
Cct't °" I, l_r-,

j [
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We _re teking the liberty of r_portlng directly to you /
th_ following serious events which took plac_ ._ few weeks ago
in Saint Anr.'_ parish at (_cesn Bluff, Marshfield, trusting that
you in Four wisdom will know how b,st to handle the hatter.

On Friday August 14th _ther OtSulliv_of Saint Ann'a

Picked up our son (who . _ oy aged 12) near our

sur_._.r cottage _nd drovs him to the sacristy of
th_ church on the pretense of checking the altar boy assignnents
for _aturday AtLZu.".t15th. 'About _, hour later h_ drove hi_1 back

and dropped hie off in the vicinity of the cottage.

seemed very upset and after _.uch oainfull questioning
:" he d the following story: }fnilc in th_ s_cri_ty of Saint

AnnVs, Father OVSulllvan had reached under his (_ bathing
trunks _nd touched him repeatedly in the primate ar_a for several
:,.Imutes; when he drove him b._.ckto the cottage he told him "not
to tall any.on_ that I touched you " }fail._ was loath to talk
furth.'.r about It, h_ finally admitted that _ O'Sullivan had
touched him there 9n previous occasions but that this was th._ first
time th-_t he had been _learing only tr_xnks.

The- .next day (S._turday August 15th) we visited the rectory
mad r_uorted the incld-nt to the pastor, Father Finn. He told ue
to return that eyenlng which "*e did. ( we thought hc would at that

tlmc confront Father 01Sullivan) Upon cur return that .-.vening
Father Finn said he h__d rather hoped wc ".;ouldnot ret_trn but ,,ould
fcr.qet th._ incident. We told him once again the story which hc
wrote down. He _._.idnot to discuss the z,mtter with a soul; that
he would report the matter to the proper authorities in'Bo:_ton;
we would be contacted after our return to Milton. -

Several days e_a_ _er the Au u-_t 15th date, on_ of the other
altar boys (age 12) a':kcd if Father O'Sullivan had been
"touching you do,_n there" and ad_dtted that hc had done so :_ith

hi_¢, his 13 year old brother and several other boys. (Their parents
are aware that we h_.ve reported the matter and we told them the

situation will b_ dealt with by the authoritie_ in Boston)

After waiting 6 we.._ks, we tele_.,honed Father Finn and wcre

shocked to h_ar him say he had not reported the matter because
h_ had r'-csived no f_ther complaL%ts. _fa_n asked if he ha!
--.t_e:_o_-_te question _ny altar boys or ._-ather O'Suiliv_n he

o r:nlled "Oh ns I couldn,* do that""
?
0 We have beun greatly upset by these tragle _venta and

•_[-_cour_ed b:_ the ,l-_ceotion which occurcd after de r_-.::ortedthe

zituat[:,n to the proper _uthority. (Father Finn) Our home _'hone
is ,_X,_2979

Very truly v,_ur
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ARCHDIOCESE OF BOSTON

..... 2_21 COMMONW_LT_ AVENUE

{617) 25_-O1_

. . • • .• ; • • . ...-

:VI_R FOR ADMIN|STRA_ON

.. :....... ,.. ,. November •i0 • [984 .-

Saint' LEke"lnstitutei,, Inc
2420'Br0dks DriVe .• "

Suitla=d, Maryland 20746 CONFIDENTIAL

• • :. . .'. .: • • . ' .
Dear 'Dbct'or Peterson:

' ':I am writlng "_n regard to our most recent case which we

have been discussing by telephone.

It seem_ that'there.'were incidents with several alt_r boys
.....  rd'tna io'n' " ": " '

was it.arts.feared _nd within a few "_onths-.ther.e were reports

of incidents with a couple of altar boys,
• . ." . .

He Was t_en, evldentiy, interviewed"by a psychiatrist who

recommended treatment at Father Hayden's Institute. There

is no record h.ere, but from his self-report he did take

such treatment for a period of a few months.

• That. is the oBly _ information I h_..." ....:. :-.-: ....... ':.. ,," : ' ......
• . .,.*. ,. •,•., -.. . .: . . • • J •

.... It, fs my.u,nderst._nding "t.hat.he-.'will'b'e...wi.r_..you-from Monday; '. " "

.No_emb:z_. 12 ,un.til_ t.he,..end,of -the.,fol.10_in _ week',... At-that time. :-: - ..

you'.will make. a _egommendatio.n t9 .him and ta me, concerning an ".
"...in_hou's'e'.rehahlfi.tati6n_program. "..P'le@secheck wi'th me if you "

.are _hiqking of a. program_..ot.her, than._ew Mexico, I might have "" •
to clear it witk the Probation Office.

It w_ll be necessary that we have some kihd of "report from you

.for the Probation Office, As you know better than l,. the report

would, no_'.have.'.to, be in..any detail,-bu_ Just' a kind of final •

...repo,rt. as" to _hat-has..happ.ened and wh'atkind of program would" " " '
be b_neficlal..
•• •? .. '.• '-L,..•- "........ _ •. " '.. . .

.Any question, just give • me a cal'l.

Thanks for all you.r h el_ during this'past week ....

"'" ...... """Sincerely yours in Christ,

" "" .'. :" ' _ "":"::" "" ' "" " " " ":'""':' "i ":_" ": " " EO-0003

Rev. Robert.J. Banks
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A! OF OSTON

c0M0WEALTHAVENUE3RiGHTON,MASSACHUSETTS02135
' _ "* t6171 254-0100

_-"i._ 3--.=<-",' ,..3_',',D?£SE'-,_C-'.

Starting with the top document...

April, 1991: discussion abou_ansfer to Metuchen

noted he is nervous...has moved many times...near a breakdown etc.

advice: see a psychiatrist.°.arrange a clean break with Metuchen...meetlng

with Springfield???

_JI have had no problem for ten years...overworked in Arlington J)

date _ Feb. 28, 1991...meetlng with ACH: told to make appt with Institute for
i'

Living...and then to Springfield...

he wanted to return to Boston in June of 91...

March 16, 1991 ACH reports he is high strung...serious difficulties in Metuchen..

wants out..°maybe Springfield???

A Fr. Cardillo is the counsellor in New_ersey...

newspaper account of his case in November 9, 1984.

Progress report from So_thdown...May 30, 1985...p_sitive.

Final report...July 23, 1985: from Southdown...positive..

October 3, 198_...first assignmentto Metuchen..°

_tice of keeping in touch with probation officer...

Letters _rom Fr. Michael Peterson...about when he is ready.., to go to Southdown

Nov 13, 1984 letter to _from man who claims he was an altar,boy in

Waltham parish and was sexually assaulted by Ft. O"Sullivan at that time (1964?)

The Arlington case was involved with the name of a_,distlnet ease from

above.

Another incident in Marshfield in 1964, this time with a boy from Milton, named

Letter from Dr. Quin...refers to eight times_Jsays he is real sick.°.no date on

this letter...

E0-0018



September 19, 1993

The Most Reverend Bernard Cardinal Law

Archbishop of Boston
2101 Commonwealth Avenue

Brighton, MA 02135

Dear Cardinal Law:

I am writing to you today because of an incident that

happened to me over twenty five years ago. The memory of this

incident was buried away until a story that was aired on

local news in July brought back the memories. The story that

•.'as told was about a priest by the name of Ft. Eugene

O'Sullivan and his two _ which were claiming to have
been sexually molested as youngsters by Fr. O'Sullivan and

went on to say that another youngster from Arlington was also

sexually molested but was paid to be silent about the
molestation.

The memories that came back to me also are of Fr. O'Sullivan

at Our Lady of the Assumption Parish of East Boston back in
and around the middle 1960's. He was there when I attended

the Parish grammar school, graduating in 1969. The

particulars of my contact with Ft. O'Sullivan will not be

discussed in this letter, but I was sexually assaulted by
him.

At first I thought that it was just someone with the same

name and that Fr. O'Sullivan was long gone, but as I
investigated further I did indeed find out that this was the

Ft. O'Sullivan of my memories. I contacted the office of Mr.

George Murphy, Middlesex County Assistant D.A. which

prosecuted Fr. O'Sullivan in the Arlington case and he

positively identified him as the same person.

I do realize that something that happened to me so many years

ago, possibly would not have happened to someone else if I

had come forward, but I just did not know what to do as a boy

of 12 years old. Nobody would ever question the Priest,

especially being educated by the Sisters of Notre Dame. I did
not even tell my parents because I really did not know ifo

9 this was right or wrong. The only person that knows about
O this incident is my wife and after much prayer and discussion

with her I have decided to write to you.

I have always been a faithful follower, because of my

upbringing and 12 years of parochial education. I do my heat



to attend Mass on Sundays and Holydays. My wife and I are
active in our Parish in various ministries.

I do know that the Archdiocese does not want or need any
publicity of this kind and I do not want my story to be told
but I will tell it if it has to be done. I'm torn between my
Christian lifestyle of today and what happened to me twenty
five plus years ago. I just do not know what to do! I simply
cannot understand how you (The Church) can allow this type of
behavior to continue in the Priesthood while there are so

many good Priests having to deal with the bad reputations of
a few. There are so many good things Priests can be doing,
fighting off someones stereotypical idea of a Priest should
not be one of them. At a time in history where people are
searching for answers, looking to faith' for guidance, this is
the time to take a stand and get rid of the Ft. O'Sullivan
types publicly not quietly behind closed doors where the
followers will never know. If a Priest cannot be trusted with
the children of today, where will the Priests of tomorrow
come from?

I am against abortion as the Church defines it, however, is.
it not a form of abortion when a child is sexually molested?
Don't you feel something in that child is killed? I certainly
do feel something is destroyed.

Please, Cardinal Law, do what has to be done with these sick
men who hide behind the collar of a Priest. Let the law of

the land handle each and every case publicly so no others
will be able to hide in our Religion. Let all children be

safe at conception and throughout there lives. Do not allow
another child to be molested because of the media pressure
and remain silent and out of the limelight.

In closing, I do hope you are able to respond to me quickly.
I also hope that you realize that this letter is not from a

rebellious person with an ax to grind, but from someone who
cares for our Christian life as Christ would want us to live.

Sincerely,

o4
Q
o
O
Ill



ECKEI SF_ IANS C__HER&MELLUIT

September 27, 1993

IA_/_on D. Roters, Jr., EsquJre

l'oze 1o 5. Father Eugene O'Sullivan (St. A_es Church, Arlin_on, and Our Lady of
the Assumption, East Boston, Massachusetts)

informs us that he was sexually molested hundreds of times by Fr.
Igthe period 1974/75 througharound 1980. The abuse began when Mr.

_was tea years old. Ft. O'Sullivan repeatedly put his hands in Mr.
pants pockets to "search for money," all the while molesting the young boy's ge.akals
throughhis pants pocket. The priest then beganpe._orming oral sodomy oa Mr_
in the church, sacristybefore and after Masses, where Mr. _was an altar boy.

/,&-._egan workingirttherem,ory twoor three_ghts a wee.k,andeve.'t'nig'_t
Fr. O'Sullivan was on duty there, the priestwould orally sodomize Mr._, and on
several ocemions, Ft. O'Sullivan forced Mr. _ to'p.erform oral sodomy on him.
Additional arm of abuse took place in the high school's offices, the rectory garage, in Fr.
O'Sullivan's ear, and other places. Our client reports that Monsignor Leniban knew of
Ft. O'Sullivan's uncontrollable habit of sexttal mo]estatlon, and yet did nothing to stop
Fr. O'Sullivan. In 1980181, when _ charges of sexual abuse against F:.
O'_;ullivan eart,ed wide publicity in the lo'cal media, Mr. _ informed Monsignor
Lenihan that others had been similarly victimized by Ft. O'Sullivan. The Monsi_or
replied that Mr. i fltegations were an isolateAproblem. Then MtlR_told ",he
Mormignor that Fr. O'Sullivan had, in far:, abused Mr. _. The Momignor's reply
wm that "the si_ation is slready being remedied," and that Fr. O'Sullivart v-asno longer
a priest. However, during a recent visit to New Jersey this past spring, Mr._
read a newspaper accountof Ft. O'Sullivan recently berg suspended from threa parishes

-.... in New Jersey for the sexual abuse of minors. ; .,. ----

:/_ repor,_ that he was sexually abusedby Ft. O'Sullivan d_ingthe
summer of 1967 or '68, at Our Lady of As._umptlonChurch, in East Boston. At the
time, Mr. was a 10 or 11 year-old boy. The incident of abuse occurr-_l when
Ft. tvan requested that.a group of boys to help him move some chairs in the
basement of the church. After moving the chairs, Fr. O'Sullivan invited Mr. _ to
come to the reczory for sotne Cokes. While in the re..'-torybazement, Ft. O'Sulliv'_a
czme up behind Mr. and said he could guess the boy's weight by picking him
up, whereupon Ft. ivanreach_ around the front of Mr._and puthis hands
in the boy's front pants pockets. Ft. O'Sullivan proceeded to fondle Mr. _ penis
and genitals through the pockets. Mr. _struggled and broke free, and ran up the
stairs and out of the front dooc of fl_erectory. Mr. _ is certain of at least this
incident of abuse, but suspects there were more. From this period on, be actively
suppressed memories of the abuse, and forgot about it entirely, until his wit_.(who had --
no idea that Mr. _ had been molestectby a priest) offhandedly alerted him to ao

o rec__nttelevision documentary depicting the charges against a priest in New Jersey who
O had also been charged with sexual abuse in Massachuset-ts:The priest'_ nzme waz Fr.

m O'Sullivan. Suddenly, Mr. _ wan flond_ wiuh memories about his own sexual



• ECKE SEAMANS CHERIN & MELLOTT

March 5, 1994

Onc lntcn;ational Place 18th Floor

Bo_t._n.MA 02110 c..¢__'_
"kd

T¢l¢.t,ht'n¢_I7"M2-6800
Wilson D. Rogers, It., Esquire IN

Facszmilc617.'M2-6899
Dunn & Rogers
20 Beacon Street _"
Boston, lvtA 02108

Re:

Dear Mr. Rogers:

This firm represents a former resident of Adin_on,
Massachusetts. Mr. was sexually abused by Father Eugene
O'Sullivan ('Fr. O'Sullivan'), a priest of the Archdiocese of Boston ('Archdiocese').

Mr._has suffered extraordinary emotional, psychological and physical anguish
in the years since the commencement of the abuse, which form the basis for his legal
claims against the Archdiocese and Fr. O'Sullivan, as the facts below will demonstrate.

The abuse and the resulting damage to Mr. _ are described in the demand to
Warren A. Blair, I]I, Esquire, counsel for'Fr. O'Sullivan dated March 5, 1994 (copy

enclosed), the contents of which are incorporated herein by..reference.

There are considerable grounds to establish the fact that the Archdiocese knew or should
have known that Ft. O'Sullivan's propensity towards sexual abuse of minors but failed
to take any significant action to protect his many victims from these habits. Fr.
O'Sullivan was routinely transferred from parish to parish throughout the Archdiocese
in _'e 1960s and 1970s, including transfers to Point of Pines Parish in Revere,

Massachusetts. Further, Mr. ireports that Fr. O'Sullivan's nickname among the
children of St. Agnes' parish was "Ft. HomO'SuUivan," be,cause of his sexually abusive
actions. The Archdiocese failed to take reasonable steps 'to train and supervise Fr.

S+.,a,.,,, O'Sullivan.

Vi,::!.,_, In conclusion, Mr. _ makes several demands upon the Archdiocese. Fk_st, Mr.
insists that Fr. O'Sullivan refrain from having any contact with children until

H'_:r':_:"S he has sought the appropriate medical attention for his predilections. Se_.g..___nd,Mr.
._.:t,.,::,.a.,, _ demands compensation for his injuries which are causally related to the abuse

of him by Fr. O'Sullivan. To this end, Mr. _ is willing to resolve all his claims
Phil._,tcil,".a for the sum of $500,000._, an amount which is well within the range of settlement in

these types of c_es.
Bu_a'o

Fo_t LaudcrdMe

BocaRatd,:

M:.:mt

TaJlahassce RODEKICKMAcLEISI-I,JR.
61"/I 342-6826

t::_::,:_.:,,,,o c EO-O04'I
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CONFIDENTIAL MEMORANDUM

To: the file of Reverend Eugene M. O'Sullivan

From: Reverend William F. iurphyA/._ _
Date: April 28, 1999 /-
Re: police inquiry

I received an unexpected visit today from Boston Police Detective John Donovan of the Sexual

Assault Unit (6 [7-343-4400). He had received a report from a man named_, who
claimed that Fr. O'Sullivan had sexually molested hhn. The dates of molestation were between

1964 and 1973. The places where this occurred were at Our Lady of the Assumption Parish in

East Boston (the rectory and parish hall), and the home of the priest's mother (in Arlington?)

Mr_ays he was a boy at the time. He claims to have been forced to perform oral sex on
the palest, and to allow the priest to reciprocate.

Tke Detectivenotedthattoomany yearshavepassedforthecasetobe prosecutedcriminally.

He saystheArchdiocesewillprobablybe hearingfrom Mr._

E0-0052
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%rchdioceseof Newark 31 Mulberry Street, Newark, New Jersey 07102
ii i i i i i i i _ I i ii ii i i ii I

CONTACT: Michael Hurley FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

(20!) 596-3"710 Euly 16, 1993

"STATEMENT REGARDING FR° EUGENE O'SULLIVAN"

Based on information from the Archdiocese of Boston and

as3urances from a recognized treatment center which evaluated and

created Ft. O'Sullivan, Archbishop McCarrick agreed to accept the

rehabilitated Ft. O'Suilivan for ministry in Metuchen in good faith

and to allow Ft. O'Sullivan to re-establish a ministry for Jesus

Christ. The Archbishop was further assured that there were no

reetticticl,3 on where the ministry could take place.

E0-0181







ECKEI'a"SEAMANS (ZHER_ &

March 7, 1994 __, ,:

eo -u
Wilson D. Rogers, Jr., Esquire _

One intenlational Place 18lh Floor
Duma& Rogers ¢_

eos,on.uao2no 20 Beacon Street - ._-
Tclephone6171342-6_O ]]oh'ton, MA 02108
Facsimile 617/342-6899

Re: ex eo _ ne ' liv

Dear Mr. Rogers:

Thisr,rm,,,esen'Mr. ofBos  . Mr.m
informs us thathe w_almsed by_athdr Eugene O Sullivan CFr. O'Sullivan )
a priest of theArchdioceseof Boston ('Archdiocese'). Mro_suffered extraordinary
emotional, psychological and physical anguish"in the years since th_ commencement of
the abuse, which suffering forms the basis for his legal dah_ ag_list the .Ar_tRoeese
and Fr. O'Sullivan. The abuse and the resultingdamage to Mr._ ate deset_! In
the demand letter, dated March7, 1994, to Warren A. Blair, llI, Esqul/e, c0tmsel for
Ft. O'Sullivan (copy enclosed), the contents of which are Incorporated here'mby
reference.

There are considerablegroundsto establish the fact that the Archdl0_eseknew or _oUld
have knownof Fr. O'Sullivan's propegsitytowards sexual aB._e_of _ainorsbutf_. ed.to ""
take any significantaction to protecthis many victims from these liablts. Ft. O'Sutliv_tn
was routinely transferredfromparish to parish throughoutthe Archdiocese in the 1960s
and 1970s, includingtransferto Point of Pines Parish in Revere, Massachusetts. The
Archdiocese failed to take reasonablesteps to train and superviseFr. O'Sullivan.

Further, Mr. _ reports that Ft. O'Sullivan's pedophilia was well known. He
attemptedto bribechildren to engage in sexual actsat theArlington Catholic High School
and other schools. He was constantlyaskingchildrento cleanout locker roomsor to go
to deserted areas so that he would have the opportunity to molest them. In fact, he
fondled Mr. _ in a locker room at Arlington CatholicHigh School, whereuponMr.

Boston _became so angry that he took a chair and threw it at Ft. O'Sullivan.
Pittsbu_h

Inconclusion,Mr.W makesseveraldemandsupontheArchdiocese.First,Mr.
Harrisbu*x _ insists that Ft. O'Sullivan refrain from having any contact with childre-n-'_til he

has sought the appropriate medical attention for his predilections. S_ Mr.
,_ne,.o... demands compensationfor his injurieswhich are causally related to the sexual abuse of
Phibdclphia him by Ft. O'Sullivan. To this end, Mr. _ is willing to resolve all his claims for

the sum of $500Q.Q___,_,an amountwhich is well within the range of settlementin these
_,,_,,to types of cases. The Archdiocese's offer to pay for Mr. _ currefit psychiatric

counseling is a step in the right direction, but does not go far enough in addressing the
ro,t t,,,,d,,aol¢ damage caused by Fr. O'Sullivan and the Church.

Atiam,

_;Ihlhas_e RODERICK MAcLEIsH. It.

617/342-6826

I'_hgh I.slolL D C.

E0-0274 ......



11/27/fl4 to Priests' Personnel - copy to Fr. Banks

24 _bfotb o,_fr,d

c._kr|&tgt,_n,c-_ln_._ac_nselis112174

November 1, 1984

Archbishop Bernard F. Law
2100 Commonwealth Avenue
Brighton, Massachusetts

Your Excellencyz

I wish to notify you that I resign my position as
pastoral assistant at Saint Agnes Parish, Arlington
as of today, November Ist, the Feast of All Saints.

I a_ree to take this action based on the recent cir-
cumstances which I have discussed with you, Father
Banks, and my Pastor, Monsignor Linnehan.

I await your further instructions.

With sincere best wishes, I am

._y _ruly yours, // .

" --_Eugene M. O' Sullivan

28 E)
uL£1_G_'P_01_NEL OFFICE

E0-0293



!_ CHANCERY

-..'. _ .... 212.1 C0MMONWB.LTH AVENUE

_ %//I_M_. BRIGI_ITOI_ ,AASSACH USETTS O2! 35

t
OFI_ICE OF TH_ ARCHBINFIOP

November 9, 1984

Rev. E_ene M, O'Sullivan
St. Agnes Rectory
24 Hedford Street

Arlington, Massachusetts 02174

Dear Father O'Sullivan:

I am writing to inform you that I have received your resignation

as Parochial Vicar of St. Agnes Parish, Arlington. Because of

the painful and regrettable facts which have come to light these

past days, I am accepting your resignation. Further, it is my

intention to refrain from appointing you to any new position of

pastoral responsibility in the Archdiocese until it is evident

from professional evaluation and a successfully completed program

of rehabilitation that you are able to undertake such responsibilities

without possible harm to others or to yourself.

For the reasons given above, it is also my decision to withdraw
your ecclesiastical faculties for the Archdiocese of Boston. Until

these faculties have been restored, you should abstain from preaching
and from administering the Sacrament of Reconciliation.

You should be in contact with Father Banks concerning arrangements

for a thorough professional evaluation and for a suitable program
of rehabilitation.

I am confident that you will understand that these actions have

been taken for your own good and that of the Church. I appreciate

the cooperation which you have already given to me and to the civil

authorities. I am also confident that you share my deep sorrow for t
what has happened to the young man involved, to the parish and to
the Church.

You have my prayers and fraternal support as you now turn to the

important and necessary work of rehabilitation. /
/

..
/

Sincerely yours in Christ,

-_'

\

Archbishop of Boston
J

E0-0296



2tOt COMMONWEALTH AVENUE

BRIGHTON. MASSACHUSETTS O2t35

February 1O, 1986

The Reverend Pat McKelvie, CR

Southdown
RR Number 2
Aurora, Ontario L4G 3G8
Canada

Dear Father _cKelvie:

Thank you very much for your letter of January 17.

I appreciate very much your kindness in writing about your

follow~up visit with Father Eugene O'Sullivan, and I am very

much encouraged by your report.

I wlll keep Father O'Sulllvan in my prayers with the hope that

a combination of God's Grace and therapy will have the desired

effect in his llfe.

I saw him myself just before Christmas, and he seemed to be

doing well. i

With renewed thanks for your kindness and with best personal I
wishes, I am

(

Sincerely yours in Christ,

{
!

Archbishop of Boston

f

BCL/aC

E0-0381



_.Z:..'.,_.-',_r_ ARCHDIOCESE OF BOSTON
2121 COMMONWEALTH AVENUE

BRIGHTON. MASSACHUSEI_S O2135

_617} 254 _oIoo

VICAR FOR ADMINISTRATION

February 20, 1986

Bey. Eugene O'SUllivan
St. Joseph's Parish
ql Manning Avenue
North Plainfield, New Jersey 07060

Dear Gene:

I just finished reading the very favorable report from Pat MeKelvie. It
certainly sounds encouraging, and you must have been glad to receive a copy of
the report.

I trust that all goes well, and that you are gradually making the adjustment to
New Jersey. I Bmsorry that I have not been available when you have been in

Boston. I shall have to do better on trying to keep in touch.

I just returned from attending the annual meeting of the St. James Society in
Peru. I must say that I was very impressed by the men and by the work that
they do. I think I am beyond that kind of misslonary work.

Let us pray that this Season of Lent will be a time of grace for both o£ us.

Sincerely yours in Christ,

Most Rev. Robert J. Banks

Vicar for Administration

RJB:Jt

E0-0382



_,aint _oetph

_atron of_ _Inlozr_u{_hurth

_lost Rev. Robert Banks
2121 Commonwealth Avenue
Brighton, Massachusetts

Dear Bishop, i

,'_en I talked with you on the phone about a month ago, I mentioned
that my niece was getting married on October 25th at St. James
Church, Arlington. You suggested that perhaps it would not be a
good idea for me to perform the marriage in case the local news-
paper were to get wind of it and create some publicity. I will
admit that I did not give this a th6ught before your mentioning .I
it and believe that it is possible.

I was home last week for my monthly overnight and brought the subject

up with my sister and niece. They became very disturbed because i
I would not be doing the wedding. In the course of our conversation i
we discussed the possibility of my doing the wedding someplace else
such as St. Paul's, Cambridge where my sister was married and where
I celebrated my first Mass. I was back there in December to con-
celebrate my uncle's funeral Mass with Cardinal Law. At that time
I met all the old neighbors and there was no publicity or adverse
reaction.

Do you think that this is a possibility? 0nly family and close
friends would be attending the wedding. There will _e no publicity.

Also, the Arlington town paper has changed ownership this past
year.

I would like to hear from you as soon as possible so that we can
reserve St, Pauls' Church. According to my niece, the date is
ooen at the present time.

:ith sincere best wishes, I am

_ Rev. Eug"/ _ ...... "'.eneM _9'_ullivan ....

41 _anutn_ Avenue ® _ortll _laiufi_li). _tu _er_t_ 07'060

201-75fi-3383 S

E0-0386



"._., -,._.... ARCHDIOCESE OF BOSTON
• -_ 212! COMMONWEALTH AVENUE

" "" "_ BRIGHTON. MASSACHUSETTS O2135

|617| 254-0100

VICAR FOR ADMINISTRA FION

June 5, 1986

Rev. _M_s_f.1".EugeneM. O'Sullivan
St. Joseph's Ree_
ql Manning Street
North Plainfield, New Jersey 07060

Dear Gene:

I am writing in answer to your most recent letter.

As long as there is no great publicity, then I think it would be all
right to perform the marriage of your niece at St. Paul's, Cambridge.

I am sorry that we have to be so circumspect, but we do not want to get
ourselves in any difficulty.

I hope that all goes well with you.

Sincerely yours in Christ, 1

Most Rev. Robert J. Banks
Vicar for Administration

RJB:jt |

l

t

E0-0387



ARCHBISHOP'S RESIDENCE

J _ |O1 COMMONWEALTH AVENUE

BRIGHTON. MASSACHUSETTS 02135

: November 5, 1985 'ARCHDIOCESEOF BOSTON-I

RECEWED

N0V13 84 .!
OFFICEOFTHECHANCELLOR

Reverend Eugene M. O'Sullivan //-9
Saint Agnes Parish Rectory
24 Medford Street

Arlington, MA. 02174

Dear Father OmSullivan:
/

In view of our conversation and the decision we have reached

together I am ending your assignment as _,__r at
Saint Agnes Parish in Arlington and I am placing you on
Sick Leave. The effective date of this course of action was

November 1, 19811.

I shall remember you in my prayers and Masses that your
recovery may be swift and complete.

Please notify Reverend Robert J. Banks, Archdiocesan
Vicar for Administration, and Reverend Thomas F. Oates,
Personnel Director that you have received this letter.

With my warm personal regards and best wishes for you, I
am,

Sincerely in Christ,

Archbishop of Bostorl

EO-0425



PERSONALAND CONFIDENTIAL

MEMORANDUM

TO: Rev.Charles Higgins
FROM: SisterRitaMcCarthy,CSJ
DATE: February12, 2002
RE: (Rev. EugeneO'Sullivan)

calledfromhis car askingif I was at the officeand couldhe stopin
see me about an allegation. I was presentand available. He thankedme for

seeinghimon sucha shortnotice. He is the ._l_of Msgr.RobertBarry,whom
he describedas a mentor.He broughtme a p=ctureof his_ His_was a
realestateagent. He has oneyoungersister.

is his wife's name. They have one daughterwhom they adoptedfrom
Pwhen she was 3 monthsold: He proudlyshowedme a pictureof her.

went to Schoolfor 8 years. She is a straightA studentand
plansto attend year.

_attended St. JosephSchoolin Belmont,Grades I through4. They moved
to St. Ann's Padsh in Marshfield. Later he went two years to BostonCollege.
While at St. Ann'sChurch,he was an altar boy, which was howhe came to know
Father O'Sullivan. He used to go to the rectoryfor practice. One time Father
asked himto go over to the parishhall aftera weekday sessionandwait for him.
Father came over shortly,tookhimup on the stage,put his handsdown
pantsand startedto gropehim. He toldhimto '"oequlet." Then he sat himona
chairandremovedhis pants. That was_ firstejaculation. He didnot know
what to think. Possibly.thatis howa man comes intomanhood?

The same scenario happenedone week later. He recalls staringoff into space
and distancinghimselffrom the action. He knewhe had to stopit. He was so
embarrassedthathe kepthis distancefromfatherfromthenon.

He never toldanyone aboutit. He couldnot tell his parents nor couldhe tell the
pastorFather Scully. However, it continuesto haunt him. He wanted to knowif
FatherO'Sullivanis stillinministry. If so, he couldbe hurtingothers.I assuredhim
that he is not.

EO-0461
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May 28, 1970

Rev. Eugene M. O'Sullivan

Our Lady of the Assumption Rectory
404 Sumner Street

East Boston, Massachusetts 02128

Dear Father O'Sullivan:

Upon the recommendation of the Personnel Board, I am

transferring you from Assistant Priest at Our Lady of
the Assumption parish in East Boston to Assistant

Priest at St. Agnes parish in Arlington. The effec-
tlve date of this transfer is June 9, 1970.

I am confident that you will continue your exemplary

priestly work In thls new assignment, and may I assure
you that I will be happy to assist you in any way pos-
sible.

Please notify Reverend Monsignor Thomas J. Finnegan, Jr.,

Chancellor, and Reverend John J. Jennings, Personnel

Director, that you have received this letter of transfer.

Invoking God's blessings upon you and your work, I remain !

Devotedly yours in Christ,

i

Archbishop of Boston

E0-0467
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1 COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

2 COUNTY OF MIDDLESEX

3 GREGORY FORD, et al.,

Plaintiffs,

4 Superior Court

vs. Civil Action

5 No. 02-0626 "

BERNARD CARDINAL LAW, a/k/a

6 CARDINAL BERNARD F. LAW,

Defendant.

.........................

PAUL W. BUSA,

8 Plaintiff,

9 vs. Civil Action

No. 02-0822

i0 BERNARD CARDINAL LAW, a/k/a

CARDINAL BERNARD F. LAW, et al.

Ii Defendants.

12 ANTHONY DRISCOLL,

Plaintiff,

13

vs. Civil Action

14 No. 02-1737

BERNARD CARDINAL LAW, a ./a

15 CARDINAL BERNARD F. LA _- et al.

Defendants.

16

17 THE VIDEOTAPED DEPOSITION OF CARDINAL

BERNARD F. LAW, a witness called by the

18 Plaintiffs, taken pursuant to the applicable

provisions of the Massachusetts Rules of Civil

19 Procedure, before Kathleen M. Silva, Registered

Professional Reporter and Notary Public in and

20 for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, at the

offices of Greenberg Traurig, One International

21 Place, Boston, Massachusetts 02110, on

Wednesday, June 5, 2002, commencing at 10:06
22 a.m.

23 K.L. GOOD & ASSOCIATES

P. O. BOX 6094

24 BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02209

TEL. (781) 598-6405 - FAX (781) 598-0815
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! ! have come -- and ! know you don't like 14:39:54 I Q He was still an Archdiocesan priesO 14:42:13

2 me to reference another time frame -- but I 14:39:56 2 A He was still a priest of the Archdiocese of 14:42:16

3 have come in 2002 to see that as -- that zero 14:39:58 3 Boston. 14:42:19

4 toleration policy is the only adequate way to 14:40:04 4 Q And you said -- 14:42:19

5 protect children. 14:40:08 5 A With the concurrenee -- 14:42:21

6 Q All right. Well, let's, nfwe can, if it's 14:40:08 6 Q With the concurrence? 14:42:23

7 possible, Cardinal, focus on 1984 to 1993 for 14:40: I 7 A The assignment was not made by me. I couldn't 14:42:24

8 the time being. 14:40:16 8 assign him to work in that diocese. That would 14:42:28

9 Can we agree upon that? 14:40:16 9 have to be done by the bishop there. 14:42:29

I0 A Yes. 14:40:19 10 Q And the concurrence, that would be Bishop 14:42:31

I I Q i understand your present position, and you're 14:40:i' I I McCarrick; is that correct? 14:42:34

12 absolutely right, I think it's the correct 14:40:!9 12 A ! believe it was Bishop McCarrick at the time. 14:42:36

i 3 position. You've articulated my views well. 14:40:22 13 Q He had full disclosures about the facts 14:42:38

14 But can we just focus on 1984 to 19937 You 14:40:2 14 concerning Eugene O'Sullivan concerning the 14:42:41

15 testified that in these cases, you received 14:40:29 15 conditions ofhis probation, Cardinal Law? 14:42:43

16 assurances that there was a reasonable 14:40:33 16 A My understanding is he had full knowledge. 14:42:46

! 7 probability that a reoffense would not occur; 14:40:35 17 Q What is that understanding based on? 14:42:48

!8 is that correct? i 4:40:39 18 A Well, it would be based on the way that cases !4:42:50

19 A I think that's an accurate way to phrase it, 14:40:40 19 like this should be handled, and I would have 14:42:57

20 absent seeing the evaluations themselves. 14:40:45 20 wanted them to have been handled. I wouldn't 14:43:00

21 Q Yet, in making the decision on whether to put 14:40:4 21 send someone like this to another diocese 14:43:07

22 the interests of reassignment ahead of the 14:40:53 22 without letting the bishop know what the 14:43:09

23 potential for reoffense against children, that 14:40:56 23 situation was. 14:43:15

24 was your decision; that was not the decision of 14:40:5S 24 Q Could you point to any piece of paper in Father 14:43:i7

Page 167 Page 169

! St. Luke's, Southdown or the Institute for 14:41:02 I O'Sullivan's file in which it is stated that 14:43:22

2 Living. Is that correct? 14:41:04 2 Bishop McCarrick was informed that Eugene 14:43:25

3 MR. TODD: Objection to the form. 14:41:05 3 O'Sullivan had been convicted of rape, and as a 14:43:29

4 Q Do you understand the question, Cardinal? 14:41:0" 4 condition of his probation could not be in any 14:43:31

5 A I do the assignments; St. Luke's does not. 14:41:08 5 parish assignment where he would have access to 14:43:35

6 That's correct. 14:41:12 6 minors? Is there a piece of paper that says 14:43:38

7 Q So in looking at whether or not to reassign a 14:41 : 12 7 that, Cardinal Law? 14:43:40

8 priest - legs start with Father O'Sullivan, 14:41:15 8 A First of all, I have not reviewed his file. So 14:43:41

9 if we could. Father O'Sullivan was convicted ! 4:4 i: 19 9 I don't know what is or is not in his file. It 14:43:44

10 of rape, sent for aa evaluation and then he was 14:41:23 10 may very well be that such explicit reference 14:43:50

I I reassigned, I believe, as an Archdiocesan 14:4 i :26 I I to what was communicated isn't there, but there 14:43:54

12 priest to the Diocese of Matuchen, New Jersey; 14:41:2' ! 2 may be a reference to a communication of the 14:43:56

13 is that correct? 14:41:34 13 situation or of the case to the bishop, and 14:44:01

14 A The finding was that he could be assigned 14:41:35 14 that would imply that. 14:44:03

15 without risk; that he had responded well to 14:41:4 ! 15 Q But this is simply at this point conjecture on 14:44:05

16 treatment; and the decision was that it would 14:4 ! :44 16 your part; you don't know what was said to 14:44:08

17 not be good for him to remain locally because 14:41:4c_ 17 Bishop McCarrick? !4:44:10

18 ofthe publicity attendant to the case and the 14:41:53 18 A I don't have the file before me. ! have not 14:44:10

19 possible scandal that that can cause. 14:41:57 19 reviewed the file prior to our meeting here, so 14:44:12

20 So he had family in New Jersey, which is 14:42:01 20 I can't say what's in there or not in there, 14:44:17

21 intportant in terms of support to the priest 14:42:04 21 but I can tell you that it would be, in this 14:44:i8

22 himself, and with the concurrence of the bishop 14:42:0" 22 kind of a ease, my intent that the bishop would 14:44:21

23 there, he received an assignment in that 14:42: ! 1 23 be informed of all pertinent information. 14:44:25

24 diocese. 14:42:13 24 Q I'm asking you specifically at this point 14:44:28

43 (Pages 166 to 169)
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I direction." 15:03:03 I report." 15:05:35

2 Q And this was something that could be done, as i 5:03:03 2 Do you see that? 15:05:36

3 you put Ltat the time, without risk. 15:03:05 3 A I do. 15:05:36

4 Do you see that? 15:03:08 4 Q And you agreed with me earlier that psychiatric 15:05:37
5 A That's what I said. 15:03:09 5 facdities such as Southdown, St. Luke's or the 15:05:4 I

6 Q And that wasn't based upon any statement that 15:03:10 6 Institute for Living don't make the ultimate 15:05:45

7 was made by a climcian concerning Father 15.03:15 7 decision on assignment of a priest. 15:05:47

8 O'Sullivan, was it, Cardinal Law?. That was 15:03:19 8 A That's correct. 15:05:49

9 your assessment that he could function without 15:03:22 9 Q It's you who makes that decision? 15:05:50

10 risk? 15:03:28 10 A That's correct. 15:05:52

I I A i°d have to see what the assessment says, which 15:03:31 I I Q And so it was you who decided that Father 15:05:53

12 you may have there. 15:03.34 12 O'Sullivan could function ,without risk, 15:05:56

13 Q i don't. 15:03:35' 13 correct? 15:05:58

14 A But the previous line, No. 4, it says: 15:03:36 14 A That's correct. 15:05:59

i 5 "He was sent for assessment and I 1:04:37 15 Q It was not any psychiatric facihty? 15:06:00

16 treatment." 15:03:40 16 A That's correct. 15:06:03
17 And then 5 says: 15:03:41 17 Q And in making that decision, you had to balance 15:06:03

18 "On the strength of results, it was 11:04:40 18 the interest of returning the priest to 15:06:05

19 decided he could function without risk." 15:03:45 19 ministry against the risk that he might i 5:06:07

20 Now, whether or not the assessment 15:03:47 20 reoffend and victimize another child, correct? 15:06:10

21 specifically said be may function without risk, 15:03:51 21 A That's correct. 15:06:13

22 I don't know, but -- 15:03:54 22 Q And in this case, you were dealing with someone 15:06:13

23 Q Do you see Bishop -- I'm sony. 15:03:57 23 who had been convicted of rape, correct? 15:06:15

24 A Rut the idea that I had, as I wrote this memo, 15:03:59 24 A That's correct. 15:06:18

Page 187 Page 189

I was that the idea was there in the assessment, i 5:04:05 I Q Now, you then go on, and if we could turn to 15:06:20

2 Q Well, didn't we just go over this earlier, and 15:04:13 2 the next page, please, Cardinal Law, these are 15:06:24

3 it was your recollection that you never had a 15:04:16 3 the continuation of the points that you thought 15:06:30

4 guarantee from any of the assessment facilities i 5:04: i 8 4 should be made, possibly at a news conference, 15:06:33

5 that the priest would not reoffend? Didn't we 15:04:21 5 as you have said on the other page. You say in !5:06:37

6 just go over that several minutes ago, Cardinal 15:04:25 6 Point No. 9: 15:06:40

7 Law? i 5:04:27 7 "Bishop Banks held a more extensive" -- 11:06:47

8 A Yes.. That they would not give you an assurance 15:04:29 8 I'm sony. Let's go to No. 8. "! contacted 15:06:45

9 that never, a hundred percen.t foolproof. But 15:04:33 9 the Bishop of Matuchen, reviewed the case and 15:06:48

I0 on -- at the same time, as the policy in our 15:04:39 10 asked if he would consider allowing him to 15:06:5 !

I I diocese, and in many other dioceses was at that 15:04:43 i I serve." is that correct? 15:06:54

12 time, there was the possibility of 15:04:47 12 A That's correct. 15:06:57

13 reassignment, and a prudent judgment was made 15:04:50 13 Q Did you look at the case file before you had 15:07:00

14 that this could be done pnJdently without risk, 15:04:58 14 this conversation with the Bishop of Matuchen? 15:07:05

15 without likely risk, and this perhaps is not as 15:05:08 15 A i did not look at the case file. I would have 15:07:11

16 accurate and full as a statement as it might ! 5:05:14 16 had the substance of it reviewed with me by i 5:07:14

17 be. And, again, that's to the point of the ! 5:05:18 i 7 Bishop Hughes or by Bishop Banks. 15:07:18

18 change in our policy. 15:05:22 18 Q Would that have included, can you state with 15:07:21

19 Q I understand. 15:05:23 19 certainty, the confidential file which might 15:07:24

20 A And the reason that we've changed it -- !5:05:25 20 contain allegations of prior sexual abuse? 15:07:27

21 Q i really understand the reasons why you've 15:05:26 21 A The 1966 -- no. 15:07:29

22 changed it, and i'm talking now about what you ! 5:05:28 22 Q 1964. No. i'm talking about the confidential 15:07:32

23 were thinking in 1993. !5:05:31 23 file. When you reviewed the file, reviewed 15:07:35

24 You see Bishop Hughes' notes, "Can't find 15:05:33 24 the -- reviewed the case, as you put it, with 15:07:37

48 (Pages 186 to 189)



Bishop Robert J. Banks
11/7/2002

Page 1

1 COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

2 SUFFOLK, ss SUPERIOR COURT DEPARTMENT

(Consolidated CA No. 02-1296)

3

4 JAMES M. HOGAN, et al.,

Plaintiffs,

5

vs.

6

THE ROMAN CATHOLIC

7 ARCHBISHOP OF BOSTON,

a Corporation Sole, et al.,

8 Defendants.
.................................

9 GREGORY FORD, et al.,

Plaintiff,

I0

vs. 02-04551-TI

ii (Originally

BERNARD CARDINAL LAW, et al., entered in

12 Defendants. Middlesex County as

CA No. 02-0626)

13 .................................

PAUL W. BUSA,

14 Plaintiff,

15 vs. 02-04628-TI

(Originally

16 BERNARD CARDINAL LAW, et al., entered in

Defendants. Middlesex County as

17 CA No. 02-822)

..................................

18 ANTHONY DRISCOLL,

Plaintiff,

19

vs. 02-04565-TI

20 (Originally

BERNARD CARDINAL LAW, et al., entered in

21 Defendants. Middlesex County as

CA No. 02-1737)

2 ..................................

23 VIDEOTAPED DEPOSITION OF BISHOP ROBERT J. BANKS

VOLUME 1

24 November 7, 2002

K.L. Good&Associates



Bishop Robert J. Banks
11/7/2002

Page 66 Page 68

I a minor. I I:14:36 l (Recess.) ll:16:19

2 Q Sexual abuse of a minor? I 1:14:37 2 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: The time is I 1:29 I 1:29:4
3 A Sexual abuse of a minor, l 1:14:38 3 We're on the record. I 1"29:45

4 Q And you were aware that Eugene O'Sulhvan was I 1:14:4, 4 Q Okay. Now, Bishop Banks, in the course of 11.29:47

5 sent down to work m the Diocese of Matuchen, is l 1:14:43 5 dealing with what you've described as this very I 1:29:51

6 that correct, reassigned to the Dtocese of I !"14:46 6 serious problem involving priests having sexual 11:29:54

7 Matuchen? 11:14:49 7 misconduct with minors, did you ever make a I 1:29:57
8 MR. ROGERS: Objection to the form of I I : 14:49 8 determination as to the number of vzctims that 1 1:30:00

9 the question. 11:14:50 9 these priests might have had? 11:30:03
10 MR. MacLEISH: Go ahead. You can I 1:14:50 10 A No, I didn't. 11:30:05

I I answer the question. I 1:14:51 I I Q But you knew that in some cases, there was more I 1:30:07

12 A Yes, I was aware I 1:14:51 12 than one victim; is that correct? I 1:30:09

13 Q And there were no restrictions that were placed 11:14:53 13 A Yes. 11:30:11

14 upon him by you as Vicar for Administration in I I : 14:55 14 Q And you knew that these priests who had had I 1:30: I I

15 terms of what he could do in the Diocese of I I: 14:58 15 credible allegations of sexual misconduct 11:30:16

16 Matuchen, correct? I I: 15:01 16 involving minors against them, that many of them I 1:30:17

17 A No. 11 : 15:02 17 had served in different parishes; is that 11:30:20
18 Q That's incorrect? 11:15:02 18 correct? I 1:30:22

19 A Well, at least it gives the impression that we I 1:15:05 19 A It might be correct. I'd have to see the I 1:30:25

20 dtdn't care about what was going on. As a matter I I : 15:09 20 records. I 1:30:27

21 of fact, he was -- the pastor was notified and 11:15: I 1 21 Q Let's take a look at Father Birmingham, for 11:30:27

22 the pastor was to monitor him very closely so I 1:15:14 22 example You knew that Father Birmingham had 11:30.3(

23 that there would not be any repetition of what 11:15:17 23 served in various parishes since his ordination 11:30:32

24 had happened before. 11:15:20 24 in 1960, correct? 11:30:35

Page 67 Page 69

I Q The question is what restrictions were placed I 1:15:21 I A I really haven't looked at the record of Father 11:30:36

2 upon him by you, if any, in terms of Eugene I 1:15:23 2 Birmingham. I have very little recollection of 11:30:39

3 O'Sullivan's access to children when he was 11: 15:28 3 having dealt with that case. So any questions I 1:30"4 I

4 reassigned to the Diocese of Matuchen? 11:15:29 4 you ask me about the Father Birmingham case, 11:30:44

5 A I forget if we put any specific restriction. As 11:15:31 5 you'll have to have records here to refresh my 11:30:47
6 I say, the main thing was that the pastor was I 1: 15:34 6 memory. 11:30:50

7 made aware of the problem and he and I were m 11:15:36 7 Q I will. We do have records. We'll get to those. I 1:30:50

8 contact to make sure that this did not happen 11:15:40 8 Father Geoghan, you knew served m a number I 1:30:54

9 again. 11:15:42 9 of different parishes? 11:30:55
10 Q So you talked to the pastor at_er Eugene 11:15:43 10 A Yes.. 11:30:56

11 O'Sullivan was sent down to the Diocese of I I: 15:46 I I Q Father Tourigney had served in a number of I 1:30:56

12 Matuchen after he pied guilty for a sex crime 11 : 15:48 i 2 different parishes? I 1:30:59

13 involving a minor; is that correct? 11:15:51 13 A I couldn't say that. 11:30:59

14 A As I remember. This was, ofcourse, was after I 1:15:52 14 Q Wasn't it generally the practice wit.hm the 11:31:00

15 six months at Southdown. And at Southdown, said I 1:15:55 15 Archdiocese that priests served for a term of I 1:31:06

16 that he was not -- he was not a pedophilic, that I I :15:59 16 six, seven or eight years, and then are 11:31:06

17 he was not an ephebophilic, but that the sexual I 1:16:04 17 transferred to another parish? Was that a I 1:31:08

18 abuse that had taken place was a result of sexual I I: 16:07 18 general practice in the Archdtocese? I 1:31:10

19 immaturity. 11:16:11 19 A Notreally. 11:31:11

20 MR. ROGERS: Is it time for a break? 11:16:12 20 Q Well, you knew that priests would be reassigned 11:31:13
21 We're about an hour into it. 21 from time to time -- I 1:31:16

22 MR. MaeLEISH: Sure, absolutely. 11:!6:14 22 A That's right. 11:31:16

23 THEVIDEOGRAPHER: Time is ll:16. 11:16:16 23 Q -- to other parishes? !1:31:17 i
24 We're offthe record. 11:16:18 24 A Yes. 11:31:18 i

18 (Pages 66 to 69)
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Page 214 Page 216

I been now the fifth cluld that you would have been 15:07.25 I Matuchen that Father O'Sullivan was not to have 15:09:58

2 aware of where there had been mappropriate 15:07:27 2 any contact with children? 15:10:02

3 activity revolving Father O'Sulhvan and minors; 15:07:31 3 A [ forget that. 15:10:03

4 is that correct? 15:07"33 4 Q Okay. And why was it that Father O'Sullivan was 15:10:0!
5 A Yes. 15"07:34 5 fit to serve in the Diocese of Matuchen but could 15:10:10

6 Q After this conviction, Father O'Sullivan was sent 15:07:36 6 not remain in the Archdiocese of Boston on an 15:10:14

7 down to the Diocese of Matuchen; is that correct? 15:07:41 7 assignment here? 15:10:17

g MR. ROGERS: Objeetion to form of the 15:07:45 8 A [ don't know. 15:10:22

9 question 15.07:46 9 Q Scandal? 15:10:23

10 MR. PERRY: Objection. 15:07:47 10 A Could have been. 15:10:27

II Q He was reassigned to the Diocese of Matuchen? 15:07:47 I I Q But he was fit to serve in Matuchen, but it was 15:10:30

12 MR. ROGERS: Objection to the form of 15:07:50 12 not appropriate for him to remain in the 15:10:34

13 that question. 15:07:52 13 Archdiocese of Boston, correct? 15:10:36

14 Q Go ahead. Is that correct? 15.07:52 14 MR. ROGERS: Objection to the form of 15:10:37

15 A What is correct? 15:07:53 15 the question. 15:10:39

16 Q Father Eugene O'Sullivan, following the time that 15:07:54 16 MR. PERRY: Objection. 15:10:39

17 he pied guilty to this sex crime with a child, he 15:07:58 17 A I wasn't makmg any judgments along those lines. 15:10:40

18 was reassigned to the Diocese of Matuchen, was he 15:08:02 18 Q You knew that he was working in a parish in the 15:10:42

19 not? 15:08:05 19 Diocese of Matuchen; is that correct? 15:10:44

20 MR. ROGERS: Objection to the form of 15:08:05 20 A ldid. ldid. 15:10:45

21 that question. 15:08:06 21 Q Because you were in touch with the pastor? 15:10:46

22 A He went to Matuchen. I don't know that hewas 15:08:06 22 A That's right. 15:10:47

23 reassigned to Matuchen. 15:08:09 23 Q And so-- 15:10:49

24 Q He went to Matuchen following the timethat he 15:08:10 24 A My purpose of being in contact with the pastor 15:10:50

Page 215 Page 217

I pied guilty to some type of crime involving 15:08:13 I down there was to make sure that the closest 15:10:52

2 sexual contact with a minor; Is that correct? 15:08:15 2 possible supervision was given to this priest. 15:10:55

3 A If he pied gudty, yes. 1 forget what his plea 15:08:17 3 Q Okay. But you don't have a recollection of 15:10:58

4 was. 15.08:20 4 informing the pastor down there, notwithstanding 15: I I:00

5 Q But there was a cruninal prosecution of Father 15.08.21 5 the fact that you knew there had been incidents 15:11:04
6 O'Sullivan -- 15:08:24 6 with five children, you don't recall telling the 15:11:07

7 A Yes. 15:08:24 7 pastor that Father O'Sullivan should not have 15:11:09

8 Q -- that you remember; is that correct? 15.08:25 8 unsupervised contact with minors, do you? 15:1 I: 12
9 A Yes. 15.08:26 9 A 1 forget ifl told him that, but I did tell him 15:11:14

10 Q And the disposition was, was that he either pied 15:08.26 10 why he was down there. It was because of . 15:11:16

11 guilty or was found guilty; is that correct? 15:08:30 I 1 inappropriate contact with youngsters. 15:11:20

12 A I'm not sure. 15:08:33 12 MR. ROGERS: May I suggest a brief 15:11:23

13 Q He wasn't aquitted, was he? 15:08:35 13 break and then go to four? 15:11:25
14 A No. 15:08:37 14 MR. MacLEISH: Brief. 15:11:27

15 (Banks Exhibit No. 35, Document, 15 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: The time is 3:1 I. 15: ! 1:33

16 7/16/93, marked for identification.) 16 This is the end of Cassette 2 in today's volume 15:11:36

17 Q Okay. And when he went down to the Diocese of 15:09:3 17 in the deposition of Bishop Banks. 15:11:40

18 Matuchen, is it or is it not the case that you 15:09:33 18 We're offthe record. 15: I 1:41

19 were the person who was in contact with the 15:09:38 19 (Recess.)

20 Diocese of Matuchen concerning Father O'Sullivan? 15:09:4 20 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: The time is now 3:26 15:25:3

21 A I know I was in contact with the parish. I 15:09:48 21 p.m. This the beginning Cassette No. 3 in 15:25:5 I

22 forget if I was in contact with the diocesan 15:09:52 22 today's volume in the deposition of Bishop Banks. 15:25:55
23 offices. 15:09:55 23 We're back on the record. 15:25:57

24 Q Did you inform the pastor in the Diocese of 15:09:56 24

55 (Pages 214 to 217)
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1 Q The bishop down in New Jersey was looking -- I Q And Cardinal Law makes -- you're aware that
2 A Yes. 2 Cardinal Law makes all assignments for priests of

3 Q So it was Bishop Banks's suggestion that you go 3 the Archdiocese. Are you aware of that?
4 to New Jersey; is that correct? 4 A Right.
5 A Yes. See, they would be aware of what's going on 5 Q Did Bishop Banks indicate to you that Cardinal
6 around the country. 6 Law was aware that you were being sent down to
7 Q When you say "what's going around the country," 7 New Jersey?
8 what do you mean? 8 A I have no idea. He never mentioned that.
9 A In other words, the needs. 9 Q And you never spoke to Cardinal Law in 1985

10 Q For apriest? 10 before--
11 A Exactly. I l A I have no recollection.
12 Q Bishop Banks suggested that you go to New Jersey; 12 Q -- before you were sent down.
13 is that correct? 13 Now, do you know who the bishop was down in
14 A Yes. 14 Metuchen? That would have been Theodore

15 Q Because he knew that they had a need for priests 15 -McCarriek; is that correct?
16 in New Jersey; is that correct? 16 A Right.
17 A That's correct. 17 Q Did you ever talk to Bishop McCarrick about your
18 Q So at any time, did Bishop Banks tell you that 18 pleading guilty to unlawful sexual intercourse
19 you could return to work in a parish in the 19 with a child?
20 Archdiocese of Boston? 20 A Yes.
21 A We never discussed that. I mean, he never 21 Q When did you talk to him?
22 discussed it with me. I initiated saying that I 22 A When I went down there. Well, I went down first
23 did not want to be reassigned. 23 to see if they would accept me and I talked with
24 Q Because of the problem that might be created? 24 his vocation director.

Page 58 Page 60

1 A Correct. And he agreed with me. 1 Q I'm not talking about his vocation director.
2 Q He agreed that would be a problem if you were 2 A I'm explaining to you what transpired.
3 here in Massachusetts? 3 Q Go ahead.

4 A It's a possible problem. 4 A Then I talked with the bishop afterwards at a
5 Q Possible problem. Because of the publicity? 5 meeting of, a general meeting of all the priests
6 A Possible publicity. 6 ofMetuchen. I was already assigned there. So
7 Q And scandal that would be created by possible 7 that was all worked through his delegates.
8 publicity? 8 Q You were already there?
9. A Possibly, yes. 9 A Exactly.

10 ' Q" So arrangenaents were made for you to go down to 10 Q Let's break this down.
11 Metuchen, New Jersey? 11 Before you were assigned to Metuchen, before
12 A Correct. 12 you started your work there, did you speak with
13 Q Do you have any family in New Jersey? 13 Bishop McCarrick of the Metuchen diocese?
14 A No. 14 A No. I spoke with his delegate.
15 Q Do you have any family in Metuchen, NewJersey? 15 Q This is before the assignment?
16 A No. 16 A Yes.

17 Q Have any family in that general area? 17 Q What was the name of his delegate?
18 A No. 18 A Oh, gosh. He'sdead. I forget.
19 Q How long was it after you returned from Southdowr 19 Q Did you tell his delegate that you had been
20 that you were assigned to the parish in New 20 convicted of unlawful sexual intercourse --
21 Jersey? 21 A He was aware of everything.
22 A September. 22 Q Let me finish the question. Okay?
23 Q Of'857 23 Did you tell the delegate that you had a
24 A Yes. 24 criminal conviction of unlawful sexual

15 (Pages 57 to 60)
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Some who settled now feel betrayed

By Michael Rezendes, Globe Staff, 2/9/2002

hile Catholic Church officials continue to search through personnel records for more
accusations of clergy sexual abuse, victims and their advocates yesterday lashed out at

the Archdiocese of Boston for placing priests in parish settings even though they had settled
sexual abuse claims against them.

Moreover, two attorneys who represented victims of clergy sex abuse said that when claims
were settled, the victims received specific assurances that the accused priests would be
isolated from children for the remainderof their careers.

On Thursdaythe archdiocese removed six priests from their positions because of past
allegations of sex abuse. The Globe reported that the church had previously settled sex abuse
claims against four of the six.

"The victims wanted to be assuredthat no other children would ever be out in the situation
they were in with these priests," said attorneyRobert A. Sherman, who represented numerous
victims of clergy sex abuse in the 1990s.

For victims to learn now that the archdiocese reassigned many of those priests to parish
work, Sherman said, "is abreach of faith by the archdiocese and opens old wounds for the
victims."

In the case of the Rev. Eugene O'Sullivan, who pleaded guilty to raping an Arlington altar
boy in 1984, victims and their families said they were "revictimized" at least twice: Once,
when they learned O'Sullivan had been reass!gned to parish work in New Jersey less than a
year after admitting his guilt, and in 1999, when the mother of a victim ran into O'Sullivan
wearing his priestly collar in Dorchester at Camey Hospital, a Catholic-affiliated institution.

In a 1993 Globe interview, the late Sean O'Sullivan, a nephew of the priest and a victim who
settled his sexual molestation claim out of court, said, "We were told he would no longer be
involved with the church, that he would no longer be able to practice as apriest."

Kathleen, Sean's sister, said in a Globe interview yesterday that old wounds were reopened
when her mother encountered O'Sullivan at Carney Hospital three years ago.

"I was just blown away," said Kathleen, who asked that her last name not be used.

The Rev. O'Sullivan was recalled to Boston in 1992, during a review of personnel records by
the archdiocese, and banned from priestly activities.

The current edition of the Boston Catholic Directory lists O'Sullivan as a "senior priest" with

http://www.boston.com/globe/spotlight/abuse/print/O20902_settled.htm 7/21/2003
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an address at the Brighton chancery.

David Clohessy, national director of the Survivors Network of those Abused by Priests, said
it's not uncommon for victims to discover that settlements with provisions restricting the
activities of the accused priests are violated.

"In reaching a settlement, survivors typically feel like they have done the responsible thing,"
said Clohessy. "They haven't trashed anyone in public and they've protected kids from the
priest. Then they go into a different parish to attend a wedding and suddenly see that same
priest with the altar boys and get a sickening feeling in their stomach."

Victims and their advocates also said church policies written to restrict the activities of
priests accused of sexually molesting children are often ignored because the church is
accountable only to itself.

Said Clohessy: "It doesn't matter what the policy is if there is no one there to enforce it."

Walter K Robinson of the Globe Staff contributed to this report.

ThisstoryranonpageA6of theBostonGlobeon2/9/2002.
© _ 2002GlobeNewspaperCompany.

Forcompletecoverageof thepriestabusescandal,go to http:llwww.boston.comlglobelabuse
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