'STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 1 . INDEX
) S5 : . WITNESS EXAMINATION
COUNTY OF C 0 0 K 2  FATHER EDWARD SCHMIDT '
o IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS BY MR, PEARLMAN 4
o ‘ COUNTY DEPARTHENT - LAW DIVISION 3
JOHN DOE #1186, ] 4
Plaintiff, ) 5
VS, } No. 07 L 8781 &
THE CHICAGD PROVINCE OF THE ) 7
SOCTETY OF }Jesus, ) 8
Defendant.
The discovery deposition of FATHER EDWARD 9 EXHIBITS
SCHMIDT, taken fn thg ;;o:gueztit‘led cause, before NUMBER MARKED FOR ID
Elizabeth L. Vela, & notary public of Cook County, 10 Exhiblt
I14nois, on the 28th day of July, 2008 at the time 81 7
of 9:36 a.m. at 70 West Madison Strest, Chicago, 11 52 & 83 77
IMinois, pursuant to Notice. 54 a6
12 85 103
S6 116
13 a7 118
{Proceedings concliuded at 2:21 p.m.) S8 122
14 89 133
Reported by: Elizabeth L. Vela, CSR 810 141
License No.: 084-003650 15 811 168
512 172 -
1% 513 174 j
: s14 184 '
17 S16 185 r
818 186 i
18 8517 194 :
s18 213
19 s1a 217
20 X
21 5
: |
23 :
. 24 I
1 30
L. &
A I APPEARANCES: 1 (Witness sworn.) Z
2 KERNS, FROST & PEARLMAN, LLC, by 2 FATHER EDWARD SCHMIDT, o
3 MR. MARC PEARLMAN and 3 called as a witness herein, having been first duly j
4 MR. MICHAEL BROOKS, 4 sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 3
5 70 West Madison Street, Suite 5350 5 EXAMINATION ]
6 Chicago, IL 60602 6 BY MR, PEARLMAN: ‘ o
7 (312) 261-4550 7 Q. Good maorning, Father Schmidt, ;
8 Representing the Plaintiff, 8 A. Good morning. i
8 8 Q. My name is Marc Pearlman. I'm an attorney ;
10 QUERREY & HARROW, LTD., by 10  for the plainfiffs in this case. There are several i
11 MR. ROBERT HUEBSCH, 11 plainfiffs. | think you know that. _ i
12 175 West Jackson Boulavard, Suite 1600 12 Can you just state and spell your name for i
13 Chicago, IL 60604 13  the record?
14 {312) 540-7534 14 A My name is Edward Schmid{, S-c-h-m-j-d-, §
185 -and- ‘ 15 Q. And sir, your current position is? |
16 LAW OFFICES OF McCARTHY & TOOMEY, by 116 A. Is Provincial or Provincial Superior of !
17 MR. TIMOTHY TOOMEY, 17  the Chicagoe Province of the Society of Jesus., j
18 4433 West Touhy, Suite 262 18 Q. And does that make you the - for lack of «
19 Lincolnwood, IL 60712 18  a better term the head person within the Chicago J
20 (847) 875-0080 20  Province?
21 Representing the Defendant. 21 A. Yes.
22 22 Q. And Father Schmidt, have you been deposed
L 23 23 before?
T 24 A. Once.
: . 4 |k
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1 A. ldon't know. 1 marked as Exhibit 9. ;
2. Q. 5o how do you know that you provided them 2 I'm showing you what's been marked as z
3 with what they asked for? 3 Exhibit 9. If's a letter from you to H
4 A. Because | trust my atiorney. 4  Father McGuire dated February 25th, 2004. Have you ‘
5 Q. As you sit here today, do you have any 5  seen this document before? *
6 idea what the Jesuits shared with the authorities 6 A. Yes. ﬁ
7 in Wisconsin®? 7 Q. And you authored this document? b
8 A, No. 8. A. Yes. 2
g Q. It could be that they didn't provide any 9 Q. Okay. And why were you sending McGuire
10  information regarding the 12 or so names we just 10 this letter?
11 discussed, correct? 11 A. )don't recall the specific motivation for i
12 MR. HUEBSCH: Objection. It calls for 12 it
13  speculation. Anything is possible. But if you can 13 Q. |t siates that I'm writing to remind you
14  answerit, go ahead. 14 of the letter that Father Richard Baumann sent to
15 THE WITNESS; | don't know what they asked for, 16  you on September 23rd, 2003.
16 | trust that we provided them with what they asked 16 Point 1 on that letter states that you are
17 for, ‘ 17  to be in daily contact with Father Gschwend, my
18 BY MR. PEARLMAN: 18  Province Delegate, as to such matters at times fo
19 Q. Okay. Have you ever spoken to Phil Koss, 19  be established by Father Gschwend. If you are
20  the district attorney in Wisconsin? 20 unable to keep such schedule, then please let
21 A, ldon'trecall. |don recall speaking 21 Father Gschwend know of a substitute time.
22 with him, 22 Is it your recollection that McGuire
23 (Whersupon, Exhibit $9 was 23 wasn't following the direcfive to be in daily ¢
24 marked for identification.) 24 contact with Father Gschwend? l%
133 135 |;
1 BY MR. PEARLMAN: 1 A, Yes.
2 Q. If Mr. Koss asked the Jesuits for 2 Q. Okay. And other than writing him this
3 informalion that wasn't voluntarily provided, would 3 letter felling him he needed to do that, did youdo |
4 that meet your expectation? 4  anything else? '[
5 MR, HUEBSCH: Objection. There can be legal 5 A. | don' recall,
6 reasons why documentation wasn't provided. There's 6 Q. Okay. in this time frame, February 2004, [}
7 no foundation that he woutd know those legal 7 what were the Jesuits doing to monitor
8 reasons. 8 Father McGuire? g
9  BYMR. PEARLMAN: 9 A Beyond leaving that to the local superior, [%
10 Q. Letme back up. Your expectation was 10 - Father George Lane, | don't know, i
11 thal — your expectation as Provincial was that the 11 Q. Well, what was your expectation of what é
12 Jesuits provided the authorities in Wisconsin what 12 Father Lane was supposed to do as - you're the f
13 they asked for? 13 Provincial.
14 Al Yes. 14 What was your expectation of what
15 Q. That was your expectation? 15  Father Lane was supposed to do? |
18 A, Yes, 16 A. 1don't recall, E
17 Q. And if the Jesuits didn't do that - 17 Q. As of 2004, | think we've established that ~ |!
18 A. Provided it was legal. 18  you had had a chance at this point in time to
19 Q. And if the Jesuits didn't do that, that 19 review the file to know the various names we've |
20  would be agdinst your expectations? 20 talked about. =
21 A. It would be against my expectations. 21 A. Uh-huh, i
22 Q. Would that concern you? 22 Q. Did you provide Father Lane with the :
23 A, Yes. 23 information — all of the information regarding
24 Q. Okay. I'm going to show you what we've 24  MocGuire that you knew? é
134 136 |3
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1 A. Everything, no. 1 A. He was — well, we told him to make the
2. Q. Do you - what did you tell him? 2 weekKly visit to the office, to call Father Gschwend
3 A, What the restrictions were, 3 everyday.
4 Q. You didn't tell him why he had 4 Q. 5ol believe this was referenced in one of
5 restrictions? 5  the'earlier notes.
6 A. No. We wouid not have given him victims' 6 He was left to self-monitor himself,
7 names, ’ 7 correct? To obey the directives, correct?
3 Q. Would you telt him that there might have 8 A. Father Lane would have been aware of the
9 been a dozen or g0 - a dozen or more victims? 9  restrictions on him also by then.
10 A. We — he - | don't know that there were a 10 Q. But not of the details of why?
11 dozen or more victims, 11 A, Yes.
12 MR, TOOMEY: Yeah, 12 Q. He would not be aware of those, correct?
13 BY MR, PEARLMAN: 13 A. Right.
14 Q. We went through -- 14 Q. Correct? Yes?
15 MR. BROOKS: We can read it back. 15 A, Yes.
16 BY MR. PEARLMAN; 16 Q. Okay. And since the Jesuits only tell
17 . Q. ~a bunch of names, right? 17  people on a need-to-know basis, the others in the
18 A. Yeah. 18  community wouldn't know that he was on restriction
19 Q. Did you give hitm an idea of the numberof {19  or why, correct?
20  victims? 20 MR. HUEBSCH: You mean community in which
21 A. | have no recollection. 21 McGuire resided? '
22 Q. As Provincial, would it change what you 22 BY MR. PEARLMAN:
23 felt your responsibility -~ what your 23 Q. Within the Jesults, other than the list of
24 responsibillty was whether there was 1 victim or 24  people that you previously identified as needing to
137 | 139
1 B0 victims? 1 know, no one else would know, correct?
2 A. 1 victim is horrible. 2 A. They wouldn't know what the restrictions
3 Q. OCkay. So it wouldn't change anything? 3  were,
4 A, ldon't know. 4 The fact that he had -- you know, that
5 Q. By 2004 -- February of 2004, were you as 5 lhese accusations have come in and that we were
6 Provincial concerned that McGuire might be a sexual 6 taking them seriously, they would certainly know
7 predator? 7 that and that he would be under -- that would lead
8 A. ldon't know that | would have used that 8 o restrictions, of course.
8 category. | was — 1 would have been concemed 9 Q. You're saying they would know generally
10  about his activities, yes, 10  that the Jesuits take these kind of allegations
11 Q. You say you wouldn't pick that word, Lst 11 seriously and that the Jesuits were taking care of
12 me -- by February of 2004, were you concerned that 12 it?
13 McGuire was a risk to young people? 13 A. Uh-huh, Yes,
14 A. | certainly knew he had been a risk. 14 Q. Without knowing about McGuire or any
15 Q. What do you mean by that? 156 - specifics about his sltuation?
16 A. Because there was the record of his abuse. 16 A, Without knowing specifics, yes,
17 Q. Okay. And did you have a concern that he 17 Q. In order to properly monitor McGuire and
18  might be a risk to other young people from that day 18 make sure he wasn't a danger to young people, did
19  forward? , 19 it occur to you that maybe more people needed to
20 A. We had him on these restrictions for that 20  know about his resfrictions and his issues with
21  reason, 21 young people?
22 Q. Okay. And the restrictions ~ again, my 22 A. | don't know what occurred to me. .
23 question i, other than tefling him net to do these 23 (Whereupon, Exhibit S10 was
24 things, what else did you do? 24 marked for identification.)
138 140
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1 asking you whether as the Provincial for the 1 MR. HUEBSCH: Mechanically, what was he doing?
2 Province whether you felt that. 2 THE WITNESS: Mechanically, what steps he was
3 A. | don't know. 3 taking? ! don't recall.
4 Q. You understood that Father Muller was 4 BY MR. PEARLMAN:
5 concerned that he wasn't cooperating with the 5 Q. You didn't give him any direction in that
& police, correct? ' -6 regard?
7 A. Who's he? 7 A. |don't recall.
] Q. Himself, Isn't that what he's expressing 8 Q. Were you expecting that he wouid be
8  here, | feel like I'm helping hide Don from the 8 calling witnesses or anybody that might have
10 law? 10 information to find cut what they knew?
11 A. He has an uncomforiable feeling that he 1M A. twas expecting that we would -~ that
12  indirectly abetted Don in avoiding contact with a 12 Father Gschwend would get to the bottom of what was
13  legitimate police investigation. That's what he 13 going on, yes.
14  says. 14 Q. As Provincial, were you expecting that
15 Q. |feel as though | helped an accused 15 lawyers like myself or law enforcement would get to
16  priest hide from the law. That's what he says, 16  the bottom of those allegations or were you
17 right? 17 expecting to find out for yourself?
18 A. Yes. 18 A. |belleve at this point is the first that
19 Q. But you didn't feel that way? You didn't 19 law enforcement came into it. So that was not in
20 feel like you were helping -- 20  our awareness.
21 A. | don't know, 21 Q. No. 6 says I'm concerned that George Lane
22 Q. You didn't feel like you were helping an 22 and | both said truthfully to the officer who
23  accused priest hide from the law? 23 visited us on Tuesday that Don is out for most of
24 A. ldon't recalf what 1 felt. 24  the day every day and that we -- and that we don*
- 157 159 [§
1 Q. Okay. You say you made no judgment 1 know where he is or how to reach him when he is
2 regarding his guilt or innocence at this point in 2 out. Do you see that?
3 fime, 3 A. | do,
4 As the Provincial, what have you done to 4 Q. And George Lane is the Superior, right?
& investigate the allegations so that you can make a 5 A. Yes,
6  determination of his guilt or innocence? 6 Q. This was not your expectation that
7 A. The allegations that were contained in the 7  George Lane would not know where he was or how to
8 complaints by C and B, is that what you're asking 8 reach him, correct?
9  about? 9 A. That he would - | was expecting that
10 Q. Any of the allegations. You were aware of 10  there would be a level of monitoring whete he was,
11 lots of allegations by that titne, correct? i 11 yes.
12 A, Okay. 12 Q. And in fact, there wasn't as ouflined in
13 Q. Okay. What had you done to satisfy 13 this memao?
14  yourself regarding Don McGuire's gullt or 14 A, As Paul Muller says.
15  Innocence? 15 Q. And what did you do about that?
18 A. |had Father Gschwend investigating it. 16 A. |don't recall,
17 Q. What was your understanding of what he was 17 Q. Well, do you recall whether you did
18  doing? 18  anything?
19 A. Thal he was trving to get to the truth. 19 A, ldon' recall.
20 Q. What was your understanding of what he was 20 Q. Okay. It strikes me that in the spirit of
21 doing? 21 the Dallas Charter, there is the expectation thare
22 MR. HUEBSCH: Do you understand his question? [j22  would be some sorf of appropriate supervision for
23 Ithink he's -~ . 23  priests who are suspended from ministry.
24 THE WITNESS: You mean -- 24 The vislting officer might have concluded
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1 that the Jesuits are not supervising Don. Do you 1 with this memo? L
2 see that? 2 MR. HUEBSCH: It's been answered — asked and |
3 A. |do, 3 . answered several times. Answer it again. i
4 Q. Did you share that concern? 4 THE WITNESS: | don't recall specifically how | i
5 A. 1don' recall. 5 reactedtothis. i
6 Q. Okay. He's raising fairly significant, 6 BY MR. PEARLMAN:
7 serious things - 7 Q. No. 7. With some frequency, Don leaves Ff
8 A. Yes. B  the house in clerical attire. Do you see that? i
9 Q. -- Father Muller, isn't he? 9 A, ldo.
10 A. Yes. 10 Q. That's a violation of the charter,
11 Q. Worth consideration, you would agree? 11 correct? %
12 A. Yes. 12 A. Idon't know -- 1
13 Q. And he doesn't have very much information, 13 Q. 1believe sarlier, you tesfified -- :
14 doeshe? 14 A. - at this point. f
15 A. No. - 15 Q. | believe earfier in the deposltion, you ;
16 Q. But you would agree that he's asking all 16  tesfified that your understanding of the charter
17  the right questions, isn't he? 17  was that you're not supposed to be dressed publicly
18 MR, BUEBSCH: In retrospect, at this point, or 18  as a priest, correct?
18 then? Don't answer it until we get some time 19 A. I'm not sure when that cams into effect,
20 frame. 20 though. l‘t
21 MR. FEARLMAN: Okay., 21 Q. Okay. S0 you don't know whether that was
22 MR. HUEBSCH: What's - 22 true or not? i
23  BY MR, PEARLMAN: 23 A. No.
24 Q. Then. He was asking legitimate, good 24 Q. Did you lock into it? i
161 183 |
1 questions, wasn't he? 1 A, ldon'trecall,
2 A. Yes. 2 Q. Did you ever look into It?
3 Q. Did you ask yourself the same questions 3 A, Yes.
4  when you were reading this and saying ~ and think 4 Q. When -- did you ever tell Don McGuire :
5 that maybe you should address them? 5 don'tdress as a priest? "
6 A. 1don'trecall. 6 A. |believe so,
7 Q. Okay. The visiting officer might have 7 Q. When?
8 concluded the Jesuits are not supervising Don. B A, | don'trecall,
9 It seems 1o me that prudence wouid dictate g Q. Why did you tell him that?
10  setting up at least the appearance of appropriate 10 A. To bring us Into conformity with what was
11 supervision of Don. Do you see that? 11 expected. i
12 A. ldo. 12 Q. By whom? ;
13 Q. Again, let me just ask a genera) question. 13 A. The Dallas Charter. |
14 Was this memo alarming to you? 14 Q. Which went into effect in 2002, correct? i
15 A. | don't recall my reaction to It. 15 A. | don't know. '
16 Q. I'm trying to get a feel, Father, that we 16 Q. Okay. Itis my understanding -- well, you
17  agree that this is very, very significant - 17 . were aware that there was a Dallas Charter?
18 A. Yes, 18 A, Yes,
19 Q. - information? 19 Q. And you see it's being referenced in this |}
20 A, Yes, 20 e-mail?
21 Q. Okay. And 1 understand that you don't 21 A. Yes,
22 necessarlly recall your reaction in any specific 22 Q. So by 2004, you were aware the Dallas
23  sense, but in a general sense, you don't recall 23  Charter was in effect?
24 whether you took any action at all in connection 24 A, | can't tell you today when it came infp :
162 164 |;
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1 effect, when it received the approval from Rome. 1 A. |balieve he was there for at least part
2. Q. Okay. If we assume that the Dallas 2 ofit '
3  Charter went into effect in 2002, you would agree 3 Q. Was Father Gschwend as your delagate on
4 with me that McGuire wearing clerical attire was a 4 sex abuse aware of the fact that Father McGuire was
5 violation in 20047 5 notsupposed to be wearing clerlcal garb? s
5] A. [fitwas in effect in 2002, ves, ] A. You asked me to speculate and | would %
7 Q. Atany time prior — well, at some point, 7  speculate yes. h i
8 did you make yourself aware of whether the Dallas 8 Q. Okay. Well, did you ever tell him, hey, g
o Charter required that priests with aliegations of 9 the Dallas Charter, he can't wear cierical garb? i
10  sex abuse would not wear clerical garb? 10 A, Father Gschwend would have been more aware \;
11 A. Did | ever make myself aware of that? 11 ofthose things than | would so -- :
12 Q. Well, did you ever go look -- 1 think you 12 Q. Okay. Have you ever discussed with
13 said you don't -- 13  Father Gschwend why McGuire was allowed to wear :
14 A. Yes, yes, yes. 14 clerical garb af his trial in Wisconsin?
15 Q. And you concluded that they weren't 15 A, Why he was allowed to as opposed to -- ‘
16 supposed to be wearing clerical garh? 16 Q. Do you know whether Father Gschwend ever
17 A. Yes. 17  said to MoGuire don't wear your clerical garb in
18 Q. Okay. You just don't know when you did 18  Wisconsin? b
19 that? 19 A. [don't know.
20 A. Right. 20 MR HUEBSCH: Are you through with that exhibit %
21 Q. 8o in 2008, Father McGuire appeared in 21 for the momeni? ~
22 courtin Wisconsin in trial in clerical garb, 22 MR. PEARLMAN: Yeah, b
23 correct? : 23 MR. HUEBSCH: Okay. | want to take a break, H
24 MR. HUEBSCH: Objection. 1think there's been § 24 MR. PEARLMAN: Falr enough. |
165 167 |:
1 no foundation that he was there. 1 (A lunch break was taken from ul
2 BY MR. PEARLMAN; 2 12:44 pm. to 1:15 p.m.) %
3 Q. Are you aware of that? As you sit here 3 (Whereupon, Exhibit 811 was 3
4  today, are you aware that he showed up in court 4 marked for identification.) 3;
5 with clerical garb? 5 BY MR. PEARLMAN: |
8 A. | believe I've seen a photo of him, yes. 6 Q. Father, I'm going to show you what we've
7 Q. Okay. And as you sit here today, you know 7  marked as Deposition Exhibit 11.
8 that that was a violation of the Dallas Charter? 8 This is a letter from May of 2004 to you :
o A. Yes, : . 9 from Father Gschwend. Have you seen this document |
10 Q. And as the Provincial, did you ever {ell 10  befors?
11 him not to wear his clerical garb in court? 1 A. Yes, ﬁ
12 A. Incourt? 12 Q. Okay. It reads Dear Ed, it concerns me
13 Q. in Wisconsin. 13 that once again by his own dedisive behavior and :
14 A. | don't think | was ever that specific. 14  against the explicit direction of the Provincial,
15 Q. Did you ever tell him fo not wear his 15  Father McGuire avoids accountability and
16 clerical garb in public? 16  supervision, ;
17 A. |belleve so. 17 He neither checks in with the delegate as %
18 Q. Prior to his trial in Wisconsin? 18  instructed, nor does he supply his local superlor i
19 A. | don't think so. 19 with the schedule of his destinations and I
20 Q. You don't think s0? Why not? 20  activities. Do you see that?
21 A, He knew the rules. He was supposed to 21 A, ldo. _ B
22 follow them. 22 Q. Okay. Do you recall discussing this with 2
23 Q. Are you aware of whether Father Gschwend 23 Father Gschwend? i
24  was at his criminal proceedings in Wisconsin? 24 A, No. 3
166 168 |
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1 ss: 1 INDEX
COUNTY OFCOODK ) 2  WITNESS . EXAMINATION
BN THE CIRCULT COURT O COOK SOUTY, JLLHOIS | 3 FATHER EDWARD SCHMIDT |
JOHN DOE #118, : ) 4 BY MR. PEARLMAN 230
Plaintiff, ) )
vE, ) No. 07 L 8781 5
THE CHICAGO PROVINCE OF THE ) o 8
SOCIETY OF JESUS, )
pefendant . . 7
The continued discovery deposition of 8
FATHER EDWARD SCHMIDT, taken in the above-entitled
cause, before Elizabeth L. Vels, a notary pubiic of o
Coos colTal I B T T et Lo EXHIBITS
Street, Chicago, IT1Tinois, pursuant to Notice. 11 NUMBER MARKED FOR 1D
' 12 Exhibit
{Proceedings concluded at 12:14 p.m.) 13 S20 240
Reported by: Elizaheth L. Vela, CSR 14 S21 247
L?Eense Nos.r; 084?003650 I ‘ 15 S22 249
16 523 268
17 524 276
18 825 288
19 826 294
20 S27 299
21 528 307
22 8529 318
23 830 319
24 831 328
227 ' 229 |

1 APPEARANCES: 1 {(Witness sworn.}

2 KERNS, FROST & PEARLMAN, LLC, by 2 FATHER EDWARD SCHMIDT,

3 MR, MARC PEARLMAN and 3 called as a witness herein, having been first duly

4 MR. MICHAEL BROOKS, 4  sworn, was examined and testlfied as follows:

5 70 West Madison Streat, Suite 5350 5 EXAMINATION

6 Chicago, IL 80602 ' 6 BY MR. PEARLMAN:

7 (312) 261-4550 7 Q. Good morning, Father Schmidt.

8 Representing the Plaintiff, 8 A. Good morning.

9 . . 9 Q. You realize this is a continuation of your
10 QUERREY & HARROW, LTD., by 10  deposition that we tock a few weeks back, correct?
11 MR. ROBERT HUEBSCH, 11 A. Yes, ldo.

12 175 West Jackson Boulevard, Suite 1600 12 Q. And have you had a chance to review the
13 Chicago, IL 60604 13  transcript of your first day of testimony?

14 (312) 540-7534 14 . A. No, | haven't,

15 -and- 15 Q. Okay. | believe when we left off, we were
1 LAW OFFICES OF McCARTHY & TOOMEY, by #1686  just talking about the criminal trial In Wisconsin.
17 MR, TIMOTHY TOOMEY, 17 A. Okay.

18 4433 West Touhy, Suite 262 18 Q. And what information was shared with the
19 Lincolnwood, IL 60712 19 district attorney, Phillp Koss there.

20 {847) 675-0060 20 You're aware that there's also ancther

21 Representing the Defendant. 21 criminal proceeding involving McGuire in the

22 22  Federal Gourt in llfinois, are you not?

23 23 A. Right. Yes. _
24 24 Q. Okay. And are you aware of the documents

230
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1 | believe Father George Lane was there for 1 dressed as a priest? Do you recall that?
2. some of it, but | didn't send him with the purpose 2 A. Not specifically, no,
3 of monitoring. 3 Q. This was Exhibit 17 we had showed you last
4 Q. So you didn't instruct anybody -- you 4 fime, Father, If you would go to Page 1872. This
5 didn't tell anybody | want you to go to this trial, 5 s a letter from . in July of 2 ~ July 25th,
8 watch what's going on, and tell me, because | need 6 2005,
7 to know that as the Provincial of the Chicago 7 Do you see in the — about three-guarters
8 Province? 8  of the way down, It says he is aliowed to wear a
9 A, No, I didn't. 9  collar, question mark? He is facing criminal
10 Q. Did you think about doing that? 10 charges in Wisconsin and is appearing in court
11 A. ldon'trecall. 11 wearing his collar. Do you see that?
12 Q. And | think, likewise, you said at the 12 A lseeit
13 criminal tdal in the llinois proceeding, you 13 Q. Andit says does this conflict with the
14  didn't atiend any of that? 14  USCCB Charter? Do you see that?
15 A, No, | didn't. 15 A ldo.
16 Q. And did you instruct any Jesuit to be 16 Q. Do you know what the USCCRB charter is? Is
17  there on behalf of the Province to watch what was 17 that what's referred to —~
18  going on? 18 A. United States Conference of Catholic
19 A, 1 did not instruct anyone to be there to 19  Bishops.
20  watch what was going on, no. 20 Q. That's the Dallas Charter he's talking
21 Q. And why not? 21  about, correct?
22 A. ltdidn't occur to me. 22 A, |believe.
23 Q. And in terms of the sentencing as distinct 23 Q. Okay. And you said you guys follow that y
24  from his trial, you ¢id not attend his sentencing? 24 Dallas Charter? ;‘
235 237 [¢
'
1 A. No, | didn't. ! A. Yes. d
2 Q. And you didn't -- you didn't ask any 2 Q. And | think we were able to establish that . 5
3 Jesuit to atiend his sentencing on behalf of the 3 that charier was in place approximately in 20027 |
4  Province? 4 A ifwe -
5 A. No, | didn't, 5 Q. Kyou're--
8 Q. And were you aware that his victims and 6 A. Yeah, :
7 their families were making statements at his 7 Q. Allright. So --and you know this is |
B  sentencing? 8  July of 20057 :
<] A, Beforehand, | don't belleve | was aware. 9 A, And 5, yes.
10 | knew it had happened afier it happened. 10 Q. McGuire's criminal trial in Wisconsin was
11 Q. No one told you that the victims and their 11 In 2008, right, the beginning of 20067 I
12 families would be speaking? 12 A, Okay. -
13 A. 1don't recall that anyone told me that, 13 Q. Right? i
14 Q. 1believe we discussed briefly the fact 14 A. 1don't know. B
15  that at his criminal proceeding in Wisconsin, 15 Q. Okay. Did you do anything to see if he
16  Father McGuire was dressed in his collar? | mean, §16  was wearing his collar in court? ‘
17  he was dressed as a priest, correct? 17 Did you investigate whether, in‘fact, that
18 A. 1believe so. 18 was occurring?
19 Q. And you were aware of that? 19 A, No.
20 A. ldon't know whether | was aware of that 20 Q. Why not? ;
21  specific fact. | don't know. | mean, | saw 21 A. | didn't expect him to comply with whatwe ~ |;
22 pictures later. 22  told him anyhow.
23 Q. Well, do you recall that last time, we 23 Q. Sovyou didn't -- if he was wearing his
24  looked at a letter from . where he said he's 24 collar In court, it was a violation of the Dallas s
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1 Charter, correct? 1 conviction, correct? !
2 A. Okay. Yes. 2 A. | believe so. :
3 Q. Yes, you agree? 3 Q. And had you corresponded with Mr. .
4 A, Yes. 4  prior to this letter, do you know?
5 Q. He was not supposed to be dressing as a 5 A. | don't remember.,
6 priest any longer, correct? 6 Q. Okay. Well, | know you said you weren't
7 A. Correct. 7 atthe criminal trial. H
8 Q. Okay. In addition t " weren't 8 After he was convicted, did you become i
9  others reporting back to you teliing you that he 8 more involved in dealings with the State of f,:
10 was dressing as a priest, that he was wearing his 10 Wisconsin as it relates to McGuire? ;
11 clerical garb? 11 A. Well, this indicates that | did in terms :
12 A. | don't recall specifically. 12 of the probation officer in terms of where he would |2
13 Q. Okay. But you didn't do anything to 13 reside, yes. I
14  investigate it, because you didn'i anticipate that 14 Q. Well, just more generally, I'm asking you, :
15  bhe would listen anyway? 15 irrespective of the document, after his conviction, ;
16 A, I'm not sure that's my whole reason but - 16 did you have a - did you become more involved in %
17 Q. What other reasons? 17  monitoring the situation? !
18 A. ldon'tknow. 18 A No. Idont recall. i
19 Q. Okay. |think also in this letter, he 19 Q. Okay. If we can [ook at the -~ do you :
20 references the buttons people were wearing, | 20  recall authoring this letter? ;
21 support Father McGuire? 21 A, Yes. :
22 A, Okay. Yes. 22 Q. Okay. The second paragraph says because §
23 Q. Were you aware that there were other 23 of Father Donald McGuire's religious status, | am :
24  Jesult priests at Father McGulire's trial supporting 24 ultimaiely responsibie for his residence and
238 241
1 him and wearing these buitong? 1 well-being. Do you see that?
2 A. No, I'm not aware of any of that. 2 A. ldo.
3 Q. Well, he's writing that here, right? He's 3 Q. And that's your - thaf's the case with
‘4 stating -- 4  all of the Jesuits, right?
5 A. He says there were people there, religious 5 A. Yes.
6 personnel, He doesn't say Jesults. 6 Q. Al of your members?
7 Q. Okay. Did you do anything to see whether 7 A, Yes,
8  there were Jesuits who were wearlng buttons saying B Q. Inthe next paragraph, It says 1 would
9 | support Father McGuire during the court 9 like to be able to move Donald McGuire to our
10  proceeding in Wisconsin? 10 Jesuit health care facility, which is in Clarkston,
11 A. ldid not. 11 Michigan. It is called -- a
12 Q. And why not? 12 A, Colombiere.
13 A. It didn't ocour to me. 13 Q. Colomblere Center., And in fact, there is
14 (Whereupon, Exhibli $20 was 14  asheriffs office at the other end of the
15 marked for identification.) 15  building, which is very large.
16 BY MR, PEARLMAN: 16 1 wouid best be able to care for his
17 Q. Father, 'm handing you what's been marked 17  health and well-being there. Unless he is fiving
18  as Exhibit 20 for your deposition. 18 there, | cannot provide even minimal supervision,
19 TI= = an August 11th, 2006 letter from 19 et alone care for his health needs.
20 youto! ? 20 _‘When you say unless he's there, you cannot
21 A, OUxay. 21 provide even minimal supervision, what did you
22 Q. Do you know whe is? 22 mean?
23 A. Probation Officer, State of Wisconsin. 23 A. That in any of our standard residences, :
24 Q. Okay. And this is after McGuire's 24  there's nobody who would check people inand out. |3
__ ' 240 gggj;
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1 Q. You're frying to move McGuire from 1 conviction by the tfime | wrote this letter. By ;
2. Ninois to Michigan? 2  then, there were higher standards from the Daltas i
3 A. Yes, 3  Charter and so forth. f
4 Q. That's the purpose of this letter? 4 Q. But people had come forward in 1870, 3
5 A. Yes. 5  correct? :
6 Q. And is your point that in lllinois, you 5] A. . 1 didn't know about that untit it
7  cannot even provide even minimal supervision of 7 went public, '
8 McGuire? . 8 Q. You knew of that when you started
9 A. Yes. 9 reviewing the files? -
10 Q. Okay. And that was the case prior to 10 A. | knew about that from the press
11 August of 2006 or did something change? 11 conferences either in August or September of 2003, [
12 A. Prior to 2006, he was living at - | don't 12 Q. So you personally didn't know is your
13 recall the sequence -- the exact dates when hewent |13  point? g
14  to the hospital in Waukegan. 14 MR. HUEBSCH: Ym sorry? !
15 And then, he was under supervision of 15 BY MR. PEARLMAN:
16  Wisconsin for quite a bit of that time and | don't 16 Q. The Jesuits - you personally didn't know?
17  remember that sequence of events. 17 A. Right. ‘
18 Q. Let me ask the quastion differently, 18 Q. The Jesuits knew?
19 Between the time when McGulre returned from 19 A. Not all -- | mean, some authorities may
20  California through the time of his conviction, his 20 have known something. | don't know exactly what
21 primary residence was in lllinois? 21 they knew, but yes. ' ]
22 A, Yes. 22 Q. Woell, we've looked at those documents? j
23 Q. And is it your testimony that in any of 23 A. Right. Yeah, somebody knew that there i
24  those residences in liinois, it was not possibie 24  were aliegations, right.
243 245 [
1 to provide even minimal supervision of him? 1 Q. Okay. And by the time you became the ‘
2 A. It was becoming more evident that he 2 Provincial, you knew -- or shortly thereafter, when
3  needed more supervision than we could provide. 3 you reviewed the McGuire file, you knew about the
4 When | say minimal, | mean minimal by the 4 1 allegation, corract?
5 standards that they would expect someone under 5 A. Tknow that name. | don't know when | -
8 conviction. 6 became aware of an allegation from that individual. 5
7 Q. Andwas It your view that he needed more 7 Q. you knew about that?
8  supervision after he was convicted than before he || . 8 A. Again, | don't know when | became aware of
9 was convicted? 9 that name. :
10 A. | don't recall. 10 Q. Okay. Soin 2003, when you became i
11 Q. Sir, would you agree with me that between |11 Provincial, did it occur to you that you couid not
12 asearly as 1960 and through 2006, there were 12 provide even minimal supervision of McGuire in :
13  numerous ailegations regarding McGuire's 13 Mlinois and that he required supervision?
14  interactions with young people, correct? 14 A. He was in -- | said this before. In 2002, ;
15 A. 19607 18  he was moved out of Canisius House down to Clark 5
16 Q. Yes, 16  Sfreet, bacause we thought we could monitor him i
17 A. 1don't know of anything that old but in 17  better. :
18 the '60s, ves. 18 It didn't. And then, the house fsll down
19 Q. Inthe '60s. Okay. And why is it that 19  and we had to move him out to the Woodlawn :
20  you believed he needed more supervision in 2006 20 residence where he was alone a lot of the time, i
21  than he did in 20027 21 Q. And in 2004, in fact, that e-maii that we
122 A, Because by now, we had victims who had 22 reviewed from the young Jesuit detalled the fact
23 come to us, who had testified in court, 23  that he was never around?
24 By then, he was under a criminal 24 A. Yes,
244 248 |
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1 Q. No one was supervising him? 1 Q. Did you think about those things prior to
2. A, Yes. 2  his convictions? 3
3 Q. Soin 2004, did you consider moving him 3 A. |dontrecall, )
4  and sending him somewhere where hs could be 4 Q. Did it concern you whether McGuire prior %
5  properly supervised? 5 to his conviction would be in the presence of ’3’
B8 A, Yes. 8 children? ’g
7 Q. And what did you do? 7 A. Yes, i
8 A. We couldn't care for his health in the 8 Q. And what did you do about that other than ;
9 facllities that were available. 9  his restrictions? Strike that. !
10 Q. In2004? 10 Other than tell him he couldn't be, what
11 A. Yes. 11 did you do? i
12 Q. Sowhat did you do? 12 A. ]don't recall.
13 A What did we do? 13 Q. You don't recall that?
14 Q. To better supervise him, 14 A. No.
15 A. | don't know. 15 Q. You would agree with me that prior to his
16 {Whereupon, Exhibit 821 was 16  conviction, the Jesuits had a lot of information
17 .marked for identification.) 17 regarding McGuire?
18 BY MR. PEARLMAN: 18 A. Yes.
19 Q. I'm golng to show you what's been marked 19 Q. Would you agree that it was more important
20  as Exhibit 21. 20  that he be monitored before his conviction when the
21 This is an October 10th, 2006 letter from 21 State wasn't watching him than after?
22  you to Judge Carlson. Have you seen this document 22 A. 1don't believe | thought that way.
23 before? 23 {Whereupon, Exhibit 822 was
24 A. Yes. | believe | wrote it 24 marked for identification.) _
247 249
1 Q. Okay. The last sentence of the first 1 BY MR. PEARLMAN:
2  paragraph -- again, it states | said ! can provide 2 Q. Sir, we're handing you what's been marked
3 nothing in Illincis that would provide, in quotes, 3 as Deposition Exhibit No. 22.
4  any superyision If that Is expected, closed quotes, 4 This is a September 19th, 2007 letter from :
5 correct? 5  you to -- addressed to Dear Jesuit Family and :
6 A. Yes, : 6 Friends. Do you recall this letter? ¢
7 Q. Okay. And again, in October of 2006, was 7 A. Yes, '
B it your view that you could not provide any 8 Q. Okay. And do you know who this uitimately
9 supervision for Donald McGuire in the state of 9 went out to? '
10  lllinois? 10 | don't mean specifically, but who are the
11 A, Yes, 11 Dear Jesuit Family and Friends?
12 Q. Okay. And in the next paragraph, the last 12 A. Specifically, they're people who were
13 sentence says Donald McGuire's attorney proposes a 13 associated with us, who support our missions, who
14  house in Evanston, lllinois, 14  are blocd relatives, our personal families.
15 Donald McGuire would be alone there most 15 A lot of peaple are interested in our i
16 of the day. Itis also close to a public park and 16 activities and we Keep in contact with them. :
17  beach. Do you see that? 17 Q. Okay. Atthe end of that first paragraph, i
18 A. ldo. 18 the last sentence says he -- the he is referring to
19 Q. And those were concems of yours? 19 Donald McGuire was completely removed from
20 A. Yes. 20 public -- from priestly ministry in the summer of
21 Q. Again, my question is, why didn't -- why 21 2003. Do you see that? 4
22 weren't you asking yourself these same questions 22 A. ldo. %
23 prior to his conviction? 23 Q. And is that when he couldn't get the
24 A. 1don't know. 24  credentials from the Chicago Archdiocese, correct?
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1 A. Yes. 1 A. My best recollection is that | began
2. Q. Did the Jesuits aliow h!m to continue 2 discussions of that in the summer of 2004, but
3  doing any ministry within the Jesuit community 3 unfll - yes. That's my best recollection.
4 after that? 4 Q. And when did you first — | presume you
5 A. That would have been allowed under these 5  have to write a lefter to Rome?
& norms, yes, & A, s~
7 Under the norms from the bishops and so 7 MR. HUEBSCH: Eventually or as the first thing
8  forth, he would have been allowed to celebrate the 8 in 20047
9 mass in ptivate In a Jesuit residence with no 9 BY MR. PEARLMAN: :
10  outsiders present. 10 Q. To get him removed from the -- | think you
11 Q. That's permitted under the norms. My 11 outlined that the Superior General -- | presume the
12 question is, did you aliow him to do that? 12  Superior General is in Rome?
13 A. | allowed him to do what the norms 13 A. Yes.
14  permitted, yes. 14 Q. Okay. And you have to send him a petition
15 Q. Well, let me ask the questicn differently. 15  or a letter to start that process?
16  If you had concerns about him and you beiieved -~ 116 A. It's not a simple letter, It would be a
17  if atthat time, you believed he was a sexual 17  letter with documentation,
18  abuser, you could have prevented him from saying £18 Q. Okay. And when did you start puﬂlng
19 mass even within the Jesuit communlty, correct? 18  together that letter and the documentation?
20 A. No. | couldn't have, 20 And just -- | know you said you started
21 Q. What would you have had to do in order to 21 discussing it. { understand that. That's 2004,
22  dothat? 22 When did you decide that that was going to
23 A. Have him removed from the priesthood, 23 be an action you as the Provincial were going to
24 Q. Allright. And you didn't do that? 24 take?
. 251 253
1 A. At that point, no. 1 A, My best recollection is that In the summer
2 Q. When did you do that? 2 of 2004, | began investigating how do | do this,
3 A. The decree came down -- we recelved i in 3 how do | accompiish this,
4 January 2008, 4 Q. Okay. And tell me about that
5 Q. Okay. And before a decree comes down, | 5 investigation. Who were you talking with? What
6 presume you as the Provinclal have to siart a 6 did you do?
7 process? 7 A. | consulted Canon lawyers.
8 A Yes, B Q. Who did you consult?
9 Q. Whatis that -- what do you have to do? 2] A. There were at least three.
10 A. You prepare the documentation. You 10 Q. Do you recall their names?
11 petition, first of all, for his removal from the 11 A. Two of them, | do hot. The third oneis a
12 Society of Jesus, which the Superior General can 12 Jesuit.
13 grant, but that's conditional and its geing then to 13 Q. Okay. What's his name?
14 the Vatican for their endorsement of what you have 14 THE WITNESS: Do | need to answer this? This
15  done. 16 s getting close to where 1 think it should be
16 The Society of Jesus of itself cannot 16  privileged.
17 remave him from the priesthood, That's done by the 17 MR. HUEBSCH: Well, | think he can ask the
18  Vatican. Sothey go hand in hand, but the Society 18  name, yes.
19 of Jesus removes him from the soclety, but as | 19 THE WITNESS: Okay.
20 said, it's conditional with the Vatican going 20 MR. HUEBSCH: The conference and the conduct
21 forward with the process. 21 betwsen the two of you is privileged, but you
22 Q. And can you tell me when you first as the 22 cen-
23 Provincial started the process going of having him 23 THE WITNESS: The hame is Robert Gelsinger,
24  removed from the Society? 24  G-e--s-l-n-g-e-r,
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1 MR BROOKS: Well, I'm nct so sure | agree with 1 asaJesult.
2. vyour assertion that it's privileged. In fact, 2 If you can just walk me through what you |
3 Judge Lawrence has ruled to the opposite, but we'l 3 did or — including what you instructed others to i
4  handle those as we go along. You have to see where 4  do, whether it be delegafing some of that to other
5 it's going. 5 Jesults. :
6 MR. HUEBSCH: | can teli you he's not going to 6 A. Again, | don't recall specific dates when ;
7 ask any - if yol ask him — 7  steps were taken,
8 MR, BROOKS: Judge Lawrence — B I'f tel! you a point at which it was
9 MR. HUEBSCH: Mike, let me make the objection, 9 clear that we could proceed. And that was after
10 and then, you can argue. 10 the sworn testimony of the two men in Wisconsin.
11 MR, BROOKS: I'm sorry. | apologize. 11 We had sworn testimony at that point that
12 MR. HUEBSCH: Al I'm going to say is, we're 12  was compelling. After that, | was able to proceed g
13 going to claim that is privileged under these 13 without difficulty. §
14  circumstances, irrespective of what Judge Lawrence 14 Q. Did you seek to get sworn testimony of §
15 has said to this point. 15 anyone prior to their testimony in Wisconsin?
16 He's not going to answer it. You can feel 16 A. No.
17  free to ask the questions to protect the record, 17 Q. Was getting sworn testimony an Important
18 MR. PEARLMAN: Sure. 18  part of the process? Was it necessary? H
18 MR. HUEBSCH: | certalnly appreciate that, but 19 A. Absolutely necessary, no, but it was very §
20 I'mgoing to Instruct you not to answer any 20  helpful, :
21 questions between you and -- any questions that ask 21 Q. Okay. And | believe you testified on your jé
22 the conduct or the conference between you and 22 first day of deposition, by the time the Wisconsin ;
23 Geisinger. 23 trial came along, you had formed an opinion in your [}
24 24 own mind about what you believed regarding the
255 257 [
b
.1 BYMR.PEARLMAN: 1 truth of the allegations regarding Donald McGuire? f
2 Q. Now, just so you understand, just for the 2 A. Yes. ¢
3 record, hecause there's been objections and 3 Q. Okay. And knowing what you believed, did %:
4  comments before a question was even asked, now, I'm 4  you seek to -- did you seek to get sworn festimony F
5 going to ask the question Just so if's on the 5 of people that could help in removing him? ;
6 record, okay? 6 A. No. 5
7 MR. HUEBSCH: That's fair. 7 Q. And why not?
8 MR. BROOKS: Sorry. 8 A. 1don't recall why not. i
9 BY MR. PEARLMAN: 9 Q. Okay, Do you know when you first sent
10 Q. Can you please tell me the discussion that 10  whatever paperwork was necessary to Rome to the
11 you had with your - with Father -- Geisinger? 11 Superior General to get McGuire removed?
12 A. Geisinger, 12 A. It would have been, | believe, in the
13 Q. Regarding the removal process with 13 summer of 2007, ;
14 McGuire, 14 Q. September of 20077 i
15 MR. HUEBSCH: My instruction fo you is to not 15 A. Summer. :
16  answer that question. 16 Q. Summer? Okay. September is in the ¢
17 BY MR. PEARLMAN: 17 summer, | guess, but -- I'm sorry. | misheard you,
18 Q. Are you going to follow — 18 And what took so long from the time of his
118 A. 1will follow counsel's advice. 19 conviction - which was February of 2006, right?
20 Q. Okay. Fair enough. Whatever discussion 20 A, ' frust you on that.
21 took place, you're not going fo testify to that. 21 Q. Okay. What took -- why did it take a year
22 When did you — ) want to know the process 22  anda half?
23  from the time you talked to those lawyers and did 23 A. ldon't know. | don't know.
24  that investigation through the time he was removed 24 Q. Okay. In the first sentence of the next
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1 paragraph on Exhibit 22, it says during this fime, 1 know the fruth about McGuire? :
2. undoubtedly, we had all experienced a range of 2 A 1f's - | meant what | said here, they :
3 emotions, shame, confusion, anger, regrat, doubt, 3 have the right to know that they can, In fact,
4 Are those all feelings that you were 4  trust us that we're doing the right thing.
5 experiencing at that time? ‘ 5 Q. And as you - by Sepiember of 2007, had
6 A. Yes, 8 you had the opportunity to reflect about the way ‘%
7 Q. And maybe if you can just tell me, when 7  the Jesuits had handled the McGuire situation from 13
8  you say shame, what shame were you feeling? 8 ordination onward? &
9 A. If a Jesuit did these things, 9 A Yes !
10  collectively, that brings shame on us, 10 Q. QOkay. And did you believe that mistakes ;
11 Q.. And what about regret? What were your 11 were made? i
12 regrets? 12 A, | believe that my predecessors acted :
13 A, Regrets? | don't know specifically but 13  according to their best knowledge at the time. In E
14  regret that anybody let him into the order in the 14  refrospect, we wish things had been done ;
16 first place, 15  differently. :
16 Q. Did you have regrets that he wasn't 16 Q. Like what could have been done :
17  stopped sooner? 17 differantly, do you think? ;f
18 "A. Sure, 18 A. Il speak not about McGuire personaily, a,
19 Q. Did you have regrets regarding the leve! 12  butthe more general situation is that early ’
20  of supervision that was -- that he had? Strike 20  psychologicai treatment programs thought that
21 that. Strike that, It's a poor question, 21 somebody could be cured of these things.
22 Did you have regrets regarding the - 22 By the 19 -- by 2007, we knew that that
23  strike that. 23  wasn't so. We had better knowledge by then.
24 The next paragraph says as the stories in 24 Q. Butin your reflection in reviewing the i
259 261 |:
i
1 the media outlets have appeared, it would not be 1 file, McGuire wasn't compliant with the ii
2 surprising if you had questions about how we 2 psychological treatment he was recelvihg, was he? ;
3 handled various situations and demands. 3 A. | don't know. ;
4 Did you have anything in particular in 4 Q. Well, you reviewed - you had many - :
5  mind when you wrote that? & there were letters where you were — sfrike that. é
8 A. 1dontrecall, 6 The documentation between Father Gschwend, lg
7 Q. Were you concerned that when the media 7 MecGuire, you would become involved in those
8 repers regarding the —- regarding McGuire and the g8 communications. They were about McGuire's
9  Jesuits handling of McGuire came out that you might 8 noncompliance, correct?
10  lose support frem your supporters? 10 A, Il trust you on that.
11 A. Definitely, yes. 11 Q. Well, don't trust me.
12 Q. Financial support? 12 A. |don't recall what was in these letters.
13 A. Among other things. 13 Q. Well, you were the Provinclal, Do you
14 Q. And then, it says and all of us 14 recall generally that McGuire was a noncompliant
15  personally, our families, our colleagues, and 15  person?
16  ministry have the right to know that they can, in 16 A. Yes.
17  fact, trust us that we are deing the right thing. 17 Q. Okay. And do you recall that e wouldn't
18 Do you see that? 18  comply with his aftercare?
19 A. ldo, 19 A. I don' remember the aftercare,
20 Q. Okay. And what did you mean by that? 20 Q. And then, in the next paragraph, the third
21 A. That we are trying to do the best we can 21  line down, do you see where it says second, comma,
22  todo right by this situation. 22  wereached ouf quickly?
23 Q. And when you say have the right to know, 23 A, Yes.
24  did you believe your supporters had the right to 24 Q. And have confinued to reach outin
262 |;
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1 pastoral care and healing to the young men who 1 wounds if people don't want contact.
2. brought the complaint to our attention, Do you see 2 Q. Any other reasons? :
3 that? 3 A. 1don'trecall any. b
4 A, ldo. 4 Q. Do you recall after McGuire's conviction
5 Q. Okay. And what's your understanding of 5  in Wisconsin, you were quoted saying that you were
§ that? How did you reach out to thase young men? 6 praying for the victims of McGuire -
7 A. In January 2007, we received a new 7 A. Yes, :
8§ complaint. Should | say the name? 8 Q. --correct? And do you recall saying that i
9 Q. You can say the name. 9  you looked forward that you wanted to speak to
10 A. Thisls . We went to him 10 them? ;
11 immediately with — trying to statt a healing 11 A. |don't recall saying that. 1 believe |
12 process, 12 might have sald that, yes.
13 Q. Okay. _ came to you, coyrect? 13 Q. Okay. Did you do anything to reach out to
14 A, By phone, yes. 14  those two individuals and make contact with them?
15 Q. He -- but his name was a name the Jesuits || 15 A. No.
16  were aware of prior to him coming to you? 16 Q. Why not? 5
17 A. | believe so. There was material about 17 A. | figured if they wanted to talk to me, ;
18  his adoption or -- 18  they wouid initiate it.
19 Q. His guardianship? 19 Q. So you were waiting for them to make the
20 A. His guardlanship, yes. 20  contact?
21 Q. When he was 13 years old? There was 21 A. Yes.
22  speculation that McGuire might be his legal 22 Q. Okay. Why wouldn't you initiate the
23 guardian when he was a 13-year-old boy? 23  contact to call them and apologize?
24 A. | believe so, yes. . 24 A. Again, | didn't know that they wanted that J
263 265
1
1 Q. After McGuire was convicted in Wisconsin, 1 contact, [didn't want to hurt them further i :
2 did the Jesuits go back to reach out to all of the 2  theywould find that hurtful. %
3 people that had come forward in the past against 3 Q. So now, just spsaking of the two people i
4  McGuire? 4  who - the two victims of the Wisconsin proceeding. [}
5 A, After the conviction? The individuals who 5 They obviously had been public and :
8 bad come forward? There weren't any. There were 6 testified, You knew that, correct? 4
7 parents, but individuals, no. 7 A. Yes. §
8 Q. There were families that had come forward, 8 Q. And it didn't occur to you that it might
9 correct? 9  be helpful if you initiate contact to apologize to
10 A. Parents, yes. 10 them personaliy?-
1M Q). Did you reach out to those famities? 11 A. ldon't recall if it ococurred to me or ,
12 A. To some of them, | recall speaking. | 12 not, butididn'tdoit.
13  don'trecall -- it was probably before the 13 Q. Okay. In this - in that same sentence | ,
14  conviction, yes, 14  was reading, it says we continue to reach out in 5
15 Q. They would initiate the contact and you 15  pastoral care and healing to the young man who
16  would respond in kind, correct? 16  brought the complaint to our attention, | share 3
17 A, Yes, : 17  this not to make excuses but io establishing the :
18 Q. I'm asking you, did the Jesuits ever 18 facts. Do you see that? :
19 initiate conduct -- contact with families or peopie 19 A. ldo. ¥
20  who may have been harmed by McGuire? 26 Q. And what -- the fact that you're referring ,
21 A, | don't recall that we did. 21 tois the fact that you were reaching out to this ’
22 Q. Why not? 22  young man?
23 A. One reason would be that some people don't £ 23 A. Il have to reread that. |don't know
24 wantto be contacted, We wouldn'twanttoopenold £24 what | was referring to.
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1 Q. Well, let me ask you, was it a concem -- 1 Q. Do you know whose handwriting it is?
2. was part of the purpose of this ietter was that 2 A. No. b
3 there were going to be media reports and that you 3 Q. Okay. lt's dated October 10th, 2007. :
4  were concerned that when there are media reports 4 A. Okay.
5  how those things are reported - 5 Q. Itsays.JL. Do those initials -- do you
6 A, Yes. 6  know who JL might be?
7 Q. --was that a concern? How they're 7 A. JL might be Jeremy Langford.
8 perceived? B Q. Okay. And who s Jeremy Langford?
9 A. Yes. 9 . A, He's ourinformation officer. Thaf's not
10 Q. And that it might not be the whole story? 10 the exacttitle. | don't know what the exact title
11 A, Yes. 11 s, .
12 Q. Those were your concerns? 12 Q. Do you know who TF may be?
13 A. Those would have been my -- among my 13 A, Timothy Friedman, perhaps. He's in charge
14  concems. 14  of the development office.
15 Q. Among them? 156 Q. And itsays phone. s that JG? Probably
16 A. Yeah, 16  Jim Gschwend?
17 Q. And you wanted to take an opportunity to 17 A. Probably.
18 tell your supporters that and the facts as you 18 Q. And Kathleen, it says, underneath that?
19  perceived them? 19 A. That would be Kathleen McChesney.
20 A. Yes. 20 Q. And she's the person the Jesuits hired to
21 Q. Okay. Do you think those same supporters [j21  deal with the misconduct claims?
22 had aright to know all the details the Jesuits 22 A. No. She did some of that, but we mainly
23 knew about McGuire and how that was handled? 23 hired her to investigate our office and operation
24 A. No. 24 to seeif it was the best it could be, a
267 269 |/
i
1 Q. Why not? 1 Q. Okay. Andwho's Bill? l
2 A. Some of the details would reveal hames 2 A. Bill wouid be Bill Gavin, The same thing. %
3 that were not public. All the details would reveal 3  They worked together. i
4  things that shouldn't be revealed. 4 (3. Okay. And then, undernesth that, do you 1
5 Q. Butyou can cure that, right, by just -- 5 see the word »
6 like we're doing In this deposition, by not using 6 A. ldo.
7 names? 7 Q. Wants to settle this case in the next E
8 A, Okay. But you said all the details so -~ 8 week. Wants outreach to other victims unknown,
9 Q. Okay. 9  Wants robust new approach. Do you see that?
10 A. Beyond that, | made the judgment | -- that 10 A. ldo. g
11 itwould not be help -- | don't know that they 11 Q. Do you remember any discussions about the |
12 would have a right to know everything that wenton, 12 - abou coming forward again? }
13 no. 13 A Yes, ;
14 Q. So you don't necessarily believe the 14 Q. Okay. Tell me what you recall. s
15  supporters should have all of the facts, just the 15 A. Exactly what 1t says here, that he was 4
16 facts that you want to provide to them? 16  Insistent that he wanted to settle the case and
17 A. And that others have provided to them. 17  that he want - he had -- he wanted us to be robust |3
18 {Whereupon, Exhibit 523 was 18  in our new approach., :
19 marked for identification.} 19 Q. And what about cutreach to unknown %
20 BY MR. PEARLMAN: 20 victims? &
21 Q. I'm going to show you what we've marked as | 21 A. If that's what it says here, | - :
22  Exhibit No. 23. Have you seen this document 22  that's -- that's consistent with discussions with
23 before? 23
24 A, ldon'trecaliit. That's not my writing, 24 Q. Okay. And then, do you see under that, it 3
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