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“favorite” young priests -, for example) to sit in the basement and be in his company while
Bishop Bransfield watched television. One witness described this as “watching the Bishop
watch television.” It was a ritual that none of the witnesses who experienced it reported that they
enjoyed.

At this time of night, Bishop Bransfield would drink large quantities (a half bottle or
more) of Cointreau in addition to the wine consumed at dinner and the pre-dinner cocktail. After
I cxpressed to Bishop Bransfield that he was upset and concerned about the Bishop’s
drinking, Bishop Bransfield began a subterfuge whereby the chef or others would bring him
“tea,” which was simply a teacup filled with Cointreau. No one was fooled by the “tea” ruse. 1
According to ., the bar at the residence needed to be restocked frequently, which was his duty.
B tc B vho took the duties formerly filled by [ | I stated that he
regularly refilled half-empty bottles of Cointreau at the bar and kept another full bottle in the
butler’s pantry at all times. He stated that Bishop Bransfield would never leave a bottle
completely empty.

Multiple witnesses stated that Bishop Bransfield regularly slurred his words by the end of
the evening; this was particularly evident to witnesses whom the Bishop liked to call on a regular
basis. The men in that category stated that they learned to not answer a call from Bishop
Bransfield if it was later than 9:00 p.m. [l stated that he and the Vicar General knew to not

discuss certain topics or diocesan issues with Bishop Bransfield after a certain point in the

evening. Those who stayed in the Bishop’s company in the basement stated that they were glad

‘& Bishop Bransfield emphatically denied ever drinking Cointreau from a tea cup.
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each night when the Bishop relieved them (typically around 10:00 p.m.) so they could retire to
their rooms.

It is not entirely clear whether Bishop Bransfield’s excessive drinking regularly coincided
with incidents of sexual misconduct. The inappropriate hugs, touching, and buttocks slapping
occurred at various occasions, locations and times of day. However, the Judicial Vicar stated
that on the night he was inappropriately hugged, which was shortly after Bishop Bransfield’s
arrival in Wheeling, Bishop Bransfield had been drinking to the point where the Bishop turned
on the gas fireplace and was about to toss a rolled up newspaper into it before the Judicial Vicar
was able to stop him. . reported that in the incident when Bishop Bransfield exposed himself in
the residence in Charleston he was heavily intoxicated.

Several witnesses stated that Bishop Bransfield also regularly abused prescription
medications. . said that it was part of his duties to pick up the Bishop’s prescriptions from
Wheeling Hospital, of which there were many. Witnesses who were in close proximity to
Bishop Bransfield had shared their concern with one another that the Bishop was mixing
significant amounts of alcohol with, among other things, sleep medication, oxycodone, and
antidepressants. [ stated that Bishop Bransfield’s 30-day supply of oxycodone typically ran out
before the end of the 30-day period. Witnessing the extent to which Bishop Bransfield mixed
alcohol with his several medications, [Jf commented to the Judicial Vicar that “one of these days
he’s just not going to wake up.” The Judicial Vicar shared an episode that occurred in 2015 in
which the Judicial Vicar feared that Bishop Bransfield was having a stroke. The Judicial Vicar
stated that after that event he implored Bishop Bransfield’s physician to speak to the Bishop

about his mixing of alcohol and drugs. The Judicial Vicar stated that on more than one occasion
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he spoke to the Vicar General about this issue, but that in his view the Vicar General did not
want to engage or take any action.

C. Financial Improprieties

1. Investigative Activities

The DWC financial investigation included an historical review (2005 -2018) of financial
records (financial audits, internal financial statements, credit card transactions and general ledger
records) and board meeting minutes of the DWC, a hierarchical church governed by its highest
ecclesiastical officer, i.e., the li’uis]mp,—l:Z and its Finance Council, as well as the entities the DWC
controlled, which included, the “The Bishop’s Fund,” which was created in December, 2014;
Wheeling Hospital (“the Hospital™), a non-profit health care corporation organized as a
membership corporation with the Bishop as its sole member and ex officio the Chairman of its
Board of Directors; Wheeling Jesuit University (“WJU”), a membership corporation as of June
30, 2017 with the Bishop as its sole member; and Diocesan Real Estate, Inc. (“DRE”), which
was created on June 30, 2017 and owns real estate on Washington Avenue in Wheeling, West

Virginia that is the principal site of Wheeling Jesuit University 1

12 The parishes and schools which operate within the geography of the DWC are not incorporated within
the financial reporting of the DWC.

18 We also reviewed the minutes of the meetings of the Board of Directors of The Welty Trust, a
charitable Trust established for the benefit of the elderly of Ohio County, West Virginia that is
administered by five trustees, including the Bishop who the right to name the other trustees and
interviewed the Director of Buildings and Properties of the DWC. Finally, the Priests Health and
Retirement Association, the West Virginia Catholic Foundation and the Sacred Heart Riverview Terrace,
a real estate corporate holding entity operating an apartment building in Charleston, West Virginia, were
not deemed material to the investigation after we interviewed the Chief Financial Officer of the DWC.
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We also interviewed individuals with either operative or consulting knowledge of these
entities, or are members of its” Board of Directors, which included all of the senior members in
the Finance Department of the DWC ( the Chief Financial Officer, the Controller, the Finance
Director — Risk Management, Parishes and Schools and the Finance Director — Operations, the
Director of Buildings and Properties and the Purchasing Agent); the Vicar Génera] (who is also a
member of the Hospital and the Bishop’s Fund); the Judicial Vicar (who is the Chairman of the
Boards of the Hospital, WJU and the DRE, and a member of the Board of the Bishop’s Fund);
and an Executive Secretary in the Bishop’s office. We interviewed the partner of the accounting
firm assigned to the DWC -account, the Hospital the DRE and the Bishop’s Fund, which has
supported all of the entities of the DWC since before 2005 and issues the audited financial
statements and any required tax related returns for DWC entities.

2. Factual Findings
a, The DWC

Our detailed review revealed that during the period from 2007-2018, DWC’s annual income
from cathedraticum, fund raising, sponsorships and fees was well below its annual outgoing cash
flow (operating expenses not including Diocesan capital projects) in an amount that totaled
approximately $187 million. This deficit total includes $27 million that was given to parishes
and schools for projects that they could not afford without the assistance of the DWC. 2

The DWC operates with a bank line of credit, which at the beginning of the period had a

balance of $13 million. Over the period this balance was reduced to a de minimis amount. In

L The parishes in West Virginia are poor, and require the assistance of the Diocese, which fortunately,
has had funds to support them; however, this assistance is a relatively small part of the overall deficit.
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addition, the DWC provides guarantees for bank debt commitments on behalf of parishes and
schools, which are separate from the Diocese. Over the course of the review period these
guarantees increased by $13.5 million to total $32 million, which are not reflected on the
Diocese’s financial statements because the parishes and schools are separate entities.

In addition to the operating deficit, Bishop Bransfield initiated numerous initiatives and
capital projects totaling $119 million during the period. Some of the significant expenditures are
listed below:

e $65 million for Diocesan capital projects (non-Parishes and Schools),

o $20 million for the creation of the DRE,

» $13 million for the building of a new chancery,

¢ $13 million for paying down the bank debt,

» $6 million for the renovations of the Bishop's three residences:

o $4,616,000 on the Wheeling residence
o § 723,244 on the Charleston residence
o $ 697,106 on the proposed Wheeling retirement condo (project halted in 9/2018)

$2 million for the renovation of the Cathedral rectory

In order to fund the operating deficit, initiatives and capital projects, Bishop Bransfield drew
funds from the DWC Endowment (6/30/18 balance of $231 million) and the DWC Mineral
Rights account (6/30/18 balance of $58 million). In total, during the time period of 2007-2018,
the amount drawn from the Endowment and the Mineral Rights account was $313.6 million. A
detailed chart summarizing the Endowment and Mineral Rights activity, a DWC debt summary

and the Diocesan Annual Capital spending is shown as Exhibit 2,
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b. Wheeling Hospital

From 2009-2018, Bishop Bransfield served as Chairman and the Judicial Vicar served as
President of the Hospital’s Board of Directors.22. When Bishop Bransfield arrived in Wheeling,
the Hospital had suffered seven straight years of financial losses, totaling nearly $60 million. At
the advice of the Board’s then-President, in 2006, Bishop Bransfield and the Board retained
R&V Associates Ltd., a management consulting firm headquartered in Pittsburgh, PA and co-
founded by Ronald L. Violi and Vincent L. DeLuzio. R&V quickly turned the Hospital into a
profitable enterprise with Violi serving as the Hospital’s chief executive officer and DeLuzio, an

attorney, active in the Hospital’s legal and regulatory matters.2!

¢. The Bishop’s Fund

In 2014, the Bishop’s Fund was created whose funding source came from the cash that had
accumulated in the Hospital’s captive malpractice insurance entity, Mountaineer Freedom Risk
Retention Group (“Mountaineer Freedom™), which was later dissolved. A Board of Trustees was
also created that named Bishop Bransfield as President and included the Vicar General and the
Judicial Vicar as Board members along with others. According to witnesses we interviewed,
Bishop Bransfield saw the “extra pockets of cash” accumulating on the balance sheet of

Mountaineer Freedom and felt that he should be able to have access to that money. The

2 The Vicar General also served as a Board member. When asked about Board oversight of the
Hospital's actions, he rolled his eyes, suggesting an absence of any meaningful review.

2L On December 22, 2018, The United States District Court for the Western District of Pennsylvania
unsealed a Qui Tam action that had been filed by a former employee of the Hospital’s management team
under the False Claim Act, alleging that the Hospital had violated both the Stark Statute and the Anti-
Kickback Statute by, inter alia, paying physicians excessive salaries that were, in part, based on patient
referrals, We have spoken to counsel representing the Hospital who believes that there are meritorious
defenses to the allegations and intend to vigorously defend the suit.
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establishment of the Bishop’s Fund was the vehicle for Bransfield to access that money and
spend on projects of his choosing. We found no evidence that the Board of the Hospital was
consulted or approved the establishment and funding of The Bishop’s Fund. 2

Since its creation in 2014, the Hospital has contributed $21 million into the fund of which
$16.9 million has been spent. Witnesses stated that Bishop Bransfield was particularly
concerned with the public’s knowledge of the source of the funds and not making the subsequent
donations appear to be coming from the DWC. As an example, the cumulative donations from
The Bishop’s Fund to the DWC totaled $598,156.30, of which $321,500 were all coded in the
Fund’s accounting records as being for “General Operations and subsequently distributed to

entities outside of West Virginia according to the Judicial Vicar.

As of August 2018, the Bishop’s Fund distributions are summarized as follows:

e Total Grants Cumulative-WJU $12,600,000.00
s Total Grants Cumulative-Sacred Heart Co-Cathedral $ 2277,749.27
o Total Grants Cumulative-DWC $ 598,156.30
e Total Grants Cumulative-Wheeling Catholic Central $ 538,646.28
e Total Grants Camulative-St Michael Parish, Wheeling $ 400,000.00
¢ Total Grants Cumulative-Weirton Madonna High School $ 135,200.00
e Total Grants Cumulative-Catholic Charities $ 91,155.00
¢ Total Grants Cumulative-St Joseph the Worker School $ 87,368.00

2 In his interview on February 1, the Bishop stated that the Bishop’s Fund was the idea of Messrs. Violi
and DeLuzio, and was approved by the Board after full discussion. Based on our review of the billing
records of the law firms retained to create the Bishop’s Fund, it is apparent that the Judicial Vicar was
actively involved during the formation process.
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e Total Grants Cumulative-Charleston Catholic High School $ 53,486.21
e Total Grants Cumulative-Diocesan Real Estate, Inc. $ 49,779.57
e Total Grants Cumulative-St Michael Parish School $ 33,408.49
e Total Grants Cumulative-St John Parish, Summersville $ 15,328.32
e Total Grants Cumulative-Parkersburg Catholic High School $ 2,500.00
e Total Grants Cumulative-All other $ 4282777.44
Total Grants Cumulative $16,882,777.44

d. The DRE

The DRE was established in 2017 jointly between the DWC and the Hospital with
contributions of $20 million from the DWC and $12.2 million from the Hospital. The source of
the Hospital donation came from the excess cash that had accumulated on the Hospital’s balance
sheet (currently exceeding $200 million). The purpose of the DRE was to relieve WJU of its
existing debt burden (from multiple bond tranches dating back over 10 years) as WJU was
experiencing cash flow constraints. The structure created the opportunity for the DRE to own
the real estate and associated buildings on the WJU campus in return for a negligible lease with
WJU. The Hospital now occupies one of the larger buildings and moved some of its back office

support departments and personnel into the building.
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e. Personal Spending by the Bishop

Our analysis of the financial records and interviews of those with knowledge revealed an
extravagant lifestyle adopted by Bishop Bransfield while living in West Virginia. 2 This was
consistent with his lifestyle during his time as the Rector at the National Shrine based on
descriptions by the Controller for the Shrine, who described the Rector’s home as an upscale
residence that was meticulously decorated and often used for dinner parties. A number of
witnesses corroborated and gave examples of the Bishop’s extravagant lifestyle in West
Virginia, and told us that the Bishop often would say, “I own this” when referring to the
available DWC money. Many of these witnesses said that Bishop Bransfield acted as if the
Diocese’s funds were his to spend as he wished.

(i) Personal Residences

Bishop Bransfield’s primary residence was in Wheeling (“52 Elmwood™), and had been
the residence of Bishop Schmidt, the previous Bishop. Shortly after the announcement of Bishop
Bransfield’s accession, there was a fire at 52 Elmwood in an upstairs bathroom. From our
interviews we were able to determine that the damage was confined to the area where the fire

occurred. Instead of remediating only the damaged area, Bishop Bransfield had the entire house

B As just one example, the Bishop directed that fresh flowers be delivered to the Chancery every day he
was in his office. During the period from only 2014-18, the Bishop spent $181,685 on flowers for the
Chancery ($133,890) and his residence ($47,795).
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remodeled.”® While this project took on several phases, the ultimate accounting for all
remodeling of 52 Elmwood amounted to $4.617 million.

The Bishop’s secondary residence was in Charleston, West Virginia (“the Southern
Residence™), located at the Charleston Pastoral Center, and also was remodeled after the Bishop
was ordained in 2005, This project also took on several phases and the total spent was
$722,792.8

The prospective site of Bishop Bransfield’s retirement residence (“Welty Residence™)
was located on the grounds of the Welty Home for the Aged in Wheeling, West Virginia.
Originally it was planned that the retirement residence would be an existing unit, Unit 1, but it
was ultimately changed to a prospective residence (“Kepner”) to be built on the same grounds.
Extensive remodeling occurred on Unit 1 with a total amount spent of $697,105. In our
interview with the Diocese’s Director of Buildings and Properties, he noted that there was never
a budget for this project and he was unsure how “it ever got this far.” He stated that the DWC
policy was that for any capital project over $10,000 required written approval and that this
process was routinely skipped.

The Primary Residence Remodeling summary:
e 52 Elmwood $ 4,616,802

e Southern Residence $ 722,792

2 Bishop Bransfield stated that the fire and renovation had begun before he moved to Wheeling, and all
of the renovations were directed by the Vicar General with very little input by the Bishop. This version of
events is inconsistent with a number of the witnesses we interviewed.

£ Again, the Bishop stated in his interview that all of the renovations were directed by the Vicar General.
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o Welty Residence®® $  697.105
Total Residential Remodeling $ 6,036,699

From credit card receipts, as well as records from the DWC accounting department, we
were able to calculate the operating expenses related to 52 Elmwood, which included the
services of a personal chef who cooked the Bishop’s meals every day, and the Southern
Residence for the period reviewed, totaling § 4,994,886, or an average of $384,000 per year.

(i)  Credit Cards

The DWC has had several different credit card policies and programs since 2005;
however, the constant has been that the senior members of the management team and the clergy
have had a credit card that is paid for by the DWC. Bishop Bransfield had a corporate American
Express card as well as several different MasterCard accounts since his arrival at the DWC, and
he still maintains his corporate MasterCard to pay for gasoline in his personal automobile.

We analyzed every credit card transaction appearing on any of the DWC credit cards
issued to Bishop Bransfield between 2005-2018, which corroborated the information we
received during our interviews that Bishop Bransfield maintained an opulent lifestyle. In this
time period, the following table summarizes the categories of credit card spending that we

identified:

2 The “Welty Residence” was a large condominium that was being built for the Bishop’s retirement
home, but construction was halted after the Bishop resigned.
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Category 2005-2018 Spending Amount
Travel $  2,352,424.57
Personal $ 225,345.51
Dining 5 139,28].14
Jewelry $ 62,303.32
Other $ 4,500.35
Liquor $ 3,988.94
Grand Total $  2,787,844.09

Travel was the largest expense category, consisting primarily of airline travel, hotel, and
private car service and rental car charges. The Judicial Vicar supervised the booking of all of the
Bishop’s travel. Bishop Bransfield usually traveled first class when he flew on a commercial
airplane, regardless of the length of the flight.Z? After several years, Bishop Bransfield began
incorporating private airline travel into his domestic itineraries while maintaining first class
commercial airline travel for all international travel. While it was not always clear when his
travel was for Diocesan business, it was evident that the vast majority of his travel was of a
personal nature, sometimes with a companion whose travel expenses were covered by the DWC.
Bishop Bransfield’s routine vacation travel was to Florida, the Caribbean and multiple European

locations including, London, Paris and Switzerland where he usually stayed in exclusive hotels.

2 Bishop Bransfield told us that he needed to fravel first class because of his back condition.
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He used a private car service, spending $68,000 on LimoLink during his tenure, and rented a car
when returning to his home in Philadelphia 119 times, spending a total of $75,000.

Skyward Aviation became the vendor of choice for all of Bishop Bransfield’s private
airline travel as they would pick him up and drop him off at the Washington, Pennsylvania
private airport which is located less than 30 minutes from Wheeling. In total, Bishop Bransfield

spent almost §1 million with Skyward Aviation between August 2007 and September 2018.

Total Travel (with some highlighted categories): $ 2,352,425
¢ Chartered private airplane travel $ 997,000
o Commercial Airfare (1% class) and hotels $ 662,000
* Rental Car services $ 75,000
e Private Car services $ 68,000

Bishop Bransfield frequented premium Italian and steakhouse restaurants, using his
corporate credit card to pay for meals, and frequented LaCollina in Bala Cynwyd, Pennsylvania
(outside of his home in Philadelphia) 103 times totaling $31,345, as well as multiple restaurants
in the Washington D.C., area.

Bishop Bransfield regularly used his DWC credit cards to make personal purchases, both
in retail stores and online or via mail order. Frequent charges for clothing and jewelry as well as
for personal services totaled $225,345. Bishop Bransfield was a very frequent customer of the
jewelry store Ann Hand Collection in Washington D.C. having made 87 purchases for $61,785.

A summary of some highlighted categories related to personal credit card charges are

provided below:
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Personal Spending $152,525
Furniture and Home Furnishings $57,742
Neiman Marcus $23,546
AT&T $20,730
Presidential Caterers $10,425
Gammarelli Roma $9,153
NETFLIX $7,431
Dean & Deluca $7,319
MAYO CLINIC $4.609
The Legacy Gallery Scottsdale $4,550
Paypal Barbiconi $3,937
Apple Online Store $3,084
Jewelry $62,303
Ann Hand Collection $61,785
Orafo Gioieleria $518

(iii) ~ Gifts

Bishop Bransfield frequently gave gifts to various high-ranking clergy, as well as young
priests and seminarians, both in the form of cash and material goods, routinely utilizing his
administrative staff to order and send material gifts, and often using the gift shop at the National

Shrine in Washington D.C., as well as several online food basket and gift companies. In total,
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the DWC spent more than $200,000 on Bishop Bransfield’s gifts to family members, clergy and

others, often in recognition of celebrations such as first communion, weddings and anniversaries.
(iv)  Liquor

As discussed supra, our investigation revealed that Bishop Bransfield was predisposed to
heavy use of alcohol, primarily when he was in his personal residences. The majority of the
liquor purchases were made by the Bishop’s chef and the Vicar General, using their DWC credit
cards. While most of these purchases were made at various locations in Wheeling, West
Virginia, $50,080 of the purchases were made at a liquor store in Morgantown, West Virginia
(78 miles from Wheeling) that is owned and operated by a friend of the Vicar General’s who also
owns the property in Morgantown where the Vicar General has his personal residence. When
questioned why these liquor purchases were made in Morgantown, the Vicar General said it was
designed to conceal the amount of liquor being purchased from the people in Wheeling, and that
it was just a coincidence that the purchases were made at the same location each time.

Based on a review of these credit card statements, the following summary reflects the

liquor purchases during the time period 2005-2018:

Liquor Purchases $145,246
e Chef’s Credit Card $91,177
e Vicar General’s Credit Card $ 50,080
e DBishop Bransfield Credit Card $ 3,989
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(v)  Gross Up of W-2 Earnings

Beginning in 2013, the DWC Finance Department hired one of the Senior Managers from
the external audit firm for the DWC to be the Finance Director — Operations. He noted the
extreme level of Bishop Bransfield’s personal spending that was being paid with DWC funds,
and determined that this was not appropriate in light of IRS tax guidelines unless the Bishop
reflected the value of this spending as additional income on his tax return. He instituted a
process whereby he would review all credit card charges and DWC bank checks by Bishop
Bransfield, noting those that were clearly personal in nature—a process that needed to be
handled delicately due to the nature of Bishop Bransfield’s position and demeanor—and would
then add the value of the expense to Bishop Bransfield’s paycheck. The total would then be
“grossed up” on the Bishop’s paycheck in order to allow for the amount of additional taxes
generated by the additional income. As a result, the Bishop would not have to go out of pocket to
pay the taxes on the added income, and the DWC continued to pay for both the cost of these
personal expenses as well as the additional tax.2® The Finance Director — Operations noted that
there were many suspected personal charges made by Bishop Bransfield that were not “grossed
up” for fear of upsetting him as reflected in the annual summary of the amounts added to Bishop

Bransfield’s W-2 income, which are well below his total personal expenses:

3 Bishop Bransfield advised us that he was unaware of this procedure.
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2013 $ 30,543.59
2014 $ 52,236.96
2015 $ 69,066.31
2016 $ 23,320.43
2017 $ 83,035.74
2018 j $ 65,926.01
Total $324,129.04

f. Lack of Governance

Our investigation revealed a culture within the DWC and its entities in which principles
of corporate governance were not followed. As a result, Bishop Bransfield or his appointed
board designee was able to effectuate the Bishop’s desires without meaningful review by the
particular Board, which did not meet on a regular basis. Some examples are discussed below.

(i)  The Diocesan Finance Council (“DFC”)

The DFC operated without a charter and appeared to merely approve everything Bishop
Bransfield presented. The Judicial Vicar often recommended that statutes be drafted to govern
the DFC consistent with the Diocesan Financial Management Guide to Best Practices, but
Bishop Bransfield was not interested in having substantive law regarding the DFC other than the
very broad provisions in the Canonical Code. Having reviewed all of the DFC meeting minutes,

in many cases, the DFC was either unaware or were extremely passive during the portions of the
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board meetings where Diocesan operations, capital spending, annual budgets, ete. were discussed
(e.g., renovations to the residences and construction of the new Chancery).

In our interviews we learned that early in Bishop Bransfield’s tenure, the Director of
Buildings and Properties attempted to bring the amount of capital spending to the attention of the
DFC. His attempts led to disagreements with Bishop Bransfield on how capital projects should
be communicated with the DFC. This rancor ultimately led to a personnel change and the
Director leaving his position with the DWC. The Judicial Vicar and the CFO also tried to
address these issues with the Bishop and were met with similar resistance.

Early in Bishop Bransfield’s tenure, a process was instituted for the Finance office to
provide a capital projects spreadsheet to every DFC board member at least monthly describing
the financial status of all ongoing Diocesan capital projects and the amount spent that month,
There was no indication that this report was ever reviewed in a meeting, and rarely were
discussions held involving any capital project. For instance, during the planning for the building
of a new Chancery, the DFC was informed that the building should require a budget of $7-8
million. From a review of the DFC minutes it is evident that periodically a brief update on the
status of the project during a meeting would indicate that the budget was increasing but no
discussion was mentioned. Ultimately the cost of the project exceeded its original budget by
almost $6 million, an increase of 80%.2 |

In contrast, the members of the DFC were particularly engaged during the investment

management and mineral rights presentations that was likely the result of their professional

2 According to the Bishop, the cost overruns were due to design errors made by the architectural firm
hired by the Vicar General who was supervising the project.
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backgrounds, which included investment management experience. One of the long- standing

DFC members recently was hired to help the DWC manage its investments.

(i)  Chancery Staff

Bishop Bransfield regularly appointed two of his senior Chancery staff, the Judicial Vicar
and the Vicar General, to manage the day- to- day operations of the Diocese as well as to serve
on the DWC and related entities’ boards. Our investigation determined that they acquiesced in
nearly all of the Bishop’s demands, which they confirmed in their interviews and told us that
they felt they had no choice but to act in this manner®® When asked about fellow board
members, they advised it was not uncommon for each of them to learn that certain lay people had
been placed on boards without their knowledge, thus indicating their lack of personal
engagement.

We also found several instances in which the Vicar General directed the operations of the
DWC in a manner that benefited himself or others whom he favored. His direction of the liquor
purchases in Morgantown is but one example. Other examples include his approval of a contract
with an outside vendor_to produce a series of videos on the catechism. A later
investigation by outside counsel revealed that the Diocese’s Director of Finance was paid a fee
by the vendor to assist in the production of the videos in violation of the DWC employment
policies, and further, that the contract signed by Vicar General relinquished any rights to the

sales of the completed videos. When we questioned the Vicar General about this arrangement, he

2 Tn our interviews with senior management of the Chancery’s Finance Office (the CFO; the Director of
Finance; the Controller; the Director of Properties; the Director of Parishes and Schools; the Director of
Purchasing; and the Executive Secretary), it was clear that they did everything they could to operate the
Chancery and the Diocese in a financially sound and professional manner, notwithstanding the Bishop’s

efforts to operate the Chancery as his personal fiefdom.
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denied any knowledge and asserted that he believed Bishop Bransfield had approved this
contract. Bishop Bransfield told us that the contract was negotiated solely by the Vicar
3l

General.

The independent auditing firm

Wilson Kozicki & Gwynn (“WKG”) have been engaged as the independent CPA firm for
the DWC since before 2005, They perform financial audits and prepare all required tax filings of
the DWC entities and related entities requiring audits and tax returns (the DWC, the Bishop’s
Fund, the DRE, Catholic Charities, etc.) as well as perform agreed upon duties for Wheeling
Hospital (audits the employee benefit plans, the 401(k) and the 403(b) and prepares the Form
990 tax filings) in support of the financial audit conducted by another firm. As is established
practice for an accounting firm who issues audits, 2 management representation letter is also
issued to the Bishop that highlights any concerns or internal control deficiencies found in the
course of their audit work. Since 2005, WKG has issued their DWC audits and management
representation letters to Bishop Bransfield. Annually, WKG makes a presentation to the DFC
after issuing their audit and management representation letter.

We reviewed the audits and management representation letters and found that although

the DWC was operating in a cash flow deficit, and was relying more and more on the availability

3L We were also told that a Wheeling- based Bl offered 2 $100,000 gift to the Vicar General as part
of their efforts to develop a business relationship with DWC regarding a new area the Firm was engaged
in consulting property owners and businesses on mineral rights matters

The
gift was rejected by the Finance Council, and the Firm then suggested that the money be used as a
charitable donation, which was also rejected. The request ultimately was brought to the attention of
Bishop Bransfield who denied the request. The Vicar General denied any attempt by the Firm to provide
him with a gift, and also denied an incident reported to us in which a member of the Firm attempted to use
the Vicar General to obtain a meeting with Bishop Bransfield to seek his assistance in obtainin
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of cash from its investments to meet its spending obligations, this matter was never presented in
writing to the DFC. Additionally, WKG observed the extensive misuse of credit cards by
Diocesan employees and referenced this in eight years of management representation letters, as
well as briefly in DFC meetings. No particular employee was referenced nor cited in writing for
this abuse, but the same written observation was continually made. In our interview with the
WKG partner assigned to the DWC account, he cited three employees who were abusing their
DWC credit card all of whom reported to the Vicar General and who we were told that the Vicar
General favored. When we asked about Bishop Bransfield’s credit card activity, the partner
acknowledged that his use of his credit card was an issue, but said he was afraid to challenge
Bishop Bransfield’s decisions because of the Bishop’s position and his overall demeanor.

Every year, the WKG partner met with Bishop Bransfield privately and reviewed the
WKG reports with him (the Vicar General occasionally was also present), but never included the
DWC CFO or his team. When he met with the DFC it was always after having first met with the
Bishop. The partner viewed Bishop Bransfield as his client and not the DWC. We learned that

the DWC relationship is a substantial portion of WKG’s business.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Bishop Bransfield

Suspension from public ministry,

Bishop Bransfield’s sexually harassing and intimidating behavior constitute an abuse
of the power in which he was entrusted that caused significant emotjonal harm to
many. Accordingly, he should be prohibited from acting in any ministry duties
including, performing mass or otherwise participating in religious services;
attendance at Church-related meetings; and participation on any Church-related
Boards, nor should he be permitted to use the title of “Bishop” in any public or
private settings.

The overriding theme revealed in our investigation is that Bishop Bransfield used the
considerable and significant powers bestowed upon him as Bishop to intimidate and
sexually harass numerous young seminarians and priests. It is clear that Bishop
Bransfield was readily willing to pursue these victims in increasingly sexual
interactions as far as they would allow. In most instances, the victims were able to
reject the Bishop’s advances after repeated efforts on his part, but in other cases, the
sexual harassment and interaction was more advanced.

Further, Bishop Bransfield used the funds of the Diocese and related entities as if they
were his own, ignoring any review by the Finance Council or Boards in order to
advance his own projects, and using Diocese funds to pay for extravagant personal
expenses that included gifts and expensive personal trips.

All of this conduct occurred by using his title and position as Bishop, which caused
his victims to be intimidated and fearful of the consequences if they rejected his
advances or questioned his financial decisions. Accordingly, we recommend that
Bishop Bransfield be stripped of the title and powers that allowed him to engage in
this sexually harassing and intimidating conduct.

Restitution.

Bishop Bransfield should be required to pay restitution to the Church for his
excessive, personal spending in an amount commensurate with his income and assets.
If it is determined that restitution is warranted, a more detailed review of the
expenditures by the Bishop will be necessary.
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Diocese of Wheeling-Charleston

Counseling.

Counseling should be offered to the victims of Bishop Bransfield’s abuse, including
all priests and lay personnel at the Chancery, and a permanent program should be
developed and advertised to seminarians and priests that such services are available
with the understanding that victims may likely be averse to seeking assistance from
providers or organizations selected by the Church. The Diocese should commit to
reimbursing victims for the reasonable costs for mental health assistance from a
provider of their choosing.

Reporting & Accountability,

The Diocese should implement a system of reporting allegations of inappropriate
behavior and financial improprieties by a Bishop to independent third parties and
ensure that victims of abuse are not subject to retaliation.

A consistent theme we heard from all the witnesses we interviewed who were
affected by Bishop Bransfield’s conduct is that because of his position, they felt
powerless to report his harassing conduct and questionable financial decisions.
Several witnesses told us that they believed there was no one to report their
allegations to, and if they did, it would have an adverse impact on their careers, which
was corroborated by the Monsignors.

Accordingly, we believe it is important that a system be put in place similar to the
third-party reporting system for allegations against bishops serving in the
Archdiocese of Baltimore, that includes the expansion of the purview of the
Independent Review Board to include direct reception and reporting of allegations
against bishops as well as the updating of child protection policies that include the
signing of a Code of Conduct by bishops. In this way, victims of abuse can feel
secure that their allegations will be considered and fully investigated without fear of
retribution.

The Diocese should replace the three senior Chancery Monsignors (the Viecar
General, the Judicial Vicar, and the Vicar for Clergy), and where permitted,
should institute governance policies for all Diocese-related entities.

Many of Bishop Bransfield’s questionable financial decisions were allowed to occur
because of lax oversight. The Diocese should develop independent, qualified lay and
clergy board members to serve appropriate advisory roles in connection with actions
taken by the entity and to receive support for their proper functions. Further, all
board members should be reviewed for their competency to serve in the role for which
they are assigned, and a competency screening process should be instituted for all
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nominated Board members. Statutes should be implemented consistent with the
USCCB Diocesan Financial Guide to Best Practices for the operation of the
Diocese’s Finance Council. Finally, with regard to the Bishop’s Fund, a committee
should be appointed to review its appropriateness as a vehicle for distributing funds to
the Diocese.

By failing to take any action, the Chancery Monsignors enabled the predatory and
harassing conduct of Bishop Bransfield, and allowed him to recklessly spend
Diocesan funds for his own personal use. They failed to perform their duties as Board
members, which required them to review the Bishop’s financial decisions. Further,
they helped to create a toxic atmosphere in the Chancery by allowing all of the
Bishop’s decisions to go unchallenged, leaving the impression that no one could
question whatever the Bishop wanted at any given time.

A complete change of leadership is necessary to begin restoring trust throughout the
Diocese and to help the new Bishop heal a community that must reckon with the
betrayals and transgressions of its spiritual leader, The Vicar General, Judicial Vicar
and Vicar for Clergy should be relieved from their positions in the Chancery as well
as their current Board duties within the DWC (Diocesan Finance Council, the West
Virginia Catholic Foundation, the Priests Health and Retirement Association and
Sacred Heart Riverview Terrace), as well as related entities (Wheeling Hospital,
Wheeling Jesuit University, Welty Trust and the DRE).

Replace the current external auditing firm.

The current Diocesan auditing firm has been performing financial audits and tax
filings for the Diocese and related entities since before Bishop Bransfield arrived in
Wheeling in 2005. Although the auditing firm recognized issues with respect to the
egregious levels of spending (e.g., use of corporate credit cards), they were reluctant
to bring the matter to the attention of anyone, including the Bishop, because they
were fearful of how he would react. The next Bishop should retain a new auditing
firm that can assist in ferreting out any remaining financial issues and question
financial transactions where necessary and appropriate.

General Recommendations for National and International Church Leadership

Training.

A program of training on awareness of the issue of adult sexual harassment should be
incorporated into the curriculum for seminarians, and continuing education and
training should be provided for all clerics to ensure that they understand the issues of
sexual harassment, feel empowered to report it when it occurs, and take steps to
prevent it.
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e Psychological testing for prospective Bishops.

Prospective bishop candidates should be required to undergo psychological training to
determine whether they are susceptible to sexual harassment or other abuses of power.




EXHIBIT 2

Endowment and Mineral Rights Summary

FYE June 2007 FYE June 2008 | FYEJune 2009 | FYE Juns 2010 | FYEJune 2011 FYE lune 2032 FYEJune 2013 FYE June 2014 FYE lune 2015 EYE lune 2016 | FVE June 2017 FYE June 2018
vment Market Value $ 235,723,883 | § 216,241,548 | $ 166,281,750 | S 168,728817 [ 5 194,168,381 |$ 195,101,053 {$ 213,054,478 [S 233,678,984 |S 231,723,817 | § 219,117,048 | $ 223,542.529 [ § 230,740,441
1l Distribution from Endowment S 16,488,762 | S 18,500,000 | § 313,000,000 |$ 15,600,000 | $ 11,700,000 | § (3,900,000)| 5 3,898,970 | § 13,150,000 | 3,500,000 | $ 12,906,351 | S 26,499,919 | § 4,700,000
2t Value of the Mineral Rights 5 65,900,000 | $ 125,000,000 | $ 74,081,000 | $ 77,235,700 | 5 91,933,000 | $ 86,203,000 | § 75,440,000 | $ 75,631,000 | § 50,206,000 | $ 43,152,000 | $ 47,368,000 | § 57,958,000
3} Distribution from Minera} Rights $ 13,128,960 | $ 17,804,325 13,785,809 | § 13,671,113 (S 19,893,657 | S 18,750,436 | $ 14,821,385 | $ 15,223,328 16 13,585,270 |S 7,857,579 |5 15844963 |8 15,209,878
al Distribution from Endowment and Mineral Rights | § 20,617,722 | S 36,304,325 }$ 24785809 | S 2_2‘271,113 S 31,593,657 | $ 14,850,436 | § 18,720,356 | § 28,373,328 | § 17,085,270 { $ 20,763,930 | 5 42344882 | $ 19,909,878

Bank Loan Summary

FYE June 2007 FYE June 2008 | FYE June 2009 | FYE June 2010 | FYE June 2011 FYE June 2012 FYE June 2013 FYE June 2014 FYE June 2015 FYE lune 2016 | FYE June 2017 FYE June 2018
of Credit 3 13,033.672 | $ 8,989,360 | S 14,302,403 [$ 7,527,986 | S - s - $ 5,125,456 | $ 2,128,632 [ S 8,723,611 S 3,754,758 | § 1,544,805 | § 47,310
Guarantees for Parishes and Schoals S 18,560,335 | $ 23,933,224 | § 30,834,223 | § 32,820,820 |5 32,426,972 | $ 30,265,371 | $ 31,753,293 | § 31,816,846 | $ 29,418,448 | $ 29,621,983 | $ 32,611,322 |5 31,996,438

Capital Spending

FYE June 2007 FYE June 2008 | FYEJune 2009 | FYEJune 2010 | FYE June 2011 FYE June 2012 FYE June 2013 FYE June 2014 FYEJune 2015 ! FYEJune 2016 | FYElune 2017 | FYEJune 2018

@sean Capital Annual Spend S 11,612,638 | $ 8,966,601 {5 8,676,762 l S 1600804 (5 1,652,930 ‘ § 3,070,811 [ $ 8,489,261 | $ 9,323,193 | § 5,230,466 | § 2,135,381 | § 914,691 | & 3,503,573






