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IN [THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF BLAIR COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA
BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER : CIVIL ACTION -LAW
And JOHN DOE 1

Plaintiffs
v

DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN,
BISHQP JOSEPH V. ADAMEC and BISHOP
JAMES HOGAN

Defendants : NO. 2003 GN

COMPLAINT

AND NOW, come Plaintiffs BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and
JOHN DOE 1, by and through their attorneys, REESE, SERBIN, KOVACS &
NYPAVER, LLP, and set forth a cause of action whereof the following is a statement:

A. PARTIES :

1. Plaintiff BRIAN J. GERGELY is an individual who resides at 168
Lakevjew Road, Ebensburg, Cambria County, Pennsylvania. He was a minor child
during the times he was sexually abused by Monsignor Francis McCaa, a diocesan priest,
between 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 he was sexually abused by Monsignor Francis McCaa, a diocesan priest, between
approximately 1981 and 1985.

3. JOHN DOE 4, is an individual who resides in Ebensburg, Cambria




County, Pennsylvania. He was a minor child during the times he was sexually abused by
Monsignor Francis McCaa, a Diocesan priest, between approximately 1975 to 1981, His
identity has previously been made known to the above named Defendants.

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

organization with its principal offices located at Chancery Hilltop, Hollidaysburg, Blair
County, Pennsylvania, (hereinafter DIOCESE, collectively with Bishop Defendants
referred to as DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS), doing business as an otganized religion,

including but not limited to the ownership, management and operation of parishes and

Catho

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

4. Defendant BISHOP JOSEPH V. ADAMEC (hereinafter individually

referred to as “ADAMEC”) is an individual residing at the corner of Larch Street and

Logar

or lea

as “Hg¢
Hollig
DIOC

Boulevard, Hollidaysburg, Blair County, Pennsylvania; and is the current bishop
der of the DIOCESE, having undertaken the position May 17, 1987,

5. Defendant BISHOP JAMES HOGAN ( hereinafter individually referred to
DGAN™) is an individual who resides at Garveyi Manor, 128 Logan Boulevard,

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

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

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

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

locatg

d in 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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parishjoners of the DIOCESE at the parish of Holy Name Church, as more fully
described hereinafter.

8. At all times material herein, as a result of each of the Plaintiffs and their
families’ enrollment in their respective parish churches within the DIOCESE, each of the

Plaintiffs were tanght to trust and rely on their parish priests, as well as other leaders of
the DIOCESE including its bishops,

9. At all times material herein, DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS, explicitly and
implicitly represented to each of the Plaintiffs that the DIQCESE, its bishops, and each of
its priests, including Monsignd; McCaa, were benevolent and trustworthy stewards who
would only act in the best interest of each of the Plaintiffs.

10. At all times material herein, each of the Plaintiffs believed that it wounld be
sinful jor wrong to make any kind of an accusation against a priest or bishop; and that’

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

11.  Atall times material herein, each of the Plaintiffs entrusted their well
being to the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS who had a corresponding obligation to be
solicifous for, as well as protective of, each of the Plaintiffs in the exercise of their

positipn of superiority and purported authority.

12, At all times material herein, the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS invited and
encowraged each of the Plaintiffs to accept each priest of the DIOCESE purported to be in
good standing, including Monsignor Francis McCaa, as one who was worthy of and who
had the responsibility for each of the Plaintiffs physical and spiritual safety, thereby
inducing the Plaintiffs to entrust themselves to the company and care of Monsignor

McC4a and to participate in church sponsored youth activities.

C. NATURE OF SPECIAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EACH
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OF THE PARTIES AND THE PREDATOR PRIESTS

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

materjal herein, was responsible for the creation and staffing of the parishes, parish
churches, and parish and diocesan schools within the DIOCESE.

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

responsible for assigning, transferring (and/or suspending) all parish clergy to and from
parish churches and other entities, such as hospitals and schools within the DIOCESE.

Said priests and other parish clergy served at the Bishops’ pleasure.

15.  DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS approved the transfers of all DIOCESE

clergy into and out of the DIOCESE,

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

parishioners of its parishes through parish “assessments” and direct appeals. The
DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS also provided funds to the parishes, as they deemed

NECEs

pary and appointed the trustees of the parishes and approved parish and school

budgdts.

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

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

were
childdg
and t

parish
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pro

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

ware that among their parishioners there were a significant number of young
en and adolescents who because of their very status as minors, were vulnerable to

usting of parish priests.

18, The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were aware that these minor
ioners through their participation in parish churches, parish schools, diocesan
ary schools and diocesan sponsored and developed educational and/or recreational

s, had intimate, frequent, and often times private contact with parish clergy and
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priesjs assigned by the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were

ware that as part of a priest’s duties and in furtherance of cultivafing a trusting

relatipnship with children, that priests visited the childrens’ homes to meet with the

children and their parents. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS also knew and approved of the

fact that young children parishioners were present at parish rectories (priests/clergy

residgnces) for a variety of purposes including work.

inclug
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19.  The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS by and through their parish priests,

ling Monsignor Francis McCaa, were acting “in loco parentis” at all times when the

en were in the company of Monsignor McCaa, except those periods when the

fens’ parents were present., As such the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were acting
co parentis” at all times that Monsignor Francis McCaa, was groorning children to

kually abused and actually sexually abusing them,

20.  Atall times material herein, a confidential relationship existed between

the DEOCESAN DEFENDANTS, the priests of the DIOCESE and its parishioners,

ing the Plaintiffs,

21, The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS, along with Monsignor Francis McCaa,

and other unnamed parish clergy repeatedly instilled in each of the Plaintiffs as they did

in all
relied
DIO(
to rel

mora

of their parishioners the belief that priests are figures of authority who should be
upon to protect the well being of children in the parishes and schools of the

'ESE. Plaintiffs, like all the children in the parish, were taught to obey priests and
y on and trust them without doubt or question on issues affecting their physical and
well being.

D. FACTS SPECIFIC TO EACH OF THE PLAINTIFFS

I, BRIAN I. GERGELY




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

Cathglic 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
pariinoner and altar boy at Holy Name Church, became acquainted with Monsignor

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

24.  Monsignor McCaa in his role as priest of the parish, exploited the power
of hig assigned and appointed positions, his authority, duties and/or obligations as a
DIOQESE priest and as BRIAN V. GERGELY’S priest, to take advantage of BRIAN V.
GER(GELY’S vulnerability, sexual naivete, and trust, Plaintiff BRIAN V. GERGELY,

was sexually abused by Monsignor McCaa on numerous occasions for a period of

apprgximately three years in the sacristy and confessional at Holy Name Church, The
sexudl 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,
1L KEVIN HOOVER

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

Catholic 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

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

MecCaa 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 power of his assigned and appointed positions, his authority, duties and/or obligations
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as a DIOCESE priest and as KEVIN HOOVER'’S priest, to take advantage of KEVIN
HOOVER'’S vulnerability, sexual naivete, and trust. Plaintiff KEVIN HOOVER was
sexually abused by Monsignor McCaa on multiple occasions over a period of
approxfmately four years in the sacristy and the rectory of Holy Name Church. The
sexual pbuse included fondling Plaintiff’s penis through his clothing, as well as

inappropriate touching, hugging and tickling in the area of the genitalia.

IIi. JOHNDOE

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

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

McCag and held Monsignor McCa in high esteem, reverence and trust. Monsignor
McCad baptized JOHN DOE 1,

29.  Monsignor McCaa in his role of priest of the parish, exploited the power
of his 3ssigned and appointed position, his authority, duties and/or obligations as a
DIOCESE priest and as JOHN DOE 1’s priest, to take advantage of his vulnerability,
sexualmaivete, and trust. Plaintiff JOHN DOE 1 was sexually abused by Monsignor
McCag on numerous occasions for a period of approximately six years in the sacristy of
Holy Name Church. The sexual abuse included fondling and touching of Plaintiff’s penis

and buttocks over his clothes. This sexual abuse usually occurred during preparation for
Mass 4nd after Mass,

E. KNOWLEDGE AND NQTICE QF THE DIOCESE OF THE SEXUAL ABUSE OF
MINOR PARISHIONERS BY DIOCESAN PRIE INCLUDING

MONSIGNOR FRANCIS McCAA

30. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS knew of the sexual abuse of minors by a
numbgr of Diocesan priests, including Monsignor McCaa, and that such abusive behavior
was a Jong standing problem within the DIOCESE, having received actual notice of such

abuse ps more fully described herein.
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regard;
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(i)

(1i1)
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(vi)

()

(ii)

(iii)

31.  The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS knew that many priests in the
ESE had sexually molested children and more specifically knew of allegations

ing the sexual abuse of minors, including but not limited to the following priests:
(a) Father Joseph Gaborek

From as early as 1972, complaints of unpriestly behavior

by Father Joseph Gaborek were forwarded to HOGAN by
Gaborek’s then supervising pastor;

In 1984, HOGAN received written complaints against

Father Gaborek involving improper sexual conduct with
children, by way of two separate letters from parishioners;
Thereafter, the Pennsylvania State Police became involved
in the investigation into allegations regarding Father Gaborek:
(aborek admitted to certain inappropriate acts, but

advised HOGAN that “nothing sloppy” had occurred

with the boys;

HOGAN advised Gaborek to “keep his big mouth shut”

with respect to his having sexually molested these boys;
HOGAN testified that as of November 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

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;

In early 1986, HOGAN received additional and similar
complaints about Father Coleman from his then supervising
pastor;

Thereafter, HOGAN was contacted by Children & Youth
Services of Cambria County regarding similar allegations they
had received regarding Coleman;



(iv)

v)

Upon reviewing the multiple complaints received, Father
Coleman was transferred by HOGAN to another parish;

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)

(iii)

(iv)

In the early 1970s, Monsignor Panza brought to the
attention of HOGAN an allegation of sexual advances

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

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;
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;

Father Kovach was thereafter allowed by HOGAN to remain
as a parish priest within the DIOCESE despite his illegal
conduct;

ADAMEC, thereafter, knowing of Kovach’s illegal

conduct, continues to allow him to serve as a priest

in the DIOCESE.,

(d) Father Francis Luddy

®

In 1967-1969, D.S. a minor parishioner, notified his
pastor, Father Louis Mulvehill, that Father Luddy had

sexually molested him;



(ii)

(iii)

(v)

)

(1)

4 4

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;

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;

Despite receipt by the DIOCESE of actual notice of his
molestation of children, Father Luddy was eventually promoted
to pastor of his own parish;

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;

Father Luddy was permitted by ADAMEC to continue

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

Hutchison v Luddy trial in January, 1994.

(e) Father James Skupien

(@

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

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 2 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;

HOGAN’S concern was whether the police officer was
Catholic and would meet with him.

HOGAN ignored the allegations and Father Skupien received
nothing more than a scolding;

Father Skupien retained his previous position within the



IDIOCESE 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;

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)

(ii)
(iv)

In 1986 HOGAN was notified by police authorities

that Father Leonard Inman was being investigated by authorities
relative to his sexual solicitation of juveniles;

HOGAN wamed the priest that the police were investigating

his activities and advised him to lay low;

Inman was thereafter sent for psychiatric evaluatidn;

Despite the serious allegations leveled against him, Father

Inman continued to serve as a priest until his “retirement”.

(h) Father Joseph Bender

@

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

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;

Bender admitted to ADAMEC his past sexual contact
with children;

ADAMEC sent Bender for an outpatient psychiatric
evaluation; .

Bender continued to serve as a priest until he voluntarily
retired on 3/19/92,

(1) Father Robert Kelly



(i) In 1993, ADAMEC received a sexual abuse complaint
involving a child and Father Kelly;

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

(ili)  Upon his return from treatment he resumed his previous
parish assignrent, and was later promoted by ADAMEC
to pastor of his own parish,

{(j) Father Bemard Gratten

(1) 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;

(i)  Father Gratten was referred for psychiatric evaluation;

(i)  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;

(i) 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;

(i)  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



were aware that these offending clerics, and others, gained access to these children ag a

direct

minots

suppot

been

clerics

follow

ing ways:
(a)
(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)

H
(g)

result of their status and responsibilities as clerics of the DIOCESE,

33. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS had knowledge of the sexual abuse of

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

F. FRA CONCEALMENT

34,  In furtherance of their own interests, including the continued financial
t of parishioners, the primary ¢oncern-of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS has

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

35.  DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS have concealed the danger that predator

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

Enabling their continued unrestricted access to minors;
Assigning them and/or allowing them to reside and serve
at parishes within the DIQCESE;

Allowing thern free and unrestricted use of premises of
the DIOCESE for otherwise unchaperoned activities with
minors;

Assigning them to duties specifically involving minors;
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;

Promoting offending clerics within the church hierarchy;
Privately assuring concemned parents that the offending clerics’

problems would be “taken care of **;



(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

Gy Allowing offending clerics to honorably “retire”,

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

to create 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
McC4da in particular, and that, if there was ‘a conduct about which Plaintiff or Plaintiffs’
families might be concerned, it was an isolated instance of spurious conduct, when in fact
the Plaintiffs were victims of a known and preventable hazard that the DIOCESAN
DEFENDANTS had created and/or allowed to continue.

37.  As a further effect, these practices by the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS
impligitly and explicitly represented to each of the Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs* families that
they qould appropriately rely upon the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS to act to protect both
their
the offending cleric, including Monsignor Francis McCaa for clear misconduct, relying
upon the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS’ representations that a priest was in godd standing
and that the DIDCESAN DEFENDANTS would always exercise a fiduciary duty toward

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

them,

38. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS responded, if at all, to incidents or
complaints of sexual abuse of minors by priests by “counseling™ the perpetrator and
transferring him geographically, with the intention of protecting the reputation or image
of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS and their priests.




39.  Ondiscovery of an offending cleric’s misconduct, DIOCESAN

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

and prevailed upon others not to report said misconduct to law enforcement.

40. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS aided and abetted the concealment of

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

allegations of sexual abuse of children by priests of the DIOCESE.

41,  When confronted, DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS falsely assured

parishfoners, law enforcement, state or court officials and/or others, expressly and/or

impliedly, that they would responsibly deal with offending clerics; falsely promising

reviews/investipations and falsely promising to take preventive measures against further

harm.

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

complaints against priests involving sexual abuse of children,

43.  DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS suppressed instances where priests admitted

or acknowledged sexual abuse of children.

44, DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS failed to maintain records of offenders and

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

spoill

ption of evidence regarding the sexual molestation of children by its priests, (See,

inter alia, deposition of ADAMEC, dated 1/7/94, pg. 239-240, copy of which is marked

Exhih

and ¢
offen
DEF]

it “B”, attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein).

45.  DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS engaged in sealing records of civil litigation
ivil settlements, and in removal of materials from court files which identified

ling clerics and reflected tortious conduct on the part of the DIOCESAN
ENDANTS.




46.  DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS transferred and/or reassigned offending

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

risk of injury. This includes but is not limited to the transfers of Fathers Coleman,
Gaborek, Kovach, Luddy, McCaa and Gratten by DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS following
the regeipt of allegations of sexual abuse of minors by these priests.

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

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

misrepresenting the true reason for his absence to parishioners), DIOCESAN

DEFENDANTS allowed the offending cleric to return to various assignments, temporary

as we

1 as permanent.

48. Despite knowledge of prior misconduct, DIODCESAN DEFENDANTS

confefred 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

Gabotek, Kelly and Luddy by the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS following the receipt of

alleg

ions of sexual abuse of minors by these priests.

49. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS maintained offending clerics at parishes or

in other assignments, with the benefit of his priestly authority; and falsely held out the

cleric
to par
scope
child
inclug

(Jrattd

priest

as a safe, competent and moral priest, fit and/or suitable to serve and/or administer
ishioners with whom he would reasonably come into contact in the course and

of his employment, thereby allowing priests to deceive parents into believing a
molester, disguised in priestly garb, was no different than any other priest. This
les but is not limited to Monsignor McCaa, Father Luddy, Father Kovach, Father
tn, Father Kelly, Father Coleman and Father Skupien.

50. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS maintained secret files regarding abusive

5, and made secret payments to victims in exchange for their silence,




51,  DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS did not attempt to ascertain if there were

other victims of a particular offending priest once they received information that he had

in fact|sexually abused a child.

52. At all times material herein, the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS have
exhibited an ongoing pattern of conduct involving secrecy and concealment of sexual

involvement by DIOCESE priests, including Monsignor McCaa, with minors.

53. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS have employed a closed secret system of
interngl reporting of sexual misconduct by their servants, including the use of “code

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

jatric and treatment systems.

54.  For decades and continuing through the present, the DIOCESAN
DEF
practi¢e to conceal the problem of sexual abuse of children by parish clergy. The
National Conference of Bishops, of which the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were
members, acknowledged that the problem of pedophilia against Catholic priests, which
went back to at least 1972. On June 13, 2002, Bishop Wilton B, Gregory, President of

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

the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops stated in his address: “we are the ones,
whether through ignorance or lack of vigilance, or — God forbid — with knowledge, who
allowed priest abusers to remain in ministry and reassign them to communities where
they qontinued to abuse. We are the ones who chose not to report the criminal actions of
priests to the authorities, because the law did not require this. We are the ones who
worried more about the possibility of scandal than in bringing about the kind of openness
that helps prevent abuse. And we are the ones who, at tirnes, responded to victims and

their families as adversaries and not as suffering members of the church.”

55.  The aforesaid statement attributed to Bishop Gregory appeared in the
media, both in print and on television, and was heard/seen by victims of priest sexual

abuse around the world, including the Plaintiffs.




56.  Information as to the known criminal conduct of DIOCESE priests was

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

HOGAN and thereafter ADAMEC, thereby preventing Plaintiffs from having any
knowlgdge that the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS had prior notice of Monsignor McCaa’s

propersities.

predat

57. The fraudulent concealment of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS of known

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

Plaintiffs 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
Catholics in the DIOCESE, in particular, including the Plaintiffs.

includ
publisl
denyin

claims

Count

by this

58. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS have issued misleading public statements,
Ing editorials, press releases and articles identified as being from ADAMEC
hed in the DIOCESE owned and operated newspaper, The Catholic Register,
g any culpability on their part, and attacking those victims of child abuse who filed
against other predatory priests, including Father Luddy in Blair and Somerset
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.”;




(b)  AsofDecember 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 pleadings filed against other predatory priests in Blair and Somerset Counties,
wherejn DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were alleged inter alia, to have engaged in a policy
and practice of concealing priests known to be child molesters, when they knew that their
denials were false. See Answer and New Matter to Plaintiffs’ Amended Complaint in

Hutchison v Luddy et al, No. 1175 C.P., 1987, verified by Monsignor Roy F. Kline,
Bishop James Hogan and Bishop Joseph V. Adamec. '

60. HOGAN testified under oath in a deposition taken by his legal counsel to
préserVe his testimony on September 22, 1988, in the Hutchison y Luddy case, No. 1175
C.P., 1987 (Blair County) that he denied ever receiving any complaints of pedophilia by
any priest in the DIOCESE prior to ciaims brought against Father Francis Luddy in 1987,

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

and

(See

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

levant Trial Testimony of HOGAN, dated 3/7/94, copies of which are marked
Exhibjt “D”, attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein).

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

d by ADAMEC and HOGAN in the case of another predatory priest in Hutchison v
, No. 1175 C.P., 1987, Blair County, were incorrect and misieading and were
ed to conceal the full scope of HOGAN and DIOCESE’S culpability from the
parties and the general public, including the Plaintiffs,

62. ADAMEC failed to comply with the Court Order of the Honorable Hiram
A. Carpenter, III, directing that the records placed in the secret archive of the DIOCESE,




pertai

hing to pedophile priests for a defined time period, be provided to the court for in

camera review, in a further effort to conceal from the Plaintiff victim in the suit, and the
general public including the Plaintiffs, the culpability of the DIOCESAN
DEFENDANTS. (See relevant portion of Opinion of the Honorable Hiram A. Carpenter,

111, dated 3/14/95, denying Post Trial Motions, in Hutchison v Luddy. et a], copy of
which is marked Exhibit “E”, attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein).

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

behalf 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 the
publig
involy
admit

June,

knew
DEFE

paris
in reld

to ign

? first time in articles published in mid March, 2002, and again on April 1, 2002,
ly acknowledged that “he’d dealt with three situations early in his 15 year tenure
ing priests and improper contact with minors.” Additionally, ADAMEC publicly
led in an article published on June 18, 2002, that in the months leading up to the
2002, 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
nor had reason to know that they had a cause of action against the DIOCESAN
INDANTS for causing tortious injury to them due to DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS

conc«:flment of their knowledge of Monsignor McCaa’s actions towards other minor

ioners, and their vehement public denials of any truth to the allegations contained
ted legal actions alleging that HOGAN and the DIOCESE had a plan and/or policy

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

conduct, This scheme effectively convinced the public and the Plaintiffs that the

DIOC
knowl

of the
to the

ESAN DEFENDANTS were not hiding any information and that they had no
edge of other predatory priests.

65.  The injuries that each of the Plaintiffs sustained as a result of the actions
DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS could not have been discovered by them earlier due
DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS’ fraudulent concealment of their involvement in




protecting priests known to them to be child molesters.

G. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS

66.  Plaintiffs plead delayed discovery of their claims against DIOCESAN
DEFENDANTS and delayed discovery of the injuries caused by the DIODCESAN
DEFENDANTS, thus tolling and/or suspending the Statute of Limitations against all
Defendants as to all claims.

67.  Plaintiffs plead misrepresentations, fraud and fraudulent concealment
thereaf on the part of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS, thus tolling and/or suspending
the running of the Statute of Limitations against all Defendants as to all claims.

68.  Plamtiffs plead fraudulent concealment of essential facts under the
DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS' exclusive control, giving rise to Plaintiffs’ causes of action
againgt DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS, which facts were not knowable to the Plaintiffs,
thus tolling and/or suspending the running of the Statute of Limitations against all
Deferidants as to all claims.

69.  Plamtiffs plead breach of fiduciary duty, including but not limited to the
duty tp disclose, against DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS, thus tolling and/or suspending the

running of the Statute of Limitations against all Defendants as to all claims,

70.  Plaintiffs plead conspiracy to commit negligent acts, to conceal
negligence, to commit fraud and to fraudulently conceal the acts and the existence of a
fraud jand conspiracy, thus tolling and/or suspending the running of the Statute of
Limitations against DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS as to all claims.

71.  Plaintiffs allege that the actions of DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS because
of their conduct, statements, promises and misrepresentations, preclude them from

claiming the bar of the Statute of Limitations to any of the Plaintiffs’ claims. Plaintiffs




thus p

lead the doctrine of equitable estoppel.

72.  While Plaintiffs knew at the time of the sexual assaults that they had

suffergd an “injury” at the hands of Monsignor McCaa, they were at all times material
herein| unaware until at the earliest, March, 2002, that the DIDCESAN DEFENDANTS'

continpied concealment, misconduct and failure to act on information regarding the

Mmisco

duct of Monsighor McCaa and other DIOCESE priests, aided, enabled,

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

susperjding the running of the statute of limitations against DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS

as to

1 claims.

73.  DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS by use of fraudulent concealment, duress

and cdercion prior to, during and after the termination of the sexual abuse of the

Plaint

iffs, prevented the Plaintiffs from asserting their claimns against the DIOCESAN

DEFENDANTS or reporting the DIOCESE priests’ conduct to lawful civil authorities
and are therefore estopped from benefiting from their illegal conduct through assertion of
the stdtute of limitations.

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

DEFHNDANTS deliberately interfered with the ability of the victims, including
Plainﬁffs, to identify the cause of their injuries; concealed from the Plaintiffs their claims
againgt the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS; misrepresented to the Plaintiffs or otherwise by

fraud
of suq

delay

remaon

and/

concealed or withheld facts which they had a duty to disclose constituting the basis
h claims, and otherwise through practices of intimidation, duress and deception

ed Plaintiffs from bringing this action.

75.  As apart of their conspiracy, DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS intentionally

ved Monsignor McCaa outside the jurisdiction of local authorities in order to

obsnlct justice, avoid public scandal, avoid loss of financial contributions and criminal

civil liability.




76.  DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS should, for the reasons stated hereinabove,
be estopped from asserting any defense that the Plaintiffs’ actions are not timely under
Pennsylvania law because DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS, individually and in concert with

each other, fraudulently concealed their involvement in the wrongful conduct of

Monsignor 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’
negligent and/or intentional conduct as described herein, Plaintiffs sustained the
followjng injuries and damages:

(@)  Severe mental anguish and trauma, necessitating psychiatric
and medical care and treatment in the past, present and
undoubtedly in the future;

(b)  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;

(¢)  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;

H) 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
priest/minister;

(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 plaintiff/




child’s interests;
(h)  Psychiatric and medical expenses, past, present and future; and
(i) A loss of eanings 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, NEGIIGENCE PER SE

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

this reference thereto,

79.  Atall times material the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS and their priests,

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

into ¢

schoo

pntact with children as a result of their supervision and control over all diocesan
Is and parishes. As such, the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were at all times

relevant herein, legally obligated under the “The Child Protective Services Law™ to report

suspe

tted child abuse to the Department of Public Welfare or county child protective

servide agencies. See 11 P.8, 2201 et seq (repealed); 23 Pa.C.8. § 6301 et seq.

any al

Mons

legal

80.  Atno time did the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS ever report to authorities
legation of child sexual abuse by a priest, including allegations received regarding

jgnor McCaa.

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

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

ident

incor

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

1ed as Exhibit “F”, copy of which is attached hereto and by this reference

borated herein).

82.  Asa direct and proximate result of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS’




failure|to report to authorities allegations of sexual abuse by Monsignor McCaa and other

DIOCESE priests, Plaintiffs were victimized by Monsignor McCaa and sustained the

injuries and damages as enumerated herein.

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

DOE 1} seek compensatory damages against the DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-
JOHNBTOWN, BISHOP JOSEPH V. ADAMEC and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN,
(collectively referred to as DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS), in an amount in excess of the

jurisdi

ptional 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

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

by thig reference thereto.

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

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

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

occasi
which

pned by their interaction with Monsignor McCaa and/or other DIQCESE priests
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 themselves out as having control over Monsignor McCaa and all DIOCESE priests,

and hs

abuse

iving the ability to protect minors from inappropriate contact and/or child sexual
at the hands of DIOCESE priests.




silence,

87.  The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS engaged in a pattern of inaction or
when they had an obligation to speak,

88.  DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS breached their duty of reasonable care as

hereinabove 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:

(¢}  Failing to report offending priests to law enforcement and/or
the Department of Public Welfare and/or Children & Youth
Services;

(d)  Failing to wamn new parishes and parishioners including the
Plaintiffs of the danger posed by sexually abusive priests;

(¢)  Failing to remove or suspend offending clerics including
Monsignor McCaa from their duties as priests, or to otherwise
-act to stop themn from pursuing sexual assaults on children
including the Plaintiffs, despite receiving complaints and
reliable information that the priests were engaged in illegal

and improper activities with children.

89.  Asa direct and proximate result of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS’

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

sustained the injuries and damages enumerated herein.

. DOE {,

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

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

(COUEI:
jurisd

ively referred to as DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS), in an amount in excess of the
tional limits requiring arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs.

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded.



COUNT THREE
BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY

90.  Paragraphs One (1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein by
this reference thereto.

91.  HOGAN and the DIOCESE were entrusted with the well being, care and
safety jof each of the Plaintiffs as a result of their status as parishioners and students at
DIOCESE parishes and schools. Under their fiduciary relationship, HOGAN and the
DIOCESE assumed a duty to act in the best interest of the Plaintiffs,

92.  HOGAN and the DIOCESE placed Plaintiffs in the care of Monsignor
McCag, for the purpose of, inter alia, providing Plaintiffs with religious instruction,
training, spiritual guidance and counseling. As such, their existed a fiduciary relationship
of trugt, confidence, and reliance between Plaintiffs and HOGAN and the DIOCESE.

93.  The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were in a specialized or superior

positign to receive, and did receive specific information regarding misconduct by their

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 P13intiffs or their farnilies to monitor the use or misuse of the power and authority of
the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS in acting upon or responding to such knowledge was
compromised, inhibited or restricted by the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS.

we

95.  The DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS had a secular fiduciary relationship with




each of the Plaintiffs grounded upon the duty of good faith, fair dealing and the duty to
act with the highest degree of trust and confidence. This fiduciary relationship inclundes
the dufy to warn and to disclose and to protect parish and/or DIOCESE children from
sexuall abuse and exploitation by their priests, whom these Defendants promote as being

“celibate” and “chaste” representatives of God on earth,

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

represgntations of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS that their priests, including
Monsignor Francis McCaa, were priests in “good standing” and that the DIOCESAN
DEFENDANTS would not tolerate criminal misconduct that represented a known threat

to children by their priests,

97.  Itisalleged that the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS breached this duty

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

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

injury|to the welfare and well being of the Plaintiffs.

98.  Asadirect result of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS’ breach of its

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

DOE

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

BISHOP JOSEPH V. ADAMEC and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN, (collectively referred to
as DIQCESAN DEFENDANTS), in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional lirnits

requinng arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs.

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded.

COUNT FOUR
FAIL TO PROVIDE A SAFE AND ENVIRONMENT

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




this referenced there.

100. HOGAN and the DIOCESE, and their DIOCESE clergy acted in the
capacity of “in loco parentis™ to Plaintiffs at all times that Plaintiffs, performed altar boy

servicI;lworked in the rectory, engaged in parish sponsored recreation programs and
other

ish and diocesan sponsored programs.

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

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

safe a.rf 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 fo exercise the degree of care that a reasonably prudent person would have

exerciged under similar circumstances.

103. By sanctioning and encouraging the entrustment of Plaintiffs’ physical,
mental and emotional safety to Monsignor McCaa, HOGAN and the DIOCESE actually
and/or|impliedly accepted, assumed and ratified the duty “in loco parentis™ to protect

Plaintiffs, 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,

Plaintiffs 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-
JOHNSTQOWN, and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN, in an amount in excess of the
jurisdictional limits requiring arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs.

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded.




QUNT FIVE
GLIGENT SUPE ION

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

this reference thereto,

107.  As set forth hereinabove, Plaintiffs were molested by Monsignor McCaa
on property owned and controlled by the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS.

108.  As set forth hereinabove, DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were or should
have Heen on notice of Monsignor McCaa’s pedophilic behavior and sexually abusive

behavior towards minor parishioners,

109.  As set forth hereinabove, DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were responsible
for maintaining control over and/or overseeing its assignment of Monsignor McCaa at
DIOCESE owned and operated parishes and elementary schools.

110. Despite the knowledge of HOGAN and the DIOCESE that Monsignor
McCap had a propensity to sexually molest children, they failed to exercise reasonable

care ig controlling Monsignor McCaa so as to prevent foreseeable injuries to the
Plaintiffs.

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

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

other minor parishioners/students.

112,  HOGAN and the DIOCESE’S failure to properly supervise its agent,
Monsignor McCaa, and/or to terminate him resulted in injuries to the Plaintiffs as more
fully set forth herein.




DOE

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

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

requinng arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs.

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded.

& X
PERSONS ACTING IN ERT

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

this reference therato,

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

concert with Monsignor McCaa in a plan to conceal Monsignor McCaa’s propensity to

abuse minor parishioners.

115. At all times material, the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS knew Monsignor

MeCaa’s conduct constituted a breach of duty and was harmful, yet HOGAN and the

DIOGESE assisted and encouraged Monsignor McCaa to maintain his activities as a
priest including working directly with children, by assigning him to serve at parishes, and

encoyraging him to conceal his pedophilic propensities.

kno

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

pedophile to continue working with and maintaining unlimited access to minor

parishioners/students, was a substantial factor in assisting Monsignor McCaa to commit

acts gf sexual abuse on minors, including the Plaintiffs.

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

Monsignor McCaa to deceive parishioners into believing that he was a priest in good
standing 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’




harm.

sustai
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118.  As a result of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS’ actions, Plaintiffs

hed injuries as enumerated herein.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J, GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN
1, seek compensatory damages against DIQCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN,
OF JOSEPH V. ADAMEC and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN, (collectively referred to
DCESAN DEFENDANTS), in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits
ing arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs.

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded.

COUNT SEVEN
SUPPLYING FALSE INFORMATION/NEGILIGENT MISREPRESENTATION

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

by this reference thereto.

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

their gctivities in running the DIOCESE parishes and schools, supplied false information

desighed to deceive parishioners and families who were members of DIOCESE parishes

and s¢hools, including Plaintiffs, by holding out Monsignor McCaa and other DIQCESE

priests about whom they had knowledge of allegations of sexual abuse, as safe,

competent and moral priests, fit and/or suitable to serve and/or minister to parishioners

and students with whom they would reasonably come into contact in the course and scope

of th

inforr
DIO(

ir employment.

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

'ESE’S representations with respect to Monsignor McCaa in continuing its




255001

moles

ation with Holy Name parish to their detriment, thereby being placed at risk to be
ed by Monsignor McCaa.

122, The negligent representations of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were a

substaptial factor m causing the Plaintiffs’ injuries, which injuries are enumerated herein.

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

» seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN,
DP JOSEPH V. ADAMEC and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN, (collectively referred to
DCESAN DEFENDANTS), in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits

ing arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs.

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded.

COUNT EIGHT
FAILURE TQ PROTECT AGAINST FORESEEABLE RISKS

an

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

ference thereto,

124.  As set forth hereinabove, the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS were on notice
e presence of Monsignor McCaa in a DIOCESE parish was a foreseeable risk of

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

125.  The very foreseeability of another such molestation of minor
ioners/students by Monsignor McCaa, make HOGAN and the DIOCESE’S failure
to protect against the risk, negligent.

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

Plaintiffs against the foreseeable risk of molestation at the hands of Monsignor McCaa




was a

t

substantial factor in causing their harm.,

127.  Asaresult of the negligence of HOGAN and the DIQCESE, the Plaintiffs

suffered injuries as enumerated herein,

DOE
and B

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

|, seek compensatory damages against DIQCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN,
[SHOP JAMES HOGAN, in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits

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

this re

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
ferenced thereto, '

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

the DJOCESAN DEFENDANTS and acting as their agent or employee.

was a

130. . At all times material herein, Plaintiffs believed that Monsignor McCaa
priest in good standing within the DIOCESE.

131. At all imes material herein, HOGAN and the DIQCESE knew or should

and

s€X1a

DIOG

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

t his position as a parish priest would create a situation where Monsignor McCaa's

propensities would harm other minor parishioners, including Plaintiffs.

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

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

families of Monsignor McCaa’s propensities.




DIOCH
pedopk

133.  In addition to failing to warn, as hereinabove alleged, HOGAN and the

£SE went to great lengths to protect Monsignor McCaa and conceal his known
lilic behavior from parishioners and/or families of the students of the school,

resulting in a foreseeable risk of harm.

and thd

wamn B

Cnume

DOE
and BJ

134, This failure to wamn and/or concealment of a known danger by HOGAN
t DIOCESE was a substantial factor in causing the Plaintiffs’ harm,

135, Due to the negligence of HOGAN and the DIQCESE, in their failure to
laintiffs and/or others similarly situated, Plaintiffs sustained the injuries

rated herein.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER. and JOHN
} seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN
SHOP JAMES HOGAN, in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits

»

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

this re

activit

Name

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded.

COUNT TEN

EGLIGENT SUPERVISION OR USE OF IMPROPER PERSONS AS AGENTS

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

137. At all times material herein, HOGAN and the DIOCESE were conducting
les in furtherance of its organization, including control and operation of Holy

parish, through its agents, including Monsignor McCaa.

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

Monsignor McCaa’s propensity to molest minor parishioners, thereby involving a risk of




harm t

DIOC]

Monsi

Monsi|

was a

injurie

DOE 1
and Bl

requir

this re

p 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
ESE with respect to the propensities of Monsignor McCaa, they failed to supervise

pnor McCaa or prevent him from tortiously injuring the Plaintiffs.

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

gnor McCaa, an improper person to place in control of activities involving minors,
substantial factor in causing Plaintiffs’ harm.

141.  Due to the negligence of HOGAN and the DIQCESE, Plaintiffs sustained
s as enumerated herein.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER. and JOHN
, seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN,
SHOP JAMES HOGAN, in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits

Ing arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs.

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded.

COUNT ELEVEN
USE QOF INCOMPETENT PERSONS

142.  Paragraphs One (1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein by
ference thereto.

143.  Atall times material herein, HOGAN and the DIQOCESE knew that

Monsignor 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

contrdl Monsignor McCaa to the extent they were responsible for his parish assignments




and/on

McC

his access to parish children.

145, Despite the knowledge of HOGAN and the DIOCESE of Monsignor
’s dangerous propensities with children, they permitted Monsignor McCaa to

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

parishjoners, including Plaintiffs.

146.  As aresult of the negligence of HOGAN and the DIOCESE, Plaintiffs

sustaiped injuries enumerated herein.

DOE
and B

requir]

this re

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, BRIAN J. GERGELY, KEVIN HOOVER and JOHN
|, seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN,
[SHOP JAMES HOGAN, in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits
Ing arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs.

A Tury Trial is hereby demanded.

COUNT TWELVE
FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT

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

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

leader

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

suppression and distortion of facts concerning the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS' true
knowledge and notice of the problem of sexually abusive priests in the DIQCESE.
DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS’ concerted efforts to cover up, suppress and distort what

they

OwWn

ew, (continuously up to the present), effectively concealed the existence of their
gligent behavior from the Plaintiffs.

149.  The result of the covert practice of concealing the problem of sexual abuse



was that Plaintiffs and others similarly situated but presently unknown, were deprived of
the kowledge of the essential factual elements which would have formed the basis of
their fights to legal redress against the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS,

150. DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS sought by virtue of their fraudulent

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

over persons sexually abused by DIOCESE priests, causing such persons, including the

Plaintiffs, not to discover the fraudulent concealment,

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

DIOCGESAN DEFENDANTS was purposely and fraudulently done to prevent the filing

of both criminal and civil complaints against their sexually abusive priests.

cause

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

of Mansignor McCaa’s predilections well before the time the Plaintiffs were abused, and

in fac

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

the tine period in which the Plaintiffs were abused.

153.  Asa direct and proximate result of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS'

intenfional conduct, in concealing, suppressing and distorting its knowledge of the

have

DOE

saxuatly abusive conduct of some of its priests, including Monsignor McCaa, Plaintiffs

uffered injuries and damages enumerated herein.

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

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

as DI

DCESAN DEFENDANTS), in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits

requiting arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs.

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded.,




cO THIRTEEN
INTENTIONAL FAILURE TO SUPERVISE

154.  Paragraphs One (1) through Seventy Seven (77) are incorporated herein by
this rg¢ferenced thereto.

155.  Prior to the dates of sexual molestation perpetrated by Monsignor McCaa
upon pach of the Plaintiffs, and thereafter, Monsignor McCaa had been known or should
have been known to HOGAN and the DIOCESE to have been a pedophile or other sexual

offender, 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

positipn as a priest to overcome such childrens’ reluctance and fears.

156.  After learning through complaints from other priests and/or others,
including other victims, that Monsignor McCaa had utilized his position as a priest to lure
and persuade children to commit sexual acts with him, HOGAN and the DIOCESE
delibgrately assigned Monsignor McCaa to positions where he would have further access
to children, including each of the Plaintiffs, who had no awareness of his previous
imprqper sexual practices; thereafter, they failed to remove or suspend Monsignor McCaa
from his duties as a priest, or otherwise act to stop him from pursuing his sexual assaults
on chjldren, including each of the Plaintiffs, after receiving further complaints and

reliabjle information that Monsignor McCaa was engaging in such illegal and improper

activities with children.

157.  The actions of HOGAN and the DIOCESE as alleged in the preceding
Paragraphs constituted intentional misconduct with the harm which befell each of the

Plaintiffs as a directly foreseeable consequence.

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

suffered the injuries and damages described herein.




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

DOE 1 seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN,
and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN, in an amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits

requiripg arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs.

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded.

COUNTF TEEN
INTENTIONAL FATLURE TO WARN

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

by thig reference thereto.

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

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

in his

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

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

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

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

or oth

prwise protect the Plaintiffs from Monsignor McCaa, who was acting under their

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

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

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

Plaint]

to suf]

1ffs.
162. Asa direct and proximate result, Plaintiffs have suffered and will continue
fer the injuries described herein.

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




DOE

, seek compensatory damages against DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN,

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

requinjng arbitration, plus interest as allowed by law and costs.

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded.

COUNT FIFTEEN
PUNITIVE D GES

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

referenced thereto.

emp!

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

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

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

other DIOCESE priests, and deliberately decided to take no affirmative action to protect

childden in harm’s way.

165. The acts and omussions of the DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS as pled

hereiIabove, represent conduct which was intentional, willful, outrageous, reckless and
delib

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

DIOCESE in general, and the Plaintiffs in particular,

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

DIOCESAN DEFENDANTS, Plaintiffs sustained the injuries as more fully described

above.

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

DOE|1, seek compensatory and punitive damages against DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-
JOHNSTOWN, BISHOP JOSEPH V. ADAMEC and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN, in an

amount in excess of the jurisdictional limits requiring arbitration, plus interest as allowed




by law and costs.

A Jury Trial is hereby demanded.

REESE, SERBIN, KOVACS & NYPAVER, LLP

' Attorney for Plaintiffs
Supreme Court ID #19957







- fonde Ity Pesk:

"JNSPIRATIONAL AND PRACTICAL THOUGHTS"

This year, with the early arrival ol Easter, we are now ver
rapidly maving through the Ordinary Sundays ol the year in anticipation of our commemo-
ration of tild Holy Season of Lent. The readings have some very thought provoking
fessons whikh 1 find very practical in relation to our parish lile and comittment. In the
second readipg today, Saint Paul states: "The body is ore and has many members, but all
the membeld, many as they are, are one body." He is speaking about the Holy Spirit as
being the sburce of unity in the Church. 1 like to take that same thought in relation to
the church|yniversal, bring it down and apply it to the very life and existence of the
individual parish itsell. For nine years now I have used the phrase "parish family" with
the prayerfyl hope that each and every person of our parish will {eel that he or she has
a special rble in that family lile. St. Paul goes on to say, "even those members of the

body whicH seem less important are in [act indispensable." In other words, every single -
person in this parish is a living member of the body of the parish and has a vital role to
play in the life and heaith of our total parish family life. 1am so grateful for the very
supportive {esponse and concern of so many of our fine parishioners, and pray that soon
all membets will come to realize and appreciate the vital role they can share in both
the spiritug and physical welfare of our total parish family.

nSINCERE|THANKS" - | would like to express sincere appreciation to Father Grimme and
the members of our parish Pro Life Group who represented us at the Annual March for Life
in Washingtion last Wednesday. Cod blessed the event with beautiful weather, and we'all
pray that eir efforts will bear fruit in the restoration of the dignity of human life.

"YOUR PRAYERS PLEASE" - For some time now Father Coleman has been struggling
with & nerfyous problem and we have finally been able to arrange for him to receive
some excellent professional assistance. The opportunity for this help was quite sudden
and for th4t reason he lelt immediately. May 1 ask your prayers for his recovery and
also your Hrayers of gratitude for his service here at St. Benedict's. As has been
traditional|here at St. Benedict's upon the departure of a priest, we shall attach a
special en\elope to the hulletin next Sunday giving you an opportunity to acknowledge

our appregiation for his priestly service.
- "BISHOP

«CORT HIGH SCHOOL INFORMATION" - Parents of students attending or
-planning tp attend Bishop MeCort High School next year, and who wish to request 3
tuition reduction are reminded that Student Aid Forms for this purpose must be obtained
at the majn office of the high schoal, filled out.and filed beforé March 1st. That is the
astablishe¥ deadline for all financial assistance consideration so il you are planning to

apply, plegse -arrange to do it as soon as possible.

wgT. VINGENT DE PAUL SUNDAY" - Today has been designated as SYDP Sunday here
in our parish. Special envelopes were attached to the bulletin last week to enable you

to assist que parish chapter in this very important work of aiding the needy of our
parish and community. Any assistance you can give will be deeply appreciated.

"PARENTES - PLEASE HELP" - We have provided what 1 consider to be the {inest )
Nursery Room of all the parish churches | have visited. It is large, comfortable, well lit,
and immediately adjacent to the sanctuary where visibility is excellent. This room 1 hot
intended fo be a 'play room' for children and adults, but it is to provide you with the
opportunity of bringing the children to a private area where you can, 1 3 wise and
prudent parental fashion, attempt to teach them, as age permits, simple prayers and 2
sense of Pignity of being in nGod's House." Children best learh by example, so 1 ask

~ you to please take your vole seriously and faithfully. Members of out parish maintenance
stal{ havk also asked me to appeal to parents bringing children to Mass, Wh?lher in the
nurseryl Lom or in the body of the church, to refrain {rom bringing food, sticky candy and
especiall]

P

raisins which the youngsters drop in the pews and then endanger other people
s s e e tkime enmiled by such items.s
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nFQR PEOPLE OF DESTINY, : o
SEEMING DEFEAT. OFTEN LEADS TO VICTORY" C

w

Lost Tuesday, "along with millions of Awericans omd

concerned people throughout the world, I tad the ghocking experience of witnessing
the tragic flight of the space ghuttle Challengert, and viewing the horrible explosion
which apparently brought {nstant death to the <ix astronauty and the first civilisn
teachernaut| ~to venture into space, 4 woman filled with a dream snd teeming with
pride in he profedsion whereby she could instill the younger generation with aspira-
tions of thk highest. And suddenly, in 2 ghastly explosion and 3 horrendous stream
of smoka, i all secemed Co ba over. I witched the replays and the ongoing coverage,
and -1 saw what millions saw. There weré the faces, stilled io the firak glimse of
the unimagihable.- a mother, ber head bent upon her husband's shoulder and her haund
at her mouth — & Father whose proud eyes were suddenly Filled with tears of unbelief,
a gister, ;5sping to speak - an emply faced high gchool girl who did not even have
time to regove her party hat —--=" they were faces, faces staring at death and seeming
dafeat and |Hestruction. For hours we watched, praying that it was just another cue of
those IV hotzor stories which would go away ~ but we knew better, it was real.

Like you, I prayed for those brave people, and 1ike many of you, I am sure, I
initially began to question the worth of it atl. And then I heaxd the stovy of the
little Eif b grader who cherished a note she had received from the teachernaut a
few days before the flight - it simply said, “REACH FOR THE STARS." That was her
message in Eife, and that was her challenge {in death. Down through the centuries,
brave men'1td vwomen have dared the chailenges of the present to help prepare for 4
better Futhire. Indead, for people of destiny, seeming defeat often leads to vietoryl

The ;iSPEI of the Hass today tells us a similar story. A young mother and father
bring an infant child to the Temple for the Presentation. They too begau their day
And then too, suddenly and without

in a spir'é of joy and anticipation of the Euture.

expecta:i-d, their dream is blown to pieces.- The prophet looks at the young mother
and with dqld Erankness simply states — wethis child is destimed -... He is destined
for the ciqss, and for you, the thot of the crossl Those words overshadoved their
lives from|that day untid that Friday efternoon on Calvary - but they were not wotrds
of defeat) |they were the words which led to Easter Sunday! The new birth oF hope!

In whdy of our persomal lives, we Loo often experience Feelings of defeat and
emptiness land wonder, iz it worth all the effort? But we are also people of destiny
20d wot metely of time. We must learn to take moments of seeming defeat and apparent
emptiness.Land burz them into opportunities of growth and Success. We koo must learn
to "raach| for theé stars’ and to,let every experience to halp Us to become better, more
mature, 2 d more responsible Chtistians. That {s the meaning and purpete of life

" INCREASED| OFFERTORY CAMPAIGH". - During the past week, every registered family in the
parish sHolld have raceived a*special letter from me exptaining out newly inicisted
increased pffartory campaign. This progras has two purposes: Que, to encourage every
fapily if the parish to make use of our envelope system which will go a lomg ¥ay 3%
stabilizing olr income and making it possible to budget and planm for the future. The
%o agk all who are already using the envelopes Lo consider, if p?sslble._a
slight increase in what they are now giving. During the coming week you “1!1 recelve
ite envelope to be used the following Sunday.

another Ldtter, with a special red and wh al

Lf you pldn to participaté, and T hope and pray You will, please use thig specii~

cavelope| in place of your ragular envelope for tha following Sunday. We wiil consider

this you intention to participate in the program, Yyou will receive 2 thank you “ﬁte’
and no fucthet communication will be nece3sary. Please pray for the success of the
program [id eur parish - ik ig low keyed, but will make a tremendous success:

IiUDE" - As I mentioned last week, special envelopes nre“attachnd to ;he .y
oday which you may use to express your gratitude to Father Coleman -Of %
ere &t St. Benedict's, and to assute Lim of a remembrance im YOUF PE“YE"

cdcovery. Please send them CO the rectory ot place. them 1n the offertory

diy and I ghall see to it that he receives them.
| ‘

Cmamit e MamAav. Feb 3rd, we shall commgmorate the Feast of Salnt

wn have tried

I |
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given you, do your records indicate that Father Luddy ang Father

Iman Were together at any other church other than the Cathedral

the Blessed Sacranment?

A. According to the record that's been provided to me j¢

appears that Luddy and Inman were assiqned to only one parigh jn

the diocese, according te the record that's before me,

FMR. ECK: You mean at the same time.
A. At the same tine.
Q. And vhat records are you referring to?

A. These are copies of cards that are uzed for cross

rgferancing that would contain the dates of appointment.

Q. Are they the diocesan records?

'An YES.

Q. What-assignment did they share, they being Father Luddy

add Father Inman?

A. Well, it appears from the record nare that it was the

tnedral in Altoona.

fu

HR. SERBIN: Hay I see that? That's it Bishop, thank you.

AR. ECX: Bishop, just a few questions.

BY| MR. BECK:

Q. Yesterday you were guestioned about Father William

Xopach and I think your testimony indicated that at some tiaze

yog raferred him to treatment, for treatment and evaluation at

Safint Lukalz?

A. That's correct,

239 s
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Q. And yesterday you were questioned, you indicated you
had received from Saint Luke's reports of the evaluation ang
treatment?

A. That'z gorrect.

Q. Do you remember the document, thosa reports that you
recaived, do you remember any stamped notatioh on them ag tg
what you as the receiver should do after you reviewed them?

A. Host of those deocumesntations when they coms, being the
reports, instruct the receiver to dastroy fhem.

Q- aAnd is that what you did after receiving and reviewing
thoze reports?

A. I did.

Q. But you did make, at leaszt, note of the portions of the
recommendation and the findings? |

HAR. SERBIN: Objection, leading.

Q. Is that right?

A. That's corract.

. As yéu read that report and then as you retained what
you did retain or copy from the report, what was your
understanding as to what the report was telling you about Fathar
Rovach?

A. As I recall in my actlon to follow up on that, the
teport indicatad that this was an instance that happened at thak
Particular time and had not happenad since, and that thece was

litela risk in keeping Father Kovach in active ministry.

| 240
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".." inappropriate’ with

" . time, where the

“ATRChed 15 an toml that Bndgﬂ[ K. JOYTC WTDIC 45 (€ BA1IOT 01 UE RFOFSVEIT JULNIOLN
High School newspaperBlye And White. My daughter is 2 ninth grade student atRoosevelt,
and isa member of the Cathedsal of the Blessed Sacrament in Altoona. Bndget is invdlved

.inthe FIR.Eprogram t the Cathedral, as well as many school activities. Asa parent you pride
yourself in your child’s academic and school achievements. But more_important than any
".academic laurels, m wd’e and I were 50 very proud when we read Bridget's first journalistic

Dmcese Of Alioona Johnstown .
Blshupsnemden e - .

o 'pe.:mbcr'm 1999
" Dear Sisters and Brathers s of the Household ofGod.

Oﬁ;:e again, the) Diocese ‘of Altoonn Johnstown has b::n in the news in regard t the

'Luddy case. The odcasion was the recent Pennsylvania Supreme Court decision, Asyou .
nothing to do with whether or not Francis Luddy, a former priest of .
‘ 'th.lSDlDCI!SE.IS guilty ornot. Ithastodo, rather, with whether ornotthis Diocese is responsible:

- know, this decision has

and liable for the actions of a priestatall tmm: and in all places, mcludmg those that are
is priestly smtus. . -

Youwill recalt that the State SuperiorCourt dlschargcd th.ISDIOGESc of! mymponsxbﬂlty.
almost two years agp. The plaintiffs appealed that rating to the State Supreme Court at that

* . November 24 that ¢ e Penntylvania Supreme Court finally issued a_]udgmmt in ﬂ'ﬂ Luddy
case. The judgmenfcame with several different opinions. . .
The judgment gpheld the Pennsylvania Superior Court _]udgment that SamtThurm of

" theChildJesus Farishin Altoona wasnotliable, But, 1tr¢vcrsedth=5upen0rC0m1‘SJ“dEﬂ=ﬂt
-in rl:gard to the Dio

© considered. Nev

" askingitto considesthe § or 10 otheri issugs. Qur Attorneys had originally raised thoge jssues

..., a5 further grounds for our appeal two years ago. However, thcy were not considered b'y the
- State Supcnor Co

. opinions.

-~ Whilc'we havejen nnuallydcmed anydmccsanrﬁponsibllltywnhrupmmthemjﬁnll
cla:medbnychn Hutchison, itis always daplomble:fachﬂdlsmjumdbythcamufﬂaose .

whom they should trust, nomatter what their proféssion., Atthesametime, Ifecl strongty that
. the Church nceds tg be given the same consideration as any ather i institdtion in regard to the

- ° places for the actiohs of those associated with it. 1 deeply regret that oor crerml and faithful,
- as well as others, continue to be faced with the pammlars of this issue, ..
"None-the - feds, and in keeping with ourJegal and moral responsibilities, ourAttomeys
have filed-with the Btate Supremp Court on Décember 8, 1999, an " Application For Reargu-
S iofwa takenonmehasmtba:allmngacwﬂcourttopassuponthcmt:mal
pyment practices of the Church (especiaily the hiring, retzining, and

supervising of pricfts) a.mounts 10 a violation of freedom of religious practices, This, intumn, .

Mnnﬁhnle,

tbecomenecmary

nber in your pmyers those assocmted \mth this parnr:ular case. §wilt be
grateful'to you, | . .

agter has rested for the pust 20 months. Ourmomcymformedmun-

of Altoona - Johnstowsi, holding us lable on the one issue that was _'
heless, the Supreme Court did send the case back to-the Superior Court, -

at that time or by the Statr: Suprc.me Court wlrcn renderingits recent mhltecmml principles and designs of Catholic

Jjudgementally, Many say thet first l'mprexsiar;s la
impressions on personalities and not on what g I
live inm a materialistic, superficial world, Staying i
a challenge to life,

Strive to stay as open - minded as pnufblc.
prejudge someone before they have had the oppe
Ary hard to remain humble, Goinig anywhere in t}

. ourselvei on pedestals, While up there, we wHI 1

everyone an equal change.
' Hate. Ouch. Just thinking abawrharWrﬂI ¢

_many use it too fréquently and loosely. I unders:

bur we possess the power of controlling it. Whe:

- usually they don't truly }mx r}m pman but only
- the-word hate. "

Aim to neveract spltqfulbw Recembr Irealin
holding grudges seems. Consider the absurdne:
the grudge occurred awhile ago. Peoplechange.
. a second chance. Anyone that dae.r not have th
benefit from others.:

Ini closing, Just- mumbﬂ' a j'ew _ﬁnaI Iunts

* Always rmmber your principles-and standard
. mind and orhgr: minds MII bacame opéned. Ju.
- lofrear you. -

Hopefully, qﬁcrrcadlngthiudfmﬂai W‘
saams [ike an appropriate time Jor uction. Gatk

; Jorgive.soneone who has offended you. Also, ap

hm'e offended. ﬂ:fs will aid in bﬂngfng uniry i
The Tabernacle_§ Proper P[ace g
DmFatherStem. . . l )
OnNcm'.mbcr 18 l was h.stemng on my shu R
Recenﬂy,amthcrlengd:yamdewas futurc
that wefe to be formulated regarding the placm

- Asyou know, several new churches have be
severa) years, al] of which havcdu:mphas:zedthe

by lcmtmg the tabernacle outside of the view of
practical :mpoﬁs'b flity of being responsible arourid the clock and in all circumstances and -,

Itismy undmtandmg that no vote was take

* ‘and] was completely surprised to hear the i fnpit

including our.own Cardihal Bevilacqua who iny
Philadq;lphia were Jegirous of sesing was the &
entrance into the church Other Bishops spoke

- actital presence of Jesus in the Most Blessed Sac:

to what has actually occurred in church design
I would respeetfully submit that we are s

: mgmdmgthcmalpmmwhmwehxdnh:

behavior and dress to occur in the presence of

One Bishop compared the types of church
Years to multi - purpose rooms of which we are:
the Eucharist is the center of our worship and t

‘ that reflects the honor and glory that is due to o

changes can be made in the more receatly con

, c.xprcswﬂ by Cardmal Bwﬂm Amhb:shn]

- Very sincerely yours,
R.ThomasForz,Jr. - = ™.
Altoona '

1
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. For The Gdod

Of The Household
By Blshop g oseph

A CHANGE OF EMPHASIS: As | announced in the last issue of The
Catholic Register, I have decided to change the smphasis of my col-

tmn, In order to indicate that change, I have changed the title as well,% -

from “Random Comments™ to “For the Good of the Household™. I hope -
to share with you in the coming weeks a more direct ¢onfrontation of
- issues; which affect our Diocesan Church. I have mentioned on anum--

" ber of occasions during my third pastoral visit to parishes that' consider . -

it important for our Faithful to have accurate information. Misinforma-
© tion i very divisive and destructive of the unity intended for the Lord’s
Church.’An overriding priority of mine as the Bishop has been to bring
" about a greater liturgical and pastoml unity to our Diccesan Church. I
. hairebeenhnown to saythat:fanepsmphwemmbeputon my tomb

- (which we do not do for'our bishops), I would Iike it to be: “He tried to -
" make of us one Church.” A Tot of misinformation has béen throwm your -
way Iat:ly T prny t.hat thna culumn w:ll h:lp in keepmgus ona more even T

k:el. .. . : ‘ . R

THE LUDDY CASE Thiz i3 one ot‘ &msc mntte:s that have pcrdurcd

- diring the entire fifteen-year périod of my r being your Dioctsan Bishop,
Ithagalso been one of those ridtters, which has precipitated a significant .
amount of misinformation. T have been wﬂlmg to defead this Diocesan.
Chirrch against blame wher it ought not o carry that stigima. Of course,
there is no argument as to whether Luddy is gmlty of molestation, He
admitted that he was; but, not in this case. (And, the litigation has been
about this‘ oac particular tass) Tn recent days, one of the bruthers hag

~-¢come forward and said as much. I would like to make it clear and have it

. understood that the Diocese did not go looking for such testimony from

hiny. The brether, on his own, contazted both attorneys 2nd the judge
and, then, miade' public his allegation that his Brother and his mother,.

- along with their attorney, made up the story in order to get money from::

the:Diocese. They, understandably, are concemned and are now accusing

the Diocese of delaying tactics.’It's all legai-stiff. But it has-also bes -

come a part of the life of the Church in these days, Unfortunately, the
newspapers havee a field day with it. And, I fecl badly that our clergy and
faithful have to be contmuaily subjected to it. However, there is no rea-
son to despair. When one reviews the history of the Church, today’s situ-
ation' could even be considered normal for the Church to some extent, =
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-ArchNes Caéé' BISh

ﬂguredmas'
e way to avold tha law. This type -

By Falh-ar Tunothy P Steln

20 sylvania Suparior Coun,
uphnlding a lower Court ruling
that the Didcase of Ahoona-John-
.stown open. lis secret archives,
-violates ihe fighis of the Church
;in-& dembcratic and re& natlon,
according to-Blshop -.Iusaph V.
Adamec, -

"I strangly balﬁava n 1ha righls

stand ¥ to have In this democrailc
end frae nation. | have chosen 1o
lake tha’ atand that Il is Inappro-
“priate for anyone, including the’
courts to force entrance into. the
‘secret archlves.of any dlocase,”

tha Bishop stated In & Frlday, .

March § Jetter to the clergy. ,

On February 24, tha Stala—“

Superior Coup: fuled 2 to 1 to
uphoid a March 1980 order by -
Somarsel County Courl of Com- .
mon Pleas Judga Eugene Fike
-thai the Dlocese releass sscret
archlvasfmaiarial for use in a ohvil
Buill against the Diccasa
and Fallisr Francis E/.Luddy,
;wha-has beén accused ui 1ha
‘seilial-abuss of & ménor, .
~ -In his’ March @ letier, Blshup
Jnsaph a:plalnad that secref -
“are Bat up according 1o
Chusch Inw [apea.lﬂcally Canons
‘480 and '480). Therslore, the '
‘pxlstents nl‘ a Sacret Am'ﬂva Iz

‘el e mlers

n: order from tHe Penn-

A.maﬂcan Blshopa
of archive has been a part of the

Church's pracilce for.years, and . -
Its use has been diclated by ~

Church taw, which affects, dinna-

8o throughotit the workd," -~ *:

According to Blshop Joseph
*Only the Bishop-[s allowed
eccass 1o this particutar file. Blsh-

- ops do not enter thle flle ioo
-often: probably a coupls of times:
aach yeer, If that, Mar s this par- -
_Hewlar fle very large,” ha statad, -
ol tha Church, which t uridar-: .

“Ii oftan conlaing documents

from the dlocasan tribunal rela- -
tiva to’ speclal cases of Invalld-

marriages. It migh! contdin -a
Bishop's notes relative to-a conil-

-dentlal canversation. Concaiv-
ably, the 'sscrel archhra could

aven be empty.* . : .

. Access 1o.the sacm! ard’:lwas -
_from-the. secrgl: archives, BIshnp ;
Josaph said vlalatas the rela- ;

Is belng sought by, the. plalntiff's

attorney in an_sttempt -to show.-

that-the Dlocess has,hlddan
materlal concerning:. Father

Luddy pnd other peiesis accusad -
of. saxuaj acﬂvlry w[th mdu& aga _;1

l'l'lEl.1‘J

+ -“Newspaper. reporta mike it

: gﬁqj e-:r n#ﬁ

soundas If jhis:Dlocase Is refug..

ing o’ fumnish any. file,materigl i
pratect’ a prisst, Thed . o

an. affadt fo !
hafalaamsaﬂm Hnrlsnnw:
ons 'hiding' hahind the.'satrel
archives. |

’ i',,;-.rm:-nsn‘a,-.umﬁman lshnp

y.dony the:.
pllegation that thia thaga has. |
used. the ‘sacrst archives' to -
- shleld indhrlduals of Information,”

i a‘j?"r

P

i3

Aot fhie: fntanthliof«thia Dioc

Ghumh 10 protect:in:an Inappru--,-.-

- individual wha -
-has‘caommiited ‘aninjustica or..

. oflme’: What s at stake.In tha.

" preasni-jssua is the:Church's
right to exerclza Its misslon. with-
the freedom guarantsed it by tha,
Conatltyilon and the Blshop's™.
right 1o have mm‘ldanﬂal ounuar-

‘manner. aiy

gallons with his- priesis.t =
-In_ordeting the files tr.:- 4]

.the Somarssl Gounty. Court ordsr. .

did pot Infringe ori reIIglaus bsﬂaf
-ar conduct by damandlng actass.
to YIriformation regarding tha

‘manner kn which & Teligious Inst ;)

tution conducls’ isfaifalis® whan. .

“thatl ¢onduct’ Is _,ralavant o tha ,
hand. - '

case at
Ta:relaasé any danumems

tionship ;pnt [y Blshop'needs. g

Jhava with’ hls .priesis; whichat-

Ii‘mea, can’ he akir:16 ihet ol a
dqurwimn ' rlfbr ‘h%‘rn

nutapnlﬂu{hs nafhof
Sarip 1

Judnaa Do
Uincent TJIrIII jm
tower-conrt da ETLY

Chiirehis "Code o canqn Law

rWIIEga Hhics 3§
*slafa, hé sor *
Isd *pries)-petitant! P!'IWEQ’?’:;-

&Tawmariu and:
d 'Hfﬂl ma_:

1I1al 1h&'-’.';
zacret’ archl#eé'*laws Ilf the.

_J Buperor. Court Judge: Justin. :
.Johison; dissented from the -

s!aaﬂ

@r

-openad, the Superior Court sald:

.-.;__d.;‘,
h sg.ar ) f.,.
iRk g

2 i the apﬁoﬁata muﬂ shaud hnva: -

3 dechatad i % $lmply Ie}; it stand.and: should [ .
AT .-_‘— ; ’ hﬂ"fﬂ rel m EPPEGI Sk
. g DLy s Therext atép- e tarSiais |-
.40]scoy ar';' rafars to:mths _Supria Court,” agdgrding to |-
relba 3-"1:( ‘razords and-gttiar-? Bishop Jbseph, *As Blshop, |fael§:
| nnaﬂnurequlmdhyaﬁumys “that vea_fleed td stand our 1grc:une.'l ;,
tayrapare civil or ctimingl cases. ':-.-Inmgard to thls tasus, both’on | .

sactartan and saw[a: gmund

Aty rulfng,:He erguad.that;: " Con&'nburhgm chsﬁoty 3
ol lacgil'lsiderlng “the ™~ Jern".'_?x'ﬂeau of Cathalic News

com‘s mllﬁg ‘on.lig"marits, - Ssrvk;‘p Washﬁ'lgmnﬂcj
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‘Welcomes Discontintiaice
. Of Lawsuit

This morning we were advised that Samue} C, Hutchison has filed an
ment to discontinue hig civil action against Father Francis Luddy, the
iocese of Alloona-Johnstown, and several other Church officials. No
netary compensition of damages were, or are to be paid to Mr. Hutchi-
on, nor was any admission of liability made by the Diocess, Father
ILuddy. or any of the other defendantx. -

Mr. Hutchison has formally withdrawn, with prejudice, his lawsuit
from the Somerset County docket, in exchange for the Diocese’s and the
other defendants’ agreement not to bring any legal action against him or
hix attorneys, Richard Serbin and Joseph Nypaver of Altoona, for having
fited a frivolous and meritlasx lawsuit, which began in 1983,

On August 4. 1992, Mr. Hutchison's attorney, Mr. Serbin. filed 2
Pragcipe 1o discontinue the lnwsuit, with prejudice, meaning that there is
no implication of guilt on our part, and the case may never be reopened : '
again, However, in that Praecipe, he indicaced that the case had been "sct- | | @
tled and satisfied.” There was, in fagt. no monetzry consideration paid and i
no settlement achieved ax the plaintiff simply, for his own undisclosed nea-
somx, Jiscontinued hix glaim and the lawsuit.

Discontinuances are governed by Rule of Civil Procedure 229, which
stutes that they are "the exclusive method of voluntary termination of an
action . ., by the plaintiff before commencement of the trial” A discontin-
uance is a plaintifTs choice to kerminate his lawsuit,:

‘The other defendants included retired Bishop James Hogan, Monsignor
‘Thomus Madden, Monsignor Ray Kline, Monaignor Paul Panza. Mon-
signor [gnatiux Waday, Saint Mary's Catholle Church in Windber. the
Archdiocemse of Philadelphia. and retired Cardinal John Krol. ;

Thexe defendams, nx well ax Father Luddy, have. from the commence-
ment of this lawsuit, denied all of Mr. Hurchison's claims as being baseless
;and without merit, as well as claims assened by Mr. Hutchison's brother.
who has filed a similar action in the Court of Common Pleas of Blair
County. - ) -

Child abuse continues to be a serious problem in our society. Because
of the Church’s respect for the dignity of the buman person, we remain
committed to doing all that we can to compuassionately address the needs
of the victims and those accused of child abuse.
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to 156, Line 11.

A. If you're going to go back to your last gquestion,

-

better look a® that one. WNow Line 1l1?
Q. oOn 155.
A. What was your last guestion?
Q. Well I believe if you look I repeated the question.
It starts, can you recall. - -
A. Now where is that, Mr. Eck -- er, ul, Serbin?
Q. (Points to the question{

Now I'm going to =-- and if you'd fallow along I'm
going to read this out loud to the jury and ié I state
anything incorrectly nlease let me know. Starting on 155,

Line 11.

Q. I'm going to go back to my last
question, Bishop, if I might. Can you
recall any other situations other than
alcoholism that was brought to Yyour
attention during your period as Bishop
of the Altoona-Johnstown Diocese?

A. Uh-huh. Yes.

Q. That ‘you felt necessitated your
direct intervention.

A, Yes,
Q. And do 'you regall when those
occasions were and what the subject

matter was involved?

Attorney Eck objected and then youw gave
an answer.

A. In general tarms I will say none of
them involved pedophilia.

_36_

003790




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
ry
24

25

Q. Alright. 8So you can ~-

A. Disciplinary measures werz called
for in that two or three -« I'd hava to
go back to do some recollecting here --
instances that I thought ware sufficient
gravity to intervene.

W- But none of them dealt with
pedophilia.

A. DNone.
Q. WNow, Bishop, can we agrééqihat pedopnilia deals with
-= is the technical term for the sexual molestation of a
child?
A. That's my understanding. Yes.
Q. And you said that you had not had any cases dealing

with the subject of pedDthliéuWhere you had to give your

attenticn to them, isn't that true? Isn't that what you .

said in-)988?
BY ATTOSNEY ECK:

I think he indicated, Mr. Serbin,  that they were no:
sufficiently grave snough to require direct intervention.
That's his wheole answer.

BY ATTORNEY SERBIN:

Your Honor, this is c¢ross examination.
BY THE COURT:

Well to restate part of the answer -- Mr. Eck, I don't
think it's proper for you te reread a portion of the

answer. 1It's right there in bold print in front of the

-37=
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jury. They're certainly free to read it, Maybe the b;ld
orint is an advantage in that respect and the jurors can
certainly all see the answer.

We'll permit you to proceed with that question, Mr.
Serbin.
BY ATTORNEY ECK:

Your Honor, my -- I was =~-=;
BY ATTORNEY SERBIN:

That's the whole reason why I have the blow ups, Your
Honor .
BY ATTQRNEY ECK:

I would simply ~--
BY THEZ COURT:

Mr. Eck?
BY ATTORNEY ECK:

indicate that the answer does contain those words.
BY THE COURT:

It does copntain those words. That is ---
BY ATTORNEY ECK:

T wasn't suggesting any differently.
BY THE COURT:

You weren't suggesting anything different. That is
true. But I don't Qant to get inte a part where Mr .
Serbin then has to reread the part of the answer that he

likes. The jury can see it all.

-.38_
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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 intervine dealing with the
subject of c¢hild 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, exzlaining tq-:the jury why II. felt it
strange, but thére was one case where I felt my own, my
diract 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. HNaone.
Q. Is that -- I just want to ask you, is that what you
tastified to in your sworn testimony in 19887 |
A. That's correct. I said it. Hers it is. Mmm-Hom.
Q. 1Is there anywhere in that deposition where you told me
about an exception that there was a different case that
you had £¢ intervene?
A. Did I say in my deposition that there was --=7
Q. At any time. in your taestimony in that entire
transcript did you mention any other cases that you d&id
intervene or investigate dealing 'with the subject of
molestation of a child by a priest in your Diocese?
A. I undertook to investigate my famous three.

Q. My guestion, Bishop, I don't mean to interrupt YoW4.
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testimony. That would have been improger.' It could he

properly cross examined and/or rebutted by Biéhop 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 age
(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 #25, TWENTY-FIRST
MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL

Alledges 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 discoverable.

Yet, Plaintiffs had to f£ind it out £for themselves during

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 arxchives information was

sent to counsel and discovery was being developed rapidly

-103-
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to meet our trial date post Rugust 20, 1993. Disclosure
of this informatiom would have logically. led to the very

raecords 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 their
common sSense to what they had hearzd. The Church

Defendants did not need Dr. Wawrose or his records.

Bishop Hogan had made the referral and presumably he knew

why he made it. Monsignor Saylor also testified as to his
knowledge of the referral. Church 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 (& named Defendant) already knew?
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YERIFICATION

STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

58:
COUNTY OF BLAIR.

I} BRIANY, GERGELY, one of the Plaintiffs in the above and foregoing action, hereby
states that the facts set forth in the COMPLAINT, to which this Verification is attached, are true to
" the best ¢f my knowledge information and belief

L]

understand that my statements are made subject to 18 Pa.C.S. §4904 providing for criminal
penalties|for unsworn falsification to authorities, _

DATE: | " "0 S




‘ of my kngq

STATE QF PENNSYLVANIA

COUNTY

I,
that the fa

Iy
penalties

DATE:

" OF BLAIR,

1,['9/05

- "
'i

# - v e

VERIFICATION

S5;

KEVIN HOOVER, one of the Plaintiffs in the above and foregoing action, hereby states |
cts set forth in the COMPLAINT, to which this Verification is attached, are true to the best
pwiedge information and belief.

inderstand that my statements are made subject to 18 Pa.C.S. §4904 providing for criminal
for unswom falsification to authorities.

Woriin #1. Yogmses
KEVIN HOOVER
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"My ident

VERIFICATION AS A JOHN DOE

STATE QF PENNSYLVANIA

38:

COUNTY OF BLAIR

DOE 1, b

Tam the Plaintiff in the foregoing action, proceeding under the fictitious name of JOEN

pcause the underlying basis of this cause of action is the sexual abuse I suffered as a child.

ity has previously been made known to the Defendants, My true identity and signed

verification are enclosed in the attached sealed envelope filed with the Court, to be opened only by

the Court]
I

penalties

DATE;

in camera or upon order of the Court,
mderstand that my statements are made subject to 18 Pa.C.S. §4904 providing for criminal

for unsworn falsification to authorities.

JDHN DOE 1
(A Fictitious Name)

2L [p2
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NOTICE TO PLEAD

O:  DIOCESE OF ALTOONA-JOHNSTOWN, BISHOP JOSEPH
V. ADAMEC and BISHOP JAMES HOGAN

OU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED TO FILE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO THE
) ED COMPLAINT WITHIN TWENTY(20) DAYS FROM SERVICE HEREOF, OR
MENT MAY BE ENTERED AGAINST YOU,

REESE, SERBIN, KOVACS & NYPAVER, L.1.P,

oy P g b

Attofney for Plaintiffs
Supreme Court ID #19957

| JURY TRIAL IS HEREBY DEMANDED.,

REESE, SERBIN, KOVACS & NYPAVER, L.L.P,

@u& b

Attorney for Plaintiff
Supreme Court ID #19957




