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I. Introduction

We, the members of this grand jury, need you to hear this. We know some of you have
heard some of it before. There have been other reports about child sex abuse within the Catholic
Church. But never on this scale. For many of us, those earlier stories happened someplace else,
someplace away. Now we know the truth: it happened everywhere.

We were given the job of investigating child sex abuse in six dioceses — every diocese in
the state except Philadelphia and Altoona-Johnstown, which were the subject of previous grand
juries. These six dioceses account for 54 of Pennsylvania’s 67 counties. We heard the testimony
of dozens of witnesses concerning clergy sex abuse. We subpoenaed, and reviewed, half a million
pages of internal diocesan documents. They contained credible allegations against over three
hundred predator priests. Over one thousand child victims were identifiable, from the church’s
own records. We believe that the real number — of children whose records were lost, or who were
afraid ever to come forward — is in the thousands.

Most of the victims were boys; but there were girls too. Some were teens; many were pre-
pubescent. Some were manipulated with alcohol or pornography. Some were made to masturbate
their assailants, or were groped by them. Some were raped orally, some vaginally, some anally.
But all of them were brushed aside, in every part of the state, by church leaders who preferred to
protect the abusers and their institution above all

As a consequence of the coverup, almost every instance of abuse we found is too old to be
prosecuted. But that is not to say there are no more predators. This grand jury has issued
presentments against a priest in the Greensburg diocese and a priest in the Erie Diocese, who has

been sexually assaulting children within the last decade. We learned of these abusers directly from



their dioceses — which we hope is a sign that the church is finally changing its ways. And there
may be more indictments in the future; investigation continues.

But we are not satisfied by the few charges we can bring, which represent only a tiny
percentage of all the child abusers we saw. We are sick over all the crimes that will go unpunished
and uncompensated. This report is our only recourse. We are going to name their names, and
describe what they did — both the sex offenders and those who concealed them. We are going to
shine a light on their conduct, because that is what the victims deserve. And we are going to make
our recommendations for how the laws should change so that maybe no one will have to conduct
another inquiry like this one. We hereby exercise our historical and statutory right as grand jurors
to inform the public of our findings.

This introduction will briefly describe the sections of the report that follow. We know it is

very long. But the only way to fix these problems is to appreciate their scope.

The dioceses

This section of the report addresses each diocese individually, through two or more case
studies that provide examples of the abuse that occurred and the manner in which diocesan leaders
“managed” it. While each church district had its idiosyncrasies, the pattern was pretty much the
same. The main thing was not to help children, but to avoid “scandal.” That is not our word, but
theirs; it appears over and over again in the documents we recovered. Abuse complaints were kept
locked up in a ““secret archive.” That is not our word, but theirs; the church’s Code of Canon Law
specifically requires the diocese to maintain such an archive. Only the bishop can have the key.

The strategies were so common that they were susceptible to behavioral analysis by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation. For our benefit, the FBI agreed to assign members of its National

Center for the Analysis of Violent Crime to review a significant portion of the evidence received



by the grand jury. Special agents testified before us that they had identified a series of practices
that regularly appeared, in various configurations, in the diocesan files they had analyzed. It’s like
a playbook for concealing the truth:

First, make sure to use euphemisms rather than real words to describe the sexual assaults
in diocese documents. Never say “rape’; say “inappropriate contact” or “boundary issues.”

Second, don’t conduct genuine investigations with properly trained personnel. Instead,
assign fellow clergy members to ask inadequate questions and then make credibility
determinations about the colleagues with whom they live and work.

Third, for an appearance of integrity, send priests for “evaluation” at church-run psychiatric
treatment centers. Allow these experts to “diagnose” whether the priest was a pedophile, based
largely on the priest’s “self-reports,” and regardless of whether the priest had actually engaged in
sexual contact with a child.

Fourth, when a priest does have to be removed, don’t say why. Tell his parishioners that
he is on “‘sick leave,” or suffering from “nervous exhaustion.” Or say nothing at all.

Fifth, even if a priest is raping children, keep providing him housing and living expenses,
although he may be using these resources to facilitate more sexual assaults.

Sixth, if a predator’s conduct becomes known to the community, don’t remove him from
the priesthood to ensure that no more children will be victimized. Instead, transfer him to a new
location where no one will know he is a child abuser.

Finally and above all, don’t tell the police. Child sexual abuse, even short of actual
penetration, is and has for all relevant times been a crime. But don’t treat it that way; handle it

like a personnel matter, “in house.”



To be sure, we did come across some cases in which members of law enforcement, despite
what may have been the dioceses’ best efforts, learned of clergy sex abuse allegations. Some of
these were many decades ago, and police or prosecutors at the time simply deferred to church
officials. Other reports arose more recently, but involved old conduct, and so were quickly rejected
on statute of limitations grounds without looking into larger patterns and potential continuing risks.
We recognize that victims in these circumstances were understandably disappointed there was no
place they could go to be heard.

But we have heard them, and will tell their stories, using the church’s own records, which

we reproduce in the body of the report where appropriate. In the Diocese of Allentown, for

example, documents show that a priest was confronted about an abuse complaint. He admitted,
“Please help me. Isexually molested a boy.” The diocese concluded that “the experience will not
necessarily be a horrendous trauma” for the victim, and that the family should just be given “an
opportunity to ventilate.” The priest was left in unrestricted ministry for several more years,
despite his own confession.

Similarly in the Diocese of Erie, despite a priest’s admission to assaulting at least a dozen

young boys, the bishop wrote to thank him for “all that you have done for God’s people.... The
Lord, who sees in private, will reward.” Another priest confessed to anal and oral rape of at least
15 boys, as young as seven years old. The bishop later met with the abuser to commend him as “a
person of candor and sincerity,” and to compliment him “for the progress he has made” in
controlling his “addiction.” When the abuser was finally removed from the priesthood years later,
the bishop ordered the parish not to say why; “nothing else need be noted.”

In the Diocese of Greensburg, a priest impregnated a 17-year-old, forged the head pastor’s

signature on a marriage certificate, then divorced the girl months later. Despite having sex with a



minor, despite fathering a child, despite being married and being divorced, the priest was permitted
to stay in ministry thanks to the diocese’s efforts to find a “benevolent bishop” in another state
willing to take him on. Another priest, grooming his middle school students for oral sex, taught
them how Mary had to “bite off the cord” and “lick” Jesus clean after he was born. It took another
15 years, and numerous additional reports of abuse, before the diocese finally removed the priest
from ministry.

A priest in the Diocese of Harrisburg abused five sisters in a single family, despite prior

reports that were never acted on. In addition to sex acts, the priest collected samples of the girls’
urine, pubic hair, and menstrual blood. Eventually, his house was searched and his collection was
found. Without that kind of incontrovertible evidence, apparently, the diocese remained unwilling
to err on the side of children even in the face of multiple reports of abuse. As a high-ranking
official said about one suspect priest: “At this point we are at impasse — allegations and no
admission.” Years later, the abuser did admit what he had done, but by then it was too late.

Elsewhere we saw the same sort of disturbing disdain for victims. In the Diocese of
Pittsburgh, church officials dismissed an incident of abuse on the ground that the 15-year-old had
“pursued” the priest and “literally seduced”” him into a relationship. After the priest was arrested,
the church submitted an evaluation on his behalf to the court. The evaluation acknowledged that
the priest had admitted to ‘“‘sado-masochistic” activities with several boys — but the sado-
masochism was only “mild,” and at least the priest was not “psychotic.”

The Diocese of Scranton also chose to defend its clergy abusers over its children. A diocese

priest was arrested and convicted after decades of abuse reports that had been ignored by the
church. The bishop finally took action only as the sentencing date approached. He wrote a letter

to the judge, with a copy to a state senator, urging the court to release the defendant to a Catholic



treatment center. He emphasized the high cost of incarceration. In another case, a priest raped a
girl, got her pregnant, and arranged an abortion. The bishop expressed his feelings in a letter:
“This is a very difficult time in your life, and I realize how upset you are. I too share your grief.”

But the letter was not for the girl. It was addressed to the rapist.

The church and child abuse, past and present

We know that the bulk of the discussion in this report concerns events that occurred before
the early 2000’s. That is simply because the bulk of the material we received from the dioceses
concerned those events. The information in these documents was previously kept hidden from
those whom it most affected. It is exposed now only because of the existence of this grand jury.

That historical record is highly important, for present and future purposes. The thousands
of victims of clergy child sex abuse in Pennsylvania deserve an accounting, to use as best they can
to try to move on with their lives. And the citizens of Pennsylvania deserve an accounting as well,
to help determine how best to make appropriate improvements in the law.

At the same time, we recognize that much has changed over the last fifteen years. We
agreed to hear from each of the six dioceses we investigated, so that they could inform us about
recent developments in their jurisdictions. In response, five of the bishops submitted statements
to us, and the sixth, the bishop of Erie, appeared before us in person. His testimony impressed us
as forthright and heartfelt. It appears that the church is now advising law enforcement of abuse
reports more promptly. Internal review processes have been established. Victims are no longer
quite so invisible.

But the full picture is not yet clear. We know that child abuse in the church has not yet
disappeared, because we are charging two priests, in two different dioceses, with crimes that fall

within the statute of limitations. One of these priests ejaculated in the mouth of a seven-year-old.



The other assaulted two different boys, on a monthly basis, for a period of years that ended only
in 2010.

And we know there might be many additional recent victims, who have not yet developed
the resources to come forward either to police or to the church. As we have learned from the
experiences of the victims who we saw, it takes time. We hope this report will encourage others
to speak.

What we can say, though, is that despite some institutional reform, individual leaders of
the church have largely escaped public accountability. Priests were raping little boys and girls,
and the men of God who were responsible for them not only did nothing; they hid it all. For
decades. Monsignors, auxiliary bishops, bishops, archbishops, cardinals have mostly been
protected; many, including some named in this report, have been promoted. Until that changes,

we think it is too early to close the book on the Catholic Church sex scandal.

Recommendations

Grand jurors are just regular people who are randomly selected for service. We don’t get
paid much, the hours are bad, and the work can be heartbreaking. What makes it worthwhile is
knowing we can do some kind of justice. We spent 24 months dredging up the most depraved
behavior, only to find that the laws protect most of its perpetrators, and leave its victims with
nothing. We say laws that do that need to change.

First, we ask the Pennsylvania legislature to stop shielding child sexual predators behind
the criminal statute of limitations. Thanks to a recent amendment, the current law permits victims
to come forward until age 50. That’s better than it was before, but still not good enough; we should
just get rid of it. We heard from plenty of victims who are now in their 50’s, 60’s, 70’s, and even

one who was 83 years old. We want future victims to know they will always have the force of the



criminal law behind them, no matter how long they live. And we want future child predators to
know they should always be looking over their shoulder — no matter how long they live.

Second, we call for a “civil window” law, which would let older victims sue the diocese
for the damage inflicted on their lives when they were kids. We saw these victims; they are marked
for life. Many of them wind up addicted, or impaired, or dead before their time. The law in force
right now gives child sex abuse victims twelve years to sue, once they turn 18. But victims who
are already in their 30’s and older fell under a different law; they only got rwo years. For victims
in this age range, the short two-year period would have expired back in the 1990°s or even earlier
— long before revelations about the institutional nature of clergy sex abuse. We think that’s
unacceptable. These victims ran out of time to sue before they even knew they had a case; the
church was still successfully hiding its complicity. Our proposal would open a limited “window”
offering them a chance, finally, to be heard in court. All we’re asking is to give those two years
back.

Third, we want improvement to the law for mandated reporting of abuse. We saw from
diocesan records that church officials, going back decades, were insisting they had no duty to
report to the government when they learned of child abuse in their parishes. New laws make it
harder to take that position; but we want them tighter. The law penalizes a “continuing” failure to

k4

report, but only if the abuse of “the child” is “active.” We’re not sure what that means and we
don’t want any wiggle room. Make it clear that the duty to report a child abuser continues as long
as there’s reason to believe he will do it again — whether or not he’s “active” on any particular day,
and whether or not he may pick a different kid next time.

Fourth, we need a law concerning confidentiality agreements. They’ve become a hot topic

in recent months in sexual harassment cases — but it turns out the church has been using them for



along time. The subpoenaed records contained quite a few confidentiality agreements, going back
decades: payouts sealed by silence. There are arguments on both sides about whether it’s proper
to use these agreements in securing lawsuit settlements. But there should be no room for debate
on one point: no non-disclosure agreement can or should apply to criminal investigations. If the
subject of a civil lawsuit happens also to concern criminal activity, then a confidentiality agreement
gives neither party either the right or the obligation to decline cooperation with law enforcement.
All future agreements should have to say that in big bold letters. And all this should be enacted
into a law.

We believe these proposals will assist in the exposure and prosecution of child sexual
abuse, and so it is within the scope of our duty to make them. But to be honest it’s not enough.
We don’t just want this abuse punished by criminal and civil penalties. We want it not to happen
at all. We think it’s reasonable to expect one of the world’s great religions, dedicated to the
spiritual well-being of over a billion people, to find ways to organize itself so that the shepherds
stop preying upon the flock. If it does nothing else, this report removes any remaining doubt that
the failure to prevent abuse was a systemic failure, an institutional failure. There are things that
the government can do to help. But we hope there will also be self-reflection within the church,

and a deep commitment to creating a safer environment for its children.

Profiles

This final section of the report is possibly the most important. It contains profiles of more
than 300 clergy members, from all six dioceses we investigated. By comparison, estimates of the
number of abusive priests identified since 2002 in the Boston, Massachusetts archdiocese range

from about 150 to 250. The 2005 Philadelphia archdiocese grand jury report identified over 60



priests. The 2016 Altoona-Johnstown report named about 50 abusers. We believe ours is the
largest grand jury report of its kind to date.

Each of the profiles is a summary of the abuse allegations against individual priests and of
the church’s response over time to those allegations. The profiles are based largely on the wealth
of internal documents surrendered by the dioceses. In many cases, we also received testimony
from the victims. And, on over a dozen occasions, the priests themselves appeared before us.
Most of them admitted what they had done.

Even out of these hundreds of odious stories, some stood out. There was the priest, for
example, who raped a seven-year-old girl — while he was visiting her in the hospital after she’d
had her tonsils out. Or the priest who made a nine-year-old give him oral sex, then rinsed out the
boy’s mouth with holy water to purify him. Or the boy who drank some juice at his priest’s house,
and woke up the next morning bleeding from his rectum, unable to remember anything from the
night before. Or the priest, a registered psychologist, who “treated” a young parishioner with
depression by attempting to hypnotize her and directing her to take off her clothes, piece by piece.

One priest was willing to admit to molesting boys, but denied reports from two girls who
had been abused; “they don’t have a penis,” he explained. Another priest, asked about abusing his
parishioners, refused to commit: “with my history,” he said, “anything is possible.” Yet another
priest finally decided to quit after years of child abuse complaints, but asked for, and received, a
letter of reference for his next job — at Walt Disney World.

We came across a file in which the diocese candidly conceded that “this is one of our worst
ones” — but of course told no one about him. Actually we came across the same statement in the

files of several other priests. Then there was the file with a simple celebratory notation: “bad abuse

10



case. [Victim] sued us ... we won.” And this happy note, in a case in which a seven-year-old girl
was molested by a priest from outside the diocese: || EEEEEEEEGEGEGEGEGEGE

In addition to describing the abuse and its handling, each of the profiles also includes a list,
as complete as we could make it, of the subject priest’s places of assignment over the course of his
career. That doesn’t mean we received abuse reports associated with each of those assignments.
But the assignment list should provide parishioners with a way to determine whether priests who
were credibly accused of abuse ever served in their area.

We should emphasize that, while the list of priests is long, we don’t think we got them all.
We feel certain that many victims never came forward, and that the dioceses did not create written
records every single time they heard something about abuse. We also couldn’t fully account for
out-of-state travel. Many priests who served in Pennsylvania also spent some of their careers in
other parts of the country. If they abused children elsewhere, reports might have made their way
back to diocesan files here. But we suspect that a lot did not.

Although this section of our report is as comprehensive as we could make it, we did not
automatically name every priest who was mentioned in the documents. We actually received files
on over 400 priests from the dioceses. Some of these are not presented here because the
information contained in the file was too scanty to make a reasonable determination about what
had happened. On other occasions, we present a profile anonymously, because the case reveals a
lot about the diocese’s behavior, but nothing significant about the priest’s. And in numerous other
cases, the evidence contained in the file was clear, but the misconduct was outside the purpose of
this investigation, which focused on criminal child sex abuse. As a result, we do not include files
involving sex between priests and adults, substance abuse, or financial wrongdoing, unless these

relate directly to abuse of children.
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Many of the priests who we profile here are dead. We decided it was crucial to include
them anyway, because we suspect that many of their victims may still be alive — including
unreported victims who may have thought they were the only one. Those victims deserve to know
they were not alone. It was not their fault.

We need to end with this note. During our deliberations, one of the victims who had
appeared before us tried to kill herself. From her hospital bed, she asked for one thing: that we
finish our work and tell the world what really happened. We feel a debt to this woman, and to the
many other victims who so exposed themselves by giving us their stories. We hope this report

will make good on what we owe.
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II. The Dioceses
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L. General Overview of the Diocese of Allentown, Pennsylvania

The Diocese of Allentown originated as part of the Archdiocese of Philadelphia. In 1961,
portions of the Archdiocese of Philadelphia were broken off to create the Diocese of Allentown.
As of 2015, the Diocese had a Catholic population of 258,997, which was 20.04% of the total
population within the five counties. The Diocese maintains approximately eighty-nine parishes,
thirty-four elementary schools, six high schools, and two colleges, and has approximately two
hundred forty priests. The Diocese encompasses the Counties of Schuylkill, Berks, Carbon,

Lehigh, and Northampton.

II.  History of Bishops of the Diocese of Allentown
1) Bishop Joseph Mark McShea (2/11/1961 through 2/3/1983)
2) Bishop Thomas Jerome Welsh (2/3/1983 through 12/15/1997)

3) Bishop Edward Peter Cullen (12/16/1997 through 5/27/2009)
15



4) Bishop John Oliver Barres (5/27/2009 through 12/9/2016)

5) Bishop Alfred Andrew Schlert (8/31/2017 to present)

III. Additional Church Leadership within the Diocese of Allentown
Relevant to the Grand Jury's Investigation

The following Church leaders, while not bishops, played an important role in the Diocese
of Allentown’s handling of child sexual abuse complaints.

1) Monsignor Anthony Muntone

2) Monsignor Gerald Gobitas

3) Monsignor Alfred Schlert - (Note: Schlert went on to become Bishop of Allentown.)

IV. Findings of the Grand Jury

The Grand Jury uncovered evidence of child sexual abuse committed by Roman Catholic
priests of the Diocese of Allentown. Evidence showed that priests engaged in sexual contact with
minors, including grooming and fondling of genitals and/or intimate body parts as well as
penetration of the vagina, mouth, or anus. The evidence also showed that Diocesan administrators,
including the Bishops, had knowledge of this conduct and that priests were regularly placed in
ministry after the Diocese was on notice that a complaint of child sexual abuse had been made.
This conduct was enabling to offenders and endangered the welfare of children.

Evidence also showed that the Diocese had discussions with lawyers regarding the sexual
conduct of priests with children and made settlements with victims. Further, these settlements
contained confidentiality agreements forbidding victims from speaking about the abuse under

threat of some penalty, such as legal action to recover previously paid settlement monies.
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Finally, the Grand Jury received evidence that several Diocesan administrators, including
the Bishops, often dissuaded victims from reporting to police or conducted their own deficient,

biased investigations without reporting crimes against children to the proper authorities.

V. Offenders Identified by the Grand Jury

1) Thomas J. Bender

2) Thomas J. Benestad

3) Robert G. Cofenas

4) Francis J. Fromholzer
5) James Gaffney

6) Joseph Galko

7) Edward George Ganster
8) Francis T. Gillespie

9) Edward R. Graff

10) Richard J. Guiliani

11) Joseph D. Hulko

12) Joseph H. Kean

13) Thomas J. Kerestus

14) Francis Joseph McNelis
15) Gabriel Patil

16) Henry Paul

17) Paul G. Puza

18) Dennis A. Rigney

19) Joseph A. Rock
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20) Gerald Royer

21) Charles J. Ruffenach

22) J. Pascal Sabas

23) William J. Shields

24) Stephen F. Shigo

25) David A. Soderlund

26) Henry E. Strassner

27) Bruno M. Tucci

28) A; Gregory Uhrig

29) Andrew Aloysius Ulincy

30) Ronald Yarrosh

31) Joseph A. Zmijewski
Carmelites

32) David Connell -

33) Timothy Johnson

34) Jim Gross

Single Victim Group
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36) Michael S. Lawrence

37) William E. Jones
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VI. Examples of Institutional Failure: Fathers Frank Fromholzer, Edward
Graff, and Michael Lawrence

The Grand Jury notes the following examples of child sexual abuse perpetrated by priests
within the Diocese of Allentown. These examples further highlight the wholesale institutional
failure that endangered the welfare of children throughout the Pennsylvania Dioceses, including
the Diocese of Allentown. These examples are not meant to be exhaustive; rather, they provide a
window into the conduct of past Pennsylvania Bishops and the crimes they permitted to occur on

their watch.
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05/1958 — 09/1959
06/1959 — 06/1965
06/1962 — 09/1962
03/1963 — 06/1965
06/1965 — 10/1970
10/1970 — 08/1975
08/1975 — 04/1980
04/1980 — 07/1980
07/1980 — 09/1980
11/1982 — 06/1992
06/1992 — 06/1995
06/1995 — 09/2002
10/2002

The Case of Father Francis J. Fromholzer

Known Assignments

Holy Ghost, Bethlehem
Allentown Central Catholic High School
Holy Ghost (summer assignment)
Mary, Queen of Peace, Pottsville
St. Paul, Reading

St. Mary, Hamburg

St. Paul, Reading

Sick leave

Holy Family Manner, Bethlehem
St. Paul, Allentown

St. Peter, Coplay

St. Paul, Allentown

Retired

The case of Father Francis “Frank” Fromholzer highlights the immense challenges faced
by victims when seeking redress from a Diocese that chose to take a position hostile to the victim.
The influence of the institution is evident in many cases. In the case of Frank Fromholzer, it is
particularly evident.

Fromholzer sexually abused at least two students while serving as a religion teacher at
Allentown Central Catholic High School. On June 12, 2016, the victims testified under oath before
the Grand Jury that they were sexually abused by Fromholzer in 1965 when they were
approximately 13 or 14 years old. One victim was Julianne, now 68 years old.

Julianne recalled that, during a trip to the Poconos in approximately 1964, Fromholzer took
Julianne and at least one other girl for a ride in his car. The trip was unsupervised and Julianne’s
family was comfortable with the trip since Fromholzer was a trusted priest. Fromholzer groped
the girls as he encouraged them to take turns sitting next to him. Fromholzer’s conduct escalated

and he touched Julianne under her clothes.
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Once at their destination, Fromholzer retrieved a blanket and radio from the car and took
his collar off. Fromholzer told the girls that, while they were on the trip, they were not to call him
Father but to call him Frank. Julianne testified, “Then we went — he laid out a blanket and he
started kissing, feeling, put his finger in me. That hurt. It was confusing because — you were
always told you were going to Hell if you let anybody touch you. But then you’ve got Father
doing it.”

Julianne described to the Grand Jury the position of power that priests hold within the
Catholic faith. She testified, “They — there wasn’t anybody that was more important than, not just
him, but any priest. They were — and to some degree still are, but they are much above anybody
else in your family or they are God in the flesh.”

Julianne went on to describe other incidents after the trip to the Poconos in which
Fromholzer had sexual or inappropriate contact with her. She testified that there was a gym in the
basement of the ninth grade building at Central Catholic. Fromholzer would follow her into the
basement and make comments that she gained a little weight and needed to get on a scale.
Fromholzer would then lift her onto the scale from behind, holding her breast to get her on the
scale. Fromholzer would constantly nuzzle and kiss her neck as well as “kiss and touch.” After
the trip to the Poconos, the touching occurred on top of her clothing and panties.

Julianne told the Grand Jury of an incident in which Fromholzer humiliated her in front of
her religion class. She was participating in a reading of the Passion of Christ around Easter season.
Fromholzer had her read aloud the portion of the story where the words “the cock crows three
times” appear. Fromholzer had her repeat the words several times, which evoked laughter from
Fromholzer and the boys in the class. As Julianne left class that day, Fromholzer leaned in and

nuzzled her neck and asked the victim if she knew what a cock was.
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The victim testified that the abuse stopped only when she moved on to tenth grade and was
no longer in the same building as Fromholzer.

Julianne’s friend also testified in front of the Grand Jury about being abused by
Fromholzer. The second victim was taken to the Poconos by Fromholzer with Julianne. She was
in ninth grade and approximately 14 years old when the abuse occurred. On the way to the
Poconos, she observed Fromholzer rubbing his elbow against Julianne’s breasts. Once at the
location in the Poconos, the second victim was also sexually abused by Fromholzer. Fromholzer
began kissing her on the lips and touching her breasts. Reluctantly, she laid down on a blanket
where Fromholzer, using his hands, proceeded to touch her on her vaginal area, inside her clothing.

The second victim reported the abuse to her principal at the time, Father Robert M. Forst.
She told Forst about the trip to the Poconos and how Fromholzer touched her and her friend
inappropriately. Forst responded by indicating to the second victim that the discussion they were
having had “ended.” Forst told her that she was expelled from school and indicated she needed to
bring her father to the school. The second victim came from a single-parent home in which her
mother had left after no longer being able to live with her father. Both parents were alcoholics and
her father was physically abusive. When her father arrived at the school, there was a meeting
between the second victim, her father, and Forst. The second victim recalled Forst telling her,
“Now, I want you to tell that story that you said — the made-up story that you said about the priest
to your father — with your father here.” She again told them about how she was abused by
Fromholzer. Her father did not believe her and proceeded to drag her home, yelling at her and
slapping her along the way. When they finally got home, she was beaten more by her father, this

time with a belt so that the belt buckle would strike her.
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The second victim told the Grand Jury that the school then failed her in English and
Algebra, two courses that she loved. She expressed to the Grand Jury how hard it was to talk of
the abuse since she had not told anyone most of her life. The abuse haunted the second victim her
entire life, resulting in two marriages that ended in divorce. Talking about the abuse she endured
at the hands of Fromholzer, she testified, “You can’t get rid of it. You don’t talk about it. It is
always there.” Coming from a broken home, she had counted on the understanding of priests and
nuns. The second victim said that, after being expelled for reporting being sexually abused by
Fromholzer, she felt “worthless.”

The second victim broke years of silence when she testified before the Grand Jury. Her
friend, Julianne, told the Grand Jury that it took her until she was in her thirties, nearly twenty
years later, to find the courage to try to report the abuse to someone in the Diocese. Unfortunately
for Julianne, she tried to report the abuse to another priest, Father Weasel. Weasel was considered
a family friend. When the victim began to tell Weasel of the abuse, he stopped her and told her,
“No, I don’t want to hear it. You go to confession and you pray for him.” As a result, Julianne
said nothing more about the abuse until she was unable to stay silent any longer.

Julianne reported Fromholzer’s conduct to Monsignor John Murphy of St. Thomas Moore
Parish. As she tried to confess the abuse, Murphy told her, “Don’t say the name.” At the time
Julianne tried to report the abuse to Murphy in the 1980’s, Fromholzer was continuing to practice
as a priest at St. Paul’s Church in Allentown.

It was not until approximately August 2002, after the Boston Globe broke the story of child
sexual abuse within the Archdiocese of Boston, that Julianne was ready to pursue reporting
Fromholzer’s criminal conduct to law enforcement. She contacted the Allentown Police

Department to file a police report and informed the police that Fromholzer was still working at a
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church that had a grade school. Julianne also personally reported the abuse to the District Attorney
and informed him that Fromholzer was still working at a church with a grade school. The District
Attorney elected not to pursue the matter and cited the statute of limitations.

Julianne told the Grand Jury that, if it were not for the clergy abuse being revealed in the
Boston Archdiocese, she would not have come forward to report the abuse she endured. She also
indicated how grateful she was, having been able to tell the Grand Jury about the abuse and
Fromholzer.

Julianne subsequently became involved with a clergy abuse victim’s network.  She
testified that she is aware from fielding phone calls that there are hundreds of victims who have
not yet come forward. She described calls in the middle of the night with full-grown men weeping
into the phone as they recounted their sexual abuse at the hands of Roman Catholic priests. This
is a volunteer effort on Julianne’s part, motivated by her own victimization and a desire to help
others. At the close of her testimony, Julianne thanked the Grand Jury for listening to her story
and providing her the opportunity to express their pain. Julianne stated, ““... so what does it mean
to have somebody care? It means a lot. So I thank you.”

On September 1, 2016, the Grand Jury issued a subpoena to the Diocese for any and all
records related to clergy or church officials against whom complaints of child sexual abuse had
been made. Records received by the Office of Attorney General from the Diocese numbered into
the thousands. The testimony of the victims was cross-referenced with the records of the Diocese.
Internal Diocesan records do not contain any information from Julianne’s reports to Weasel or
Murphy. However, it is evident that, once Julianne made contact with the Diocese in 2002, the
Diocese and its attorney, Thomas Traud, attempted to undermine and discredit Julianne and her

family.
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In 2002, the Diocese was made aware of reports of child sexual abuse against Fromholzer
by Julianne and her friend, Victim Two. Fromholzer was still in active ministry. Internal Diocesan
records show that the Diocese immediately disregarded these complaints as false. However,
Fromholzer “volunteered” to retire.

On September 3, 2002, a fax was sent to Monsignors Schlert and Gobitas. The fax bore
the timestamp of 09:55 A.M. from the Traud Law Offices. After some discussion regarding an
attempt to schedule a meeting with Julianne, Traud reported that he had received information from
a relative of Monsignor Leo Fink. This informant told the Diocese that she had been the closest
of friends with Julianne in high school and that they shared every secret. She reported that Julianne
had once danced as a go-go dancer in the 1960’s and that she believed her to be sexually active.
Traud’s informant stated that she believed it possible that Julianne was one of the girls who had
an affair with a coach at Central Catholic. The informant reported that Julianne also had a family
member once go to prison. Traud reported all of this to the Diocese, specifically to Schlert and
Gobitas. He went on to note that he knew his informant well and that she had been “so candid and
honest.”

Having received a report that one of their priests had violated children, the Diocese and its
attorney immediately began to exchange information meant to discredit the victim with unrelated
and irrelevant attacks on her and her family. Moreover, the fact that information that a Central
Catholic coach may have been sexually abusing students was used as evidence against the victim.
In reality, it is the report of yet another crime not reported to the police.

A memorandum dated September 11, 2002, by Gobitas, recorded a meeting of September
10 between Julianne, her attorney, Gobitas, Schlert, and Traud. In that memorandum, Julianne’s

account of abuse is recorded. Julianne stated that there was a witness to at least one assault. The
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Diocese recorded the meeting as positive and amicable. The next day a memo was generated by
Gobitas that recorded his interview of that witness. The witness recalled that she observed
Fromholzer rub his arm on Julianne’s breasts on one occasion in a car in front of Allentown

Catholic High School. The witness identified another, possibly a third, victim by first name.
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DIOCESE OF ALLENTOWN
SECRETARIAT FOR CLERGY

; MEMORANBU,M ;o

To: _
' FROM: MONSIGNOR GERALD E. GOBITAS /&E‘}i

's FROMI{DLZER FILE :

DaATE: '~ 13 SEPTEMBER 2002

Re: —

. I met with mysle on Friday, 18 September 2002 at 9:00 a.m. in
the Chaneery. said that she was niever sexually assaulted by Father Fromholzer
‘but she alleged to have witnessed him mappropnately rubbing his arm over Juliann

breasts. on one occasion in a car in front of Allentown Central Catholic

. High School when she ancl- were both freshmen, was seated in the back -
seat of the car. iligniti was in the middle in the front seat. stated the Father
'-Fromholzer s hands never Went underneath juliann’s: clothmg ' )

said she knows of another glrl named — who may have been
assaulted by Father Fromholzer.” She said that she still has some contact with(@ili§ I
gave her my eard and encouraged her to havoiiili call me, -

stated that she does not need any. counsehng she just wanted to confirm -

the truth o ]ulla:nn 8 a}legatmns

@S
SEP 16 202

 REV: ALFRED A, SCHLERT

The Witness Interview Memo
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On September 16, 2002, at 2:48 p.m., a fax was sent from Traud Law Offices to Schlert
and Gobitas. The message contained impressions of the meeting on September 10%. Among other
things, the memo noted that Tom Traud found Julianne to be “overly dramatic in that there were
some times she was crying in the meeting” and that “this woman made an awful amount of
assumptions that just were unwarranted.”

This pattern of investigating the victim continued through 2004 in letters from Traud dated
January 22, 2004, and April 12, 2002. In the first letter to Gobitas and Schlert, Traud noted that
Julianne was recently in the news and was pursuing her lawsuit and that he received information
from a local attorney. The attorney told Traud that Julianne’s daughter was a witness for the
Commonwealth in a murder case. Traud noted that, because Julianne became involved, she could
either be “a mother looking out for her child; or, maybe this is a woman who repeatedly wants her
fifteen minutes of fame.” In the second letter, Traud informed the Diocese that Julianne’s husband
was associated with the Christian Motorcyclists Association which Traud labeled the husband’s
brainchild.

In contrast to the efforts to investigate and discredit the victims of child sexual abuse who
dared to report their abuse to the Diocese and/or report to civil authorities, the internal
documentation regarding the diocesan investigation of Fromholzer is starkly different. The
Diocese asked Fromholzer if he did it. Fromholzer said no. Fromholzer then suggested it might
be a good time for him to retire.

The report of abuse and subsequent investigation of the victim all occurred on the watch
of Cullen. In 2009, Barres took command of the Diocese. In an effort to comply with Diocesan

policy and state law, the Diocese formally reported the complaints against Fromholzer to the
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District Attorney. Similarly, Julianne’s lawsuit against the Diocese was dismissed due to the civil
statute of limitations. She has received no recovery or recompense for her suffering.

The Grand Jury finds that the Diocese of Allentown and the Allentown Central Catholic
High School knew full well the criminal conduct of Fromholzer. Yet, knowing that Fromholzer
was preying on young girls, the Diocese and School took no action. The victims were told to let
it go. When these victims came forward again years later, they were met with disbelief and scorn.
Ultimately, internal records show that the Diocese itself deemed Julianne’s complaint against
Fromholzer to be credible.

Victims are reluctant to report to law enforcement or take any action for fear of retaliation
from the Dioceses. That retaliation and intimidation takes many forms. Originally Julianne did
not seek any legal action against the Diocese. She simply wished to inform Weasel and Murphy
of her concerns and for the Diocese to take action. Action only occurred when Julianne began to
speak to parties empowered to scrutinize the conduct of the Diocese: her own attorneys, law

enforcement, and the press.
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06/1955 - 04/1957
04/1957 - 05/1958
05/1958 — 09/1958
09/1958 — 09/1959
09/1959 — 06/1962
06/1962 — 09/1963
09/1963 — 03/1964
03/1964 — 07/1964
07/1964 — 02/1965
02/1965 — 11/1966

11/1966 — 08/1968
08/1968 — 10/1969
10/1969 — 04/1971
04/1971 — 04/1974
04/1974 - 11/1979
11/1979 — 07/1980
07/1980 — 06/1983
06/1983 — 02/1992
02/1992

1992 — 2002

The Case of Father Edward R. Graff
Known Assignments

Annunciation B.V.M., Shenandoah

St. Anthony of Padua, Easton

St. Elizabeth‘s, Pen Argyl

Pius X High School, Roseto
Residence, St. Anthony, Easton
University of Notre Dame

Our Lady Help of Christians, Allentown
St. Elizabeth, Pen Argyl

Pius X High School, Roseto

Holy Rosary, Reading

Central Catholic High School, Reading
Holy Name High School, reading

St. Margaret, Reading

St Peter, Coplay

Annunciation B.V.M., Catasauqua,
Director, Thanksgiving Clothing Drive
Sick Leave

St. Margaret, Reading

Holy Guardian Angels, Reading
Departed Diocese of Allentown

Served in various capacities in Dioceses in New Mexico and Texas

Father Edward R. Graff served as a priest in the Roman Catholic Church for approximately

forty-five years, approximately thirty-five years in the Diocese of Allentown and ten years in the

Dioceses of Santa Fe, New Mexico, and Amarillo, Texas. During his years in ministry, Graff

raped scores of children. The Grand Jury investigated not only Graff’s conduct but the knowledge

of the relevant Dioceses.

The case of Graff is an example of dioceses that minimized the criminal conduct of one of

their priests, while secretly noting the significant danger the priest posed to the public. The Grand

Jury notes that the use of euphemisms was constant throughout the Dioceses of Pennsylvania, but

particularly apparent in the case of Graff. Terms such as “sick leave” or “health leave” were often

used to reference an absence from ministry related to child sexual abuse. In Graff’s case, it was
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coded as sick leave and retirement. Additionally, child sexual abuse was often minimized with
terms such as familiarity, boundary issues, or inappropriate contact. In Graff’s case, internal
records and correspondence referred to it as difficulties. Finally, it was common to see collateral
issues highlighted as the primary underlying problem, while the sexual abuse of children was
deemed a collateral and lesser, related form of misconduct. Known child abusers were regularly
referred to as having alcohol problems or classified as naive. In the case of Graff, his primary
problem was documented as being an alcoholic. A review of the documents obtained by the Grand
Jury stands in stark contrast to the acts described by Graff’s victims.

The Grand Jury obtained internal Diocesan records after the Diocese was served with a
subpoena on September 1, 2016. Those records were maintained in the secret or confidential
archives of the Diocese as well as personnel records. In August 1986, Graff entered the Neumann
Center in Reading for what was reported as chemical dependency. The Grand Jury concluded that
this was not solely a case of chemical dependency but that the Diocese was aware of some type of
sexual conduct with a minor.

After almost thirty years of service in school and parishes in the Diocese, Graff was sent
to New Mexico for treatment of undefined but “serious” conduct on the part of Graff. On
November 28, 1989, there was an exchange of letters between Welsh and Archbishop Robert
Sanchez of the Catholic Center, Santa Fe, New Mexico. The subject of the letters was whether
Sanchez was “aware of the seriousness of these cases.” The context of the letter reflected more
than a mere problem with alcohol. However, no further details were provided in the letters.

By February 1992, Welsh authorized Graff to retire from active ministry in the Diocese.
However, Welsh also authorized Graff to begin ministry to the needy in the Archdiocese of Santa

Fe, New Mexico. On February 25, 1992, three letters were dispatched by Welsh. Welsh wrote to
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Graff authorizing him to *“continue your ministry to the various needy persons you are already
serving.” Welsh noted that this was done by agreement with Sanchez. Welsh reminded Graff that
he was accountable to the Servants of the Paraclete! in Albuquerque as his supervision was
continued. Welsh also made arrangements to provide Graff with a monthly pension, living
allowance, medical and life insurance, and automobile insurance.

Welsh’s second letter was sent to Sanchez. In this letter, Welsh explained that he had
granted Graff faculties from the Diocese of Allentown and understood that Sanchez had permitted
Graff limited faculties within the Archdiocese of Santa Fe under the supervision of the Servants
of the Paraclete. Welsh’s third letter thanked the clinical director of the Albuquerque Villa for the
care provided to Graff and informed him of the aforementioned arrangement between the Dioceses

of Allentown and Santa Fe.

! The Servants of the Paraclete was a treatment center regularly used by Pennsylvania Dioceses for the evaluation
and treatment of sexual offenders.
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The February 25, 1992 Letters




In 1993, correspondence between Welsh and Bishop Leroy Matthiesen of Amarillo, Texas,
detailed an alarming development. Welsh expressed his concern that Graff had been transferred
within Matthiesen’s Diocese without prior consultation of Welsh. Welsh was also concerned about
Graff’s living arrangements. Welsh wrote, “It had been my understanding that he was residing in
a rectory, but it has now come to light that he has purchased a house. Because of his past history
in this Diocese, this development raises additional concerns about the potential risk surrounding

Father Graff’s activity in your Diocese.”
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BISHOF'S OFFICE
POST OFFICE BOX F
ALLENTOWN, PENNSYLVANIA
18105
EVENTEENTH STREET
29 October 1993 202 NORTH RO s

Fax (215) 433-7622

His Excellency A
The Most Rev. Leroy T. Matthiesen

Dear BishoP Matthiesen,

1 am writing in regard to the Reverend Edward
R. Graff, & priest of this Diocese who 1is currently Jocated in
Silverton within your Diocese.

After Father Graff completed his therapy with the Servants of
the Paraclete at The Albuquerque Villa, he presented a request to me
that he be allowed to retire from active service to the Allentown
piocese and repain in Albuquerque to continue with the ministry he
had been engaged in with the homeless and Aids patients. 1 granted
his request after determining that the Archbishop of Santa Fe
agreed to give 1imited priestly faculties of that Archdiocese to
Father Graff. It was understood, however, that he would continue to
be supervised by the Paracletes.

Subsequently it came as a surprise to learn that Father Graff
nad transferred to Silverton in your Diocese since this was done
without any prior consultation with me. This move, I was later
told, was prompted bY the fact that faculties of priests not
incardinated in the Archdiocese of Santa Fe had been withdrawn by
the then Archbishop. On the suggestion of Father Liam Hoare, S-P..
Father Graff sought and obtained permission From you to assist at
our Lady of Loreto parish in Silverton.

Only recently have I been made AWATS of Father Graff's living
arrangements. It had been my understanding that pe was residing in
a rectory, but it has now come to 1ight that he has purchased

a house. Because of his past history in this piocese, this develop-
ment ralses additional concerns about the potentinl risk surrounding
Father Graff's activity in your Diocese. I can only hope that he

conth%es to maintain close contact with the paracletes and with you
g as well.
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Bishop Matthiesen / 2 October 29, 1993

I shall greatly appreciate any update you can provide me about

Father GrafE.
With every good wish, I am

Sincerely yours in Our Lord,

Bishop of Allentown

Welsh’s “Potential Risk” Letter
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Matthiesen responded on November 2, 1993, that Graff tended to be a “loner” and thanked
Welsh for “alerting me to the risk I may be taking.” Matthiesen indicated he planned “to be even
more vigilant and to supervise him even more closely.” On November 11, 1994, Welsh wrote
Reverend Liam Hoare, Servant General, Servants of the Paraclete, and wanted to know whether
Graff was being monitored. Welsh sought a description of the precise nature of the monitoring.
Welsh wrote, “While this is not a new concern, I am prompted to express it anew at this time
because an individual came forward recently and reported that he had had some difficulties with
Father Graff in the past.” Welsh closed his letter stating:

I know that you will appreciate the reasons for my concern, since the matter

presents both your Congregation and the Diocese of Allentown with the potential

of legal liability for anything untoward which may occur in the course of Father
Graff’s ministry in Amarillo.

39



A
diocese of amanrillo

November 2, 1993

Most Rev. Thomas J. Welsh NOV )
Bishop of Allentown V-8 993
P05 Box B

Allentown PA 18105

Dear Bishop Welsh:
Grace and peace!

I am in receipt of your letter of Oct. 29 sharing your
concerns about Father Ed Graff's ministry in the Diocese of
Amarillo.

I accepted Father Graff on the recommendation of Father
Liam Hoare, s.P., Servant General of the Servants of the
Paraclete, who stated that he would take personal responsibility
for him. I was unaware that you had not been consulted. In
hindsight, I should have contacted you and apologize to you for
that oversight. I had simply taken it for granted. I was told
that he is a recovering alcoholic, and my subsequent inquiry
confirmed that. = e

I assigned Father Graff to Our Lady of Loreto Church, a
mission of Holy Spirit Parish, Tulia, and placed him under the
care of the pastor. For a while he lived in a small, rundown
house made available to us at no cost by a member of the mission
Church. Subsequently, a better house near the church was
offered to us for $12,000 and I approved the purchase as a
rectory.

An after-care program, directed by Father Peter Lechner,
s.P., is in place. Father Graff is a member of a support group
comprised of himself and two other priests that meets monthly.
Every six weeks he returns to Albuquerque to touch base with his
program directors. My Vicar of Clergy is on the road each week
visiting our priests, including Father Graff. I require him to
attend our clergy gatherings, the next of which will be four
Priests' Study Days concentrating on personal development,
relationships, boundaries, clergy misconduct, etc.

DIODCESAN PASTORAL CENTER AMARILLO, TX 79117-56844
RO. BOX 56844 806-383-2243
FAX B0OB-383-8452
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s November 2, 1993

Father Graff, with his pastoral sensitivity and ability to
speak Spanish, is much loved by the people, almost 100 per cent
of whom are Mexicans and Mexican-Americans. In addition to the
care of Our Lady of Loreto in Silverton I have given him the
care of St. Elizabeth's Church in Turkey as well, another poor
mission community that is totally Hispanic.

My one concern about Father Graff is that he tends to be a__
loner. I have spoken to him about that and shared my concern
with Father Liam, who will be with us on one of the Study Days
(Thursday, Nov. 11).

Thank you for alerting me to the risk I may be taking. I
am in frequent touch with Father Liam and have confidence in his
Jjudgment in present circumstances. Nevertheless, I plan to be
even more vigilant and to supervise him even more closely.

Fraternally yours in Christ,

<

Bishgo oy T. Matthiesen

Matthiesen’s Letter to Welsh
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BISHOP'S OFFICE
POST OFFICE HOX ¥
ALLENTOWN, PENNSYLVANIA
[E1T0

2U2 NORTIV SEVENTRENTIL XVREET
November 19, 1993 R

Fax (LIG) AL Tde

His Excellency

The Most Reverend Leroy T. Matthiesen, D.D.
Bishop of Amarillo

Diocesan pastoral Center

post offlce Box 5644

Amarillo, Texas 79117-5644

Dear Bishop Matthiesen,

Thank you very xindly for your letter of
November 2. 1993 concerning Father Edward R. Graff's ministry in the
Diocese of Amarillo.

1 appreciate very much the jnformation Yyou have furnished as
well as your willingness to be even more wigllant jn your super-
vision of Father Graff.

Thank you for Yyour interest in this matter.-

Sincerely Yyours in Our Lord,

Bishop of Allentown

Welsh’s Letters of Warning
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Welsh had the power to remove Graff’s faculties to minister in light of Graff’s known risk,
concern, and legal liability. However, Welsh left Graff in ministry by agreement with Matthiesen.
On January 5, 1995, Matthiesen wrote to Welsh, “Bishop, I am happy to report to you that Father
Graff is carrying out a wonderful ministry in Silverton, Turkey, and Quitaque. He is well received
and loved by the people who are almost totally Hispanic and among the poorest of the poor.”

In 1997, Cullen took command of the Diocese of Allentown. Diocesan records do not
show any indication that Cullen took any action against Graff. In fact, Graff appears to have
continued in ministry outside of Pennsylvania with no real attempt to understand where he was or
what he was doing.

On October 4, 2002, Graff was arrested in Briscoe County, Texas, for sexually abusing a
15-year-old boy. Several news articles were written about the incident. Graff died on November
25, 2002, due to injuries from an accident while in a Texas prison awaiting trial.

A news article written in the Allentown Morning Call, dated November 27, 2002, reported
that the boy Graff abused in Texas was hired by Graff to work at the church rectory where Graff
was assigned. It was reported that the victim stated that he watched pornographic movies with
Graff and Graff performed oral sex on the victim. The news article quoted investigator Jay Foster
as saying Graff would hire mostly Hispanic boys in their early teens to clean the rectory and mow
the lawn. Foster went on to say Graff “always had things to attract kids, like video games, Cokes,
candy.” The article cited to Texas criminal records related to his arrest.

On October 10, 2002, a victim reported to the Diocese of Allentown that he was sexually
abused by Graff between 1983 and 1984 at the Holy Guardian Angels, Reading. The abuse

involved a series of incidents such as showering together, masturbation, and fondling.

44



On June 28, 2003, a second known victim wrote a statement detailing the sexual abuse
committed by Graff on him. The second known victim indicated the abuse occurred in the rectory
of the Holy Guardian Angels Elementary/Middle School when the second victim was in seventh
grade. The second victim detailed the grooming techniques of Graff. After the grooming period,
Graff had him take his pants down and sit down. Graff then fondled the second victim’s penis as
Graff masturbated. According to the second victim, when he questioned Graff about the abuse,
Graff responded by telling the second victim that it was “OK” because he was “an instrument of
God.” The second victim indicated the abuse occurred over the next six months as Graff would
have the second victim come to his room, where Graff would masturbate both himself and the
second victim. The second victim believed his friend and other boys were also abused by Graff
during this same period.

In July 2003, after these complaints, the Diocese notified Catholic Mutual Insurance Group
of potential liability.

On January 13, 2005, the Diocese received insurance paperwork regarding coverage for
several sexual abuse allegations, including a claim by a third victim who asserted sexual abuse by
Graff between 1971 and 1978, when the third victim was between twelve and thirteen years old.
The third victim was a parishioner at Annunciation BVM located in Catasauqua when the abuse
occurred. In the suit the third victim stated Graff repeatedly took pictures of him while he was
naked, masturbated the third victim until he ejaculated, and performed oral sex on the third victim.
Graff forced the third victim to masturbate and on one occasion Graff attempted to perform anal
intercourse on the third victim, stopping only after objection. For many years the abuse occurred

on a daily basis. The abuse occurred in Graff’s bedroom or living room of the rectory. Often,
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before Graff abused the third victim, Graff would force the third victim to drink alcohol until he
was intoxicated.

On January 25, 2007, a fourth victim reported to the Diocese that he was sexually assaulted
by Graff in 1986, within the Holy Guardian Angels Rectory, when he was 17 years old. The fourth
victim died in April of 2015. The Diocese paid for his funeral.

The Grand Jury heard testimony from some of Graff’s victims. In addition, the Grand Jury
learned of Joey from his grandmother, mother, and sister in August 2016.

Some years after his abuse, Joey disclosed his secret to his grandmother, Kitty. Kitty and
Joey had a special relationship. They would go on walks together. They would discuss their life
and the future together. They were best friends.

Kitty recalled that, after years of a downward spiral, Joey finally told her what had
happened to him as a child attending his home parish within the Diocese. Graff had raped Joey.
During the violent assault, Graff had borne down on Joey’s back with such force it had damaged
his back. Kitty believed Joey had tried to tell her this years earlier when he had asked if priests
molest children. Kitty thought then it was just the gossip of children.

Joey eventually told his mother, Judy, and his sister. Suddenly, the changes they noticed
in this happy, out-going, science-fiction-loving boy made sense. He was dealing with trauma and
conflict.

Joey wrote the Diocese on July 31, 2007. Joey described how Graff befriended him and
then violently violated him. Joey wrote, “Father Graff did more than rape me. He killed my
potential and in so doing killed the man I should have become.”

In August 2016, Joey’s mother testified before the Grand Jury. Judy explained that, in

spite of his victimization, Joey had kept the faith. She stated:
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He stayed with the church. And he asked me if anything ever happened to him to

have a Catholic mass and I didn't want to do it and he made me promise and I did.

I did what he wanted, but it was the hardest thing to go into that church and being

counseled with by a priest. I listened to him and tried to help him out a little bit but

I was against it. But he -- the religion was very important to him and he was so

afraid of going to hell that I think that is why he stuck with it.

Judy testified that the Diocese did provide some support to Joey before his death. However,
Judy said that financial support was never the thing they most desired. Judy noted, “They never
admitted anything happened. It was like he was trying to prove his entire life what had happened
and that he was telling the truth. They never admitted — they never said there was abuse.”

Joey wrote a letter to Cullen before his death. Joey spoke for all victims of child sexual
abuse who suffered at the hands of Roman Catholic Priests. Joey noted that the Church’s resistance
to providing victims their day in court was inconsistent with supporting victims. Joey wrote:

Pennsylvania law does not, for one moment, bar the Diocese of Allentown from

making financial settlements with persons who were abused as minors, even though

they might not report the abuse until they become adults. Pennsylvania's so-called

statute of limitations is merely a defense, a legalistic prescription which the Diocese

of Allentown may choose to invoke in civil litigation when it wishes to have an

allegation of abuse dismissed without a hearing on the merits.

Joey did not live to have his day in court. He passed away due to an addiction to painkillers.
Joey became addicted to these pain killers after his back was injured during a particularly violent
attack by Graff.

Joey’s account is but one account of many victims who were harmed by Graff as children.
After Graff’s arrest in Texas, public scrutiny turned on the Diocese. On October 14, 2002, the
Allentown Morning Call broke the news that four individuals in Pennsylvania had come forward
with reports of child sexual abuse perpetrated by Graff. The article stated that a Diocesan

spokesman, Matt Kerr, responded that he was “surprised” by the reports and explained that "We

communicated to the Amarillo Diocese rumors that had surfaced, but we never had any contact
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with actual victims," Kerr said, “This is all new to us." These were the same four victims described
above, who reported their abuse to the Diocese after reporting it to the Morning Call.

However, the Diocesan statement stands in stark contrast to the evidence held within the
records of the Diocese. While the Diocese stated they were “‘surprised,” internal records
documenting the opinion of the Bishops showed constant references to Graff as being a “risk,” a
“concern,” and a “legal liability.” This language was much more consistent with language used in
relation to predatory priests than a priest with a drinking problem.

Other victims continued to speak out after 2002. One of Graff’s victims testified before
the Grand Jury and provided a compelling and detailed account of a violent assault by Graff. In
particularly graphic testimony, this victim explained how, as Graff prepared to anally penetrate
him, he decided that he could either let the rape happen or run. He explained how he fled into the
street, mostly nude, rather than allow the assault by the formidable and imposing Graff. He further
explained the lasting effect of the assault and its continuing impact on his daily life. This victim’s
mother testified before the Grand Jury as well. She stated that her son immediately reported the
abuse to her after it occurred in 1984. She reported the abuse to Father John A. Krivak and her
son’s school principal. In spite of this report, Graff continued in ministry as a priest.

The Grand Jury heard from still more victims who reported Graff was particularly violent
in his assaults and seemed to take as much pleasure in causing pain as in the criminal sexual acts
themselves. All of Graff’s victims have struggled to move forward, and many question why so
little has been done to hold the institution accountable for enabling the commission of such heinous

crimes by their leaders.
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The Case of Father Michael S. Lawrence

Known Assignments

06/1973 - 06/1974 St. Catharine of Siena, Reading
06/1974 - 11/1974 Notre Dame High School, Easton
Sacred Heart, Miller Heights
11/1974 - 12/1974 Coordinator of Adult Religious Education, North Hampton
12/1974 - 06/1975 St. Jane Frances de Chantal, Easton
06/1975 - 12/1975 St. Jane Frances de Chantal, Easton
12/1975 - 06/1977 St. Anne, Bethlehem
06/1977 - 06/1978 Central Catholic High School, Allentown
St. Lawrence, Catasauqua
06/1978 - 08/1978 Diocesan Tribunal
08/1978 - 03/1980 Holy Trinity, Whitehall
03/1980 - 11/1982 St. Catharine of Siena, Reading
11/1982 - 03/1984 St. Anthony, Easton
03/1984 - 06/1984 Notre Dame High School, Easton
St. Anthony, Easton
06/1984 - 08/1984 St. Joseph, Easton
Notre Dame High School, Easton
08/1984 - 01/1987 Immaculate Conception, Jim Thorpe
01/1987 - 06/1987 Sick Leave
06/1987 - 03/1994 St. Paul, Allentown
Diocesan Tribunal
Ministry to the Aging
03/1994 - 06/1998 Diocesan Tribunal
06/1998 - 01/2000 Catholic University of America
Divine Word College
01/2000 - 03/2002 Courage
03/2002 - 04/2015 Retired

Father Michael Lawrence was ordained on May 19, 1973. Suspicions of Lawrence’s
pedophilic behavior were brought to the attention of the Church as early as 1970 while Lawrence
was attending St. Charles Borromeo Seminary. A student evaluation found within the records of
the Diocese and obtained by the Grand Jury indicate that Lawrence was “a mysterious type who
craves the attention of younger students” and that Lawrence showed “a little too much interest in
younger students.” Regardless of these observations, in 1981, Bishop Joseph McShea wished

Lawrence well and noted that Lawrence “and a group of young people from Saint Catherine’s
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Parish will be making a retreat on the weekend of November 20%-22%* The Bishop’s salutations

are contained within his November 5, 1981, letter to Lawrence on the subject.

BISHO[P's OFFICE
| . PosT OFFiCE Box F
ALLENTOWN, PENNSYLVANIA
18105

202 NORTH SEVENTEENTH STREET
(215) 437.0755

November 5, 1981

e

/
iy
The Reverend Michael 5. Lawrence, M. Div,
" Saint Catharine of Siena Parish Center .
2427 Perkomen Avenue
Mount Penn
Reading, Pennaylvania 19605

Dear Father Lawrence,

it was recently brought to my attentlon that you and a
group of young people from Saint Cathsrine's Parish will be making a retreat
on the weekend of November 20th-22ad, -

I would like you and all those
that you will be very much ln my thou t

 will be on retreat with you to know
8 and prayers during the weekend,

I pray. that the weekend wiillb

. time of épecial graces which will draw
ali'of you closer to our Lord and Ris

hurch,

: I ask that you remember my i
Pray in a special way for an increase
religious life,

With eifery blessing and good

tentions during the weekend, and that you
f vocations to the priesthood aand the

tsh, I remaln

Cordially yours,

Bishop of A-lieutown

The Bishop’s Letter
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Less than a year later, a 12-year-old boy told his father that Lawrence had sexually abused
him. A report written by Monsignor Anthony Muntone, dated August 18, 1982, indicated that
Father Fred Loeper called the Chancery to report an “unfortunate incident.” Lawrence, then a
priest at St. Catharine’s of Siena, Reading, had sexually abused a 12-year-old boy. The father of
the victim called Loeper to report the details of the incident. The victim told his father that he had
been in Lawrence’s room for a tutoring session. At the end of the session, the talk between
Lawrence and the victim turned to sex. Lawrence then began to touch his genitals, had the victim
take down his pants, and began to fondle the victim’s genitals. The victim’s father reported that
his son had told him there had been “a lot of fondling, so much that he felt pain.” Additionally,
Lawrence made the victim urinate. The victim’s father also reported the victim was having a hard
time sleeping.

Muntone called Lawrence into his office and asked what had happened between Lawrence
and the reporting victim. Lawrence responded “Please help me. 1sexually molested a young boy.”
Lawrence then admitted he had the victim come to his room for an English lesson. Lawrence had
the victim remove his pants and underwear and Lawrence touched the boy’s genitals. He then
drove the victim home.

Records indicate that Lawrence was sent to “Downingtown” (St. John Vianney Center) the
same day he confessed to Muntone. Muntone wrote in his report that he spoke to “the doctor” at
Downingtown, who informed him that the family of the victim should be given time to “ventilate”

and what the victim experienced may not “be a horrendous trauma for the boy.”
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Muntone’s Confidential Memo of Child Sexual Abuse
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Less than two years later, Lawrence was assigned to a high school to teach religion classes.
A handwritten note to Bishop Thomas Welsh, dated April 9, 1984, reported that things were “going
well” since Lawrence had taken over Bill Baker’s religion classes. The note went on to state that
Lawrence would like to be “reassigned to the school with the spring appointments.” The note is

signed Tony, for Anthony Muntone.
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The Note to the Bishop
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Lawrence continued in ministry as a Roman Catholic priest in the Diocese of Allentown in
different parishes, schools, and other assignments. However, he was removed from parish ministry
in 1987 and placed on “sick leave.” A letter from Welsh to Lawrence dated October 20, 1987,
stated:

On the advice of legal counsel, I write to inform you that effective immediately

your faculties to celebrate Mass and otherwise function as a priest of the Diocese

of Allentown are limited to the confines of the Convent at Bethlehem Catholic High

School. Iwould ask you to make an appointment to see Monsignor Muntone at the

chancery at your earliest opportunity.

The Grand Jury learned that the father of the boy who reported his abuse in 1982 had
continued to complain to the Diocese regarding Lawrence’s continued role in active ministry. The
Diocese found itself, albeit temporarily, unable to maintain the secret of Lawrence’s conduct. On
the advice of legal counsel, they removed Lawrence from ministry.

Lawrence met with Welsh on November 5, 1987. The following day, Lawrence
memorialized his thoughts in a letter. Lawrence admitted that the possibility of legal action and
his removal from ministry had caused him anxiety. He wrote, “I find myself in a very dangerous
position. The deep sense of frustration and anger have led me to act-out sexually in the past and

ka4

if my present situation continues it becomes a possibility again.” Lawrence referenced another
known predatory priest, Joseph Rock, and opined that perhaps they could be a source of support
for one another. Lawrence requested a compromise in which he could celebrate the liturgy at the
Manor. Ultimately, Lawrence continued to serve as an active priest on the Diocesan Tribunal
without a documented parish assignment.

But for the perseverance of the victim’s father, the Diocese would have returned Lawrence

to active parish ministry as they had done time and time again, as documented within Diocesan

records reviewed by the Grand Jury. Although hiding Lawrence in ministry within the Diocesan
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Tribunal was a poor substitute for actual removal from all ministries and titles, the efforts of this
concerned parent kept Lawrence out of parish ministry.

The frustration this devoted father caused the Diocese of Allentown was documented in a
confidential memorandum written by Muntone to Bishop Edward Cullen on May 5, 1998. Father
Alfred Schlert was carbon copied. Muntone wrote:

Something of a sticky situation has arisen with regard to Mike Lawrence who serves

as secretary at the Tribunal. Back in 1987, it has come to light that Mike had been

involved in some very indecent behavior with a young boy about ten or twelve years

old, some five years earlier when he had been serving at St. Catherine of Siena

Parish in Reading. The father of the boy was about as angry as I have ever seen

anyone, and I have the feeling that he was just short of resorting to physical

violence. He was almost irrational and it was very difficult to deal with him.
Muntone noted that once or twice the father of the boy came into the Diocesan offices and vented
his anger. Muntone added, “It was pretty terrible.”” Muntone stated that Welsh renewed
Lawrence’s faculties on the Tribunal and that a new appointment for Lawrence was announced in
the Diocesan newspaper. Muntone described the father of the victim as going “ballistic” and
reported that he came to the Chancery once again, where he “complained bitterly that someone as
evil as Mike was now being honored by the Church.” Muntone noted that the Diocese created a
list of priests whose ministry assignments should not be made public without consultation with
Diocesan administrators as a result of this incident. Muntone concluded his memo by highlighting
“the problem” of the twenty-fifth anniversary of Lawrence’s ordination being at hand. Muntone
asked for advice as to how to handle the normal process whereby Diocesan publications
highlighted priest jubilarians of the Diocese under the circumstances. Muntone noted that, if the
regular fanfare was provided for Lawrence’s anniversary, it could be problematic and result in the

victim’s father “banging on the door once again.” Regardless, Lawrence continued in his priestly

duties on the Diocesan Tribunal until 2002.
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MEMORANDUM

cer Fr Schiert £~

DATE::  May 5, 1998

TG:' - Bishop Cullen )
FROM: - Msgr. Muntnna a Iuo m
RE: Fr. Mlchael Lawrence o

: Somethmg ofa strcky' situaﬁon has ansan wrth regard 1o Mike Lawrence who serves as

secretary at the Tribupal. - 3

Back ih.1887, it had coime to fight that Mlke had baen in\mlved in enme very 1ndecent
behavior with a young boy about ten or twelve years old, some five years earlier, when -
he had been serving at'St. Catherine of Siena Parish in Reading. The father of the boy
was about as angry as | have éver seen anyone, and | hava the fasling that he was just
shori of resorting to physncal violanca 1 He was almosl |n'a1mnal and it was very dilﬂc:ult'

-to de.al wnth him.

Mlchasl was sent in Downmg‘bown, where he remained for about six months: After his

L

discharge he was appointed secretary to o the Tribunal, and he has remained there sver

since. Once or twice since then, the father of the boy camie in to the Office and vsnted_ )
his-anger. It was pratty temible.

. A few years ago, Blshop Welsh applied to ane for the ranewal of the facuﬂles of thusa_-

who serve at the Tribtnal without the necessary canonical_ degrees.: Amoryg them was
Michael. When the faculfies | were ranewed, the Bishop reappointed the tribunal staff.

"Thare was an armrangament, “atthe time, whereby the Chancery secretaries informed the

AD Times of ali appointments made by the Bishop. The list of appomlments including

g M:c:has['s, appeared in the next issue of the paper. As you might imagine, the father
.- went balistic. He came-to tha C‘.hancery once again. ke was aconmpamed by his

pastor, Joa Smtth and two of his SOns, one “of whom had been involvad in the il’!ﬂ!dBﬂL s
He complained bitterly that-someone ‘as ‘evil as Mike was now being honored by the-

Church. There was ho way o convlnce hlm ﬂ\at the renewal of the faculies was handiy, L

an honor. .-

After the meetlng | gave Deamn John Murphy: a list of pnests whose, names or p!ctures
should not appear in tha paper without his calling the office first to discuss if. )

Now comes the problem. " Michag! .Is obsemng the Menty—ﬂﬂh annlvawsary of his
nrdlnatmn this year. The AD Times does a special feature each year on the priest:
jubllarians of the. Diccese, [f er:.hael‘s piciune and bicgraphy appear, i's a sure thing
that Mr. will be banging ‘on the door. once again. On the oiher hand, if no
mention of ae! is made in the paper, it creates another problem. -

Do you have any _adv[c_:e for handling the matter,

Muntone’s Memo to Cullen and Schlert
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On January 6, 2002, the Boston Globe generated national publicity on the issue of child
sexual abuse within the Archdiocese of Boston. In February 2002, Lawrence wrote to Cullen.
Lawrence stated that, “in light of recent events and at the suggestion of Monsignor Alfred Schlert,”
he wished to retire. Lawrence was granted a retirement and received a pension and healthcare

benefits.

Rev. Michael S. Lawrence

E@F%'H\V]E@

Holy Family Villa MEH _
1325 Prospect Ave. AR - 4 A0
Bethlehem, Pa. 18018 OFFICE OF THE BISHOP
Fe&ua.ry 27,2002

Most Rev. Edward P. Cullen, D.D. -
Bishop of Allentown

4029 W, Tighman St

P.O.BoxF

Allentown, Pa. 18105

Dear Bishop,

In lght of recent cvents and at the suggestionofMons_ignorA]ﬁ-edSchlertand
Monsignor Yohe McCann I am writing to-formally request retirement.

Both the Vicar General and the Chancellor have expressed a real concern for me
in this matter and conveyed 10 me your compassion as well For this I am truly grateful
You can be assured of my prayers for you as you strive to be a good shepherd to your
flock I ask that you would remember me in your prayers as_wel]_

 Yours in Christ Jesus,

CEA it g

Rev. Michael 8. Lawrence

The “In Light of Recent Events” Letter
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In spite of a documented confession to child molestation, Bishops Joseph McShea, Thomas
Welsh, and Edward Cullen permitted Lawrence to remain in active ministry within the Diocese
with all of the authority and trust of a priest serving on the Tribunal. The Diocese took no action
to warn parents or parishioners of the Diocese that a predator was in their midst.

The 12-year-old boy who reported his abuse to his father in 1982 was not Lawrence’s only
victim. In November 2009, the Diocese received another report of abuse at the hands of Lawrence.
A victim called to report that he had been sexually assaulted on one occasion by Lawrence. He
reported that Lawrence fondled his genitals when he was approximately 13 years of age. Lawrence
was confronted with the complaint by the Diocese. He contested the age of the boy at the time
and indicated that he believed he was 16 or older. Lawrence also indicated that he often helped
the children dress in costumes for parish productions. To the degree contact occurred, Lawrence
claimed it was accidental. There is no indication that the Diocese notified the victim of Lawrence’s
earlier confession to molesting a child in 1982. Moreover, there is no indication that Barres told
the Vatican of Lawrence’s earlier crime or his related confession when the matter was brought to
the attention of the Holy See.

In December 2014, Barres notified the Vatican by letter that he would not seek the removal
of Lawrence from the priesthood. He recommended that he remain in retired status. Lawrence

died in April 2015.
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OFFICE OF THE BISHOP

Mailing Address
POST OFFICE BOX F
ALLENTOWRN, PENNSYLVANTA
18105-1538
4079 WEST TILGHMAN STREET
ALLENTOWN, PENMSYLVANLA 18104
(610) 437-0755
Fax (610) 433-7822
16 December 2014

Archbishop J. Augustine DiNoia, O.P.
Titular Archbishop of Oregon City
Adjunct Secretary

Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith
Pallazzo del S. Uffizio

00120 Vatican City State

Re:  Prot. No. 486/2004-45204
Prot. No. 486/2004-36902

Your Excellency:
1 write in response to your letier of 14 Jarmary 2014 requesting further documentation, including
the priest’s writien response to the more recent allegations made against him.

hael Lawrence dated Ap i13, 2014, the Reverend David Szatkowski,

By mandate of Father Mic
SCJ, was appointed his canonical Procurator and Advocate and accepted by me on April 22,

2014. From the 26" to the 28 of May 2014, Father Szatkowski interviewed Father Lawrence in
order to receive his response 10 the additional accusations which were made against him and
commupicated to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith on 22 September 2011 (cf. Prot.
No. 486/2004-36902). Father Szatkowski wrote a thirty-two (32) page Tesponse on June 17,
2014 and received on June 23, 2014, which I enclose in Appendix A.

Father Michael Lawrence does not dispute the general circumstances under which the accuser
“TM claimed that an act of sexual abuse occurred more than twenty-eight years ago. He does
dispute factual details, such as the age of the accuser and the presence or absence of others when
the alleged act was 10 have occurred. He does confirm the detail that he was 10 assist in the
costurning of the children involved in the parish play, confirms his presence in the sacristy for
this purpose, and «“realizes that physical contact with JM could have happened.” He denies any
accusation of fondling or inappropriate touch. This admission ties into a 2008 psychological
report, hereafter referred to as the “Anodos Report.” One relevant page of this report,
concerning this accusation, was submitted in 2011. At that {ime, the entire report was not

submitted, prompting your Dicastery’s request for more inférmation.

On page 13 of his «Advocate Brief,” Reverend Szatkowski cites this “Anodos Report.” His
citation concemns the doctor’s observation that “he had arranged a situation in which he was able

to be with boys in a dressing room for a play where he could surreptitiously observe and touch

them.” Father Lawrence confests this part of the report- made three years before the allegation

was made- in disputing the doctor’s observation that he lacks remorse.
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The Advocate’s Bref then tums its attention to Father Lawrence’s “second time of therapy” at
Qaint John Vianney Center which he wishes to emphasize «did not relate in any way to sexual
misconduct... but to resolve problems with anger directed at parish staff.”

Also enclosed with my Votum, in Appendix B, is a Psychological Assessment of Father
Lawrence, written to bis Advocate on June 10, 2014, and a statement by the Director of the
permanent residence where Pather Michael Lawrence lives a permapent life of prayer and
penance. i

of his Advocate and the current

Having prayed over the matter, and having studied the Brief
best that the Reverend Michael

assessment of the psychologist, I have conchided that it is
Lawrence remain under this supervised way of life.

It is my hope that my opinion offered herein will serve to alleviate your Congregation from

further action in this matter.

Sincerely yours in Christ,

" O-@a/w—fr

+ Most Reverend John O. Barres, D.D.
Bishop of Allentown:

Barres’ Notification to the Vatican
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Roman Catholic Diocese of Erie

/14 Ecclesiastical Province of Philadelphia

* Archdiocese
: Diocese
-A]lentuwn

- Altoona-Johnstown
_u Erie

l:l Greensburg

D Harrisbury,

I Philadelphia

- Pittsburgh

r
~ Scranton

L. General Overview of the Diocese of Erie Pennsylvania

The Diocese of Erie was founded on July 29, 1853 and includes thirteen counties in
northwestern Pennsylvania. These counties are Erie, Crawford, Mercer, Venango, Warren, Forest,
Clarion, Jefferson, Elk, McKean, Clearfield, Cameron and Potter Counties. This is the largest
geographical diocese in the state of Pennsylvania. Due to its large size the Diocese of Erie is
divided into three sections known as Vicariates: Eastern, Northern and Western. Each of these
Vicariates is run by a priest or Monsignor who takes their direction from, and is answerable to, the
Bishop of Erie. The Diocese serves the roughly 221,508 Catholics of the region or approximately

25.7% of the regional population. The Bishop is the chief authority within the Diocese of Erie.

II.  History of Bishops of the Diocese of Erie
1) Bishop John M. Gannon (1920 — 1966)

2) Bishop John F. Whealon (1966 — 1968)
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3) Bishop Alfred M. Watson (1969 — 1982)
4) Bishop Michael J. Murphy (1982 — 1990)
5) Bishop Donald W. Trautman (1990 — 2012)

6) Bishop Lawrence T. Persico (2012 — Present)

III. Additional Church Leadership within the Diocese of Erie Relevant to the
Grand Jury's Investigation

The Grand Jury finds that that the following Church leaders, while not Bishops, played an
important role in the Diocese of Erie's handling of allegations of priest sexual abuse.
1) Monsignor Mark Bartchak

2) Father Glen Whitman

IV. Findings of the Grand Jury

The Grand Jury uncovered evidence of child sexual abuse committed by priests in the
Diocese of Erie. Evidence showed that Roman Catholic priests engaged in sexual contact with
minors, including grooming and fondling of genitals and/or intimate body parts, as well as
penetration of the vagina, mouth, or anus. The evidence also showed that Diocesan administrators,
including the Bishops, had knowledge of this conduct and yet priests were regularly placed in
ministry after the Diocese was on notice that a complaint of child sexual abuse had been made.
This conduct enabled offenders and endangered the welfare of children.

Evidence also showed that the Diocese made settlements with victims and had discussions
with lawyers regarding the sexual conduct of priests with children. Further, these settlements
contained confidentiality agreements forbidding victims from speaking about such abuse under

threat of some penalty, such as legal action to recover previously paid settlement monies.
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Finally, the Grand Jury received evidence that several Diocesan administrators, including
the Bishops, often dissuaded victims from reporting abuse to police, pressured law enforcement to
terminate or avoid an investigation, or conducted their own deficient, biased investigating without

reporting crimes against children to the proper authorities.

V. Offenders Identified by the Grand Jury

1) Michael J. Amy

2) Michael G. Barletta
3) Donald C. Bolton

4) Robert F. Bower

5) Dennis Chludzinski
6) Donald Cooper

7) Michael R. Freeman
8) Gregory P. Furjanic
9) Chester “Chet” Gawronski
10) Herbert G. Gloeker
11) Robert E. Hannon
12) James P. Hopkins
13) Barry M. Hudock
14) Joseph W. Jerge

15) Stephen E. Jeselnick
16) Thomas C. Kelley
17) Gary L. Ketcham

18) Thaddeus Kondzielski
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19) Gerard Krebs

20) Jerry (John) Kucan
21) Louis Lorei

22) Salvatore P. Luzzi
23) Richard D. Lynch
24) Daniel Martin

251 PR T R S AR G
26) Leon T. Muroski .
27) Edmundus Murphy
28) John L. Murray
29) Giles L. Nealen
30) Jan Olowin

31) Andrew Pawlaczyk
32) John A. Piétkowski
33) David L. Poulson
34) William Presley |
35) John Philip Schanz
36)' Samuel B. Slocum
37) Thomas Smith

38) Thomas Snyderwine
© 39) John Tome

40) Patrick Vallimont ‘
SRR St 0 R T e TR ST e
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VI. Examples of Institutional Failure: Fathers Chester ‘“Chet” Gawronski,
William Presley, and Thomas Smith

The Grand Jury notes the following examples of child sexual abuse perpetrated by priests
within the Diocese of Erie. These examples further highlight the wholesale institutional failure
that endangered the welfare of children throughout the Pennsylvania Dioceses, including the
Diocese of Erie. These examples are not meant to be exhaustive; rather, they provide a window
into the conduct of past Pennsylvania Bishops and the crimes they permitted to occur on their

watch.
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The Case of Father Chester Gawronski

Known Assignments

06/1976 — 09/1978 St. Joseph, Oil City

09/1978 — 07/1979 St Bernard, Bradford

07/1979 — 02/1987 St. Agatha and St. Bernadette Mission, Saegertown
02/1987 — 01/1988 Health Leave

01/1988 — 05/1989 Holy Family Monastery, Erie
01/1988 — 05/1989 St Patrick, Erie

05/1989 — 12/1989 Health Leave

12/1989 — 08/2001 Pleasant Ridge Manor, Girard
06/1992 — 11/1992 Hamot Hospital, Erie

08/1995 St Ann, Erie

09/2001 St Mary’s Asbury Ridge, Erie

Father Chester Gawronski became a priest in the Diocese of Erie in 1976. In August 1986,
Bishop Michael Murphy was notified that Gawronski had fondled and masturbated a 13-to-14-
year-old boy on multiple occasions from 1976 to 1977 under the pretext of showing the victim
how to check for cancer. Complaints continued to be received for decades.

In early 1987, the complaints were commonly made by parents who reported similar
conduct with their sons. An internal Diocesan memorandum was obtained by the Grand Jury and

indicated that the number of victims could be has high as twenty.

' So-many of the parents know about the skinny dipping and the. “Hu
cancer check. That as one parent said - How many:l_?‘pgs_ were: - >

. involved?. The same number -..t&_eé_t; ‘he tog}_g_«_g'ct: camp;.fiy’ guess we - .

r; wolld he counting fifteen oy 3 E‘s‘_n“' qtge'%brﬁ‘ge[d_qs.

: - o 4 S S B A R

Diocesan Records Attempt to Tally the Abuse

Diocesan administrators, concerned about negative publicity and potential legal liability,
attempted to assure the families of the victims that action would be taken. Internally the Diocese

worked to compile data on the number of families affected and how to keep the matter secret.
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On January 7, 1987, Father Glenn Whitman, head of the Diocese’s Clergy Personnel
Office, wrote a letter addressed to a parent of one of Gawronski’s 13-year-old victims. Whitman
wrote, among other things, “My only caution to you ... is to refrain from probing for any more
information about past events as it may raise undue concern and attention on the part of people
who aren’t involved.” That same day, Whitman documented the need for “discretion” in another
Diocesan communication to an interested party. Among other things, Whitman wrote:

I can’t stress enough the necessity for discretion in this matter. It is obvious at this

time that legal action isn’t pending, or being considered. Undue attention or

publication of this information to other families, or other priests would be harmful
and certainly unnecessary.”

71



— e — — —_—— —

mmdl!ru

sy I T M I

= % Faeeyre: I A s i, i
i Sy, S
. il e

-7 5¢

Bmay Seary.

Thanbs sgain ek Foor usdsretantdlsg Mel
Lapipht imte why iEsses ) disossesd e e
« A% mare everyibing will oerd dek Tor e
ek, For . ApathalSt. Bsrasdstte: (nr Cedk
and the Tanlly Lvnklviel b Usd wsaks EREehd .

3 sl "1 ACTiskE Bkl Lk seceselny D
disrreliss Le bhis mabbasr. L im sbvitema 4b
EhLE K Lk ll__ll. |_I'llll| Ot DR IeE"T el -3
i considarsl. Melne SLTFRE RN W [P IR
i 1 inforsatiss b Oiher Pl es, e osiber
prieata ooemld b Bariallied -ﬂ- sefiafinly s=RecEreRiya
I e | mpm Faly -t:!-l Py wisles s evsid
ek Sisasinatiss ol Iﬁhﬂml Ao,

I o plabking b phara te AEfocoesbiey o Bl
Baimly Bichey dh Lhew sl Of TRIE ool &b IE LE wIChLE
ahs rppln of RS respessikill by and pasbers]l Feesrrs.

Thanils sgein, v pemr tbsaghtfel e -

Whitman’s “Discretion” Letter
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Diocesan records, obtained by the Grand Jury through a subpoena served on September 1,
2016, recorded the ever-growing list of affected and traumatized parishioners. A summary of
potential families affected noted that the mother of a group of brothers that were molested
continued “to be very angry about this whole thing” and is in conversation with at least one other
family on this list. She stated that “going public would be a distinct possibility should (Gawronski)
ever be assigned to parish work.” On February 9, 1987, Gawronski provided the Diocese with a
list of forty-one possible victims. He confirmed at least twelve children as victims on whom he

had performed the “cancer check.”
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Franks:

Here is a list of any young man that
the Meadville and Saegerntowm area.

took to the cottage, friends of their
the boys,. wtc.) Hince ﬂ ways that
he think I have done something with

asterisk next to the names of the boys

for cancer. -

MEADVILLE: (8T. ABATHA PARIBHIONERS)

February 9, 1987

1 had some contact with in
{Played racqueitball with,
family, friends of some of
I was with so many kids,
all of tham. I have put a
I haq taught how to cheack

RCDErie 0001970

Gawronski Admits Criminal Conduct
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1. A few days before Christmas, 1986, Family A called the Pastor
asking why Diocese wasn't deing anything about Fr. Chet.

Pastor unaware of her meaning...she explained about camp owned

by a Doctor in/near 0Qil City. Her son was asked to go skinny

dipping in pool and felt that CW was going for "those parts of

his body forbidden to touch". Son got out, went to shower,

CwW insisted on showering together and boy was masturbated.

Pastor believes boy was 12 then; he told his siblings about it

but not his parents until fall of 1986.

Family A still angry about this and threatened to come
forward - go public - if CW assigned to parish.

2. Family B (also from Saegertown as is Family A) Son also
touched by CW. Family went to previous parish administrator

about the incident. Boy about 14 when CW arrived on scene.

He went with CW to camp three or four times, always with other

boys. He resisted stripping for the skinny dipping. In summer

of 1980 (boy 15 at time)}, with two other boys, CW put all in

circle and CW told them all to "get it up". CW helped this

boy as he was having trouble getting an erection. Once this

was accomplished, the "cancer check" proceeded.

This boy continued going to confession to CW, who told him
to "keep it in your pants”.

Boy has since married at 19 to emotionally immature girl,
possibly to prove his sexuality...since broke up. Mother expressed
concern that priests shouldn’t be treated any differently than
others in these cases (jail? trial?)

3. Family € Two boys, mother feels certain that CW propositicned
them both, if not actually did "the check” on them. They
often went to the camp, but like the others, mysteriously and
suddenly stopped accompanying CW.
(Also Saegertown)

4. Strong suspicions from the parents of three other families

in Saegertown the CW molested or at least propositioned their
boys. Alsc a family in Cambridge Springs through his ministry
at Alliance College.

5. Family D (Meadville) Two sons, mother says that the oldest
was molested. Constant presence of CW in house, "rub downs",

racquetball, wrestling in livingroom . Mother not sure about

second son's possible molestation - pretty sure of proposition.

6. Family E Mother feels that of her several boys, the oldest
was molested. Continues to be very angry about this whole
thing and is in conversation with at least one other family on
this 1ist. She has said that "going public" would be a distinct
possibility should CW ever be assigned to parish work.

RCDErie 0001968
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7. Suspicions about two other families -~ nothing more than
that, however.

Comment at Parish council meeting in Saegertown. Discussion was
centered on apparent waning of interest/activity. Reasons were
cited. One parent spoke up "Don't forget what happened here 3-4
vears ago (reference to CW); there's hardly anycone around this
table who hasn't been hurt."

RCDErie 0001969

A 1987 List of Families Affected

76



Additional records, obtained from the secret or confidential archives of the Diocese, noted
that, in April 1987, Gawronski freely confessed to numerous instances of sexual abuse. He was
sent to Chicago for psychological evaluations but denied any problems with boys. He was placed
on a temporary leave of absence. In some instances, entire families of young boys were molested
by Gawronski. Regardless, Gawronski was still permitted to wear the collar of the priesthood as
he engaged the public.

In addition to this information, more victims reported Gawronski for criminal sexual acts
with children to the Diocese in 1988. In 1990, Bishop Donald Trautman took command of the
Diocese. Trautman also received additional complaints in 1995 from a victim who had been
molested at the age of 15 in 1986. The victim reported he had fallen prey to Gawronski’s “cancer
checks.”

By 1996, there was no possible doubt that Gawronski had spent most of his priesthood
preying on the vulnerable. However, even as complaints continued, on November 6, 1996,
Gawronski was notified that Trautman had approved his request to hear confessions for persons
with disabilities. On May 19, 1997, Trautman sent a letter to Gawronski and thanked him for *“all
that you have done for God’s people during those twenty-one years of ordination. Only the Lord
knows the many acts of kindnesses on your part and the deep faith that you have shown. The Lord,
who sees in private, will reward.”

For approximately fifteen years, from 1987 to 2002, Murphy and Trautman allowed
Gawronski to remain in active ministry by reassigning him multiple times. As late as 2001,
Trautman assigned Gawronski to a new five-year term as a chaplain for St. Mary’s Home in Erie.

In January 2002, the Boston Globe broke national news by publishing an article detailing

child sexual abuse by clergy in the Archdiocese of Boston. Located within records provided by
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the Diocese was a petition for “withdrawal from priestly ministry” signed by Gawronski with the
handwritten notation, “EFFECTIVE FEB. 27, 2002.”

On June 2, 2002, one of Gawronski’s 13-year-old victims wrote a letter to Trautman.
Among other things, the victim requested that the Church: 1) stop aiding and abetting priests; 2)
ensure collections were not used to compensate priests; 3) publicize the names of pedophile priests;
4) identify any priest who has molested a child; and 5) establish a policy to ensure offending priests
were reported to law enforcement. The victim also advised that Trautman had never contacted
him since the Erie Times ran an article identifying potential offenders within the Diocese in April
2002. The victim specifically cited that his dealings with his molestation recently resurfaced when
learning of Trautman’s “libelous statement that there were no pedophiles in the Erie Diocese.”

Trautman responded to this victim by letter dated June 21, 2002. Trautman stated that he
was shocked the victim would “go to the press directly rather than to contact me regarding the
past” and argued that the victim was 14 years old when the abuse occurred, not 11 as stated in the
article. Trautman explained that the Diocese had a “zero level tolerance for any abuse situation’;
that he knew of no priest with a pedophile background in any form of ministry; and that he had
never transferred an accused priest from parish to parish as had occurred in other dioceses.

On November 12, 2004, Trautman wrote a ten-page letter to Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger of
the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in Rome. The letter was accompanied by a twelve-
page directory of Gawronski’s victims and crimes. In total, forty-four identified children were
identified in the documents. In providing a basis for Gawronski’s removal from the priesthood,
Trautman stated, “Gawronski identified, pursued, groomed, and then abused his victims. The

classic use of manipulations of the parents, siblings, and friends of the victims in order to get to
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those victims or cultivate other potential victims is consistently evident throughout.” Trautman
went on to write:

I now see in its totality that his conduct has been deeply harmful to several

individual persons, to the faith communities of St. Joseph Parish, Oil City, PA, St.

Agatha Parish, Meadville, PA and St. Bernadette Mission, Saegertown, PA, and the

common good of the Church. He has gravely offended the dignity of the

priesthood, the Sacrament of Penance, and the dignity of marriage, as well as
against good morals in general. As long as Gawronski exercises priestly ministry

and that is publically known, the effects of scandal among the people of the Diocese

of Erie will continue. Justice has yet to be restored, given the number and kind of

his offenses.

Trautman’s scorching indictment of Gawronski’s decades of child sexual abuse was
necessary to convince Rome to remove Gawronski from ministry. It was also the only full and
fair accounting of Gawronski’s crimes that either Trautman or the Diocese has provided to date.
Unfortunately, it was contained within a private letter to Rome rather than through a public
acknowledgment to Gawronski’s victims or the public. Additionally, it occurred fifteen years after

the Diocese received the first report of child sexual abuse and only occurred after immense external

pressure was placed on the Diocese by press accounts and litigation.
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05/1956 - 06/1965
06/1965 - 08/1970
05/1971 - 08/1971
05/1972 - 08/1971
08/1970 - 06/1976

06/1976 - 06/1977
06/1977 - 06/1978

06/1978 - 08/1981
06/1971 - 08/1981
08/1981 - 03/1983
03/1983 - 03/1988
03/1988 - 04/1990
04/1990 - 07/2000

07/2000

The Case of Father William Presley
Known Assignments

St. Cosmas and Damian, Punxsutawney

Elk County Christian High School, St. Marys

Immaculate Conception, Brookville

Our Lady Queen of the Americas, Conneaut Lake

Leave of Absence, Graduate and Student Counselor, Notre Dame,
Indiana

Leave of Absence, St. Joseph University, Philadelphia

Leave of Absence, Campus Minister, University of Maryland,
Baltimore, Maryland

St. Therese, Shinglehouse

Sacred Heart Mission, Genesee

Leave of Absence, Parish Ministry in Raleigh, North Carolina

St. Agnes, Morrisdale (three separate assignments)

Leave of Absence, Outside the Diocese

Assumption of the Blessed Virgin Mary, Sykesville (three separate
assignments)

Retired in Lancaster (Diocese of Harrisburg)

The Diocese of Erie was first apprised of Father William Presley’s sexual abuses as early

as November 1987, during his assignment as Pastor of St. Agnes. These sexual abuses, as reported
to the Diocese, involved two victims and spanned nearly sixteen years. One of the victims had
been abused as recently as 1986; the second victim was abused prior to 1971 when he was a high
school student in another parish.

Between February and May 1988, various meetings or discussions were held between
Presley and Diocesan officials. Fathers John Rosenhamer, A. Joseph Book, Joseph Bobal, Glen
Whitman, John Beal, and Bishop Michael Murphy participated in the review of the complaints.
The Diocese noted that Presley did not directly deny the allegations. However, Diocesan
memoranda obtained by the Grand Jury recorded the Diocese’s negative view of the complaining

victims. Documents regularly referred to the victims as “troubled” or having psychological
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“problems.” Indeed, it was noted that one victim may have been the victim of a previous sexual

assault by a family member.

During the course of the counseling, Bill learns that she has read over 400 of
these trashy, romantic novels, and that she fantasises about everything. The
girl, obviously, to me, Fr. Book, has psychological problems. That's one element
of the story.

An Excerpt of a Diocesan Memo Regarding a Victim

There was a consensus amongst diocesan officials that Presley was extremely violent and
predisposed to assaultive behavior. On May 16, 1988, Bobal wrote a letter to Murphy containing
his recollection of a meeting with Presley. He confirmed that Presley had given the teenaged
female victim a job and had obtained other items for her, including clothing and money. He also
noted the possibility that Presley would become violent. The meeting concluded with a request
that Presley undergo a psychological evaluation. Presley ultimately refused the evaluation but

agreed to see another doctor at the recommendation of the Diocese.
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408 Sione Street
Oacecla Mills, PA 15586 oA

He sa.id that ha weuld simply tell  them t‘hat Pather Pr.eslay wag on a health leave.

J\s he was laav:’mg, I told Bill. to eithar let me know or write down. Wha.t: h;l.s weekday
schedule for Nasses was and any other details hs might want £o iemre for us so that
Father Mastrian éand I could wmaintain Ithings for .h:!.m un_ti_J. ha get back. Bi:].]_. Left and
than ca.ll.ed me that after_nccn or the next day to-check out Masd ac‘l'a-eéu-;l.es for t:.ha
builetin. I I

Again, Bishop ., I Have to ad:r;il: that I am not at all positive sbout the sequence
of everythﬁ.ng written here and that there were other things =aid that x dould not

regall but wkat is here axe my reealleceions uf that a.fte:ncmn & meet:lng

Respe tf:.llly Yours :.n Christ‘.; '

e. -Vexy Rev. A. Joseph Bapk E.V.
©. < Rev. John P. Beal , .J.C.D. Judicial Vicar

|

REDERIEC052269

The Bobal Letter

84




Following an evaluation in April 1990, Murphy placed Presley in a temporary assignment.
That assignment was made permanent in June 1990. Shortly thereafter, Trautman allowed Presley
to remain in his position as Pastor and Administrator at the Assumption of the Blessed Virgin Mary
Church in Sykesville, Jefferson County. In April 1996, Trautman appointed Presley to a new six-
year term as Administrator of this Church, where Father Presley remained until his retirement in
2000.

In January 2002, an article detailing the practice of reassigning priests accused of sexual
abuse of children was published in the Boston Globe. In April 2002, three separate victims notified
Trautman of sexual abuse perpetrated upon them by Presley from 1963 to 1974. One of the
victims was as young as 13 years old when it occurred. The abuse of these individuals consisted
of “choking, slapping, punching, rape, sodomy, fellatio, anal intercourse,” and other acts according
to Diocesan records reviewed by the Grand Jury. On April 18, 2002, Trautman contacted Presley
by telephone. Trautman recorded that, during that call, Presley admitted the sexual abuse of the
victims. Trautman revoked Presley’s priestly faculties later that year.

In April 2003, and in response to media inquiries about Presley, the Diocese of Erie issued
a press release stating, among other things, that Presley’s priestly faculties were removed in July
2002 shortly after the allegations prompted the Diocese to conduct an internal investigation. The
Diocese stated that Trautman’s understanding of the alleged incidents was that the crimes had
occurred 28 years ago during the time of the late Bishop Watson. The Diocese explained that the
individual making the allegation was twenty years old at the time and enrolled at a college in
another state where the incidents were reported to have occurred. The Diocese told the public that

it had “no information to provide on other possible allegations against the priest.”

85



This press release was false and misleading. Trautman had personal knowledge of at least
three victims, one as young as 13, who reported their abuse to him in 2002. Only one victim was
an out-of-state college student. Moreover, the Diocese was aware of sexual abuse complaints
against Presley as early as 1987 but permitted him to stay in active ministry for another thirteen
years. Additionally, Diocesan records showed that Presley was so violent that priests who
interacted with him were concerned for their safety.

Later that year, Trautman communicated with the Vatican and outlined additional details
with respect to sexual abuse committed by Presley. Trautman cited information provided by a
doctor who was counseling one of Presley’s victims, the same doctor who counseled Presley in
1988. Trautman reported that the information “...confirms my suspicion that there are even more
victims of the sexual abuse and exploitation perpetrated by Presley.”

By 2005, the Diocese was actively engaged in an attempt to formally remove Presley from
the priesthood. In the course of that effort, personnel for the Diocese interviewed other witnesses
or associates of Presley and identified numerous additional victims or potential victims.
Monsignor Mark Bartchak led the investigation. Several of these individuals stated that they
informed the Diocese of their concerns in the 1980’s, including a report to a parish council
member, who stated that Presley would not allow anyone else inside the rectory when certain
children were present and that some of these children spent the night with him on multiple
occasions.

Bartchak also re-interviewed the male victim who had previously disclosed his abuse to
the Diocese in 1982, 1987, and 2002. He explained that Presley invited him to his rectory after
befriending him. Presley then tried to hypnotize him before assaulting him. Presley took him on

trips to New York and Yosemite. Presley brought other children on some of these trips, including
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one occasion when he tried to abuse both the victim and another high school student at the same

time. Presley taught the victim how to have sexual intercourse by bringing in a female high school

student and using index cards to show them where to touch each other. On more than one occasion,

Presley gave him some type of a sedative to relax him prior to abusing him. Presley stated that it

was okay “because he was a priest” and used his position as a spiritual guide to further the abuse.
On August 25, 2005, Bartchak sent a confidential memo to Trautman that detailed the

results of his interviews to date. Bartchak stated the following: *“I was not surprised to learn from
other witnesses from the Elk County area, that there are likely to be other victims™ and that “...
several more witnesses who could attest to the brutality that they were subjected to by Father

Presley.” Bartchak asked, “It is likely that there may be others who were also of the age for the

offenses to be considered delicts, but to what end is it necessary to follow every lead?” He sought

Trautman’s opinion, asking:

Is it worth the further harm and scandal that might occur if this is all brought up
again? I am asking you how you want me to proceed. With due regard for the
potential for more harm to individuals and for more scandal, should 1 continue to
follow up on potential leads?

Four days later Bartchak documented a meeting earlier that day with Trautman, in which he stated:
Bishop Trautman decided that in order to preclude further scandal, these additional
witnesses should not be contacted, especially given the fact that is not likely that
they will lead to information concerning delicts involving minors under 16 years of
age.

In 2006, Trautman made a confidential, formal request to the Vatican in support of

Presley’s laicization. The Grand Jury reviewed similar requests in Dioceses throughout

Pennsylvania. Often called “The Acts” of the subject priest, the summaries were often the most

detailed documents within Diocesan records and contained decades of long-held secrets only
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disclosed in an effort finally to remove an offending priest from the priesthood. The “Acts” of
Presley stated, in part:
Presley is a violent man....He managed to work his will and way by fear,
intimidation, charm and deception, all the classic signs of a hardcore predator. How
he managed to escape for so many years defies reason and understanding.
His behavior was carefully planned behavior.....Victimization didn’t happen
spontaneously; it was programmed, masterfully designed, almost perfectly

executed.

Given the pattern of behavior over his years in ministry, I believe that Presley
constitutes a threat to others.

Presley’s abuse has had a rippling effect on the spiritual, mental and emotional lives

of his victims.....Presley’s case has been made public by way of the printed media

— causing scandal among the Christian Faithful.

He manipulated families to welcome him into their homes and worked to garner

the approval of parents. He then used this privileged position to solicit sexual acts

with the children.

Father Presley’s behaviors of manipulating families into giving him their trust and

grooming their children for engaging in sexual acts continued and improved as he

moved to other assignments.

In the course of these proceedings to remove Presley, the Bishop of Harrisburg, Kevin
Rhoades, provided a statement. He acknowledged that Presley had moved to Lancaster,
Pennsylvania after his retirement in 2000. Rhoades wrote that his predecessor, Bishop Nicholas
Dattilo, was personally aware of this matter and that more information regarding the violent
behavior of Presley had come to light since Presley moved to the Diocese of Harrisburg. Further,
the letter stated that “were this information to become known, especially in the light of his offers
of public assistance at Mass in several parishes, great public scandal would arise within this
diocese.”

On July 13, 2006, Trautman wrote to the Lancaster County District Attorney. His letter

stated that Presley was now defrocked and that the Diocese had received ‘“‘credible allegations
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regarding sexual misconduct with a minor which allegedly occurred many years ago.” Trautman
falsely wrote, “We were unaware of these allegations until they came to light only a few years ago.
As a result, no criminal charges were ever brought forward because the statue of limitations had
expired.” The truth was that Murphy, Trautman, and the Diocese of Erie intentionally waited out
the statute of limitations and curbed their own investigation to prevent finding additional victims.

The Grand Jury finds that the failure of the Diocese of Erie and of Murphy and Trautman
to aggressively pursue the removal of Presley in a timely fashion had left Presley cloaked in the
authority and respect of the priesthood. Moreover, the lack of transparency and candor with
respect to the concerns surrounding Presley only aided seamless insertion into another Catholic
community. Presley, a priest Trautman would eventually describe as a “hardcore predator,” had

escaped to a new region of Pennsylvania.

89



DIOCESE OF HARRISBURG — office of the Bishop

4800 Union Deposit Road — Box 2153 » Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-2153
(717) 657-4804

Votum of the Bishop of Harrisburg

Prot. N. 242/2003
Rev. William F. Presley

Your Eminence, Cardinal William Levada:

Permit me this opportunity to offer an opinion in the matter of Rev. William F. Presley, a priest
of the Diocese of Erie, in a case concerning the commission of a gravius delictus, namely the
sexual abuse of a minor,

I was ordained and installed as Bishop of Harrisburg on December 9, 2004. My predecessor,
Bishop Nicholas C. Dattilo, was personally aware of and directly involved in this matter.

Following his admission of the sexunal abuse of a minor, Father Presley moved to the area of
Lancaster, Pennsylvania, within the Diocese of Harrisburg. This occurred in the Summer of the
year 2000, My predecessor learned of this from priests of the area, because of Father Presley’s
assistance to the parishes of the Lancaster area.

Upon inquiry, it was learned that Father Prestey left his diocese of incardination following an
admission of sexual abuse of a minor, and the sexual abuse with force and threats of multiple
other persons. At the time, Bishop Donatd Trautman of the Diocese of Erie was under the
impression that Father Presley had voluntarily assumed a life of prayer and penance, refraining
from public ministry or the public celebration of the sacraments.

Bishop Trautman wrote the following to Bishop Datillo on May 6, 2002:
Dear Bishop Datillo,

I wish to inform you that Rev. William F. Presley, a 73 year old vetived priest of
the Diocese of Erie who is currently residing ar 1606 Sunset Avenue, Lancaster,
PA 16701, no longer enjoys the faculties of the Diocese of Erie. In view of recent
conversations with him, he has voluntarily decided not to assist in the public
celebration of the sacraments or in preaching in the Lancaster area.
Nevertheless, I want you to be informed that he does not have the faculties of the
Diocese of Erie any longer. I am fully confident that he will not attempt to
exercise any ministry in your diocese.,

Sincerely yours in Christ,

Most Rev. Donald W. Trautman
Bishop of Erie

RCDERIEQ052124
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Votum of the Bishop of Harrisburg Prot. N. 242/2003 Page 2

Conversations between curial officials of this diocese with members of the curia of the Diocese
of Erie confirmed the history of sexual abuse which Father Presley exhibited, and also that he
was not to exercise ministry in any public forum.

It is a source of grave concern to me, as it was to my predecessor, that Father Presley
misrepresented to his own diocesan bishop that he had voluntarily assumed a life of prayer and
penance, and had voluntarily withdrawn from public ministry.

More information regarding the violent behavior of Father William F. Presley toward many
victims of his disordered sexual appetite has come to light since he moved to the Diocese of
Harrisburg, Were this information to become known, especially in light of his offers of public
assistance at Mass in several parishes, great public scandal would arise within this diocese.

It is also of grave concern to me that Father Presley has not only prevaricated to his diocesan
bishop regarding his lifestyle past and present, but in so doing has obviously not withdrawn from
contumacy. His lengthy history of sexual misconduct in violation of his promise of clerical
celibacy and perpetual continence, his deliberate misrepresentation of the truth to the bishop to
whom he promised respect and obedience, and the grisly nature of his many sexual acts even
beyond the one known gravius delictus committed with a minor, all combine to suggest to me as
the ordinary of the place where he now resides, that Bishop Trautman’s request is reasonable and
necessary. Dismissal from the clerical state may be the only means of removing a sexual
predator from the ranks of the priesthood. His age is not necessarily an obstacle to his sexual
misconduct, given his history.

As long as Father William F. Presley remains in the clerical state, I harbor fear for the People of
God within the Diocese of Harrisburg. I fear that his possession of the clerical state will allow
himn a means of continuing his pattern of carefully insinuating himself into the lives of others as a
prelude to violence and sexuval misconduct. Further, I believe that his own contumacy, and his
denial of the seriousness of his behavior, may bhe intransigent until an action as serious as
dismissal from the clerical state awakens within him a semblance of repentance.

Given in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, this fifth day of April 2006.

+ Kecre . QRbrndes

Bishop of Harrisburg
| In testimony whereof. ..
Chancellor

RCDERIEC052125
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L.O. Bor 710897
Gre, Lennsyloania 16514-0397

July 13, 2006

County of Lancaster
District Attorney's Office

50 N. Duke Street

P.O. Box 83480

Lancaster, PA 17608-3480

Dear District Attorney Totaro,

| am writing to you to confirm the information which you received in a letter from
the Diocese of Harrisburg dated June 23, 2006 concerning William F. Presley. Heis a
priest of the Diocese of Erie who recently moved to Lancaster County, Pennsylvania.
Our records indicate that Mr. Presley currently resides at 1606 Sunset Avenue in
Lancaster.

Mr. Presley was suspended by me several years ago for credible allegations
regarding sexual misconduct with a minor which allegedly occurred many years ago.
We were unaware of these allegations until they came to light only a few years ago. As
a result, no criminal charges were ever brought forward because the statute of
limitations had expired. | would also like to update you to that fact that by means of an
administrative decree dated June 10, 2006, Pope Benedict XVI has ordered that the
penalty of dismissal from the clerical state be imposed upon William F. Presley.
Consequently, we now consider Mr. Presley to be defrocked.

If you have any questions or if | can be of any help to you, please do not hesitate
to let me know. In the meantime, be assured of my prayers.

Sincerely yours,

The Most Rev. Donald W. Trautman, S.T.D., S.S.L.
Bishop of Erie

cc. The Most Reverend Kevin C. Rhoades
Bishop of Harrisburg

lem|
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Trautman’s Letter to the Lancaster County District Attorney
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06/16/1967 — 08/15/1967
09/15/1967 — 06/03/1970
06/03/1970 - 02/12/1971
02/12/1971 - 07/16/1972
07/16/1972 — 06/23/1978
06/23/1978 — 06/01/1981
06/01/1981 — 10/23/1984
02/01/1984 — 10/01/1984
03/08/1984 — 03/08/1989
10/23/1984 — 02/05/1985
02/05/1985 - 03/12/1985
08/08/1985 — 09/16/1985
09/16/1985 — 12/12/1986

The Case of Father Thomas Smith
Known Assignments

Our Lady of Peace, Erie

Sacred Heart, Erie

St. Patrick, Franklin

Notre Dame, Hermitage

St John the Baptist, Erie

St. Cosmas and St. Damian, Punxsutawney
St. Mary of the Assumption, Frenchville
Health Leave

Presbyterian Council, Erie

St. Joseph, DuBois

St. Hippolyte, Guys Mills

St. Joseph, Mt. Jewett

St. Teresa, Union City

12/12/1986 — 04/22/1987
04/22/1987 — 11/30/1987
12/01/1987 — 09/01/1992
09/01/1992 — 05/01/1994

Health Leave, Girard, Ecclesia Center

Health Leave, Suitland, Maryland, St. Luke’s Institute
St. Joseph, Warren

Holy Rosary, Erie

05/01/1994 - Pleasant Ridge Manor, East Mercy Motherhouse
05/01/1994 - Sisters of Mercy Motherhouse, Erie
05/01/1994 - St. Patrick’s, Erie, St. Hedwig Cluster

Father Thomas Smith was ordained in 1967. In 1981 he was assigned to Saint Mary of the
Assumption. Bishop Michael Murphy was first told of child sexual abuse perpetrated by Smith
against a 17-year-old boy in January 1984 while at Saint Mary’s. Smith resigned on January 20,
1984.

From February 1984 to October 1984, Smith was placed on “health leave.” In reality, he
was in residential psychological therapy. In October, Smith was released and reassigned by
Murphy to Saint Joseph’s in DuBois, Pennsylvania until February 1985. In February 1985, Smith
was transferred to Saint Hippolyte in Guys Mills, Pennsylvania for approximately one month.
From March 1985 to August 1985, Murphy sent Smith to residential psychological therapy once

again. Official Diocesan records obtained by the Grand Jury show this was designated as a leave
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of absence. Upon his release, Smith was sent to Saint Joseph’s in Mount Jewett in August 1985.
After about one month at Saint Joseph’s, Smith was transferred to Saint Teresa in Union City,
Pennsylvania where he remained for approximately 10 months. In spite of Smith’s history of child
abuse, and his need for continued treatment, Murphy continued to permit Smith’s contact with
children. While at St. Teresa’s, Smith sent a letter to Murphy describing his gifts and
accomplishments in “working with young people.”

In December 1986, Smith was placed on a leave of absence yet again. This leave of
absence continued for almost a year while Smith was returned to residential psychological therapy.
In January 1987, Diocesan records indicated that the treatment facility informed Murphy that
Smith suffered from a “driven, compulsive, and long standing” obsession with sexually assaulting
children. The facility warned that since his first treatment in 1984, Smith had not stopped sexually
assaulting children and that interdiction was needed.

These secret Diocesan records obtained by the Grand Jury pursuant to a subpoena showed
that, while in treatment, Smith admitted to sexually molesting at least fifteen children. Smith stated
that all of his victims were boys, some as young as seven. Smith had raped them anally and orally.
This information was provided to Murphy in November 1987. That same month, Smith was
discharged from the facility.

In spite of Smith’s confession to sexually violating at least fifteen prepubescent boys,
Murphy assigned Smith to the parish of Saint Joseph’s in Warren on December 7, 1987.
Approximately three months later, in March 1988, Father Glenn Whitman wrote a letter to Smith
and advised him of recent conduct that placed him in violation of his aftercare agreement with St.
Luke’s Institute. Regardless, Smith continued in ministry at Saint Joseph’s with the approval of

Murphy, and, beginning in 1990, Trautman.
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On July 25, 1990, Whitman wrote a memo to Trautman and noted two known parishes
affected by Smith’s abuse. He also wrote that “The number of victims is not clearly known.” The
same day, Trautman wrote his own memo regarding Smith. In this document, Trautman wrote
that he had met with Smith about his problems and that Smith was a person of “candor and
sincerity.” Trautman noted that after another year and a half he would consider a new assignment

for Smith because he wanted Smith to complete his aftercare and was fearful of future litigation.
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Diocese of Erie Office of Clergy Personnel

Bishop Trautman

| was mistaken about the known occurrences of misbehavior on Tom's
part. 2 parishes were affected:

(1) ST. MARYS ~ FRENCHVILLE
from which he went to therapy
in Pittsburgh at Bethel Park

{2} ST. TERESA — UNION CITY
from which he went to
therapy at St. Luke Institute

The number of victims is not clearly known.
Rev. Glenn R. Whitman
Clergy Personnel Director

July 25, 1980

RCDErie 0008565
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TO: Personnel File
FROM: Most Rev, Donald W. Trautman, STD, SSL
RE: Confidential (Rév. Thomas E. Smith)
DATE: July 25, 1990

Today I met with Father Smith and discussed in detail past
problems. I found him to be a person of candor and sincerity. I
commended him for the progress he has made during the past iwo and
one-half years in controlling his addiction. Our meeting was friendly.

In reference to the future, I told him that I would prefer
that he would wait another year and one-half which would mark the end
of his Aftercare program before he applied for a new assignment. He
concurred with my thinking that since he is doing so well in Warren ---
is happy, fulfilled, satisfied -- that we should continue in that same
direction and not take a chance by trying a new assignment at this time.

I wanted to give him courage for the future, but at the same
time, I clearly indicated that I would prefer him to wait another year
and one-half and then have an evaluation at the end of the Aftercare
program.

He asked for my blessing at the end of the meeting. We both
recognized that there are serious difficulties and limitations re-
garding future ministry, There is also the fear of future ligation.
Nevertheless, this man has made peace with God and has demonstrated
for two and one-half years his ability to handle his addiction.

I carefully reviewed with him the steps that he takes on a
daily and weekly basis to enforce his self-discipline. He will
continue to meet with Father Glenn Whitman who will monitor his

progress.
+OW.T

DWT/eg
¢c: Fr. Glenn Whitman

RCDErie 0008567

The July 25, 1990 Memos of Whitman and Trautman
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Smith was so relieved to find a refuge in Trautman that he wrote to him on July 17, 1990
with respect to the aforementioned meeting. He thanked Trautman for truly caring about him. In
reference to his desire to stay in active ministry, Smith wrote, “And so why did I worry?”

On July 20, 1992, Smith was transferred to the Holy Rosary Parish in Erie, Pennsylvania
by Trautman. Smith was very active in the “Isaiah 43 ministry program, a program for Catholic

children.
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July 20, 1992

Reverend Thomas E. Smith
Saint Joseph Church

600 Pennsylvania Avenue, W,
Warren, Pennsylvania 16365

Dear Father Smith:

Acting on the recommendation of the Personnel Board, and In
response to your own request, | am pleased to appoint you Parochial Vicar
at Holy Rosary Parish in Erfe, effective September 1, 1992. The
limitations placed on your ministry, as mutually understood, are to be
observed with absolute fidelity. This assignment will continue as long as
it is mutually agreeabie and productive, as evaluated by vourself, myself
and the Pastor, Very Reverend Richard D. Lynch, V.F.

| have been most pleased by the progress you have made in your
continuing care program, in the contributions you have made at Saint
Joseph Parish in Warren and in the interest you have shown in the Isaiah
43 program. 1 know | join you in profound gratitude to Very Reverend
Sal Luzzi, V.F., Pastor of Saint Joseph for his generous and
characteristic hospitality and fraternity extended to you after your
discharge from Saint Luke Institute. It is just such a warm and
supportive environment | am sure you wiil find at Holy Resary Parish.

Continue to adhere to your aftercare plan, your support groups,
the Jesus Caritas Fraternity and the enthusiasm you bring to the
ministry. | am confident you will continue to make progress...progress in
the Lord.
With every best wish, | remain
Fraternally yours in Christ,

Most Rev. Donald W. Trautman, STD, SSL
Bishop of Erie

fnh
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Trautman’s Letter of Appointment to Holy Rosary
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A little over a year after Smith was transferred to Holy Rosary, Trautman received a letter.
Dated September 20, 1993, the letter was from the parents of one of Smith’s victims. They
described the abuse suffered by their son when he was only nine years old. Trautman wrote to St.
Luke’s Institute, one of Smith’s treatment providers, and requested information as to the future
ministry of Smith. Among other things, Trautman noted that he was “worried about appearances”
and that “Father Smith does participate in the Isaiah 43 Program which takes him outside of the
Diocese. I have no supervision of his activity away from the Diocese; it is an act of trust in him.”
Trautman explained his sudden interest in Smith’s activities, stating, ““The mother of this individual
has raised concerns about Father Smith’s involvement in Isaiah 43 since there are youth present
for this type of retreat.”

St. Luke’s Institute responded on December 28, 1993. Trautman was informed that Smith
had failed to report his involvement with the Isaiah 43 program as part of his continued aftercare.
Trautman sent a letter to Smith and informed him that his duties at Holy Rosary would be altered.
However, Trautman permitted Smith to remain in the Isaiah 43 program until he completed his
duties there in March 1994.

The church bulletin for the Holy Rosary Parish, January 1994, announced the assignment
of Father Thomas Smith, Parochial Vicar, to several chaplaincy positions in the Erie area
beginning at the end of March 1994 and noted that Smith would remain in residence at Holy Rosary
with the title of Resident and Weekend Assistant. This assignment permitted Smith to roam freely
about the Diocese, serving as a chaplain with all the authority and power of the priesthood.
Moreover, he continued to be a friendly face in residence at the parish and a weekend assistant.
Nowhere in the bulletin was it indicated that Trautman notified the parishioners that Smith had

been in treatment since 1984 due to sexually abusing children, nor was it noted that Smith admitted
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to such conduct with as many as fifteen boys in 1987. Nowhere did it warn that the Diocese was
aware that he had re-offended and that the offenses included anal and oral sex with prepubescent
boys. These warnings were conspicuously absent because Trautman failed to warn his own

parishioners of the danger Smith posed to their children.
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January 9, 1994

" Hol ly Rosar y Church

2701 East Avenue, Erie, Pennsylvania 16504

PARISH STAFF; SUNDAY LITURGY:
Rev. Richard D. Lynch, V.F. Pastor Saturday Vigil 5:00 p.m.
Rev. Thomas Smith, Parochfal Vicar Sunday 7:30, 9:30, 11:30 a.m.
Rev. Jetfery J. Noble, Parochial. Vicar SACRAMENT OF RECONCILIATION:
Msgr. James J. Gannon, Weekand Celebrant Saturday 3:30-4:30 and by appointment
Pat Marshall, Director of Elementary Rel. Ed. - RCIA  BAPTISMS:
Jan Nicalla, Director of High School-Rel. Ed. Parent sessions monthly

: : MARRIAGES:
RECTORY OFFICE: Contact priest six months prior to wedding
Telephone ~ 456-4254 ; - PRAYERLINE:

Call Veronica 456-03989 or Mary 456-9788

HOLY ROSARY SCHOOL
Pre-School through Eighth Grade
1012 East 28th Street
Telephone: 456-7212
Mrs. Mary Lee Cook, ‘Principal

_ RCDErie 0008648
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Page Two

Holy Rosary Church, Erie, Pennsylvania

School News

Wed., Jan. 12 — Hot Lunch
Mon., Jan. 17 - NO SCHOOL - Martin Luther
King

Campbells Labeis, Quality &
Glant Eagle Tapes

Please save for benefit of Holy Rosary School
students. Leave in boxes at church.

January Confirmation Schedule

Sun., Jan. 9 - NO CLASSES

Sun., Jan. 16 - 11th Gr. - 6-8p.m; Saints
Summary Due; Sacramental Sheets due for
those who did not bring them in as yet.

Sun., Jan. 23 - Large Group Meeting - Sth, 16th
and 11th - 6-8p.m. — in the Gym.

Sun., Jan. 30 - NO CLASSES - Superbowl Sunday.

Rel. Ed. Resumes TODAY

K-8 Religious Education resumes today, January
9 at regular times, Laura Drapcho, our new coordina-
tor, invites any parent in to say hello. She is looking
forward to meeting and knowing as many of you as
possible. Let’s welcome her warmnly. -

Ham & Cheese Pretzels

Sandwich Sale benefits the Boy Scouts, Pack 40.
$1.25 ea. - Delivery on Thursday, Jan. 27, Please call
Liz at 456-7476 or Patty at 825-6314. Thank you for
your support.

H. R. Knights of Columbus

FREE THROW CHAMPIONSHIP

ALLboys and girls ages 10— 14 areinvited to par-
ticipate in this local level of competition, which will
be held on Saturday, January 22, 1994 in the Holy Ro-
sary Gym. Sign-ups for the event will be held on Sun-
days: Jan. 2,9, and 16 in the new school section of the
school from 10:30am to 1:00pm. For additional infor-
mation contact: Matt Killion at 458-7107 or Bruce
Eicher at 825-0081.

Altar Rosary Society

There will not be any meetings during January or
February. See you in March.

BAPTISMS:

As a general rule, the season of Lent is a time to
prepare for the Feast of Easter, when the Sacraments
of Initiation are celebrated. Therefore, we are asking
parents to schedule their Baptism before or after
Lent...January 23, February 13 or at Eastertime.

ANNOUNCEMENT:

Bishop Donald Trautman is announcing the assignment of
Fr. Thomas Smith, our Parochial Vicar, to several chaplaincy
positions in the Erie arca beginning at the end of March. Fr.
Smith will remain in residence here at Holy Rosary with the title
of Resident and Weckend Sacramental Assistant.

Food Pantry

REMINDER: The Pantry will be distributing every other
Tuesday morning to any parishioner in need. Please call Irene
{455-9467) or Charlotte (456-9556) if you have this need orwith
questions.

Family Perspective

Parents can sometimes focus on the wrong things children
do that they begin to think that they are bad kids. Take a tip
from heaven in today’s Gospel—be sure to tell your children
that you love them and that you are well pleased with them—
and do it OFTEN!!!

Pro-Life Media Campaign

This weekend our church will participate in the Annual Pro—
Life Media Campaign conducted by Peaple for Life. By your do-
nation you will be contributing to positive pro-life messages on
television, radio and newspaper, as well as other areas of the me-
dia. Thank you for helping to spread the pro-life message
throughout the community.

PLEASE JOIN US: The 16th Annual Greater Erie Area
Fcumenical Prayer Breakfast & March/Motorcade for Life on
Saturday, January 15 at 9:00am at Cauley Auditorium, 4th &
Holland, Janet Folger, from the Ohio Right to Life Society, will
be our featured speaker. Reservation requested by TODAY, Jan.
9. The March/Motorcade will begin at 12:00 noon and proceed to
Perry Square. Bring your children, your banners and signs.

The 21st Annual National March for Life in Washington,
D.C. will be on Friday, Jan, 21st. Friday allows us to visit our
elected representatives. Buses leave St. George's parking lot at
11:45pm Thursday night, Jan 20. Cost: $30. Reservations re-
quested by Jan. 15 by calling Fran (833-7012), Mary (456-7364)
or Carol (333-7105).

Parish Appreciation Dinner

An Appreciation Dinner Invitation went out to all the work-
ers and volunteers of the parish. Sometimes someone is missed.
1f you or someone you know has been overlooked, PLEASE, call
Fr. Smith right away. Thanks

Some people received invitation addressed to Mr. & Mrs. be-
cause both parties vohinteer. Others were addressed to only one,
If your spouse is not a volunteer and wishes to join you, they may
do s0, We ask that you cover the cost of §10 for them. Please note
it on the R.S.V.P. and pay that night.

RING LOST

At Christmas Midnight Mass: A man's gold ring with 5 dia-
monds inset. If you know the whereabouts of this item, please
call the Rectory or drop off the item there. Thanks.

RCDErie 0008649
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Page Three Holy Rosary Church, Erie, Pennsylvania January 9, 1994
Snowflakes
Snowflakes are one of nature’s most fragile January 9, 1994
things, one not like the other, but look what they can The Baptism of the Lord

do when they stick together! |

Christmas Cleanup

HELP NEEDED!! . “Then a voice came
We will be removing the Christmas Tree and from the heavens: You
ather decorations from the church TODAY, Sun, are my beloved Son, On
Jan. 9th at 2:00pm. PLEASE COME AND HELP! you my favor rests.’”
The more hands we have the sooner we will get done. Mark 1:11
Anyone still need service hours?
MINISTRY WORKSHOP Monday, Janvary 10
Holy Rosary Parish has planned an afternoon for 7:00am Luigi Sansone {Laura & Michael DeSanctis)
all its ministers on Sunday, February 5th. Bishop 8:00am Henry Konapka (Family)
Murphy will be the Keynote Speaker, plus others.
More information will follow next week. The follow- Tuesday, January 11
ing groups should reserve the date of Feb. 5th from 2 . 7:00am Marion Anthony (Family)
til 6pm: Lectors, Eucharistic Ministers, Ushers, 8:00am Kathleen Lynch (Helen Kloecker)
Choir & Music Ministry, Coaches and anyone work-
ing with the youth, Religious Education Teachers, Wednesday, January 12
Sehool Teachers, Long Range Planning Committee, 7:00am Peter Krizmanick (Helen Krizmanick)
Parish Council and Liturgical Committees. If anyone 8:00am Stephen Nemergut (Judith Kirk)
elsein the parish is interested in coming, you are wel-
come. Perhaps you would like to join one of the above Thursday, January 13
groups. This would be a good opportunity to do this. 7-00am Charles Clark (Estate)
8:00am Shirley Ann Hanlin (Ellen Rainey}
Workshop for .
Friday, January 14
Rite of Christian Initlation 7:00am Edward Nowalk, Death Anniv.
The Diocese is offering a three-session workshop (Andrew Savindi) ) )
on Janyary 18, 20, and 27 for those wishing to learn 8:00am Marie Tenace (M/M Joseph Mikowsld)
the basic skills of Breaking Open the Word, which fol-
lows the Rite of Dismissal, and for those interested in Saturday, January 15 .
becoming parish sponsors for catechumens and can- 8:00am Mary Torelli, Birth Anniv.
didates. The sessions will be held in the rectory base- (Harrick Grandchildren)
ment at Blessed Sacrament Church from 7 to 5:00pm VIGIL Paul Lipinski, Anniv,
8:30pm. Relgister by Jan. 10 by calling 4540171 or {Wife & Family)
824-1272. No charge except for a workbook. Anyone -
from Holy Rosary who has any questions or is inter- SUNDAY, January 16
ested, please call Fr. Jeff at the rectory (456-4254). 7:30am Pangh'mne:rs 9f H‘_’]Y Rosary
9:80am Patricia Ba.rglelslg h(FI‘mddre & Kathy Weaver)
11:30am Ann Bernardini (Children)
Thought for the New Year
Take time to work... It is the price of success.
Take time to think..It is the source of power.
Take tl;:l :ﬁ play..It is the secret of perpetual Sanctu ary Candle
Take time to'md__,lt is the fountain of wisdom, The candle in the Mother's Chapel will be lit the week
Take time to be friendly...It is the road to of January 9 in memory of the birth of Avelline Duchini. If
happiness. anyone wishes intentions for the Sanctuary candle in the
Take time to be to laugh.. It is the music of the Mothers Chapel please call the Rectory at (456-4254),
soul. Feb. 6 & 27 open.
Take time to dream,. It is the road to greater
.vision. . .
Take tl;l;? ﬁt:h:gnre...The day is too short to be Readlngs for Sunday, January 16
Take time to love and be loved.. It is the privilege 1st Reading - 1 5m 3:3-10, 19 .
of all God's children. 2nd Reading - 1 Cor 6:13-15, 17-20
Take time to pray.. It is the road to God. Gospel - John 1:35-42

RCDErie 0008650
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That same month, all Pennsylvania Bishops received a confidential letter from the Most
Reverend Joseph V. Adamec, Bishop of the Diocese of Altoona-Johnstown. Adamec and the
Diocese of Altoona-Johnstown were involved in the high profile litigation of child sexual abuse
offenses perpetrated by Father Francis Luddy. As discovered by the Thirty-Seventh Statewide
Investigating Grand Jury in their investigation of the Diocese of Altoona-Johnstown, Adamec and
the Diocese were aware of sexual offenses committed by Luddy. Documentation within their
secret archives contained incriminating information regarding numerous priests who had molested
children. In Adamec’s letter to the other Bishops, he explained the steps he had taken to protect
the secret archives from litigation. Notations on the document appear to indicate that Trautman
took note of Diocesan records which Adamec was forced to disclose, and that the Diocese’s
motions in the case, such as seeking bifurcation, jury sequestration, and to dismiss based on a “time

bar,” were being denied.
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Diocese of Altoona-Johnstown
Office of The Bishop

Box 126 Logan Boulevard
Hollidaysburg, PA 16648

January 31, 19%4

His Excellency

The Most Reverend Donald W. Trautman
Bishop of Erie

205 W. 9th Strest

Erle, PA 18501

Dear Don:

I write to inform you that jury selection begins today in the civil case
of Michael Hutchison versus Francis Luddy, Bishop James Hogan, et al (which
includes the Diocese of Altoona-Johnstown). The case is being heard by Judge
Hiram Carpenter in Blair County. The allegation is that the Reverend Francis
Luddy. sexually molested.the plaintiff (which he denies) and that the Diocese
was negligent in protecting potential victims in this and other cases of alleged
pedophilic behavior on the part of its priests {which we deny}.

The court has ordered (and, we have complied} that the Diocese pro-
duce doouments and information of any and all allegations of pedophilis rslating
to our priests between 1987 and 1984. This includes documentation which was
in the Secrat Archives. I refused to comply in the latter matter until it bacame
evident thet the Diocese could suffer sanctions and would lose its insurance
coveragae for non-compliance.

We. havs placed a number of motions before the Judge. These Include
the following: a - bifurcation (requiring piaintiff to first prove its case agminst
Luddy snd receive jury's verdict before expanding Its litigation to other
priesta), b « saquestering of the jury (due to expected publicity), ¢ - motion
in limine (to exclude from trial allagations of child moleatation against any
other priest), and d - motion to time bar (given the statues of lmitations).
However, all of these motions have been denied.

‘Defense for the Diocese continues to be provided by our underwriter
insurance compenies through the Pittsburgh firm of Meyer, Darragh, Buckler,
Bebeneck snd Eck; - being represented by Attornay Carl Eck and Attorney
Julie Sweeney. Attorneys of -both the United States Catholic Conference and
the Pennsylvania Catholic Conference have been kept informed.

‘A "gag order" continues to be in place, preventing plaintiffs or defen-
dents from spesking with the mass media. However, this was recently

CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIAL
RCDErie 0002044
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braachad; even though, not by usz. This may or may not change when the trial
bagins.

The Presbyteral Counail ia unanimously suppertive of the Diocesan posi-
tlon that no offer of settlement should even be considered. It is our position
that the Diocese and its Bishop acted appropriately and thoroughly im sach
case of alleged pedophilia. Last Thuraday, I met with the Presbyterate and
Diaconate of thise Diccesan Church in order to bring them up-to-date. I sensed
the same support there, s well.

It would appear io me, given the facts of this case and the procedures
allowed the attorney for the plaintiff, that this is another effort to discredit
the Church. We have been viewing our situation within the context of cur faith
journey and are putting forth every effort to sppreach the matter in a positive
way.

Ploase remember us in your conversations with the Lord.
May the gift of the Holy Spirit be a source of strength for you during
1994, br:mging with it peace and joy for your journay to the Kingdom.

Fraternallyy yours in the Lord,

v.} Joseph V. Adamec
of Altoona-Johnstown

SAME: Apostolic Pro-Nuncio
Pannsylvania Bishops

CDNF'IDEN‘TIAL CONFIDENTIAL
RCDEYie 0002045

Adamec’s Letter Regarding Child Sexual Abuse Litigation
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Meanwhile, Smith was unhappy with his new assignment and sought a reprieve from
Murphy, his first enabler. Murphy, now retired, reached out to Trautman on behalf of Smith and
another priest seeking greater leniency. Trautman responded by letter on May 6, 1994. Trautman
explained that he had not been overly restrictive but that the Diocese could not adopt a “posture”
less than what Pittsburgh had done. The Grand Jury noted that Trautman did not cite to the evils
of child sexual abuse as the external pressure which warranted the restriction of offending priests.
Rather, Trautman provided Murphy a copy of an article from Time Magazine on “this problem”
and stated that “[t]he article is vicious and demonstrates, once again, the need for vigilance on the

part of the church.”
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May 6, 1994

Most Rev. Michael J, Murphy, DD, STL
Retired Bishop of Erie

St. Patrick Rectory

130 East 4 Street

Erie, Pennsylvania 16507

Dear Mike,

As a follow-up to our conversation regarding two of our brother
priests with a past problem of sexual mlsconduct, may | share with you
guidelines that are operative In the Diocese of Pittsburgh. |1 cite these
only to demonstrate that the Diocese of Erie is not overly restrictive. |
could clte other dioceses, Chicago, for example, which has a much more
restrictive pollcy than even Pittsburgh. | believe it Important for us to
see what other Bishops have done to supervise prlests in this predica-
ment. | belleve, also, these guidellnes can be a madel for us in forming
a written pollcy. When that written policy has been composed, | would
like, then, to present it to our two priests in question. | do not
belleve it will come as any surprise to them slnce we have already
verbally discussed it. | emphasize, agaln, the Diccese of Erie is simply
followlng the practice in other dicceses. Permit me to cite some of the
guidelines from the Diocese of Pittsburgh:

"Ordinarily, a cleric against whom a serious accusation of sexual
misconduct has been substantlated, will not be permitted to return
to public ministry. If an exception were to be made, at least the
following criteria must be met: 1. He has undergone extensive
treatment; 2. He receives ongoing professional counseling and
participates In a therapy group or life management support group
on an ongoing basis, both such actlvities belng subject to
termination only with the written permission of the diccesan
bishop; 3. It is possible to supervise adequately and monitor his
contact with the public; &. He is subject to special placement in
a situation In which he will be monitored by an on-site super-
visor, and appropriate dlocesan officlal; 5. The clerlc must be
willing to disclose the nature of his problem with his coworkers;
6. He must demonstrate a spirit of repentance and goodwill,
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Dipcese gf-rée
Qe of thee DB

Y May 6, 1994

Most Rev. Michael J. Murphy, DD, STL

Fittsburgh further states "the dlocesan bishop reserves the right
te modify or supplement these procedures to meet the needs of a particu-
lar case and commits himself to review them periodically for adequacy."
In Pittsburgh, there is a fuli~time person cailed the 'process manager'
who oversees these cases. The responsibilities of the 'process manager’
are the following: review the actions taken In each case to Insure that
all diccesan policies and procedures are being followed; maintain regular
contact with clerics with whom the dlocese must exercise some degree of
supervision; update the priest's personnel files of these same clerics
noting particularly what steps the diocese has taken relative to allega-
tions of sexual misconduct; administer the supervisory program; prepare
reports for the clergy task force and serve as a [ialson to the Assessment
Board.

| do not believe the Diocese of Erle can adopt a posture less than
what Plttsburgh has done or other dloceses. Therefore, | am suggesting
that for our two prlests to be In residence at St. Patrick's Rectory, that
there be clearly defined in writing, guldelines, procedures, expecta-
tions. We've already discussed some of these with them, namely,
reporting to the Dlocesan Review Board, limltation of public ministry to
the Nursing Home Apostolate, restrictlon of diocesan faculties to
exclusively the Nursing Home Apostolate, and on-site supervision.

. i am also enclosing a copy of this week's article In Time
Magazine on this problem. The article iIs viclous and demonstrates, once
-again, the need for vigilance on the part of the Church. After Monsighor
Smith and Monsignor Brugger have had a chance to come up wlth- specific
guidetines, perhaps we can all get together and discuss them. 1 certainly
want to balance these guldellnes with a reach-out In love and fraternal
support. However, there Is an obligation at thls point to protect the
flock as well as to ge In search of those who have strayed.

Best wishes.

Fraternally yours in Christ,

T Pen_

Most Rev. Donald W, Trautman, STD, S5L
Bishop of Erie

DPWT /nh
Enciosure

cc: Monstghor Robert -J. Smith
Monsignor Robert L. Brugger

RCDErie 0002034

Trautman Responds to Murphy

110




Ultimately, Smith served as a chaplain as described in the Holy Rosary church bulletin
until his retirement in March 2002. In April 1996, Smith wrote to Trautman and asked to be
appointed to the board of the local YMCA, as well as to be returned to the Isaiah 43 program.
Trautman was aware that Smith continued to seek contact with children and elected not to warn
anyone.

Due to the national coverage following the article about the Archdiocese of Boston,
Trautman was forced to field letters from concerned parishioners and answer inquiries from the
local press. On January 31, 2002, Trautman wrote to parents of one of Smith’s victims and stated,
“I believe appropriate action has been taken in the fact that there is no parish assignment and there
is a definite curtailing of his ministry.” On March 15, 2002, Trautman gave an interview to a news
reporter and stated, “we have no priest or deacon or layperson that I know of that has, in any way,
a pedophile background.” Smith retired that same month and was still a Roman Catholic priest.

By April 2002, some victims had begun litigation in connection with their past abuse. In
a letter dated April 24, 2002, from counsel for the Diocese to the attorney for one of Smith’s
victims, the following statement was made:

... it must be understood that we cannot simply write checks because an event occurred 20,

30, or 40 years ago, but we must limit our assistance to rehabilitation and encourage people

such as your client to attempt to put the past behind them and move on with their lives.
By February 2003, it appeared that Smith had moved on with his own life. A February 26, 2003,
memo by Trautman documented that Smith had obtained employment as a counselor at “Turning
Point” and that Trautman had relied on Smith’s word that he disclosed his past abuses to them.

Trautman wrote a memo on July 22, 2003, documenting that Turning Point had made a
complaint. Smith had never disclosed his history of child sexual abuse offenses to them. Trautman

documented that “I felt he had made a complete recovery from alcoholism and sexual abuse. He
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had been faithful to his treatment program and gives every indication of having taken full
responsibility for his actions.”

Under public pressure, Trautman submitted a formal request to the Vatican on November
10, 2004, and requested the laicization of Smith. Now that Trautman needed a basis to remove
Smith from the priesthood he acted with candor. Contrary to nearly every one of Trautman’s
previous statements regarding Smith, Trautman now disclosed his knowledge to the Vatican in a
confidential letter. Trautman admitted that the Diocese of Erie had been aware of Smith’s abuses
since at least 1987. Trautman disclosed that Smith abused boys between 7 and 12 years of age.
He described Smith’s acts as chilling and noted that Smith used physical force to bring about the
offenses and threats to secure the secrecy of his crimes. Trautman wrote that Smith invoked the
name of God to justify his actions against his victims while using their faith and the priesthood to
manipulate them and secure their silence. Trautman noted that, even after Smith was told to avoid
any and all occasions that would place him in the company of minors, he continued to do so in a
public manner. For example, he was photographed assisting high school students in the collection
of food for the poor and the photograph was published in the local newspaper. Trautman
summarized Smith’s worldview and stated that he saw his victims as objects rather than people.

The Vatican finally acted in 2006 and removed Smith from the priesthood. Smith’s former
flock was never told the reason for his removal. On August 3, 2006, Trautman directed the pastor
of St. Hippolyte to make the following notation in the record of the parish with respect to Smith:
“Dismissed from the clerical state on June 10, 2006 by Pope Benedict XVI. Nothing else need be

noted.”
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L. General Overview of the Diocese of Greensburg, Pennsylvania

The Roman Catholic Diocese of Greensburg was canonically erected on March 10, 1951,
by Pope Pius XII. The Diocese oversees Armstrong, Fayette, Indiana, and Westmoreland counties,
Pennsylvania. As of 2017, the population of Catholics living within the Diocese of Greensburg
was 137,641, which constituted approximately 21% of the total population in the Diocese's
geographic region. The Greensburg Diocese consists of 78 parishes, 14 elementary schools, two
junior/senior high schools, and a school for children of all ages with intellectual and/or
developmental disabilities, and has approximately 100 clergy members (including active, retired,

and international priests, as well as permanent deacons).
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II.  History of Bishops of the Diocese of Greensburg
a) Bishop Hugh L. Lamb (1/16/1952 through V12/06/ 1959)
b) Bishop William G. Connare (5/04/1960 through 1/20/1987)
¢) Auxiliary Bishop Norbert F. Gaughan (6/26/ 1977 through 7/09/1984)
d) Bishop Anthony G. Bbsco (630/1987 through 3/04/2004)

o PR S R A

1) Bishop Edward C. Malesic (7/13/2015 to Present)

III. Additional Church Leadership within the Diocese of Greensburg
Relevant to the Grand Jury's Investigation

The Grand Jury finds that the following Church leaders, while not Bishops, played an
important role in the Diocese of Greensburg's handling of allegations of priest sexual abuse.

1) Father Roger Statnick

2) Father Lawrence Persico (later Bishop of the Diocese of Erie)

3) Monsignor Thomas Klinzing -

IV. Findings of the Grand Jury

The Grand Jury uncovered evidence of child sexual abuse _committed by a number of
priests of the Diocese of Greensburg. The forms of abuse discovered included grooming and the
fondling of genitals and/or intimate body parts, as well as penetration of the vagina, mouth, and/or
anus. The evidence also showed that Diocesan administrators, including bishops, had knowledge
of this conduct and regularly permitted priests to continue in ministry after becoming aware that a
complaint of child sexual abuse had been made against them. This conduct enabled the offenders

and endangered the welfare of children.

114 REDACTED - ONGOING APPELLATE
LITIGATION




Evidence also showed that the Diocese made settlements with victims and had discussions
with lawyers regarding the sexual abuse of children by its priests. These settlements often
contained confidentiality agreements forbidding victims from speaking about such abuse under
threat of some penalty, such as legal action to recover previously paid settlement funds.

Finally, the Grand Jury received evidence that Diocesan administrators, including Bishops,
dissuaded victims from reporting abuse to law enforcement. Meanwhile, the Diocese regularly
failed to independently investigate allegations of child sexual abuse in order to avoid scandal and
possible civil and criminal liability on behalf of the Diocese, accused priests, and Diocesan
leadership. To the extent an investigation was conducted by the Diocese, it was too often deficient
or biased and did not result in reporting credible allegations of crimes against children to the proper

authorities or otherwise faithfully respond to the abuse which was uncovered.

V. Offenders Identified by the Grand Jury
1) Father Dennis Dellamalva
2) Father Greg Flohr
3) Father Charles B. Guth
4) Father Francis Lesniak
5) Father Raymond Lukac
6) Father Henry J. Marcinek
7) "Greensburg Priest #1"

8) Father Robert Moslener
9) Father Fabian G. Oris
10) Edmond A. Parrakow

11) Father George R. Pierce
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12) Father Gregory F. Premoshis

13) Father Thomas W. Rogers

14) Father Leonard Sanesi

15) Father Roger A. Sinclair

16) Reverend Joseph L. Sredzinski

17) Father John T. Sweeney

18) Reverend Joseph Anthony Tamikowski
19) Father Roger J. Trott

20) Father Charles Weber, OSB

VI. Examples of Institutional Failure: Fathers Edmond A. Parrakow,
Raymond Lukac and Robert Moslener

The Grand Jury notes the following examples of child sexual abuse perpetrated by priests
within the Diocese of Greensburg. These examples further highlight the wholesale institutional
failure that endangered the welfare of children throughout the Pennsylvania Dioceses, including
the Diocese of Greensburg. These examples are not meant to be exhaustive; rather, they provide
a window into the conduct of past Pennsylvania bishops and the crimes they permitted to occur on

their watch.
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The Case of Father Edmond A. Parrakow

Known Assignments

1968 (summer) Catholic University Ponce, Puerto Rico

1968-1969 Assumption Catholic Church, Tuckahoe, New York

1969-1973 St. Peter, Yonkers, New York

1973-1984 St. Martin of Tours, Bronx, New York (St. Thomas Aquinas H.S., Faculty)
1985 Servants of the Paraclete, Jemez Springs, New México

December 1985 Accepted into Greensburg Diocese

1985-1986 Holy Family Catholic Church, Latrobe

1986-1989 St. Pius X Catholic Church, Mount Pleasant

Leave (Return to Archdiocese of New York)

2004 Request for Laicization

Father Edmond Parrakow was born and raised in New York City and ordained on June 1,
1968, at St. Patrick’s Cathedral in New York City at the age of 28. Parrakow thereafter spent
seventeen years serving in various parishes within the Archdiocese of New York. At some point
during his assignment to the parish of St. Martin of Tours, Bronx, New York, and St. Thomas
Aquinas High School, complaints related to the sexual abuse of children were made against
Parrakow.

While records within the Diocese of Greensburg regarding Parrakow's alleged misconduct
in the Archdiocese of New York were somewhat limited, Parrakow's Greensburg Diocesan file
indicated a complaint was made against him around the beginning of 1985 by a man alleging he
was sexually abused by Parrakow fifteen years prior when he was a teenage boy (Victim One).
This abuse allegation appears to have prompted the Archdiocese of New York to arrange for
Parrakow to receive counseling with a Father Benedict during the first months of 1985. Parrakow
underwent an intensive “evaluation” at the St. Bernardine Clinic in Suitland, Maryland, in May
1985, which resulted in his referral for in-patient treatment at the Foundation House operated by

the Servants of the Paraclete in Jemez Springs, New Mexico (“Foundation House™) in July 1985.

117



Foundation House was a facility that provided evaluations and treatment for priests accused of
sexual abuse of children or other improper acts.

According to a memorandum dated February 20, 1985, from Monsignor Thomas Klinzing
of the Diocese of Greenburg to Bishop William Connare, an inquiry was received from the
Archdiocese of New York asking if Parrakow could be accepted into the Diocese of Greensburg
“for the next three or four months.” This initial request from the New York Archdiocese included
information that Parrakow was undergoing counseling at the time, but assured the Greensburg
diocese “that there were no unusual psychological problems but that Father Parrakow needs time
to sort out his problems.”

Parrakow underwent a series of interviews and tests upon his arrival at Foundation House.
During one such interview on July 22, 1985, Parrakow admitted to having molested approximately
thirty-five male children over the previous seventeen years he had served as a priest (he was 45
years old at the time). Parrakow indicated he preferred his victims around the age of 15 or 16 and
admitted to having engaged in sexual touching, mutual masturbation, mutual fellatio, and mutual
anal intercourse. Parrakow further stated that he “thought that sex with a girl was sinful and that
sex with a child was not violating them—it was doing something to them externally.”

The doctor who conducted the July 22, 1985, interview with Parrakow reached the
following conclusion:

My impression is that he [Parrakow] certainly has pedophilia. There is absolutely

no doubt in my mind. The real issue with treating him is going to be giving him

insight and helping to motivate him to change his behavior. I am not sure the level

of motivation that is within him right now [sic]. Basically if he had not got caught

he would be continuing the behavior without really thinking that it was really not

that harmful [sic].

While Parrakow was undergoing “treatment” at Foundation House, letters were exchanged

between the Archdiocese of New York and Connare, confirming that Parrakow would be granted
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a ministry within the Diocese of Greensburg. On October 7, 1985, Connare wrote to Reverend
Henry Mansell, Vice Chancellor for Priest Personnel for the Archdiocese of New York, and
indicated he would “be happy to help Father [Parrakow] with an assignment” after his release from
Foundation House. On October 11, 1985, Mansell responded with a letter of gratitude and agreed
to facilitate an exchange of information regarding Parrakow’s time in New Mexico. Specifically,
in his October 7 letter, Connare requested “a complete report on that treatment and his needs so
that we can consider his needs when the time for an appointment draws near.” Mansell later
assured Connare that the Greensburg Diocese would “be provided with a complete report on his
treatment and needs.”

While Parrakow’s complete records from Foundation House, including those pertaining to
his interview when he confessed to having sexually abused thirty-five boys, were sent from
Foundation House to the Archdiocese of New York on August 6, 1985, the records of the Diocese
of Greensburg do not reflect whether this information was provided by New York to Greensburg
at that time. For instance, according to a letter sent by Parrakow to Connare on December 9, 1985,
Parrakow was including with the letter several “progress reports” pertaining to his treatment at
Foundation House. These progress reports only addressed his general participation in various
programs at Foundation House and did not include any details of his prior sexual abuse.

In a confidential memorandum dated December 11, 1985, prepared by Connare that was
held within the secret archives of the Diocese of Greensburg, Connare acknowledged receipt of
the progress reports sent with Parrakow's December 9, 1985, letter. In this confidential
memorandum, Connare documented that although the official reason offered for Parrakow's stay
at Foundation House was “‘burn out’ due to his teaching experience,” he was informed during a

telephone conversation with a Father Isaias that the reason Parrakow was dispatched to New
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Mexico was a complaint of sexual abuse committed by Parrakow on a teenage boy fifteen years
prior. Connare noted that the victim was “older and unbalanced” and had been contacting the
Archdiocese of New York about Parrakow.

Connare further remarked in his confidential memorandum that he spoke with Parrakow
about the matter and that Parrakow confirmed he was sent to Foundation House because of the
accusation of abuse made against him. There is no indication, however, that Parrakow revealed to
Connare his complete history of sexual abuse. In response to learning about the complaint against
Parrakow, Connare wrote the following:

From my interview with Father Ed, it would seem that his problem is in the past. It

would also seem that from the program at Foundation House, he has come a long

way in discovering his own nature and personality, including implications of

sexuality. He realizes he must limit contacts with young people and work on

developing patterns of mature conduct.

In a letter dated November 4, 1985, sent by the Director of Foundation House, Connare

was directly warned not to assign Parrakow to a parish that had a school and recommended he be

assigned with at least one other priest.

I would like toc offer some suggestions concerning possible
assignments for Father Parrakow:

l) We recommend that Father Parrakow be assigned with at least one
other priest in a parish setting that does not have a schocl.

2) In addition, we recommend that Father Parrakow continpe in
therapy with a competent therapist, psychologist or psychiatrist.
3) He should also be seeing & qualified Spiritual Director on a
regular basis and belong to a priests's support group of some

type.

A Selection from the Letter of Warning received by Connare
from the Director of Foundation House

On November 20, 1985, Klinzing responded to the Director's letter of warning and advised

that the Diocese of Greenburg would not be able to abide by his recommendations:
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As Bishop Connare has previously stated, he is more than willing to have Father
Parrakow serve in the Diocese of Greensburg in the pastoral ministry while on leave
from the Archdiocese of New York. However, the Bishop does not feel he can
comply with your suggestion that Father Parrakow be assigned in a parish setting
that does not have a school. The Diocese of Greensburg is made up of many
parishes with between 600 and 900 families and these parishes usually have a small
parochial school attached. The Parish school usually has under 200 students. The
Bishop feels that in asking Father Parrakow to accept an assignment, he would have
to place him in such a parish.

Klinzing further stated, “If you have a problem with any of the above, please feel free to call me

or Bishop Connare.”
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November . 20, 1985

Reverend William D, Perri, s.P.
Director, Foundation House
Servants cof the Paraclete

lemez Springs, MNew Mexico 87025

Dear Father Perri:

Blshop Connare asked me to respond to  your
letter of November &, 1985, concerning the possible assign-
ment of Father Edmond Parrakeow of the Archdlocese of
New Yorik.

As Blshop Connare has previously stated,
he is more tham willing to have Father Parrakow serve
in the [Diocese of Greensbhurg Iin the pastoral ministry
while on leave from the Archdiocese of Mew York, However,
the Bisheop does not feel that he can comply wlth your
suggestion that Father Parrakow be assigned in a parish
setting that does nol have a  school, The Diocese of
Greensburg is made up of many parishes with between
600 and 500 families and these parishes usually have
a small parochial school attached, The woarish school
usually has under. 200 students, The Bishop feels that
in asking Father Parrakow to accept an assignment,
he would have to place him In such a parish.,

Concerning the other suggestions, the Bishap
is more than willing to cooperate In any way he can
to make the six months prlor to his return to the Foundation
House in June, an experience that will be beneficial
to Father Parrakow and the people he will serve,

If you have 2 problem with any of the above,
nlease feel free to c¢all me or Bishop Connare to discuss
the matter. Our phone number Is [412] 837-0801,

With every best wish, | am

Sincerely yours in Christ,

Reverend Thomas J. Klinzing, J.C.L.
Vicar General/Chancellor

DG0004412

Monsignor Klinzing’s Letter of Response
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Shortly after Connare's interview with Parrakow in December 1985, Parrakow completed
his tenure at Foundation House and with the consent of the Archdiocese of New York and approval
of Connare, entered into ministry in the Diocese of Greensburg.

Between December 11, 1985, and July 1, 1986, Parrakow was not assigned to a single
parish, but rather aided various parishes in the Diocese. On May 14, 1986, Parrakow wrote a letter
from St. Procopius Parish in New Salem, Fayette County, thanking Connare for his acceptance
and expressing his satisfaction with his involvement in parish ministry. Parrakow also spent a
short time at Holy Family Catholic Church in Latrobe, Westmoreland County, in the early months
of 1986. On July 1, 1986, Parrakow received his first formal appointment in the Diocese when he
was appointed Parochial Vicar of St. Pius X Catholic Church in Mount Pleasant, Westmoreland

County. Throughout his assignments, Parrakow regularly had contact with Catholic schools.
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Bishop's Difice

Breensbury, JHerma.

July 1, 1986

Edmond Parrakow
Reverend

Reverend and dear Mather:

e herehy appoint gou

Parochial Vicar

at the

Olhur:hnf Saint Pius X

- Mount Pleasant, Pennsvylvania.

Yo ill please tuke pour place

Tuesday, July 15, 1986,

Haithfully pours in Qhrist,

Wishop of Greensburg

Chancellior

DG0004404

Parrakow’s First Assignment in Pennsylvania
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Parrakow served in the Diocese until early 1989, when a complaint was made against him
regarding inappropriate contact he had with a seventh grader at Holy Trinity Catholic School
located in Mount Pleasant (Victim Two). Parrakow had been tasked with instructing Victim Two
in the faith and his upcoming sacraments. According to internal Diocesan records, on February
13, 1989, Klinzing met with the child's parents and was informed that, from the outset of their
son's involvement with Parrakow, Parrakow was verbally abusive towards them and accused them
of abusing and harming their son. They stated that Parrakow was “overprotective of [their] child
and interfering with [their] child's life” and that, since his involvement with Parrakow, Victim
Two’s performance in school had suffered. They described that Victim Two’s experience with
Parrakow had “been extremely bad for him.”

The situation escalated during an incident in which Victim Two was taken to the
emergency room because of an illness. While Victim Two’s parents were with him at the hospital,
Parrakow entered the treatment room, insulted the parents, and “began to touch [Victim Two] on
his face and hands and chest while he lay on the emergency room bed.” A violent argument ensued
with the boy’s father. Parrakow called Victim Two’s home that evening inquiring about the boy
and appeared at the hospital the next day, which “terrified and petrified” Victim Two.

Meanwhile, in January of 1989, Parrakow requested incardination with the Diocese of
Greensburg, meaning that he would be formally transferred from the Archdiocese of New York to
the Diocese of Greensburg. The request prompted the disclosure of Parrakow’s full records from
the Archdiocese of New York. This included his complete records from Foundation House, which
included his admission to having molested approximately thirty-five male children while he served
as a priest. At the same time these records were being disclosed in the first weeks of February,

1989, the complaint involving Victim Two was received by the Diocese.
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On February 16, 1989, Bishop Anthony Bosco of the Diocese of Greensburg notified
Lawrence M. Connaughton, Vice-Chancellor for Priest Personnel of the Archdiocese of New
York, of his concern over the incident with Victim Two and his parents. Bosco stated that he had
relieved Parrakow of his assignment in the Diocese of Greensburg on February 10, 1989, and
would not provide him any further assignments.

On February 22, 1989, Klinzing wrote a memorandum to Bosco stating, “Father
Connaughton asked if there were any incidents because he’s worried about legal ramifications. 1
told him that we have suspicions but no hard evidence.”

Significantly, an undated note in Parrakow’s Diocesan file appeared to confirm that the
Diocese of Greensburg had engaged in no meaningful supervision of Parrakow since his arrival in

1986. The note stated, “We have not & cannot supervising.”
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The File Note
According to correspondence between the Archdiocese of New York and the Diocese of

Greensburg in 2003, Parrakow resided in the Greensburg Diocese but did not engage in any priestly
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activities between 1989 and 2003. In 2004, Parrakow consented to laicization and was formally
removed from the priesthood of the Roman Catholic Church.

Pursuant to the Grand Jury’s investigation, Victim Two was contacted and later
interviewed by Special Agents of the Office of Attorney General (OAG) on April 12,2017. Victim
Two confirmed the details of the incident as documented within Diocesan records and stated that
Parrakow was “a pervert” and that “he always made me feel uncomfortable and intimidated.”
Victim Two further expressed his firm belief that, had his father not intervened that day at the
hospital, Parrakow would have gone much further than rubbing his body and face. Victim Two
identified a boyhood neighbor of his as another possible victim of Parrakow. This young man had
served as an altar boy before abruptly withdrawing from that role in his local parish. On May 4,
2017, this additional victim (Victim Three) was interviewed by OAG Special Agents.

Victim Three explained that, for approximately one year when he was 10 or 11 years old
and in fourth or fifth grade, he served as an altar boy at St. Pius X Catholic Church in Mount
Pleasant. He stopped being an altar boy due to Parrakow. Victim Three reported that, while he was
an altar boy, Father Ed, as the boys called Parrakow, told the altar boys not to wear any clothing
under their cassocks because God did not want any man-made clothes to be worn next to their skin
while they were serving Mass. Parrakow also told the boys their cassocks had been blessed and
were meant to be worn next to the skin. Victim Three stated he never felt comfortable about this
and that it did not seem right not to wear any clothing under his cassock.

Victim Three also reported that Parrakow took the altar boys into a private room and told
them he had to do a physical examination on them because there had been a report of abuse at the
school. Parrakow told the boys he was checking them for any signs of abuse and further stated

that the school did not want this to be common knowledge because they might never find out which
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student was being abused. Parrakow told the altar boys not to say anything to their parents,
teachers, or other students. Victim Three further added that Parrakow would touch the children
“all over” during these “examinations,” including their genitals and buttocks. Victim Three
specifically recalled Parrakow breathing on his neck when he was behind him checking his
buttocks.

On December 11, 2017, Parrakow appeared before the Grand Jury pursuant to a subpoena.
During his testimony, Parrakow admitted that he had molested children as a priest, many of whom
were altar boys. When asked if he had abused numerous children, Parrakow stated, ““... I don’t —
well, I didn’t keep contact — contact with them, and I didn’t count them. So whatever the Diocese
is saying is probably correct.” Although Parrakow could not recall the names of all the children
he had molested, he did recall that he had sexual contact with the child of a youth minister in
Bethlehem, Lehigh and Northampton Counties, during drives between New York and Greensburg.
Parrakow explained that he had developed a friendship with the youth minister and was invited to
stay at their home as a point of respite on the long drive.

Parrakow further testified that the Diocese never placed any restrictions on his ministry
and never limited his contact with schools, despite the warning and recommendations of the
Director of Foundation House. Parrakow stated he was unaware of any such recommendation and
did, in fact, have frequent contact with school children.

Parrakow testified that he confessed his crimes to his fellow priests, but admitted he would
offend again after he received absolution. During a particular exchange with the attorney for the
Commonwealth, Parrakow conceded that he could not be cured of his desires and indicated that he
was unware of the “serious effects’ of his criminal actions. The prosecutor challenged his assertion

regarding the seriousness of his offenses in the following exchange:
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Q: Okay. You didn’t know that Scripture itself says it is better to put a
millstone around your neck and be cast into the sea than harm a child?

A: That, I knew.

Neither Edmund Parrakow nor William Connare can be prosecuted for their crimes. The
statute of limitations has expired for the multiple indecent assaults Parrakow committed in
Pennsylvania. Parrakow is currently employed in a shopping mall in Westmoreland County.

Connare died in 1995. The Bishop Connare Center, the Diocese of Greensburg’s

ecumenical retreat, social, and educational conference facility, was named in his honor.
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The Case of Father Raymond Lukac

Known Assignments

06/21/1954 Saints Cyril & Methodius, Fairchance

06/29/1955 Holy Trinity, Ford City

1957 Servants of the Paraclete, New Mexico

08/01/1961 Diocese of Gary, Indiana

07/03/1963 St. Stanislaus, Posen, Illinois

01/16/1964 Immaculate Conception, Clarksburg, West Virginia
Various Veterans Administration Service

Father Raymond Lukac was ordained within the Diocese of Greensburg in 1954.
According to records in Lukac's Diocesan file, his ordination in 1954 was preceded by considerable
resistance by Church officials to Lukac joining the priesthood. This resistance was in response to
his refusal to conform his conduct to that expected of a priest and resulted in Lukac being briefly
dropped as a seminary student, before being readmitted under strict conditions. Lukac's refusal or
inability to follow the rules of the priesthood, despite the consistent consternation and discipline
of Church officials, was a trend that continued throughout his tenure as a priest.

In April 1955, soon after Lukac's ordination, the Chancellor of the Diocese of Greensburg,
Cyril Vogel, met with Lukac regarding a “serious matter.” According to numerous handwritten
letters from parishioners of Saints Cyril & Methodius appearing in Lukac's Diocesan file, members
of Lukac's parish were complaining that he appeared to have been romantically involved with the
18-year-old organist for the parish (Victim One). Several parishioners expressed concern over
having seen Lukac with the teen late at night, including one writing that Lukac was observed in
Victim One’s company while “driving away with the lights off.” Father Anthony Hardy, head
pastor at Saints Cyril and Methodius’s, complained to the Diocese that “he is the talk of the parish

and the community everywhere.”
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Diocesan records showed that, in order to distance Lukac from the brewing scandal, he was
transferred to Holy Trinity in June 1955. In July 1955, Lukac signed a pledge that he would no
longer see Victim One or have any communication with her whatsoever.

Approximately one year later, Father Matthew Yanosek, the head pastor of the Holy Trinity
parish, discovered that Lukac was involved with a 17-year-old girl (Victim Two). Yanosek made
a verbal report to the Diocese in the summer of 1956 about the matter and, by December 1956,
Yanosek had learned that the relationship between Lukac and Victim Two had continued.
Concerned of possible scandal, Yanosek wrote a three-page letter, dated December 13, 1956, that
the Grand Jury obtained from Diocesan files. The letter, addressed to Bishop Hugh Lamb, stated,
in part:

This past summer I made a verbal report on a scandal in our community which

involved Father Lukac... Your Excellency’s advice at that time was for me to give

him a canonical warning and then if he failed to put it in writing and make it a

matter for the Chancery Office. Father Lukac was advised of this and the rules set

down for him were 1. No social visiting 2. No driving girls in his car. He has

violated these rules. Many times and I have warned him many times.

Yanosek further explained that, upon his return from a trip to Detroit, the housekeeper for
the rectory reported witnessing Lukac enter the rectory with Victim Two and observed the teen in
Lukac’s bed. Yanosek wrote that he “called the father of this child and reported the situation.”

Yanosek also told Bishop Lamb that he had found a wedding ring and a marriage certificate
in Lukac’s room. The marriage certificate indicated Lukac had married Victim Two on November
20, 1956, at Holy Trinity Church and included the seal of the Church and Yanosek’s forged
signature. It did not appear that this forged marriage certificate was associated with a formal, legal
marriage.

The Grand Jury determined that the date of the marriage certificate was not coincidental;

November 20 was the date Victim Two turned 18 years old. Yanosek concluded his letter by

131



stating, “‘(Lukac) has lied to me so many times and I suspect him of thievery. For the best of all
concerned, I beg your Excellency, please replace him.”

In response to Yanosek's letter, Lamb wrote a letter to the Archbishop of Philadelphia, John
O’Hara, on January 12, 1957, requesting his assistance in the matter. Lamb explained that there
“is a danger of scandal” and that the Diocese felt Lukac should be removed “for the good of his
own soul and for the welfare of the church.” Despite having the marriage certificate as proof of a
relationship between Lukac and a minor, Lamb told O’Hara, “there is no conclusive proof that he
has gone the limit in the three cases brought to our attention of the two parishes to which he has
been assigned.” Additionally, the Grand Jury’s review of Yanosek's Diocesan file found various
letters from parishioners complaining of Lukac’s contact with teens. Specific details regarding the
third case Bishop Lamb referenced were not contained within Diocesan records.

Lamb asked O’Hara to send Lukac to Padua Retreat House in Pocopson, Chester County.
Lamb wrote that “the other two young priests of this diocese who were given hospitality there
profited much by the experience.” It is unclear who these other two priests were or why they were
sent to Padua House. However, Diocesan records revealed that, before Lamb made final
arrangements to send Lukac on the planned retreat, Lukac eloped with Victim Two to Virginia.
By January 18, 1957, the date of the marriage, Victim Two was over 18 and a legal marriage was
recorded on that date.

Despite his elopement, Lukac returned to the Church and, in July 1957, was sent for
treatment and repentance at Foundation House operated by the Servants of the Paraclete in Jemez
Springs, New Mexico. Foundation House was a facility that provided evaluations and treatment

for priests accused of sexual abuse of children or other improper acts. Father Lukac thereafter
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divorced Victim Two in December 1957. According to several documents in Lukac's file, Victim
Two bore Lukac a child.

Lukac remained in New Mexico until August 1, 1961. Upon his departure from Foundation
House, he did not return to the Diocese. Rather, while still under the authority of the Diocese,
Lukac was granted the necessary permission to serve within the Diocese of Gary, Indiana. In a
letter dated June 30, 1961, the Bishop of Gary, Andrew Grutka, accepted Lukac into his Diocese
on “a trial basis.” Lukac was given all faculties of the priesthood in the Diocese of Gary, with the
exception of the ability to hear confessions.

While the Grand Jury did not locate any documentation formally assigning Lukac to serve
at schools within the Gary Diocese, it is clear from references in various letters and documents
appearing in Lukac's Diocesan file that he served as a high school teacher at Bishop Noll Institute
in Hammond, Indiana.

In a letter from Grutka to Connare dated June 13, 1963, Grutka directed that Lukac was “to
leave the Diocese of Gary” on June 30, 1963. While Grutka explained that the Diocese no longer
had a need for Lukac, he ended his letter with the following: “He is also troubled with impetuosity
with a tendency toward indiscreetness. In my humble opinion an assignment in a Boys’ school
would be in the best interest of Father Lukac.”

On June 15, 1963, a letter was dispatched from Brother I. Conrad, the Superintendent of
Bishop Noll Institute, to Connare. Conrad’s letter offered the following assessment of Lukac:

Father Lukac’s besetting fault seems to be a lack of prudence. This has been noticed

in his dealings with some of the students, particularly the girls... However, 1 am

not aware of any scandals in this regard, although his conduct at times gave me a

few moments of uneasiness and apprehension.

On June 19, 1963, Connare responded by letter thanking Conrad for the “confidential” information

he had provided.
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Lukac’s removal from the Diocese of Gary resulted in Connare endeavoring to find him a
new ministry. On June 17, 1963, Connare wrote a memorandum to Monsignor Norbert Gaughan
of the Diocese of Greensburg in which he sought to move Lukac while instructing Gaughan to

“[w]atch and carefully guard secrecy of this."

MEMORANDUM

FROM: -~ BISHOP GORNMN

-. . - . . g kS ' ’
TC= \AM«%-V"_ _ C"“—""""
DATE: & - 7 - & =

| mRE:= -
3 MESS AGE:

Deooz2823

Memorandum of Bishop Connare

In numerous letters contained within the secret archives of the Diocese of Greensburg,
Connare attempted to find Lukac a “benevolent bishop” to accept him into another diocese.
On June 21, 1963, the Bishop of Fort Wayne-South Bend, Indiana, Leo Pursley, wrote a

letter to Connare stating, “the truth is that I have taken in quite a number of problem priests without
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much success, but I will certainly give Father Lukac every possible consideration.” Ultimately,
Lukac was not accepted into the Diocese of Fort Wayne-South Bend.

Lukac moved to St. Stanislaus in Posen, Illinois, in July 1963, although he did not live
there under an official capacity. Rather, according to a July 23, 1963, memorandum written by
Chancellor F. W. Byrne of the Archdiocese of Chicago, Lukac arrived at St. Stanislaus through
his friendship with Father Stanley Dopek, the pastor of St. Stanislaus, who had invited Lukac to
live with him in the parish. Byrne noted that the Archdiocese of Chicago would not accept Lukac
as a priest and instructed him to find a different “benevolent bishop,” while permitting Lukac to
live with Dopek until he found other arrangements.

On August 12, 1963, Dopek wrote to inform Connare that Lukac was serving within his
parish. That same day, Lukac dispatched a letter to Connare asking that Connare petition Rome
for the return of his capacity to hear confessions. In October 1963, Connare granted Lukac's
request and petitioned the Vatican for a full restoration of priestly faculties on behalf of Lukac.

Connare noted his success in returning Lukac’s ability to hear confession in a January 9,
1964, letter to the Bishop of Toledo, George Rehring. At that time, Connare was still working to
place Lukac in ministry in another diocese. Connare stated the following to Bishop Rehring: “This
past fall, however, while in Rome, I reviewed the details of his case with the Holy Office, and
obtained these faculties for Father Lukac. Their use is contingent upon his getting a benevolent
bishop, and limited, for the present, to one year.” Diocesan records showed that Connare and
Lukac continued to write to various bishops asking that he be accepted into ministry within their
respective dioceses.

On January 10, 1964, Joseph Hodges, the Bishop of Wheeling, West Virginia, wrote a letter

to Connare stating that Lukac “is most welcome here, that I know something of his background,
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and we will be happy to cooperate in helping him serve as a real priest.” Connare responded by
thanking Bishop Hodges, noting that “obviously he [Lukac] is a risk... but who can pre-judge the
workings of divine grace.” Connare then reminded Hodges about his reservations regarding
“assignment in the northern end of the Diocese,” since such a placement may be too close to the

Diocese of Greensburg.
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Bishop Connare’s Letter to Bishop Hodges
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On August 1, 1964, soon after Lukac joined the Wheeling Diocese, Hodges wrote to
Connare informing him “He [Lukac] was rather strong in his language in a talk to some of the high
school students earlier this year.” Hodges wrote that he did not want to lose Lukac, but felt it
might be better for him to be moved and that such a change would be preferable before “classes”
resumed.

Subsequently, Lukac was assigned a position as a part-time chaplain for the Veterans
Administration Service, a position in which he served for two years. In 1967, Lukac requested
permission to take a full time chaplaincy in the Veterans Administration Service.

In 1993, the Diocese of Greensburg was contacted by an individual claiming to be the
daughter of Lukac. This individual wanted to make contact with him and stated in her letter to the
Diocese that she thought he had remarried. The Diocese contacted the Archdiocese for Military
Services for assistance, but they claimed to have no record of Lukac.

In August 2006, the Archdiocese of Chicago requested information regarding Lukac from
the Diocese of Greensburg because they had received a complaint that Lukac had sexually abused
a minor while residing in the Chicago Archdiocese (Victim Three). Victim Three stated that, in
approximately 1962 to 1964, Lukac abused her when she was around 11 years old in the St.
Stanislaus rectory. Lukac was at St. Stanislaus between 1963 and 1964. Victim Three reported
that she felt good when Lukac paid attention to her because she was always picked on and that her
contact with Lukac ended when he left for the Navy.

On April 11, 2012, Kelly Venegas, the Bishop’s Delegate for the Diocese of Gary, Indiana,
called to speak with Father Lawrence Persico of the Diocese of Greenberg regarding an allegation

of sexual misconduct involving Lukac alleged to have occurred while Lukac was serving in the
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Diocese of Gary. The only note appearing in Lukac's Diocesan file regarding this matter stated the
following: “Woman approx. 1961 — 1964 teenage sex relation” (Victim Four).

The Grand Jury finds that the Diocese of Greensburg was aware from the outset of Father
Lukac's ordination that he posed a serious risk of sexual misconduct to minor females. Despite this
known risk, the Diocese failed to properly address the serious complaints against him and
thereafter enabled his sexual misconduct. After being confronted by parishioners of the Diocese
with Lukac's abusive acts, Connare doggedly sought to keep him active in his ministry and
persisted in his efforts to have Lukac assigned to another diocese and have his priestly faculties
fully restored. These assignments included Catholic high schools, where Lukac would be in regular
contact with teenage girls, to whom he posed a known, immediate threat. The Grand Jury finds
that the bishops who collaborated to keep Lukac active in the priesthood did so knowing he posed

a risk to the public and were, therefore, complicit in the abuse he committed.
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The Case of Father Robert Moslener

Known Assignments

1976 — 1978 St. John the Baptist, Scottsdale

1978 — 1979 St. Agnes, North Huntingdon

1979 — 1985 St. Joseph, New Kensington

1985 — 1986 St. Pius X, Mt. Pleasant

1986 — 1986 St. Cajetan, Monesson

1986 — 1987 Saints Simon and Jude, Blairsville

10/1987 St. Luke Institute, Suitland, Maryland

1987 — 1988 Holy Cross, Iselin

1988 — 1992 Assumption Hall, Sisters of Charity Retirement Home, Greensburg
1992 — 1996 St. Patrick, Brady’s Bend

1996 — 2002 St. Mary Church and Sacred Heart Church, Yatesboro
06/2002 The Anodos Center

Father Robert Moslener was ordained into the Diocese of Greensburg in May of 1976. He
thereafter served in a variety of capacities within the Diocese through 2002, including as a school
teacher in the 1980’s. His tenure in the Diocese was marred by the sexual abuse of children nearly
from its outset when, in 1979 and 1980, he acknowledged engaging in “inappropriate behavior”
with a 15-year-old victim (Victim One) and was sent for an evaluation. While information
regarding this incident in Moslener's Diocesan file was limited, it is clear that William Connare
was notified of Moslener’s contact with the 15-year-old boy but nevertheless permitted him to
return to his ministry. According to internal Diocesan documents associated with this incident,
the Diocese viewed Moslener's abuse of Victim One in the following manner: "incident with the
15-year-old boy may well have represented an unacceptable yet understandable waystation on his
path to more adult sexual integration.”

Numerous allegations of child sexual abuse were levied against Moslener six years later.
Diocesan records indicated that, in 1986, several elementary to middle school aged children
provided statements to the Diocese regarding what Moslener had been teaching in his religion

class. The children advised that, among other things, Moslener asked them if they masturbated
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and described how Mary had to “bite off the cord” and “lick” Jesus after he was born to clean him
off. One letter made clear that Moslener was discussing the physical effects of masturbation with
a child.

On May 26, 1986, Klinzing sent a confidential memorandum to Connare. In this
memorandum, Klinzing recommended that Moslener be put “on ice” due to the complaints made
by these children. In May 1986, Connare dispatched Moslener to a psychologist for the purpose of

an evaluation.
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An Example of a Child’s Statement

In April 1986, the North Huntingdon Township Police Department advised the Diocese
that Moslener had been investigated for committing sexual acts against male juveniles and that
they had “records on file to substantiate the charges.” Diocesan records make reference to sexual
contact with a 16-year-old boy (Victim Two) around this time. There are no records indicating

Moslener was prosecuted for his conduct.
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Police Dept.
11279 Center Highway
North Huntingdon, Pa. 15642
William ). Brkovich
Director of Public Safety (412) 863-8800

April 10, 1986
Attorney Vincent J. Morocco
101 N. Main Street
Greensburg, Pa. 15601
Dear Sir,
As per our conversation on April 9, 1986 this letter is to inform you
that the Rev. Robert Moslener has been investigated by this department con-

cerning homo-sexual acts involving Rev. Moslener and male juveniles.

We do have records on file to substantiate the charges.

Sincerely yours,

William :.; Brkovich
Director of Public Safety

DG0001918

The Police Department’s Letter

In 1987, Moslener was sent, over his objection, to St. Luke’s Institute for an evaluation.
Klinzing notified Connare via a confidential internal memorandum dated March 24, 1987, that
Moslener “was involved in an inordinate way with a 16-year-old boy in the North Huntingdon area

and there is a police record verifying this.” Klinzing also noted that “Father Moslener was involved
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with another individual at the St. Joseph Parish in New Kensington.” In this memorandum,
Klinzing explicitly asked Connare whether Moslener was a risk to children.

Moslener was subsequently assigned as Chaplain of a retirement home from 1988 to 1992.
From 1992 to 2002, however, he served as an active pastor in parishes in the Diocese. He was
assigned as pastor of St. Patrick’s Church in Brady’s Bend, Clarion County, from 1992 to 1996
and at St. Mary Church and Sacred Heart Church in Yatesboro, Armstrong County, from 1996 to
2002.

An internal Diocesan document detailing the timeline of Moslener’s career indicated that,
in 1999, another victim (Victim Four) contacted the Diocese and disclosed sexual abuse
perpetrated by Moslener. The next entry or event appearing in Moslener’s file was his removal
from the priesthood in 2002. Thus, despite Victim Four’s complaint and the numerous complaints
of child sexual abuse levied against Moslener over the years, he was permitted to remain in active
ministry.

In March 2002, two months after the January 2002 publication of a Boston Globe article
detailing accounts of clergy sexual abuse in the Archdiocese of Boston, Bosco placed Moslener
on administrative leave. On August 1, 2002, Bosco resigned as Bishop of the Diocese of
Greensburg.

In 2003, yet another victim came forward with an allegation of sexual abuse by Moslener
(Victim Five). Finally, in 2004, newly-installed || A (cqucsted that the
Vatican dismiss Moslener from the clerical state.

In 2013, the Diocese received an email from an individual (Victim Six) reporting that he
and his siblings had been sexually abused by Moslener when they were children. Victim Six

became concerned when he saw Moslener featured in various photos on the St. Joseph’s parish
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website, despite his dismissal from the Church approximately a decade earlier. Victim Six
referenced the “irreversible damage” Moslener caused and noted, “His name doesn’t appear on

any sex offender registry. His victims continue to struggle to this day.”
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See Case VI

The Bishop's Pelegate received the following e-mail which was forwarded from (RS by
Father John Chesney pastor of St. Joseph In New Kensington on Apri 3, 2013:

I am contacting you concerning scme offensive photos discovered on your parish website,

My siblings and | grew up in the 70's attending St. Joseph's School, We all received the
sacraments of reconciliation, communion, confirmation and marrlage at St. Jaseph's Parish. My
brothers were regular altar servess for many years. Our parents were extremely actlve within
the communhty and made very generous financial as wal} as social contributions to the
school/parish.

During our years at 5t. Josephs, a former "priest”, Robert Moslener, befriended our family. He
embedded himself deeply into our lives often attending family gatherings and events, He
portrayed himself as not only a religiovs man hut a teacher, mentor, and friend to especlally the
youth of the parish. As a young child, | had a strong uneasiness about Mr. Moslener made
stronger by the fact that he most often only liked to assoclate with male youth and seemed
disinterested in female youth. Unfortunately, my age prevented me from fully understanding the
harrn he was inflicting upon our family. Due to the access of soctal media, technological
advances, and decades of strong suspicion, | can now after 35 years piece together and attest to
the irreversible damage Mr, Moslener has caused,

My siblings and | suffered harrible abuses at the hands of net only Mr. Moslener but Sister Victor and
Slister Marie Corday both now deceased. My siblings and | all suffered physical and mental assaults at
the hands of these three monsters. For same reason, | was stsonger or perhaps more intuitive for my
age and therefore somewhat spared from the more horrible assaults. | made it my childhood "mission”
to explore why | just simply did not like Mr. Moslener. | watched his every move and am positive to this
day he knew | was keeping a close eye on him at school, ehurch, and In our family home,

At that time, Father Higglns was also a prlest in the parish. It is unclear if he knew, | ptan to ask
him what he knew. | hope nothing but 2m realistic in that the truth prabably won't be told to
anyone. We know that Mr. Moslener was "moved” from parish to parish prior to his
“unemployment” as a priest. It jeaves me to question just how many children the Catholic falth is
willing te use as human sacriflce. Mr. Moslener now resides in Pittsburgh enjoying his golden
years unscathed. His name doesn't appear on any sex offender registry. His victims continue to
struggle to this day. | ptan to check on his employment status to make sure he isn't having any
private "lunches" with young boys. Needless to say, my beliefs about Catholicism are in question,
my wedding day somewhat less special, and my childhood and that of my slblings a huge lie.

| will be checking back on the church website hoplng not to see Mr. Moslener In any photos. Please
pay particular attention to the photo including a young chifd, It disgusts me the most. | wender
who that little boy is and if he 1s okay. | would pray for him but sadly don't really know if a God

exists.

The parish web site was immediately accessed by the Diocese and the offending pictures were
Immediately taken down. The slte was made active again and there was no further contact withamilis.
L]

DGO001855

Victims Five’s Letter
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Connare and Bosco permitted Moslener to continue in ministry for 22 years after the initial
complaint of child sexual abuse against him and the numerous reports of child sexual assault which
followed. During that time, Moslener continued to prey on innocent children within the Diocese

of Greensburg.
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L. General Overview of the Diocese of Harrisburg, Pennsylvania

The Roman Catholic Diocese of Harrisburg covers fifteen counties of Central
Pennsylvania: Adams, Columbia, Cumberland, Dauphin, Franklin, Juniata, Lancaster, Lebanon,
Mifflin, Montour, Northumberland, Perry, Snyder, Union and York. Pope Blessed Pius IX
established the Diocese on March 3, 1868. There are 89 parishes in the Diocese of Harrisburg,
including one Cathedral and two Basilicas. The bishop’s seat is in St. Patrick’s Cathedral.

The Diocese of Harrisburg reported on its website as of January, 2018, that it has 92
Diocesan priests; 38 retired Diocesan priests; 34 religious order priests; 67 permanent deacons;

one religious brother; 274 women religious; and 33 seminarians serving the Catholic population.

II.  History of Bishops of the Diocese of Harrisburg

1) Bishop George L. Leech (1935 through 1971)
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2) Bishop Joseph T. Daley (1963 through 1967)
3) Bishop Joseph T. Daley (1971 through 1983)
4) Bishop William H. Keeler (1983 through 1989)
5)‘ Bishop Nicholas C. Dattilo (1990 through 2004)

6) Bishop Kevin C. Rhoades (2004 through 2010)

7) Bishop. Joseph P. McFadden (2010 through 2013)

8) Bishop Ronald William Gainer (2014 through Present)

III. Additional Church Leadership within the Diocese of Harrisburg
Relevant to the Grand Jury’s Investigation

The Grand Jury finds that that the following Church leaders, while not bishops, played an |
important role in the Diocese of Harrisburg’s handling of allegations of priest sexual abuse.
1) Monsignor Hugh Overbaugh
- 2) Father Paul Helwig

3) Chancellor Carol Houghton

+ R T R SR N

IV. Findings of the Grand Jury

The Grand Jury uncovered evidence of child sexual abuse committed by priests of the
Diocese of Harrisburg. Evidence established that priests engaged in sexual contact with minors,
including grooming and fondling of genitals and/or intimate body parts, as well as penetration of

the vagina, mouth, or anus. The evidence also revealed that Diocesan administrators, including

bishops, had knowledge of this conduct and that priests were regularly placed in ministry after the
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Diocese was on notice that a complaint of child sexual abuse had been made. The Diocese’s
actions enabled the offenders and endangered the welfare of children.

Evidence also showed that the Diocese entered into settlements with victims and discussed
with lawyers the sexual conduct of priests with children. Further, these settlements contained
confidentiality agreements forbidding victims from speaking about the abuse they suffered under
threat of some penalty, such as legal action to recover previously paid settlement monies.

Finally, the Grand Jury received evidence that several Diocesan administrators, including
bishops, often dissuaded victims from reporting to police, or conducted their own deficient, biased

investigating without reporting crimes against children to the proper authorities.

V. Offenders Identified by the Grand Jury
1) Francis J. Allen
2) John G. Allen
3) Francis A. Bach
4) Jesus Barajas
5) Richard J. Barry
6) James Beeman
7) John Bostwick
8) Donald Cramer
9) Walter Emala
10) Paul R. Fisher
11) Harrisburg Priest #1
12) Augustine Giella

13) Harrisburg Priest #2
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14) Donald “Tim” Hackman

15) T. Ronald Haney

16) John Herber

17) Philip Hower

18) Kevin Kayda

19) Edward Konat

20) George Koychick

21) Thomas Kujovsky

22) Thomas Lawler

23) Robert Logue

24) Arthur Long

25) David H. Luck

26) Robert Maher

27) Daniel Mahoney

28) Guy Marsico

29) John M. McDevitt

30) Anthony McGinley
'31) James McLucas

32) Ibarra Mercado |

35) (TN s o S e Fan By |

34) Joseph Pgase

35) Charles Procopio

36) Guido Miguel Quiroz Reyes
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37) James Rush
0 BRI b T A SRR
39) Bryan Schlager
40) Herbert Shank
41) Patrick Shannon
" 42) Timothy Sperber
43) Carl J. Steffen
44) Frederick Vaughn

45) Salvatore V. Zangari

VI. Examples of Institutional Failure: Fathers Augustine Giella; Arthur
Long and Joseph Pease '

The Grand Jury notes the following examples of child sexual abuse perpetrated by priests
within the Diocese of Harrisburg. These examples further highlight the wholesale institutional
failure that endangered the welfare of children throughout the Pennsylvania Dioceses, including
the Diocese of Hanisburé. These examples are not meant to be exhaustive; rather, they provide a
window into the conduct of past Pennsylvania bishops and the crimes they permitted to occur on

their watch.
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The Case of Father Augustine Giella

Known Assignments

06/1950 — 06/1969 Holy Trinity Church, Hackensack, New Jersey
06/1969 — 06/1970 Our Lady of Sorrows, Jersey City, New Jersey
06/1970 — 03/1976 Church of the Epiphany, Cliffside Park, New Jersey
03/1976 — 02/1980 St. Catherine’s, Glen Rock, New Jersey

03/1980 — 10/1982 St. Joseph’s Church, Hanover

10/1982 — 04/1988 St. John the Evangelist, Enhaut

Father Augustine Giella was ordained in the Archdiocese of Newark, New Jersey on June
3, 1950. After twenty-nine years of ministry in New Jersey, Giella suddenly decided to seek
ministry elsewhere. In November 1979, Giella wrote Bishop Joseph Daley of the Diocese of
Harrisburg to request an assignment. On December 7, 1979, Archbishop Peter Gerety of the
Archdiocese of Newark wrote a letter to confirm that Giella was a priest in good standing and
stated that Giella “has always shown himself to be [an] excellent priest giving himself only for the
greater honor and glory of God and the people of the Catholic Church.” Gerety gave Giella full
permission to seek service outside of the Archdiocese. Though Giella was still an incardinated
priest of the Diocese of Newark, an agreement to serve in another diocese was permissible with
the concession of his home Bishop and the approval of the Bishop of the receiving diocese.

During the interview process with the Diocese of Harrisburg, Giella told Father William
H. Keeler that he sought to have his own parish, which was unlikely to occur in the Archdiocese
of Newark due to an abundance of priests. Keeler conducted the interview because he was acting
in his capacity as Auxiliary Bishop. This interview was recorded in a memorandum prepared by
Keeler and sent to Bishop Daley and Monsignor Hugh Overbaugh. The Diocese of Harrisburg

accepted Giella and assigned him to St. Joseph’s in Hanover, York County, in 1980.
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Thereafter, Giella was assigned to St. John the Evangelist Church in Enhaut, Swatara
Township, Dauphin County, in 1982. In 1983, Bishop Daley died and Keeler was appointed
Bishop of the Diocese of Harrisburg.

At St. John the Evangelist Church, Giella met a family who warmly embraced him as their
parish priest. The family included eight girls and one boy. Giella began sexually abusing the girls
almost immediately upon his appointment to the parish. Giella sexually abused five of the eight
girls. Giella also abused other relatives of the family. His conduct included a wide array of crimes
cognizable as misdemeanors or felonies under Pennsylvania law.

In August 2016, the sisters that Giella abused testified before the Grand Jury to the criminal
sexual acts Giella perpetrated upon them. The Grand Jury learned that Giella regularly collected
samples of the girls’ urine, pubic hair, and menstrual blood. Giella utilized a device he would
apply to the toilet to collect some of these samples. Giella would ingest some of the samples he
collected. The abuse occurred in Pennsylvania and New Jersey, where Giella invited the family
for visits.

Giella’s abuse had a lasting effect on the sisters. The sisters testified to the challenges they
have faced in overcoming Giella’s sexual abuse. The emotional, psychological, and interpersonal
damage to the sisters is incalculable. Most of the sisters refrained from sharing any details of their
own abuse with their siblings for fear of what they might learn. The Grand Jury learned that
Giella’s tragic abuse of these girls could have been stopped much earlier if the Diocese of
Harrisburg had acted on a complaint in the 1980’s.

In approximately April 1987, a teacher at Bishop McDevitt High School received a
complaint that Giella was insisting on watching a girl as she used the bathroom. The girl stated

that Giella insisted on watching her go to the bathroom and that he did “wrong things” with
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children. The teacher reported the complaint to Father Joseph Coyne, who in turn made an
immediate report to the Diocese.

This former teacher testified before the Grand Jury on January 24, 2017. The former
teacher’s testimony is corroborated by an internal memorandum from the secret archives of the
Diocese of Harrisburg. In that memorandum, dated April 14, 1987, Overbaugh recorded the
complaint, as well as an allegation that Giella engaged in similar conduct with one of the above
mentioned sisters. The witness, the reporting victim, and the family of the sisters are all recorded
and identified by name. Overbaugh wrote:

(REDACTED), a teacher for the Intermediate Unit, was informed by one of her

students, (REDACTED), that while she was a student last year at Bishop Neumann

School in Steelton, she was in Saint John’s rectory, Enhaut, and expressed to Father

Giella, the pastor, her need to go to the restroom. Father Giella is reported to have

said that he would like to go with her and watch, that he does this whenever the

(REDACTED) girl goes to the restroom.”

Overbaugh noted at least one other complaint by a girl who reported to her teacher that Giella had
“acted improperly towards her.” Overbaugh concluded his memo, “Father Coyne was instructed

to do nothing in the case until the matter had been discussed with diocesan legal counsel. [N

I v 2s present for this entire discussion between Father Coyne and Msgr. Overbaugh.”

2 The Grand Jury has withheld names otherwise identified within the document for the privacy of
the witnesses and victims.
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This complaint was consistent with the type of deviant interests Giella pursued with the
sisters he victimized. The Grand Jury uncovered another document related to this report in the
secret or confidential archives of the Diocese of Harrisburg. An undated document addressed to
Keeler regarding “Report on Gus Giella” noted: *“I spoke with Father Coyne on the pastoral
concerns: A.) Approaching Fr. Giella B.) welfare of the student C.) satisfying the ire of the teacher.
I said we would consult you on these matters. JJil|”

In spite of the detailed memorandum and this note, Giella remained in ministry and neither
Keeler nor the Diocese attempted to remove Giella from ministry. Giella voluntarily retired in
1988. However, in the approximately five years that followed the Overbaugh memorandum,
Giella continued to sexually abuse the girls identified in the Overbaugh memorandum, which
included a reference to the family of girls.

Keeler left the Diocese in 1989 to become Archbishop of the Archdiocese of Baltimore.
Nicholas C. Dattilo became Bishop of the Diocese in 1990. Giella continued to steal the innocence
of children. In 1992, one of the victims came forward and disclosed what Giella had been doing.
The family initially reported the conduct to the Diocese. Father Paul Helwig wrote a memorandum
to Dattilo dated July 18, 1992, regarding the complaint against Giella. Helwig documented the
information he received from the reporting victim’s family at various meetings in attached
supplemental memoranda. The documents detailed the events leading up to the 12-year-old girl’s
disclosure, and described the event believed to have finally triggered the girl to disclose her abuse,
the discovery of nude or partially nude photos of the girl in Giella’s residence.

Helwig wrote that he interviewed Giella on July 30, 1992. Among other admissions, Giella
stated that he began having contact with the girl in the bath and that “as time went on they became

more comfortable with each other the embraces became more intense and involved some fondling
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on his part.” Giella also confessed that he took pictures of the girl. The July 1992 Helwig

memoranda are set forth below.
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The family also reported Giella’s abuse to police in Pennsylvania and New Jersey. Police
in Pennsylvania contacted the Office of the Prosecutor in New Jersey and law enforcement began
an investigation. Upon serving a search warrant at Giella’s residence in New Jersey, New Jersey
police confiscated the following: young girl’s panties; plastic containers containing pubic hairs
identified by initials; twelve vials of urine; soiled panties; sex books; feminine sanitary products
(used); numerous photographs of girls in sexually explicit positions; and some photos depicting
children in the act of urination. Giella was arrested in August 1992.

Diocesan records do not indicate if Overbaugh, Helwig, Dattilo, or any Diocesan personnel
ever reported the prior complaints against Giella or his confession to the police. The victims told
the Grand Jury that this information was never relayed to them.

Giella admitted his actions to the police. According to the police report, after Giella was
charged and arrested for child pornography and sexual abuse, numerous calls were received from
women reporting that Giella fondled and abused them in Hackensack, New Jersey. These women
stated they had been afraid to come forward given Giella’s position in the church. Additionally,
the reporting victim’s sisters began to disclose Giella’s sexual abuse of them.

Having learned that her child had been sexually abused by a priest, the mother of the family
of child victims confronted Overbaugh. The family considered Overbaugh a friend and highly
respected his role in the church. At the time of the confrontation, the family did not know that
Giella’s conduct had ever been reported to Overbaugh or the Diocese. However, further evidence
of Diocesan officials’ knowledge of the danger Giella posed to children was demonstrated to the
Grand Jury when the victim’s mother described the confrontation. Overbaugh stated, “1 wondered
why you were letting them go to the rectory.” The victims’ mother stated that she later received a

phone call from Helwig. Helwig stated, ““You can relax. Father said that (REDACTED) just took
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his intentions towards her wrong,” and “that he loved her, and he would never hurt her.” This
account bears some semblance to Helwig’s July 1993 memorandum, where he wrote, “Father is
very remorseful that his affection for (REDACTED) has affected her in this way and that he would
be willing to help in any way that he can. He expects that the family will be ‘sore’ with him and
readily agreed to refrain from contacting the family.” Lost in this characterization is the reality
that child sexual abuse is not affection or care, but the criminal violation of innocent children.

On October 12, 1992, an attorney for the family engaged the Diocese of Harrisburg in civil
litigation via a letter of notice sent to the Diocese. Prior to reaching settlement terms, aggressive
litigation resulted in the release of the victims’ psychological and academic records to Diocesan
lawyers, the exchange of offers and counter-offers, the execution of confidentiality agreements,
and prevention of a Harrisburg newspaper from obtaining information about the case. Letters
between attorneys for the family and the Diocese haggled over whether the victim actually had a
diagnosed condition as a result of the abuse. Diocesan lawyers argued that the Diocese was not
responsible for the conduct of its agents.

On October 27, 1992, Dattilo wrote the family, and stated in part, “I share your shock,
anger and hurt, and pledge full cooperation by the diocese in this unfortunate situation.” However,
while Dattilo promised full cooperation, the diocesan lawyers continued to litigate and attempted
to negotiate the family down from their approximately $900,000.00 demand to $225,000.00.> The
Grand Jury notes this is a familiar pattern.

In October 2017, Chancellor Carol Houghton testified before the Grand Jury. Houghton

was the long-time Chancellor for the Diocese; Dattilo appointed her to that position. As Chancellor

3 The final settlement figure was nearly one million dollars. However, it does not appear that the
1987 Overbaugh memorandum uncovered by the Grand Jury was ever disclosed during that
litigation.
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and a canon lawyer, Houghton maintained many Diocesan records. Houghton is not a member of
the clergy. Houghton had been tasked with a file review and was extremely knowledgeable as she
maintained notes of her work. Houghton was shown the 1987 Overbaugh memorandum and
questioned regarding the Diocese of Harrisburg’s failure to inform the family or law enforcement
of its contents. Houghton testified she had never seen the 1987 Overbaugh memorandum
concerning Giella. She had no prior knowledge that the Diocese of Harrisburg had warnings about
Giella’s behavior in 1987. Houghton did not have access to the secret archives; only the Bishop
had access pursuant to the Canon Law of the Church. The Grand Jury observed this in numerous
flawed Diocesan investigations across Pennsylvania. The Dioceses’ focus on secrecy often left
even the Dioceses’ own investigators in the dark.

Ultimately, Giella never faced a jury concerning his alleged criminal conduct. He died
while awaiting trial. His criminal actions, and the criminal inaction of Keeler, resulted in continued
victimization and trauma for the family of girls described earlier. The trauma was so fresh that the
youngest sister, the one who finally reported Giella’s criminal conduct, suffered a panic attack
while in the Grand Jury suite after seeing an older gentlemen who bore some resemblance to Giella.
In explaining why she came forward, she testified:

Because it doesn’t have to happen to anybody. They don’t have to live a life

like T have to. I continually have to battle. The man out there is a very nice man.

He is old like Giella and I can’t -- it makes me -- it makes me think about what

happened and he is nice and he doesn’t deserve me to think that. But I can’t --

I can’t walk through there and see him because it makes me feel uncomfortable.

I'don’t -- I don’t know. I believe in God. I don’t go to church. My son is the

only reason I’'m alive. Thank God I had him because, if 1 didn’t have him -- I

probably would have killed myself a long time ago.

This survivor of sexual assault attempted to take her own life in the months after her

testimony before the Grand Jury. In recovery, she requested to speak with the attorney for the

Commonwealth and special agent involved in this investigation. Even though she had almost lost
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her own life, the victim’s primary concern was a fear that in the intervening months since her
testimony, the Grand Jury’s investigation may have stopped and that the truth would never be told

to the public. She was assured it was still an active investigation.
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The Case of Father Arthur Long
Known Pennsylvania Assignments
11/1974 Appointed Chaplain Harrisburg Polyclinic Hospital
09/1975 Chaplain for Sacred Heart Villa and Geisinger Medical Center

Father Arthur Long was a Jesuit Priest assigned to ministry within the Diocese of
Harrisburg. Long was ordained in 1955 as a member of a Catholic religious order, the Maryland
Province Society of Jesus. The Grand Jury highlights Long’s case as an example of another
common observation in the course of its investigation—misconduct by religious order priests.

There are over one hundred Catholic religious orders and related sub-groups throughout
the world. Many operate within the United States. In the Roman Catholic Church, these entities
are often referred to as “religious institutes.” A religious institute is “a society or group which
commit to and pronounce public vows which they share in common with the members of their
order or group.” These organizations are often founded upon the teachings of a particular
individual. By way of example, the Franciscan Friars are followers of Saint Francis of Assisi
whereas the Ordo Sancti Benedicti, or the Benedictines, follow the teachings of Saint Benedict.
There is a lengthy list of similar organizations.

The vows of a religious order priest often include things such as a commitment to living a
life of poverty, a promise of chastity, or service within the mission of the order. The headquarters
of an order may be within the United States or in another location. The head of the religious order
is often called the Superior. With the permission of the Superior and the acquiescence of a
Diocesan bishop, an order friar or priest is assigned ministry within a particular diocese. In any
case, an individual can be removed from ministry by his superior for any reason or a bishop may

rescind authorization to minister within his respective diocese.
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The Grand Jury finds that record-keeping regarding order members was sporadic, often
lacked detail, and was inconsistently maintained. Records related to an order’s priests are usually
maintained by the religious order. However, in some cases a diocese may create their own
additional records relative to the order priest’s service within their diocese. This was the case of
the Diocese of Harrisburg and Arthur Long, where the Diocese maintained some records primarily
related to a specific complaint against Long.

Long obtained the permission of his superior, as well as the approval of Harrisburg Bishop
Joseph T. Daley, to serve within the Diocese at some point prior to November 27, 1974. Diocesan
records indicated that Long’s service within the Diocese included a November 1974 assignment
as chaplain at the Harrisburg Polyclinic Hospital.

The Diocese recorded complaints against Long in a letter from Overbaugh to Long’s
superior, Frank A. Nugent, on August 11, 1987. Overbaugh noted that “while this documentation
contains numerous complaints, we seldom if ever receive word of all the good which Father Long
accomplished during his years at the Geisinger Medical Center and for which we in the Diocese
of Harrisburg are grateful.” Overbaugh was vague in detailing the complaints but noted that, since
Long’s time in Danville, he had been doing little more than saying Mass at the Motherhouse of the
Sisters of Saints Cyril and Methodius. Overbaugh’s letter indicated that “Sister Raymund,” the
General Superior of the Sisters of Saints Cyril and Methodius, was displeased with Long’s
presence there. Overbaugh wrote, “Sister Raymund wishes Father Long to be out of the home,

certainly before the high school girls return to the Academy in the near future.”
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DIOCESE OF HARRISBURG

4800 Union Deposit Road — Box 2153 ® Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-2153
(717) 657-4804/652-3920

THE CHANCERY

August 11, 1987

Rev. Frank A: Nugent, S.J.
5704 Roland Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21210

Dear Father Nugent:

In keeping with your recent request,
I am sending herewith certain information which was
received at this office concerning Father Arthur Long
and his ministry to the Catholic patients at Geisinger
Medical Center in Danville, Pennsylvania.

Let me state that, while this documentation contains
numerous complaints, we seldom if ever receive word of
all the good which Father Long accomplished during his
years at the Geisinger Medical Center and for which we
in the Diocese of Harrisburg are grateful.

When I spoke with Father Long in Danville several
weeks ago, he admitted that he was probably "burned-out,"
which I can readily believe, because he rarely took time
off or went away for vacations.

It seemed expedient that Father Long be replaced
and this happened when Father James Muthuplakal, a priest
from India, who has had considerable experience in hospital
work, offered his services to the Diocese of Harrisburg.

Meanwhile, Father Long remains in Danville, doing little
more than saying Mass at the Motherhouse of the Sisters of
Saints Cyril and Methodius. Sister Raymund, the Superior
General, telephoned me on Friday to express her concern
for Father Long and inquiring when the Society would be
reassigning him. The Sisters would like to use the home
which Father Long is now occupying and which will need a
thorough cleaning, because of the presence in the house
these many years of Father Long's two dogs. Sister Raymund
wishes Father Long to be out of the home, certainly before
the high school girls return to the Academy in the near
future.

DOH0009622
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Should you wish any additional information, please
do not hesitate to contact me.

Begging your kind understanding in this matter and
reaffirmimg the gratitude we in the Diocese of Harrisburg

bear for all the help afforded us by the Maryland Province
of the Jesuits, I remain

Sincerely yours in Christ,

Rev. Msgr. Hugh A. Overbaugh
Vicar General

Enclosures

cc: Sister Raymund, SS.C.M.
Rev. Msgr. Walter H. Shaull

DOHO0009623

Overbaugh’s “Complaints™ Letter
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The Motherhouse of the Sisters of Saints Cyril and Methodius was associated with an
academy for school-aged girls. Father David McAndrew of St. Joseph Church in Danville wrote
a statement in November 1987 to Diocesan officials. McAndrew reported that a 21-year-old
female and an 18-year-old female had approached him with concerns regarding Long. McAndrew
wrote, “(REDACTED) said Father Long sought to have sex with her four years ago when she was
17 years old. (REDACTED) refused his advances.” McAndrew continued, “In conversation
Father Long admitted to (REDACTED) that he has had sexual relationships with ‘four or five’
girls since he was stationed in Baltimore. Father Long told (REDACTED) ‘God wants us to
express our love for each other in this [sexual] way.” When, in response, (REDACTED) told him
the Bible warns that such conduct will be punished by God, Father Long said, ‘there is no hell.””

McAndrew’s letter noted that the victim had been warned when she was six or seven years
old to “never play in Father Long’s yard.” The conclusion of McAndrew’s letter identified another
victim who is believed to have come into contact with Long when she was 13 years old. His
statement recorded, “they were involved sexually.” Attached to McAndrew’s two-page letter is
an “assessment” of the women who reported Long’s conduct. McAndrew concluded that he had
“no doubt” that the victim was telling the truth and believed her companion was “telling the truth”
in regards to the additional 13-year-old victim. He noted that neither victim was in need of

professional counseling since he had surmised that the “process of healing” had begun.

175



176




177

Vary -
Ddan

e e



very Revs I
Dean

P I (TR TR it o g r ittt Sennn dg oy

McAndrew’s Statement and Assessment

178

>

DOHO009628 ' ..

R



Overbaugh notified Harrisburg Diocesan Bishop William Keeler of the complaints and
forwarded McAndrew’s report to the superior-in-charge of Long’s religious order in Maryland on
December 1, 1987. Overbaugh reported that he and | S h2d met with Long.
Long admitted he had a “relationship” with the girl, whom he identified by name. He stated the
relationship was over. He had gone to confession and was receiving spiritual counseling. Long
claimed that, while she may have been a girl, there was no sexual involvement while she was a
student at the school. Overbaugh noted, “Thus eliminating the possibility later of a pedophilia
suit.” Near the conclusion of his letter, Overbaugh wrote that Keeler preferred that Long be
“reassigned by his Religious Community,” and then memorialized the following: “I told Father
Long that the report of his misconduct and the prudent decision concerning his transfer from
Danville would have to be given to his Superiors in Baltimore. He understood this.”

On January 6, 1988, McAndrew wrote a note to Overbaugh that the Grand Jury obtained
from Diocesan records through a subpoena. The note stated:

Hughie, This is a private communication separate from the foregoing official letter.

My real fear is that (victim) may reach the point where she will seek to embarrass

all her ‘enemies’ by one rash step. By exposing Father Long’s misdoings she would

succeed in hurting him, the Sisters, and (especially) her parents whom she considers

hypocrites. This is not so far-fetched. Remember her brother publically lifted the

Offertory collection at St. Joseph’s to (I think) embarrass his parents. 1do not like
to play amateur psychiatrist, but these are my fears. Dave
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McAndrew’s Note to Overbaugh
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Another letter bearing the same date was sent by McAndrew to Overbaugh. This letter
referenced the above mentioned victim of sexual solicitation. McAndrew reported that the victim
met with him and disclosed that more than solicitation had occurred. The victim reported that she
was angry and was discussing the details of what occurred for the first time. The victim reported
that she had been forced to have sex with Long. For support, the victim had again brought the 18-
year-old girl with her. That victim also elaborated and stated that both victims felt “intense anger
and hatred toward Father Long.” McAndrew wrote that he had advised her against “public protest™
and stated, “Her anger is not merely internal but taking a form of public protest which will cause
her trouble and eventually lead to public scandal as she is forced to reveal the reasons for her
anger.” Overbaugh responded to McAndrew and stated that the Jesuits were apprised of the
developments.

On January 17, 1988, McAndrew reported to Overbaugh that the victim smashed the lower
windows of Long’s former residence, which was part of the Sister’s Convent. He wrote, “The
Sister’s called the police and the police are seeking the perpetrator. If the police learn (victim) did
the vandalism and arrest her for it, she will probably tell her attorney her reason. This could lead
to a chain of legal actions far more damaging to the Sisters than a few broken windows. 1 think
the time has arrived when it may be advisable to brief the Sisters as regards this entire situation.
Otherwise, they may unknowingly take steps they may later regret.”” Shortly thereafter, Long’s
Superior transferred him to another location.

On January 15, 1988, McAndrew wrote to Overbaugh again. This time, McAndrew had
learned the victim saw Long in Danville. The victim learned he was asking about her. McAndrew
wrote to Overbaugh, “Please use every effort to assure that Father Long will not come to Danville

again. If he does, everything will fall apart.”
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On January 18, 1988, the Sisters of Saints Cyril and Methodius were finally briefed on the
situation and allegations against Long by McAndrew at Overbaugh’s direction. They were upset
and felt betrayed. They asked why Long was allowed to stay at the Villa until Christmas instead
of being withdrawn when the allegations were made. In his letter detailing this interaction,
McAndrew noted that the superior of the order, Sister Raymund, demanded that Long “never again
visit the Villa Sacred Heart” or communicate in any way with the Sisters of St. Cyril and

Methodius.

McAndrew’s Report Regarding the Sisters of Saints Cyril and Methodius

In July 1988, the victim reported that Long had visited Danville. Long was seen visiting
with a nun at the convent, even though the head Sister forbade any such contact. McAndrew wrote
this to Overbaugh and noted: “Such a prohibition would be difficult to enforce without revealing
to the entire community the reasons for the boycott.”

In August 1988, Monsignor William Richardson wrote a memorandum to Keeler, which

stated that Long had asked to leave the Jesuits after he refused to receive therapy. Long’s superior
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had written to Rome requesting dispensation from the priesthood. That same month, Overbaugh
wrote a memorandum to Keeler that stated the Sisters of Saints Cyril and Methodius received
wedding invitations from one of Long’s child victims. The wedding was between Long and his
child victim. However, Long called off the engagement in September 1988.

On February 12, 1990, the Diocese was informed that Long had been appointed a co-pastor
at St. James Church in Jessup, Lackawanna County. The nun who reported this information stated
that she had reported it to a priest, who advised that he would inform Diocese of Scranton Bishop
James Timlin of the situation with Long. This information was located in a handwritten
memorandum from McAndrew to Overbaugh. McAndrew noted that the reporting nun was
concerned that, if news of Long’s assignment made it back to the victim, “the whole matter could
explode again.” It was noted that she had been promised by Long’s order that he would never “be
placed in an assignment where he could again prey upon young women.”

In a memorandum dated June 30, 1995, Helwig wrote to Dattilo that, in 1988, Long applied
for laicization and was granted dispensation. However, Long refused to sign the necessary
documents. Thus, Long was still a religious order priest.

Long was eventually reassigned by the Society’s superior and continued in ministry until
Father Glynn, Long’s superior in 1995, removed Long from ministry when he learned of Long’s
history. Long was sent to St. Luke’s Institute for five months.

Near the close of this memorandum, Helwig noted that, in 1991-1992, “Cardinal Keeler
granted Long permission to work in the Archdiocese of Baltimore. Shortly after his assignment
reports were again received of inappropriate behavior on his part.” Long went on vacation and

never returned to his community.
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DIOCESE OF HARRISBURG = SECRETARIAT FOR CLERGY AND RELIGIOUS LIFE

4800 Union Deposit Road - Box 2161 ® Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-2161
{717) 657-4804

MEMORANDUM

To: Most Reverend Nicholas C. Dattilo, D.D.
From: Very Reverend Paul C. helwig

Date: June 30, 1995

Re: Father Arthur Long, S.J. Update

In 1988 Father Long applied for laicization and was
granted the dispensation; however, he refused to sign the necessary
papers and eventually was reassigned by the Soclety’s Superior.

When Father Glynn, the present Superior, became aware of
Father Long‘s history, he removed him from ministry and refused to
give him an assignment.

He went to Guesthouse for 5 months and St. Luke Institute
for 6 months more.

When he came out in 1991-92 Cardinal Keeler granted him
permission to work in the Archdiocese of Baltimore. Shortly after
his assignment reports were again received of I1nappropriate
behavior on his part.

He said he was going on vacation and never returned to
his assignment or community.

Presbyteral Life ® Religious Life ® Permanent Diaconate ® Vocations DOHO0009679

Keeler Returned Long to Ministry in Baltimore
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The Grand Jury finds that Keeler presided over the Diocese of Harrisburg when it received
complaints that Long had sexually abused children. Keeler was informed that Long had admitted
to the conduct. In spite of such knowledge, Keeler, now in his capacity as Cardinal of the
Archdiocese of Baltimore, returned Long to ministry in a Roman Catholic Archdiocese.

The Grand Jury finds that this practice of transferring dangerous priests to other locations
only expanded the pool of unknowing potential victims on which these offenders could re-offend.
Often the priest was simply transferred to another parish within a diocese. Sometimes, the priest
was transferred to another diocese with a “benevolent bishop” or without notice to that bishop of
the priest’s past crimes. This practice occurred throughout Pennsylvania and, as in this case, even
included transfers to other states or countries. Such conduct endangered the welfare of children,

Catholic parishioners, and the public.
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02/1961 — 10/1962
10/1962 — 08/1963
08/1963 — 05/1966
05/1966

05/1966 — 06/1971
05/1970
06/1971 — 11/1973
11/1973 — 04/1978
04/1978 — 06/1995
09/1995
06/1995 — 12/2002
12/2002

The Case of Father Joseph M. Pease
Known Assignments

St. Joseph, Hanover

St. Peter Church, Mount Carmel

St. Patrick, York

Diocesan Director of Vocations; Diocesan Director of Youth;
St. Theresa, New Cumberland

St. Theresa, New Cumberland

Temporarily assigned Our Lady of Lourdes, Enola
Our Lady of Mt. Carmel, Mt. Carmel

St. John the Baptist, New Freedom

St. Joseph, Mechanicsburg

Anodos Center, Downingtown

Divine Redeemer, Mt. Carmel

Retires; admits to allegations

Father Joseph M. Pease was ordained on May 20, 1961. From 1961 through June 1995,
Pease continued in ministry in various parishes throughout the Diocese of Harrisburg. At some
point prior to May 16, 1995, the Diocese received a letter alleging Pease was a danger to the
Church. The letter made accusations against Pease, another priest, and one former bishop. The
writer interchanged the designations of “pedophile,” “homosexual,” and “transvestite” as part of a
complaint that Dattilo had failed to *“clean up” the Diocese from “sexual crimes.” The letter
concluded by addressing the allegations against the two priests, stating, “If you don’t want more
trouble on your hands along with old scandals and revelations, you better keep those 2 out. What
I'say is true, why don’t you do some investigation before you act. You have done enough harm to
the good people of the coal regions.” The Grand Jury reviewed this letter as one of thousands of
documents the Diocese of Harrisburg relinquished to the Grand Jury upon service of a subpoena

for records related to child sexual abuse in September 2016.
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On May 16, 1995, Helwig wrote a memorandum to Dattilo stating that he had reviewed
the “private” files and found nothing on Pease. He indicated that the review was triggered by the
above letter and that the accusations were damaging and disturbing. He noted, “She has lobbed a
huge ball into our court which I don’t think we can ignore. If we throw it back to her side of the
net we may be able to find out if there is any substance to her allegations or if it is simply coming
out of small town gossip and, for whatever reason, a vindictive or malicious spirit.”

On June 27, 1995, a 36-year-old victim contacted Helwig at the direction of Father John
Dorff. The man sought to report that Pease sexually abused him when Pease was Pastor at St.
Paul’s Church in Atlas, Pennsylvania. As a result, Helwig wrote another memorandum to Dattilo
outlining the sexual abuse perpetrated by Pease. The victim reported that the sexual abuse occurred
between 1971 and 1973, when the victim was between 13 and 15 years old. The victim stated
Pease asked him, “Have you ever come yet?,” placed his hand in the victim’s pants, and began to
fondle the victim’s genitals. Pease took the victim’s hand and placed it inside his pants, placing
the victim’s hand on his genitals. The victim stated that Pease co-owned a boat with Father Francis
Bach. The boat was located in the Chesapeake Bay. While on this boat with the victim and some
other boys, Pease performed oral sex on the child victim.

The victim explained that he was prompted to report at that time because he saw an article
in The Catholic Witness that noted the names and pictures of the pastors of the new parishes. Until
that moment, the victim had not realized that Pease was still in ministry. The victim wrote that he
was concerned about his 12-year-old nephew who was, at the time, an altar server in the parish
where Pease was assigned. Helwig wrote regarding the victim and stated, “He has felt some guilt
over his cowardice at not being able to report these incidents to someone in authority, but he always

hoped that someone else would come forward first.”
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The Diocese received more than one complaint about Pease. Pease had been in ministry
since 1961. A thoughtful consideration of these facts, and a real concern for the welfare of
children, should have resulted in a report to law enforcement, notice to Pease’s past parishes, and
a meaningful investigation into the existence of additional potential victims. Instead, the Diocese
began plans to utilize a “treatment facility” to treat priests, such as Pease, who were accused of
sexual abuse. These facilities were observed throughout the Grand Jury’s investigation.
Commonly used facilities were St. John Vianney Center in Downingtown, Pennsylvania, St.
Luke’s in Suitland, Maryland, and the Servants of the Paraclete in Jemez Springs, New Mexico.
These entities relied almost entirely on the priests self-reporting their request for treatment. When
a priest denied allegations of sexual abuse, he usually avoided any diagnosis related to the sexual
abuse of children. Moreover, these institutions focused on a clinical diagnosis over actual behavior
as reported by the victims. Put plainly, these institutions laundered accused priests, provided
plausible deniability to the bishops, and permitted hundreds of known offenders to return to

ministry.
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The June 1995 Helwig Memorandum to Dattilo
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On July 19, 1995, I B d Monsignor Overbaugh met

with Pease to discuss the allegations. Pease denied engaging in any sexual misconduct with the
victim. He acknowledged that the victim spent time at the rectory and that there was “horse play”
but claimed that “nothing sexual occurred.” He remembered the victim and he went to the boat
“...belonging to Father Bach.” Pease recalled an incident in which the victim was riding in the
car with him and the victim laid his head on his right leg. He also recalled an incident in which he
and the victim were at the rectory and he found the victim upstairs naked. The report indicates,
“Father Pease admits to saying what are you doing or some sort of comment like that and pushing
him over towards the bed and then leaving immediately.” In spite of these bizarre statements by
Pease, Dattilo took no immediate action to remove Pease from ministry. Moreover, the Grand
Jury learned that Pease was co-owner of the aforementioned boat with Bach. Bach and Pease were
members of a group of predators who shared information regarding their victims and utilized that
intelligence to share victims between each other. This group consisted entirely of priests from the
Diocese of Harrisburg.

On July 20, 1995, ] called Pease to check on him. Pease questioned the status of the
inquiry regarding the victim’s complaint and asked what would happen if the victim “really pushed
this, would there be a ‘compromise?’” ] generated an internal report that recorded, “Pease
then said that if anything happened ‘it was not my intention of how he [the victim] interpreted it.””
I 2sked him if he could deny that any of the victim’s accusations occurred, to which Pease
replied, “No, I don’t remember.” Pease explained that, twenty to twenty-five years before, he was
drinking heavily but that he was now in control. Jjjjij asked if sexual behavior with young boys
could have happened, to which Pease replied, “I don’t know,” with nervous laughter. Pease further
stated, “I hate to go on record accusing myself. You know when you are drinking you are not in
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control as much, not thinking correctly. With kids I was usually a little more discreet.” Pease
again addressed the reported sexual assault involving a naked child upstairs in the rectory. In this
second account, Pease said he remembered that incident and that the victim “must have gotten

excited. I must have turned him on more than I thought.”
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Pease Can’t Remember if he Molested Children
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On September 7, 1995, Helwig sent a completed “Assessment Referral Information” form
to the Anodos Center. In response to the question, “Disciplinary or legal action pending,” the
Diocesan response was, “None at this time.” The response to the question, “Future ministry
placement” was, “The purpose of this assessment is to find out if there are any reasons the diocese
should be concerned about present or future ministry. At the present time he is in an active
assignment as a pastor.”

On September 11, 1995, Helwig wrote a memorandum, labelled “CONFIDENTIAL,” to
Dr. Ronald Karney at the Anodos Center regarding the complaint made against Father Pease. The
purpose of the memorandum was to refer Pease for a psychological assessment at the Anodos
Center. Helwig detailed information about the victim’s complaints, including an incident in which
Pease requested that a boy wash some venetian blinds and stated, “Rather than getting his clothes
wet, the boy [took] them off.” Additionally, Helwig discussed the occasion in which the
complaining victim and two companions were “treated to a boating trip on the Chesapeake Bay”
and there was an attempt to grope the boy’s genitals by Pease. Helwig wrote that Pease “has no

k4

recollection of the first two events happening.” He also provided information about an incident
that Pease recalled in which Pease happened upon the victim naked while upstairs in the rectory.
Helwig also noted at least one instance where Pease suggested that the victim met with him.
Helwig closed the letter with, “At this point we are at an impasse — allegations and no admission.
What we are hoping to accomplish through this assessment and other inquiries is to establish a
foundation on which to stand should reports begin to circulate about the alleged misconduct and
questions are asked as to why Father has been retained in ministry.” In September 1995, The

Anodos Center informed the Diocese that no diagnosis of Pease had been issued based on the

information provided to the Center.
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On December 4, 1995, Helwig and jjjjijmet with the victim and obtained further details
regarding abusive incidents. Helwig and [jjjijalso informed the victim that Pease underwent a
psychological assessment and the professionals “could find no reason to recommend that Father
[Pease] not be active in ministry [sic] at this time.” Dattilo dispatched a one page letter on January
11, 1996, and reminded Pease that it was “inappropriate” for minors to be in any place other than
the public areas of the rectory and that minors should not be employed in parish offices. Dattilo
closed the letter by stating, “Parish settings offer priests a variety of opportunities to interact with
young people....” With Dattilo’s approval, Pease continued in active ministry at Divine Redeemer

in Mr. Carmel until December 2002.
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DIOCESE OF HARRISBURG - SECRETARIAT FOR CLERGY AND RELIGIOUS LIFE

4800 Union Deposit Road - Box 2161 ® Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-2161
(717) 657-4804

January 11, 1996

Reverend Joseph M. Pease PY
Divine Redeemer Church c
438 West Avenue

Mount Carmel, PA 17851-2012

Dear Father Pease,

In light of a recent report that was presented to the
diocese regarding your association with a young man in a past
assignment, permit me to bring to your attention those parts of the
Program for Priestly Life which pertain to priests and young
people.

In the section titled Priestly Life it states:

"It is entirely inappropriate for minors to be in any
place other than in public areas of the rectory and is
not to be permitted." (A. para.9)

"The practice of employing or engaging minors (18 years
or younger) to answer telephones and doors in rectories
or parish offices is unsafe and potentially a serious
liability, and is not permitted." (A. para.10)

These and other prudent personal boundaries regarding
associations and activities with young people should be diligently
observed by every priest so as to avoid misunderstanding and even
the appearance of inappropriateness.

Parish settings offer priests a variety of opportunities
to interact with young people to their benefit; however, priests
must always act with prudence and good common sense.

I pray that your new year will be a good and peaceful
one,

Sincerely yours in Christ,

G/

Very Reverend Paul C. Helwig
Secretary for Clergy
and Religious Life

Prestyteral Life ® Religious Life ® Permanent Diaconate ® Vocations DOH0001685

Dattilo Noted Opportunities to Interact with Young People
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On January 6, 2002, the Boston Globe brought national attention to clergy abuse cases after
uncovering child sexual abuse and a cover-up within the Archdiocese of Boston. On September
13, 2002, an attorney representing a sexual abuse victim wrote a letter to Carol Houghton of the
Diocese and requested an investigation into incidents of alleged sexual abuse by Pease committed
in approximately 1972. About one week later, Dattilo issued a decree ordering an investigation.
The decree indicated, “To safeguard the reputation of all persons involved, all acts of this
investigation, including this Decree, are to be kept in the secret archives of the Diocesan curia
unless they become necessary for penal process (canon 1719).”

On December 13, 2002, exactly three months after receiving the letter from the victim’s
attorney, Dattilo issued a decree announcing the conclusion of the investigation based on Pease’s
admission of guilt when confronted with the allegations. Dattilo indicated that a temporary penal
precept had been issued pending arrangements for permanent removal from active ministry. Pease
wrote a letter which requested retirement, effective immediately. The letter contained a note
reading “Accepted” and dated December 17, 2002, initialed by Dattilo.

On December 21, 2002, Dattilo personally delivered a prepared statement to the Divine
Redeemer Parish, Mount Carmel, and subsequently read this same statement at St. Joseph’s Parish.
In his statement, Dattilo explained that Pease had admitted to “inappropriate sexual contact with
an adolescent.” He stated:

Initially, this report came to the attention of the diocese in June of 1995. Following

the diocesan policy in force at that time, Father Pease was confronted immediately

with the allegation. Because of serious discrepancies in the accounts, and in the

absence of an admission of guilt, Father Pease was asked to undergo a professional

assessment. The results of that evaluation, which included medical, spiritual and

psychiatric examinations, provided insufficient basis to resolve the discrepancies
and to determine guilt.

200



Following this announcement, three other victims came forward and reported that Pease sexually
abused them.

In January 2003, Pease officially retired as a priest. On January 10, 2003, Carol Houghton
and Father Edward Malesic were engaged in an investigation regarding alleged sex abuse

committed by another priest, Father John Allen. As part of that investigation, Houghton and

Malesic interviewcd |G N T - I
.
B hc Grand Jury [ |card from Houghton in her live
testimony before the Grand Jury.

4

.
I B ccilled that Pease told him that he had been asked to go for an

evaluation in 1995. Pease disclosed that he had been accused of sexual misconduct with a child.
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- 5 |
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. I |
Il 'so reported that he and Pease were out | N
one day and encountered an adult male. Pease told JJjjjjij that he had “fondled” the man when
the man was a child. |GG N I
N |
.
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I 2!so disclosed he was aware of another predatory priest named David Luck. |l
told Houghton that Pease was very concerned that he might be brought up in a 2002 investigation

regarding Luck’s contact with two brothers.

202 REDACTED -- ONGOING APPELLATE
LITIGATION



" MEMO-

Today, January 165 3603, H. Malesic mdithJHJ_to depose hitn

regardin; hi!knowled 8

. “Fallowing his deposition regar din -laskcd
- he wanted to tell us regarding Fr.

Of course, we know that
Tt uowmngtown, Joe Pease gave a clear denial af any sexual ag:hwty with a minor, and it ;
= Was on that basis (his denial) thatanhop dedided.he, did not have choygh reasoriat that
. Hime: to remove Joe from rmmstry i

) GHégoﬁaaw

REDACTED -- ONGOING APPELLATE
LITIGATION

203




tatod that his.and Yoo Pease wereout
rm and they ran across aman working here that Joe-
to IR het he Had “fondled” this man when ha
it, —had 7o name to offer us, &

I Knew Pease was Molesting Children

204 REDACTED -- ONGOING APPELLATE

LITIGATION




Pease was no longer in active ministry in 2014, but a determination had not been made as
to whether he should remain a suspended priest or be removed from the priesthood. On September
2,2014, Bishop Ronald Gainer wrote a letter to the Congregation for Doctrine of the Faith in Rome
and explained the history of allegations and responses by the Diocese of Harrisburg. He detailed
the initial report of sexual abuse in June of 1995 regarding conduct that occurred between 1971
and 1973. Gainer detailed the various statements of Pease and his statements regarding his
inability to recall if he committed the offenses and the possibility that he “turned on” the victim.
He then documented that this same victim raised the sexual abuse complaint a second time in 2002
and Diocesan staff again confronted Pease. During the second confrontation, he noted that, Pease
admitted multiple inappropriate sexual contacts with the victim. Gainer noted that Dattilo had
issued a Penal Precept and that three additional victims came forward after Pease was removed
from ministry.

In Gainer’s letter to the Vatican he stated that the ‘“scandal caused by his [Pease’s]
admission of the sexual abuse of a minor has been sufficiently repaired by his acceptance of the
December 2002 Penal Precept...” He wrote, “1 am not certain that Joseph Pease fully understands
the gravity of his actions (he kept wanting to deny the accusation, kept going back to not
remembering, but saying if the accuser had such clear recollections, then it had to be true).” In the
next paragraph, Gainer stated “...I believe that the harm done by his past sexual misconduct is
being sufficiently repaired. Therefore, before God, Your Eminence, and in all good conscience, I
am not requesting at this time, that any judicial trial or administrative process be initiated that may
lead to his dismissal from the clerical state.” As he closed his letter, Gainer wrote:

I am not seeking the initiation of a trial, nor dismissal from the clerical state.

Instead, 1 request from the Congregation for Doctrine of the Faith that Joseph

Michael Pease be permitted to live out his remaining years in prayer and penance,
without adding further anxiety or suffering to his situation, and without risking
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public knowledge of his crimes. Allow him, Your Eminence, to live out his life

peacefully, in prayer and penance, recognizing the harm he has caused in the lives

of others, and making amends for it.

The Grand Jury disagrees. While removing Pease from ministry was a start, he was clearly
unfit to carry the title of priest. Moreover, public knowledge of Pease’s crime is exactly what was
required in service to the public and Pease’s victims. Therefore, the Grand Jury details the case of

Father Pease, as permitted by law, in service to the victims and the Commonwealth of

Pennsylvania.
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Roman Catholic Diocese of Pittsburgh

BEAVER
COUNTY

ALLEGHENY
COUNTY

WASHINGTON
COUNTY

L. General Overview of the Diocese of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

The Diocese of Pittsburgh was canonically erected on August 11, 1843, by Pope
Gregory XVI. This Diocese covers Allegheny, Beaver, Butler, Greene, Lawrence and
Washington counties. As of 2017, the population of Catholics living within the Diocese of
Pittsburgh was 632,138, which constitutes approximately 33% of the total population in the
geographic region. There are approximately 211 Diocesan priests in active ministry, and a total
of 188 parishes. The Diocese of Pittsburgh is also comprised of four regional vicariates, which

includes parishes, schools and Catholic institutions. Each regional vicariate is led by a full-
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time regional vicar to assist the bishop in carrying out his responsibilities, and is a
representative of the bishop in his given region.*

Vicariate 1 is currently led by Vicar General William Waltersheid. This region is composed
of 43 parishes and 21 elementary and high schools in the city neighborhoods and some east
and north suburbs of Pittsburgh.

Vicariate 2 is currently led by Regional Vicar Frederick Cain. This region is composed of 56
parishes and 17 elementary and high schools in some east and north suburbs of Pittsburgh and
northeast Washington County areas.

Vicariate 3 is currently led by Regional Vicar Howard Campbell. This region is composed of
39 parishes and 12 elementary and high schools in the west suburbs of Pittsburgh, Beaver, and
Greene counties and west and southeast Washington County areas.

Vicariate 4 is currently led by Regional Vicar Philip Farrell. This region is composed of 50

parishes and 14 elementary and high schools in the north suburbs of Pittsburgh, Butler and

Lawrence Counties.

II.  History of Bishops of the Diocese of Pittsburgh

a) Bishop Hugh C. Boyle (6/16/1921 through 2/22/1950)

b) John Cardinal Dearden (12/22/1950 through 12/18/1958)
¢) John Cardinal Wright (1/23/1959 through 4/28/1969)

d) Bishop Vincent M. Leonard (6/1/1969 through 6/30/1983)

e) Anthony Cardinal Bevilacqua (10/10/1983 through 02/10/1988)

* As of April 2018, the Diocese of Pittsburgh is implementing a plan to reorganize the regional
vicariates.
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f) Donald Cardinal Wuerl (2/12/1988 through 5/15/2006)

g) Bishop David Zubik (Appointed September 28, 2007)

III. Additional Church Leadership within the Diocese of Pittsburgh
Relevant to the Grand Jury's Investigation

The following Church leaders, while not bishops, played an important role in the Diocese
of Pittsburgh’s handling of child sexual abuse complaints.

1) Father Robert Guay, Secretary for Clergy and Pastoral Life

2) Father Anthony Bosco, Chancellor of the Diocese of Pittsburgh

3) Rita Flaherty, Diocesan Assistance Coordinator

4) Father Ronald Lengwin

5) Father James Young

IV. Findings of the Grand Jury

The Grand Jury uncovered evidence of sexual abuse of minors committed by dozens of
priests and, in one case, an aspiring priest, in the Diocese of Pittsburgh. This sexual abuse included
grooming and fondling of genitals and/or intimate body parts, as well as penetration of the vagina,
mouth, or anus. The evidence also showed that Diocesan administrators, including the bishops,
had knowledge of this conduct yet regularly placed the priests in ministry after the Diocese was
on notice that a complaint of child sexual abuse had been made. This conduct was enabling to the
offenders and endangered the welfare of children.

The evidence demonstrated that the Diocese had discussions with lawyers regarding the

sexual conduct of priests with children and made settlements with the victims. These settlements
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contained confidentiality agreements forbidding victims from speaking out about their abuse under

threat of some penalty, such as legal action to recover previously paid settlement monies.

Finally, the Grand Jury received evidence that several Diocesan administrators, including

the bishops, often dissuaded victims from reporting to police or conducted. their own deficient,

biased investigation without reporting crimes against children to the proper authorities.

V.
1)
2)
3)
4)
S)
6)
7
8)

9

Offenders Identified by the Grand Jury

BRSNS NG T 4 MR B T PR ¢
James R. Adams |
James L. Armstrong

John M. Bauer

John E. Brueckner

Leo Buichianti

Robert Castelucci

Mauro James Cautela

Charles J. Chatt

10) Anthony J. Cipolla

11) John P. Connor

12) John David Crowley

13) Richard Deakin

14) Ferdinand B. Demsher

15) Myles Eric Diskin

16) Richard J. Dorsch

17) David F. Dzermejko
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19) John P. Fitzgerald
20) Joseph M. Ganter
21) John A. Genizer
22) Charles R. Ginder
23) James G. Graham
24) William Hildebrand
25) John S. Hoehl
26) James Hopkins
27) Jo};n J. Huber

28) Edward G. Huff
29) Edwafd Joyce

30) Marvin Justi

31) Bernard J. Kaczmarczyk

32) Joseph D. Karabin

33) John Keegan

34 _

35) Henry Krawczyk

36) —

37) Edward L. Kryston
38) Anujit Kumar
39) George Kurutz

40) Fidelis Lazar
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41) _
42) Albert Leonard '

43) Casimir F. Lewandowski

44) John P. Maloney

45) Julius May

46) Dominic McGee

47) Donald W. Mcllvane

48) Thomas McKenna

49) Albert McMahon

505 John H. McMahon

51) Frank Meder

52) [EEREE S B b S R R R R SRS |
53) Arthur R. Merrell

1 R R B R S R SIS
55) Joseph Mueller '

56) Lawrence O’Connell

57) Thomas M. O’Donnell

58) William P. O’Malley, III

59) Ernest Paone

60) George Parme

61) Paul E. Pindel

62) Pittsburgh Priest #1

63) Francis Pucci
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64) John W. Rebel

65) Raymona R. Rhoden

66) Carl Roemele

67) Michael C. Romero

68) Oswald E. Romero

69) David Scharf

70) Richard Scherer

71) Raymond T. Schultz

72) Francis Siler

73) Rudolph M. Silvers

74) Edward P. Smith -

75) James E. Somma

76) Bartley A Sorensen

77) Robert E. Spangenberg

78) Paul G. Spisak

79) Lawrence F. Stebler

80) Richard Gerard Terdine .
81 R S R R R R R A i S s
82) Charles Thomas |
83) John William Wellinger

84) Joseph S. Wichmanowski

85) George A. Wilt

86) Robert G. Wolk

213 REDACTED - ONGOING APPELLATE
LITIGATION




87) William B. Yockey
88) Theodore P. Zabowski
89) George Zirwas

90) Richard Zula

91-99) Pittsburgh Priests #2-10

V.  Examples of Institutional Failure: Fathers Ernest Paone, George Zirwas
and Richard Zula

The Grand Jury notes the following examples of child sexual abuse perpetrated by priests
within the Diocese of Pittsburgh. These examples further highlight the wholesale institutional
failure that endangered the welfare of children throughout the Pennsylvania Dioceses including
the Diocese of Pittsburgh. These examples are not meant to be exhaustive; rather, they provide a
window into the conduct of past Pennsylvania Bishops and the crimes they permitted to occur on
their watch. In the Diocese of Pittsburgh, the acts of Ernest Paone, George Zirwas, and Richard

Zula speak for themselves.
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The Case of Father Ernest Paone

Known Assignments

06/1957 - 12/1960 St. Titus, Aliquippa

12/1960 - 05/1961 Epiphany, Uptown

05/1961 - 10/1961 Mother of Sorrows, McKees Rocks

10/1961 - 05/1962 St. Monica, Wampum/ St. Theresa, Koppel

05/1962 - 05/1966 Madonna of Jerusalem, Sharpsburg

05/1966 - 02/2001 Leave of Absence/ Health Reasons

09/1966 - 02/2001 Ministry in Los Angeles & San Diego, California and Las Vegas,
Nevada

02/19/2001 Retired from Active Ministry

Father Ernest Paone was ordained in 1957 and was assigned to five separate parishes within
the first nine years of his ministry.

On May 1, 1962, Father Edmund Sheedy, the Pastor of St. Monica where Paone was
serving as Parochial Vicar, notified Bishop John Wright that he had interceded to prevent Paone
from being arrested for “molesting young boys of the parish and the illegal use of guns with even
younger parishioners.” Sheedy advised Wright that Paone was involved in “conduct degrading to
the priesthood” and “‘scandalous to the parishioners.” In response, the Diocese reassigned Paone
to Madonna of Jerusalem, in Sharpsburg.

On August 4, 1964, Robert Masters, the District Attorney of Beaver County, sent a letter
to Bishop Vincent Leonard of the Diocese of Pittsburgh with respect to a sexual abuse investigation
of Paone. The District Attorney advised the Diocese that “in order to prevent unfavorable
publicity,” he had “halted all investigations into similar incidents involving young boys.” No
further action was taken against Paone.

On September 15, 2017, Masters testified before the Grand Jury. Masters was confronted
with his letter which the Grand Jury obtained from Diocesan files. When asked by the attorney

for the Commonwealth why he would defer to the Bishop on a criminal matter, Master replied,
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“Probably respect for the Bishop. Ireally have no proper answer.” Masters also admitted he was

desirous of support from the Diocese for his political career.
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The District Attorney’s Letter to Bishop Leonard
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For approximately one year, Paone was without a clear assignment within the Diocese. On
May 20, 1966, Wright granted Paone an indefinite leave of absence “for reasons bound up with
your psychological and physical health as well as spiritual well-being.” Following this leave of
absence, Paone relocated to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. In 1967, he relocated again to the
Diocese of San Diego.

Paone’s home Diocese remained the Diocese of Pittsburgh. The ability to remove Paone
from ministry or permit him to continue in ministry resided in the Bishop of Pittsburgh. 1In the
subsequent years, Paone would require continued authorization from the Diocese of Pittsburgh to
remain in active ministry among the Catholic faithful and their children. This was demonstrated
in documents obtained by the Grand Jury from the secret or confidential archives of the Diocese
of Pittsburgh.

On August 14, 1968, Paone requested that the Diocese recommend him for faculties within
the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. Paone indicated that he had spoken with Wright and had obtained
his approval. On August 27, 1968, the Diocese complied with this request by letter. Father
Anthony Bosco, Chancellor of the Diocese of Pittsburgh, wrote Monsignor Benjamin Hawkes of
the Archdiocese of Los Angeles and informed him that Paone was living in California with the
knowledge and approval of Wright. Bosco stated, “There would, therefore, be no objection to

Father being granted the faculties of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles.”
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3630-29 Vista Campana S.
Oceanside, Ca. 92054
August 14, 1968

Dear Father:

In order to satisfy certain requirements of the Los Angeles
Chancery regarding occasional Sunday "helpouts", I have been di-
rected to obtain a letter from you which indiéates that 1) you
are aware that I am residing here with my brother, and 2) that
you recommend me for the faculties of this Archdiocese. During
our several meetings, Bishop Wright indicated to me that he ap-
proves of both points and had offered to arrange a meeting between
Cardinal McIntyre and myself. At the time, I mentioned that I felt
that such a meeting would not be necessary. I would appreciate it
if you would send the letter to me personally or to Monsignor
Benjamin G. Hawkes --1530 West Ninth Street--Los Angeles 90015
California.

Thanking you in advance for your kind cooperation and with
every good wish, I am,

Sincerely,

/
) 2l _—

Father E. Paone

PGH_CF_0012160

Paone Requests a Letter of Good Standing
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August 27, 19¢8

Dear Monsignor Hawkes:

Father Ernest Paone has written this office with a
request taat I inforrm rou of his status with the NDiocese of
Pittsburgh. Father Paocne is on a legitinate leave of absence
from the Diocese cf Pittsburgh ané is residing in California
with the knowlege and approval of Bishop Wright. There would,
taerafore, be no objections to Father being granted the faculties
of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles.

With every best wish, I am
Sincerely yours in Christ,
(Rt. Rev. Msgr.) Anthony G. Bosco
Chancellor

kt. Rev. Msgr. Benjamin G. Hawkes
1530 West Ninth Street
Los Angeles, Caldfornia 90015

mnijb

PGH_CF_0012159

The Diocese of Pittsburgh’s Letter
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Again in 1975, a similar request was made for a letter of good standing. On March 3, 1975,
the Diocese complied. Bosco provided a letter “to certify that the Reverend Ernest C. Paone is a
priest of the Diocese of Pittsburgh on leave of absence, but in good standing. He has permission
of his Ordinary to offer Mass.”

During the decades between Paone’s departure from Pennsylvania in 1966 and 1991,

Paone served as pastor of a parish in Diamond Bar, California.’

Paone reported to the Diocese
that his service included hearing “many confessions in that parish.” Paone also served in two
parishes in the Diocese of San Diego. Paone taught in public schools, and attended at least one
course at Catholic University in San Diego, while maintaining all priestly faculties through the
Diocese of Pittsburgh. There is no indication that the Diocese provided any interested parties

information that Paone had sexually abused children or that the Diocese had played a role in

preventing his prosecution for that conduct.

5 Diocesan records note that during this time Paone was “supplying assistance on Sundays and Holy Days in a parish
for 21 years.”
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Another Letter of Good Standing From the Diocese




As Paone continued in ministry, he did so with approval from the Diocese in spite of the
Diocese’s knowledge that Paone was a child molester. The aforementioned period of time
encompassed the entire tenure of Bishop Anthony Bevilacqua from October 1983 to February
1988. Diocesan records, obtained by the Grand Jury, show the least amount of internal
correspondence regarding Paone during that time. The Grand Jury concluded that Bevilacqua left
Paone to his ministries and provided little to no oversight. While the lack of meaningful
supervision is consistent with the conduct of other Bishops of Pittsburgh and detailed herein, a
relevant observation specific to Bevilacqua himself is the apparent lack of documentation of any
of Paone’s activities in contrast to the internal documentation executed by the other Bishops.

On June 30, 1989, Bishop Donald Wuerl sent a letter to the Vatican with respect to several
diocesan priests who had recently been accused of sexually abusing children and whose cases had
generated significant publicity. In the letter, Wuerl documented his diocesan policies for sexual
abuse and stated his responsibility as Bishop was to determine the course of action in these cases.
Wauerl wrote that Catholic parishioners had a right to know whether a priest accused of such crimes
had been reassigned to their parish. Further, Wuerl advised that due to the scandal caused by these
priests, he initiated a review of any previous cases of diocesan priests who had been accused of
“pedophilic activities” with minors.

Wuerl warned the Vatican that Catholic bishops and dioceses could become liable once
they are made aware of sexual abuse complaints and that priests who deny the “crime” of
pedophilic activity with minors is “common in pedophiles” and that pedophilia is “incurable.”
Wauerl noted his exclusive role and stated that the “unassignability” of a priest must rest solely

with the bishop due to the potential victims’ parents “who have a moral right to expect chaste
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conduct from the priest” and the parishioners who “would be gravely unsettled and scandalized in
the knowledge that a priest pedophile has been assigned in their midst.”

However, despite Wuerl’s summary of the serious and criminal nature of the problem to
the Vatican, Diocesan records revealed that Wuerl granted Paone’s request to be reassigned again
on October 22, 1991. This time, Paone was permitted to transfer to the Diocese of Reno — Las
Vegas to serve as the Parochial Vicar at a local parish. Wuerl wrote that he had been updated on
Paone’s recent meeting with Father Robert Guay, Secretary for Clergy and Pastoral Life, and
Father David Zubik, Director of the Office of Clergy. Wuerl noted that Paone has most recently
served on a high school faculty in the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. Wuerl’s continued approval
permitted Paone to enjoy all the faculties of the Diocese. On November 20, 1991, Zubik wrote to

Paone to confirm that Wuerl had approved his new assignment.
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’
OFFICE OF THE BISHOP

DIOCESE OF PITTSBURGH 111 BOULEVARD OF ALUES

PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA 15222-1698
(412) 458-3010
FAX: (412) 456-3185

September 6, 1991

Dear Father Paone:

Your letter of August 16, 1991 arrived and with it your request for
permission to exercise priestly ministry in the Diocese of Reno, Nevada. For the
past twenty-five years, you have been offering priestly service to the faithful of the
Archdiocese of Los Angeles with the permission granted you at that time by Bishop
John J. Wright. I am grateful for your sharing this request with me.

To assure that every consideration is given to your request, I have given your
letter to the Priest Personnel Board for our review at a future meeting. After I
have received the observations and recommendations from the Board, I will be in
a better position to respond to you.

Grateful for your ministry and with every best wish, I am

Faithfully in Christ,

Bishop of Pittsburgh

Reverend Ernest C. Paone
Faculty - Oceanside, CA
234 Vista Montana Way
Ocean Side, CA 92054

PGH_CF_0012152

Bishop Wuerl Receives Paone’s Request to Transfer
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In March, 1992, Paone took a leave of absence from the Archdiocese of Los Angeles for
“reasons of health.” On July 25, 1994, the Diocese of Pittsburgh received another complaint of
child sexual abuse committed by Paone in the 1960’s. The victim’s sister came forward and
reported that after becoming aware of the abuse, her father “went to the rectory with a shotgun and
told Father Paone that he better leave town.” The Diocese sent him to St. Luke’s Institute for an
evaluation.

In a confidential letter sent to St. Luke’s, the Diocese acknowledged that Paone had been
teaching seventh and eighth grade students in the Diocese of San Diego for 19 years. Further, in
another confidential memorandum sent from Zubik to Wuerl, Paone’s various assignments and
sexual abuse complaints were again listed in detail. The Grand Jury noted that this process showed
no concern for public safety or the victims of child sexual abuse. The handling of these matters
was commonplace. In spite of the complaint, Paone continued in active ministry following his
brief evaluation at a church-based treatment facility.

The Grand Jury discovered that this 1994 complaint resulted in the generation of Diocesan
records that noted an even greater extent of knowledge regarding Paone’s sexual conduct with
children. An August 5, 1994 confidential memorandum sent from Zubik to Wuerl advised him of
this new complaint against Paone and that due to this complaint, his file was reviewed “with great
care.” Among other things, Zubik advised Wuerl that questions about Paone’s emotional and
physical health were raised as early as the 1950°s, while he was still in seminary. Zubik further
advised of Paone’s various assignments and correspondence over the years, before also describing
the multiple records documenting the Diocese’s knowledge of his sexual abuse of children as early
as 1962. Zubik then noted that with respect to these latter records, “You should know that these

last three pieces of correspondence were placed in the confidential files.”
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Wauerl responded by dispatching letters notifying the relevant California and Nevada
Dioceses of the 1994 complaint. However, Wuerl did not report the more detailed information
contained within Diocesan records. The Diocese did not recall Paone; nor did it suspend his
faculties as a priest. To the contrary, Paone continued to have the support of the Diocese. On July
29, 1996, Wuerl was informed by the Chancellor of the Diocese of San Diego that Paone had
continued with his ministry, but, “acting on the advice of our insurance carrier,” he was requesting
that Wuerl complete the enclosed affidavit, which stated, among other things, that Paone has *“‘not
had any problems involving sexual abuse, any history of sexual involvement with minors or others,

or any other inappropriate sexual behavior.”
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On August 12, 1996, Wuerl directed Father Kozar, Secretary for Clergy and Religious, to respond
to the request. Kozar then sent a confidential letter to the Diocese of San Diego and advised, among
other things, that:

Father Paone has not had an assignment in this diocese for over thirty years. Thus,

the only appropriate information about him has already been communicated to you

in a letter from Father Robert Guay, Secretary for Clergy and Religious, dated

January 30, 1996.

Paone again continued in ministry.

On January 6, 2002, an article which detailed the Catholic Church’s practice of reassigning
priests accused of sexual abuse of children was published in the Boston Globe newspaper. In
response, a letter was dispatched in May 2002, by Father James Y oung, Episcopal Vicar for Clergy
and Religious, to Father Michael Murphy of the Diocese of San Diego, advising him that due to
the “recent difficulties in the Church and having raised the bar on allegations brought against our
priests,” the Diocese of Pittsburgh was removing the faculties of Paone and placing him on
administrative leave. The Grand Jury noted that only this external force generated the action which
should have occurred decades earlier.

In June, 2002, another victim advised the Diocese of Pittsburgh that he was sexually abused
by Paone in the 1960’s. The abuse included fondling, oral sex, and anal sex. It occurred at the
victim’s house, at a hunting camp to which Paone had access to in the woods, and, in Paone’s car.
Paone also provided the victim with alcohol, pornographic magazines, and cash. In July, the
Diocese notified Paone about this new complaint. Then, on July 9, 2002, the Diocese of Pittsburgh
notified the Allegheny County District Attorney’s Office of “inappropriate touching that occurred

around 1962-63 when the alleged victim was age 15. Incidents occurred in a cabin owned by Father

Paone but alleged victim does not know where it was located.” It does not appear any information
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regarding Paone’s history was provided to the District Attorney and this notice was sent long after
the statute of limitations had expired.

In February, 2003, Wuerl accepted Paone’s resignation from ministry. Wuerl wrote a letter
acknowledging Paone’s request while providing assurance that “sustenance needs and benefits will
continue according to the norms of law.” Approximately 41 years after the Diocese learned that
Paone was sexually assaulting children, he was finally retired from active ministry. In spite of
Wuerl’s statements to the Vatican, the clear and present threat that Paone posed to children was
hidden and kept secret from parishioners in three states. Wuerl’s statements had been meaningless
without any action.

Three years after Paone’s retirement, the Diocese received an update. A February 2006
confidential memorandum from Father John Rushofsky, Clergy Personnel, was obtained by the
Grand Jury and revealed that Paone had been “assisting with confessions for confirmation-age
children, apparently asking inappropriate questions of the young penitents.” When questioned
about this, Paone told local Diocesan officials that he had received permission from the Diocese.
The Diocese dispatched a letter to Paone to remind him that his faculties had been revoked.

On May 10, 2012, Paone died.
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The Case of Father George Zirwas

Known Assignments

10/1979 - 05/18/1980 Resurrection, Brookline

05/1980 - 04/1981 St. Adalbert, South Side

04/1981 - 02/1982 St. Joseph the Worker, New Castle
02/1982 - 06/1989 St. Michael, Elizabeth

06/1989 - 12/1991 St. Bartholomew, Penn Hills
12/1991 - 05/1994 St. Scholastica, Aspinwall

05/1994 - 12/1994 St. Joseph, Verona

12/1994 - 07/1995 Leave of Absence, Personal Reasons
07/1995 - 11/2/1995 St. Maurice, Forest Hills

11/1995 - 05/2001 Leave of Absence, Personal Reasons

Father George Zirwas was ordained in September 1979. Zirwas was assigned to eight
different parishes as Parochial Vicar until 1995 when he was placed on a leave of absence. He
appeared to have remained in this status until his death in May 2001.

On September 1, 2016, the Pennsylvania Office of Attorney General served the Diocese of
Pittsburgh with a Grand Jury subpoena requesting any and all documents related to clergy
members or diocesan leadership personnel who had been accused of sexually abusing children. In
response, the Diocese produced thousands of documents. In the course of this investigation, the
Grand Jury took testimony from live witnesses, reviewed Diocesan records, and consulted with
experts from the Federal Bureau of Investigation in the field of behavioral analysis. However, the
Grand Jury learned that some original documents related to deceased priests were intentionally
destroyed by the Diocese. Fortunately, Canon 489 of the Canon Law governing the operations of
the Roman Catholic Church requires the maintenance of a summary of the facts and any text of a

definitive judgement. In the case of Zirwas, while many original records were destroyed, the
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summary of meetings, memoranda, and Diocesan actions remained.® The Grand Jury learned that
the Diocese was aware of complaints against Zirwas for sexually abusing children as early as 1987.
Additional complaints were received between 1987 and 1995. However, Zirwas continued to
function as a priest during this period and was reassigned to several parishes.

Documents obtained by the Grand Jury from the secret or confidential files of the Diocese
recorded that in October, 1987, Father Garbin met with a little boy and his family about an
“incident of inappropriate touch” by Zirwas at St. Joseph the Worker parish. No action was taken
by Bishop Anthony Bevilacqua, nor the Diocese, and Zirwas remained in ministry.

In February, 1988, another internal memorandum recorded that Father Ted Rutkowski met
with Zirwas. The meeting was arranged after Zirwas was accused of unwanted sexual contact with
a young man. Zirwas admitted to having contact with the young man in multiple parish rectories
and explained that the young man had asked Zirwas to massage his legs. Zirwas stated that he
massaged his legs, but did nothing more. He noted that sometime after the contact, the “boy left,
then the allegation came.” Zirwas was thereafter sent to St. Francis Hospital for an evaluation in
March, 1988. Upon his release, he continued in ministry.

In November, 1988, Diocesan officials met with a mother who reported that her 16-year-
old son was given alcohol by Zirwas and that Zirwas fondled the boy’s genitals. That same month,
the Diocese received another report from a victim who revealed that he was groped by Zirwas
when he was 17 years old. Zirwas was sent to St. Luke’s Institute for an evaluation in December,

1988. Upon his release he once again continued in ministry.

5 The Grand Jury notes that where any institution or individual destroys evidence of a crime when an investigation is
about to be instituted, such conduct could be pursued as a criminal offense in Pennsylvania under 18 Pa. C.S.A. §4910,
Tampering with or Fabricating Physical Evidence.
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Internal assignment records documented that from January, 1989 until June, 1989 Zirwas
served as Parochial Vicar of St. Michael. From June, 1989 to December, 1991, he served at St.
Bartholomew as Parochial Vicar. In June, 1991, a meeting was held between Father David Zubick,
Father Downs, and Father Robert Guay with respect to a victim’s complaint regarding his contact
with Zirwas. Among other things, this victim reported that Zirwas massaged his feet, calves,
thighs, and then groped his penis. The victim informed the Diocese that he was too embarrassed
to speak publically regarding the abuse or go to court.

In December, 1991, Zirwas was reassigned to St. Scholastica as Parochial Vicar. Then, in
May, 1994, Zirwas was again reassigned to St. Joseph as Parochial Vicar. Diocesan records,
obtained by the Grand Jury, revealed that Zirwas was then placed on a leave of absence for
“personal reasons” in December, 1994.

In July, 1995, Zirwas met with Zubik and requested permission to take an assignment in
Miami, Florida. Zirwas stated that his desire to leave the Diocese was due to “false rumors about
him.” Zirwas threatened to pursue legal action against other Diocesan personnel for “raising the
consciousness of some of the people at St. Joseph Parish concerning his relationship to the public
scandals which surfaced in 1988.” This meeting was memorialized in a confidential internal
memorandum obtained by the Grand Jury.

Within days, Zirwas was returned to ministry by Bishop Donald Wuerl. In 1995, Zirwas
was assigned as Parochial Vicar of St. Maurice. In November, 1995, the Diocese received another
complaint from a victim who reported that Zirwas fondled him and performed oral sex on him
when he was approximately 15 years old. In response, Zirwas was again placed on a leave of

absence for “personal reasons.” A status he would keep until the time of his death.
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In January, 1996, a mother of a victim demanded a meeting with the Diocese. That meeting
was granted. Diocesan records noted the mother’s outrage and disappointment. She stated that
she had originally reported her son’s abuse in 1988 and believed that proper action would be taken
to remove Zirwas from ministry. However, she learned that this did not occur. She noted that she
had written at least one letter and received no response. Moreover, when she pursued the matter,
she was told by Father Ted Rutkowski that it was “a one-time occurrence and that it had been
handled.”

After being placed on a leave of absence in 1995, Zirwas relocated to Florida before
ultimately moving to Cuba. Zirwas’s activities in Florida and Cuba are largely unknown and no
detailed Diocesan records were provided to the Grand Jury. However, in 1996, Zirwas informed
the Diocese that he had knowledge of other Pittsburgh Diocese priests’ involvement in illegal
sexual activity. In exchange for this information, he demanded that his sustenance payments be
increased.

In response to this request, Wuerl instructed him to document in writing the names of the
priests involved, or, state that he had no knowledge of what he had previously claimed. Wuerl
advised that this action had to be undertaken before Zirwas could receive any additional assistance.
After Zirwas disavowed any knowledge of priest involvement in illegal sexual activity in a letter
to the Diocese, he was granted an additional financial stipend and his sustenance payments were
continued. Zirwas continued to work with the poor and needy in Cuba until May 2001, when he
was murdered inside his Havana apartment.

During the course of this investigation, the Grand Jury uncovered a ring of predatory priests
operating within the Diocese who shared intelligence or information regarding victims as well as

exchanging the victims amongst themselves. This ring also manufactured child pornography on
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Diocesan property, including parishes and rectories. This group included: Zirwas, Francis Pucci,
Robert Wolk, and Richard Zula. This group of priests used whips, violence and sadism in raping
their victims.

On December 17, 2017, a victim (hereinafter identified as “George”) appeared before the
Grand Jury to provide information regarding his sexual abuse as a child by priests in the Diocese.
George’s experience is not only a personal tragedy but an institutional tragedy. His testimony
corroborated evidence found within Diocesan records that predatory priests existed; that these
predators shared information; and, that these men sexually offended on children.

George was raised as a Catholic and attended Catholic School from first through twelfth
grade. While at St. Adalbert’s on the South Side of Pittsburgh, George served as an altar boy.

George became friends with Zirwas in the mid-1970’s.  Zirwas would spend time at
George’s home and take George to lunch or dinner on occasion. George’s family encouraged the
contact with Zirwas based upon the belief that Zirwas would be a good influence on George.
George noted that that his Catholic family looked at priests as “very truth worthy, very elevated.”
As George was transitioning from middle school to high school, Zirwas took him on trips, took
him to see St. Paul Seminary, and, even taught him how to drive. Over time, Zirwas began to take
George with him as he carried out priestly duties and on his visits with parishioners.

Zirwas started introducing George to his “friends” who were priests who seemed to share
similar interests. On one occasion, Zirwas took George to a parish rectory in Munhall where the
following priests were present: Father Francis L. Pucci, Father Richard Zula, and Father Francis
Luddy of the Diocese of Altoona-Johnstown. The priests began a conversation about religious
statues and asked George to get up on a bed. As the priests watched, they asked George to remove

his shirt. They then drew an analogy to the image of Christ on the cross, and told George to remove
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his pants so that his pose would be more consistent with the image of Christ in a loincloth. At that
point, the priests began taking Polaroid pictures of George. As the picture taking continued, the
priests directed George to take off his underwear. George was nervous and complied.

George recalled that either Zula or Pucci operated the camera. He stated that all of the men
giggled and stated that the pictures would be used as a reference for new religious statues for the
parishes. George testified that this occurred before he turned 18-years-old and that his genitals
were exposed in the photographs. George stated that his photographs were added to a collection
of similar photographs depicting other teenage boys.

George recalled that each of these priests had a group of favored boys who they would take
on trips. The boys received gifts; specifically, gold cross necklaces. George stated, “He [Zirwas]
had told me that they, the priests, would give their boys, their altar boys or their favorite boys these

ka4

crosses. So he gave me a big gold cross to wear.” The Grand Jury observed that these crosses
served another purpose beyond the grooming of the victims: They were a visible designation that

these children were victims of sexual abuse. They were a signal to other predators that the children

had been desensitized to sexual abuse and were optimal targets for further victimization. ’

7 George still has the cross and it was shown to the Grand Jury.
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The Cross that Zirwas Gave to Altar Boys

The Grand Jury noted that George’s testimony revealed how a group of priests, all
offenders in their own right, collaborated together to manufacture child pornography within the
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Diocese of Pittsburgh. George’s last contact with Zirwas occurred prior to his departure to join
the United States military. However, other boys became victims of abuse.

In 1988, the Allegheny County District Attorney’s Office charged Zula, Pucci and Wolk
with sexually assaulting two altar boys. Zula pled guilty and was sentenced to up to five years in
prison. Wolk was sentenced to up to ten years in prison. Pucci’s charges were dropped because
the criminal statute of limitations had expired.

Zula was a pastor at Saints Mary and Ann Church in Marianna. Wolk had been a pastor of
St. Thomas Church in Bethel Park.

George testified that he looks back now with disdain. He questions how this activity could
occur, involve multiple priests, and not have created suspicion on the part of Diocesan
administrators. George stated,

To me, between going to St. Paul Seminary, Father Zula, Father Pucci, that there

was just an insidious pedophile community that permeated through at least the

Pittsburgh Diocese. And you know, my assumption as I grow older is that this was

something that was happening all over the United States and it just — you know, it

is very disappointing.

George went on to explain his reluctance to come forward, stating,

I don’t think there was anybody I could trust to tell, number 1. There was never —

who do you tell? Like, at the time, I was a tough kid from the South Side. It didn’t

like — I just kind of — I was a survivor at the time. So that was just part of the

lifestyle, I guess, and you know, I just kind of moved on... as a man, you know,

who do you want to tell that other priests took pictures of you. It was pretty

degrading. It is humiliating. 1 know some people it went further than that. I'm

lucky it hasn’t. It is still really hard to get it out there that you were in a room when

you were 14 or 15 and getting naked pictures taken from priests.

George’s testimony to the Grand Jury was one of the first times he had ever disclosed his
abuse. The Grand Jury’s review of records revealed that the Diocese was aware of the conduct of

these predatory priests and the records corroborated George’s testimony. It does not appear that

the Diocese disclosed any information to the police during the prosecution of some of these
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offenders in the late 1980’s. Moreover, it does not appear that the Diocese shared with the police
Zirwas’s statement that he had information on other priests’ criminal activity.

After Zirwas® death in 2001, the spokesman for the Diocese was interviewed by the
Pittsburgh Post-Gazette. Among other things, the Diocese refused to disclose any of the reasons
why Zirwas was placed on a leave of absence, citing the confidentiality of his personnel files.
However, when Wuerl presided over Zirwas’ funeral, he stated, among other things, that “a priest

is a priest. Once he is ordained, he is a priest forever.”
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The Case of Father Richard Zula

Known Assignments

06/1966 — 06/1971 St. Cyril of Alexandria, North Side, Pittsburgh

06/1971 - 12/1973 Most Blessed Sacrament, Natrona Heights

12/1973 - 06/1980 Our Lady of Czestochowa, New Castle

06/1980 - 05/1984 St. Michael Archangel, Munhall

05/1984 - 06/1986 Sisters of St. Mary & Ann, Marianna

06/1986 - 09/1987 St. Clement, Tarentum (Resigned)

09/1987 Leave of Absence (Withdrawn); Zula is admitted to the Institute of
Living, Hartford, Connecticut

04/1996 Withdrawn from Ministry

Father Richard Zula was ordained in 1966 and assigned to six different parishes through
1987. In 1987, the Diocese was under the command of Bishop Anthony Bevilacqua. In September
of that year, the Diocese received a complaint that Zula had engaged in violent sexual activity with
a minor at a rectory. This conduct involved three other adult males who were not priests.

On September 25, 1987, a meeting was held between Zula, Father Ted Rutkowski,
Secretary for Clergy and Pastoral Life, and Father Robert Guay. Documentation of the meeting
consisted of handwritten notes that included the name of the child victim at the top of the page,
followed by three additional names and another notation of the victim’s name. Among other
things, this document listed “parties at Marianna rectory (assigned May 1984)%" “alcohol,

% &l

marijuana;” “oral sex, attempt anal sex, whips, rectory bedroom, offer to pay private room fee at
St. V., present activity.” This was followed by the notation, “Institute of Living Tues Sept 29~

and the following notes: “No public celebration of mass, No return to parish once out, No

communication with [victim] or family, No communication with others involved, Resignation

8 1987 was the year when Zula became pastor at St. Clement.
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from parish.” Zula was

September 29, 1987.

subsequently sent to the Institute of Living, in Hartford, Connecticut on

The Handwritten Notes
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On December 9, 1987, Rutkowski documented his thoughts that Zula was a “mama’s boy”
who was “pursued” by the victim. He also described the victim as being “16 — 17 years of age.”

A confidential memorandum from Father Farmer to Rutkowski dated December 29, 1987,
outlined three proposed scenarios for placing Zula back into ministry. Among other things, these
proposals included assigning him as Chaplain at various parishes or assigning him to provide
pastoral care at nursing homes.

Zula was discharged on January 13, 1988. The Diocese was advised that Zula again
confessed his criminal conduct. He stated, “I got involved in some inappropriate sexual behavior
and my bishop has sent me here for an evaluation.” The summary further noted this other
“individual” was “very sexually promiscuous and needy.” The Grand Jury’s review of these
materials compels the conclusion that the Diocese was prepared to return yet another admitted
child molester to ministry. Indeed, notes in Zula’s personnel file indicated that “re Zula” the

“sooner reassigned the better.”” However, intervening and external factors changed that judgment.
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Planning Zula’s Return to Ministry




In May, 1988, a summary of facts was prepared in connection with a lawsuit filed on behalf
of victim against the Diocese of Pittsburgh. Among other things, the summary documented the
victim’s abuse, and the abuse of the victim’s brother, by Fr. Robert Wolk. However, the summary
also stated that at some point Wolk himself had criticized Zula for “having wild parties with drugs
and alcohol.”

By September 1988, a criminal investigation was underway. On September 22, 1988, the
Pennsylvania State Police interviewed the victim who, among other things, reported that he was
first sexually abused by Wolk in 1981. Zula then began sexually assaulting him in 1984 at which
time the victim was still under the age of 16. The victim further advised that the sexual abuse
occurred approximately once a week for another three years and that it included oral sex, sado-
masochistic behavior, and attempts at anal sex. On November 10, 1988, an arrest warrant was
issued for Zula. There is no indication that the Diocese disclosed their prior knowledge of Zula’s
conduct or Zula’s confession to the police or to the public.

Zula was charged with over 130 counts related to child sexual abuse. His arrest generated
significant press coverage. In the midst of the public outcry, Charles P. Nemeth, Esquire wrote a
letter to the editor of the Pittsburgh Catholic magazine dated October 20, 1988. A copy of this
letter was found within the Diocesan records. Among other things, Nemeth advised that he was a
practicing Catholic and has been a criminal defense attorney for 10 years, which included
representing sex offenders. Further, Nemeth advised that he held an LLM degree in Law
Psychiatry and Criminology from Georgetown University. Nemeth then advised that he was “awe-
struck by how reticent church officials are to condemn this activity as being criminal in scope and
form.” He criticized the “academic ponderings” and “‘other esoteric psychiatric diagnoses” that

characterized child sexual abuse as “deviance and social aberration” and added that “in fact, it is
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probably one of the more heinous criminal activities that individuals can ever engage in. The
reasons are self-evident.” He then stated some of these reasons, which included the “higher
standard of conduct” that should be required of priests; the “pedestal”” on which priests are placed;
that “sexual molestation between adults and minors is one of the most reprehensible forms of
conduct outlined in statutory and codified law;” and that to “equate the social diseases of
alcoholism and drug dependency with child molestation is an absolute and unadulterated folly.”

In November 1988, personnel from the Diocese, including its attorney, met with the
Western Regional Office of Children, Youth, and Families (“WROCYF”). A summary of the
meeting was then provided to Wuerl in an April 24, 1989 letter from the WROCYF. Among other
things, Wuerl was reminded that the Diocese was considered to be a “mandated reporter’” of child
abuse and thereby required to report any suspected cases of which it became aware. Further, Wuerl
was notified that the Diocese was prohibited from conducting its own internal investigations to
decide whether or not to report the abuse and was required to report it immediately. The letters
exchanged between the WROCYF and the Bishop illustrated a disagreement as to whether the
law’s mandates applied to Diocesan personnel.

In the midst of this public scandal, on March 1, 1989, Wuerl authorized a confidential
settlement between the Diocese and the family of the victim and his brother (who was also a
victim) in the amount of a $500,000 lump sum with a separate amount of $400,000 to be paid over
a period of 30 years. The settlement contained a “confidentiality agreement’” which prohibited the
victims from discussing the settlement or basis for the settlement with any third parties - unless
agreed to by the Diocese. The settlement released the Bishop, the Diocese, and the Roman

Catholic Church from any further liability with respect to the matter.

244



By the fall of 1989, Zula had entered a guilty plea to two counts and was awaiting
sentencing. At that time, the Diocese began to receive additional complaints of child sexual abuse
against Zula. Father Ron Lengwin documented a telephone call that he received from a parishioner
on August 25, 1989. The caller advised that Zula had made frequent sexual advances on her son
and at least two of his friends when they were 13-year-old altar boys. The mother reported that
Zula asked the boys to pose like statues and attempted to tie them up using rope. The Grand Jury
found this mother’s report to be consistent with the testimony of George. However, there was no
indication that the Diocese reported this complaint to law enforcement. In fact, the Diocese was
utilizing diocesan resources and personnel to advocate for Zula at his upcoming sentencing
proceeding.

On October 23, 1989, Kenneth Stanko, a doctor obtained by the Diocese to work with Zula,
wrote a letter to Father Rutkowski. Stanko enclosed a copy of his evaluation of Zula which he
conducted for presentation at Zula’s sentencing. Stanko advised that this evaluation was also sent
to the court. Among other things, Stanko opined that Zula’s “personality style is one of being
passive-dependent and that he would not likely be a person to initiate sexual activity.” By this
letter, the Diocese was placed on notice that the services it had procured for Zula were being used
as mitigation evidence at Zula’s sentencing. Moreover, these assertions blamed the child victim
rather than the adult criminal.

Stanko wrote that Zula had admitted to “mutual masturbation and fellatio with one sixteen-
year male” but only because “the boy first suggested sexual behaviors.” Stanko further noted that
Zula had also admitted to “mild sado-masochistic”” behaviors with several boys. However, Stanko
concluded that Zula “has never exhibited psychotic symptoms or any disturbance to his thinking

and reasoning. I have never doubted his sincerity or honesty.” The Grand Jury notes that while
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Diocesan resources were being used in such a fashion, unknowing parishioners were still actively
tithing from their income without knowledge that church funds were being used to mitigate a
convicted sex offender’s sentence.

In preparation for Zula’s sentencing, a press release issued by Wuerl stated, in part, “ . . .

the judicial system has run its course in arriving at its decision.”

STATEMENT BY BISHOP DONALD WUERL
ON THE SENTENCING OF

FATHER RICHARD ZULA

With the sentencing of Father Richard Zula, we are confident that
the judicial system has run its course in arriving at its decision. We
have always affirmed the need for justice with compassion in Imatters of
this nature. We will continue to pray for all those whose lives have

been affected by these tragic events.

The Bishop’s Public Statement

In 1990, after Zula was sentenced to state prison, the Diocese agreed to set aside $500.00
per month until his release, at which time he would be paid the full amount in a lump sum. The
Diocese also informed Zula that he would not be given any new assignments and asked him to

consider requesting a dispensation from the priestly ministry. Zula responded in a letter dated
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September 11, 1990. He wrote that had the Diocese supported him, he may not have pleaded
guilty. He then accused the Diocese of paying for his treatment in order to “save their own hide.”
Zula further advised that the District Attorney had offered to make a deal with him if he divulged
names of other priests involved in pedophilia and that he
could have named several priests; however, out of a sense of loyalty to my brother
priests, and to try to protect the Church from any further scandal, I would not
divulge their names, even to save myself from a jail term.
Zula stated he would sign the petition for dispensation if the Diocese arranged for his release from
prison first.
In March, 1992, Zula informed the Diocese that he might be eligible for early release in
July and requested that Wuerl confirm his future salary payments to assist him in obtaining his
release. In response to Zula’s request, internal Diocesan documents revealed that Wuerl directed
his subordinates to provide the requested information. The Diocese also agreed to increase Zula’s
sustenance payments to $750 per month after his release and to provide him with medical coverage.

When Zula was released in July, 1992, he received a check in the amount of $11,542.68 from the

Diocese.
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Zula’s Letter to Wuerl Regarding Early Release from Prison

248




The Diocese continued to receive reports of past criminal conduct on the part of Zula after
his release. In a 1993 letter to Wuerl, a victim reported that Zula “systematically ask[ed] me to
strip, assume a kneeling position, have my hands tied by a closeline type rope and subject me to a
beating with various types of whips and leather straps.” Shortly after this report, the Diocese
finally began “laicization,” the process to remove Zula as a priest.

On January 20, 1995, Wuerl met with Zula to discuss his future salary and medical benefits.
They discussed his dispensation from priestly vows but Zula was hesitant to agree to his removal
because he did not think he could support himself. Zula suggested the possibility of a lump-sum
payment which Wuerl referred to as “cushion income.” After further discussion, Wuerl was open
to the idea of Zula receiving a lump-sum payment of $180,000.00. Zula countered, however, with
a request for “$240,000.00 (TAX FREE).” Additional internal documents indicated that the
Diocese weighed Zula’s request. Three pages of undated handwritten notes with the heading
“FROM THE DESK OF Father Guay” referenced Zula’s concern regarding his July, 1995
payments and the figures of $180,000 and $240,000. The words “slush fund — under table” were
also included on the notes. Similarly, in a November 24, 1995 letter sent from Zula to Wuerl, Zula
stated that he had recently met with Guay and Father Dinardo who informed him that if he were
to resign from the active priestly ministry, he would still be entitled to receive his monthly
sustenance payments and medical coverage. In light of this representation, Zula stated his desire
to resign.

In 1996, the Diocese entered into a memorandum of understanding with Zula whereby he
was allowed to resign and was prohibited from ever seeking future assignments within the Diocese.
In return, the Diocese agreed that it would continue to pay him $750.00 per month for sustenance

and provide medical coverage for him.
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On January 31, 2001, another victim disclosed abuse by Zula. The victim reported that
Zula asked him to remove his clothes so that he could beat him with a belt. On December 14,
2001, the Diocese increased Zula’s sustenance payments to $1,000 per month as of January, 2002.
In July, 2007 the Diocese learned that Zula had been volunteering at the Good Shepherd
Church in Braddock. The Diocese dispatched a letter to Zula reminding him that such activity was

not permitted.
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Roman Catholic Diocese of Scranton

/1/] Ecclesiastical Province of Philadelphia
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I. General Overview of the Diocese of Scranton, Pennsylvania

The Roman Catholic Diocese of Scranton is a suffragan see of the Archdiocese of
Philadelphia, established on March 3, 1868. The seat of the Bishop is St. Peter’s Cathedral in
Scranton, Pennsylvania. Other cities in the Diocese include Wilkes-Barre, Williamsport,
Hazleton, Carbondale and Pittston. There are an estimated 348,600 catholics served by the
Diocese which is approximately 31.2% of the general population of the region. The Diocese is
located in the northeastern portion of the Commonwealth and is comprised of the counties of
Lackawanna, Luzerne, Bradford, Susquehanna, Wayne, Tioga, Sullivan, Wyoming, Lycoming,

Pike, and Monroe.
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II.  History of Bishops of the Diocese of Scranton
a) Bishop Jerome Hannan (8/17/1954 through 12/15/1965)
b) Bishop J. Carroll McCormick (3/4/1966 through 2/15/1983)
¢) Bishop John O'Connor (5/6/1983 through 1/26/1984)
d) Bishop James Timlin (4/24/1984 through July 7/25/2003)
e) Bishop Joseph Martino (7/25/2003 through 6/2009)

f) Bishop Joseph Bambera (04/26/2010 to Present)

III. Additional Church Leadership within the Diocese of Scranton
Relevant to the Grand Jury's Investigation

In any Diocese, the chief executive of the Diocese is the bishop. It was not uncommon to
observe evidence of other high ranking members of the Diocese involved in the handling of child
sexual abuse complaints or internal investigations at the bishop’s request. The Grand Jury
observed that with respect to the Diocese of Scranton, most matters were personally handled by
the bishop himself. As such, there is insufficient evidence to designate additional relevant

leadership in this report.

IV. Findings of the Grand Jury

The Grand Jury uncovered evidence of sexual abuse of minors committed by dozens of
priests in the Diocese of Scranton. This sexual abuse included grooming and fondling of genitals
and/or intimate body parts, as well as penetration of the vagina, mouth, or anus. The evidence also
showed that diocesan administrators, including the bishops, had knowledge of this conduct yet
regularly placed the priests in ministry after the Diocese was on notice that a complaint of child
sexual abuse had been made. This conduct enabled the offenders and endangered the welfare of

children.
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The evidence demonstrated that the Diocese had discussions with lawyers regarding the
sexual conduct of priests with children and made settlements with the victims. These settlements
contained confidentiality agreements forbidding victims from speaking out about their abuse under
threat of some penalty, such as legal action to recover previously paid settlement monies.

o Finally, the Grand Jury received evidence that several Diocesan administrators, including
the bishops, often dissuaded victims from reporting to police or, conducted their own deficient,

biased investigation without reporting crimes against children to the proper authorities.

V. Offenders Identified by the Grand Jury
1) Philip A. Altavilla |
2) Girard F. Angelo
3) Mark G. Balczeniuk
1) PR A e 1 R R R R AR |

~ 5) Joseph P. Bonner
6) Martin M. Boylan
7) Robert J. Braque
8) Francis T. Brennan

- 9) Joseph W. Bucolo
10) Gerald J. Burns
li) Robert N. Caparelli
12) Anthony P. Conmy
13)- J. Peter Crynes

14) Raymond L. Deviney
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16) Donald J. Dorsey

17) R et R B T R SR
18) John M Duggan |
19) John J. Dzurko

20) James F. Farry

21) James F. Fedor

. 22) Ralpk: N. Ferraldo

23) Angelus Ferrara

24) Ausﬁn E. Flanagan

25) Joseph D. Flannery

26) Martin J. Fleming

27) Robert J. Gibson

28) Joseph G. Gilgallon

29) Joseph A. Griffin

30) Joseph T. Hammond

31) P. Lawrence Homer

32) Mark A. Honart

33) Joseph F. Houstbn

34) e | R .
35)
36) Francis G. Kulig

37) Albert M. Libertore, Jr.
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38) John A. Madaj

B T T e

40) James M. McAuliffe |

41) Neil McLaughlin

42) Joseph F. Meighan

43) Russell E. Motsay

44) James F. Nolan

45)‘ W. Jeffrey Paulish

46) John A. Péndér

47) Mark T. Rossetti

43) Edward J. Shoback

49) Thomas P. Shoback

50) Thomas D. Skotek

51) John J. Tamalis

52) Virgil B. Thetherow

53) Robert M. Timchak

54) Lawrence P. Weniger

55) Joseph B. Wilson
Society of St. John

56) Christopher R. Clay

S7) Eric S. Ensey

58) Carlos Urrutigoity

59) Benedict J. Van der Putten
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VI. Examples of Institutional Failure: Fathers Robert Caparelli, Joseph
Hammond, and Thomas Skotek

The Grand Jury notes the following examples of child sexual abuse perpetrated by priests
within the Diocese of Scranton. These examples further highlight the wholesale institutional
failure that endangered the welfare of children throughout the Pennsylvania Dioceses including
the Diocese of Scranton. These examples are not meant to be exhaustive; rather, they provide a
window into the conduct of past Pennsylvania Bishops and the crimes they permitted to occur on
their watch. In the Diocese of Scranton, the acts of Robert Caparelli, Joseph Hammond, and

Thomas Skotek, speak for themselves.
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The Case of Father Robert N. Caparelli
Known Assignments

06/1964 — 09/1964  Queen of Peace, Hawley
09/1964 — 09/1967  St. Francis, Nanticoke

09/1967 — 10/1968  Most Precious Blood, Hazleton
10/1968 — 09/1974  St. Mary, Old Forge

09/1974 - 06/1981  Mercy Center, Dallas

06/1981 —09/1991  St. Vincent, Milford

09/1991 Relieved of Duties

12/1994 Died in state prison

On May 23, 1964, Robert N. Caparelli was ordained a Roman Catholic Priest within the
Diocese of Scranton. Between September, 1967 and October, 1968, Caparelli served as an
assistant pastor at the parish of Most Precious Blood in Hazelton. On August 14, 1968, less than
four years after Caparellis” ministry began, a letter was sent to Bishop J. Carroll McCormick from
a police officer in Hazleton. The officer reported to the Bishop that Caparelli was contributing to
the delinquency of two altar boys. These boys were brothers and were 11 and 12 years old. The
police officer stated that Caparelli was “demoralizing them in a manner that is not natural for any
human that has all his proper faculties.” The officer stated that the mother had made the complaint
to him, but that he was reporting it to McCormick. He explained that the mother of the victims
was afraid to tell the boys’ father due to the possible “deadly nature” of the ensuing confrontation.
The policeman closed his letter with an offer to meet with the Bishop or provide additional
information, if needed. He noted that there were ““other situations” as well. The officer commented

that if the situations were not curbed, violence would take place.

257



: Augu.st 11;, 1966
Eazla'ton, P,

Digcege of Sorxanton
. Beranton, Pa. 15503

.T. carroll ‘Mo dornlek, _Eishoy N

'!'ou.t' Excellency' . . !
"May I in'broduce myselr to Jyou. I am & Member of the Most Precious -

-Blood Ghnvr.:h in Ha.zlaton. _I am. a rolice- offieex* in the eity and very

mach. :lnteraatad in the wéll ‘baing of the Par:l.ahoners es well es the othar

citizana in our locale.

Yhe reasan T am wribin.g this labtar tn you is, i.n reference té an
:‘assiatmt in our pax'iah, Revarend Robert cappnrolli }:t is & known faat
that he has mtributed 1:- the dalinqueney or 2 minox hboys, ages 1 a.nd 12,
by damoralizing then in a manner that is not natural ror any humen 'bhai: has"
811 h:l.s proyer faculties. They; are 2 brothers that were altar boya a.nd the
" mothew ms.-da th-am qu:.t. The Father does 'nt know about thia 1nnident and. we
_-ara and mnst: keep 1t & aaaret. The ﬂotl:er is afraid to tell him fa Lfeaw
o ol mperauasions thet’ would he Di‘ a d.aaﬁ.ly na‘bure. '.'L'ha Notis' » had,_ the -

' coura.ge %0 .coma to me- and. tell me ol ths situa’bion., .Sha ia a Registered
Hurse and knows that theren is need fbr a Doctor in t‘nia oaae. 'we R1L ha.v'a
the greatest "eap;c'b for. Honaignoz- Mark Menaa and. think. ha is doins B :{‘ina
;]ob._ We think the Honsignor phould not be bu::-dened with this ai‘buation and
others that thﬂ.s assiata.nt .‘-.s respom;ible i‘or. I would be willing _jl:q tell -
you about’ the o‘bher situations 1f you "so desire. I think action should be
taken to curb these situations ‘bsfora violence takes place. ' X

Ir fur-tha;- explanation ls naedad., T would be Wi:l.ling “Ho maeb with you
17 :,rnur oomraniencﬂ.

wishing you géod health L remain,

DS 07527

The Policeman’s Letter to Bishop McCormick
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Three days later, the head pastor of Most Precious Blood contacted McCormick. Father
Mark Mecca had also reviewed the letter that the Bishop had received. Regarding it, he wrote to

McCormick:

I have to say that it expresses the voice of many of my parishioners. Ireferred this

matter to you at Thanksgiving-tide of last year, when I told you that I would try to

solve this problem, to relieve Your Excellency of at least one of the many problems.

This problem is too big for me. It has grown into something that is unbelievable.

In other words all that this gentleman writes is true... but there is so much that is

missing, and all very, very serious.
Mecca went on to note that at least one fellow priest, Monsignor Mussari, simply did not wish to
know the details. He noted that Monsignor James Timlin was aware of at least one area of concern
due to his presence when Mecca broached the subject on a previous occasion. Mecca closed his
letter noting, ““Y our Excellency has definitely noticed that I am under an incubus . . . all on account

of some of these things.” The Grand Jury noted that “incubus” is a Latin term for “a male demon

obsessed with the sexual” and can be a “nightmare known for causing oppression or burden.”
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wMeaT PrREcioUs Broon CHURCH
FQURTH anp SEYBERT STREETS
HAZLETON, PENNSYLYANIA lszol

Aug. 17, 1968

Most Rew. J. Carrell McCormick, D.D.
300 Wyoming Avenus ’
Scranton, Pa. 18503

Dear Bishop McCormicks: ,

Cnnceming the letter which.is enclosed,. as was sent r.o you by
tha parishiener, I have to say that it expressées the veice of many
parishioners, I referred this matter to you at Thanksgiviag-tide -
of laat year, when I told you .that T would try ‘to solve this
roblem, to relieve Youxr Excellency” of at least one of the many
problems, This probdlem iz too béig for me. It has pgrown :I.m:.o
something that is- unbelievable. .

I othar words all ‘that this gentleman writes is’ f.rue... but
" thare is 20 much that is mi.asing, -and a1l vexry, very ser:l.oua.

Magr,. Mussarl and T were Iia to talk to you, of d,iffarem: praoblens
of course. (This he does not know of) I wanted to go over some

‘of the thinga with Your Excellency. Omne of the topics would be

. that which I mentioned to your Excellency in. the presence D:E
Hagt. Timlin. g . .

If there 15 naed of my meai:ing with Your Excellehcy, or with any

particular PEerson with some facta to 'bri.ng light on the subject,

these perscns can be supplied. Im fact one of these 15 one of

oy 1ay—teacl\ers.

Your Excellency Las definitaly not:l.ced that T am under an
ineubus,.. all on saceocunt of some of thesé th:l.nga.

“.with best wishes always, and reaffirming my de.epest devot.;lon
to my Beloved Biahop, "I am

Very sincerely d n Cbrist o

Mark A. Mecca

DS 07526

Mecca Reports the “Incubus”
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On August 19, 1968, another concerned parishioner wrote to McCormick. While noting

general concerns about Caparelli’s demeanor, the parishioner stated:

We tolerated all this but it is now a known fact in Hazelton that he is demoralizing

young boys especially those that serve as altar boys. Many parents have withdrawn

them and are being retained not to report him to the juvenile division of the Police

Dept. We want to avert scandal. This is the consensus that we would overlook all

the former complaints but this last one, may present a tragic situation.

On September 2, 1968, McCormick wrote a secret note that the Grand Jury obtained from
the confidential Diocesan archives. McCormick wrote that he had spoken with Caparelli who
“admitted acting too freely with 2 altar boys.” Contrary to the reports about him, Caparelli insisted
that he did not do anything immoral. While Caparelli agreed that the Bishop had to take action

against him, he begged to be assured that he would be able to continue working as a priest in the

Diocese.

261



262



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

||||||

The Bishop’s Notes

263




Caparelli was subsequently sent to the Padua Retreat House. An internal Diocesan
memorandum from October 1968 noted that based upon Caparelli’s version of events, “the mother,
a nurse, may have exaggerated.” Any child sexual abuse was dismissed as “immaturity” and a
change was suggested. McCormick ultimately assigned Caparelli to serve in the parish of St.
Mary’s in Old Forge in October, 1968. In 1981, Caparelli was appointed head pastor of St.
Vincent’s in Milford.

In 1985, while Caparelli was still in active ministry as head pastor at St. Vincent’s, then-
Bishop James Timlin dispatched a memorandum to all priests, religious and lay personnel of the
Diocese of Scranton. The memorandum explained that the Pennsylvania Child Protective Services
Act required reporting to civil authorities both “actual and suspected cases of child abuse.” The
memorandum explained that a report must be made to the head priest of a parish or the superior of
a given diocesan institution. The Chancery noted that it stood ready to assist. In spite of this
mandate, Timlin permitted Caparelli’s continued ministry and no report was made regarding his

conduct.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: All Priests, Religious and Lay Personnel of the Diocese of ‘Scranton
FROM: The Chancery - '
RE: * Child _'Pl_'oter'.ti-ve Services Act

DATE: . July 23, 1985

The Pennsylvania Child Protective Services Act requires, under penalty, the
reporting to civil authorities, actual'apd suspected cases of child abuse. To
ensure compliance with these laws, His Excellency, Bishop Timlin, has directed
that the enclosed information be transmitted to all persons, parishes, agencies,
schools and institutions within the Diocese. o . o .

. This information is submitted in order to‘update. and .expand the knowledge and

skills ‘which are necessary for effective ministry to and care for children..

In institutions of the Dic;c_:e'se which have a familiarity with the Child Protective
Services Act, the reporting of suspected cases of child abuse is to follow stated
departmental or agency pracedures. T ’ -

in .5iti.l1a_tions where the proVisions of the Chi!d P_roiective_ Services Act have not
been implemented, the reporting procedures as defined in the Act are to be
followed by the person in charge. | o '

in cases of suspected child abuse discovered by a priest the reporting of such
suspected incidents is the responsibility of the pastor of the parish, The
Chancery is available to assist in offering direction relative to the reporting of
such incidents discovered by a parish priest. In cases discovered by a priest
in an institution or high school within the Diocese, a report must be made to the

.superior or principal of that facility.

In’ situations where an accusation of .child abuse, as defined by the Act, is made
against any person or agency of the Diocese the following procedures are to be

. followed:

Where establisheﬂ-gu_idelines ‘concerning such institutions are in place the
procedures so established are to be followed. : s

Where guidelines have not been established, the person with pertinent information

must consult with their immediate superior for direction in implenenting the

provisions of the Child Protective Services Act. . If this information is received

by a priest, consultation must be made with the Chancery Office for direction in .
implementing the provisions of the Act. : : b '

Ariy questions relative to the Child Protective Services Act are to be referred
to the appropriate head of the agency, school or institution, or to the Chancery

. Office.

DS 07456

The Mandated Reporter Memorandum
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Within Caparelli’s personnel file, the Grand Jury found a letter from John M. Quinn,
Esquire. The letter, dated September 3, 1991 and marked received September 6, 1991, appeared
to have been shared with the Diocese of Scranton through Bishop Donald Trautman of the Diocese
of Erie. The letter suggested a way to reorganize any diocese to minimize recovery by victims of
child sexual abuse in the event that “a large judgement is rendered against the Bishop and the
Diocese in a pedophile case.” The Grand Jury noted that at that time scores of predatory priests
were still in active ministry in the dioceses of Pennsylvania, and one of them was Caparelli.

However, before the end of 1991, Caparelli was criminally charged for the sexual abuse of a child.
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'QUINN-GENT-BUSECK & LEEMHUIS INC.
= = Anorneys At Law &= . —
. 222 Wiest Grandvlew Bovlevatd, Esie, FA 16506-4508  Phone: BIAI§33.0222  FAX: BI4/833-6753

John M.-Quinn, St

'RECENVED

September 3; 1991

B _ - : 6 199t

George 5. Forde, Jr., Esquire .. T §EP .
Stradley Ronon Stevens & Yound ' ‘ A/ _
2600 One Commerce Square . L - 5 Tt P S
Philadelphia, Pa. 10103-7098 . S @S FURDE
. i . 5 o o

RB: Agenda matter -.Diqcéa_a‘n' Attorneys HMeeting

Dear Mr. Forde: . . B

o s N . .
As -attorney for the  Erie Diocese, 1 have been in extended.
discussicns with our new, Bishop Most Reverend Ponald W
Trauntman regarding steps which might be taken to ingulate.
didcesan assets - in  the event that a large judgment is
réndered against the Bishop and the Diocese  in a Pedophile .-
cage. As I.am sure you are aware, -all insurance companies
have withdrawn coverage for Tiabilities arising out of auch’
events. ) : : T .
I have recommended to Bishop Trautman . that two steps. be
taken: (1) that a nuzber-of diocesan corporations be created.
- each. of which would have responsibility for tha management,’
etc. of various diocesan assets such as its real estate. its
'Endowed Funds, its normal cperational’”” activities and ‘itse .
social concern corporations. The. Ocdinary would. be the
Sole Member of each of the corporations and he would retain .
the - five reasponsibilities mandated by Canoen law to-wit
. ereation of. thé .corporation and its by-laws, appeintment and
- texmination of trustees, control  over the ‘extraordinary
disposition of assets by the corporation particularly 'in the
real estate field, the sole power to amend thé by~lawa and .
the sole pover to terminate the corporation. The trustees o™~
would be, to the extent possible, lay persons having no
‘connection with the Dioccese but having actual' expertise in
the mattera of each corporation. (2) - He are recommending
that a Declaratien of Charitable Trast be filed for each
parish by which the ordinary .would execute a Declaration of -
prust appointing himself as trustee, " naming the Roman
catholic Church as the sole beneficiary and stating that the
parish assets, real, _perasonal -end mixed, {which are .
accurately identified) are  held solely to carry out the
charitable purposes of the Trusat. The Trust’' would contain a
Spendthrift clausé which would state that 'its assets are mnot
susceptible to any kind of legal proceasg for non-trust

o —————

DS 06788




George 5. Forde: Jo., Baquire -
gseptember 3. 1991° : AT
Page Two oo

purposes. Hopefuily this would jnsulate the éﬁs_etﬂl of the
parish from egecution'.' : . )

It is ‘our. conclusion that ‘with 'regard to the diocesan

- ¢gorporationsg if they are creatad as ahcove set forth actually
© hold meatings. Icre_até minutes and &o the things for which’

they are created, a court would not "plerce the corporate

veil” to aatisfy a plaintiff's judgment in a pedophile case-,
Ta the came of the Declaration of Tiust for the parishes.- it

- ia pur thought that if such a document is filed with the

Racorder Of Deeds-in, the , County in which each parish exists,
this could well. protect  even the pgriah ‘assets. against the

levy.

I believe because .of the concern all of us have abiout the

- peuults of this type of litigation oh cur dioceses, that thie |

is an _-appropri_ate agenda item for’ the Dlocesan Attorneys
meeting-’ : ' . S .

After you havée had ‘a chance to reﬂ;iew this letter, it il::i.ght"
beé halpful if yomw would call me. 1 can he reache@ in the’

morninge  at 814/452-7130 or in. ~the afterncons at

Bla/833-2222. I will be away tiil 9/11. so please call after
that date. - . ' o oA e

)@r&y irply yodrs;' -

QUINN, GERT, ROSECK & LEEMBUIS, IRC..

BY
FHOS/ jad

ccz Most Reverend Bishop ponald W. Trautman

Reorganization to Avoid Liability
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Following the filing of criminal charges against Caparelli, Timlin issued a statement on
behalf of the Diocese of Scranton. The statement announced the Diocese’s full cooperation with
law enforcement and its own thorough investigation. No comment regarding the Diocese’s pre-
existing knowledge of Caparelli’s criminal conduct was made.

On December 17, 1991, Timlin personally took another complaint from a respected
medical doctor and faithful catholic parishioner. The doctor disclosed that he had been a victim
of Caparelli’s when Caparelli had served at St. Mary’s. He reported that he was 11 or 12 years old
when Caparelli “sexually molested” him. The doctor reported that there were “other boys involved

as well.”

269



Second Dr'aft - 12/12/91

Apprnved by Attornay James E. D'Brlen, Jf
end Attorney Nhrk Chopk&

. A Statement of the Diocess uf Scranton

The Diocese of Sbranton normally éﬁnéiders'gunduct'on_the

' part of its priésts as an :nternal matter. Howsver duﬁ fo the fact

that in Lhis most unusual casa, crlminal charges of. chlld ‘soxual
abusa ‘have been bruught aga:nst a diucesan prlast, the dlnnsaa -
recognlzes its responsibil:ty ko explaln ita sctions with rugard to

this matter.

In accord with tha guidancs of 'the. Unltud Statas Cathnlic

Cunfarence, the. Diﬁcese of Scrantan has implamantad a multl-step

rapproach. unce allegatiuns af priest saxual m:sconduct are-raised and

brnught to the attentinn of apprnpriata dlocsaan offxcials. In this ;_

‘case, a prumpt, thorough inveatigatlon was cunductgd "which led to

the innmdiate suspansian of the pr:aat frmn his duties as’ paatur of

St. Vlncent‘s Church Milford. " The prlast was Lhen sant for

puychological ava[uatlon and lntensive traatment gt 8 fac1llty in-

"Maryland, whsra he remunns at this time..

Tha dnncesa uffsred |ta full conperatlon at all tlmea, in tha

course ‘of ita own investlgat:on and that of local law en?orcsmant

. off:cxals.

- Any ‘incident of thia natura ar any other repurts simllar to
it are of” lntanse concern to the dlocese. Evan one lncldent is
viewad as tragic. " The paln that results frum chi!d asxual abusa is -
deaply fslt by . the- victlm, tha victim's fam:ly, the cuﬂnmnlty and the

Church itsaLfa

DS 07696
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The Diocese’s Public Statement and Another Complaint to the Bishop
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On December 23, 1991, a civil lawsuit was initiated against the Diocese for Caparelli’s
criminal conduct. The Diocese aggressively fought back for a period of years before ultimately
settling the matter. Timlin specifically took actions to protect the secret archives of the Diocese
from legal discovery during the course of the litigation. These actions were taken despite the fact
that the plaintiff’s complaints were clearly consistent with diocesan knowledge that Caparelli had,
in fact, molested the child. The lawsuit alleged that the child had been molested from September,
1985 through June, 1986 in the rectory of Saint Vincent DePaul. Specifically, the lawsuit alleged
that Caparelli forcibly sodomized the child.

Catholic parishioners were not pleased at having been endangered and kept uninformed
by the Bishops of Scranton. On January 9, 1992, one such parishioner, who attended St.
Vincent’s, wrote to Timlin stating:

Your misleading and deceptive tactics by sending a representative to the parish only

was a further effort to circumvent the truth and cover up what possibly could be a

true situation. To deal with parishioners in this matter as if they have no intelligence

is perhaps more of a shock then what is presently facing us. To be dealt with as

fools by those we trusted speaks of nothing but further non concern by you and the

Diocese of Scranton. The Parishioners “rights to know the truth” has been violated

and a distrust of the church and its hierarchy prevails. Perhaps this is even a greater
scandal than the immediate crisis facing St. Vincent’s parishioners.
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January 9, 1992 = L cudxﬁuuuiyu4#1;

The Most Rev. Bishop James Timlin
Bishop of Scranton ' ‘

300 Wyoming Avenue

Scranton, Pa. 18503

Dear Bishop Timlin: -

'The recent allegations and events concerning the Rev.
Robert Caparelli, former Pastor of St. Vinecent Church,
Dingman Hills,y; Penna., have prompted me to again write to
you. Perhaps you may recall that in September of 1988,I
not only had a telephone conversation with Father Richards
(of. your office), but followed that conversation with a two
" page letter concerning Father Caparelli's drastic change -
in behavior and the possiblé need for professional help. _
You never so much as acknowledged the receipt of that letter
that I took the time to draft ouz of goncern for this '
"troubled man. Perhaps you thought it was a “crank letter"
from a disgruntled:parishioner. Had you investigated the
ma