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HARTFORD ROMAN CATHOLIC . :
DIOCESAN CORPORATION : OCTOBER 14, 2009

TEMPORARY EX PARTE APPLICATION FOR THE USE OF A PSEUDONYM

The plaintiffs, pursuant to Practice Book § 11-20A(h)(2), move the court for a
temporary ex parte order to proceed with pseudonyms in this action. The plaintiffs are
adults who were victims of sexual molestation by Dr. George Reardon, while minors, at
the St. Francis Hospital, controlled and managed by the defendant, Hartford Roman
Catholic Diocesan Corporation at all relevant times, as set forth in the attached
summons and complaint. In accordance with General Statutes §§ 54-86d-54-86e
(providing for protection of victims of sexual assault), and Practice Book § 11-20A(h)(2),

the plaintiffs request that an ex parte order be granted allowing prosecution in fictitious



names until a hearing can be held within 15 days after the return date so the court can

determine whether continued prosecution under pseudefiymis be allowed.

THE PLp

NEW HAVEN, CT 06510
TEL. 203-624-9500

FAX. 203-624-9100
JURIS NO.: 421593
ifaxon@sirattonfaxon.com

ORDER
The foregoing order, having been heard, is hereby ordered: GRANTED /
DENIED.
Ordered: The court finds the plaintiffs’ interest in protecting their identities compelling
and significant in light of the allegations of sexual molestation and a pseudonym is
necessary to accomplish same. Such interest outweighs the public's interest in knowing
their names and no lesser alternative will suffice. This order shall remain in effect until a

hearing on at am/pm at which time this question will

be considered anew. Further ordered, plaintiffs’ identity to be disclosed to defense

counsel.

By




SUMMONS - CIVIL STATE OF CONNECTICUT

JD-CV-1 Rev. 9-08 See page 2 for instructions
C.G.S. §§ 51-346, 51-347, 54-349, 51-350, 52-45a, SUPERIQR COURT pag
52-48, 52-289, P.8. Secs. 3-1 through 3-21, 8-1 www.jud.cf. gov
(] =xxif amount, legal interest or property in demand, not including interest and TO: Any proper officer; BY AUTHORITY OF THE
costs is less than $2!500 STATE OF CONNECT'CUT, YOu are her@by
“X* if amount, legal interest or property in demand, not including interest and commanded to make due and legal service of
costs is $2,50C or more. this Summons and attached Complaint.
"X" i claiming other refief in addition to or in lisu of money or damages.
Address of court clerk where writ and other papers shall be filed (Number, street, town and zip cods) ; Telephone number of clerk Return Date (Must be a Tupsday)
(C.G.5. §§ 57-346, 51-350) {with area code)
300 Grand Street, Waterbury CT 06702 (203 )} 591-3300 November 10..2999
Judicial District GA At (Town in which writ is refurnable) (C.G S. §§ 51-346, 51-349) Case type code (See Jist on page 2}
] Housing Session E.] Number: Waterbury Major: T Minor: 90
For the Plaintiff(s) please enter the appearance of:
Name and address of attorney, law firm or plaintiff if seif-represented (Number, sfreef, fown and zip cods) Juris nurnber (fe be entered by attorney only)
Stratton Faxon, 59 Eim Street, New Haven CT 06510 421593
Telephone number (with area code) Signature of Paintiff (If self-represented)
(203 ) 624-9500
Number of Plaintiffs: 49 Number of Defendants: 14 (] Form JD-CV-2 attached for additional parties
Parties Name (Last, First, Middle Initial} and Address of Each party (Number; Street; P.O. Bex; Town; State; Zip; Country, if not USA)
First Neme:  Doe, John #1, care of Stratton Faxon P-01
Plaintiff Address: 59 Ehm Street
New Haven CT 06510
- Name:  Doe, John #2, care of Stratton Faxon P02
Additionai ! !
Plaint;? Address: 59 Elm Street
New Haven CT 06510
First Name:  Hartford Roman Catholic Diocesan Corporation D-50
Defendant Address: 134 Farmington Avenue
Hariford. CT 06105
. Name: D-51%
Additional
Defendant Address:
- Name: D-52
Additional X
Defendant Address:
Additional | Name: _ D-53
Defendant | Address:

Notice to Each Defendant

1. YQU ARE BEING SUED. This paper is a Summeons in & lawsuit. The co!
against you in this fawsuit.
2. TFo be notified of further proceedings, you or your attomey my;

fint attached fo these papers siates the claims that each plaintiff is making

@ a form called an "Appearance” with the clerk of the above-named Court at the above
Court address on or before the second day after the ab eturn Date. The Return Date is not a hearing date. You do not have to come to court on the
Return Date Lanless YOUu jve a separate notice e/LeH fig you fo come to court.

3. Hyouoryoura 7 do nof file a written "AppeGrance” form on time, a judgment may be entered against you by default. The "Appearance” form may be
obiained at Ccuﬁ addpdss above or ww.jud.ct.gov under "Court Forms.".

4. ifyou b;b ve that you at may cover the claim that is being made against you in this lawsuit, you should immediately contact your
insurapte represeniative. Other getidn you may have to take is described in the Connecticut Practice Book which may be found in a supericr court taw
librapy or on-line gt www.jud. ctegov under "Court Rules.”

e Summohs and Complaint, you should talk fo an attorney quickly. The Clerk of Court is not allowed to give advice on

i f ] o Cominissioner of the iani ;
Signed (Sign and "X" propepbox) Supesior Court Name of Person Signing at Left Date signed
- Assistant Clerk _—~19oeT. Faxon 10/13/2009
If this Summons is gigned by a Clerk; i For Courttise Only.

a. The signing has{been done so that the Pl:i:ltm{’ ")’\;v%ll not e dapiéd access to the courts. Faie Date
b. It is the respongibility of the Plaintiff(s) ,9 ee that servigl is pfade in the manner provided by law.

¢. The Clerk is nodpermitted to give an(y/lega i advice ipdonpéction with any lawsuit.
d. The Clerk signing, this Summons aithe reques /?ﬁpintiff{s) is not responsible in any way for any errors or

omissions in the Sunimgns, any allegation the Complaint, or the service of the Summons or Complaint.

1 certify | have read and 8igned Ss‘q'f Rap/re{ente' Plaintify Date

understand the above™ | / ﬁ

Name and addres€ of person (gfognized to pro j#'the amou

Jason K /(ée:riby, }éf tton Fa}aff{ Im Street, New\iaven CT 06510

Signed (f/fﬂcra.' Wr@wb x) / gﬁg’;nr’::}srsggfé ofthe § pDate Nocket Number
I} Assistans Glork 10/13/2009

A— é\ } {Page 1 0f 2)




CIVIL SUMMONS STATE OF CONNECTICUT
CONTINUATION OF PARTIES SUPERIOR COURT

JO-CV-2 Rev. 4-97

FIRST NAMED PLAINTIFF (Last, First, Middle Initial)
Doe, John #1, care of Stratton Faxon
FIRST NAMED DEFENDANT {Last, First, Middle initial)
Hartford Roman Catholic Diocesan Corporation

INTIE
NAME (Last, First, Middle Initial, if individual) ADDRESS {Ne., Street, Town and ZIP Code)

CODE
Doe, John #3, care of Stratton Faxon 03
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #4, care of Stratton Faxon 04
59 £im Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #5, care of Stratton Faxon 05
59 Eim Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #6, care of Stratton Faxon 06
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #7, care of Stration Faxon 07
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #8, care of Siratton Faxon 08
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #9, care of Stratton Faxon 09
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #10, care of Stratton Faxon 10
59 Eim Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #11, care of Stratton Faxon 11
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #12, care of Stratton Faxon 12
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #13, care of Stratton Faxon

59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510 13

EFENDZ

treet, Town and ZIP Code} CODE

54

NAME (Last, First, Middie Initial, if individual} ADDRESS (Ne, 8

55

56

57

58

59

60
FOR COURT USF ONLY - FILE DATE

61

62

63 DOCKET NO.

CIVIL. SUMMONS-Continuation



CIVIL SUMMONS STATE OF CONNECTICUT
CONTINUATION OF PARTIES SUPERIOR CCURT

JO-CV-2 Rev, 4-97

FIRST NAMED PLAINTIFF (Lasl, First, Middle initial)
Doe, John #1, care of Stratton Faxon
FIRST NAMED DEFENDANT {Last, First, Middle [nitial}
Hartford Roman Catholic Diocesan Corporation

e - .

= EE -
NAME (Last, First, Middie Initial, if individual) ADDRESS (No., Street, Town and ZIP Code} CODE

Doe, John #14, care of Stratton Faxon 03

59 Eim Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #15, care of Stratton Faxon 04

59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #16, care of Stratton Faxon 05

59 Elm Streei, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #17, care of Stratton Faxon 06

59 Eim Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #18, care of Stratton Faxon 07

59 Eim Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #19, care of Stratton Faxon 08

5% Eim Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #20, care of Stratton Faxon 09

59 Eim Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #21, care of Stration Faxon 10

59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #22, care of Siratton Faxon 11

59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #23, care of Stratton Faxon 12

59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510

Doe, John #24, care of Stratton Faxon 13

59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510 _

NAME (Last, First, Middie Initial, if individual)

54

55

56

57

58

58

60
FOR COURT USE ONLY - FILE DATE

61

62

63 DOCKET NO.

CIVIL SUMMONS-Continuation




CIVIL SUMMONS STATE OF CONNECTICUT
CONTINUATION OF PARTIES SUPERIOR COURT

JD-CV-2 Rev, 4-97

FIRST NAMED PLAINTIFF {Last, First, Middle fnitial}
Doe, John #1, care of Stratton Faxon

FIRST NAMED DEFENDANT (Last, First, Middle Initial)
Hartford Roman Catholic Diocesan Corporation

BITIONAL PLAINTIEES,

NAME (Last, First, Middle Initiai, If individual) ADbREéS ZNO., Streef, Town and ZiR Code) CODE
Doe, John #25, care of Stratton Faxon 03
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, John #26, care of Stratton Faxon 04
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, John #27, care of Stratton Faxon 05
68 EIm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, John #28, care of Stratton Faxon 06
50 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, John #29, care of Stratton Faxon 07
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, John #30, care of Stratton Faxon 08
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, John #31, care of Stratton Faxon 09
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, John #32, care of Stratton Faxon 10
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, John #33, care of Stratton Faxon 11
58 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, John #34, care of Stratton Faxon 12
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, John #35, care of Stratton Faxon 13
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510

NAME (Last, First, Middle Initial, if individual} ADDRESS (No., Streef, Town and ZIP Code) CODE

54

55

56

57

58

59

60
FOR COURT USE ONLY - FILE DATE

61

62

63 [DOCKET NO.

CIVIL SUMMONS-Continuation



CIVIL SUMMONS STATE OF CONNECTICUT
CONTINUATION OF PARTIES SUPERIOR COURT

JO-CV-2 Rev, 4-87

FIRST NAMED PLAINTIFF (Last, First, Middie initial)
Dog, John #1, care of Stratton Faxon

FIRST NAMED DEFENDANT (Last, First, Middie initial)
Hartford Roman Catholic Diocesan Corperation

NAME (Last, First, Middle Initiai, if individual) ADDRESS (No., Streef, Town and ZIP Code) COBE
Doe, John #36, care of Stratton Faxon 03
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, Jane #1, care of Strafton Faxon 04
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, Jane #2, care of Stration Faxon 05
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, Jane #3, care of Stratton Faxon 06
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, Jane #4, care of Stratton Faxon 07
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, Jane #5, care of Stratfon Faxon 08
59 Eim Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, Jane #6, care of Stratton Faxon 09
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, Jane #7, care of Stratton Faxon 10
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Poe, Jane #8, care of Stratton Faxon 11
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, Jane #10, care of Stratton Faxon 12
59 Eim Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, Jane #11, care of Stratfon Faxon 13
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510

DEF

ADDRESS (No., Sfreet, Town and ZIP Code) CODE

54

NAME {Last, First, Middle Initial, If individual)

55

56

57

58

59

80
FOR COURYT USE ONLY - FILE DATE

61

62

83 [DocKeET NG,
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CIVIL. SUMMONS STATE OF CONNECTICUT
CONTINUATION OF PARTIES SUPERIOR COURT

JD-CV-2 Rev. 4-97

FIRST NAMED PLAINTIFE (Last, First Middle Initiai)
Doe, John #1, care of Stratton Faxon
FIRST NAMED DEFENDANT (Last, First, Middle initial}
Hartford Roman Catholic Diocesan Corporation

IDITION NTIEF:

NAME (Last, First, Middle Initial, if individual) ADDRESS {No., Street, Town and ZIP Codej CODE
Doe, Jane #12, care of Stratton Faxon 03
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
BDoe, Jane #13, care of Stratton Faxon 04
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510
Doe, Jane #14, care of Straiton Faxon 05
59 Elm Street, New Haven CT 06510

06
07
08
09
10
11
12
13

NAME (Last, First, Middle Initial, if individual) ADDRESS {No., Street, Town and ZIP Code) CODE

54

55

56

57

58

69

60
FOR CQURT USE ONLY - FILE DATE

61

62

63 [DOCKET NG,

CHIVIL SUMMONS-Continuation



RETURN DATE: NOVEMBER 10, 2009 : SUPERIOR COURT

JOHN DOE #1, JOHN DOE #2, JOHN DOE #3, : COMPLEX LITIGATION
JOHN DOE #4, JOHN DOE #5. JOHN DOE #6, : DOCKET

JOHN DOE #7, JOHN DOE #8, JOHN DOE #9, :

JOHN DOE #10, JOHN DOE #11, JOHN DOE #12,

JOHN DOE #13, JOHN DOE #14, JOHN DOE #15, AT WATERBURY
JOHN DOE #16, JOHN DOE #17, JOHN DOE #18,

JOHN DOE #19, JOHN DOE #20, JOHN DOE #21,

JOHN DOE #22, JOHN DOE #23, JOHN DOE #24,

JOHN DOE #25, JOHN DOE #26, JOHN DOE #27,

JOHN DOE #28, JOHN DOE #29, JOHN DOE #30,

JOHN DOE #31, JOHN DOE #32, JOHN DOE #33,

JOHN DOE #34, JOHN DOE #35, JOHN DOE #36,

JANE DOE #1, JANE DOE #2, JANE DOE #3,

JANE DOE #4, JANE DOE #5, JANE DOE #6,

JANE DOE #7, JANE DOE #8, JANE DOE #10,

JANE DOE #11, JANE DOE #12, JANE DOE #13,

and JANE DOE #14

V.

HARTFORD ROMAN CATHOLIC :

DIOCESAN CORPORATION : OCTOBER 14, 2009
COMPLAINT

COUNT ONE: (Negiigence — John Doe #1-36, & Jane Doe #1-8, and 10-14

as to the Hartford Roman Catholic Diocesan Corporation)
1. At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiffs, were minor residents
of the State of Connecticut and sought medical treatment or examination from Dr.
George Reardon (“Reardon”) during the 1960’s, and/or 1970’s, and/or 1980's,
and/or 1990’s. The plaintiffs contact and abuse at the hands of Reardon foilows:
a. John Doe #1. At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff,
John Doe #1, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960’s, 1970's and/or

1980's. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s home during the



and/or 1980's. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and fo Reardon’s home
during the 1960’s, 1970's andfor 1980’s ,seeking treatment and examination
concerning his health and in connection with studies purportedly concerning the
sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis. During the
1960's, 1970’s and/or 1880’s, Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff
by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, photographed him naked and in
a sexually aroused condition, forced the plaintiff to use Vaseline as a lubricant
during the forced masturbation so as to purportedly enhance the quality of the
photography and under threat of intimidation, forced him to remain naked for a
prolonged period of time so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon
would reward minors after his exploitative actions by providing cash, trips fo the
Hartford Gun Club, and other inducements to help him continue his deviant
sexual pursuits.

b. John Doe #2: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff,
John Doe #2, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought
medical treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the
1970s and/or 1980s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other
premises seeking treatment and examination concerning his heaith and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital and photographing
him naked, and under threat and intimidation, forced him to remain naked for a

prolonged period of time so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon



would further intimidate the minor plaintiff by revealing and brandishing a
concealed firearm that he carried. Reardon would reward minors after his
exploitative actions by providing cash, trips to the Hartford Gun Club, trips to
remote locations where he would engage in lewd and lascivious behavior with
minors and other inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual
pursuits.

C. John Doe #3: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #3, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1970s
and/or 1980s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other
premises seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, by photographing
him naked, and under threat and intimidation, forced him to remain naked for a
prolonged period of time so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon
would further intimidate the minor plaintiff by revealing and brandishing a
concealed firearm that he carried. Reardon would reward minors after his
exploitative actions by providing cash, trips to the Hartford Gun Club, trips fo
remote locations where he would engage in lewd and lascivious behavior with
minors and other inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual

pursuits.



d. John Doe #4: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #4, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1970s
and/or 1980s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon's other
premises seeking freatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, by photographing
him naked, by digitally penetrating the plaintiff's anus and under threat and
intimidation, forced him to remain naked for a prolonged period of time so
Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Further, Reardon performed testicular
and penile massage on the plaintiff while a minor under the guise of requiring the
genital manipulation for a purported “study”. Reardon would provide rewards to
minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help Reardon
continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

e. John Doe #5: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #5, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1970s
and/or 1980s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other
premises seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested

the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, by photographing



him naked, in a sexually aroused condition, by causing the plaintiff to obtain an
erection through the provision of pornographic material and thereafter Reardon
grabbed the plaintiff's penis and rubbed it until the plaintiff ejaculated, and under
threat and intimidation, forced him fo remain naked for a prolonged period of time
so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon would reward minors after
his exploitative actions, including provision of cash payments, and other
inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

f. John Doe #6: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #6, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960s
to the 1980’s. During the 1960s to the 1980's the plaintiff had gone to St. Francis
and to Reardon’s other premises seeking treatment and examination concerning
his health and in connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual
development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis. During the 1960s to
the 1980’s Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by taking him to his
office at St. Francis Hospital and photographing him naked, and under threat and
intimidation, forced him fo remain naked for a prolonged period of time so
Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon forced the plaintiff to pose in
sexually explicit positions with his sibling. Reardon would reward minors after his
exploitative actions by providing cash, trips to the Hartford Gun Club, trips to
remote locations where he would engage in lewd and lascivious behavior with
minors and other inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual

pursuits.



g. John Doe #7: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #7, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1970s
to the 1980’s. During the 1970s o the 1980’s the plaintiff had gone to St. Francis
and to Reardon’s other premises seeking treatment and examination concerning
his health and in connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual
development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis. During the 1970s to
the 1980’s Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by taking him to his
office at St. Francis Hospital, by photographing him naked, and under threat and
intimidation, forced him to remain naked for a prolonged period of time so
Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon would further intimidate the
minor plaintiff by revealing and brandishing a concealed firearm that he carried.
Reardon repeatedly anally raped the plaintiff against his will, filmed the plaintiff
and otherwise sexually abused him. Reardon would reward minors after his
exploitative actions by providing cash, trips to the Hariford Gun Club, trips to
remote locations where he would engage in lewd and lascivious behavior with
minors and other inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual
pursuits.

h. John Doe #8: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #8, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960s
to the 1980’s. During the 1960s to the 1980’s, the plaintiff had gone to St.

Francis and to Reardon’s other premises seeking treatment and examination



concerning his heaith and in connection with studies purportedly concerning the
sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis. During the
1960s 1o the 1980’s Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by taking
him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, by photographing him naked, by forcing
him to be photographed in positions suggestive of anal sex with his siblings and
under threat and intimidation, forced him to remain naked for a prolonged period
of time so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Further, Reardon
inappropriately touched and rubbed the plaintiff's genitals while a minor under the
guise of requiring the genital manipulation for a purported “study”. Reardon
would provide rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other
inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits. Reardon
provided the minor plaintiff ice cream at his home as a further inducement fo
continue in his purported “study”.

i. John Doe #9: At all fimes relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #9, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960s
and/or 1970s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other
premises seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, by photographing
him naked, by forcing him fo be photographed in positions suggestive of anal sex

with his siblings and under threat and intimidation, forced him to remain naked for



a prolonged period of time so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Further,
Reardon inappropriately touched and rubbed the plaintiff's genitals while a minor
under the guise of requiring the genital manipulation for a purported “study”.
Reardon would provide rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other
inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits. Reardon
provided the minor plaintiff ice cream at his home as a further inducement to
continue in his purported “study”.

i John Doe #10: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #10, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960s.
The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis seeking treatment and examination
concerning her health and in connection with studies purportedly concerning the
sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Initially,
Reardon stalked the plaintiff's sister while she was an inpatient receiving injuries
due to a trauma. Reardon found the plainiiff's sister on the floor and requested
from the plaintiff's mother that she consent fo allow him to examine him in
connection with a purported study. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the
plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospitai, photographed him
naked and in sexually explicit poses, including requiring the plaintiff to maintain a
sexual position under his sibling who was hovering over the genitals of the
plaintiff, sexually molested and fondled the plaintiff and under threat and
intimidation, forced him to remain naked for a prolonged pericd of time so

Reardon could obtain sexual gratification.



K. John Doe #11: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #11, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1860s
and/or 1970s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon's other
premises seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital and photographing
him naked, and under threat and intimidation, forced him to remain naked for a
prolonged period of time so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon
forced the plaintiff to pose in sexually explicit positions with his sibling. Reardon
caused the minor plaintiff to obtain an erection through fondling of the plaintiff's
genitals and would pose the plaintiff in sexual positions with his sibling. Reardon
would reward minors after his exploitative actions by providing cash, ice cream,
trips to the Hartford Gun Club, trips to remote locations where he would engage
in lewd and lascivious behavior with minors and other inducements to help
Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

1. John Doe #12: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #12, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1970s
and/or 1980s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other
premises seeking freatment and examination concerning his health and in

connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of



minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, by photographing
him naked, and under threat and intimidation, forced him to remain naked for a
prolonged period of time so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon
repeatedly inserted his finger in the minor plaintiff's anus against his will and
otherwise sexually abused him. The minor plaintiff was anally raped at gunpoint
by an agent or associate of Reardon. Reardon would reward minors after his
exploitative actions by providing cash, trips to the Hartford Gun Club, trips to
remote locations where he would engage in lewd and lascivious behavior with
minors and other inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual
pursuits.

m. John Doe #13: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #13, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1970s
and/or 1980s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other
premises seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, by photographing
him naked, by forcing him to obtain an erection and manually causing the minor
plaintiff to ejaculate. During the assaults Reardon placed a towel or shroud over
the minor plaintiff's face and under threat and intimidation, forced him to remain

naked for a prolonged period of time so Reardon could obtain sexual
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gratification. Further, Reardon inappropriately touched and rubbed the plaintiff's
genitals while a minor under the guise of requiring the genital manipulation for a
purported “study”. Reardon would provide rewards to minors after his
exploitative actions and other inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant
sexual pursuits.

n. John Doe #14: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #14, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1970s
and/or 1980s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis seeking treatment and
examination concerning his health and in connection with studies purportedly
concerning the sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis.
The minor plaintiff suffered from multiple disabilities and was required to undergo
surgery for undescended testicles at which time he was referred to Reardon for
treatment. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by taking him to his
office at St. Francis Hospital, photographing him naked and in sexually explicit
poses. Reardon anally raped the plaintiff while covering his head with a pillow.
Reardon restrained the plaintiff with handcuffs and tied his feet with a rope.
Reardon forced the minor plaintiff to suck Reardon’s penis. In addition, Reardon
sexually molested and fondled the plaintiff and under threat and intimidation,
forced him to remain naked for a prolonged period of time so Reardon could
obtain sexual gratification.

0. John Doe #15: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John

Doe #15, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical

11



treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960s
and/or 1970s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and {o Reardon’s other
premises seeking freatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking him fo his office at St. Francis Hospital, by photographing
him naked, and under threat and intimidation, forced him to remain naked for a
prolonged period of fime so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon
would further intimidate the minor plaintiff by revealing and brandishing a
concealed firearm that he carried. Reardon repeatedly anally raped the plaintiff
against his will, filmed the plaintiff and otherwise sexually abused him. Reardon
would reward minors after his exploitative actions by providing cash, trips fo the
Hartford Gun Club, trips to remote locations where he would engage in lewd and
lascivious behavior with minors and other inducements to help Reardon continue
his deviant sexual pursuits.

p. John Doe #16: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #16, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1980s.
The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis seeking treatment and examination
concerning his health and in connection with studies purportedly concerning the
sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon
sexually molested the plaintiff by taking him {o his office at St. Francis Hospital,

by photographing him naked, and forcing him to remain naked for a prolonged
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period of time so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon would
provide rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to
help Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

g. John Doe #17: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #17, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
freatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960s
andfor 1970s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other
premises seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, and photographing
him naked. During the assaults Reardon placed a bag over the minor plaintiff's
face and under threat and intimidation, forced him to remain naked for a
prolonged period of time so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Further,
Reardon inappropriately directed the minor plaintiff to anally penetrate another
minor male patient. Reardon would provide rewards to minors after his
exploitative actions and other inducements fo help Reardon continue his deviant
sexual pursuits.

r. John Doe #18: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #18, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1970s.
The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other premises seeking

treatment and examination concerning his health and in connection with studies
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purportedly concerning the sexual development of minors under the auspices of
St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by taking him to
his office at St. Francis Hospital, by photographing him naked, and under threat
and intimidation, forced him to remain naked for a prolonged peried of time so
Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon also supplied the minor
plaintiff with pornographic photographs of minor children in books and forced him
to obtain an erection and caused the minor plaintiff to ejaculate. During the
assaults Reardon placed a sheet or shroud over the minor plaintiff's face.
Reardon would provide rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other
inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

S. John Doe #19: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #19, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960s
and/or 1970s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon's other
premises seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, photographing him
naked and in sexually explicit poses, and forcing him to remain naked for a
prolonged period of time so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon
would provide rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other

inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.
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f. John Doe #20: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #20, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960s
and/or 1970s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other
premises seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly conceming the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexuaily molested
the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, photographing him
naked and in sexually explicit poses, and under threat and intimidation, forced
him to remain naked for a prolonged period of time so that Reardon could obtain
sexual gratification. Reardon also attempted to insert his finger in the minor
plaintiff's anus against his will and otherwise sexually abused him. Reardon also
supplied the minor plaintiff with pornographic photographs of minor female
children and directed him to obfain an erection and manually assisted the minor
plaintiff to ejaculate. Reardon would also require the minor plaintiff to pose in
various positions to take photographs of his erect penis. Reardon would provide
rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help
Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

u. John Doe #21: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #21, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1970s.
The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other premises seeking

treatment and examination concerning his health and in connection with studies
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purportedly concerning the sexual development of minors under the auspices of
St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by taking him to
his office at St. Francis Hospital, photographing him naked and in sexually
explicit poses, and under threat and infimidation, forced him to remain naked for
a prolonged period of time so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon
also attempted to insert his finger in the minor plaintiff's anus against his will and
otherwise sexually abused him. Reardon would also measure the minor
plaintiffs’ penis and testicles during these consultations. Reardon would provide
rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help
Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

V. John Doe #22: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #22, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960s
and/or 1970s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other
premises seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, photographing him
naked and in sexually explicit poses, and under threat and intimidation, forced
him to remain naked for a prolonged period of ime so Reardon could obtain
sexual gratification. Further, Reardon inappropriately fouched and rubbed the
plaintiff's genitals while a minor under the guise of requiring the genital

manipulation for a purported “study”. During these assaults, Reardon wouid
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occasionally cover the minor plaintiffs face with a pillow. Reardon would provide
rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help
Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

w. John Doe #23: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #23, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960s.
The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other premises seeking
treatment and examination concerning his health and in connection with studies
purportedly concerning the sexual development of minors under the auspices of
St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by taking him to
his office at St. Francis Hospital, covering his face with a towel, and then
ph'otographing him naked and in sexually explicit poses, while forcing him to
remain naked for a prolonged period of time. During these visits, Reardon would
also fondle the plaintiff, so that Reardon could obtain sexual gratification.
Reardon would provide rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other
inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexuai pursuits.

X. John Doe #24: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #24, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the late
1970s and/or early 1980s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s
other premises seeking treatment and examination concerning his heaith and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of

minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
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the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, forcing him to lay
face down with a towel over his head, spreading wide his buttocks and, without
the consent of plaintiff, anally penetrating the plaintiff with multiple fingers.
Additionally during these visits, Reardon would fondle the plaintiff's genitals so
that he, (Reardon) couid obtain sexual gratification. Reardon would provide
rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help
Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

y. John Doe #25: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #25, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the mid to
late 1960s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other
premises seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, covering his face
with a pillow, and then photographing him naked and in sexually explicit poses,
while forcing him to remain naked for a prolonged period of time. During these
visits, Reardon would also fondle the plaintiff and forcibly insert foreign objects
into the plaintiff anally, causing much pain and anguish. Reardon would provide
rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help
Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

Z. John Doe #26: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John

Doe #26, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
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treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the early
1970s. The plaintiff had gone fo St. Francis and to Reardon’s other premises
seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in connection with
studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of minors under the
auspices of St. Francis. Reardon sexually molested the plaintiff by taking him to
his office at St. Francis Hospital, forcing him to lay down with a towel over his
head, spreading wide his buttocks and, without the consent of plaintiff, anally
penetrating the plaintiff, causing much pain and anguish. Additionally, during
these visits, Reardon would fondie the plaintiff's genitals to the point of
ejaculation, so that he, (Reardon) could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon
would provide rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other
inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

aa. John Doe #27: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #27, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the early
1970s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other premises
seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in connection with
studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of minors under the
auspices of St. Francis. Reardon sexually molested the plaintiff by taking him to
his office at St. Francis Hospital, forcing him to lay down with a towel over his
head, while Reardon fondled the plaintiff's genitais to the point of ejaculation, so

that he, (Reardon) could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon would provide
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rewards fo minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help
Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits,

bb.  John Doe #28: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #28, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the early
1880s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis seeking treatment and examination
concerning his health and in connection with studies purportedly concerning the
sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon
sexually molested the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital,
where he would fondle, prod, and manipulate the minor plaintiff's genitals, in
order that he (Reardon), could obtain sexual gratification, and during the
molestations, Reardon also took lewd photographs of the plaintiff. Reardon
would then provide rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other
inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

cc. John Doe #29: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #29, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the late
1960’s and/or early 1970’s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to
Reardon’s other premises seeking treatment and examination concerning his
health and in connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual
development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon sexually
molested the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, where he

fondled, prodded, and manipulate the minor plaintiff's genitals, in order that he
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(Reardon),could obtain sexual gratification, and during the molestations, Reardon
also took lewd photographs of the plaintiff. Reardon would then provide
rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help
Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

dd. John Doe #30: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #30, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the late
1970s. The piaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other premises
seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in connection with
studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of minors under the
auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by
taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, where Reardon forced the plaintiff
to participate in pornographic-like photo shoots. Reardon would apply a
“sparkling lotion” and or lubrication on the genitals of the plaintiff so that the
“pictures would come out clearer” and Reardon would then masturbate the
plaintiff. Due to such degradations, plaintiff was made to become so nervous
that, upon entering the examination room of Reardon’s, plaintiff would often wet
himself. Reardon would then provide rewards to minors after his exploitative
actions and other inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual
pursuits.

ee. John Doe #31: At alli times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #31, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical

treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1980s.
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The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other premises seeking
treatment and examination concerning his health and in connection with studies
purportedly concerning the sexual development of minors under the auspices of
St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by taking him to
his office at St. Francis Hospital, and then photographing him naked and in
sexually explicit poses, while forcing him to remain naked for a prolonged period
of time. During these visits, Reardon woulid also fondle the plaintiff, so that
Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon would provide rewards to
minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help Reardon
continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

ff. John Doe #32: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #32, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1970s
and/or early 1980s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other
premises seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, forcing him to lay
face down, spreading wide his buttocks and, without the consent of the minor
plaintiff, would rape and sodomize by anally penetrating the plaintiff with not only
his own (Reardon’s) genitalia, but with multiple fingers and various objects,

including wooden sticks. Reardon would provide rewards to minors after his
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exploitative actions and other inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant
sexual pursuits.

gg. John Doe #33: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #33, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the late
1960s or early 1970s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s
other premises seeking freatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon sexually molested the plaintiff
by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, where Reardon forced the
plaintiff to participate in pornographic-like photo shoots. In addition to simply
taking photographs, Reardon fondled and manipulated the minor plaintiff's
genitals in a "before and after” photo shoot. Reardon would then masturbate the
plaintiff. Reardon would then provide rewards to minors after his exploitative
actions and other inducements fo help Reardon continue his deviant sexual
pursuits.

hh.  John Doe #34: Af all times relevant to this action, the plainiiff, John
Doe #34, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960’s
thru the 1980’s. During the 1960’s thru the 1980’s, the plaintiff had gone to St.
Francis and to Reardon’s other premises seeking treatment and examination
concerning his health and in connection with studies purportedly concerning the

sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon
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sexually molested the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital,
where he fondled, prodded, manipulated and molested the minor plaintiff, in
order that he (Reardon) could obtain sexual gratification, and during the
molestations, Reardon also took lewd photographs of the plaintiff. Reardon
would then provide rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other
inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

ii. John Doe #35:; At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #35, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960’s
thru the 1980’s. During the 1960’s thru the 1980's the plaintiff had gone to St.
Francis and to Reardon’s other premises seeking treatment and examination
concerning his health and in connection with studies purportedly concerning the
sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon
repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis
Hospital, where Reardon forced the plaintiff to participate in pornographic-like
photo shoots. Reardon would aftempt to masturbate the plaintiff in order that he
(Reardon) could obtain gratification. Reardon would then provide rewards fo
minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help Reardon
continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

B John Doe #36: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, John
Doe #36, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examiﬁatéon from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960's

thru the 1980’s. During the 1960’s thru the 1980’s the plaintiff had gone to St.
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Francis seeking treatment and examination concerning his health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking him to his office at St. Francis Hospital, and other places,
and then photographing him naked and in sexually explicit poses, while forcing
him to remain naked for a prolonged period of time. During these visits, Reardon
would also molest the plaintiff, so that Reardon could obtain sexual gratification.
Reardon would provide rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other
inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

kk. Jane Doe #1: At ail times relevant to this action, the plainiiff, Jane
Doe #1, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1970s
and/or 1980s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis seeking treatment and
examination concerning her health and in connection with studies purportedly
concerning the sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis.
Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by taking her to his office at
St. Francis Hospital, photographed her naked and in sexually explicit poses,
sexually assaulted the plaintiff by fondling her genitais and under threat and
intimidation, forced her to remain naked for a prolonged period of time so
Reardon could obtain sexual gratification.

R Jane Doe #2: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, Jane
Doe #2, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical

treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960s
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to the 1990’s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis during the 1960s to the
1980's, seeking treatment and examination concerning her health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Initially, Reardon stalked the plaintiff
while she was an inpatient receiving injuries due o a trauma. Reardon found the
plaintiff on the floor and requested from the plaintiff's mother that she consent to
allow him to examine her in connection with a purported study. During the 1960s
to the 1980’s, Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by taking her to
his office at St. Francis Hospital, photographed her naked and in sexually explicit
poses, including requiring the plaintiff to maintain a sexual position hovering over
the genitals of the plaintiff's sibling, forced the plaintiff to mount an examining
table and lie on the table with her legs spread so that Reardon could photograph
her and under threat and intimidation, forced her to remain naked for a prolonged
period of time so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. During the
perpetration of the assault, Reardon’s caustic and humiliating actions caused the
plaintiff to break down crying. At that time Reardon dismissed the plaintiff from
the examination room and then fondled and groped the plaintiff's sibling.

mm. Jane Doe #3: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, Jane
Doe #3, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960s
and/or 1970s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis seeking treatment and
examination concerning her health and in connection with studies purportedly

concerning the sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis.
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Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by taking her to his office at
St. Francis Hospital, by photographing her naked, by forcing her to be
photographed in positions suggestive of anal sex with her siblings and under
threat and intimidation, forced her to remain naked for a prolonged period of time
so Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Further, Reardon inappropriately
touched and rubbed the plaintiff's genitals while a minor under the guise of
requiring the genital manipulation for a purported “study”. Reardon would
provide rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to
help Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits. Reardon provided the minor
plaintiff ice cream at her home as a further inducement to continue in his
purported “study”.

nn.  Jane Doe #4: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, Jane
Doe #4, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1970s.
The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis seeking treatment and examination
concerning her health and in connection with studies purportedly concerning the
sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon
sexually molested the plaintiff by taking her to his office at St. Francis Hospital,
where he would cover her face using a black mask or a paper bag. With her face
covered, Reardon would then force her to pose naked alongside her twin sister in
sexually explicit positions for a prolonged period of time, so that he, (Reardon)

could obtain sexual gratification and take lewd photographs of her. Reardon
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would provide rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other
inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

00. Jane Doe #5: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, Jane
Doe #5, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1970s.
The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other premises seeking
treatment and examination concerning her health and in connection with studies
purportedly concerning the sexual development of minors under the auspices of
St. Francis. Reardon sexually molested the plaintiff by taking her to his office at
St. Francis Hospital, where he would cover her face using a black mask or a
paper bag. With her face covered, Reardon would then force her to pose naked
alongside her twin sister in sexually explicit positions for a prolonged period of
time, so that he, (Reardon) could obtain sexual gratification and take lewd
photographs of her. Reardon would provide rewards to minors after his
exploitative actions and other inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant
sexual pursuits.

pp. Jane Doe #86: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, Jane
Doe #6, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960s.
The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other premises seeking
treatment and examination concerning her health and in connection with studies
purportedly concerning the sexual development of minors under the auspices of

St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the pilaintiff by taking her to

28



his office at St. Francis Hospital, where Reardon forced the plaintiff to participate
in pornographic-like photo shoots. In addition to being subjected to the
degradation of being photographed in the nude, Reardon outrageously caused
the plaintiff o be anally penetrated by her own brother in order to satisfy his
vulgar and deviant sexual pursuits. Reardon would provide rewards to minors
after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help Reardon continue his
deviant sexual pursuits.

gg. Jane Doe #7: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, Jane
Doe #7, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the late
1970s thru the early 1980’s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis seeking
treatment and examination concerning her health and in connection with studies
purportedly concerning the sexual development of minors under the auspices of
St. Francis. Reardon sexually molested the plaintiff by taking her to his office at
St. Francis Hospital, where he would cover her face using a mask or a paper
bag. With her face covered, Reardon would then force her to pose naked, with
her own brother, in sexually explicit positions for a prolonged period of time, so
that he, (Reardon) could obtain sexual gratification and take lewd photographs of
them both.

. Jane Doe #8: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, Jane
Doe #8, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the mid to

late 1960s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis and to Reardon’s other
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premises seeking treatment and examination concerning her health and in
connection with studies purportediy concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon sexually molested the plaintiff
by taking her to his office at St. Francis Hospital, where he would cover her face
using a mask or a paper bag. With her face covered, Reardon would then force
her to pose naked alongside her brother in sexually explicit poses for a prolonged
period of time, so that he, (Reardon) could obtain sexual gratification and take
lewd photographs of her and her brother. Reardon would provide rewards to
minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help Reardon
continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

ss.  Jane Doe #10: At all times relevant fo this action, the plaintiff, Jane
Doe #10, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the early
1970s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis seeking treatment and examination
concerning her health and in connection with studies purportedly concerning the
sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon
repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by taking her to his office at St. Francis
Hospital, and then photographing her naked and in sexually explicit poses, while
forcing her to remain naked for a prolonged period of time. During these visits,
Reardon would also fondle the plaintiff, so that Reardon could obtain sexual
gratification. Reardon would provide rewards to minors after his exploitative
actions and other inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant sexual

pursuits.
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tt. Jane Doe #11: At all times relevant {o this action, the plainiiff, Jane
Doe #11, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the late
1970s. The plaintiff had gone to St. Francis seeking treatment and examination
concerning her health and in connection with studies purportedly concerning the
sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon
repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiff by taking her to his office at St. Francis
Hospital, and then photographing her naked and in sexually explicit poses, while
forcing her to remain naked for a prolonged period of time. During these visits,
Reardon would also fondle the plaintiff and “clean” the plaintiff's external genitals,
so that Reardon could obtain sexual gratification. Reardon would provide
rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help
Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

uu.  Jane Doe #12: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, Jane
Doe #12, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960°s
thru the 1980s. During the 1960's thru the 1980’s, the plaintiff had gone to St.
Francis seeking treatment and examination concerning her health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon sexually molested the plaintiff
by taking her to his office at St. Francis Hospital, where he would fondie, prod,
and manipulate the minor plaintiff's genitals, in order that he (Reardon), could

obtain sexual gratification, and during the molestations, Reardon also took lewd
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photographs of the plaintiff. Occasionally, plaintiff was forced to pose naked
alongside her brother. Reardon would then provide rewards to minors after his
exploitative actions and other inducements to help Reardon continue his deviant
sexual pursuits.

vv. Jane Doe #13: At all times relevant to this action, the plaintiff, Jane
Doe #13, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1960s
thru the 1980s. During the 1960s thru the 1980s the plaintiff had gone o St.
Francis seeking treatment and examination concerning her health and in
connection with studies purportedly concerning the sexual development of
minors under the auspices of St. Francis. Reardon repeatedly sexually molested
the plaintiff by taking her to his office at St. Francis Hospital, and then
photographing her naked and in sexually explicit poses, while forcing her to
remain naked for a prolonged period of time. Reardon wouid provide rewards to
minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help Reardon
continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

ww. Jane Doe #14: At all imes relevant to this action, the plaintiff, Jane
Doe #14, was a minor resident of the State of Connecticut and sought medical
treatment or examination from the defendant George Reardon during the 1980s.
During the 1980’s, the plaintiff had gone to St. Francis seeking treatment and
examination concerning her health and in connection with studies purportedly
concerning the sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis.

Reardon sexually molested the plaintiff by taking her to his office at St. Francis
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Hospital, where he would fondle, prod, and manipulate the minor plaintiff's
genitals, including inserting his fingers into the plaintiff's genitals to the point of
causing bleeding, in order that he (Reardon), could obtain sexual gratification,
and during the molestations, Reardon also took lewd photographs of the plaintiff.
In addition, would rub salves on the plaintiff. Reardon would then provide
rewards to minors after his exploitative actions and other inducements to help
Reardon continue his deviant sexual pursuits.

2. At all times relevant to this action, Reardon was a resident of the
State of Connecticut and a physician with privileges at the St. Francis Medical
Center, Inc. and/or St. Francis Care, Inc. (collectively “St. Francis”). The
defendant Hartford Roman Catholic Diocesan Corporation (“HRDC”) through its
servants, agents, apparent agents, contractors, principals and/or employees
operated and/or controlled St. Francis through 1988, upon information and belief,
with de facto control thereafter. Upon information and belief, St. Francis and
HRDC, operated as joint venturers and/or partners in all material respects at all
relevant times. Sister Mary Madeleine Forcier, on behalf of HRDC, operated and
controlled St. Francis as executive director from 1962-1973; Sister Francis Marie
Garvey, on behalf of HRDC, operated and controlied St. Francis as executive
director from 1973-1988. The reigning Archbishop of HRDC has perpetually
operated as chairman of the board of directors of St. Francis. From the 1960s
forward sister Mary Madeline Forcier was a member of the research committee

charged with overseeing the St. Francis sponsored Reardon “growth study”.
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3. At all times relevant to this action, Reardon was acting as an agent,
employee or apparent agent of St. Francis, and by virtue of its relationship with
St. Francis, HRDC, which was and is a corporation organized and existing under
the laws of the State of Connecticut. The following conduct was carried out
within the scope of Reardon’s authority or employment or agency with St. Francis
and HRCD.

4. At all times relevant to this action, St. Francis, through its
employees, agents and/or apparent agents made the determination of who wouid
serve as physicians with privileges and as department chairs at its facilities and
accordingly assigned Reardon fo serve in that capacity.

5. Prior to and during his assignment at St. Francis, St. Francis made
a defermination that Reardon was fit, qualified and competent in all respects to
serve as a physician with privileges and as chair of the endocrinology
department.

6. By providing Reardon with privileges and access to its facilities, St.
Francis intended to represent to patients, including the plaintiffs, that Reardon
was fit, qualified and competent in all respects to serve as a physician and chair
of its endocrinology department and to provide instruction, guidance and
treatment to patients, including minors like the plaintiffs.

7. At all times relevant to this action, St. Francis authorized and
encouraged Reardon to meet with minors, including the plaintiffs, for the purpose

of providing treatment, testing and examination.
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8. At all times relevant to this action, St. Francis was aware that
Reardon was providing treatment, testing and examination to minors at St.
Francis and other office/treatment locations, and authorized and encouraged
Reardon to perform these duties.

9. At all times relevant to this action, St. Francis, through its directors
and executive officers, authorized and encouraged Reardon to meet with minors,
including the piaintiff, including after hours and on weekends, for the purpose of
providing medical treatment, testing and examination.

10. By authorizing and encouraging Reardon {o meet with minors, St.
Francis intended to represent to its patients that Reardon was fit, qualified and
competent in all respects to provide medical treatment, testing and examination
to minors, inciuding the plaintiff.

11. At all times relevant to this action, St. Francis permitted and
encouraged Reardon to meet with minors at his offices in the hospital.

12.  The plaintiffs sought medical treatment and/or examination from
Reardon.

13.  While they were minors, the plaintiffs had occasion to meet with
Reardon at St. Francis and other jocations.

14.  The plaintiffs had gone to St. Francis, seeking treatment and
examination concerning their health and in connection with studies purportedly
concerning the sexual development of minors under the auspices of St. Francis.

15.  During the 1960’s and/or 1970’s and/or 1980’s and/or 1990’s,

Reardon repeatedly sexually molested the plaintiffs.
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16.  As a result of Reardon’s reckiess sexual battery, the piaintiffs have
suffered bodily intrusion and severe emotional injuries, some or all of which may
be permanent and sustained economic damages.

17.  As a result of Reardon’s sexual battery, the plaintiffs have
sustained injury to their ability to carry on and enjoy life’s activities.

18.  In breach of its duty, HRDC, through itself and St. Francis, was
careless and negligent in one or more of the following ways:

a. it knew or should have known that Reardon had a propensity
to sexually batter minors, yet failed to take steps to prevent
his sexual assault and battery of the plaintiffs;

b. in that it failed to promulgate policies and regulations
prohibiting physicians from having minors in private areas
alone after hours or on weekends in its facilities;

C. in that it allowed and encouraged Reardon to oversee
minors when it knew or should have known that Reardon
posed a threat to such persons;

d. in that it failed to properly and adequately supervise Reardon
in order fo prevent the sexual assault and battery of minors,
including the plaintiffs;

e. in that it induced the plaintiffs to entrust their physical
well being and safety to its physicians, then presented
Reardon fo the plaintiffs for the purpose of providing medical
services and examination;

f. in that it failed to protect the plaintiffs from the sexual assaulit
and battery and exploitation at the hands of Reardon;

9. in that it allowed and encouraged Reardon to freely interact
and have unsupervised one-on-one contact with minors
including the plaintiffs;

h. in that it failed to warn the minor plaintiffs and their parents

of Reardon’s propensity o commit sexual assault and
battery upon minors;
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i. in that it knew or should have known that Reardon had
abused minor patients, but failed to take adequate
preventive measures to keep the plaintiffs safe and free from
harm;

j. in that it failed to establish, maintain and enforce a policy of
reporting, investigating and removing physicians engaged in
sexual misconduct, and instead adhered to a policy of
discouraging the dissemination of information regarding the
sexual misconduct of physicians with minors, very similar to
the practices of secrecy and suppression foillowed at HRCD;

k. in that it failed to take adequate steps to advise persons in
association with physicians or in a supervisory position over
physicians of the dangers posed by certain physicians
having contact with minors;

L. in that it failed to adequately seek out victims of sexual
abuse, including the plaintiff, in order to render assistance
and prevent or reduce further damage to untreated victims,
like the plaintiff, and actively supported and defended
Reardon by claiming that accusations against Reardon were
baseless, a sham and made by individuals with mental
iliness or defect;

m. in that it failed to adequately police the activities of Reardon
— including his purported studies — upon premises it owned
and controlied or knew or should have known that Reardon
would take his victims to for prurient, lewd and lascivious
activities; and,

n. in that it systematically covered-up sexual misconduct by
Reardon so as to further endanger minors like the plaintiffs.

19.  The carelessness and negligence of HRDC, through St. Francis, is

a substantial and proximate cause of the injuries suffered by the plaintiffs.
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WHEREFORE, the plaintiffs claim the following damages from the defendant,

HRCD, exceeding $15,000:
1. Monetary damages;

2. All other appropriate relief.

This matter is within the jurisdiction of the court.

THE PLAINA

PLEASE ENTER THE APPEARANCE OF:

A AXON
STRAATON FAXON
59 ELM STREET

TEL. 20 4-9500

FAX. 203-624-9100
JURIS NO.: 421593
ifaxon@strattonfaxon.com

STRATTON FAXON FOR THE PLAINTIFFS

JURIS # 421593
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RETURN DATE: NOVEMBER 10, 2009 X SUPERIOR COURT

JOHN DOE #1, JOHN DOE #2, JOHN DOE #3, : COMPLEX LITIGATION
JOHN DOE #4, JOHN DOE #5. JOHN DOE #6, : DOCKET

JOHN DOE #7, JOHN DOE #8, JOHN DOE #9,

JOHN DOE #10, JOHN DOE #11, JOHN DOE #12,

JOHN DOE #13, JOHN DOE #14, JOHN DOE #15, . AT WATERBURY
JOHN DOE #16, JOHN DOE #17, JOHN DOE #18,

JOHN DOE #19, JOHN DOE #20, JOHN DOE #21,

JOHN DOE #22, JOHN DOE #23, JOHN DOE #24,

JOHN DOE #25, JOHN DOE #26, JOHN DOE #27,

JOHN DOE #28, JOHN DOE #29, JOHN DOE #30,

JOHN DOE #31, JOHN DOE #32, JOHN DOE #33,

JOHN DOE #34, JOHN DOE #35, JOHN DOE #36,

JANE DOE #1, JANE DOE #2, JANE DOE #3,

JANE DOE #4, JANE DOE #5, JANE DOE #6,

JANE DOE #7, JANE DOE #8, JANE DOE #10,

JANE DOE #11, JANE DOE #12, JANE DOE #13,

and JANE DOE #14

V.

HARTFORD ROMAN CATHOLIC ;
DIOCESAN CORPORATION : OCTOBER 14, 2009

CERTIFICATE
I, JOEL T. FAXON, hereby certify that | have made reasonable inquiry, as
permitted by the circumstances, to determine whether there are grounds for a good
faith belief that there has been negligence in the care and treatment of the piaintiffs.
This inquiry has given rise to a good faith belief on my part that grounds exist for an
action against the defendant. Attached are similar health care provider reports

attached as Exhibits A~ C.
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THE PLAI S,

By

JOEL T. PAXON

TEL. 203-624-9500

FAX. 203-624-9100

JURIS NO.: 421593
pedwards@strationfaxon.com
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Exu. A

Pad T. Bdwards
Stratton Faxon

59 Ehn Btrect

New Haven, CT 06510

. 121167

Dear Mz, Edwards,

The following I8 a report of MLy FEVIEW of the case materials which you provided
regarding allegations apainst Dr. George Reandon, M.D., deceased. | have reviewed the
folowing materiats: ‘

Consent Order, State of Conpecticat, Depamnentoﬂ':‘ubﬁcﬁealﬂl and Addiction
Sexrvices, mmufﬁmmmﬂmmﬁﬁmofhiﬁm Quality Assarence

Letter from Tyrone Butler, Department of Health, State of New York fo Dr.
Reardon and Amm Gayle

Dedermination and Onder, State of New York, Deparhnantufﬁcalfh, Staie Board
for Professions) Medical Conduct

Articie: The Hartford Courant by Daniel Jones and Hilda Mumoz: “Police: Former
Doctor Had Child Pomn Stash”™

Arﬁde:TthartfotdCamantbyAmmd?mss: wpolice Seek Victims of Child
Porn StzshFoundinWestHaﬂﬁxd‘"

Asticle: The Hartford Courant by Associated Press: “Hiddén Stash of Pom Found
n West Hartford Home”

Asticle: The Hartford Courant by Steve Feica: “Corin. Cops Scek Dead Doc's
Pom Victims”

Arﬁdmmﬁmﬁod@nmmbymlmfﬂﬁom and William

Hathaway: “A Cache of Porm: Police Report Finding Thousands of Expticit Fmages of
-Children in Doctor’s Farmer Home™ :

‘ Arﬁnlé:lhsﬁmtfordCouxazﬁbyDanielJcmWsAﬁcg&dﬂcﬁms
Telking”

Fox NquqlbyAssomawtiP;ess. “Police Search for Victims of Child Pom

Found in Doctor’s Home 10 Years Afier His Dedth” ' ' s
CNN.Com: “Police Fear Child Porn Stash Could Yield Hundreds of Victhns™
WFSB.Com: “Child Pom Stash Found in Doctor's Former Home™
WEFSRB.Com: “Police Sezrch for Victms Afier Porn Disoovery”

. Basedmmytaix&ngmdcxpeﬁmasabuazdmﬁﬁediuﬁmﬁst,iﬁsmy
opmcnthﬂbr.ﬁemgakmﬂmwashclcwﬁmstandmdufmfmapmﬁﬁng




physician of imternal medicine ihe {pok photographs of bis patients in ordet to obEm
sexual g:xﬁﬁmﬁonatuseordismmasmogmphy, and/or fooched bis patiepts in
omwobtamézxnalg;aﬁﬁcmimMmWexpuwdhimsﬂfto brs patients,
andlormasmrbaizdinlﬁspaﬁm‘ and/or engaged in any other type of
mappmpﬂaiesamalbehmwmmspﬂimminmek . It is also my opinion
that soch behavior, if carried out by Dr. Reardon, Wonldpmbahlycansasigniﬁmnt
cmoﬁonﬂhanntoﬂmsepﬁimmufbnkcardon.

Aﬂofmyopmiané are 1o a reasonable degres of medical mm.lmem
zightwmmdﬁ]israpmmﬂmﬁﬁmeupmmwiptcfadﬁbiomlinfmmﬁmm corrent
Crzricutom Vitae is attached.

Sincerely,




Exu. 3

December 3,2007 |

Paul T. BEdwards, Esq.
Stratton Faxon

5% Etm Strest ‘
New Haven, CT 06510

RE:. Dogv, St Franéis Medical Hospital'and Medical Center, Inc., et af
Dear Mr. Edwards:

henik you for ssking 1o revigw the abgve-nibled matler.. My Gualifiédtions fo do so are a8
 foliows: .

Iz Board Certified ixx;Hbs:pita}?énd"H&h}jséiﬁ' ‘Adriistration; and am.a Fellow of the:
American College uf Hegltheare Executives. - .. L .

My 39" yéar carper iy HealthiCare Administration inclodes senior cxecntive mahapement of

acule care hospitals for 16 ysars. -

Bused on my background, treining, and experience I am an expert in the administrative

comamTdty standards applicable o all hospitals in the United States, incleding St Francis Medi
Hospital end Medical Center, Inc. e e -




The standzrds promulgated by the Toint Commiission on Ascreditation of Healbeare
Oryapizziions {JC AHO) are the nationaliv accepied” minimum standards of care govemning e
admimsrative behavior of Hosysm]s. and their employess and agents. and ara apphcablc to Nuow
Mitford Hospital. “The Centes for Medicare Services (CMS), the federal oversight agoncy that
monttors and oversees zll hospitals in the United States that accept federal funds, Tecognizes e
JCAHO standards as the minimum national siandards by which afl hospitals must dorply. Hospﬁa.ls :
, that achiéve JCAHO accrechtanon are deemf:d to meet the minimum standards for parnmpat:on in
the Medirare dnd Medivaid programs. I additicn, the State of Conperticuy recogrizes JC AHO
standards as applicable 16 hospitals in Connscticut.

- Additional -standards, ‘zbove these minimuoms; . may’ ‘b established. by state. and. local
_authorisdes, chnieal specxaltv orﬂanmanous a:nd through thr—; bylaws wnd- pohcaes of nilividual
nospitals.

I iic matter of Doe ¥ St Franeis St Franci&Medibal Hospitalind Medical Center; Int. er

.ol D have reviewed the Complam‘t angd nf:wspaper artwlcs publxshca in the Hmtbrd Cotrdnt it ismy
undcrsmdmv fhat George E, Reazﬂon,, MDD, wasarn: emgloyacn‘agent of 5t -Francis Medical Hospxtal{.

and. Mcdical Ccmﬁ’ {’St. Pranms*‘rm*cr 5 perwd of,scvetal ci.,cadts ‘Staftifl Tn 1he 1980 During -
much of His fenure 2t St Fi ram:zs, Pt Rear&ba heid: the- msmom of. Clue’f c;f Endoonno{og‘r Sr 7

_ Frendis Held: Dr. Reatdod o4l '@ beﬂ:ur an exper{. mEnﬂc&cnnolacy vn’a “specific. Bxpcn:rsc .
~ childhood sexual dw&}opmcnt. : ,

e AZ Code of. FBdEral- Regu&aﬁons, ‘Chapt&rw Part’ 488 Subpart F". SE:GﬁDn 488 5 E.'ﬁ’fect Of JCAHO oF
. KOA Ac:creditaﬁun of Hospitatss: -+ - '

5 Demnad o mest insﬂmﬁm&amredﬂed asbnspiiais by ﬁw Jcﬁd-io.or AOA ara deeme& jis] maetaﬂ of !ha
_Medicale conditians.-of parficipation for hcspnais Bxeept .

1) The requiternent for utiEzaton revsaw as spacrﬁéd in sacﬁon 1851 (e)(E} o‘f the' At‘t and in Sec,
482,30 ofm!schap'éer'. Coa
(2) The addifional special. sﬁaﬁng ang med’xcal:ecurds mqummants that are considered r:ecessary
for $hé- provision 'of - activé treatment psycmamc husps’tais (sac:ﬁan 1861 (f) of  the-Att) andA )

: implemehting’ regulations; apd .

{3} Any reguirements undey sgcfion ! 854 (e) of thi Act and implamanﬁngreguiaﬁons that CWS, after
consulting with JCAHO or ACA, ideritifies os being highef or more piecise than the requiremenis for
accredlitation {saction 15E5{e)4)of the Act),

{o) Deerned stails for providers and supp!’ar‘s ':f‘sat-partzmpate«m ihe Medtc:a&d prograrmn, . Eligibility for Medkaig

variicipation can be estabished through ‘Medicare deemed stahus for providers and sugpﬁeﬂri that are not

reguired under Medicald regulations. o comply with- any rem:ireman‘s oter -than Meud
requirernents for that provider or supplier type, - = Medisare pariicipation

Title 42 Code of Federal Regudations, Chapler IV, Pari 488, SubpartA, Section 468,10 State su
IVEY BQent
review:. Statufory provisions, ....J(d) Section 1865(z) of the Act Blso provides that if CMS ﬁryvdg iha?;

acereditstion of a hospial,., by any national accrediiation organization provides reasonabl
& assurancs that
arty or all Medicare conditions Gre met, CMS ray treal the provider or supplier as mesting the conditions.
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*sercoa) developmentt had the poteritiel or abuis; St Frantis had d duty protect i

" envplpycesfagomss, OB hospité] prefites; and bsing ‘hespifal esouite

with offices located on {the campits of the huspival, and with pbvious apparent agencty
indicators such as weanng hospital-supplied Isb coats itk his name, tive, and hospital rank
prominently displayed, St Francis enabled. Dr. Reardon 10 project his- stats.al the hospitsl 1o°
unsuspecting, parents and children. Ulsihg;tbe resources of the hospital, and with the hospitl’s

inowiedge, Dr. Reardon cnamined children. inhis offige, which was jocated in the hespital. Dr.

masturbation upder the-guise of conducting 's'g;iéuﬁ fic clinjoal resedreli: Turther, td.create m il usioD,
of retificution, Dr. Reardon misted parents of suithchildieh to sign consent forms ‘au_ﬂvo'ﬁz%ngir;aid

Reardon difected minof children to epgage 0 sexially explitil acts, sncliding but pot Hmned 10

D o as o furhér shicld to Eofickad R oriminelicondnet: . T

1 Trehospital kriew o shoui igve kiowh ﬂ'xéif-éxg_r;iiﬁ:;ﬁdﬁé}ft;:'ﬁilérmﬁviéi‘mg-&dg o their -

: ; POICIRL. = ot EEEIE B2, YOuRg.<: .
yulnersble paticnts bY eniSiring that ch BPEIODES: wire offered duiihy intimzte ‘cxamipadans: St

- Frapcishid 3 duty. to be cognizaplof i rEsearoh Botiviiies Uit were beih g cartiedount by hospital -

- stismyopivien fha therexites a’:fzgg,s:{c;a_a:,s;@asﬁgﬁiis.sr._mja@;sjﬁ-g—@s;;;s NFediiga} Hospital
and’ Medical [Cenfer, Tnt. failpd o, miect: the -administralive cominpnity, standards’ reduifad of’

" hosplals;En d that such condmt Wag'a cause:in bifging wbout the harm to Wi Do, -

Y

*

Lo My opiniens are basedupon ] eiﬂqfqﬁnéﬁon“-fﬁﬁt'Esi'a\;giizif;"téfé,i‘fiéétﬂﬁé_ﬁmé; and may be
modified and updated il acldiﬁcinazl'-mfdmzﬁoﬁ_{g-fweivé&_;f B S




Exu. C

June 16, 2009

Paul T. Edwards, Esq.
Stratton Faxon

59 Elm Street

New Haven, CT 06510

RE:  Doe et al v. St. Francis Medical Hospital and Medical Center, Inc., ef al

Dear Mr. Edwards:

Thank you for asking me to review the above-noted matter. My qualifications to do so
are as follows:

I am Board Certified in Hospital and Healthcare Administration, and am a Fellow of the
American College of Healthcare Executives,
5
My 39" year career in Health Care Administration includes senior executive management
of acute care hospitals for 16 years.

Based on my background, training, and experience I am an expert in the administrative
community standards applicable to all hospitals in the United States, including St. Francis
Medical Hospital and Medical Center, Inc.



The standards promulgated by the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare
Organizations (JCAHO) are the nationally accepted minimum administrative community
standards governing the administrative behavior of Hospitals, and their employees and agents,
and are applicable to St. Francis Hospital & Medical Center. The Center for Medicare Services
(CMS), the federal oversight agency that monitors and oversees all hospitals in the United States
that accept federal funds, recognizes the JCAHO standards as the minimum national standards by
which all hospitals must comply. Hospitals that achieve JCAHO accreditation are deemed to
meet the minimum standards for participation in the Medicare and Medicaid programs. In
addition, the State of Connecticut recognizes JCAHO standards as applicable to hospitals in
Connecticut.

The regulations and community standards for the protection of human subjects are
directly relevant to this matter as well. Additional standards, above these minimums, may be
established by state and local authorities, clinical specialty organizations, and through the bylaws
and policies of individual hospitals.

In the matter of Doe et al v. St. Francis Hospital and Medical Center, Inc. ef al, I have
reviewed the following documents: Complaint; newspaper articles published in the Hartford
Courant; Depositions of Richard J. Fiorentino and Ernesto Canalis, MD and exhibits; and the
index of St. Francis Hospital's Responses to Plaintiff's Request for Production. It is my
understanding that George E. Reardon, M.D. was an employee of St. Francis Medical Hospital
and Medical Center (St. Francis) over a period of several decades, starting in the 1950°s. During
much of his tenure at St. Francis, Dr. Reardon held the position of Chief of Endocrinology. St.
Francis held Dr. Reardon out to the community and patients it served as being an expert in
Endoctinology with specific expertise in childhood sexual development.

By providing Dr. Reardon with offices to practice medicine and conduct research located
on the campus of the hospital, and lab coats with Dr. Reardon's name, title, and hospital
affiliation prominently displayed, St. Francis ratified and actively promoted Dr. Reardon's status
at the hospital and enabled him to project St. Francis® endorsement of his practice and research to
unsuspecting parents and children. Using the resources of the hospital, and with the hospital’s
knowledge, Dr. Reardon examined and photographed children in his hospital-based office,
ostensibly in the practice and clinical research of pediatric endocrinology., Dr. Reardon
instructed minor children to engage in sexually explicit acts, including but not limited to
masturbation under the guise of conducting scientific clinical research.

The hospital knew or should have known that examination of children with regard to their
sexual development is an extremely delicate matier and has the potential for abuse. St. Francis
had a duty to protect its young, vulnerable patients by establishing and enforcing a policy that
ensured same gender chaperones were present during intimate examinations or were explicitly
declined by parents.



St. Francis had a duty to be cognizant of the nature and specific details of any and all
research activities conducted on hospital premises, by hospztai employees or other physicians,
using hospital resources. St. Francis had a duty to require periodic reports to, and audits by,
appropriate committees of the hospital and medical staff. This duty was further obliged by the
fact that Dr. Reardon's research activities were carried out under the auspices of St. Francis, and
were funded by St. Francis' Endocrine Research and Education Fund, which paid for laboratory
tests performed on Dr. Reardon's research subjects, as well as all supplies used in the program,
including more than $13,000 for film, cameras, and dark room supplies. There is no evidence
that the hospital monitored Dr. Reardon’s activities in any manner to ensure that he enabled the
hospital to comply with the community standards for conducting research on human subjects.
Specifically, those community standards include the Nuremberg Code of 1949, the National
Institutes of Health's Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects of 1953, the Helsinki
Declaration of 1964, the National Research Act of 1974, the Belmont Report of 1978, and the
Department of Health & Human Services' regulations included in Title 45, Part 46 of the Code of
Federal Regulations in 1981, These community standards were obliged of all hospitals in the
United States where research on human subjects was conducted, including St. Francis. These
community standards were in effect during the entire period of time in which Dr. Reardon
carried out research on children under the auspices of St. Francis.

Among the documents reviewed was Dr. Reardon's 15-page memo, apparently written in
1970 in response to a complaint made about him to the Hartford County Medical Association.
St. Francis had a pre-existing duty to require that a similarly detailed description of the research
goals and protocols, including Dr. Reardon's description of the methods to be used for
measurement of genitalia, be presented to St. Francis Hospital for review by the hospital's
Human Subjects, Research, or Ethics Committees before the research on patients was begun.
Given the delicate and sensitive nature of the examinations and the age of the research subjects,
it was incumbent upon St. Francis to take positive, definitive steps to ensure that the children
who participated in the study were adequately protected from abuse. It was incumbent upon St.
Francis to ensure that appropriate safeguards were implemented to protect these children as a
pre-condition of the hospital's approval to conduct such research. It was incumbent upon St.
Francis to periodically monitor Dr. Reardon's research project, and require comprehensive
reports to Medical Staff and hospital committees, as well as recurring reports to the Governing
Body, on the progress and findings of the research program. Through Medical Staff and hospital
committees, the hospital had a duty to conduct periodic audits of all of its research activities,
including Dr. Reardon’s program, to ensure compliance with all patient and community
safeguards intended for the protection of human subjects.

Deposition testimony of Ernesto Canalis, M.D., the hospital’s Director of Research,
confirms that the hospital provided no oversight of Dr. Reardon’s research activities, and that Dr.
Reardon’s research protocols were never presented to the hospital’s Committee for the Protection
of Human Subjects, or to the Institutional Review Board when that committee was formed.



It is my opinion that St. Francis Hospital and Medical Center, Inc. negligently failed to
review and monitor the research that it funded on behalf of its employee, Dr. Reardon. St.
Francis knew or should have known that Dr. Reardon's research project focused on the sexual
development of children, yet failed to implement safeguards to protect these children, as were
required by the administrative community standards required of hospitals that were in effect at
the time and throughout the time period of Dr. Reardon’s research activities. The hospital's
failure in this regard caused or contributed in a material way to the injuries suffered by Mr. Doe
and others who were similarly harmed.

It is also my opinion that the failure to require pre-approval by Medical Staff and hospital
committees to projects involving research on human subjects, the failure to require built-in
safeguards including those noted above, and the failure to require periodic audits and formal
reports to hospital and Medical Staff committees reflect a total abdication of the fiduciary duty
obliged of the Governing Body and Chief Executive Officer on behalf of the community.

My opinions are based upon the information that is available to me at this time, and may
be modified and updated if additional information is reéeived.



