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Y u have been sued in Court. If you wish to defend against the claims set forth in the 
following ages, you must take action within twenty (20) days after this Complaint and Notice are 
served, b entering a written appearance personally or by attorney and filing in writing with the 
Court yo defenses or objections to the claims set forth against you. You are warned that if you 
fail to do o the case may proceed without you and a judgment may be entered against you by the 
court wi ut further notice for any money claimed in the Complaint or for any other claim or relief 
requested y the Plaintiff. You may lose money or other rights important to you. 

Y U SHOULD TAKE THIS PAPER TO YOUR LA WYER AT ONCE. IF YOU DO 
NOT HA A LA WYER OR CANNOT AFFORD ONE, GO TO OR TELEPHONE THE 
OFFICE ET FORm BELOW TO FIND OUT WHERE YOU CAN GET LEGAL HELP: 
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MIDPENNLEGALSERVICES 
1107 12th STREET 

SUITE508 
ALTOONA,PA 16601 

1-800-326-9177 
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Attorney for Plaintiffs 
Richard M. Serbln, Esquire 
85 Logan Boulevard 
Altoona, PA 16602 
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·. COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF BLAIR COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER 
HNDOE1 

Plaintiffs 

v 

DIOC SE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN, 
BISH P JOSEPH V. ADAMEC and BISHOP 
J HOGAN 

Defendants 

CIVIL ACTION - LAW 

NO. 2003 GN ---

COMPLAINT 

AND NOW, come Plaintiffs BRlAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and 

JO DOE 1, by and through their attorneys, REESE, SERBIN, KOVACS & 
-

NYP VER, LLP, and set forth a cause of action whereof the following is a statement: 

A. PARTIES: 

I. PlaintiffBRlAN J. GERGELY is an individual who resides at 168 

Lake ew Road, Ebensburg, Cambria County, Pennsylvania. He was a minor child 

durin the times he was sexually abused by Monsignor Francis McCaa, a diocesan priest, 

betwe n approximately 1980 and 1983. 

2. Plaintiff KEVIN HOOVER is an individual who resides at 400 Winton 

Street Pittsburgh, Allegheny County, Pennsylvania. He was a minor child during the 

times e was sexually abused by Monsignor Francis McCaa, a diocesan priest, between 

appro imately 1981 and 1985. 

3. JOHN DOE 1, is an individual who resides in Ebensburg, Cambria 
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.. Conn , Pennsylvania. He was a minor child during the times he was sexually abused by 

Mons· or Francis Mccaa, a Diocesan priest, between approximately 1975 to 1981. His 

identi has previously been made known to the above named Defendants. 

3. Defendant DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN is a non-profit 

organ ation with its principal offices located at Chancery Hilltop, Hollidaysburg, Blair 

Conn , Pennsylvania, (hereinafter DIOCESE, collectively with Bishop Defendants 

referr d to as DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS), doing business as an organized religion, 

inclu ·ng but not limited to the ownership, management and operation of parishes and 

Catho ic schools within the counties of Blair, Cambria, Centre and Somerset. 

4. Defendant BISHOP JOSEPH V. ADAMEC (hereinafter individually 

ref err d to as "ADAMEC") is an individual residing at the corner of Larch Street and 

Log Boulevard, Hollidaysburg, Blair County, Pennsylvania; and is the current bishop 

or lea er of the DIOCESE, having undertaken the position May 17, 1987. 

.. 

5. Defendant BISHOP JAMES HOGAN (hereinafter individually referred to 

GAN'') is an individual who resides at Garvey Manor, 128 Logan Boulevard, 

ysburg, Blair County, Pennsylvania; and served as the bishop or leader of the 

DIO ESE with his tenure lasting from 1966 to May of 1987. 

6. It is believed and therefore averred that at all times material herein, the 

of the DIOCESE, by virtue of his office is empowered by the DIOCESE to 

ise and control all diocesan priests, employees and/or other agents; all diocesan 

ies and entities including parishes and schools, and various other Diocesan entities 

Iocat din the Counties of Blair, Cambria, Centre and Somerset. 

B. FACTS COMMON TO ALL PLAINTIFFS 

7. At all times relevant hereto, each of the Plaintiffs were member 

·•. 
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parish oners of the DIOCESE at the parish of Holy Name Church, as more fully 

descri ed hereinafter. 

8. At all times material herein, as a result of each of the Plaintiffs and their 

famili s' enrollment in their respective parish churches within the DIOCESE, each of the 

Plain ffs were taught to trust and rely on their parish priests, as well as other leaders of 

the D CESE including its bishops. 

9. At all times material herein, DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS, explicitly and 

impli · tly represented to each of the Plaintiffs that the DIOCESE, its bishops, and each of 

its pri sts, including Monsigno; McCaa, were benevolent and trustworthy stewards who 

woul only act in the best interest of each of the Plaintiffs. 

10. At all times material herein, each of the Plaintiffs believed that it would be 

sinful r wrong to make any kind of an accusation against a priest or bishop; and that· 

priest and bishops could not and would not engage in conduct considered evil or wrong. 

11. At alJ times material herein, each of the Plaintiffs entrusted their well 

being o the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS who had a corresponding obligation to be 

solici us for, as well as protective of, each of the Plaintiffs in the exercise of their 

positi n of superiority and purported authority. 

12. At all times material herein, the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS invited and 

ged each of the Plaintiffs to accept each priest of the DIOCESE purported to be in 

tanding, including Monsignor Francis McCaa, as one who was worthy of and who 

had e responsibility for each of the Plaintiffs physical and spiritual safety, thereby 

induc ng the Plaintiffs to entrust themselves to the company and care of Monsignor 

and to ·participate in church sponsored youth activities. 

C. NATURE OF SPECIAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EACH 
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OFTHEPARTIESANDTHEPREDATORPRJESTS 

13. The DIOCESE by and through ADAMEC and HOGAN, at all times 

mate al herein, was responsible for the creation and staffing of the parishes, parish 

churc es, and parish and diocesan schools within the DIOCESE. 

14. At all times material, ADAMEC or HOGAN were solely and ultimately 

respo sible for assigning, transferring (and/or suspending) all parish clergy to and from 

pans churches and other entities, such as hospitals and schools within the DIOCESE. 

Said riests and other parish clergy served at the Bishops' pleasure. 

15. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS approved the transfers of all DIOCESE 

cler into and out of the DIOCESE. 

16. The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS solicited funds for its support from the 

paris ioners of its parishes through parish "assessments" and direct appeals. The 

DIO ESAN DEFENDANTS also provided funds to the parishes, as they deemed 

neces ary and appointed the trustees of the parishes and approved parish and school 

budg ts. 

17. Through control of and interaction with the parish churches and their 

direc knowledge of the daily functioning of the various religious and recreation 

pro operating in each parish in the DIOCESE, the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS 

ware that among their parishioners there were a significant number of young 

n and adolescents who because of their very status as minors, were vulnerable to 

ting of parish priests. 

18. The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were aware that these minor 

paris ioners through their participation in parish churches, parish schools, diocesan 

ary schools and diocesan sponsored and developed educational and/or recreational 

pro s, had intimate, frequent, and often times private contact with parish clergy and 
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pnes assigned by the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were 
also ware that as part of a priest's duties and in furtherance of cultivating a trusting 

relati nship with children, that priests visited the childrens' homes to meet with the 

chi! en and their parents. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS also knew and approved of the 
at young children parishioners were present at parish rectories (priests/clergy 

resid nces) for a variety of purposes including work. 

19. The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS by and through their parish priests, 
inclu ing Monsignor Francis McCaa, were acting "in loco parentis" at all times when the 
chil en were in the company of Monsignor McCaa, except those periods when the 

chi! ens' parents were present. As such the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were acting 

o parentis" at all times that Monsignor Francis McCaa, was grooming children to 
be se ually abused and actually sexually abusing them. 

20. At all times material herein, a confidential relationship existed between 
the OCESAN DEFENDANTS, the priests of the DIOCESE and its parishioners, 

inclu ing the Plaintiffs. 

21. The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS, along with Monsignor Francis McCaa, 
and er unnamed parish clergy repeatedly instilled in each of the Plaintiffs as they did 
in all of their parishioners the belief that priests are figures of authority who should be 

re lie upon to protect the well being of children in the parishes and schools of the 
DIO ESE. Plaintiffs, like all the children in the parish, were taught to obey priests and 
to rel on and trust them without doubt or question on issues affecting their physical and 
mora well being. 

D. FACTS SPECIFIC TO EACH OF THE PLAINTIFFS 

I. BRIAN J. GERGELY 
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22. Plaintiff, BRIAN J. GERGELY, was raised in a devout Christian, Roman 

Cath lie family, whose members regularly attended and participated in the celebration of 

mass and fulfilled their obligations of financial and other support. 

23. Plaintiff, BRIAN J. GERGELY, born January 26, 1970, while a minor 

paris ioner and altar boy at Holy Name Church, became acquainted with Monsignor 

McC and held Monsignor McCaa in high esteem, reverence and trust. 

24. Monsignor McCaa in his role as priest of the parish, exploited the power 

assigned and appointed positions, his authority, duties and/or obligations as a 

DIO ESE priest and as BRIAN V. GERGEL Y'S priest, to take advantage of BRIAN V. 

GER EL Y'S vulnerability, sexual naivete, and trust. Plaintiff BRIAN V. GERGELY, 

xually abused by Monsignor McCaa on numerous occasions for a period of 

appr ximately three years in the sacristy and confessional at Holy Name Church. The 
sex I abuse included fondling of Plaintiff's penis and buttocks. McCaa would ask 

Plain iff to sit on his lap during confession, whereupon Monsignor McCaa would fondle 

his p nis, all of which resulted in injuries and harm as set forth herein. 

Il. KEVIN HOOVER 

25. Plaintiff, KEVIN HOOVER was raised in a devout Christian, Roman 

Cath lie family, whose members regularly attended and participated in the celebration of 

mass and fulfilled their obligations of financial and other support. 

26. Plaintiff, KEVIN HOOVER, born November 5, 1971, while a minor 

paris ioner and altar boy at Holy Name Church, became acquainted with Monsignor 

McC a and held Monsignor McCaa in high esteem, reverence and trust. 

27. Monsignor Mccaa in his role as priest of the parish and school, exploited 

the p wer of his assigned and appointed positions, his authority, duties and/or obligations 

•. 



-. CESE priest and as KEVIN HOOVER'S priest, to take advantage of KEVIN 

HOO R'S vulnerability, sexual naivete, and trust. Plaintiff KEVIN HOOVER was 

sexual abused by Monsignor McCaa on multiple occasions over a period of 

approx mately four years in the sacristy and the rectory of Holy Name Church. The 

sexual buse included fondling Plaintiffs penis through his clothing, as well as 

inappr priate touching, hugging and tickling in the area of the genitalia. 

III. JOHN DOE 1 

28. Plaintiff JOHN DOE 1, was born February 29, 1964, while a minor 

parishi ner and altar boy at Holy Name Church, became acquainted with Monsignor 

McC and held Monsignor McCa in high esteem, reverence and trust. Monsignor 

baptized JOHN DOE 1. 

•. 

29. Monsignor McCaa in his role of priest of the parish, exploited the power 

ssigned and appointed position, his authority, duties and/or obligations as a 

DIOC SE priest and as JOHN DOE 1 'spriest, to take advantage of his vulnerability, 

aivete, and trust. Plaintiff JOHN DOE 1 was sexually abused by Monsignor 

on numerous occasions for a period of approximately six years in the sacristy of 

ame Church. The sexual abuse included fondling and touching of Plaintiffs penis 

odes over his clothes. This sexual abuse usually occurred during preparation for 

d after Mass. 

E. 

MINOR PARISHIONERS BY DIOCESAN PRIESTS. INCLUDING 

MONSIGNOR FRANCIS McCAA 

30. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS knew of the sexual abuse of minors by a 

F 

numb r of Diocesan priests, including Monsignor McCaa, and that such abusive behavior 

was a ong standing problem within the DIOCESE, having received actual notice of such 

abuse s more fully described herein. 
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31. The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS knew that many priests in the 

DIOC SE had sexually molested children and more specifically knew of allegations 

regard ng the sexual abuse of minors, including but not limited to the following priests: 

(a) Father Joseph Gaborek 

(i) From as early as 1972, complaints of unpriestly behavior 

by Father Joseph Gaborek were forwarded to HOGAN by 

Gaborek's then supervising pastor; 

(ii) In 1984, HOGAN received written complaints against 

Father Gaborek involving improper sexual conduct with 

children, by way of two separate letters from parishioners; 

(iii) Thereafter, the Pennsylvania State Police became involved 

in the investigation into allegations regarding Father Gaborek; 

(iv) Gaborek admitted to certain inappropriate acts, but 

advised HOGAN that "nothing sloppy" had occurred 

with the boys; 

(v) HOGAN advised Gaborek to "keep his big mouth shut" 

with respect to his having sexually molested these boys; 

(vi) HOGAN testified that as ofNovember of 1984, Gaborek 

was reassigned to another parish. The transfer was actually a 

promotion to be pastor of his own parish; 

(b) Father Dennis Coleman 

(i) As early as 1975-1979, HOGAN received his first complaint 

regarding Father Dennis Coleman. The complaint alleged 

that Coleman had rubbed his penis on the feet of a ten year 

old boy; 

(ii) In early 1986, HOGAN received additional and similar 

complaints about Father Coleman from his then supervising 

pastor; 

(iii) Thereafter, HOGAN was contacted by Children & Youth 

Services of Cambria County regarding similar allegations they 

had received regarding Coleman; 

·•. 



,• (iv) Upon reviewing the multiple complaints received, Father 

Coleman was transferred by HOGAN to another parish; 

(v) Upon his removal from the parish, parishioners were advised 

that he was seeking treatment for a "nervous problem" and 

donations were solicited on his behalf. (See Exhibit "A", copy 

of which is attached hereto and by this reference 

incorporated herein). 

(c) Father William Kovach 

(i) In the early 1970s, Monsignor Panza brought to the 

attention of HOGAN an allegation of sexual advances 

made by Father Kovach on an altar boy during a day trip; 

(ii) In 1982, complaints regarding Father William Kovach were 

made to HOGAN involving a number of sexual acts with 

a 15 year old boy continuing over a period of approximately 

one year as well as providing the boy with pornography; 

(iii) HOGAN testified under oath that in September of 1982, he 

met with the parents of the boy who alleged that Father William 

Kovach had repeatedly sexually molested him over a 

period of one year. On being confronted, Father Kovach 

admitted to all allegations made by the boy and his family, 

with the exception of sodomy; 

(iv) Father Kovach was thereafter allowed by HOGAN to remain 

as a parish priest within the DIOCESE despite his illegal 

conduct; 

(v) ADAMEC, thereafter, knowing ofKovach's illegal 

conduct, continues to allow him to serve as a priest 

in the DIOCESE. 

(d) Father Francis Luddy 

(i) In 1967-1969, D.S. a minor parishioner, notified his 

pastor, Father Louis Mulvehill, that Father Luddy had 

sexually molested him; 

·. 



' 
(ii) Father Francis Luddy admitted under oath to molesting his 

first child one to two years after ordination and numerous 

young boys within his assigned parishes thereafter, including 

Mark Hutchison as well as other identified children; 

(iii) Father Luddy admitted under oath to sexually violating boys 

on hundreds of occasions in diocesan rectories while serving 

as an assistant priest, living with and being supervised by 

various assigned parish priests; 

(iv) Despite receipt by the DIOCESE of actual notice of his 

molestation of children, Father Luddy was eventually promoted 

to pastor of his own parish; 

(v) Upon receipt of complaints from Mark Hutchison 

that Father Luddy had molested him on hundreds of 

occasions, Father Luddy was moved out of state by 

HOGAN; 

(vi) Father Luddy was permitted by ADAMEC to continue 

_to dress as a priest until shortly before the start of the 

Hutchison v Luddv trial in January, 1994. 

(e) Father James Skupien 

(i) Monsignor Philip Saylor testified under oath that he relayed 

to HOGAN the fact that Father James Skupien, who was 

then a DIOCESE priest and principal of a DIOCESE high school, 

had been discovered by Dean Township police officer David 

Metzgar in a vehicle along with a juvenile, and that both 

Skupien and the juvenile were naked at the time they were 

discovered; 

(ii) HOGAN'S concern was whether the police officer was 

Catholic and would meet with him. 

(iii) HOGAN ignored the allegations and Father Skupien received 

nothing more than a scolding; 

(iv) Father Skupien retained his previous position within the 

" 



DIOCESE despite this incident. 

(f) Father Thomas Carroll 

(i) Monsignor Philip Saylor testified under oath that he received 

a phone call from the parents of a boy who claimed to have 

been molested by Father Thomas Carroll who was then assigned 

to St. Therese's Catholic Church as an associate pastor. 

Monsignor Saylor advised HOGAN of the allegation; 

(ii) Father Carroll was sent to a psychiatrist but returned to his 

position and remained an active priest until his death in 1988. 

(g) Father Leonard Inman 

(i) In 1986 HOGAN was notified by police authorities 

that Father Leonard Inman was being investigated by authorities 

relative to his sexual solicitation of juveniles; 

(ii) HOGAN warned the priest that the police were investigating 

his activities and advised him to lay low; 

(iii) Inman was thereafter sent for psychiatric evaluation; 

(iv) Despite the serious allegations leveled against him, Father 

Inman continued to serve as a priest until his ''retirement". 

(h) Father Joseph Bender 

(i) In 1991 ADAMEC received written and oral allegations 

including that Father Joseph Bender had abused several 

altar boys over a period of three years, 1969-1971, and 

that there were rumors of continued probable abuse of 

parish children; 

(ii) Bender admitted to ADAMEC his past sexual contact 

with children; 

(iii) ADAMEC sent Bender for an outpatient psychiatric 

evaluation; 

(iv) Bender continued to serve as a priest until he voluntarily 

retired on 3/19/92. 

(i) Father Robert Kelly 

... 



(i) In 1993, ADAMEC received a sexual abuse complaint 

involving a child and Father Kelly; 

(ii) Father Robert Kelly was sent away for evaluation; 

(iii) Upon his return from treatment he resumed his previous 

parish assignment, and was later promoted by ADAMEC 

to pastor of his own parish. 

(j) Father Bernard Gratten 

(i) Allegations of molestation against Father Bernard Gratten 

were received by ADAMEC in June of 1994, for incidents 

of sexual abuse which occurred in the late 70s to early 80s; 

(ii) Father Gratten was referred for psychiatric evaluation; 

(iii) Father Bernard Gratten continues to serve as a priest within 

the DIOCESE. 

(k) Monsignor Francis McCaa 

(i) Numerous complaints were received by HOGAN over a 

period of years regarding Monsignor McCaa's sexual 

assaults upon children; 

(ii) By the mid 1980s, at least five altar boys complained 

through their parents to HOGAN of being molested 

by Monsignor McCaa, who was then assigned to Holy 

Name Church in Ebensburg; 

(iii) One or more lawsuits were filed against Monsignor 

Francis McCaa and the DIOCESE dealing with 

inappropriate sexual conduct with children; 

(iv) Secret settlements with victimized children were 

secured by the DIOCESE, and the legal record sealed; 

(v) HOGAN thereafter transferred McCaa out of state; 

(vi) Monsignor McCaa has continued as a priest under 

the auspices of the DIOCESE and ADAMEC. 

32. It is believed and therefore averred that the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS 
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were are that these offending clerics, and others, gained access to these children as a 

direct esult of their status and responsibilities as clerics of the DIOCESE. 

33. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS had knowledge of the sexual abuse of 

minor by their servants and the resultant dire effects of this abuse on the child victims. 

F. FRAUD AND CONCEALMENT 

34. In furtherance of their own interests, including the continued financial 

of parishioners, the primary eoncemofthe DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS has 

been e protection of the reputation of its priests, including Monsignor Francis McCaa. 

35. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS have concealed the danger that predator 

cleric presented by misrepresenting them as priests in good standing in at least the 

folio mg ways: 

(a) 

(b) 

Enabling their continued unrestricted access to minors; 

Assigning them and/or allowing them to reside and serve 

at parishes within the DIOCESE; 

( c) Allowing them free and unrestricted use of premises of 

the DIOCESE for otherwise unchaperoned activities with 

minors; 

( d) Assigning them to duties specifically involving minors; 

( e) Announcing to the public, or allowing offending clerics to 

give the public less disagreeable or less serious reasons for 

leaving an assignment or position other than sexual 

misconduct with children; 

(f) Promoting offending clerics within the church hierarchy; 

(g) Privately assuring concerned parents that the offending clerics' 

problems would be "taken care of"; 

•. 
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·. (h) Providing and/or subsidizing education, maintenance and/or 

living arrangements for offending clerics after removal from 

their assignments, or upon their suspension; 

(i) Continuously listing offending clerics in official directories and/or 

publications by euphemisms such as "absent on leave'', "on duty 

outside diocese", "advanced studies", "on special assignment", or 

"retired" after removal or transfer from their assignments or 

suspension for sexual misconduct with children; and/or 

(j) Allowing offending clerics to honorably "retire". 

36. The effect of these practices by the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS was such 

to ere te the misperception in the mind of each of the Plaintiffs and the Plaintiffs' 

famil es that the Plaintiffs were safe with priests in general and with Monsignor Francis 

McC a in particular, and that, if there was a conduct about which Plaintiff or Plaintiffs' 

famil es might be concerned, it was an isolated instance of spurious conduct, when in fact 

the P intiffs were victims of a known and preventable hazard that the DIOCESAN 

DEF NDANTS had created and/or allowed to continue. 

37. As a further effect, these practices by the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS 

imp Ii itly and explicitly represented to each of the Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs' families that 

they ould appropriately rely upon the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS to act to protect both 

terests and the interests of potential future victims or other children in disciplining 

ending cleric, including Monsignor Francis McCaa for clear misconduct, relying 

upon e DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS' representations that a priest was in good standing 

and at the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS would always exercise a fiduciary duty toward 

them 

38. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS responded, if at all, to incidents or 

com aints of sexual abuse of minors by priests by "counseling" the perpetrator and 

trans erring him geographically, with the intention of protecting the reputation or image 

of th DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS and their priests. 
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39. On discovery of an offending cleric's misconduct, DIOCESAN 

ANTS concealed said knowledge, failed to report the misconduct to authorities, 

and p vailed upon others not to report said misconduct to law enforcement. 

40. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS aided and abetted the concealment of 

cnrru al conduct by failing and refusing to report to criminal or civil authorities 

allega ions of sexual abuse of children by priests of the DIOCESE. 

41. When confronted, DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS falsely assured 

paris oners,. law enforcement, state or court officials and/or others, expressly and/or 

imp Ii dly, th_at they would responsibly deal with offending clerics; falsely promising 

revie s/investigations and falsely promising to take preventive measures against further 

harm. 

42. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS ignored and/or failed to properly investigate 

comp aints against priests involving sexual abuse of children. 

43. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS suppressed instances where priests admitted 

or ac owledged sexual abuse of children. 

44. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS failed to maintain records of offenders and 

comp aints; covered up and kept complaints secret, including the suppression and/or 

spoili tion of evidence regarding the sexual molestation of children by its priests. (See, 

inter lia, deposition of ADAMEC, dated 117/94, pg. 239-240, copy of which is marked 

Exhi it "B", attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein). 

45. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS engaged in sealing records of civil litigation 

and c vii settlements, and in removal of materials from court files which identified 

offen ing clerics and reflected tortious conduct on the part of the DIOCESAN 

DEF NDANTS. 
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46. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS transferred and/or reassigned offending 

cleric to new parishes thereby exposing a new population of children to unreasonable 

risk o injury. This includes but is not limited to the transfers of Fathers Coleman, 

• 

Gabo k, Kovach, Luddy, McCaa and Gratten by DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS following 

the re eipt of allegations of sexual abuse of minors by these priests. 

4 7. Despite knowledge of prior misconduct and/or after secretly securing 

evalu tion/treatment of the offending cleric at church operated treatement facilities (while 

misre resenting the true reason for his absence to parishioners), DIOCESAN 

DEF ANTS allowed the offending cleric to return to various assignments, temporary 

as we 1 as permanent. 

48. Despite knowledge of prior misconduct, DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS 

ed further privilege, prestige and power to the cleric by way of promotion to new 

paris es as pastors. This includes but is not limited to the promotions to pastor of 

Gabo ek, Kelly and Luddy by the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS following the receipt of 

alleg · ons of sexual abuse of minors by these priests. 

49. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS maintained offending clerics at parishes or 

mo r assignments, with the benefit of his priestly authority; and falsely held out the 

cleric as a safe, competent and moral priest, fit and/or suitable to serve and/or administer 

to p shioners with whom he would reasonably come into contact in the course and 

of his employment, thereby allowing priests to deceive parents into believing a 

child olester, disguised in priestly garb, was no different than any other priest. This 

inclu es but is not limited to Monsignor McCaa, Father Luddy, Father Kovach, Father 

Ora n, Father Kelly, Father Coleman and Father Skupien. 

50. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS maintained secret files regarding abusive 

pries , and made secret payments to victims in exchange for their silence. 
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51. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS did not attempt to ascertain ifthere were 

other · ctims of a particular offending priest once they received infonnation that he had 

in fact sexually abused a child. 

52. At all times material herein, the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS have 

ex.hibi ed an ongoing pattern of conduct involving secrecy and concealment of sexual 

involv ment by DIOCESE priests, including Monsignor McCaa, with minors. 

53. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS have employed a closed secret system of 

intern 1 reporting of sexual misconduct by their servants, including the use of "code 

words ' thereby limiting knowledge to themselves, and subsequently to their own closed 

psyc tric and treatment systems. 

54. For decades and continuing through the present, the DIOCESAN 

DEF ANTS, including the perpetrator priests have engaged in a covert policy and 

practi e to conceal the problem of sexual abuse of children by parish clergy. The 

Natio al Conference of Bishops, of which the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were 

mem rs, acknowledged that the problem of pedophilia against Catholic priests, which 

went ack to at least 1972. On June 13, 2002, Bishop Wilton B. Gregory, President of 

the U ited States Conference of Catholic Bishops stated in his address: "we are the ones, 

whe r through ignorance or lack of vigilance, or - God forbid - with knowledge, who 

allow d priest abusers to remain in ministry and reassign them to communities where 

they ntinued to abuse. We are the ones who chose not to report the criminal actions of 

priest to the authorities, because the law did not require this. We are the ones who 

worri d more about the possibility of scandal than in bringing about the kind of openness 

that h lps prevent abuse. And we are the ones who, at times, responded to victims and 

their amilies as adversaries and not as suffering members of the church." 

55. The aforesaid statement attributed to Bishop Gregory appeared in the 

medi , both in print and on television, and was heard/seen by victims of priest sexual 

abus around the world, including the Plaintiffs. 

'·•, 
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56. Information as to the known criminal conduct of DIOCESE priests was 

kept s ret and confidential in secret archive files within the exclusive control of 

HOG and thereafter ADAMEC, thereby preventing Plaintiffs from having any 

know! dge that the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS had prior notice of Monsignor McCaa's 

57. The fraudulent concealment of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS of known 

predat r priests including Monsignor Francis McCaa, from the public in general and the 

s in particular, has continued to the present, as exemplified by statements made 

by H AN and ADAMEC and various officials acting on behalf of DIOCESE, to the 

media that appeared in various publications directed to both the public in general and to 

Catho cs in the DIOCESE, in particular, including the Plaintiffs. 

58. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS have issued misleading public statements, 

includ g editorials, press releases and articles identified as being from ADAMEC 

publis ed in the DIOCESE owned and operated newspaper, The Catholic Register, 

den · g any culpability on their part, and attacking those victims of child abuse who filed 

claim against other predatory priests, including Father Luddy in Blair and Somerset 

Count es. See copies of articles and editorials marked Exhibit "C", attached hereto and 

reference incorporated herein, including: 

(a) A May 2, 1994 editorial by ADAMEC reiterating 

that "from the commencement of this lawsuit [Hutchison 

v Luddy, et al] all of the defendants denied Mr. Hutchison's 

claims as being baseless and without merit. Given the 

testimony presented in this case during these past three months, 

I am not pleased with the jury's verdict. . . . The sexual 

abuse of children is immoral and completely unacceptable 

behavior. This Diocesan Church of Altoona-Johnstown has 

never tolerated, condoned or ignored such behavior by 

anyone."; 
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(b) As of December 14, 1999, ADAMEC continued to publicly 

deny any diocesan responsibility with respect to the public 

trial against Father Luddy and the DIOCESE; 

(c) On September 9, 2002, in another editorial ADAMEC 

continued to deny the culpability of the DIOCESE. 

59. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS falsely denied under oath, allegations in 

legal leadings filed against other predatory priests in Blair and Somerset Counties, 

where n DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were alleged inter alia, to have engaged in a policy 

and p ctice of concealing priests known to be child molesters, when they knew that their 

denial were false. See Answer and New Matter to Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint in 

Hutc son vLudd eta! No.1175C.P., 1987,verifiedbyMonsignorRoyF.Kline, 

James Hogan and Bishop Joseph V. Adamec. 

60. HOGAN testified under oath in a deposition taken by his legal counsel to 

pres e his testimony on September 22, 1988, in the Hutchison v Luddy case, No. 1175 

C.P., 987 (Blair County) that he denied ever receiving any complaints of pedophilia by 

any p ·est in the DIOCESE prior to claims brought against Father Francis Luddy in 1987, 

when n fact he had in his possession and/or control handwritten memos, correspondence 

and dical records detailing the sexual abuse of children by other DIOCESE priests. 

Ievant Trial Testimony of HOGAN, dated 3/7/94, copies of which are marked 

t "D", attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein). 

61. Discovery responses filed on behalf of HOGAN and the DIOCESE and 

verifi d by ADAMEC and HOGAN in the case of another predatory priest in Hutchison v 

Ludd et al, No. 1175 C.P., 1987, Blair County, were incorrect and misleading and were 

desi ed to conceal the full scope of HOGAN and DIOCESE'S culpability from the 

partie and the general public, including the Plaintiffs. 

62. ADAMEC failed to comply with the Court Order of the Honorable Hiram 

A. C enter, III, directing that the records placed in the secret archive of the DIOCESE, 

•. 
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pertai ing to pedophile priests for a defined time period, be provided to the court for in 

cam review, in a further effort to conceal from the Plaintiff victim in the suit, and the 

gener 1 public including the Plaintiffs, the culpability of the DIOCESAN 

ANTS. (See relevant portion of Opinion of the Honorable Hiram A. Carpenter, 

ed 3/14/95, denying Post Trial Motions, in Hutchison v Luddy. et al, copy of 

is marked Exhibit "E", attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein). 

63. The active involvement of HOGAN, ADAMEC and others acting on 

behal of the DIOCESE in creating a safe and protected environment for known predator 

priest , including Monsignor Mccaa, was not discovered by the Plaintiffs until various 

storie began appearing in the media in early 2002. The DIOCESE through ADAMEC, 

for th first time in articles published in mid March, 2002, and again on April 1, 2002, 

publi ly acknowledged that "he'd dealt with three situations early in his 15 year tenure 

invol ing priests and improper contact with minors." Additionally, ADAMEC publicly 

admi ed in an article published on June 18, 2002, that in the months leading up to the 

June, 002, bishops' meeting in Dallas, two to three priests had been removed by him. 

64. Prior to the disclosures that began in mid March, 2002, Plaintiffs neither 

or had reason to know that they had a cause of action against the DIOCESAN 

DEF ANTS for causing tortious injury to them due to DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS 

conce lment of their knowledge of Monsignor McCaa's actions towards other minor 

paris · oners, and their vehement public denials of any truth to the allegations contained 

in rel ted legal actions alleging that HOGAN and the DIOCESE had a plan ancL'or policy 

to ign re complaints made against its predator priests, and to conceal such criminal 

t. This scheme effectively convinced the public and the Plaintiffs that the 

DIO SAN DEFENDANTS were not hiding any information and that they had no 

know edge of other predatory priests. 

65. The injuries that each of the Plaintiffs sustained as a result of the actions 

of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS could not have been discovered by them earlier due 

to the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS' fraudulent concealment of their involvement in 
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protec ing priests known to them to be child molesters. 

DEF 

DEF 

G. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS 

66. Plaintiffs plead delayed discovery of their claims against DIOCESAN 

ANTS and delayed discovery of the injuries caused by the DIOCESAN 

ANTS, thus tolling and/or suspending the Statute of Limitations against all 

nts as to all claims. 

67. Plaintiffs plead misrepresentations, fraud and fraudulent concealment 

on the part of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS, thus tolling and/or suspending 

the ing of the Statute of Limitations against all Defendants as to all claims. 

68. Plaintiffs plead fraudulent concealment of essential facts under the 

•• 
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DIO SAN DEFENDANTS' exclusive control, giving rise to Plaintiffs' causes of action 

again t DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS, which facts were not knowable to the Plaintiffs, 

thus t Hing and/or suspending the running of the Statute of Limitations against all 

Defe ts as to all claims. 

69. Plaintiffs plead breach of fiduciary duty, including but not limited to the 

duty disclose, against DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS, thus tolling and/or suspending the 

runni g of the Statute of Limitations against all Defendants as to all claims. 

70. Plaintiffs plead conspiracy to commit negligent acts, to conceal 

negli ence, to commit fraud and to fraudulently conceal the acts and the existence of a 

fraud d conspiracy, thus tolling and/or suspending the running of the Statute of 

Limit tions against DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS as to all claims. 

71. Plaintiffs allege that the actions of DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS because 

of th · r conduct, statements, promises and misrepresentations, preclude them from 

clai ng the bar of the Statute of Limitations to any of the Plaintiffs' claims. Plaintiffs 

•. 
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thus pl ad the doctrine of equitable estoppel. 

72. While Plaintiffs knew at the time of the sex:ual assaults that they had 

,, .. 

suffer d an "injury" at the hands of Monsignor McCaa, they were at all times material 

herein unaware until at the earliest, March, 2002, that the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS' 

contin ed concealment, misconduct and failure to act on information regarding the 

misco duct of Monsignor McCaa and other DIOCESE priests, aided, enabled, 

encou ged and resulted in causing injuries to the Plaintiffs, thus tolling and/or 

susp ding the running of the statute of limitations against DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS 

1 claims. 

73. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS by use of fraudulent concealment, duress 

and c ercion prior to, during and after the termination of the sex:ual abuse of the 

Plaint ffs, prevented the Plaintiffs from asserting their claims against the DIOCESAN 

ANTS or reporting the DIOCESE priests' conduct to lawful civil authorities 

and therefore estopped from benefiting from their illegal conduct through assertion of 

tute of limitations. 

74. By virtue of the above pattern of conduct and practices, the DIOCESAN 

DEF ANTS deliberately interfered with the ability of the victims, including 

Plain ffs, to identify the cause of their injuries; concealed from the Plaintiffs their claims 

again t the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS; misrepresented to the Plaintiffs or otherwise by 

oncealed or withheld facts which they had a duty to disclose constituting the basis 

claims, and otherwise through practices of intimidation, duress and deception 

delay d Plaintiffs from bringing this action. 

75. A5 a part of their conspiracy, DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS intentionally 

remo ed Monsignor McCaa outside the jurisdiction of local authorities in order to 

obs ct justice, avoid public scandal, avoid loss of financial contributions and criminal 

civil liability . 

•. 



76. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS should, for the reasons stated hereinabove, 

be esto ped from asserting any defense that the Plaintiffs' actions are not timely under 

Penns vania law because DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS, individually and in concert with 

each o er, fraudulently concealed their involvement in the wrongful conduct of 

Monsi or McCaa and the causal relationship of the harm suffered by the Plaintiffs. 

H. DAMAGES 

77. As a direct and proximate result of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS' 

neglig nt and/or intentional conduct as described herein, Plaintiffs sustained the 

follow ng injuries and damages: 

(a) Severe mental anguish and trauma, necessitating psychiatric 

and medical care and treatment in the past, present and 

undoubtedly in the future; 

(b) 

(c) 

Untold humiliation and embarrassment; 

Extensive and permanent damage to their sexual and 

psychological development; 

( d) Loss of faith in God and mistrust of organized religion; 

( e) Shock to the system and emotional distress on learning that 

they had been betrayed by the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS 

that claimed they had been looking out for the Plaintiffs' best 

interest; 

(f) Shock to the system and emotional distress on learning that 

DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS had not only failed to protect 

them, but had actually placed them in harm's way by 

allowing a known pedophile to act as their teacher and 

priestlminister; 

(g) Aggravation and/or exacerbation of the pre-existing mental 

anguish and trauma experienced at the hands of their abuser, 

on learning of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS' role in 

protecting its predator priests at the expense of the plaintift7 



child's interests; 

(h) Psychiatric and medical expenses, past, present and future; and 

(i) A loss of earnings and earning capacity during those periods 

they were unable to work due to their traumatizations and may 

in the future be unable to work. 

COUNT ONE 

STATUTORY VIOLATION. NEGLIGENCE PER SE 

78. Paragraphs One (1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein by 

this r ference thereto. 

79. At all times material the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS and their priests, 

agent and/or employees, in the course of their practice and profession, regularly came 

into c ntact with children as a result of their supervision and control over all diocesan 

schoo s and parishes. As such, the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were at all times 

relev t herein, legally obligated under the "The Child Protective Services Law" to report 

suspe ted child abuse to the Department of Public Welfare or county child protective 

servi agencies. See 11 P.S. 2201 et seq (repealed); 23 Pa.C.S. § 6301 et seq. 

80. At no time did the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS ever report to authorities 

any a legation of child sexual abuse by a priest, including allegations received regarding 

Mon gnor McCaa. 

81. ADAMEC has publicly admitted that there is a moral obligation if not a 

ne, to report knowledge of cases of molestation of minors to the proper authorities, 

civil d ecclesiastical. (See ADAMEC'S letter to the editor dated June 16, 2002, 

idenf 1ed as Exhibit "F'', copy of which is attached hereto and by this reference 

inco orated herein). 

82. As a direct and proximate result of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS' 
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failure to report to authorities allegations of sexual abuse by Monsignor McCaa and other 

DIOC SE priests, Plaintiffs were victimized by Monsignor McCaa and sustained the 

injurie and damages as enumerated herein. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN 

DOE 1 seek compensatory damages against the DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-

JOHN TOWN, BISHOP JOSEPH V. ADAMEC and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN, 

(colle 'vely referred to as DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS), in an amount in excess of the 

jurisdi tional limits requiring arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs. 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 

COUNT TWO 

COMMON LAW DUTY OF REASONABLE CARE 

83. Paragraphs One (I) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein, 

by thi reference thereto. 

84. ADAMEC and HOGAN were obligated as leaders and supervisors of the 

SE and its schools and parishes, to take reasonable care to investigate, to 

supe ise, or to warn minor parishioners and/or their families of the risk of harm 

occasi ned by their interaction with Monsignor McCaa and/or other DIOCESE priests 

which they knew or should have known were sexually abusing minors. 

85. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS failed to give primary assistance to victims. 

86. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS through their agents and representatives, 

held emselves out as having control over Monsignor McCaa and all DIOCESE priests, 

and h ving the ability to protect minors from inappropriate contact and/or child sexual 

abuse t the hands of DIOCESE priests. 

.. 
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87. The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS engaged in a pattern of inaction or 

silenc , when they had an obligation to speak. 

88. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS breached their duty of reasonable care as 

herei hove alleged, inter alia, as follows: 

(a) Ignoring reports of sexual abuse of minors by their priests;· 

(b) Reassigning offending priests to new assignments within 

or outside the DIOCESE; 

(c) Failing to report offending priests to law enforcement and/or 

the Department of Public Welfare and/or Children & Youth 

Services; 

( d) Failing to warn new parishes and parishioners including the 

Plaintiffs of the danger posed by sexually abusive priests; 

(e) Failing to remove or suspend offending clerics including 

Monsignor McCaa from their duties as priests, or to otherwise 

.act to stop them from pursuing sexual assaults on children 

including the Plaintiffs, despite receiving complaints and 

reliable infonnation that the priests were engaged in illegal 

and improper activities with children. 

89. As a direct and proximate result of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS' 

failur to exercise reasonable care, Plaintiffs were victimized by Monsignor McCaa and 

sustai ed the injuries and damages enumerated herein. 

. DOE 

JO 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN 

, seek compensatory damages against the DIOCESE OF AL TOON A· 

STOWN, BISHOP JOSEPH V. ADAMEC and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN, 

(colle tively referred to as DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS), in an amount in excess of the 

jurisd tional limits requiring arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs. 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 
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COUNT THREE 

BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY 

90. Paragraphs One (I) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein by 

this re erence thereto. 

91. HOGAN and the DIOCESE were entrusted with the well being, care and 

safety f each of the Plaintiffs as a result of their stafus as parishioners and students at 

DIOC SE parishes and schools. Under their fiduciary relationship, HOGAN and the 

SE assumed a duty to act in the best interest of the Plaintiffs. 

92. HOGAN and the DIOCESE placed Plaintiffs in the care of Monsignor 

, for the purpose of, inter alia, providing Plaintiffs with religious instruction, 

, spiritual guidance and counseling. As such, their existed a fiduciary relationship 

of , confidence, and reliance between Plaintiffs and HOGAN and the DIOCESE. 

93. The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were in a specialized or superior 

positi n to receive, and did receive specific information regarding misconduct by their 

serv ts/priests, that was of critical importance to the well being or care or treatment of 

innoc t child victims, including the Plaintiffs - knowledge not otherwise readily 

availa le. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS exercised their special or superior position to 

ass control of said knowledge and any response thereto. 

94. The Plaintiffs on the other hand were in a subordinate position of 

ess, vulnerability, inequality and lacking in such knowledge. Further, the ability of 

the Pl intiffs or their families to monitor the use or misuse of the power and authority of 

CESAN DEFENDANTS in acting upon or responding to such knowledge was 

mised, inhibited or restricted by the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS. 

95. The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS had a secular fiduciary relationship with 

... 
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each o the Plaintiffs grounded upon the duty of good faith, fair dealing and the duty to 

act wi h the highest degree of trust and confidence. This fiduciary relationship includes 

the du to warn and to disclose and to protect parish and/or DIOCESE children from 

sexual abuse and exploitation by their priests, whom these Defendants promote as being 

"celib te" and "chaste" representatives of God on earth. 

96. Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs' families had the right to rely and did rely on the 

repres ntations of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS that their priests, including 

Mons· or Francis McCaa, were priests in "good standing" and that the DIOCESAN 

ANTS would not tolerate criminal misconduct that represented a known threat 

'to chi n by their priests. 

97. It is alleged that the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS breached this duty 

their inaction, manipulation, intimidation, evasion, intended deception, undue 

influ ce, duress or otherwise as more fully described and set forth herein, resulting in 

injury to the welfare and well being of the Plaintiffs. 

98. As a direct result of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS' breach of its 

fiduci duty to the Plaintiffs, they suffered injuries and damages as enumerated herein. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN 

DOE , seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN, 

BISH P JOSEPH V. ADAMEC and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN, (collectively referred to 

as DI CESAN DEFENDANTS), in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits 

requi ng arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs. 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 

COUNT FOUR 

FAILURE TO PROVIDE A SAFE AND SECURE ENVIRONMENT 

99. Paragraphs One ( 1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein by 
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this re renced there. 

I 00. HOGAN and the DIOCESE, and their DIOCESE clergy acted in the 

capaci of "in loco parentis" to Plaintiffs at all times that Plaintiffs, performed altar boy 

servic , worked in the rectory, engaged in parish sponsored recreation programs and 

other "sh and diocesan sponsored programs. 

101. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS by virtue of their position and authority over 

parish s, parish schools and secondary schools, had an obligation to provide a reasonably 

safe secure environment within their parish churches, clergy residences and/or 

school for the minor Plaintiffs. 

102. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS failed to provide such an environment and 

failed o exercise the degree of care that a reasonably prudent person would have 

exerci ed under similar circumstances. 

103. By sanctioning and encouraging the entrustrnent of Plaintiffs' physical, 

menta and emotional safety to Monsignor McCaa, HOGAN and the DIOCESE actually 

and/o impliedly accepted, assumed and ratified the duty "in loco parentis" to protect 

Plaint s, as they were unable to protect themselves. 

104. HOGAN and the DIOCESE breached their duty of"in loco parentis". 

105. As a direct result of the breach of HOGAN and the DIOCESE'S duty, 

Plaint ffs have suffered injuries and damages enumerated herein. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN 

DOE , seek compensatory damages against the DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-

JO STOWN, and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN, in an amount in excess of the 

jurisd ctional limits requiring arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs. 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 

·. 
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COUNT FIVE 

NEGLIGENT SUPERVISION 

106. Paragraphs One ( 1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein by 

this re erence thereto. 

107. As set forth hereinabove, Plaintiffs were molested by Monsignor McCaa 

on pr erty owned and controlled by the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS. 

108. As set forth hereinabove, DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were or should 

have een on notice of Monsignor McCaa's pedophilic behavior and sexually abusive 

behav or towards minor parishioners. 

l 09. As set forth hereinabove, DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were responsible 

for intaining control over and/or overseeing its assignment of Monsignor McCaa at 

DIOC SE owned and operated parishes and elementary schools. 

110. Despite the knowledge of HOGAN and the DIOCESE that Monsignor 

McC had a propensity to sexually molest children, they failed to exercise reasonable 

controlling Monsignor McCaa so as to prevent foreseeable injuries to the 

Plain ffs. 

111. HOGAN and the DIOCESE, by their actions, undertook a course of 

t that increased the risk that Monsignor McCaa would abuse the Plaintiffs and/or 

· or parishioners/students. 

112. HOGAN and the DIOCESE'S failure to properly supervise its agent, 

Mons gnor McCaa, and/or to terminate him resulted in injuries to the Plaintiffs as more 

fully et forth herein. 

'· 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN 

DOE , seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF AL TOON A-JOHNSTOWN, 

and B SHOP JAMES HOGAN, in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits 

requi ng arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs. 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 

CQUNTSIX 

PERSONS ACTING IN CONCERT 

113. Paragraphs One ( 1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein by 

this r ference thereto. 

114. As set forth hereinabove, the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS acted in 

cone with Monsignor Mccaa in a plan to conceal Monsignor McCaa's propensity to 

abus minor parishioners. 

11 S. At all times material, the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS knew Monsignor 

McC a's conduct constituted a breach of duty and was harmful, yet HOGAN and the 

DIO ESE assisted and encouraged Monsignor McCaa to maintain his activities as a 

pries including working directly with children, by assigning him to serve at parishes, and 

enco ging him to conceal his pedophilic propensities. 

116. Said actions by HOGAN and the DIOCESE in assisting and encouraging a 

kno pedophile to continue working with and maintaining unlimited access to minor 

paris ioners/students, was a substantial factor in assisting Monsignor Mccaa to commit 

acts f sexual abuse on minors, including the Plaintiffs. 

117. HOGAN and the DIOCESE'S actions in assisting and encouraging 

Mon ignor McCaa to deceive parishionet"S into believing that he was a priest in good 

stan 'ng with the DIOCESE, rather than the recidivist pedophile they knew or should 

have known Monsignor McCaa to be, was a substantial factor in causing the Plaintiffs' 
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harm. 

118. As a result of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS' actions, Plaintiffs 
sustai ed injuries as enumerated herein. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN 

DOE , seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF AL TOO NA-JOHNSTOWN, 

BISH P JOSEPH V. ADAMEC and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN, (collectively referred to 
CE SAN DEFENDANTS), in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits 

requi · ng arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs. 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 

COl!NTSEVEN 

SUPPL YING FALSE fNFORMATION/NEGLIGENT MISREPRESENTATION 

119. Paragraphs One (1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein, 
by th reference thereto. 

120. As set forth hereinabove, DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS in the course of 

their ctivities in running the DIOCESE parishes and schools, supplied false information 
desi ed to deceive parishioners and families who were members of DIOCESE parishes 
and s hools, including Plaintiffs, by holding out Monsignor McCaa and other DIOCESE 
pne about whom they had knowledge of allegations of sexual abuse, as safe, 
comp tent and moral priests, fit and/or suitable to serve and/or minister to parishioners 

and s dents with whom they would reasonably come into contact in the course and scope 
of th 'r employment. 

121. As a result of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS false and deceptive 
info ation, Plaintiffs and/or their families justifiably relied upon HOGAN and the 

DIO ESE'S representations with respect to Monsignor McCaa in continuing its 
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associ tion with Holy Name parish to their detriment, thereby being placed at risk to be 

moles ed by Monsignor Mccaa. 

122. The negligent representations of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were a 

subst ti al factor in causing the Plaintiffs' injuries, which injuries are enumerated herein. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN 

DOE , seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN, 

BISH P JOSEPH V. ADAMEC and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN, (collectively referred to 

CE SAN DEFENDANTS), in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits 

requ g arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs. 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 

COUNT EIGHT 

FAILURE TO PROTECT AGAINST FORESEEABLE RISKS 

123. Paragraphs One (1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein by 

this r erence thereto. 

124. As set forth hereinabove, the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were on notice 

that e presence of Monsignor McCaa in a DIOCESE parish was a foreseeable risk of 

harm o all minor parishioners/students with whom Monsignor McCaa would come into 

conta t. 

125. The very foreseeability of another such molestation of minor 

paris ioners/students by Monsignor McCaa, make HOGAN and the DIOCESE'S failure 

to act to protect against the risk, negligent. 

126. The negligence of HOGAN and the DIOCESE in failing to protect the 

Plain 'ffs against the foreseeable risk of molestation at the hands of Monsignor McCaa 
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was a ubstantial factor in causing their harm. 

127. As a result of the negligence of HOGAN and the DIOCESE, the Plaintiffs 

suffe d injuries as enumerated herein. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRlAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN 

DOE , seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF AL TOON A-JOHNSTOWN, 

and B SHOP JAMES HOGAN, in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits 

requ · g arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs. 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 

COUNT NINE 

DUTY TO WARN OF UNREASONABLE RISK OF HARM 

128. Paragraphs One (1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein by 

this r erenced thereto. 

129. At all times material herein, Monsignor McCaa was within the control of 

the D OCESAN DEFENDANTS and acting as their agent or employee. 

130. At all times material herein, Plaintiffs believed that Monsignor McCaa 

was a riest in good standing within the DIOCESE. 

131. At all times material herein, HOGAN and the DIOCESE knew or should 

own that Monsignor McCaa had a propensity for molesting minor parishioners, 

and this position as a parish priest would create a situation where Monsignor McCaa's 

sexua propensities would harm other minor parishioners, including Plaintiffs. 

132. Despite its knowledge of the unreasonable risk of harm to minor 

DIO SE parishioners, HOGAN and the DIOCESE failed to warn the Plaintiffs or their 

famil" s of Monsignor McCaa's propensities. 
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133. In addition to failing to warn, as hereinabove alleged, HOGAN and the 

DIOC SE went to great lengths to protect Monsignor McCaa and conceal his known 

pedop me behavior from parishioners and/or families of the students of the school, 

resulti gin a foreseeable risk of harm. 

134. This failure to warn and/or concealment ofa known danger by HOGAN 

and th DIOCESE was a substantial factor in causing the Plaintiffs' harm. 

135. Due to the negligence of HOGAN and the DIOCESE, in their failure to 

warn laintiffs and/or others similarly situated, Plaintiffs sustained the injuries 

enum ted herein. 

,. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN 

DOE 1 seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN, 

HOP JAMES HOGAN, in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits 

requ1 g arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs. 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 

COUNT TEN 

GLIGENT SUPERVISION OR USE OF IMPROPER PERSONS AS AGENTS 

136. Paragraphs One (1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein by 

this re erence thereto. 

137. At all times material herein, HOGAN and the DIOCESE were conducting 

activit es in furtherance of its organization, including control and operation of Holy 

Name arish, through its agents, including Monsignor McCaa. 

138. At all times material herein, HOGAN and the DIOCESE knew of 

Mons· or McCaa' s propensity to molest minor parishioners, thereby involving a risk of 
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harm its minor parishioners at Holy Name Church, yet retained him in said position. 

139. At all times material herein, despite the knowledge of HOGAN and the 

DIOC SE with respect to the propensities of Monsignor McCaa, they failed to supervise 

Monsi or McCaa or prevent him from tortiously injuring the Plaintiffs. 

140. HOGAN and the DIOCESE'S negligence in the use and employment of 

Mons· or McCaa, an improper person to place in control of activities involving minors, 

was a ubstantial factor in causing Plaintiffs' harm. 

141. Due to the negligence of HOGAN and the DIOCESE, Plaintiffs sustained 

injuri as enumemted herein. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN 

DOE , seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF AL TOO NA-JOHNSTOWN, 

and B SHOP JAMES HOGAN, in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits 

requi g arbitmtion, plus interest as allowed by law and costs. 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 

COUNT ELEVEN 

USE OF INCOMPETENT PERSONS 

142. Pamgraphs One ( 1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein by 

this re erence thereto. 

143. At all times material herein, HOGAN and the DIOCESE knew that 

Mons or McCaa was likely to conduct himself with children in such manner so to 

create an unreasonable risk of harm to them. 

144. At all times material herein, HOGAN and the DIOCESE had the ability to 

contr Monsignor McCaa to the extent they were responsible for his parish assignments 
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and/o his access to parish children. 

145. Despite the knowledge of HOGAN and the DIOCESE of Monsignor 

McC 's dangerous propensities with children, they pennitted Monsignor McCaa to 

his position as a priest so as to create an unreasonable risk of hann to minor 

paris oners, including Plaintiffs. 

146. As a result of the negligence of HOGAN and the DIOCESE, Plaintiffs 

susta · ed injuries enumerated herein. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN" 

DOE , seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF AL TOONA-JOHN"STOWN, 

and B SHOP JAMES HOGAN, in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits 

requi ng arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs. 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 

COUNT TWELVE 

FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT 

147. Paragraphs One (1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein by 

this erence thereto. 

148. The above actions and omissions of ADAMEC and HOGAN and the 

hip of the DIOCESE, as hereinabove alleged, resulted in the systematic 

ssion and distortion of facts concerning the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS' true 

know edge and notice of the problem of sexually abusive priests in the DIOCESE. 

DIO SAN DEFENDANTS' concerted efforts to cover up, suppress and distort what 

they ew, (continuously up to the present), effectively concealed the existence of their 

own gligent behavior from the Plaintiffs. 

149. The result of the covert practice of concealing the problem of sexual abuse 
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was t at Plaintiffs and others similarly situated but presently unknown, were deprived of 

the ow ledge of the essential factual elements which would have formed the basis of 

· ghts to legal redress against the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS. 

150. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS sought by virtue of their fraudulent 

cone lment of their knowledge of this sex abuse problem, to obtain economic advantage 

over ersons sexually abused by DIOCESE priests, causing such persons, including the 
Plain 'ffs, not to discover the fraudulent concealment. 

151. The suppression of the identity of the numerous sexual offenders by 

ESAN DEFENDANTS was purposely and fraudulently done to prevent the filing 

ofbo criminal and civil complaints against their sexually abusive priests. 

152. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS obstructed the prosecution of Plaintiffs' 
cause of action against them by continually concealing the fact that they had knowledge 

ofM nsignor McCaa's predilections well before the time the Plaintiffs were abused, and 

in fac continued to receive reports of sexual abuse of other parishioners during and after 

the ti e period in which the Plaintiffs were abused. 

153. Ali a direct and proximate result of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS' 

inten · onal conduct, in concealing, suppressing and distorting its knowledge of the 

sexu ly abusive conduct of some of its priests, including Monsignor McCaa, Plaintiffs 

have uffered injuries and damages enumerated herein. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN 

DOE 1, seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN, 
BIS P JOSEPH V. ADAMEC and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN, (collectively referred to 

CE SAN DEFENDANTS), in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits 

requi ·ng arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs. 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 
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·. COUNJ THIRTEEN 

INTENTIONAL FAILURE TO SUPERVISE 

•· 

154. Paragraphs One ( 1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein by 

this r ferenced thereto. 

155. Prior to the dates of sexual molestation perpetrated by Monsignor McCaa 

upon ach of the Plaintiffs, and thereafter, Monsignor Mccaa had been known or should 

have een known to HOGAN and the DIOCESE to have been a pedophile or other sexual 

off en er, with the habit of making sexual advances and engaging in unnatural sexual acts 

with hildren, under the pretext of his duties as a DIOCESE priest, and utilizing his 

positi n as a priest to overcome such childrens' reluctance and fears. 

156. After learning through complaints from other priests and/or others, 

inclu ing other victims, that Monsignor McCaa had utilized his position as a priest to lure 

and p rsuade children to commit sexual acts with him, HOGAN and the DIOCESE 

delib rately assigned Monsignor McCaa to positions where he would have further access 

to ch dren, including each of the Plaintiffs, who had no awareness of his previous 

impr per sexual practices; thereafter, they failed to remove or suspend Monsignor McCaa 

is duties as a priest, or otherwise act to stop him from pursuing his sexual assaults 

ldren, including each of the Plaintiffs, after receiving further complaints and 

relia le information that Monsignor McCaa was engaging in such illegal and improper 

activ ies with children. 

157. The actions of HOGAN and the DIOCESE as alleged in the preceding 

Para aphs constituted intentional misconduct with the harm which befell each of the 

Plain iffs as a directly foreseeable consequence. 

158. As a direct result of said tortious conduct, each of the Plaintiffs has 

suffe ed the injuries and damages described herein. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN 

DOE 1 seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF AL TOON A-JOHNSTOWN, 

and BI HOP JAMES HOGAN, in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits 

requiri g arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs. 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 

COUNT FOURTEEN 

INTENTIONAL FAILURE TO WARN 

159. Paragraphs One (1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein, 

by thi reference thereto. 

160. HOGAN and the DIOCESE owed a duty of care to all persons, including 

each the Plaintiffs, who were likely to come within the influence of Monsignor McCaa 

ole of DIOCESE priest, to insure that Monsignor McCaa did not abuse his 

ty as a priest to injure others by sexual assault and abuse. 

161. HOGAN and the DIOCESE intentionally breached their duty of care, and 

nally disregarded the rights and safety of each of the Plaintiffs, by failing to warn 

or oth rwise protect the Plaintiffs from Monsignor McCaa, who was acting under their 

supe ision, and whom they knew or should have known was likely to sexually assault 

and a use persons such as the Plaintiffs in the manner described herein, and by failing to 

insu that priest defendant would not have unsupervised access to people such as the 

Plaint ffs. 

162. As a direct and proximate result, Plaintiffs have suffered and will continue 

to su er the injuries described herein. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN 
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-. DOE , seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN, 

and B SHOP JAMES HOGAN, in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits 

reqm ng arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs. 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 

COUNT FIFTEEN 

PUNITIVE DAMAGES 

163. Each of the preceding Paragraphs are incorporated herein by this 

refer ced thereto. 

164. ADAMEC, HOGAN and the DIOCESE through their agents and/or 

empl yees were on actual notice of the various allegations and complaints concerning 

1 and illegal sexual misconduct committed by Monsignor Francis McCaa, and 

IOCESE priests, and deliberately decided to take no affirmative action to protect 

chit n in harm's way. 

165. The acts and omissions of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS as pied 

herei above, represent conduct which was intentional, willful, outrageous, reckless and 

delib rately indifferent to the health, safety and welfare of minor parishioners of the 

DIO ESE in general, and the Plaintiffs in particular. 

166. As a proximate and direct result of the aforesaid outrageous conduct of the 

DIO ESAN DEFENDANTS, Plaintiffs sustained the injuries as more fully described 

abov. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN 

DOE 1, seek compensatory and punitive damages against DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-

JO STOWN, BISHOP JOSEPH V. ADAMEC and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN, in an 

amo tin excess of the jurisdictional limits requiring arbitration, plus interest as allowed 
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.. by la and costs . 

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded. 

REESE, SERBIN, KOVACS & NYPAVER, LLP 

By~~·~·. 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 
Supreme Court ID #19957 

·. 
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"\NSPIRA TIONAL AND PRACTICAL THOUGHTS" 

. · This year, with the early arrival of Easter, we are now verr 

rapidly mo i g.·through the Ordinary Sundays o1 the year in anticipatio11 of our commemo

ration of t~ Holy Season of Lent. The readings ·have some very thought provoking 

lessons whit I find very practical in relation to our parish life and comittment. In the 

second readi g today, Saint Paul states: "The body is or.e and has many members, but all 

the membe~ , many as they are, are one body." I-le is speaking. about the Holy Spirit as 

being the s'o rce of unity in the Church. l like to take that s"ame thought in relation to 

the churchJ niversal, bring it down and apply it to the very life and existence o[ the 

individual rish itself. For nine years now I have used the phrase "parish family" with 

the prayer1 I hope that each and every person of our parish will feel that he or she has 

a special rb e in that family life. St. Paul goes on to say, "even those members of the 

body whic eem less important are in fad indispensable." In other words, every single . 

person in is parish is a living member of the body of the parish and has a vital role to 

play in th ife and health of our total parish family life. I am so grateful for the very 

supportive esponse and concern of so many of our fine parishioners, and pray that soon 

all rnembe will come to realize and appreciate the vital role they can share in both 

the spiritu and physical _welfare of our total parish family. 

"SINCERE~ HANl<S" - I would like to express sincere appreciation to Father Grimme and 

the memb s of our parish Pro Life Group who represented us at the Annual March for Life 

in Washin n last Wedriesday. God blessed the everit with beautiful weather, arid we'all 

pray that t eir efforts will bear fruit i11 the restoratio11 of the dignity of huma11 life. 

"YOUR P~ YERS PLEASE'' - For some time 11ow Father Coleman has been struggling 

with a ne~ ous problem and we have finally been able to arrange for him to receive 

sc;>me exce lent professio11al assistance. The opportunity for this help was quite sudden 

and for th t reason he left immediately. May I ask your prayers for his recovery and 

also your rayers of gratitude for his service here at St. Benedict's. fl.s has been 

traditional here at St. Benedict's upon the departure of a priest, we shall attach a 

special en eloj:>e to the bulletin next Sunday giving you an opportunity to acknowledge 

our appr iation for his priestly service. 

"BISHOP cCORT HIGH SCHOOL INFORMATION" - Parents of students attending or 

·planning t attend Bishop McCort High School next yeo.r, and who wish to reC]1Jest a 

tuition re uction are remirided that Student Aid Forms for this purpose tnUst be obtained 

at the ma 11 office of the high school, filled out. and filed before March ht. That is the 

establishe deadline for all financial assista11ce consideration so if you are planning to 

apply, pie se ·arrange to do it as soon as possible. 

"ST. VIN ENT OE PAUL SUNbAY" - Today has been dir.signated as SVDP Sunday hir.re 

in· our par sh. Special envelopes were attached to the bulletin last week to enable you 

to assist ur parish chapter in tHis very important work of aiding the needy of our 

parish an community. Any assistance you can give will be deeply appreciated. 

"PAREN - PLEASE HELP" - We have provided what I consider to be the finest . 

Nursery oom of all the parish churchE's I have visited. It is large, comfortable, well ltt, 

and imm diately adjacent to the sanctuary where visibility is excellent. This room is not 

intended o be a 'play rooni' for children and adults, but it is to provide you with the 

opportuni y of bringing the children to a private area where you can, in a wise a11d 

prudent rental fashion, attempt to teach them, as age permits, simple pray.,rs· and a 

_ sense o! ignity of being in "God's House." Children b.est learh by exampl.e, so 1. ask 

·.you to pl ase take your role seriously and faithfully. Members oJ our parish ma111.tenance 

staff hav also asked me to appeal to parents bringing childreh to Mass, wh:ther 1n the 

nursery om or in the body of the church, to refrain frotn bringing food, sticky candy and 

e~peciall ·raisi11s which the youngsters drop in the pews and then endanger other people 

. ~•--'L. ll-..1 +I.~;· ~~M~ rlnthinP ~OOiled by SUCh items.·, 
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"FOR l'EOPLE OF Di;;ST,ttr!, 

SEEMING DEFEAT. OFTEN LEADS TO VICTORY" 

LaH Tuesday, ·along with mill ions of A111er icans and 

concerned p opie throughout the wotld, I had the shocking experjence of witnessing 

the tragic· light of the space shuttle Ch~llenger, and viewing the horrible explosion 

which appar nt1y brought inetant d~ath co the six astronautq and the first civilian 

teachernau~ ·to venture into space, d woman filled with a dream and teeminQ with 

pride in he profession whereby she could instill the·younget generation with aspira

tions of th highest. And suddenly, in a ghastly explosion and a hort:endous stream 

of smoke, i all seemed to be over. I wiitched the repiays and the ongoing covqrage 

and·l saw at millions saw. There were the faces, stilled in the first glimse of' 

the unimag'habl~.- a mother, her head bent upon her husband's shoulder and her hand 

at her mou 
1 

- Ii 'father whose proud ayes were suddenly filled with Cea rs of unbelief, 

a sister, ~sping to speak - an empty faced high school girl who did not even have 

time to re bve her party hat ---·they were faces, faces staring at death and seeMing 

defeat and bestruction. For hours we watched, praying that it was just another one of 

those TV b 
1
\:ror stories vhich would go away - but we knew better, it was real. 

Like ou, I prayed for those brave people, and like many of you, I ,am •Ure, l 

initially 1egan to question the worth of it all. And then 1 heard the •tory o( the 

littl11 fif ~ grader who cherished ~ note sh" had recl!ived ft·om the tuchernaut a 

few days b fon• the flight - it simply said, ·"REACU FOR THE STARS." !hat "as her 

Dlessage in ~ife, and that was her challenge in death. Down through the centurie.s, 

brave me~ ~d women have dared the chailenges of the present to help prepare for a 

better fut re. Indeed, ,for people of destiny, seeming defeat often leads.to victory! 

The ;spel of the Hass today tells us a similar story. A young mother and father. 

bdng an · fant child to the TeDlple for the Presentation. They too began theii: day 

in a spir'~ of joy and anticipation of the future. And then too, suddenly and without· 

O!Xpectati ti, their dream is blown to pieces.· The prophet looks at the young mother 

and with 9td frankness simply sdtes - "this child is destined .•• , Ile h ~estioed 

fat' th" c Jss, and for you, the foot of the c>:ossl Those words ovnshadowad their 

lives fro that day u11til thnt Fr,iday aftl!rnoon on Cdlvary - but they w11ra 11ot words 

o~ d,efeat they were the words which led to Easte;:: Sunday! The new birth of hope! 

In m y of our personal lives, we too often exrerience feelings of defeat and 

emptiness land Yonder, is it worth all the effort? But we are also people of destiny 

and uot "' fely of time. We must learn to take moments of seeming defeat and appareot 

emptiness land turn them iiito opportunities of growth and success. We too must learn 

to ''reach for the stars" and to: let every experience to help us to becoo1e bett~r, more 

matu..:e, ~ more responsible Chhstians. Th::it is the meaning and purpose of ldel 

"l.HCREAS I OFFERTORY CAMl'AlGll"._- During the past weelt., e,very reg[st;.red fnmily ~n the 

parish s obld. have received a·sp.,cial letter from me explaining out ~ewly initiated 

focrease bffertory campaign. This program has two purposes: Ooe 1 to enc:ounge e~.'lry 

family i ;the parish to make use of our envelope. uystem which wilt go a lo.ng vay ln 

stabiliz ng olir income ind making it possible to budget and plan. for tl~e futu~e. The 

•econd i !to ask alt who are alteady using the envelopes to conslder, lf p~ss1b1e.,. a 

slight i crease in what they are now giving. During the coming week you w1~l rece1ve 

an.other Stter, wtth a special r"d and white envelope. to be used the f?;1ow1ng Sunday. 

If you p un to participate, and I hope and pray you will, please uso tnl& ~peelal , 

envelop·e i!n place of your regular envelope for the following Sunday. We w11l consider 

this you ~intention to particidate in the program, you will reCQiVO! a thank you note, 

ind no ther co111municatloo will be neceasary. Please pray for the succ~ss of the 

program i our parish - it is low keyed, but will make.a tremendous success. 

"!N .CM 1JU~E" - As I mentioned last WC!ek, special envelopes nre. attached to the 

bulled ioday whlc;h you may use t.o express your.gratitude to Father .co1eman for his 

service ~ere at St. Renedicc's, ·and to assute him of a remembran~~ in your p~ayers 

for his r~cove..:y. Pleas" send them to the rectory or place. the.m l.n the offer ory 

ne~t Su d!y and I shall see to it that he riceives them. ' 

I .. -.. _" "- M""~,;,,. Feb Jrd, we she.11 COl!lll\'l.~orate the Feast of Snint 
.. _~ .,,.. h:wvP tried 
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l g ven you, do your records indicate that Father Luddy and Father 

2 I an were together at any other church other than the cathedral 
3 o the Blessed sacrament? 

4 A. According to the record that's been provided to me it 
5 a pears that Luddy and Inman were assigned to only one parish in 
6 t e diocese, according to the record that's before me. 
7 MR. ECK; You mean at the same time. 

8 A, At the same time. 

9 Q. And what records are you referring to? 

10 A. These are copies of cards that are used for cross 
11 r ferencing that would contain the dates of appointment. 
12 

13 

Q. Are they the diocesan records? 

·A. Yes. 

14 Q. What··assignment did they shilre, they being Father Luddy 

16 

17 

A. Well, it appears from the record here that it was the 
hedral in Altoona. 

18 HR. SERBIN: !-lay I see that? That's it Bishop, thank you. 
19 :-1R. ECit: Bishop, just a few questions. 
20 BY M!t. ECK: 

21 Q. Yesterday you were questioned about Father tTilliam 
22 Ko ach and I think your testimony indicated that at some ti~e 
23 yo referred him to treatment, for treatment and evaluation at 
24 Sa nt Luke's? 

25 A. That's correct • 
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l Q. And yesterday you were questioned, you indicated you 

2 had received from Saint Luke's reports of the evaluation and 

3 treatment? 

4 A. That's correct. 

s· Q. Do you rememi:>er the document, those reports that you 

6 received, do you remember any stamped notation on them as to 

7 what you as the receiver should do after you reviewed them? 

8 A. Host of those documentations when they come, being the 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

reports, instruct"the receiver to dsstroy them. 

Q. And is that what you did after receiving and reviewing 

t~•o<:e reports? 

A. I did. 

Q. But you did make, at least, note of the portions of the 

recommendation and the findings? 

· 1s M:a.' Si::RBIN: Objection, leading. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22. 

23 

24 
. ·-· . ~· 

-'.~.'.. 25 ~:*-"i= ,..:..:·· 

Q. Is that right? 

A. ~hat's correct. 

Q. As you read that report and then as you retained what 

you did retain or copy fro•:i the report, what was your 

understanding as to what the report was telling you about Pathar 

Kovach? 

A. As I r.l!cal! in r.1y action to follow up on that, the! 

report indicated that this was an instance that ha?pened at that 

pa::ticular ti:ne and had· not happened since, and that there was 

liti:le risk in keeping Father Kovacl1 in active J1inistry. 
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. Armcneo IS an tonal lbot tsnogc1 .._ Joy<:c wm1c as me eonorm u1e ""°seven Jumor ;"udgememally. Many say t/)atftm illlipr-;.,~,·o· n'.;l·a· 
High School newspa · Bl~~ And White. My daughleris a ninth gm de srudcntatR,oosevelt, • • 
and is' a lncmber of Cathcdtal of the Blessed Sacriimcnt in Altoona:. Bridget is involved fmpr=io~ an pcr>onolitiu and not an what a J 

' . in the FIRE progiam t the Cathedral, as wel.1 as inany school activities. Asa parent you pride live in a materialistic, superficial world, staying 1 

jounclf in your chil s a<:ademic and school Jchicvemeuts. But more_impenant dian any a chal~fte. to life, • · . , · . :. 
· .. academic fuurels, m wife and I wen: so Ve!)! proud when we read Bridget's first journalistic Stfivt! to stay as open • 111/n~cd as poS$lb/1. 
·· composition. As C · ·an Catholics, we arc proud ihat our religious values seemingly are prejudg1t someo"!'"befotT thq ~ had th" appc 

fmding iriiponancc i her life. Plea_se read her editorial, and if you feel that it is appropriate, .try hard ~a remain humble., Going Otl)'Whe~ In tl 
• · · . aur>elves an pedutals., While up then, we wU/ 1 

Diocese Of Al oona. • Johnstown 
Blshop'.s Residen e ·.· 

. . 
near Sisteys and B 

• . 

"""ryon1t an equal chance. • • 
· · Hate. Ouch. Justthln/ringaba111tlui.tw0rdl< 

.. many use it. too frequently and /oase'/y. I undeni 
but we possess the power of t;Ontrol/ing It. Whi 

· izsual/y they don't t"'lj. hate thatjJusan bui only 
the·word hate. 

Aim ta nl!Vf!rllctspitefully: Recltlit/y, l ret:i/;z; 
holding grudg~ seems. ~nslder tlr8 a_bsurdne: 

Once again. th Diocesc~of Al;oona. -Jo~own ii;,. been in the news in re~ tO ih~ the grudge occurred a while ago. People change. 
· Luddy case. The ion was the receni Pennsylvania Supreme Cowf decision. As you .. a second chance. Anyane tfrat daa not have th 
·know, this decision nothing to do with whether or not Francis Luddy; a former priest of. ~nejitfram ather.s.- . 
·thisJ:?iocese..isguil ornot. itbastodo.rather, withw~thorornotthisDioccseisrespoo.sibie /,; da_:ring.}ust·rernembv a few final hints 
and liable for the a · ons of a priest '!I all times and in all' places. including thOse tba~ are · Always rl!ml!1'fber your prlnclplaand standard. 

· . .'inappmpriatc'witli ispri~y5tatus. . . · · · • ·. . · . · · . ·... . min/fandoth~'minds.willbecameoptned. J~ 
Y,Oll will """'ll t lhe!;tatc SupcriorCoun diScbmgcd thisDioc~of anyrespoo.sibility, · ta treor you. . · · • . • ;,. . · . . .. 

: almost two yca111 a11 The plaintiffs appealed that ruling to the State Supreme Court at that • Hopefully. ofterretul/n11 th4di1orla/. qa' 
. limo. where the· haa rested for the paat 20 months. . Our aaomey info~ed ine on . s•-s //~ '!"' apf!roprlatc time for uctlan. Gatl. 

November 24 that t e Pcnn!lylvania Supreme Court finally issued a jucjgmen! In the Luddy . fa'Jlve·~"'"'""' who lrO$ '!ff ended!'!!"· A.Isa, IJf' 
~- The judgmcn 'C:ame with Several different opinionS. . . . · . . · · • . · . • h.llVfl offended. 'I1IU >rfll aid /Jr bi:Inglng uirltj ; 

· · The judgm'!"t held the Pcnnsylvanui Superior Counjudgment ~t Siiln,t Therese of · 
the<;hildJ~Pari lnAltoonawasnotliable. But,it~lhcSupcriorC:oun'sjud~ent . The Tabernacle's Prop,tlr Pf ace 

• In regard 10 the Dio of Altocina - Jolinstow.i( holding us liable on the one issue that Was · · · · · ' · · · 
· considerec\. No:v elesil. thl: Suprcinc Coun did ·send the case back IQ.the Superior Coort,: Dw FatherStefu; 

. - ' asking it to considc the§ or l 0 other Issues. Our Attorneys biid originally raised those issues . . . . 
•... as ·further griiunds r oura~ two. y~ ago. Howcv~ •. the): were not considcrei:I bY the . . On N~~~ is I ~ &teiiing on my shi ' 

.State Superi~r Co at \IJat ~me or hy tlt(State S11premc Court wh"e!i rend<:ring·its recent • architectural princlplci and.designs of cilho!iC 
opinions · : . • · · · · · · · ,, _:..:.tly· ·~-!-"""• 'cl .....:. · · .. . . .• . . • . . . ~ ,ara ..... ""6..., arti ewas, ... turc 
·:-.. While we have tinually \lcnicd any diocesanrespansibilitywithrespeetto lheinjUrics that wel'e to be ·romiuiaied ~g the plaeen 
claimed hy Micha Hutchison, ~tis always deplorable if a child is injuredhytheacts .. ofthose · AF. you know, several ricWcliUrc~~have be 
whom they sh.ould t, no matterwhatlhcJrprofession. AttheS!'llle time, If eel 8'f0ngly that several yCOIS, al) of which have deemphasized the 
.'1:1• Church needs. I be given the saine consideJation aa any other institiltioli in.regard !O the . hy JOc:ating the tiibemacle outside of the view of 
practical imposoib ·rj of being !Up(insible a:rourid the ~oclc and iii all circumstances 'and . It is ni.ywderst3nding that no 'votewis take 

• P.la~ for the actj of those assoc\ated with it. I deeply regreqhat our ctergy and f~ilhful, · "and I was completely sUrj.rise4 to hcartlje inpiit 
as well as others; ntinue to be faced with the paniculars of this ~e. · . . . including otir.own Cardihal Bevilacqua who irv 

· None• the - I ·,and !n keeping with our Jcgal iind moral r<Sponsibili1ies; our,Attomeys Phila~lphia v.:ere desirow; of ieein& wa~ tlie t 
have ftlcd·with the ta!C SupfCni.c Coun on Deccmbef _8, 1999. an• Application For Rcargu- entrance into the church. Other Bishops spoke 

. }Dent." This actio~ taken on the basis that allowing a civil coun to pass upon the Internal . actilal presence ofJesus In the Most BlesScd Sac: 
"policie•fllnd cmpl ·..,t practices of the Church (especially !,he hiring, retaining, and to what haS actually occurred in citun::h desijil 
~ingofpri . )amountsto.lVioLltionofftcedoniofreligio~practices. This,lntum. . . I wotll.d respectfully submit that we ares 

· is in viol~tion of e First and Fourteenth Amendments of the United S~tes Constinition: regarding the real prcisencc ·wtu:D we hide the 
Meanwhile, e Diocese of Altoona-Johnstown bas n:activated ~bond back up with behavior and d{CS$ to occur.In the prescnca of 

tltC ~ This s· ply assu~ that the Diocese will have the means with which to pay the One Bishop compared the types of church 
ju~sment. .should t become nece$sary~ . ·. · ycan to multi_ .. purpose rooiris of which we ate: 

Please rem io your prayers those associated 'liiith this particular case. I will be the Eucharist is the i:entEr of our wonhip and I 

·• 

gratefu,rto Y.OU. · · · : that reflects the hononnd glory that is due to °' 
. . · · chan&es can be made In t!ie more recently co1 

F expressed by Canlina! Bevil~ ArchbishOJ 

'· 
Very sini:erely yours. 
R. Thomast;o1T,Jr. · 
Altoona 

·-
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The Catbillh: Rellsm, Moadaj, ~tember".!>, :zooi ... '. . •. . . . : 
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_. __ lf_9i:.r~~·~<>?·~· _ 
:or The lio\isehoid 

By.Bishop.Joseph 
• +·);. ·•·•··.•• '.• 

.. 

l'>c• lS 

' 

A CHANGE OF EMPHASIS; As 1 announced fu the last issue of The 
Catholic Register, I have dCcidcd to change "the emphasis of my col
limn. In order to indicate thlit change, 1 have changed the title 'as well,'-' 
·from "Random Comments" to "For the Good of the Houiehold". l hope -
to share with you in the coming weeks a inon: din:ci conftpniatio~ of 

· issues; which affect our Diocesan Church. I have mentioned on a num- · 
ber of occiisiol1S during my third pa$0ral visitto parishes thail .Ons\der - · 
it imp<inant for our Faithful r.i have iccunte information; Misinforma-

- rion is very divisive and de#l'Uctivc of the unity intended for the Lord's 
Church.·;..,, overri'1Ulg priority' of mipc ai the Bishop _bas beeii to bring 

· about a greater liturgic8! an'd pastoral IDlity to our Diocesan_ Church. I 
· hltVe been known to·""¥ thlit \fan epitaph .¥ere to bC- put on iny tomb 
' -(which we do not do for'oui-bishops), 1-would like it to be: GHe tried to 

make of ns one Church.~ A lot of inisinfo~ation has bCcn thrown your · 
-Wirf lately;·lpray that thifcolumn willhelp in keeping us on a more even · -
keel; : : ' ' . - - - . : -. . . -. _. ,• . - - . • ' --.::--

.. · m ~UOOY CASE: This is one of tho~e -~~tters -that have-p~urcd 
. dining the entiri:'tiftccn-featpenod ofiny being your Diocesan Bishop. 
It haS atsO beCii one of those rriiwm, wh!~ has i>recipita~ a signifi"!"lt 
amount of misinfonn$on. I hi.ve been willing to defend this Diocesan. 
Chim:h against blame when it ought not tO carry that stigma. Of course, 
there is no argumeni as ro whether Luddy'.is guiltY of molestation. He 
admitted that he was; but,.not in this c;ase. {A.pd, the litigation has bCen 
about this'bne particular ease.) Jn recent"dlrjs, one of the brothetS has 

· ·come forward arid Sa;d as much. I would like to make it clear and have ii 
. understood that' the Dioce$c did not 8o looking for such testimony ftom · 
hioi: The brother, on his Own, contaeted both attorneys and the judge 
and,' then. ui~· piiblic his atlegatioi). that his 'Drothcr and his mother,. 

· along·witli their attilrney, made up the story -in order to get money &om;~, · 
du;· Diocese. They, understandably, aie concCmcd and are now accusiilg 
the-Diocc$e of delaying tacties:lt's ali legat·stUtf .. !ra(it has-also _be-' 
come a part of the life of the Chun:h in these days. Unfortunately, the 
newspapers hav'e a field day with it And, I feel badly that"<>ur clergy and 
faithful have to be continually subjected to it HoWev.:i. there is no =· 
son tO despair. When one =iews the his19ry of the Church, roday's siN
ation: could even be considered normal for the Church to some extent -

\ 
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,, 

--



~ 

\

:.?ffl: j .·'.~. p.«t ·'&lz?~p91;1ta:iw.~~~ :f1., .. ~··~·"' .. ~· 
lt~ : !!.~;~ -~~"!l~tii~:!Ww.1if.~.~~J~IfL~ff~: ~ . 4~~ 1 ·-~~~1-· .I e~- ~ ~· ~~ ~. ·~?._~.i~!1 .. .;~~;(li~~~ -~ :·t.~ -. 
·<-~ ; ·· ,.. ., ~~~~!Ji~t~'~JiJ?r;tr~:~xil(~w:i ·. :.· . ;; .~.>1:1&'ili1 -, ···; 

•• • • • ••• 4 - ... r~:- ·~~-..-. .. "• ~ . .....,. . ~ __ ...,t. --t~ • -~.~ff"'- . ... :'!I 'C• 

~ilA.'. ! ~~Tf~~it,~&-~~.· ;~;,~,,~G'!~hl.W!.~1~ ~~ --~ 'nijj~~~IJ·Ii- ~: .:· · 1R.@ii~ .. lft!'tri1!Ja~lli'Sl~~~~~ii\i'~~~~~~~~--
·.,~{:':-:: - ~-i:JeCe~..::1):'14?..~"':fii~ b .. ~1)+.: .. ".:.._ ·-,..-~.J,,·-;c.~~-~:.~}J.o;.!}8~1:.,,·~~'!:tl...-'1· ~ :"U~ .t';. iai:l~i.to~ ' -. · I 

..::·:;>\ . ,,,., .. ~.--~.: ~,~,;'.>'.,, "';'~":·''• '-'·;·:=<.:0::c'?°<4-~;ji .. :1,1i'.i~.,.,,,,,<-~;;·~'-ili :\if>-- f\u;s":l'.l .. ,."'if ·. ·. ·, w..11 1 ;.,*"'~ . Jli~ ,.,~.·.-· .. . .. . _ 
." .'.~.§f ;:•_;.._. _.~:q:°l ... ~- · : .. ._._~·~':) ~;-.~ ~ "!'•. ,;.. ·.~ • . . :;-..., ti:;. ..- .~·-·--.;..of'li . :;~·•.,"-~~ ~~-...,~·-~ ~.l::f~:P~-"i:~· ::..;;~.ft ""·~~~ ....... -~ .. "'\ "'.'=-t~-~-~"t~._..... .. .. ~~$~jJ~N~:"-~~-..;..-... _ '· ... o;;i::o=;'.;·_;_'~.->~ · ~~·;:,.::·_::·:,:,_:_:.;._.t...:: ~.-. -:~ 

: · ~· · ;-a~re'ctfq ·gt. a·e1shop ·,'f._. , . .Nf t' ~\~~;-fi\;;\l{A11i: 'ij;f Ji· ' :. ; . ·: ··•· ·. . : 'J.Fl!!tlJ£ · : -. 9y";:0·:,::: ·~ i , '/ '.\ . ~ ·. · ,'t ' .. -< -L~. :·· · : -. : "" 
.. ~ ·-~ :~·1.::; -~)¥»'274.1.-;.. ~}-.;.~: --= '"'r~~~=i~:~~:~!~TI~· ~f ·';z~~w~~ · :or

1
~-.-: ~~~; ~~;J~~ ,- · ~Wi1frSS1~: -~r,g~;?~i~rr~tr.~i~~-1t_s : 

-.~;. "'Jti~·· :;i-i·h·"·~ -~ ,_ ·o·r· s· ·;a· , ;n··· . ·a~ "'t. ,_ E .. [Q .. " .· . . , ... · .. ". _;.:o;.; ., . .., • .• -~~ ... ..., • •• i1! ~V2!.'!l r. ·1, ·1~"'"~.J.ti; ... ;., ... , .. ,: ... ~ 
·-·. ;'.."'.···~..-, f·!,!'.·J:f . • . . , ~' • • ~- • 'a DI, r~,,..·n g· . 1n'( -· . ~=~1f-,~rt,~~.;<,t!j.·. 

·:. .- }'Ltt<~~~·.--:a;._.:...~. -~ •. ;- ~ :~ , .. - • _,. .• _: • ~~ !".M· ~ - ;_1 -~ ..;-;: ~· ~ .t 1i;l~-;·Qj -:J; .,... ~ '.;~ - -..... ~~ .,.,;;.i.,.·.~ .. _..J,:ii..f~~1.;:., 

-··.. '/~,-... '.··-" ... ~'.;~-.. ~-~ •. ...;,;.~·--· .. = ., __ :-·,~: ;;:.,.-,,:;,~ .. ,_,,," .. *:· -~·~~':!:~tf .. ,.1 
.... _ ii;·Ri.~~·;l';';f<.M;~;..,_- )...;.~'· .;~->-··u:4 ;,.~ifr.-r---·/;. A:-.. ~~:; :;-;'.[:·;.t\\;=-~ ; 

'·. rBf:Blahi:lp~~h:V;.·Adamac-_··-'.-:·Tt;Q'"~ '' 'd;ilii(.t· &;;;Jl~!1 .. ~~,. ub·~~'\\f~Wll.<F:am...;.{~\~;J~br~l""'"'r-"~~;- ·'r:·r~,a?° , ' ~:·if·;::·.::,;·;.•~.,~ .. ~· 
., . " •·'\., •.... "····"·"· .. -. ~ ...... -~'!,,., . ........._f!!Y .. - . ·.;.,:,;•"" """"""'· ""'"'"".rr;;'·'= .... :tlPfl>!t!< . . ra"~~ .1~!! :«<>•ntl.o- 1nls Jl.UStJal" 

·.;.-- ~, ~ ~ ,~ 'f" ~· '• "'\ " ..... ,.,Ploill il::IUU'UF Gm "11~il W8 ~ .~~.~-1-·)U'J.': ~1~~ !.'.t~.1 m·~Ul.N:ll!<-- "111'!'' !JE.tlii:ii n•tfial nlft..i]n . - ~ .... fs., 

. ' ~ )~1>. : • .;; ,:i.'' >:.-•. •·:~ ;. · - . • pr1a1a1Y'~J!i:mfii a 'lillt~ ."..:;..miii.iii~IS:wlii'n··.me"iilltil~atii'J'·;ii!dly dJBi-. ~~!liii.JCimi11d~1tdnl)10)'~ 1;t'l/rl:~J:' ~iii~. 
' : fi£!'.il<~ i!i; Ciiuidi ~-iiierj Mi .· g!o;es· Wllniil ~ lifial "8 u· Clirll"~ ~(Iii be-jinkl(;OOecl bliMhli lillita v lr(lioc.it •. l·'lif9l1Jid' gullly" Filr' ';t~rliiiiEG'lS ifs( il1lnll 100lo · · · · '-. · , 

.. , ~f .</·4 ~ZBI!. by ii'!' Jl!ilu ,_,..; :: U.,;iif &1&:'i:alreclJ(i bi(. by'.auf. LOril .. : .: "."' a!ioifflhcUri9d•';";"'· ;., :- c·:,·q•_:: · 1hollll!I~ ~'~ ·• ··sormic;'!i'cf.§"rti lf'li m~jlqaoy~ an<i'.°lniani~ io 
... , ,., w . plircetvJit111& a 'Goller-up"J:.'·J•!"'• Cli1st..•Thal,,llhjf.Cil·IYliill~a; : ;.~~\\il.lnil'/!lca,Wflliln.lhi.[lfl). .• dghll ~- • : .• ldd)'ldll~:!;!·ino1ai.thalfllll.:P•noM81 ~bJi $ 

- oJ: priea{s"probfami; pat11Clllorly ~b)'llls vary lllllure;~ aiKI P~ O! ;:'.~Al~ti~stoim·' •81.·oh :In.~.... ... . ~Alliot!l!lld·Jtill';<~1h)n -'.!~• 'i:llccoan·:!C hili"bll ~! 
.. c ~:lhOBe 'ordicl> havilJr.dmnaglng a ff eek pilos1IY. commllmonUo ..,.,. God'o :,.~; ~:\ljl;I) ;itl!i) .auc!i = ., . ~ ~It fl!eJ)!)Med. ~·jl!fioonil.-'Jo~ri11own~.and · not,jgii 

··cn•olhors,!lntludlng-dllklren, .The ~· peopl!t.-.,111111'1 1!ie,Churchi,T.hli-lacl · : •11)11•• .. •r-=)i~nliY being 91':.:' ~be • -~tu(ih!lr·bii:~'r';'lfldWof. W:iopM18,' be'iliacllj(a~ll!I 

.,, ma11 ,111t1dl!!. l>iQOmeo-trus1rali<I · .lhal .8 .d""i· IY
1 
f'!'l'.~11 1 1 

:!'Did .lo,~ · .J0 W!'d ~~-!f ,a~h~L,~~·\ · aild-'ilaf,j,':>,'lU_i,f;,.~~lillaldnll)(addrassad.· Sln,90-Y,e . 

."When H:Jl;ll~ot pbtaln awry olngla · accor ~-g ri£_~, a n 1; ou ~ot · ba.111,ln!Crrne<J .ur.u ""'" ·n'!'i . • :- .J • • . .,..~_, a;~•'!.4flliicn):,.i¢11i~' (lhu[c).-llvlng·ln 'i. -.. ~lar · 

· ·· .:J:~ r~;f,::~ffl°/:'ps1~ng9~~ .-:.~~~1-~~;fc~-.~·~~::~~;;.'t·$·~-~rir~~> ~~~ . =~~;:;~~~r!~pa!IJ-~\~~,_..~8:7.;~ 1ollDn At 1jl · siliil · ' · · · • ,,...,...,.._,_. .....,,,. "'"' tlll)li..- • • .......,., .J•'fD/dir.to" il•U.rtnfno !hi~ ' ("'1CI, • ..... ~. v • ~Jrf.J#·""""" · · · · 

1 1 :~1i. =ctul'ch • booa~li~= ;;, ici;' do. cau!i' nl• ·iii ip}'a'\l~&i.a' ~-: 'odsn~~Ol~)ll~ii-&1·~·u·~} ol nilnlsjert.iJ)~i~ilifii~1; ·,_.~ fil.l';h~"~'}.fi~n1.~1"":.~do.lcl'Jri 
when1ho~ on1 hi'deiad from dBalliig .beOau"'!·ol lhl ~11· 11ve..ibat .. I~ ~.1 llhl."8ry'Cilrl!lul_., ineot' '·;•~.to~ 1111 owll di!"nst!' ·. ood cl1U'dl laW. AsJ lmpor1ant ash 11. · 

'<Wllh•Jhosa:earna.aUua!lllns=ln-a way·' ~"!' b.!f 'BRocl.fldi,'Qlilse_ whD fe~J ·_Jng '!h!': req<.!lr&menlll, ol ,o!vU ~:In.-.:- .ff.hii C8811 llll8k~.ll.li:I oQtirt. Tho.DID' lo 1oka care ol lhesa dlllicull slua-r 

; tti811!s fohrtil juot u.."9 alleg8d vb- ·: ouC:h lillecta_ ini::lld!i,rlla pa!lsti,!allfr.,:, Ihle l•gaJll;, Tho Vlc!lms 'and:Jh•lr'~>.cese 'IJl#11, ~f ,ii Jlilgal!_on. only~· ,lions; no. nia111wh.,.,.. P.einlul, lhey 

~U~as.we!I u !h&'SCCIJIOd)n!:ll'!klu· ·. bommurl!tlo w1J:orn lhl pri~~r, -;-fa!l'iln are,olfaradi)!ih.~·~f -... wJi!in II n'MJit·di>·st>-1>oceu11 ~ has ' slloljkl aer'le lo·rerlllnil 114,. al ·the 

, al;•'. ~i';l :,;;. :· '";_,./ .., .. .'. {; ·, • · renll)<: ~ 111\welf ~~ I!' , .' ~ Wl~ fl~f.o'-~l(S·· -l'i.>t~>-f. • been,ln_clUdlld.· Jn· oourt·.act!on·, · ii) """"1 pr!Olltt whO cohllnue to nlh!i, 

.;. .. 'ft.li'lrJi~foral ot ~ ti:i reaJ, wholl) he .. nu~ll-rP. l!!'.:tli.h.P.1.-.1<,Jfy.~t1h•,•im<l'1irii';1Jh8 pJleal~IS·,.·.·.aPl'!'"ffl;!
!Jlt.\hjl.:!;t>.lroh as ~uch ts ·,<!er.Jo God'a p~lo Wilh d&dlcallon -

'Jze'lhaf Ji!!<sonill lirotilamf kri>w nci · ·111~. ·ill.~~ .~.11:19!1a~· .'¥~mll)9#1~-.w: dl~Ol-il:.11! 1oa:~·tilb;_,betij .~ateJY·blamed lot .llie :-·en11 ili;llncOOli.'. ' ,.. ,- · '· 

. . ·pr'11Hilohill :or·v~•11o11al boull<i·· . ~=~ '81!1..icu . . J:~'!'tfd . ;:,'· p1
1
1!CB. :Q_I J!i!n1,slrY.11f!~'il~:~IJl/8-~"' '.P8.\:': actlc:m;.J. ;oth bldMd,,.i&;. The , ;;\~::·We 11Va! fn ·dmli:ulf lfmo~; Bu1; .. 

· :c .,.._s:·Slnce)hose ~ami'are Iha ·. w" ·~""· _ on~ .. ~•g:... _ :..• on!_I evil ulti~cr.<•:,•!W••• !!<&-".:DI liot,,,..,,,n~ lho .rlgh! bul,,,,whal:11ls~ rs new in Iha Qud\? OUr 

' · .'reiult·~lt'.Waikanecrnuman:iialilie, . hliiilelf,' :"' :•> \lf'~;>p;<.',<;_.U:_: .< .;.,~.!l?l1>11illl.Jid pn !li8~ts<Dl!': 1ha·.o~lig~n .¢'.di!l&11dl1>11 lts~l,t: • Slrefllllh aild c0nfldllnce PQ11189 Imm 

. ,, :lti&ritllli:t~IS'.aswilu lndMclu- . ·· 11Whalf1!"'~~bll~l."ViD'r •· 1li•'•~uat~hll>t[l8,l)ropl!ij~r.,~;_'!'}lllnlf.IB1h1iiltiii11-•"d "' • · )lhi'knaW!edgo lhat lha).ord 1s wilh · 

·, ' tilll'-'!n' Dllia(·'.Wal<iiii>I :lfe~.'olliiliillCs" .. • lhe rasull ol· hUmmt ~~11.. ·.tf! •. , : /lill~~-):~l!tl~~.!J «-'119.!' ll ~ ,~,,.~,~9' accusalldn ol i''i\llS. ·}.nd .as ~ea Blint 11 problem . 

1 J j'. ~~ll!iW .. ,tt:iat~.th~lriCidenDil'-'!l ·iuch~ :~~~ ll~~f:rJ:.~11·1~~:; 1,
 ila • _uea;l~jfe:(i·~~'a!!11~!!';'::1m~l~r-• .even.j c.rl~Jn~~,~~ns are, ,i:an be~-~ 

•• ~ -~1lsl'!'Of1>n!Port1cmiJe!Y-anr .. Ch~'!IYfhll'rs, -· - ...:~ ... • ;~&!l!llj!l-~\!'J!'i·· .. . -~ ~ ~ -·· Olf8CClnvnlrm.nt orllllOlus (cl*'lf;; . 

> :3 -!~;jq(1>r'~·;~ int. ~r ~ _-j. . ...w.. fim: • .:J. ;II!' P!!!!'!l;'.1f ·li:;fyf:-JJ~'-.l!I . ··~l'r~Jf',..~il·•>. ~-·= ':..li.ltC:tll!J~~eCt· on '811 : .r.i1gious, and 1ally) ·111 Ive 'out etei;; 
' / ·;,•.;· <.$'~'Jb!! ~~Wpance!"-ol ,Iha --,-;:,r: ....... ~TI'&E~" ~!!"' "'• .,.~~~~-!; :-.._ . . • .,~:...~' RC\'WR::_"_ !allllfullyoow.Cfiriillan .. catl!lll. 

; :.i;:;.; ;'J!ij~l!~"ml'ti j~r; B~P•.•r•. 1o;J.te.-. ·· ..... ~. -..... ":" . ·. ·,~ .•."! . at,.,~".R.~~-- .,,,.~, ... ns . .i:l!Ulla tit: ·~ ~ ll01 d.,. Tl!fs·lnva-11!'1 onry our owr1 por-. 

: d;.~ ·'ll!lil\tiitlt!; · ,&ia!Ot:Pt1o~~:11:V! Ulliii ~'ii!.~~ lii6il ~ .. ,..~.t- . ~'1D'niV:tM!-~~,~·ll':\iell'wllhln ·God t'.:tfbuaehold.· ··'101\al wllllasO but·th.e precUc•·of · 

· ~\1'.0;• ~'!)11!!(.')hi . "· · lilOti,i!l-'roie~ls :~~Ing 'Ill 1.~•· jiflj~t,~~to_r .}Iii! J!'!fl~ . i Jl'fl.1\1!>'. . trl1"ie"'jlilrliill";:' ;::rime, :&rJ!rgy, .00 J•IOU"CBI need lo .. c~01111ll111>011, and~- . 

.. r::_.:,: ~.~~j,,~<t,~;;,~:.:.';';I~ .. ~,,.;.;;:~--,P,~!~~'.· Jl_nil',,.~,~!!~. 1~~·11113:1i~· ... ~.. , , ,~ ~:~'-~~-~~ '!~-~~-:i:-1~-~~···"':~ ... "11 " .•. ,_.,": ..... , . .< ~-: :.'. .~,, • 

.;~~t·-~)B1~;;f~~::;~!:·};.:Ji~ ~-:_:.:::~:;:~:·.;:. ~:~<,/::: :::'.~;<:Y>~: .... ;:>~:~-~~?:J:~~\'.~~#ijIT~~f~:~,~.~,':::·~:.:·:~\:.~;._:: ... ·'. ... __ :·:F~:.::-<.-_" .. : :- · :._-:::··:;'.:· .... · .. ~~-~ .·?:Z.~~ 
{ t f t I i 1 .,, I t ,. , .~, •• ~, f • .._ .. ~·) t.1 ~ f t :..j!L~ '.•.I •f '-'(" A -~ • • I ~ l~f" r ; ' ~ , ~ ~ • • • • • • • · · . • --

• > •• ~ " ". ~ t Pt ( • l ~ p ~ ! 1 i 'Jo,,, ~ • - . , 1, ,u~·, • ,"")., ,•,•'•'I .t.t.t,~:' "".t•1 t~')-• •" , : • ~ .L• j 1 ft I iJ·,·~··/ ",t• f' 1 
f 

1 1 '','~'•ti I j ,·,-~'}}.'I I~'"\ J,t,l.•. 

-" 

._ 



':i~iW .. '· 

·.<~:fr~'. 
; __ ;;-:-~i·; 
';,.' ~~ 

. f::-:··,: ... : 

·•.: ~-~'.i·::.:fft·.·--. -.-. 

1 . 

··. 
VOLUME LXV~· NO. 25 o-----: ~ • :---~.. ~-~-{ 11i.JiiiiHEO 8~w£E-KLV.:4;e:-}f~~:-1:i'!?·.i :·, ,-:~··~t.;~=~-·.' %'-~·~i.'.i< ·~ .... ~ . Ji,.~::,.~:~~ ·,;· <~.;.-_:µ,~.\:r-;~-~··~~-~·(, ;,: ~ ' ;"(. lfARcH ,-ilD: : -~~ 

-Arcl1ives .. ·:c1is:e·:,.·13·fsh·a~1tsefina: i · · -&ru:.:1·~~s~:·e~1·9···'"1lis~i, :'l ' ... ··.·. ·· · · · .. Am~~~:~;;~-~~. ·{f:s:E£~~~f~~~;i~~~J~rl·_:j~:,: '. ?_· ;~:_<·~~,~~-J~~~~·~~~~~e ~-~'~cl·-~~' By Fa Illar Timothy P. Stein a· way lo avOid Iha_ Jaw, This ~pa : Fict ll;ie' .frl!liil!&\'i>J:.lflrf DIQc:esan•:-.;b :J!!lb~'iii!d ihlal~~l'P!~~ •l!)iplyJa\ It atilnd,and ·should . . -~-. cf arch\VS has been a part of the C:h~l'!l!l1o ~~)ncan· lll!IPPn>:.-· di fii!Y.4¥!Ni=.h .11 otH_~.ls.~hh~reJ~lfle.,&llPllSI•: :t ~''~~·1· ~ • • . .. . . . .. Churoh,s. PfllCllce for .. ~. and·:· ~-man"8r,any.J~~Mau!lf.Who ., P.. . . .,"·,,,,.,~,_..,.. . · ·~·.:·t:>&~'1 ·~,;, Th.a(neld.~ap·Js<1n,rs1e1e --.... 

. 
' ~-:·: n_:order'from !lie PeM- ·Its u_aa. has been dlclel!ld. ·by .tias,:.\X)ml!ll11e~;an;!nJu~tlce or_. . . r/~'l,ry! refers. tq,\_,•t~"'}"Sl!PrB. ,~ •. · Cou_i'!.~.e¢<_. _o;i:rdlng_)_.o. , · • ·. sylvanlB superior Cowl, Church law, which aflacta,dlcce· . crlma;·;W~a~ la at stakl!'-ln th&:'' ra a~l;'i,1,racorda·a,n~IHarS.Blshop: ph. ~>,a Blshop.JJEjal· ·. ·. upholding a lower Coull ruling sas th/<>Ughout thaWClrld.' · ., praaent·Jssue Is tha:·cHurch1.s: I rm1!1km.1:a1julied.by.attomeys' · lhalwa~" Id stan·d our Jiroulld that the Ol6Cese ol Ahoona.John· · According to Bishop Joaaph right to axarclsa Its mission· wllh- . to p'ara clvU or ctlrqinal cases. : . In .regard to this.Issue, both 'on . . st own ope~; Its sac rat 11rchlvas, 'Only Iha Bishop· rs ·a llowall the. fraadom giJarantaed (t ·by Iha.. !· ~~per\or ,Coull .,Judge Justin:' saCtai!afi .11,i)d seculiu grourjdS::"\ /: . vlolatas" lhe ilgh1s cf !ha Church access: 1o this pal1lculilr ftle. alsh· -Cona_tlt!'Uon 11n d l~e B lshop•s·.. .'.!Joh'f!sonJ tllal,6J)tad)rom the • · . :, ~;S~:' :. ' ··; .. ' '. .: . ·. 'J;J: -;Jn a· dainix:ratlc and Ira.ii nation, ·ops do not enlar thla Illa too . 11111no;·hs.ve Corilldent(sl_conver: ·. '(Jfy'.hif~.'.tfe.ergijilcJ}/ia(.·'·: :t~'°1hls_Sf<ilYWeii.:. according to· B lshop Joseph V. ·often: probably a couple of times.• sa11ons with his Jlrflisls. • · .. ' i. :,. '.' ;: : I J!l,eai!: o I racohsld a f,lng·tha . · . Jef tYJl.118au· 61 CS.ttjplk: -NewtJ:' Adamec. . • . '·:.:. .. . each year, If llll!1· Nor Is this par- · ln_ordering .the tllaa to:l>e_,,; kjj)r.ccitirt's Rll!"?·on 1ts·marits; -~-- ~'!!Jl· ~~DC)_:-·~- f~!,. 'I slrongl)l )>ellsva n 1he rights tlcular Ill~ very IBrge,' he staled. - ·openBd, Iha Superior CclJll'safd, '-t. . ., · • _ .=- o . . cl the.Church·; .which I !lridilr·· "11 c!t!ln con1alns documents . Iha Sol!l8rsel Coullty_Coui:t order sland It to hs.va In this damoCia11c from the·dlccesan trbunal rela· · did pot Infringe on reUglouSbeJlaf. and rrse·nallon. I haVI! chosen 10 live to· special .cases of Invalid· ··or Conduel by.'deiriandllig·'acciis!t•: 

lake th&' stand 1hat II Is lnsppro- marrJagas. II might conlaln .a lo ·~lliformetfo~·..re"gardlng the \ · pria1a tor anyo_na, Including .1ha· Bishop's notes relative to a conn- . ITll!llnar In w!llcli !I. ti!llglous lnatl:,l~ courta lo force en Int nee lnlo. Illa · ciantlal convarea1!on~ Conclifv- tutlon conduc1s· 1ts' affairs• whan ... · seer at a1chlves. of any dlo_oasa,' ably, the _'seCl81 archfye' _COIJld. Iha\' conl!uct.'.ls pi le.vent 10 the. the Bishop stated In a Friday,. even be empty.•: : ,,; .. :.. . . case al hand.·:··: . -.·· ·' - · •. 
~rch 6 lettarto !he clergy .. :'( . , Access to.Iha sacral ercllf~ .. <T1f;fa.laas11.a11y. d~cunients_,;li · On Februa,y_ 24, t.h~ Stala-~ Is being aoilghl by, the. iilalntilf's . lrcm .. lha.:liactet'~¥8S; B!sliilp · r\ Superior Coull· ruled 2 to 1 to attorney In an attal)lpt .le show•· Joseph '•aid ••vlcla!es ·the .rala- .: 
uphold _a March .,990 order. by · that.the [)locea~ ha!l_;hldderi tkln"1'1Pm•.t:.ii;'fll!ihP/<~fl!!eda.:t?: ·• Soll)at'Set County Ccurt of Com-. material. concamtng,.fat.har h!\ye:wtlhhl•,Pr!a.~ts;,whlch' .. 1\1 .. 
mo fl Pia es Jud.ga Euge~e Fl"6 Ludcly !llld otllar pie~ a-_.. !I." )_ liil'•·.· c.ai! )i ~l!i;:IB. ·, ··.'. h~t ;?t·_.'a _: . . . that 1he Diocese release. secsat of.saxu&j ~ty ."41f1 .. ll'K!8l•ll!Ja ... ~~ .. wtttra ~;yr:~~ . !lrchllr&1'matarla11orusa lnaclllU maleL ,, ~-·, c,,,;. .-,;..·:,;>t·'. / nay~Uha.~.;"c':'.'-'·'~·i \!(\:;· . ailll bloUght against Iha Dlocase •• .. ;f-lawapaper. reports. mpa ·It.· ;;-. Ttili <pnij' Pltirgy:pij\lllfi111f liic. r 
.and i:arnar· _Francis !:-;,Luddy, sol,rll;f;p~ If 11ii,·D1_0C!IS8J• __ ,.ruir:, . !IR!!!~~lf:br'IJ:i'A:a\!'-te;.;1he .ap· '.<;· '.whc..J\ea b~an accused -ol \ha Ing to· furn~ any.m. ... mate~fii C!!!ll!i;l,;f!~e"'~~l~p~~ •.. : saitlil! abuse· ol a miner. . , • ::· an. elforl ,to proteor_ a ~ .Jl\al. · . 'd!j": ~. app,ly,:.\Q.1~ ~~el. . : , ~n Ills March_ 8 leHar, Bishop .. Is a fals• 11CCUB111it;Wl • .NOr: Is.~'' . raco~.li!.~•111!8:~s ~'O! .· J CBS plj_ axp!al n ad that Heral · cna .'hiding'_ liahlnd, th~. ~•!1«11!. .. , , ~~l!~aa Q6~.~'~<~.•larjll_1111il,:. 
arch!Vas'.'are aet up according 10 arch~ I ~~~Jhe:. Viii~! :Cll'.!l\~;!!O'."!~!l.;.W!U!•!li.~.: ,Church law (spaGiflcaHy Can ens 11llegatlon t~ .lhls . .!1~'6. luls, . _lo~af,OO !lJI .!l~'CJ_,li;IJ:i:.-t~af•tJia:C.-489 a!'!d 490). The1afo1e, Iha · usad.tha 'sa~rlit archives' .to. ·'.ilecrerarclj1Vas';1aw9':liflha..·ax1stenee 41 a ~t Arclllve la . 8flleld fndlvlduill! ot:.1~!<1111)1111oil,' · Cht!r"clj'Ji'.'9QcJjfii(Ciliiiji)'•µiw_; . . _ ....... - -···· .. ........ . . . ... . - -~ . . . 

-.. -"•' 

·. 



. ·.··· 

,. 

.... 

·.,•, . . ·. : -·. . ....... ' ' ... · .. :~ .. ~:~·· 

elcomes Discontinuance 
Of.Lawsuit 

This morning we wetc advi>Cd lhnt S.niuel C. Hutchil<On lw filed sn 
ment to dhscontinue his civil action ag;lin51 Father Fr.ancis Luddy. lhe 

iocese or Ahoona-Johnstown. and several other Church officials. No 

netary compensation of d:unages w= or ""' to be paid to Mr. Hutchi- I 
on. nor WiUi any admi:SS:ion or liabillty made by the. Diocese. father 

y. or any or the other derendonts. 
Mr. Hu1chison hos rormally withdrawn. with p"'judicc, his lawsuit 

from the s......... Cciunty dockot. in exchange ror th• Diocese's aod the I 
other derendants' a;rccmcnt not to bring any legal action agninst him or 

his an<>mey>. Richard Serbin and Joseph Nypaver of Altoana. ror having , 
' filed a frivolow< aod meritless lawsuit. which began In 1988. 

On August 4. 1992. Mr. Hutchi1on" attorney, Mr. Serbln. filed a 
~pe to d'ir.c:onlinue the lawsuit. with prejudice. meaning lhnt there is 
no implication or guih on our part. and. the case may never be reopened 

again. HoweYC"r~ in that Pr.iec:::ipe. he indicarcd 1hat the case had been •set

tle'<! ond ..,i:illed. • There wn.•. in foct. no monetary consideration paid snd 
no xttlc:menl achiev~ m lhc plu.in1irr simplyt for ltls own undlscloscd rca

~n.~. dl~onlinucd hi..,. c;laim iln.d 1he lawsuil. 
Ot-.un1inunncc.< nre ;overned by Ruic or Civil Procedure 229, which 

SliUCC th:J.t they arc '"t~ cxclu.°'ivc method of voluntilt)' tcnnina.tion of an 
ac~ion ..• by the plain1itr berore commencement or the trial.· A disconun• 

uance is a plainrifr:\ choice to tcnninnte his laW$uito 
The other defendants included mired Bisllop' J.,,,.. Hogan, Monsignor 

Thom .. Moddcn. Mon•ignor Roy Kline, Mon1ignor Paul Panza. Mon· 
signor Ignatius Wadas. Sa.int Mu.ry•s Co.tholtc: Church in Windber. 1he 

Archdiocese or Philadelphia. and retired Cardinal John Krol. 
Thc>c defendants ... well "' Father Luddy, have. (rom the commence

"""' or thi• lowsuit. denied •II of Mr. Hwchison"s claims os being boseless 
.aod wi1hout meri~ ._,well .. claims ....nod by Mr. Hutchison"s brolhcr. 

who hos filed • •imil..- action in the Court or Common Pie"' of Blair 
Coonty. 

Child ..,.,.. continua to be a serious problelll in our society. e ....... 
nr the Church's respect for the dignity of th<= human person, we n:main 
committed to doing all lhnt we c:m to composslonatcly address th<= needs 

of the viclims and - ~of child abuse. 
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to 156, Line 11. 

A. If you're going to go back to your last question, I 

better look a i: that one. Now Line 11? 

Q. On 155. 

A. What was you~ last question? 

Q. Well I believe if yo.u look I repeated the. question . 

It sta=ts, can you recall. - -• 

A. Now where is that, Mr. Eck er, uh, Serbin? 

Q. (Points to the question) 

Now I'm going to -- and if you'd follow along I •m 

going to read this out loud to the jury and if I state 

anything incorrectly please let me know. Starting on 155, 

Line 11. 

_Q. ! 'm going to go back to my last 
question, Bishop, if I might. Can you 

rec all any other situations other than 

alc:iholism that was brought to your 

attention during your period "5 Bishop 

of the Altoona-Johnstown Diocese? 

A. Uh-huh. Yes. 

Q. That you felt necessitated your 

direct intervention. 

A. Yes. 

Q. And do you recall 
occasions were and what 
matter was involved? 

when those 
the subject 

Attorney Eck objected and then you gave 

an answer. 

A. In general terms I will say none of 

them involved pedophilia. 
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Q. Alright. So you can 

A. Disciplinary measures were called 
for in that two or three -- I'd have to 
go back to do some recollecting here -
instances that I thought were sufficient 
gravity to intervene. · 

u. But none 
pedophilia. 

A. None. 

of thera dealt with 

. ' 

1 .. 

I 

•• 

I 
I 

Q. Now, Bishop, can we agr~~ -that pedophilia deals with I 
is the technical term for the sexual molestation of a 

child? I 
A. That's my understanding. Yes. I 
Q. And you said that you had not had any cases dealing 

with the subject of pedo?hilia.where you had to give you= 

attenticn to them, isn't that true? Isn't that what you 

said in·l988? 

BY ATTOS.NEY ECK: I 
I think he indicated, Mr. Serbin, · that they were no-: 

sufficiently grave enough to require direct intervention. I 
That's his whole answe=. 

BY ATTORNEY SERBIN: I 
Your Honor, this is cross examination. 

BY THE COURT: I 
Well to restate part of the answer Mr. Eck, : don't I 

think it's proper for you to reread a portion of the 

answer. It• s right the=e in bold print in front of the I 

LI 
' 

L_ _______________ -~37_-________________ ~;. 
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1 jury. They're certainly free to read it. Maybe the bold 

2 print is an advantage in that respect and the jurors can 

3 certainly all see the answer. 

4 We'll permit you to :?roceed'with that question, Mr. 

s Ser bin. 

6 BY ATTORNEY ECK: 

7 Your Honor, my I was -..-,.., 

8 BY ATTORNEY SERBIN; 

9 That's the whole reason why I have the blow ups, Your 

10 Honor. 

11 BY ATTORNEY ECK: 

12 I would simply 

13 BY THE COURT: 

14 

15 

16 

1 

1 

l 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Mr. Eck? 

BY ATTORNEY ECK: 

indicate that the answer does contain those words. 

BY TSE COURT : 

It does contain those words. That is 

BY ATTORNEY ECK: 

I wasn't suggesting any differently. 

BY THE COURT: 

You weren • t suggesting anything. different. That is 

true. B\lt I don't want to get into a pa.rt where Mr. 

Serbin then has to reread the part of the answer that he 

s likes. The jury can see it all. 
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Alright. Mr. Serbin. 

Q. Bishop, isn't it true that your testimony was that you 

had no cases where you had to interv·::ne dealing wit!l the 

subject of child molestation? 

A. I would have to say here before the jury and -- um, 

there was one casa where I felt it was -- well, it doesn't 

involve here, eiqlaining t-o-,the ju-cy why I felt it 

strange, but there was one case where I felt my own, my 

direct intervention was called for and was, by the way. 

Q. Bishop, when you testified in 1988 did you say 

anything about one case? Didn't you say there were none? 

A. None. 

Q. Is that -- I just want to ask you, is that what you 

testified to in your sworn testimony in 1988? 

A. That's correct. I said it. Here it is. Mmm-Hmm. 

Q. Is there anywhere in that deposition where you told me 

about an exception that there was a different case that 

you had to intervene? 

A. Did I say in my deposition that there was ---? 

Q. At any time in your testimony in that entire 

transcript did you mention any other cases that you did 

intervene or investigate dealing with the subject of 

molestation of a child by a priest in your Diocese? 

A. I undertook to investigate my flllllous three. 

Q. My question, Bishop, I don't mean to interrupt you. 
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testimony. That would have be.en improper. It could be 

properly cross examined and/or rebutted by Bishop Hogan 

but not stricken under the test that the Court has 

enunciated. · 

We note again that it was far more difficult to 

exclude the account relative to Father Skupien where the 

nature of the communication to Bishop Hogan appeared to 

lack the dynamic of a real belief/assumption as to aqe 

(but was close in our view and might have been best left 

to Bishop Hogan to rebut/explain) than it was to permit 

the testimony as to Father Carroll. 

CHURCH DEFENDANTS' POST VERDICT MOTION i25, TWENTY-FIRST 
MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL 

Alleges that the Court erred in ordering Diocesan 
Defendants to produce records relating to Father Carroll 
based upon the testimony of Monsignor Saylor. (This 
objection is not raised on behalf of Defendant Luddy.) 

This post verdict motion tests our patience. First, 

the incident involving Father Carroll communicated through 

Monsignor Saylor to Bishop Hogan was clearly aiscoverable. 

Yet, Plaintiffs had to find it out for themselves duririg 

trial. A clear duty was imposed under our March 2, 1993, 

Orders and Opinions as well as our Order of August 20, 

1993, that there was an ongoing to disclose. This duty 

was doubly important after the archives information was 

sent to counsel and discovery was being developed rapidl~ 
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Disclosure 

of this information would have logically led to the very 

records which counsel now objects to having been 

"required" to provide. In fact, Plaintiff should have had 

it months before. Instead, Plaintiffs had to find this 

out for themselves through Monsignor Saylor during trial. 

Bishop Hogan had knowledge of all of this. Monsignor 

Saylor's testimony was that he told him. Bishop Hogan was 

present in the courtroom and he never denied it. What 

Church Defendants' counsel characterizes as inferences and 

innuendos regarding the nature of Father Carroll's 

treatment was no more than asking the jury to apply th~ir 

common sense to what they had hea:t'd. The Church 

' 

Defendants did not need Dr. Wawrose or his records. ··· 

Bishop Hogan had ~ ~ referral and presumably he knew 

why he made it. Monsignor Saylor also testified as to his 

knowledge of the referral. Chu:t"ch Defendants, in this 

respect, even acknowledging the difficulty of discovery in 

· a case with "so many monsignors" clearly made their own 

bed. Bishop Hogan had both notice and knowledge of all 

this according to uncontradicted testimony in the record. 

In fact, Bishop Hogan was the referral source - how could 

Church Defendants be prejudiced by disclosure of what 

Bishop Hogan (a named Defendant) already knew? 
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VERIFICATION 

STATE F PENNSYLVANIA 

SS: 

I BRIANY, GERGELY, one of the Plaintiffs in the above and foregoing action, hereby 
the facts set forth in the COMPLAINT, to which this Verification is attached, are true to 

the best fmy knowledge information and belie£ 

erstand that my statements are made subject to 18 Pa.C.S. §4904 providing for criminal 
penalties for unswom falsification to authorities. 

l 
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VERIFICATION 

SS: 

co 

VIN HOOVER, one of the Plaintiffs in the above and foregoing action, hereby states 
that the f: cts set forth in the COMPLAINT, to which this Verification is attached, are true to the best 
of my kn wledge information and belief. 

I derstand that my statements are made subject to 18 Pa.C.S. §4904 providing for criminal 

penalties or unswom falsification to authorities. 

KEVIN HOOVER 
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STATE FPENNSYLVANIA 

•• 

,r • •· , 

VERIFICATION AS A JOHN DOE 

SS: 

•• " 

• I• 'lo .._ 

,. 
I the Plaintiff in the foregoing action, proceeding under the fictitious name of JOHN 

DOE 1, b cause the underlying basis of this cause of action is the sexual abuse I suffered as a child. 
My iden "ty has previously been made known to the Defendants. My true identity and signed 
verificati n are enclosed in the attached sealed envelope filed with the Court, to be opened only by 
the Co in camera or upon order of the Court. 

derstand that my statements are made subject to 18 Pa.C.S. §4904 providing for criminal 
penalties or unswom falsification to authorities. 

I JOHNDOEl 
(A Fictitious Name) 



NOTICE TO PLEAD 

T DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN, BISHOP JOSEPH 
V. ADAMEC and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN 

" 

OU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED TO FILE A WR1TTEN RESPONSE TO THE 

ENCLO ED COMPLAINT WITHIN TWENTY(20) DAYS FROM SERVICE HEREOF, OR 

A JUDG ENT MAY BE ENTERED AGAINST YOU. 

ERBIN, KOVACS & NYPAVER, LL.P. 

By~-1-~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Atto ey for Plaintiffs 
Supreme Court ID #19957 

JURY TRIAL IS HEREBY DEMANDED. 

REESE, SERBIN, KOY ACS & NYPAVER, LL.P. 

B,<]..,Q ki·M· 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
Supreme Court ID #19957 

'•. 


