the subject line "SAS", as follows:
(i)

What a cowardly report - these guys put their lives at risk and all you arseholes do is criticise I
am disgusted at this crap report - maybe you should go and talk to the many widows that we
have as a result of these guys going out to protect our country or the many wives and partners
and kids that have soldiers fighting for Australia and lose sleep every night not knowing the
fate of their hero soldiers You are a disgrace and a coward as are most left wing journalist - if
that’s what you call yourself!!

(r)

On 11 August 2018 Mr McKenzie received a message from “tony Vietnam Vet blake” which stated "DICK
HEAD! LEAVE BRS alone! your (sic) not fit to lick his boots".

(s)

On 12 August 2018 Mr McKenzie received a message with the subject line "Cocksuker(sic)" which stated
“You are a fucking cocksucker I bet you are a fag ever been in the military you fucking cut less (sic)
cocksucker how many cocks have you taken in the Arsenal I bet your father is proud of you”.

(t)

On 12 August 2018 Mr McKenzie received an email sent from bensmit74@hotmail.com (which was
also sent to David Wroe) which stated:
"McKenzie & Wroe,
Your character assassination of Ben Roberts-Smith VC is nothing short of shameful and such
gutter journalism is the reason why the SMH is going broke and why channel 9 will scrap
your vile little cess pool of a newspaper. The offence of treason and capital punishment
should be brought back so can swing. You gutless cretans (sic) should be attacking our
enemies, not our brave soldiers who protect you at night.
I hope karma brings death and disease to you.
Regards
Ben Smit".

(u)

On 20 August 2018 Mr McKenzie received an email from tony@muston.info (also sent to Chris Masters
and David Wroe) which stated as follows:
(i)

What sad little men you are. Quite happy to sit behind your desk and let others do the hard
yards. But so inadequate that when a solider becomes a hero you are unable to understand or
comprehend the personal commitments that are made on the battlefield. Should I say
probably jealous of someone who is a much better person than you. It’s one thing to even have
your opinions but completely another to be so small minded and bitter to want to publicly try
and harm someone doing an exceptional job. You might just reflect on why Fairfax has failed
and consider what part you have played in its demise.
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Public comments about the Articles
(v)

On about 10 August 2018 the article "Beneath the bravery of our most decorated soldier", which
published on the internet website www.smh.com.au and then shared on Facebook by the Sydney
Morning Herald Facebook page. A copy of that Facebook post, together with its comments, is attached
to this letter.

(w)

On 10 August 2018 the article "Beneath the bravery of our most decorated soldier", was shared on
twitter by Guns in Australia. A copy of that tweet is attached to this letter.

(x)

On 10 August 2018 a blog post entitled "Fairfax hatchet job on Ben Roberts Smith VC MG" was
published on the internet website www.michaelsmithnews.com. A copy of that blog post is attached to
this letter.

(y)

On 11 August 2018 a blog post entitled "Brendan Nelson – brilliant on Ben Roberts Smith VC MG. Well
done Brendan. Lest We Forget" was published online on the internet website
www.michaelsmithnews.com. A copy of that blog post is attached to this letter.

(z)

On 18 August 2018 an article entitled "Frustration at looking on led to making of hero Ben RobertsSmith” was published on the internet website www.theaustralian.com.au. A copy of that article,
together with its comments, is attached to this letter.

(aa)

On 18 August 2018 an article entitled "'I'm 100 per cent behind him': Widow of decorated SAS soldier
comes to the defence of Victoria Cross recipient Ben Roberts-Smith after he denies allegations of war
crimes and domestic violence" was published online on the internet website www.dailymail.co.uk. A
copy of that article, together with its comments, is attached to this letter.

(bb)

On 18 September 2018 an article entitled "ABC and Fairfax pursuit of Ben Roberts-Smith 'malicious'",
was published online on the internet website www.morningmail.org. A copy of that article, together
with its comments, is attached to this letter.

Person 17
(cc)

On 25 September 2018 article "Police clear VC hero Ben Roberts-Smith of domestic violence claim"
which was first published on the internet website www.theaustralian.com.au. A copy of that article is
attached to this letter.

(dd)

On 25 September 2018 the article referred to in the preceding paragraph was referred to on Facebook
by Dallas Beaufort. A copy of that Facebook post and its comments is attached to this letter.

(ee)

On 25 September 2018 an article entitled "Police clear Ben Robert-Smith after allegations of assault"
was published on the internet website www.couriermail.com and was then shared on Facebook by the
Courier Mail Facebook page. A copy of that Facebook post, together with its comments is attached to
this letter.

(ff)

On 26 September 2018 an article entitled "War Hero Cleared of violence" was published on the internet
website www.theaustralian.com.au and then shared on Facebook at by the Facebook page, "Survive to
Thrive – Dane Christison". A copy of that Facebook post, together with its comments is attached to this
letter.

(gg)

On 26 September 2018 a person by the name of Liam Cherry published a Facebook post on his personal
Facebook page in relation to The Australian article, "War Hero Cleared of violence". A copy of that
Facebook post is attached to this letter.
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Supplementary Assumptions Provided
Yumi Stynes
(ii)

(jj)

Following the comments made by Ms Stynes on 27 February 2012 (referred to in paragraph 3.1(i) of our
letter dated 17 October 2018), she was the subject of a campaign on social media, including comments
made:
(i)

on the Facebook Page "Axe the Circle"; and

(ii)

on Twitter.

By way of example, there was a Facebook post published by the Axe the Circle on its Facebook page on 1
March 2012, which included the following comments by supporters of the Facebook page:
(i)

"Let me guess you'll only be happy when she kills herself?", posted by Damien Des (on page 25 of
the attachment);

(ii)

"I'll settle for sliced wrists", posted by Rhys Hyatt (on page 25 of the attachment);

(iii)

"I will settle for petrol bombing the set", posted by Aaron Mac Phail (on page 25 of the
attachment); and

(iv)

"…Well here's my 2 cents worth Yumi's a complete c***t as we all now know, let's keep on track
and smash ch Ten till they f**k her right off, and for that f***ing worm George Nm let's hope
he stays hudden under that rock he's hiding under, and as soon as he pop he's [sic] disrepcting
mug up will smash him till he's f**ks off and retires from show bis like he should have done
years ago….", posted by Matt Pirrone.

(kk) Screenshots of various additional posts and comments, including racist and sexist remarks and violent
threats made on the abovementioned Facebook page are attached to this letter.
(ll)

The Herald Sun newspaper published an editorial calling for a 'ceasefire' to stop the "online hate
campaign against television host Yumi Stynes". A copy of that editorial is attached to this letter.

(mm) As well as the campaign on social media, Ms Stynes also received what might be termed “hate mail”
that was sent to her then-employer, Channel 10, including dog excrement sent in the mail addressed to
Ms Stynes.
(nn)

Among this hate mail was also a death threat made against Ms Stynes that was reported to police.

(oo)

Following the above:
(i)

In around March 2012, Channel 10 arranged for a security expert (a former policeman) to visit
Ms Stynes' home to review the security of her home. The security expert advised Ms Stynes to
upgrade some of the locks in her home, which she did.
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(ii)

Ms Stynes' husband felt so threatened that he felt he should sleep with a cricket bat
underneath his bed and a kitchen knife under his pillow in order to defend himself or Ms
Stynes against any intruder.

Person 17
(pp)

Person 17 received vitriol on social media, some of which was seemingly directed towards her by
people who view her as a woman trying to bring men down unfairly.

(qq)

Screenshots of various social media posts and comments of this kind are attached to this
letter.
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APPENDIX C: DOCUMENTS AND MATERIALS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.

22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.

Statement of Claim (NSD 1486).
Articles.
Article 'Vicious Circle: Death threats against Yumi as advertisers flee" published on www.news.com.au
on 6 March 2012.
Article "Circle slammed over hero soldier insults" published on www.thecourier.com.au on 28
February 2012.
Article "Ben Roberts-Smith accepts apology from Stynes, Negus" published on www.tvtonight.com.au
on 1 March 2012 with the relevant comments.
Comments from post "Re: A Brief from CPL Ben Roberts Smith" on www.ausmilitary.com.
Comments made on the Youtube posting of a clip of a Sky News report on Yumi Stynes'
comments about the Applicant.
Tom Strasser's comment from Facebook page "Yumi Stynes' brain found at bottom of pool alongside
George's Viagra".
Article “No Front Line: An explosive account of death in Afghanistan” from The Australian’s website
published on 20 October 2017.
Article "VC winner Ben Roberts-Smith speaks out", published on www.morningmail.org on 21 October
2017 with comments.
Letter sent to Newscorp in November 2017 making threats against Chris Masters
Article "Beneath the bravery of our most decorated soldier", published on www.smh.com.au on
August 2018, including comments from the SMH Facebook page when the article was crossposted.
Tweet and comment from Guns in Australia twitter feed linking to the article "Beneath the bravery of
our most decorated soldier", first published on the internet website www.smh.com.au on 10 August
2018.
Blog post "Fairfax hatchet job on Ben Roberts Smith VC MG" published on
www.michaelsmithnews.com on 10 August 2018, with comments.
Blog post "Brendan Nelson – brilliant on Ben Roberts Smith VC MG. Well done Brendan. Lest We
Forget" published on www.michaelsmithnews.com on 11 August 2018, with comments
Article "Frustration at looking on led to making of hero Ben Roberts-Smith", published on The
Australian on 18 August 2018, with comments
Article "'I'm 100 per cent behind him': Widow of decorated SAS soldier comes to the defence of
Victoria Cross recipient Ben Roberts-Smith after he denies allegations of war crimes and domestic
violence", published on www.dailymail.co.uk.
Article "ABC and Fairfax pursuit of Ben Roberts-Smith 'malicious'", published on
www.morningmail.org on 18 September 2018, with comments.
Article "Police clear VC hero Ben Roberts-Smith of domestic violence claim", published on The
Australian on 25 September 2018.
Comments on Dallas Beaufort Facebook page made on 25 September 2018 in relation to The
Australian article "Police clear VC hero Ben Roberts-Smith of domestic violence claim".
Article "Police clear Ben Robert-Smith after allegations of assault", published on
www.couriermail.com and subsequently the Courier Mail Facebook Page on 25 September 2018, with
comments.
Survive to Thrive Facebook post of article "War Hero Cleared of violence", on 26 September 2018,
with comments.
Facebook post and comment by Liam Cherry in relation to The Australian article "War Hero Cleared of
violence" published on 28 September 2018.
Expert Evidence Practice Note.
Federal Court Rules 2011 (Cth) No.134, 2011, rule 23.13.
Facebook Article titled “Axe The Circle”, published on 30 Jul 2012, including comments.
Article titled “Time for a Circle ceasefire”, published by Herald Sun on 7 Mar 2012.
Facebook post “Survive To Thrive Nation” by Dane Christison, including comments.
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APPENDIX D: LETTERS OF INSTRUCTION
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P.O. Box 24 Mascot
NSW 1460 Australia
ACN: 134686249
Mobile: 0419 415 352
Fax: 02 9662 4023
gaskew@askewandassociates.com.au
www.askewandassociates.com.au
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