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KATHLEEN WOODARD,

_(nee Harkin)
and
TBOMAS WOODARD, her husband,

Plaintiffs,
v. Cause No. 932-85S0
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JOHN iI. suLLMN, THE BrsHoP
OF KANSAS CrTY-ST. JOSEPH,
MISSOURIT on Behalf of the
DIOCESB OF KANSAS CITY-ST.
JOSEPH, MISSOURI, and
iIOHN M. KILCULLEN, and
JOHN r,. MAY, THE ARCHBTSHOP
OF ST. LOUIS on Behalt of lhe
ARCHDIOCESE OF ST. LOUIS, and
FATIIER JOHN PAUL HESSr onBehalf of MOST SACRED'nBenr
CATHOLfC SCHOOL, and
FATHER JOHN DOE

(Name Unknown),

EOLD SERVICE

PLAINTIFFS DEMAND TRTAI, BY JURY

Defendants.

coI'{E Now praintif f s herein, Kathreen woodard and Thomag
woodard, and for their causes of action against the Defendants,
allege as follows:

1. Plaintiff Kathreen woodard, age 44, is a reeident of the
state of Migsouri. praintiff wae a minor between ages 5 through 14
years old during the time of the gexual abuges referenced herein.

2. plaintiff Thomag woodard is a resident of the state of

,

Migsouri.

Plaintiffg
He is the husband of
were lawfully rnarried

Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard.

on February 2L, 1969 at
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Florissant′  MissOuri and have remained marr■ ed cOntinuou81y since
that datec

3.  Defendant John Je sul■ivan (reFerred tO hereaFter ag the
BishOp)is a resident Of the state of Miggouri and is the BishOp of

the Roman CathOlic Diocese Of Kansas city―
ste 」Ogeph.  By virtue Of

hi3 office, he is empowered tO and in fact represents the Defendant

Diocese ェn thig litigation.

4 Defendant Roman Catholic Diocese Of Kansas city―
st. JOseph

(referred tO hereafter aS the Diocese) is an unincorpOrated

assOc■atiOn dOing business in this state with its principal place

of business in Kansas city′
 JacksOn cOunty′  Missouri.

5.

ordaェned

belief.

Pather

by the

」Ohn M. Kilcullen

Archdiocese Of st.

iS a Roman

Louis upOn

CathOlic Pr■ est

infOrmatiOn and

to as the

and is the

Louig.   By

At all times relevant heretO′
 Father」。hn M. Kilcullen wag

under the direct supervision′
 emp10y and cOntr。 1 0F the Defendant

BishOp of the Diocesee  As part of his pastOral duties as a priest′

Defendant John M. Kilcullen provided gu■
dance, counseling and

spiritual educatiOn and comfOrt tO Pュ
aintiff Kathleen wOOdard′ s

family at the home Of Plaintiff Kathleen wOOdard′
s aunt at 3923

Flad′  in the city OF Ste Louis′ and e18eWhere.  Defendant JOhn M.
Kilcullen's cOnduct ag alleged hereinafter was undertaken whi■

e in
the cOurse and scope of his emp■ Oyment with Defendant Diocese and
DeFendant BishOp.

6.   Defendant JOhn L. May (hereinafter reFerred

ArchbishOp) iS a resident Of the state Of HissOuri

ArchbishOp of the Roman CathOlic Archdiocese Of ste
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virtue of his office′ he ■g empowered tO and in fact represents the

Defendant Archdiocese and the Defendant Most sacred Heart Catholic

School in this litigation.

7.    Defendant  Roman  CathOlic Archdiocese  of  st.  Lou■ g

(reFerred to hereafter as the Archdiocese) is an unincorporated

assoc■ ation doing business in this State with its princip■ e place

of business in the city oF St. Louis, MissOuri.

8.  Defendant Father 」ohn Paul Hess (hereinafter referred to

as the Pastor)i8 8ued in his capacity as the Pastor of Most sacred

Heart Catholic SchOOl and Parish.  By virtue of his Office′  he is

empowered to and in fact represents most sacred Heart Catholic

Church and SchOO■  in this ■itigation.

9.  Defendant MOst sacred Eeart CathOlic church and school is

an unincorporated association doing business in this state with itg

principal p■ace of business in Florissant′ MissOuri.

10。 Father John Doe is a Roman Catholic Priest Ordained by the

Archdiocese of st. Louis upon inだ ormation and belief.  His true

■dentity at this time ■s unknown.  At all times relevant hereto′

Defendant Father John Doe was under the direct supervis■ On′ emp■oy

and control  of  Defendant Archbishop and was algO under the

supervis■On′  employ and cOntro■  。f Defendant MOst sacred Heart

Catholic church and school.  Defendant Father」 ohn Doe′ s conduct a3

alleged hereinafter was undertaken while in the scope and cOurse of

his employment with Defendant Most sacred Heart Catholic church and

Schoo■ ′ Defendant ArchdioceseP and Defendant Archbishop.

11.  P■aintiff Kathleen Woodard wag raised in a devoutly Roman
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Catholic faIIi■ ly′ was baptized′ confirmed and regularly celebrated

weekly mass and rece■ ved the sacraments through the Roman Catholic

Church.  cathOlic pr■ests, including Defendant John M. Ki■ cullen7

were sought― after′  hOnored and revered guesta in the hOme of

Pla■ntiff Kathleen Woodard and at the hOmes Of her relatives.  From

approximately autumn of 1954 through approximately spring oF 1963

the Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard attended the lst through eth gradea

at Defendant MOst sacred Beart Elementary schOOl′  Owned and

operated by Defendant Most sacred Heart Elementary schOOl and/or

Defendant Archdiocese oF Ste Lou■ s and/Or Defendant Archbishop」ohn

L. May.   Therefore′  Plaintiff Kathleen woodard deve■ oped great

admiratiOn′  trust′  reverence and respect fOr Roman CathOlic priests

in general and Defendants Pather 」ohn M. Kilcullen and Pather John

Doe in particular.  DeFendants Pather John M. Kilcullen and Father

John Doe occupied a position in the minor Plaintiff′ g life of great

inf■uence and persuasion as hOlymen and authOrity figurea.

12.   In approximately 1954′  when Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard

was approximately six (6) yearg Old′  Defendant Father 」ohn M.

Ki■cullen often visited the hOme of Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard′ 8

aunt at 3923 Flad,St. Lou■ 8′  MiSgouri′  while in the scope and

course of his pastOral duties.  In additiOn to providing guidancer

coungeling′  and gpiritual education and cOmfort to Pla■ ntiff

Kathleen  Woodard′ s  family′  including the  family oだ   Kathleen

Woodard′ g aunt, on One occasion Defendant Father John M. Kilcullen

agreed tO watch Over Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard while the adult

family members went Out.  Defendant Father John M. Kilcullen was
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entrusted with the care of Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard due to the

rapport of absOlute trust that Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard′ s family

had in DeFendant Father John M. Kilcullen by virtue of hig office

as a pr■ est.

13.  At a■ l times relevant heretO Plaintiff knew and accepted

DeFendant Father 」Ohn M. Ki■ cullen as a counselor, priest and

authority figure.

14。  while watching over Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard, Plaintiff

Kathleen woodard toOk a bathe  DeFendant Father John M. Kilcul■ en

entered the bathtub while Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard was in it and

performed gexual intercourse with hero   Thereafter′   Defendant

Father John M. Kilcullen dressed in his clerical attire and′  prayed

with Plaintiff Kathleen woOdard for Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard′ 8

forgiveness.  Approximately One year later′  Defendant Father John

M. Kilcullen grabbed Plaintiff Kath■ een wOOdard by the arm as she

wag exiting the bathroom at 3923 Flad′  St. Louis, Missouric  On

another occasiOn DeFendant Father John M. Kilcullen told Plaintiff

Kathleen Woodard "once a slut, always a slut.“  Defendant Father

John M. Kilcu■ ■en was dressed in clerical attire at all times and

was at 3923 Flad for the purpose of providing guidance, counseling

and spiritual education and comfort to P■ aintiff Kathleen Woodard's

family, and was within the cOurse and scope Of his employment.

15。  At all times relevant hereto, Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard

knew and accepted Defendant Father John M. Kilcullen as a pr■ est

and authority figure.

16.    As  a  direct  result  of  Defendant  Father  John  M.
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Kilcu■ ■en′ s conduct′  Plaintiff Kath■ een Woodard has suffered and

wi■ l continue to suffer severe and medica■ ly diagnosab■e emotiona■

embarrassment,  ■oss  of  self― esteem′   diggrace′   hum■ liation′

psychO10gical injury′  loss of enぅ oyment of life′  wage loss and

deprivation of earning capacity and 10ss incurred and will continue

to incur expenges for psycho10gical care′  treatment′  therapy and

counseling.

17.  In approximately 1954′  when the Plaintiff wag a six― year

old First grader′   she met and began receiving spir■ tua■  and

emotional gu■ dance, counse■ing and direction from DeFendant Pather

」ohn Doe′  then a pr■est of Defendant Most Sacred Heart Catholic

Church and SchO。 1.  Defendant Father John Doe undertook to prov■de

a spiritual and emotional counseling relationship with the minor

Plaintiff and thereaFter did prov■ de her counseling at a■ l times

material herein.

18.  At a■l times relevant hereto Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard

knew and accepted Defendant Father John Doe as her coungelor′

pr■est and authority figure.

19.  From approximately 1954 through approximately 1963′  while

purporting tO provide spiritual and emotional counseling and

directiOn, Defendant Father」 ohn Doe engaged in sexual contact with

the minor Pla■ ntifだ on repeated Occagions.  This sexua■  contact

included′  but wag not linited tor だOndling of the Plaintiff′ 3

genitals′  anally and orally sodomizing the Plaintiff and rubbing

hia genitals up against Plaintiff′ 8 bOdy.  Defendant Father 」ohn

Doe a180 fOrCed Pla■ ntiff Kathleen Woodard to participate in sexual

6



activity with at least one other child whi■ e he obgerved.  When

Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard refused to perfo.二 il oral aodomy upon

DeFendant Father John Doe′  and in fact bit his penis′  DeFendant

Father John Doe punished Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard by attaching

e■ectrical devices tO her genitals.

20. As a direct result of Defendant Father John Doe′ s conduct′

Pla■ntiff Kathleen Woodard hag suffered and will continue to suFfer

severe and medically diagnosable emotional distress′  embarragsment,

loss of self―esteem′  di3graCe′ humiliation′  psychological injury′

loss of enう oyment of life, wage ■oss and deprivation of earning

capacity and has incurred and will continue to incur expenses だor

psych。■Ogical care, treatment′  therapy and counseling.

21.  Plaintiff′ s position as a minor′  together with Defendantg

Father John M. Kilcullen and Pather John Doe′ g exalted positions′

80 affected Plaintiff that she was not able to know′  recognize,

understand′  report Or take legal action aga■nst DeFendants prior

hereto.

22.  Defendant Father 」ohn Doe′ s position as a priest, schoo■

authority and cOunselor′  and Defendant Father 」ohn M. Kilcullen′ 8

Position ag  a priest and family counselor added to Plaintiff′ s

anx■ety and fear, and trod upon the trust P■ a■ntiff as a child

p■aced  in  these  holymen  and  infringed  upon  the  fiduc■ ary

relationships which existed.   P■ aintiff′ s perception of both

DeFendants′  greater size, strength and power′  both phya■ cally and

spiritua■ ly′  had the effect of intimidating Plaintiff into an

absolute silence.
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23.   The nature of the negligent cOunseling and the sexual

exploitation′  and the cェ rcumstances under which they occurred′

together with the Defendants Father 」。hn M. Kilcu■ len and Pather

John Doe′ s status as trusted re■ igious authority figures, caused

Pla■ ntiff to develop variOus psychO10gical coping mechan■ 8mS.

Because of the psychO10gical coping mechanisms which resulted′

Plaintiff was unable to perceive or know that she was a victim of

sexual abuse perpetrated upon her by Defendants Father JOhn M.

Kilcullen and Father John Doe′  and was unable to perceive or know

the existence or nature of the psychO10gical injuries and/or their

connection tO the sexua■ abuse perpetrated upon her.

24.  In spring′ 1990, P■ aintiff began a cOurse oF psych。 10gica■

therapy and treatment with sarah Bradbury, Ms.Ed.′  at southern

11linois university, Edwardsv■ lle, Illinoェ g.

25.  Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard has continued her therapy to

date with Rache■  Tompkins, Ph.D.  Rachel TOmpkins, Ph.D. is and at

a■l times pertinent has been′  duly licensed by the states of

11linois  and Missouri as a psychotherapist.   As a licensed

psychOtherapist, Dr. Tompkins is duly qualified tO diagnose and

treat mental disorders and diseasesc

26.   During the course of that therapy′  during Ju■ y′  1990′

Plaintiff first reca■■ed that she had been sexually abused during

her childhOod by Defendant Father John M. KilcullenP and beginning

in spring, 1991′  Pather John Doe.

27.  Due to the Fact that Plaintiff is in Ongoing therapy and

is still reca■ ling events Of past sexual abuse, the acts comp■ a■ned
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of herein certainly are not intended to encOmpass the entire range

of conduct′   but rather upon infOrmation and belief Plaintiff

believes that other actg of intercourse′  deviant gexual acts′  and

aexua■ abuse were perpetrated upon her by DeFendants Pather John M.

Ki■cullen and Father John Doe.

28.   Prior to this course oだ  therapy in October′   1990′

Piaintiff had no reca■ l of the eventa involving child sexual abuse.

29.  Plaintiff′ s traumae, by reagon of the recall and memory Of

events regarding child sexual abuse by DeFendants Father John M.

Kilcu■■en and Father」ohn Doe was and is congistent with the trauma

of other persong suffering such abuse who have difficulty recalling

events which occurred during the■r childhood invoユ ving such abuse.

30.  That the repression of eventsP including childhood events

involving sexual abuse,  is a well― established and recognized

symptom and by― product of geveral mental disorders within the

Diagnostic and statistica■ Manual of Menta■ Disorders Third Edition

― Reviged (pub■ iShed by the American Psychiatric A880Ciation)suCh

as Post Traumatic Stress Disorder and Dissoc■ ative Disorder.

31.  Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard′  now age 44′ brings this action

in a timely faghion pursuant to RoS.Mo. Section 537.046′  in that

she did not discOver′  だ。r purposes of said Statute, the complaint

of gexua■ abuse until 」uly′  1990.

32.   within the past almost three yearg′  through therapy′

Plaintiff Kath■ een Woodard has begun to know Or have reason to know

that she was the victim of sexual abuse by Defendants Pather 」ohn

M.  Kilcullen  and  Father  John  Doer  and  that  she  suだ fered
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psychological injuries as a result of this abusec   Plaintiff

Kathleen Woodard has therefore commenced his cause of action

against these DeFendants in a timely manner′  pursuant to ReSoMo.

Section 516.100′  because she was unab■ e to ascertain her damageg

unti1 0ctOber′  1990.

33.  Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard further brings thig action in

a timely fashiOn pursuant to ReSeMoo Section 516.170 in that from

the time of her chi■ dhood until 」uly, ■990′  she wag mentally

incapacitated since she had repressed the memor■ es oF the childhood

gexual abuse as alleged in this Petition.

COUNT I

DEFENDANT FATEER 」OHN M. KILCULLEN ― CHILDH00D SEXUAL ABUSE

34.  P■aintiff Kathleen Woodard incorporates all paragraphs Of

this Petition as if fully set fOrth under this counte

35.  During approxinately 1954 and 1955, DeFendant Father John

M. Kilcullen engaged in unpermitted′  ha.MBful and offensive sexua■

intercourse and other abu8工 Ve Sexual contact upon the person of the

then―minor Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard′   then under the age of

eighteen years.

36.  As a direct result of Defendant Father」 ohn M. Kilcul■ en's

conduct, Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard has suffered the injuries and

damages described herein.

COUNT II

DEFENDANT PATHER JOUN DOE ― CHILDHOOD SEXUAL ABUSE

37.  Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard incorporates al■  paragraphs of

this Petition as if fully set forth under this Count.
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38.  Between approximately 1954 through 1963, Defendant Father

」ohn Doe regularly and repeatedly engaged in unpe.川 ]itted′  abusive′

harmfu■ and offengive sexua■ contact upon the pergon of the then―

minor Pla■ntiff Kathleen woodard, then under the age oだ eighteen

years.

39. As a direct result of Defendant Father John Doe′ s conduct′

Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard has suFfered the injuries and damages

described hereina

COUNT III

DEFENDANT FATEER JO日 N DOE ― CLERGY MALPRACTICE

40。   P■aintiff incorporates all paragraph3 0f this Petition ag

ェf fully set fOrth under this Count.

41.  As a Roman Catholic Priest and a priest Of the Plaintiff′ g

Roman Catholic Church and school, Defendant Father 」ohn Doc had a

duty to adhere to the standards of Ecclesiastical care of CathOlic

pr■ests and pastors similarly sェ tuated in his community′  which

included, withOut limitation′  the duty to act as a reasonably

honest spiritual advisor′  leader′  counselor and teacher of lay

members oだ  Defendant Most Sacred Heart Catholic Schoo■  and Church

and Defendant Archdiocese′  of which Plaintiff was one.

42.   Defendant Father 」ohn Doe, pursuant to this duty wag

required to instruct′  advise′  teach and counsel, and to interpret

truthful■y and fa■thfu■ ly the doctrines and tenets of the Roman

Catholic  Church  on matters  of  fa■th′  morals,  and  religious

doctrine.    The  duty  Of  Defendant  Father  John  Doe  extended

particularly to Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard, a minor parishioner′
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student and counge■ ee′  entrusted to his care.

43.  Defendant Father John Doe, while acting within the course

and scope of his emp■ oyment, and within his authority as a Roman

Catholic pr■ est and school offic■ al′ breached his duty of care to

P■aintiff  Kathleen  woOdard  by  wrongfully  and  incorrectly

instructing and advising the minor Plaintiff on matters of fa■ th′

mora■ s, and religious doctrineo   Specifically′  Defendant Father

John Doe used his ぅ。b―Created authority and influence tO cOerce the

minor Plaintiff to engage in sexual conduct.

44.  DeFendant Father John Doe further breached his pr■ estly

and pagtoral duty of care to the Plaintiftt Kathleen woodard by

negligently entering into a spiritual and emotional cOungeling

re■ationship with the Plaintiff Kathleen WoodardP a minor and

potential  victim  of  Defendant  Father  John  Doe′ s  sexua■

exploitation′   with  full  knowledge  of  his  own  exp10itive

propensities, by continuing the spiritual cOungeling re■ ationship

with the minor Plaintiff Kathleen woodard aFter the first instance

of  sexual  explo■ tatiOn occurred′  by not informing the minor

P■aintiff Kathleen Woodard that she had been sexually exploited′  by

not seeking the proper counseling and therapy for himself and

withdrawing  from  the  spiritual  and  emotional  counseling

relationship′  and by failing to advise and direct the Plaintiff

Kath■een Woodard that she had been sexua■ ly abused and she shou■ d

seek appropr■ ate therapy and cOunseling.

45.  As a direct result oF DeFendant Pather John Doe's breach

of his clerical duty, Pla■ ntiff Kathleen Woodard has suffered the
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injuries and damages described hereine

COUNT IV

DEttNDANT PATHER 」OHN DOE ― BREAC口 OF FIDUCIARY D口TY

46.  P■ aintiff incorporates all paragraphs of this Petition ag

if Ful■y set だ。rth under this Count.

47.  By hOlding himself out as a qualified pr■ est′ teacher and

coungelor′  and  by  undertaking the  religious  instruction and

Bpiritual and emotiOnal cOunseling of the minor Plaintiff Kathleen

Woodard′   Defendant Father John Doe entered into a fiduc■ ary

relationghip with the minor Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard.  Defendant

Father 」ohn Doe breached his fiduciary duty to Plaintifだ  Kathleen

Woodard by engaging in the sexual conduct descr■ bed herein.

48.  As a direct resu■t of Defendant Father John Doe′ s breach

of his fiduc■ ary duties, Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard has suffered

the injuries and damages described herein.

COUNT V

DEFENDANT PATHER 」OHN M. KILCULLEN ― BREACH OF FIDUCIARY ⊇UTY

49.  Pla■ ntiff Kathleen Woodard incorporates all paragraphs of

this Petition as if fully set fOrth under this cOunt.

50.  By hOlding himself out as a qualified pr■ est′ teacher and

counse■ or,  and by  undertaking the  religious  instruction and

gpiritua■ and emotiona■  cOunse■ ing of the minor Plaintiff Kathleen

Woodard′   Defendant  Father  」ohn M.  Kilcullen  entered  into a

fiduciary relationghip with the minor Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard.

Defendant Father John M. Kilcullen breached his fiduc■ ary duty to

Pla■ntiff Kathleen Woodard by engaging in the sexual conduct
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described herein.

51. As a direct result of DeFendant Father John M. Kilcullen′ g

breach of his fiduc■ ary dutieg′  P■ a■ntiff Kathleen woodard has

suffered the inう uries and damages described herein.

COUNT VI

DEFENDANT DIOCESE AND
DEFENDANT BISEOP― RESPONDEAT SUPERIOR

52.  Plaintiff Kathleen woodard incorporates count V of this

Petition ag if fully set fOrth under this count.

53.  At all times material, Defendant Father John M. Kilcullen

wag emp■ oyed ag a priest by Defendant Diocese and Defendant Bishop

and was under Defendant Diocese′ s and Defendant Bishop′ s direct

supervision and Control when he committed the acts described

herein.  Defendant Father John M. Kilcullen engaged in this conduct

while in the course and scope of his employment with DeFendant

Diocese and Defendant Bishop. Pla■ ntiff Kathleen Woodard succumbed

to the initial and a■ l subsequent sexual contact on■ y because of

Defendant Father John M. Kilcullen′ s misuse of his ぅ。b―Created

authority as a priest.  From the minor Plaintiff′ s perspective′

Father 」Ohn M. Kilcullen had the apparent authority to engage in

this conduct because of his status as a Roman CathOlic priest.

Defendant Diocese and Defendant Bishop are therefore liable だor the

conduct of DeFendant Father」 ohn M. Kilcu■■en under the doctrine of

respondeat super■ orり

COUNT VII

DEFENDANT ARCHDIOCESE AND
DEFENDANT ARCHBISHQP― RBSPONDEAT SuPERIOR
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54.  Plaintiff Kathleen woodard incorporates all paragraphs of

this Petition as if fully set だorth under this Count.

55.   At all times material′  Defendant Father John Doe wag

employed as a priest by DeFendant Archdiocese and Defendant

Archbishop and was under Defendant Archdiocese's and Defendant

Archbighop′ 8 direCt supervisェ on and control when he committed the

acts described herein.  Defendant Father John Doe engaged in this

conduct while in the courge and scOpe of his employment with

Defendant Archdiocese and Defendant Archbishop. Plaintiff Kathleen

Woodard succumbed to the initial and all subsequent sexual contact

only because of Defendant Father John Doe′ 8 miSuSe of his job―

created authority as a priest.    From the minor Plaintiff′ s

perspective, Father 」ohn Doe had the apparent authority to engage

in this conduct because of his status as a Roman Catholic pr■ est.

Defendant Archdiocese and Defendant Archbishop are therefore liable

だor the conduct of Defendant Father 」ohn Doe under the doctrine of

respondeat superior.

COUNT VIII

DEFENDANT MOST SACRED HEART CATEOLIC CHURCH AND SCH00L
RESPONDEAT SUPERIOR

56c  P■ aintiff Kathleen Woodard incorporates all paragraphs of

this Petition as if fully set fOrth under this count.

57.   At a■ l times materia17 Defendant Father John Doe was

employed as a priest by Defendant Most Sacred Heart Catholic Church

and SchOOl and was under Defendant Most sacred Heart Catholic

Church  and  SchOol′ s  direct  supervision  and  cOntro■  when he

committed the acts described hereine  Defendant Father 」ohn Doe
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engaged in this cOnduct while in the course and scope of his

employment with Defendant Most sacred Eeart Catholic Church and

Schoo■ .  Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard succumbed to the initial and

ali subgequent sexual contact only because of Defendant Father John

Doe's misuse Of his job― created authority as priest.   From the

minor Plaintiff′ s perspective′  Father John Doe had the apparent

authority to engage in this cOnduct because of hi3 Status ag a

Roman Catholic pr■ est.  Defendant Most sacred Heart Catholic Church

and Schoo■ is therefore liab■ e for the conduct of Defendant Father

」ohn Doe under the doctrine of respondeat super■ or.

WEEREFORE′  Plaintiff  demandg  judgment  against  DefendantB

individually′   ぅointly and severally′  だor damages in excess of

$15′ 000。 00, stated only for the うurisdictiona■  purposes of this

Courtr fOr her costs expended herein and だor such other and further

relief as the court deems just and equitable.

COUNT IX

DEFENDANT 」0日N J. SULLIVAN ― NECLIGENCE

58.  Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard incorporates all paragraphs of

this Petition as if fully set だorth under this count.

59.    Defendant  John  J.  Sullivan′ s  predecessora′   as  the

emp■oyerg and supervisors of Defendant John M. Kilcullen′  had a

duty to protect Plaintiff Kathleen woOdard from the sexual■ y and

emotiona■ ly abusive act8 0f DeFendant John M. Kilcul■ en as herein

alleged and were negligent in one or more of the following

respects8

(a)  Defendant JOhn Jo Sullivan′ s predecessora Failed to be

-16-



aware of the substantial and unjustifiable risk to Plaintiff

Kathleen Woodard due to the sexual and emotional abuge of Defendant

John M. Kilcullen in that their failure to aware constitutes a

deviatiOn from the standard of care which a reasonable person wou■d

exercise in such a gituationF

(b) Defendant John Jo Sullivan′ s predecessors knew or should

have known oF said cOnduct by Deだ endant John M. Kilcullen and

fa■led to take reasonable steps tO prevent the conduct from

continuing,

(C) Defendant 」ohn Jo Sullivan′ s predecessors knew or should

have known that sa■ d conduct was taking p■ ace and fa■ ■ed to remove

DeFendant John M. Kilcullen from contact and exposure to the

Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard.

WHEREFORE′   Plaintiff  demand8  うudgment  against  Defendants

individually′   ぅointly and severally,  だ。r damages in excess of

S15,000。 00, stated only for the jurisdictional purposes of this

Court′ fOr her costs expended herein and for such other and Further

relief as the court deem9 ぅust and equitable.

COUNT X

DEFENDANTS 」OHN L. MAY and JOHN PAUL EESS ― NECLIGENCE

60c  Plaintiff Kathleen Woodard incorporates all paragraphs of

this Petition a8 工f ful■y set forth under this count.

61.  Defendant 」ohn L. May and John Paul Hess's predecessors,

as the employers and supervisors of Defendant John Doe, had a duty

to protect Plaintiff  Kathleen Woodard  from the sexually and

emotionally abusive actg of Defendant John Doe as herein alleged
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and were negligent in one Or more of the foliowing respects:

(a) Defendants John Lo May's and John Paul Ee38′ S predecessors

fai■ed to be aware of the substantial and unjustifiable risk to

P■ aintiff Kath■ een Woodard due to the sexual and emotional abuse of

Defendant John Doe in that their failure to aware constitutes a

deviation from the standard of care which a reasonable person would

exercise in guch a situation,

(b) Defendants 」ohn L. May′ s and John Paul Eess′ s predecessor8

knew or shou■ d have known of said conduct by DeFendant John Doe and

failed to take reagonable steps to prevent the conduct from

continuing,

(c) Defendants John L. May′ s and John Paul Hess′ s predecessors

knew or should have known that sa■d conduct was taking place and

fai■ed tO remove DeFendant John Doe frOm contact and exposure to

the Plaintiff Kathleen woodard.

WHEREFORE′  Plaintiff  demandg  コudgment  againgt  Defendants

individual■ y′  ぅoint■y and geverally,  fOr dalnages in excess of

S15′ 000。 00, stated only fOr the うurisdictional purposes of this

Court, だor her costs expended herein and for such other and further

re■ief as the cOurt deems ぅust and equitable.

COUNT XI

PLAINTttFF THOMAS WOODARD ― LOSS OF CONSORTIUM

Plaintiff Thomas Woodard incorporates each and every paragraph

of the Petition prevェOusly alleged.

62.  That Kathleen Woodard′ s cauge of action accrued during the

marriage of the parties in that the damages due to the wrongs
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herein alleged were sustained and agcertained during the marriage.

63.   By reasOn of the injuries so inflicted on Plaintiff′ g

wife′  Plaintiff has been deprived oだ his wife's society and of her

services in the management of hi3 dOmeStic affa■ rar  and wag

compelled to and did expend sums for servant hire′  because of the

inability of P■ aintiff′ s wife to perだ oとHE her household duties.

Pla■ntiff was cOmpelled to and did expend sums for nursing and

medical  attendance for his wife,  which suma were necessary′

reagonable and proper.   Plaintiff is inだ oェ▲Iled and believes and

based thereon alleges that Plaintiff′ s wife will be prevented by

said injuries  from participating in and enう oying the norma■

pleasures of life tO which ghe was formerly accustOmed.  Plaintiff

has suffered and w■ ■■ suffer the loss of the services of his wife′

and his comだ ort and happiness in her soc■ ety and compan■onship have

been impa■red, and such impa■ rment and deprivation w■ 1l necessar■■y

continue for a long time to come ali to Plaintiff′ s damage in

excess of s15,000,00.

WEEREFORE′   Plaintiff  demands  〕udgment  against  Defendants

individua■ ly′  ぅointly and severally′   だor damages in excess of

Fifteen  ThOusand  Dol■ ars  (s15′ 000。 00)′   stated  only  だor  the

jurisdictiOnal purposes of this cOurt, for his costs expended

herein′  and だor such other and further relief as the Court deems

うuSt and equitable.
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RespectFu■ ly Bubmtttted′

/
Douglag A.

『 さBEⅢ25470
Attorney for Plaintiffa
230 South Bem血 8tOn′ Suite 410
Clayton′  M庄880uri  63105
Telephone (314, 726‐ 2552

Novemb撃イ155す協8f°経▼詫躍a出瑞∵nt確8 miled this tt day of
『. Noce′ Attorney for Defendants′

1200 Saint Louis Place, 200 North Broadway′  st. Louig′ M063102 and
Mと . Denia J. Burn3′  Attorney for Defendant Kilcullen, 720 01ive
Street′  21st Fユoor, St. Louis, Mo 63101.

ツ 。赤

forBythヽwoodard.and

‐ 20 “


