Avgust 7, 2002

To: Robert Geisinger, 5.)., Procerator of the Society; co Frank Case, S.J., Assisl, ad_ Prov.
From: Rick MeGum, §1., Socius Chicago

Dear Bob,

'd ke to ask your assistance In regard to the plans of our provinéial, Fr. Richatd Baumamn, 51,
as to how to deal with Fr. Donald J. McGuire, 5.3 in light of the long list of complaints as to his
mappropriate behavior.

So, ¥ ask: -
L. Your recollections of your pwn role back in 1995, and whether the provincial's admenition ut
the time constituied a foral canonical waming lo Dong . ‘ -
2, Your opinion as lo whether a recent meeting of the provincial with Fr. McGuire constituted a
ﬂ;econd canonical waming; ' ‘ ’
3. Y our advice: concerning Fr. provincial's prospective plan for dealing definitively with Fr.
MeGsire, - ‘

You bave spme kﬁow]f:dge of, and involvement with, Don on previous octesions, which is why 1
ask you firsts bat) realize that much of this shonld probably also be seen by Fr. Case, and parhaps.
would need his reply zs well, 50 I'm copying this communication 1o bim. -

In what Foliows, 1 realize 1 am not giving you all the facts, which are voluminous and
complicated., . ’

1. L have a copy of a letizr from acling provincial Fran Daly, 87, to Don, dated Feb, 17, 1995

(see file attachmment). It was a follow-up letter In Fran's meeting with Don on Feb. 9, 1995, in the
wake of a fresh complaint about Don. The nature of the misbeh#tior was not clearly stated, but ..
this mother was very angry about Don's relationshipwith her Son, znd wanted him to Stay away. -
However, Fr. Daly also reminded Don that provincial Fr. Schaesfier had, in 1993, admonished

Don privately about breaking the geidelines in place since 1921 prohibiting Don from traveling
with any young companion as bis assistant. The letler summarized the history of Dor's dealings
with previous major superiors regarding specific incidents, and clarified the guidelines that were
expected of Fr. McGuire, apd which Fr. Daly, o that meeting, reiterated and made more

skingent., . .

The letter states that Fr. James P. Gschwend, S.J, was also present at that meeting. | bave 2 note -
to myself, probably from 2 phone conversation T had with you, that you wert also present—was it
at this meeting, of Fr. Daly with Don? .

However, nowhere in the letter of Feb. 17 does It specifically say that a canonical waming had f/
been given. That is, the phrase "canopical warning" is not used in the letter itself, nor does the
Jetler say that it was formally stated to Fr. MecGuire on-Eeb. 9 that Fr. Daly's admonition
constituted such a waming.

A question; A | nevertheless correct 0 presume that it was not necessary 1o pse the specific
phrase "canotical warning” either during the conference of Feb. 9, nor in the follovwe-up fetter of

Feb. 177

My request: If you were indeed present for that meeling, and can confirm that Fr. Daly, as acling
prwincial, gave Fr. McGuirea canonical wamning, | would request a stalement from you in
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" wiiting to that effect, uniess you do not think it necessary, or have some othef strong objection.

2. Fr. Baumann had a meeting with Fr. McGuire at the provinee office on becembcr, 15, 2000, at
which 1 and our province attorney, Mr. Timothy Toomey, were present and, at which tive Fr.
Baumann said he would be giving Don new goidelines. Since this involved Fr. Banmann

- confronting Fr. McGuire in front of two witnesses about 2 vecent complaints involving faflure to

conform to previous gnidelines—once agaio taking each of these young men with ki on his
travels—which were a falhire of his vow of obedience, does this fulfill the conditions for
constituting & second canonical waming? ’ '

" Asyou know, Don's history is extensive and complicated. He has been required to adhere to

provincial geidelines since |99 1. The main requirement has been thal he pot travel with anyone
under a cerlain ape, which was at first stated to be 18, then later raised o 21, The most recent
form of the guidelines says that he must not fravel with or spead 2 night in the same room with
anyone under 39. | met 2lone with Don on Feb. 13, 2001, to give him these new guidefines from

 Fr-Baumann.

The gozl has been o prevent him from cplisting young men as personal assistanis on his fravels
1o give Telreats, under the prise of fostering thedr pRestly vocalions. These young men have béen,
af various times, both minors and youpg advlts. His Inappropriaie behavior and paor judgment
have resulted in & complaints that have come to vs from parents of young men since 1991, They
allege various forms of sexually inappropriate actions with their sons, which, while not being

‘allegations of gepital contaet, have involved behavior such as having a yoong man sleep in the

same room with him, baving a young man assist him tn showering {at least to wash bis feet for

“him}, on one occasion buying vnderpants for a boy, talking incessanily about sex with them and,

in ot Jeast one case, showing him pomography. Another constant theme in these comphints is that
Don brings each young man urduly under his influence, and prevents him from keeping tn
contsct with his parents, sometimes {or weeks or months at a time.

EoHowing the provincial's Dec. 15, 2000, mesting with Fr. McGuire, | met with Don og Yanvary 3,
2001, 1o let bim relate to me in forther detail his own defense of the 2 recent complaints. '
Following that, I met with Don on Feb.13, 2001, and presentsd kim with the new gridelines the
provincial required of him. Don appended his stgnature to those gridelines (see file attachment),

Don has, as far as we know, observed most of those guidelines. He stopped traveling with a
young assistant“He stopped having bis young assistants constantly in his Jesuit residence (where
they had acted as viriual pérsonal valets for him). However, he has not fulfilled the requirement to
place hisnself in the care of a designated psychiatrist, and has not even made 2n initiel
appointment Moreover, | have a recent, second-hard report that he may again be kaveling with a
young male companion

One difficulty is that | have not kept Don well-monitored. Since giving him those guidelines, 1
have not spoken to him. The hope wes that his local superior would keep an eye on him and has
done so, at least 1o the extent of reponting that Don has ceased having these young men n the
tesidence. The provincial, of course, has had his regular manifestation with him.

Fr. Baumann's present concern about Don is h:‘ghlightf:d I?y all the recent medja ztiention aboul
priesily misconduct, and what will fikely be stricter criteria for letters of pood standing. Tt does
not seesn passible to atlow Don 1o conlinue in his SD!l[ElI"j’, I_Einesanr. retreat ministry, 25 (here is no
adequate way to supervise him regarding the current guidetines in place for him.
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Fr. Bsumann, at the urging of his consultors, intends to have 2 conference with Fr. MeGuire
sometime in the next several weeks. His plan s move on these two matlers:

1. He wants Don 1o have a2 permanent local community, and cease doing iinerapt retreat ministry-
This will ltkely involve having Don move ko the residence here at Clark St

2 He-wans Don to only do pnastly ministry for which he hus, in each instance, the explicit
permission of his local superior or myself and, this may wc]] be onty within the boundsries of the
. Archdiocese of Chicago. . '

A third pos:sibility that may eventually be necessary, but which the provincial does nol want to act: "

on now, and for which your advice would be most welcome would be for the provincial o
remove Don's priestly facolties. However, the provincial wanis 1o avoid having fo, communicate
with the Archdipcese, if possible. Moreover, we are waiting 10 see what procedures for dealing
with misconduct by religious priests may come ont of the speoming meeting of the Bishops
.commitice with the Congregation of Major Superiors of Men. And, if the provineial wert: to send
. Don 1o Colombiere, it seems very unlikely that he could obtain facslties. So, the provinciz! is
trying 1o prevent Don from, entirely losing his priestly ministry, thouph he is going to tell Don
he's prepared to teke this third step i necessary.,

A question: What suthority doct a provincial have in regerd to removing 2 man's priestly
faculties? 1 presmwne 1the way of doing this would involve informing the Archdiocese of Chicago
that he is withdmwing the letter of good standing for Don, but that wou]d lead to us having 10
report bim.

A fmal question: The provincizl intends to have me and our province attorpey present at his soon-
to-be-schedvled mesting with Don. Given the plan of steps F-2 noted above, and with onr
presence, and the fact that Pon has not fulfilled one of the current E&ldehnes does this fulfi}] the
criteriz fora (ﬂnrd} canonical wammg" ]

“The provincizl s considering 1]115 plan, a5 opposed 1o moving for Don's dismissal [rom the
Society, since: Don can be quite belligerent and wounld 1ikely want w hire canonical counse] to
represent himszlf. In other words, it seems better to give him a new assignment, than to institute a
process for dismissal. Moreover, while Dor's behavior through the years shows bis faflure to live
up 10 provincial puidelines, it's hard to see the Hine of wheve thers is outright disobedience, as
opposed fo the denial associated with his personslity disorder. Manifestly, however, he has been
confronted by 4 provincials, and responded with re:peated violations of those: guidelines,

I realfze that August isthe month when everyone in Rome heads for vacation, and | know you're
ahout 1o do the same. 5o, I know you may not be abiu to give me an immediate reply. At your
convenicnce, 1 ask for your advice, Thanks.

I Christ,
Rick MelGumn, 51,

Enclosed Attachmenis:

1.Feb. 17, 1995 Letter of Acting Provinciat Fr. Daly 10 Fr, McGuire

2. Dec. 15 2000 & Feb. 13, 2001 Report of the Conference of FT. Provineial Baumann with Fr,
McGuire, and Guidelines )
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